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什麼是德性知識論？知識的本質與價值問題
 

米建國 
東吳大學哲學系副教授 

內容摘要：本文將以「知識的本質」與「知識的價值」為主軸，以「本
質問題」與「價值問題」為討論的核心，特別將專注於「Gettier 難題」
與「淹沒難題」。由於這個研究是在知識的本質與價值這個主軸下進
行，所以當我們面對本質與價值問題時，我們意味著「知態的本質」
與「知態的價值」：也就是我們把知識當作是一種成就，或者是一種
由人類認知能力所獲致的成功，而不只是一種運氣或偶然所得到的
結果，我們將著重這種成就與認知成功本身的價值所在。這個研究
的最終目標是希望，在我們為 Gettier 難題與淹沒難題尋求回應的同
時，也能為知識的本質問題，以及有關知識價值的相關難題，都能
提供一個令人滿意的解決途徑與方案。 

有關知識本質與價值的問題，一個最直接與最普遍的問題在於：
「什麼是知識？」與「什麼是知識的價值？」這兩個問題。伴隨著這
兩個普遍問題而來的，是在不同序列所出現的本質與價值問題。其
中包括知識本質與價值的主要問題：如果知識並不等同於真信念，
那麼知識是什麼？知識如何能比僅僅只是真的信念還要有價值？接
下來要問的是第二序的知識本質與價值問題：知識如果不等同於證
成的真信念，那麼知識是什麼？為什麼「知識」比起「那些近乎於知
識卻又禁不起 Gettier 反例測試的真信念」還要有價值？最後還有第三

                                                           



 本文是作者在 100 學年度（NSC 100-2410-H-031-041）國科會補助研究計畫案中的主要成果，

本研究計畫案的主題為「知識的價值：淹沒難題」，感謝國科會對本研究案的支持。 
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序的問題：為什麼知識具有優先性與不可定義性？為什麼「知識」比
起「那些近乎於知識卻又禁不起 Gettier 反例測試的真信念」不僅具有
更高的價值，而且還具有其自身獨特或最終的價值？本文希望能夠
釐清這些不同序列的知識本質與價值問題，同時也能展現這些不同
問題的哲學意涵。 

本文的真正核心問題在回答：「什麼是德性知識論？」這個問題。
透過鋪陳知識的本質與知識的價值問題，我們一方面可以掌握 Sosa

的德性知識論在當代知識論發展過程中的獨特地位，另一方面也可
以看出回應本質問題與價值問題的最新創見。 
 

關鍵詞：德性、德性知識論、Ernest Sosa、本質問題、價值問題、知
識、淹沒難題、Gettier 難題 

壹、前言 

當代知識論最主要的三大議題分別是：「知識本質」的問題、「懷疑論」的問

題、與「知識價值」的問題。其中「知識價值」的問題，是近二十年來新興的議題。

任何一個完整而且足以令人滿意的知識理論，都必須要能夠同時面對這三個問題，

並且可以提供一套解決或回應這三個問題的方式。 
本文的主題，以「什麼是德性知識論？」（What Is Virtue Epistemology?）這個

問題作為標的，特別是針對二十世紀以來，以 Ernest Sosa 為首所發展出來的德性知

識論為主，嘗試探究這個當代在知識論領域中，最新的一個主流發展趨勢。本文的

目的在於，一方面仔細瞭解這個當代最新知識理論的內容與特質，另一方面也將以

哲學辯證的方式，反覆探索這個知識理論如何面對並回應「知識本質」與「知識價

值」這兩個當代知識論的主要議題，至於「懷疑論」的問題，則無法在本文中一併

討論（雖然德性知識論也有一套回應懷疑論的策略與方法）。 
一開始我們將以「知識的本質」與「知識的價值」（the nature and value of 

knowledge）為討論的主軸，以「本質問題」（the nature problem）與「價值問題」
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（the value problem）為討論的核心，特別對於「Gettier 難題」與「淹沒難題」（the 
swamping problem），進行比較深入的反省。由於這篇論文的討論主軸是在知識的

本質與知識的價值這兩個議題下進行，所以當我們面對本質問題與價值問題時，我

們意味著「知態的（構成）條件」（epistemic conditions）與「知態的價值」（epistemic 
value）：也就是如果我們把知識當作是一種成就（achievement），或者是一種由人

類認知能力所獲致的成功（success），而不只是一種僥倖或偶然所得到的結果，那

麼我們將著重於這種成就與認知成功本身的本質條件及其價值所在。 

貳、首要問題 

有關知識本質與價值的問題，一個最直接與最普遍的問題在於：「什麼是知

識？」與「什麼是知識的價值？」雖然幾乎每一個人都會同意人類具有知識，而且

知識是有價值的，但是對於知識的定義與知識的價值到底何在，卻有非常不同的意

見與看法。然而這個（知識本質與價值的）普遍的問題（the general question）本身，

並不能使我們真正看清楚本質問題與價值問題的癥結所在，也不能真正呈顯其中的

問題意識與哲學意涵（philosophical significance）。為了看清問題的真正重點所在，

我們可以先回溯這個問題的源頭所在（也就是有關知識的本質與價值的「首要問

題」）：也就是，我們必須追溯到希臘時期柏拉圖的兩個對話錄：「西依提特斯篇」

（Theaetetus）與「邁諾篇」（Meno）。 
柏拉圖在西依提特斯篇中，企圖回答「什麼是知識？」這個問題，在反覆對話

與論辯之後，柏拉圖確切地指出，知識既不是感官知覺，也不僅是真的信念。如果

知識不等於真的信念，那麼我們該如何定義知識呢？知識的本質究竟是什麼？另

外，柏拉圖也在他的邁諾篇中，透過蘇格拉底與邁諾的對話，提出了歷史上有名的

「價值問題」（the value problem）。蘇格拉底在這個對話錄中想知道為什麼知識是

有價值的，而且是什麼使知識成為有價值的。在對話錄中，蘇格拉底與邁諾正在討

論如果要去 Larissa 這個地方，哪一種導遊是比較適合的。一開始的建議是，似乎

「知道」如何去 Larissa 這個地方的導遊是比較好的。但是蘇格拉底對這個提議的挑

戰是：一個導遊僅有如何抵達 Larissa 這個地方的「真信念」（true belief or opinion），

和「知道」如何去 Larissa 的導遊似乎是一樣好的。邁諾對於蘇格拉底所提出來的挑

戰，提出了兩個相當重要的關鍵問題：什麼是知識的本質（如果它不同於真信念），

什麼又是知識的價值（如果我們對它的評價高過於僅僅只是真的信念）。柏拉圖在
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這個對話錄中表達出對此問題的初步解決方式，是藉由一個隱喻或類比來達成。柏

拉圖舉出古代的雕像家 Daedalus 的許多雕像，如果不把這些雕像用鎖鍊緊緊地拴在

地上，這些 Daedalus 的雕像就會很容易逃脫。這個比喻是把知識的地位類比於

Daedalus 的雕像，只有知識（緊緊拴在地上的雕像）才能緊緊地和真理綁在一起，

而真信念（沒有拴緊的雕像）卻非常容易脫逃。 
柏拉圖在西依提特斯篇與邁諾篇中究竟如何解決知識的本質與價值問題，並不

是本文的重點所在。在此我們想聚焦的重點在於，柏拉圖在這兩個個對話錄中，同

時指出了知識本質與知識價值的首要問題（the primary problem）：如果知識並不等

同於真信念（true belief），那麼知識如何能比僅僅只是真的信念還要有價值？值得

注意的是，柏拉圖試圖提出的解決方案似乎有兩個很基本的預設：（1）知識以獲致

真理為其目標；（2）知識（不同於真信念）在獲致真理的過程中具有較高的「實用

價值」，也就是說知識比起真信念在獲致真理的過程中，是更穩定與更可靠的。 
其實，透過邁諾對蘇格拉底之挑戰所提出之關懷（concerns），我們就已經能窺

出知識的本質（the nature of knowledge）與知識的價值（the value of knowledge）之

間的密切關連。另外，從柏拉圖對於解決價值問題的兩個預設中，我們也再一次看

到知識本質與知識價值的相互影響。如果上述的預設（1）為真，那麼這個預設不僅

一方面指出「真理」是作為知識追求的一個最主要的價值（我們可以把此預設稱為

真理價值的一元論）；另一方面也指出「真理」作為構成知識的必要條件之一（信

念是另外一個必要條件）。如果預設（2）為真，我們則必須在面對知識本質的問題

時，尋求除了「真理」與「信念」之外，構成知識的其他必要條件（如果知識並不

等同於真的信念）；而且在面對知識價值的問題時，我們又必須尋求這些「其他知

識構成的要件」，為什麼具有額外的價值，而這些額外的價值又是些什麼樣的價值

（如果我們要面對與回答「為什麼知識會比僅僅只是真的信念還要有價值？」這個

主要的價值問題的話）。 
為了㔀述與討論的方便，也為了使問題討論更清楚呈顯，我們可以一開始先透

過以下的兩個例子，來進行比較與說明： 

【好運的麥可】（Lucky Mike） 

蘇格拉底與邁諾想要雅典到 Larissa 這個地方，他們找來了麥可當他們的導

遊。沿路經過了幾個叉路，麥可在經過這些叉路時，總是以擲銅板來決定走哪

條路。最後麥可很順利的把蘇格拉底與邁諾帶到了目的地。 
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【專業的麥可】（Able Mike） 

蘇格拉底與邁諾想要雅典到 Larissa 這個地方，他們找來了一個經過專業評定

的麥可當他們的導遊。沿路經過了幾個叉路，麥可在經過這些叉路時，總是能

詳細分辨與㔀述哪條路通往那個城市，並選擇通往 Larissa 正確的叉路。最後

麥可很順利的把蘇格拉底與邁諾帶到了目的地。 

 

從以上兩個例子的對比，我們並不難掌握蘇格拉底在邁諾篇所提出的挑戰。畢

竟，好運的麥可與專業的麥可最後都順利地把蘇格拉底與邁諾帶到了 Larissa 這個

地方。但是，我們也不難看出邁諾的憂慮所在，畢竟，我們不會認為好運的麥可具

有知識（雖然他具有真的信念），我們卻會認為專業的麥可具有專業的知識。此外，

我們似乎也會給予專業的麥可比較高的評價，而好運的麥可則在相較之下顯得較無

價值。但是專業的麥可（比起好運的麥可）到底具備了哪些額外的條件（除了真信

念之外），才會使我們認定他具有所謂的專業「知識」呢？這是個有關知識本質的

問題，我們似乎必須提出這些額外的條件，才足以完全說明構成知識的充分與必要

條件（如果知識真的能夠被所謂構成知識的充分與必要條件來加以定義的話）。另

外，在探究知識的價值這個議題時，我們也必須經常觸及知識本質的問題，而且有

時也不得不帶入與這個問題相關的討論，畢竟除了上述提及知識價值與知識本質這

兩個問題之間的密切關連之外，還有許多重要的論證與洞見可以支持這兩者之間的

相互影響力。1  
其實，在我們的研究當中，我們更加關懷的是，如果要對好運的麥可與專業的

麥可進行評價時，直覺上我們似乎會給予專業的麥可更高的評價。然而蘇格拉底的

挑戰是，如果他們兩人都已順利的把蘇格拉底與邁諾帶到了目的地，這兩位導遊以

其自身的功能性而言，不是都已經達成任務、不辱使命了嗎？為什麼我們還會給予

專業的麥可更高的評價呢？如果知識的任務與使命就是要獲致真的信念，那麼一旦

我們已經具有了真信念，我們何必在乎它們是否被歸類為知識呢？如果我們希望說

明一般人對於知識價值的直覺，也就是我們要說明知識為什麼比起僅僅只是真的信

                                                           

1 有關這方面的最重要討論與代表著作，請參考 Jonathan Kvanvig, The Value of Knowledge 
and the Pursuit of Understanding。 
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念還要有價值，我們就必須要說明構成知識的其他條件（除了真理與信念外）到底

具有什麼樣的「知態的價值」，而加上了這個額外的知態價值，會使得知識比真信

念還具有價值。 
柏拉圖在邁諾篇所遺留下來的知識價值之首要問題，一直到現今仍然是個令人

疑惑的難題。但當今研究知識論的哲學家所必須面對的價值問題，卻又比柏拉圖所

處的希臘時期更複雜、也更具挑戰性。造成這個現狀的理由，最主要還是與當代知

識論討論有關知識本質的問題，特別是對「知識」這個概念的定義問題，具有直接

密切的關連。 

參、第二序問題 

自從 Gettier 在 1963 年出版了“Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?”這篇簡短卻又

深具時代意義的文章之後，一般都已經同意，「真理」、「信念」、再加上「證成」

（或者「有理由接受」、「有證據支持」）這個所謂額外的條件，還是無法充分的

說明構成知識的完整條件。讓我們再以下列的兩個例子，加以說明「Gettier 式的反

例」對知識的本質與知識的價值這兩個問題所形成直接的衝擊（這個衝擊也引發了

有關知識本質與價值的「第二序問題」）：2 

【專業又好運的麥可】（Able and Lucky Mike） 

蘇格拉底與邁諾想要雅典到 Larissa 這個地方，他們找來了一個經過專業評定

的麥可當他們的導遊。沿路經過了幾個叉路，麥可在經過這些叉路時，雖然總

是能詳細分辨與㔀述哪條路通往那個城市，並選擇通往 Larissa 正確的叉路，

但是不為麥可所知的是，其中有一個通往 Larissa 的叉路入口最近剛好封閉修

                                                           

2 本文區別知識價值的首要問題、第二序問題與第三序問題，這個區別主要引用來自於

Duncan Pritchard 在 The Nature and Value of Knowledge: Three Investigations（與 Alan Millar、
Adrian Haddock 合著）一書中的區別，請參見由 Duncan Pritchard 在該書中所負責的

「Knowledge and Understanding」這一個部份。然而本文之主要貢獻之一，在於更進一步提

出知識本質的首要問題、第二序問題與第三序問題之間的區別，並且在兩相對照「知識價

值」與「知識本質」的三序問題之際，加以論證從傳統以來知識本質問題與價值問題之間

交錯複雜的辯證關係。 
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路，而且將封閉一個月之久，完全不准人車進入，但是為了方便前往 Larissa
的旅客，每天只有在中午時刻開放通行，開放的時間為十分鐘。很巧的是，當

麥可帶領蘇格拉底與邁諾經過這個路口時，正好是開放的時間。最後麥可很順

利的把蘇格拉底與邁諾帶到了目的地。 

【專業又可靠的麥可】（Able and Reliable Mike） 

蘇格拉底與邁諾想要雅典到 Larissa 這個地方，他們找來了一個經過專業評定

而且謹慎小心的麥可當他們的導遊。沿路經過了幾個叉路，麥可在經過這些叉

路時，總是能詳細分辨與㔀述哪條路通往那個城市，並選擇通往 Larissa 正確

的叉路，除此之外麥可也事先查清所有通往 Larissa 路口的路況，他已事先知

曉知其中有一個通往 Larissa 的叉路入口最近剛好封閉修路，而且將封閉一個

月之久，完全不准人車進入，但是為了方便前往 Larissa 的旅客，每天只有在

中午時刻開放通行，開放的時間為十分鐘。所以麥可算好了時間，在帶領蘇格

拉底與邁諾經過這個路口的時間，正好是開放的時段。最後麥可很順利的把蘇

格拉底與邁諾帶到了目的地。 

 
在上述這兩個例子當中，專業又好運的麥可雖然已具有如何到達 Larissa 的真

信念，而且也有很充分的理由支持他所相信的事情為真，也就是他已經具備了如何

到達 Larissa 的證成的真信念（justified true belief）。但是從這兩個例子的對比之中，

我們還是會認為所謂「專業又好運的麥可」並不是那麼的專業，因為在這個個案中，

他並沒有完全表現出他應有的完整專業「知識」，過程中還是依賴某種程度的運氣

或巧合，才使他完成任務。相較之下，專業又可靠的麥可則展現了他充分的專業能

力，不需依賴運氣的成分，順利而可靠的把蘇格拉底與邁諾帶到目的地。大家應該

都很熟悉，從 Gettier 的反例所證明出來的是，即使以證成的真信念（justified true 
belief）做為構成知識的條件，還是無法正確的定義知識，也不足以成為構成知識的

充分與必要條件。面對這個知識的本質與定義的問題時，post-Gettier 的哲學家還是

依循著柏拉圖對話錄中的精神，繼續加以詢問：如果證成的真信念不足以構成知識

（知識不等於證成的真信念），到底還需要加上哪些「額外的」條件，才能幫助我

們充分的說明知識是什麼？這個由 Gettier 反例所引發出來當代知識的議題，是針對

知識的本質或定義所出現的問題，因為它並不完全等同於柏拉圖當時所提出之知識

本質的首要問題（the primary problem），我們可以把這個當代自 Gettier 以來所爭論
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的知識的本質問題（the Gettier problem），稱為知識本質的第二序問題（the secondary 
problem）。（嚴格來說，當代眾多知識論理論的發展，這個問題的發問方式，並不

見得要完全依循柏拉圖原來的發問模式。有些知識論學者也許還會繼續承認真信念

是必要的，但不願意接受「證成」作為知識的必要條件之一，例如當代知識論中外

在論（externalism）的作法。或者認為「證成」這個概念的使用過於寬鬆，而需要

加以嚴格的限定。更重要的是，有些學者甚至認為知識是個不能定義的概念，或者

這個概念本身並不具有所謂構成的元素或必要條件，例如 Tim Williamson 所主張

「知識優先」（knowledge first）的這個進路。3 
如果知識並不等於證成的真信念，而且我們在評價「專業又可靠的麥可」時，

又會比「專業又好運的麥可」還要高的時候，那麼我們也必須繼續再提出與面對知

識的價值問題（the value problem）。但是這一次我們的問題已經不再只是停留在像

邁諾篇中所出現之價值的首要問題（the primary problem）而已，因為我們在這裡並

不是要問「為什麼知識比起僅僅只是真的信念還要好？」這個問題。我們在這裡所

要問的問題是：為什麼「知識」比起「那些近乎於知識卻又禁不起 Gettier 反例測試

的真信念」（這裡可以包括「證成的真信念」、「具有完整基礎的真信念」、「具

有適當因果連結的真信念」、「不被擊㓿的證成真信念」、「可被保證的真信念」、

「可靠的真信念」、「符合敏感性原則或安全性原則的真信念」等）4還要好？由於

這個經過當代有關知識本質的「Gettier 難題」洗刷後的價值問題，並不完全等同於

柏拉圖當時的價值的首要問題，我們可以隨著 Duncan Pritchard 把這個當代的價值

問題稱之為第二序的價值問題（the secondary value problem）。 

                                                           

3 對於 Tim Williamson 這個獨特的主張，請參考其在 Knowledge and Its Limits 一書中的討

論。本文稍後也將提及 Williamson 這個主張，對當代知識論所產生之重要影響與貢獻。 
4 有關「證成的真信念」這個傳統對知識的看法，主要來自於 Gettier 在 “Is Justified True 

Belief Knowledge?”一文之中對傳統看法的一個㔀述方式，而這個看法最主要的代表人

物，應該算是 Roderick Chisholm，請參見他在 Perceiving: a Philosophical Study 一書之中的

㔀述。「具有完整基礎的真信念」這個主張，主要來自於“Michael Clark 在 Knowledge and 
Grounds: A Comment on Mr. Gettier’s Paper”一文中的看法。「具有適當因果連結的真信念」

這個主張，則是 Alvin Goldman 在“A Causal Theory of Knowing”一文中所提出的。對於「不

被擊㓿的證成真信念」的主張，請參見 Keith Lehere 與 John Paxson 在“Knowledge: 
Undefeated Justified True Belief”一文之中的討論。而「可被保證的真信念」的主張，則來自

於 Alvin Plantinga 在“Warrant and Accidentally True Belief” 一文之中的討論。最後，有關

「可靠的真信念」與「符合敏感性原則或安全性原則的真信念」的主張，主要是 Alvin 
Goldman、Robert Nozick、Fred Dretske 與 Ernest Sosa 等外在論者的不同之理論。 
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隨著當代 post-Gettier 以後所出現的知識本質的第二序問題，知識價值問題也進

入了一個新的階段。由於這個第二序知識本質與價值問題的引入，我們將開始進入

當代討論知識價值問題的一個最核心的問題，也就是本文也十分關心的一個焦點問

題：亦即，「淹沒難題」（the swamping problem）。對於到底什麼是知識本質與價

值的問題與討論，雖然起源於希臘時期，但是當代對於價值問題的討論，反而受到

Gettier 問題的影響（至今西方知識論的主流討論，仍然是處於 post-Gettier 的時期），

一直到二十世紀的九○年代之後才開始慢慢受到重視。而最近十年則逐漸有較多的

學者加入討論，使價值問題益顯重要，也吸引越來越多知識論主流哲學家，加入這

個問題的討論。雖然目前我們還無法斷言知識的價值問題是否也已經變成現今西方

哲學的主流之一，但確實有哲學家已經提出了「知識論中的價值轉向」（the value 
turn）的這個名詞。5或許我們也可以稱呼這個以價值問題為主軸所進行的知識論發

展，為一種價值驅策的知識論（the value-driven epistemology），相較於之前（Gettier
以來）本質驅策的知識論（the nature-driven epistemology）。我們很難斷定這個價值

轉向的起始到底應該歸屬何人，但是有幾個重要的代表人物是絕對無法忽略的。首

先是 Ernest Sosa 與 Linda Zagzebski 這兩人所帶動起來的德性知識論（Virtue 
Epistemology），是這個價值驅策知識論出現不可或缺的重要元素，他們同時也都加

入這個價值問題的討論洪流之中，並引發許多價值問題的相關問題之討論（例如，

Linda Zagzebski 就是我們要討論「淹沒難題」的引發者）。另外，Jonathan Kvanvig
更是這個運動最有影響力的推動者之一，他的 The Value of Knowledge and the 
Pursuit of Understanding 這本著作，可能將成為後來繼續討論價值問題的必讀經典

之一。而 Duncan Pritchard 近十年來的豐富著作，更具有推波助瀾的作用。其他如

John Greco、Wayne Riggs、Richard Swinburne 與 Ward Jones 也都有許多實質的貢獻

（有關這個價值驅策的知識論與「價值轉向」的運動與發展，密切關聯著以下第三

序的知識本質與價值問題的出現與發展）。 
以上提出有關當代知識本質與價值的第二序問題出現的背景，目的就是要說

明：「淹沒難題」的出現，主要是在當代以本質驅策的知識論為主流的討論氛圍中，

一個反本質驅策知識論（或者一個積極主張價值驅策知識論）的新趨勢正式形成。

「德性知識論」是當代知識論發展過程中，晚近（二十世紀八○年代以後）才出現

                                                           

5 請參考 Wayne Riggs 的“The Value Turn in Epistemology”收錄於由 V. Hendricks 與 D. H. 
Pritchard 合編的 New Waves in Epistemology 一書之中。 
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的一個重要代表理論，而 Linda Zagzebski 除了一方面積極推動德性知識論的發展

外，另一方面也提出對當時幾個知識論代表理論的攻擊與批判。其中最具代表性與

影響力的一個批判，就是針對「可靠論」（reliabilism）所提出來的「淹沒難題」6。

依據 Zagzebski 在“The Search for the Source of the Epistemic Good”這篇文章所提出來

的論證，她以兩杯 espresso 咖啡為例，來討論信念形成的可靠過程到底有什麼獨特

的價值可言。假設現在有兩杯咖啡，它們看起來的顏色、聞起來的味道、嚐起來的

口味、與其他相關的質與量的考量因素都一模一樣，照理說我們會給予這兩杯咖啡

相同的評價，我們會說這兩杯咖啡是一樣好的。但是如果後來我們又得知其中有一

杯咖啡是由一個非常可靠的咖啡機器所做出來，另外一杯則不是。這裡我們要提問

的是，這杯由非常可靠的咖啡機器所做出來的咖啡，會不會因為它是由這個可靠的

過程所製作出來，而使得我們對於這杯咖啡的價值予以提升呢？很明顯的，如果我

們已經評價這兩杯咖啡是一樣好的咖啡時，我們並不會因為後來知道其中一杯是由

可靠的機器所做成的，而賦予它更好、更高的評價。也就是說透過一個可靠咖啡機

器所製造出來的咖啡，並沒有賦予一杯被評價為很好的咖啡更多的價值，咖啡機本

身的可靠價值已經被一杯具有價值的咖啡（這個結果）所淹沒。 
以這個例子為基礎，我們可以進一步考量在當代知識論中可靠論者的主張究竟

會面對什麼難題。知識論中的可靠論者主張，只有透過可靠認知過程與機制所形成

的真信念，才足以成為所謂的知識。若是如此的話，由於知識並不等於真的信念，

而我們又認為知識比起僅僅只是真的信念還要有價值，那麼這個知識的額外價值勢

必是由「可靠的信念形成機制」所添加。但是如果知識的主要追求目標是真信念，

一旦我們有了真信念，當我們把它拿來和「僅僅只是真的信念」相比較，它們之間

是一樣有價值的，作為知識的真信念所透過的「可靠的信念形成機制」，並沒有賦

予這個真信念額外的價值，也就是原本我們認為「可靠的信念形成過程與機制」所

能添加的價值，已經被「真信念」這個結果所淹沒。如果這個淹沒難題可以成立的

話，那麼可靠論所主張的「知識」本身（也就是由一個可靠過程與機制所獲得的真

信念），似乎並沒有比「僅僅只是真的信念」更有價值，這個結果非常違反我們對

知識價值的直覺。所以，「淹沒難題」如果成立的話，可靠論做為一種知識的理論，

                                                           

6 Linda Zagzebski 是第一個提出「淹沒難題」的哲學家。她最先提出這個難題時，主要是針

對當時的可靠論者的理論而發，請參見 Virtues of the Mind: An Inquiry into the Nature of 
Virtue and the Ethical Foundations of Knowledge (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1996)。 
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就會在這個價值問題上難以立足，也因此無法為知識本質的問題，提供一個令人滿

意的回答。姑且不論「淹沒難題」究竟是不是會對可靠論產生真正的威脅，行文至

此，我們已經可以窺出，對於知識價值問題的探索與研究，也會影響我們對於知識

本質問題的反省，這再一次說明了知識本質與知識價值兩者之間的密切關連。 
雖然 Linda Zagzebski 是這個「淹沒難題」的發起人，但是後續的 Richard 

Swinburne、Jonathan Kvanvig 與 Duncan Pritchard7才是使這個問題發揚光大的哲學

家。Richard Swinburne 認為這個難題不僅只是可靠論者才會面對的難題，而且也是

所有知識論的外在論者都會遇到的難題。他認為這個難題對外在論者來說，是個無

法解決的問題，而如果無法面對知識價值的問題，外在論者也將無法對知識的本質

提出令人滿意的回答。所以 Richard Swinburne 主張為了避免「淹沒難題」，知識論

的內在論似乎是一個比較能令人滿意的選擇。Jonathan Kvanvig 基本上認為淹沒難

題是「價值問題」的一個分支，而且他也試圖論證可靠論並還沒有針對這個難題，

給予我們一個滿意的回答。雖然 Jonathan Kvanvig 認為價值問題是一個大家都必須

面對的難題（a problem for everyone），但是 Kvanvig 似乎有他自己的解決方案，這

也是最近許多人都在注意有關「悟性」（understanding）問題的重新復甦。然而，

把「淹沒難題」討論的最詳細、最清楚、而且也試圖檢討幾種解決方案的人，應該

屬於 Duncan Pritchard。他提出了所謂的「淹沒論證」，企圖利用三個表面上看似可

以接受的主張（一個是對價值的普遍看法，另一個是有關知態價值的一個更具體的

主張，最後是一個在一般知識論上廣受同意的看法），結果卻會產生彼此不一致的

情形，以此論證的型態，清楚呈現出淹沒難題背後真正的問題根源所在。他認為透

過這個論證呈現的方式，我們可以更清楚地看出如何回應淹沒難題的各種不同可能

之方案。Pritchard 對於這個價值難題的論證與貢獻，將在下一節討論知識價值的第

三序問題中加以討論。8 

                                                           

7 有關 Richard Swinburne 如何論證這個價值難題，請參考他在 Providence and the Problem of 
Evil 與 Epistemic Justification 這兩本書中的討論。而 Jonathan Kvanvig 對此問題的貢獻，請

參見他在 The Value of Knowledge and the Pursuit of Understanding 一書中深入的探討。而

Duncan Pritchard 的詳細論證，會在本文中加以討論。 
8 「淹沒難題」提出以後，在近十年來有比較多的討論，也有一些直接來自於可靠論者所做

的回應。本文無法在此探討其間的論辯與發展，但是，本文的最後也嘗試以德性知識論的

立場與觀點，對此難題提出一個解答的方案。 
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肆、第三序問題 

依循以上討論「Gettier 難題」與「淹沒難題」的脈絡，我們希望能夠清楚地分

辨這兩個難題與一般知識本質與價值問題之間的相互關連，並指出這些不同序列本

質與價值問題的背後，究竟隱藏著哪些不當的預設與不同的直覺。經過比較與分析

的過程，本文初步指出：其實一般對於知識的認定通常包含了兩個重要的直覺：一

個是「表現人類認知能力的直覺」（the ability intuition），另一個是「反運氣的直

覺」（the anti-luck intuition）。這兩個直覺的反覆出現與交互影響，使得當代在面

對知識本質與知識定義的問題時，產生內在論與外在論的爭辯。9我們也可以預

見，未來在面對知識價值的問題時，也有可能出現「到底知識的價值是內在於認知

行為自身、或外在於認知者的掌握」之間的爭辯。 
當代知識論的發展中，第二序的本質問題基本上仍然承續著柏拉圖以來的本質

首要問題，繼續追問：如果「知識」不等於「證成的真信念」，那麼知識的定義究

竟是什麼？（就像本質的首要問題提出：如果「知識」不等於「真信念」，那麼知

識的定義到底是什麼？）Gettier 的“Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?”當然是這個發

展的啟動者，然而經過將近五十年的爭論與辯證的過程之後，不管在著重「認知能

力的直覺」之知識內在論的發展，或者是在著重「反運氣直覺」之知識外在論的發

展，Gettier 式的反例與魔咒，似乎不斷地支配與糾纏著這個後 Gettier 知識論發展的

命運，每一個試圖為「知識」這個概念進行分析或定義的理論，最後總難逃被推翻

的結果。這個結果讓一些哲學家開始憂慮與反省，究竟柏拉圖以後（不管是本質的

首要問題或第二序問題），回答本質問題的進路與方式是否可行？試圖為「知識」

進行概念的分析與提供本體論的定義，是否是個正確的作法？基於這些考量，晚近

知識論的發展似乎出現了一些比較根本性的改革與創新性的思路：一個是根本懷疑

「知識」這個概念是需要被定義與加以分析的；另一個則是從「知態規範性」

（epistemic normativity）著手，重新反省與檢視知識的本質問題。 
「知識」是可定義的嗎？什麼是「知態的規範性」？這些問題的提出，引發了

當代知識本質的第三序問題。和前兩序本質問題的討論進路與解決方式不一樣，

Timothy Williamson 提出「知識優先」（knowledge first）這個主張：也就是「知識」

                                                           

9 對於當代知識論如何在「表現人類認知能力的直覺」與「反運氣的直覺」之間，產生內在

論與外在論的論辯與發展，請參見 Duncan Pritchard 在 Knowledge 一書中詳細的討論。 
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這個概念是不可分析的；雖然「知識」和「證成」、「真理」、與「信念」仍然維

持著某些邏輯的關連性，但是相較起來，「知識」具有概念上的根本原初性

（primitive）。「知識」對 Williamson 來說也是一種「心靈的狀態」，就像信念、

慾望、或感覺一樣。作為一個心靈的狀態，當然知識在存有學上並無法直接被還原

成「證成」、「真理」與「信念」這些傳統所謂構成的成份（constitutive components）。

如果「知識」這個概念真如 Williamson 所言是不可分析的，那麼相對地，有關知識

價值的問題勢必也將有所改觀，而如何說明知識的獨特價值（而不只是在追求真信

念的過程中，知識具有較高程度的穩定性），一方面是 Williamson 必須面對的難

題，另一方面也將開啟知識價值的第三序問題。由於本文主要的目的是在闡述「什

麼是德性知識論？」這個問題，對於 Williamson 在當代所開發出來對於知識本質的

最新進路，與其對知識價值所產生的連帶影響，將無法在此深入說明與探究。 
另外一個開創當代第三序本質問題的根源，來自於一個對於「什麼是知識？」

這個問題的創新思路。這個思路在回應「什麼是知識」這個問題時，並不立刻採取

傳統的（存有學構成條件的）進路，直接為「知識」這個概念進行分析與定義；反

而是以「知態的規範性」為主軸，提出「什麼是構成知識基礎的規範性」這個反思。

這個問題意識的背後，是希望回答「為什麼我們會對知識的評價（比起真信念或證

成的真信念）較高」，並藉由回答這個問題，進一步揭露「什麼是知識」這個問題

的真正意涵。這個創新思路，其實就是 Ernest Sosa 自 1980 年以來所倡導的德性知

識論。10我們也可以說，1980 年以來 Ernest Sosa 所倡導的德性知識論，開啟了當代

知識論上「德性」（virtue）的轉向，而這個轉向同時也啟動了知識本質的第三序問

題：如果知識不等於真信念、也不等於證成的真信念、或者不等於那些無法迴避

Gettier 式反例的那些「尚不足以成為知識的其它真信念」，那麼構成知識基礎的規

範性到底是哪種類型的規範性？這個問題就是要把知識的本質難題與知識的價值難

題同時加以並列，並透過對於知態規範性的探討，逐步獲得能夠同時處理這兩個難

題的方式與令人滿意的解決方案。 
另一方面，隨著當代知識本質的第三序問題，知識價值的討論與發展，也進入

了第三序的問題。這個知識價值的第三序問題的出現，固然與上述提及的知識本質

之第三序問題息息相關，因為 Williamson 所主張的「知識優先」與 Sosa 所提出的德

                                                           

10 請參見 Ernest Sosa 在 1980 年所出版的“The Raft and the Pyramid”這篇具有歷史意義的文

章。該文後來也被收錄在 Sosa 的 Knowledge in Perspective: Selected Essays in Epistemology
這本書中。 
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性知識論，不僅是知識本質問題上的革命性主張，同時也是知識價值問題上全新的

挑戰；特別是德性知識論以「知態規範性」來面對「什麼是知識」這個根本的問題

時，同時要處理與解決的，既是知識本質的問題，也是知識價值的問題。 
然而，真正把知識價值問題帶入一個新的紀元，同時也啟動了當代知識「價值」

的轉向之關鍵，一開始是奠基於 Jonathan Kvanvig 在 The Value of Knowledge and the 
Pursuit of Understanding 這本著作中所做的努力與宣揚，他認為知識的價值問題是

一個大家都必須面對的難題（a problem for everyone）。然而，進一步把知識的價值

問題討論的最詳細、最徹底、而且也帶動了知識的價值進入第三序問題的人，應該

非 Duncan Pritchard 莫屬。他利用 Linda Zagzebski 所提出的「淹沒難題」，進一步

建構他所謂的「淹沒論證」（the swamping argument）。11這個論證企圖利用展示三

個表面上看似可接受的主張或直覺（一個是對價值的普遍看法，另一個是有關知態

價值的一個更具體的主張，最後則是一個在一般知識論上廣受同意的看法），結果

卻會產生彼此不一致的情形，以此論證的型態，清楚呈現出淹沒難題背後真正的問

題根源所在。以下是這個論證的一種論證形式： 
（1）在知態價值的真理一元論這個預設之上：一個信念若因為擁有某些知態性

質而具備了某些知態價值，這些價值在相對於獲得真信念這個最終的知

態價值而言，都只具有工具性的知態價值。 
（2）對於工具性價值的一般理解：當某個東西所擁有某些性質的價值，只是作

為獲致另一個更高價值的一種工具性價值時，那麼當這個東西在獲致這

個更高的價值以後，原來具有這個工具性價值的性質並沒有賦予這個東

西更多額外的價值。 
（3）一般在知識論上對於知識價值的看法：一般都會同意，知識如果不見得總

是比起「僅僅只是真信念」還要好、或者還要有價值，那麼最少有時候知

識還是比起「僅僅只是真信念」還要有價值。 
（4）從上述的（1）與（2），我們可以得到的結果是：如果獲致真信念是一個

信念最終的知態價值，而其它信念所具備的知態價值都只是工具性的價

值，那麼知識（最終在獲致真信念時）並沒有比「僅僅只是真信念」還要

有價值。 

                                                           

11 Duncan Pritchard 對 Linda Zagzebski 之「淹沒難題」所進一步建構的「淹沒論證」，詳見

他在“What Is the Swamping Problem?”一文中所做的論述。 
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（5）第（4）這個結果和第（3）我們一般對於知識價值的看法，會產生不一致

的現象。 
（6）為了避免（5）這個不一致的現象出現，我們必須在（1）、（2）與（3）

之間做選擇，最少必須放棄其中的某個直覺。 
Duncan Pritchard 透過這個論證呈現的形式，一方面可以直接指出傳統以來知

識論學者可能都普遍存在著一些對於知識不當的預設，另一方面也可以清楚地看出

如何面對與回應 Linda Zagzebski 所提出來的「淹沒難題」，在論證步驟（6）已經

指出了各種不同可能之解決方案。 
Duncan Pritchard 在這個論證中，很明白的指出了傳統以來許多知識論學者的

一個共同的預設，這個預設自從柏拉圖提出了首要價值問題以來，一直到當代的第

二序價值問題的出現，似乎都普遍地存在於一般哲學的對話之中，不論是提出問題

的人，或者是企圖解決問題的人。這個預設就是所謂的「知識價值的真理一元論」

（epistemic value truth monism or veritist monism）：也就是說，絕大部分的人似乎都

隱含地認定，知識是以獲取「真信念」為唯一最終的知態價值（或目標）。因此，

在這個預設之下，不管我們主張知識的構成單位是「證成的真信念」、「不被擊㓿

的證成真信念」、或者「透過可靠機制或過程所形成的真信念」（以這三者為主要

例子），當我們獲致了「真信念」之後，「證成」、「不被擊㓿的證成」、或者是

「具有形成信念的可靠機制或過程」所具有的價值（在此瞭解下都意指工具性的價

值），都將被最後所獲致「真信念」這個知態價值所吞沒。果真如此的話，這些理

論（不管是傳統對知識的主張、Keith Lehrer 的理論、或者是 Alvin Goldman 以來的

可靠論）都必須遭遇 Linda Zagzebski 所提出來的「淹沒難題」，而產生「知識」並

不會比「僅僅只是真信念」還要有價值的這個結論，而這個結果想必不是這些知識

論學者所希望見到的結論。所以，「淹沒難題」並不只是可靠論者才會遇到的難題，

而是 post-Gettier 以後所有內在論者與外在論者都會遭遇的難題，只要這些理論對於

知識價值所採取的立場，預設著一種（知態價值）真理的一元論。 
從傳統以來的知識論主張，如果真如 Duncan Pritchard 所揭露：都預設知識所

追求的最終知態價值是在獲取真理，而知識之所以不同於「真信念」（如一開始柏

拉圖所言），只是在程度上具有更穩定的價值，而後續更多理論的提出，也都只是

在獲取「真信念」這個前提之上，希望不斷加強這個穩定的程度。那麼不論是首要

的知識價值問題、或者是知識價值的第二序問題，到頭來都只是在追問構成知識的

一種工具性的知態價值，其中明顯的差異只在於做為工具性價值的不同信念之間，

何者是更穩定的、何者又具有較高獲得真理的可能性，最後的結果是：如果獲致真
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信念是我們最終唯一的知態價值，那麼在獲致了「真理」之後，不管過程如何，每

一種理論下形成真信念的方式或過程都不會附加給這個最終結果（亦即，真信念）

額外的價值，我們也將無從比較究竟那個理論才是比較好的理論，因為這些理論的

差異都只是在知識工具性價值上的差異而已。這個結果將把我們帶回到最初的原

點，也就是蘇格拉底所提出來的挑戰：透過知識引導我們到達 Larissa 與透過真信

念把我們引導到 Larissa 之間到底有什麼兩樣？第二序的價值問題似乎並沒有幫助

我們超越首要知識價值問題的範疇以外，而只是在（獲得真信念過程）穩定或可靠

程度上的差異而已。這個結果很自然的把我們帶向了當代知識價值的第三序問題：

也就是，如果我們認為知識是有價值的，而且我們也認為知識比起「僅僅只是真信

念」還要有價值的話，我們就必須詢問「到底知識本身的獨特價值何在」？或者，

如果真信念仍然是屬於知識所追求的知態價值的話，我們還有哪些屬於知識的額外

知態價值（而這些價值並不是作為獲致真理的工具性價值而以）。簡單的說，「知

態價值的真理一元論」這個預設，似乎是引發傳統以來「知識價值的首要問題」與

當代以來「知識價值的第二序問題」的罪魁禍首之一。如何檢視我們對於知識價值

的一般直覺與預設，又該如何定位人類知識的知態價值與知態規範性，似乎是面對

與解決當今「知識價值的第三序問題」之首要任務。至於該如何達成這個任務，德

性知識論似乎已經為我們指出了一條可能的道路。 
我將在本文的最後，以 Ernest Sosa 的德性知識論為基礎，提出：如果我們能對

人類認知行為的「智能德性」（intellectual virtues）加以掌握，我們似乎就可以針對

知識本質的第三序問題與知識價值的第三序問題，同時提供了一條創新的進路與一

個解決的方案。而且藉由回應當代這些最棘手也最熱門的知識難題，我們也為「什

麼是德性知識論」這個問題，找到一個完善與適切的解答途徑。 

伍、什麼是德性知識論？ 

為了瞭解當代德性知識論的主要內涵，同時也希望能夠掌握到後續的最新發

展，Ernest Sosa 所提出之觀點與想法，將是我們不可或缺的一個研究素材，這也是

我們接下來關注的焦點所在。雖然德性知識論在二十世紀的九○年代之後有快速驚

人的發展，並且也出現許多分歧的流派，但是 Sosa 的德性知識論主張不僅是這整個

當代新潮流的創始人（1980 年開始），即使在三十年後的今天，他仍然持續發揮深

遠的影響力、並不斷拋出引人深省的新議題。因此，如果能夠掌握 Sosa 思想脈絡的
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核心，我們便掌握這個德性知識論發展的動脈。但是，什麼是 Sosa 發展德性知識論

的主要問題所在呢？12 
Ernest Sosa 也回溯到上述柏拉圖那兩個最廣為人知的對話錄，並也認為它們都

是對於知識的研究：其中，「西依提特斯篇」是對知識本質的研究，「美諾篇」則

是對知識價值的研究。然而，Ernest Sosa 認為這兩篇對話錄同時都涉及到一個更基

本的問題：那就是，知識的構成基礎到底是那一種類型的規範性呢？一個還稱不上

知識的信念是較低劣的，知道總比弄錯好，知道也更勝於僅僅只是靠運氣而猜對答

案。在這樣的好壞評價當中，到底蘊含著什麼特別的問題呢？Sosa 認為對這個更為

基本問題的答案，剛好能夠同時解決柏拉圖的兩個難題：也就是知識的本質問題與

知識的價值問題。 
Sosa 並不否定知識最基本的要求條件必須是真的信念，然而對於知識本質的研

究，他認為必須採取一個更特定的形式。但是為了要構成知識，除了真的信念之

外，還要增加什麼條件呢？當代知識論的討論中，知識本質的問題已經變成知識論

研究的中心議題，就如同柏拉圖在「西依提特斯篇」的對話錄中所關心的問題一樣。

Gettier 對於傳統知識定義所提出的反例，其中心難題來自於：信念若要成為知識，

不能只是我們具有適當的能力來接受、獲得或支持那個信念而已，而且還必須要滿

足進一步的條件。這是很顯而易見的，只要我們瞭解：一個信念即使是適得其所

的，但卻仍然可能是錯誤的。如果具有此信念的人有能力從他錯誤的信念中，推論

出某些真理，這個為真的結論仍然無法等同於知識。然而，如果我們具有適當的能

力來相信某個前提，並且有能力從這個前提推論出某個結論，那麼我們應該也有能

力來相信此一結論。 
後 Gettier 時代，柏拉圖式的難題可以由下列這種新的形式加以出現：為了要構

成我們所謂的知識，一個真的信念必須要滿足哪些額外的條件，才能用來取代或增

                                                           

12 本文對於 Ernest Sosa 的德性知識論的主張與看法，並不依賴他在 Knowledge in Perspective
這本書中的用辭與觀點。本文主要的切入點，將以 Sosa 最新的出版著作 Knowing Full 
Well (Soochow University Lectures in Philosophy) 一 書 為 主 要 依 據 ， 輔 以 A Virtue 
Epistemology: Apt Belief and Reflective Knowledge, Vol.I 與 Reflective Knowledge: Apt Belief 
and Reflective Knowledge, Vol.II 這兩本書的相關材料。這麼做的理由在於，一方面這三本

著作都是最近兩三年的最新出版書籍，內容最能代表 Sosa 最新的看法；另外，Knowing 
Full Well 這本書的內容是 Sosa 受東吳大學哲學系之邀，到臺灣來所做的一系列演講的內

容。其中的內容深為本文作者所熟悉，也是本文作者認為最能代表 Sosa 近年來德性知識

論主張的一本代表著作。 
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益原來只是「我們具有適當的能力來接受某個信念」這個條件而已呢？在當代的討

論中，柏拉圖的第二個難題，也就是知識價值的問題，已經逐漸成為備受矚目的焦

點所在。對於柏拉圖而言，這個難題主要的重點在於，如果當「真的信念」和「知

識」都一樣有用的時候，知識如何能夠在相較之下，還是比「真的信念」更具有價

值呢？  
現在我們把上面這兩個難題（知識的本質與知識的價值）連結在一起來看，我

們可以假設：為了要構成知識，我們不僅要求一個信念必須為真，還必須滿足一些

更進一步的條件（無論是多麼簡單或複雜）。這個條件不僅必須加上規範性地實質

內容，還要能夠充分地解釋，當滿足了這個更進一步的條件之後，這樣的知識如何

能夠優於僅僅只是真的信念。就好像當我們在思索一個問題的時候，就某個意義來

說，能夠以一種博學多聞的方式來回答這個問題，總是優於只是憑藉著運氣好而答

對這個問題。Ernest Sosa 的德性知識論的主要內涵，可以在同時回答「什麼是知識

的本質？」與「什麼是知識的價值？」這兩個問題中，展現其特殊的貢獻。 
從上述對於 Ernest Sosa 所提出對於知識本質與知識價值的初步看法，我們不難

看出：Ernest Sosa 一方面仍然是在 Post-Gettier 的知識論傳統下，提出了他的德性知

識論之主張，用以說明他對處理知識概念（與知識本質）的方式；另一方面他也以

「知態規範性」的創新想法，回應柏拉圖以來知識的「價值問題」。在「德性」（virtue）

這個傳統復古的概念與「知態規範性」（epistemic normativity）這個當代創新的想

法交互解釋之下，解決知識本質的問題與知識價值的問題似乎出現了一個新的轉

機，也為當代哲學發展開創出一個新的視野。只是，我們該如何瞭解這個「知態的

規 範 性 」 呢 ？ 在 這 裡 Ernest Sosa 提 出 了 一 個 「 以 表 現 為 基 礎 的 規 範 性 」

（performance-based normativity）作為模型，企圖說明這個知態規範性究竟該如何瞭

解。但是更重要的是，這個模型的提出，也為當代解讀「德性」這個概念，提供一

個對話的平台與理論的基礎。 
「表現」（performance）這個概念是個比較普遍的概念（特別是在英文的用法

中），它可以是一種藝術的表演（performing），也可以是一種運動的競技（playing），

還可以是一種道德的行為（behaving），甚至是一種知識的認知（knowing），最後

（即使是非人類的表現）也可以是一種事物器具的功能（functioning）。只要是具有

目標性的行動或運作，都可以被視為一種表現。所以，我們可以說藝術表演的目標

（goal）是在追求美的藝術價值，運動的競技目標是在追求展現能力的運動價值，

道德行為的目標是在追求善的倫理價值，而知識認知的目標是在追求真的知態價

值。這些不同種類的「表現」都各自有其追求的目標與價值，而作為這些表現的行
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動與運作，就必須在其獲致目標的追求過程當中，以相對於這些不同種類表現的規

範性，來加以衡量與評價這些表現的價值，也因此表現之所以做為一種表現，其自

身的本質與特性才能夠被加以彰顯。所以，我們現在需要繼續追問的是，用來評量

一個「表現」的一般規範性究竟是什麼？ 
Sosa 舉出弓箭手的射擊，作為說明的例子。我們都知道，弓箭射擊的目標在於

擊中標的，並且它的成功可以由它是否達到目標來判斷，這就是它的精準度

（accuracy）。然而不論它有多麼精準，還有另一個評估的面向：那就是，這個射擊

包含的技巧有多麼地純熟，這個弓箭手在射擊時展現了多少的技巧，又有多麼地熟

練（adroit）。正中紅心的一擊，也許展現了高超的技巧，然而從另一個角度來看，

做為一個射擊，它有可能是全然失㓿的。例如某一個射擊因為一射出時就被一陣強

風影響而轉向，因而它偏離了箭靶之標的，但是第二陣風吹來卻彌補了這個偏差，

又將它帶回軌道因而正中紅心。這個射擊雖然是既精準而且又熟練的，然而它的精

準結果卻並不是因為熟練而來，也不是因為弓箭手所展現的熟練技巧與能力所獲

致。因此，除了精準度和熟練度之外，從第三個評估角度而言，它是失㓿的：它不

是適切的（apt）。透過這個例子，我們可以歸納的結論是，所有的表現一般都有這

種三個評價層次的區別：也就是，精準度（Accuracy），熟練度（Adroitness），與

適切性（Aptness）。這就是 Sosa 近年來所提出的「以表現為基礎的規範性」中之「三

A 架構」（AAA structure），利用這裡所得出之規範性架構，我們可以試著把這個

結果應用到知識的例子。 
知識的例子在這裡可以被當作是「表現」的一個特例，這種例子中的表現是認

知的或是信念上的表現。信念的目標在於真理，如果一個信念是真的，那麼它就是

精準或正確的。因此信念在認知的表現上，就具有這麼一個獲致真理的目標作為其

知態的主要目的（epistemic goal）。然而，就像射箭的例子一樣，我們在評估一個

認知者的認知表現時，還要評估這個認知者究竟有沒有充分表現出其自身的認知能

力，同時也要衡量究竟這個認知者在獲得真理目標的結果，是不是藉由其自身的認

知能力所達致。如此一來，信念（作為一種表現）將不只是以精準為目的（真理），

同時還要以熟練度與適切性（知識）為目的。對於真理和對於知識，如果一個認知

者的信念同時達到這兩個目的，將會比那些只達到前者目標的信念還要好。這也是

為什麼我們可以說「知識比起僅僅為真的信念還要來得好」的理由所在。 
因此，如果我們把知識論的規範性當做是一種表現的規範性，這樣的說法到目

前為止就會具有兩個優點。首先，它可以提供對知識本質的解釋，也就是我們可以

視知識相當於一種適切的信念（an apt belief）：一個在知態上表現適切的信念，並
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且展現出相信者在獲取真理時的相關認知能力。其次，它也可以解釋何以知識可以

超越僅僅只是真的信念之額外價值所在，因為適切的信念比起只是真的信念還要具

有更高的評價。「適切性」作為一種知態的規範性，不僅要求一個信念必須為真（精

確性），同時也滿足「我們是具有適當的能力來接受某個信念」（熟練性）的要求，

更重要的是，它還能避免絕大多數 Gettier 式的反例。一個真信念的獲得，如果符合

適切性這個條件，不僅能為此信念加上規範性地實質內容，也能夠充分地解釋，當

滿足了這個更進一步的條件之後，這樣的知識（一個適切的信念）如何能夠優於僅

僅只是真的信念。 
現在還有一個問題需要加以面對：也就是，假設我們的弓箭手是一個獵人，而

不是一個參加競技的選手。比賽進行當中，競技的參賽者在輪到他出場時就必須要

射擊，沒有其他相關的射擊可供選擇。當然，他也許可以選擇退出比賽，但一旦參

加了，他便不被允許有任何關於射擊的選擇。相較之下，獵人的情況就有所不同

了，獵人必須考量他可以投入的技巧與專注力來選擇他的射擊。選擇具有適當價值

的獵物，也是打獵活動中所不可或缺的一種特殊能力，而且獵人也必須謹慎選擇他

的射擊，以確保合理的成功機會。比起參賽中的射擊選手，我們因而可以從比較多

的角度來評估一個獵人的射擊。獵人射擊所展現的表現可以有雙重的評估面向：不

只是他的執行射擊能力（第一層次上能力的表現），還有這個射擊所展現出獵人選

擇獵物、選擇射擊的能力（第二層次或者後設層次上能力的表現）。 
知識的規範性在此仍然只是這兩種層次表現上的一個特殊例子。第一層次上適

切的信念，也就是 Sosa 所謂的「動物的知識」（animal knowledge），比起不適切、

但成功達到目標的真信念還要來的好。然而以第二層次適切地注意到而獲得的第一

層次之適切信念，也就是「反省的知識」（reflective knowledge），比起只是第一層

次適切的信念或者動物的知識還要來的好，尤其是當這個反省的知識有助於引導第

一層次的信念，而使它成為適切的。如此一來，這個在第二層次適切地引導之下所

獲得第一層次的適切信念便是完全適切的，並且這個認知主體也可以說獲得了完全
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適切的信念，也因此他可以「知之甚好」（knowing full well）。13 
一般來說，完全適切的表現比起那些成功但卻不適切的表現還要好，而且也比

那些不具有完全適切的適切性還要好。一樣是成功地擊中獵物，比起那些只是僥倖

而非由於射擊者的能力的射擊來說，獵人的射擊如果是適切的，就是比較好的。再

者，如果他的成功也來自於他自己選擇目標和選擇射擊的能力，那麼這就會是更好

的表現，是更令人佩服、也更值得稱讚的一擊。我們於是發現了一個以表現為基礎

之規範性的更高層次。知識的規範性也是這種比較複雜而且更不容易看清楚的特

例。動物性的知識是第一層次適切的信念。反省的知識則是由主體適切地後設支撐

著動物的信念。現在我們可以看出，完整充分地知道某事，不僅需要當事人對該事

擁有動物性及反省性的知識，還需要當事人是完全適切地知道它。也就是說，這要

求某人第一層次信念的正確性不只展現了動物的、第一層次的能力而已，那種足以

可靠地製造出信念正確性的能力。如果一個人的第一層次信念不是適當地被他的相

關後設能力所引導，那麼他的第一層次信念就無法真正成功。第二層次後設的能

力，決定了一個人是否應該相信某事，或者應該採取保留態度。唯有當此人在相信

某事時運用了他的後設能力，他的信念才能算是達到了真正知識的高度。某人的第

一層次信念是適切的，依賴於第一層次能力在它的成功過程中所展現的可靠能力。

並且，它還需要是更加完全適切的，這則有賴於第二層次後設能力在它的成功過程

中所展現的可靠度。然而，這個後設能力其實是很明顯的，因為「這是一個在基礎

層次上相當可能適切的信念」的後設知識，是由相應的後設信念本身所展現出此主

體的相關後設能力所構成的。 
「表現規範性的 AAA 架構」（精確性、熟練性與適切性）與「知態的兩個層

次上不同能力之展現」（動物性知識與反省性知識），共同支撐起 Ernest Sosa 建構

與解釋其「德性知識論」的基礎藍圖。而試圖以「知態規範性」同時解消「知識的

本質問題」與「知識的價值問題」，更是德性知識論為當代知識論所帶來的活泉。

我們把德性知識論這個在當代新興的運動，稱之為當代知識論的「德性的轉向」（the 

                                                           

13 「知之甚好」（knowing full well）是 Sosa 在討論他的兩層知識（動物知識與反省知識）

區分之後，為一個知識的概念所提出的一個簡潔而完整的結論。Knowing Full Well 甚至是

後來 Sosa 完成東吳大學國際哲學講座（Soochow University Lectures in Philosophy）之後，

將講座內容出版成書籍的標題。此舉，主要是因為本文作者在 Sosa 演講完後，為他所做

的一個最後註解，作者建議他，如果有哪一句話最可以作為他的德性知識論的代表口

號，那麼「知之甚好」（knowing full well）似乎是一個完美的選擇。看來，Sosa 接受了

這個建議。 
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virtue turn），其實一點也不為過。這個轉向不僅把當代對於「證成理論」（theories 
of justification）的討論，轉向對於「德性理論」（theories of virtue）的討論；也把

知識論中以「知識本質」為焦點的討論（nature-driven epistemology），轉向以「知

識價值」為焦點的討論（value-driven epistemology）；最後還把知識構成的基礎條

件問題，由「產品輸出」（true belief）為導向的知態規範性討論，轉向以「主體德

性」（virtuous agent）為導向的知態規範性討論。14 

參考文獻 

Chisholm, Roderick. Perceiving: a Philosophical Study. Ithaca, New York Cornell 
University Press: 1957. 

Clark, Michael. “Knowledge and Grounds: A Comment on Mr. Gettier’s Paper,” Analysis 
24(1963): 46-48.. 

Dretske, Fred. “Conclusive Reasons,” Australasian Journal of Philosophy 49(1971): 
1-22. 

Gettier, Edmund. “Is Justified True Belief Knowledge,” Analysis 23(1963): 121-123. 
Goldman, Alvin. “A Causal Theory of Knowing”, The Journal of Philosophy 64(1967): 
357-372. 
Greco, John. Achieving Knowledge: A Virtue-Theoretic Account of Epistemic Normativity. 

Cambridge University Press, 2010. 
Jones, Ward. “Why Do We Value Knowledge?”, American Philosophical Quarterly, 

34.4(1997): 423-439. 
Kvanvig, Jonathan. The Value of Knowledge and the Pursuit of Understanding, 

                                                           

14
 本文的完成，作者特別要感謝由東吳大學哲學系幾位㔁授共同組成的研究團隊，這個團

隊在「德性知識論與中國哲學」這個主題下，進行一項由蔣經國基金會所補助的國際合作

研究案（編號：RG003-D-08）。本計畫案由米建國㔁授擔任國內總主持人，與美國羅格斯

大學哲學系講座㔁授 Ernest Sosa 共同合作，研究團對成員還包括王志輝㔁授、沈享民㔁

授、蔡政宏㔁授、與陳瑞麟㔁授。由於這個研究團隊每個月進行的讀書會，使作者能夠

在研究、㔁學、與行政的繁忙事務壓力下，還能繼續吸收新知，汲取許多寶貴的意見，

在此深表感謝。 



米建國：什麼是德性知識論？知識的本質與價值問題 

-23- 

Cambridge University Press, 2003. 
Lehere, Keith and Thomas Paxson. “Knowledge: Undefeated Justified True Belief, ”The 

Journal of Philosophy 66(1969): 225-237. 
Nozick, Robert. Philosophical Explanations. Harvard University Press, 1981. 
Plantinga, Alvin. “Warrant and Accidentally True Belief” Analysis 57(1997): 140-145. 
Plato. The Collected Dialogues of Plato. Edith Hamilton and Huntington Cairns, eds.; W. 

K. C. Guthrie, trans. Princeton University Press, 1963. 
Pritchard, Duncan. Knowledge. Palgrave Macmillan, 2009. 
Pritchard, Duncan, “What Is the Swamping Problem?” collected in A. Reisner and A. 

Steglich-Petersen, Reasons for Belief, Cambridge University Press, 2011. 
Pritchard, Duncan, Alan Millar, and Adrian Haddock,. The Nature and Value of 

Knowledge: Three Investigations. Oxford University Press, 2010. 
Riggs, Wayne. “The Value Turn in Epistemology,” collected in V. Hendricks and D. H. 

Pritchard, New Waves in Epistemology. Palgrave Macmillan, 2007. 
Sosa, Ernest. “The Raft and the Pyramid,” collected in Sosa, 1980. 
Sosa, Ernest. Knowledge in Perspective: Selected Essays in Epistemology. Cambridge 

University Press, 1991. 
Sosa, Ernest. A Virtue Epistemology: Apt Belief and Reflective Knowledge, Vol. I. Oxford 

University Press, 2009. 
Sosa, Ernest. Knowing Full Well (Soochow University Lectures in Philosophy). Princeton 

University Press, 2010. 
Sosa, Ernest. Reflective Knowledge: Apt Belief and Reflective Knowledge, Vol. II. Oxford 

University Press, 2011. 
Swinburne, Richard. Providence and the Problem of Evil, Oxford University Press, 1998. 
Swinburne, Richard. Epistemic Justification. Oxford University Press, 2001. 
Williamson, Timothy. Knowledge and Its Limits. Oxford University Press, 2002. 
Zagzebski, Linda. Virtues of the Mind: An Inquiry into the Nature of Virtue and the 

Ethical Foundations of Knowledge. Cambridge University Press, 1996. 
Zagzebski, Linda. “The Search for the Source of the Epistemic Good,” collected in Brady, 

M. S. and Pritchard, D. Moral and Epistemic Virtues. Oxford: Blackwell, 2003. 
Zagzebski, Linda. On Epistemology. Wadsworth Cengage Learning, 2009. 

 



哲學與文化  第卅九卷第二期  2012.02 

-24- 

初稿收件：2011 年 12 月 07 日   審查通過：2012 年 01 月 21 日 
責任編輯：張雅嵐 

作者簡介： 
    米建國： 

美國愛荷華大學哲學博士 
東吳大學哲學系副㔁授 
通訊處：臺北市士林區臨溪路 70 號 
E-Mail：cmi@scu.edu.tw 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What Is Virtue Epistemology? 
The Nature Problem and Value Problem of Knowledge 

Chienkuo Mi 
Associate Professor, Soochow University, Department of Philosophy 

Abstract: What is knowledge? Why is knowledge valuable? In what way is 
knowledge more and better than merely true belief? This is a primary nature 
and value problems posed in Plato’s Meno and Theaetetus. This paper 
focuses upon the nature problem and value problem of knowledge, 
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especially upon “the Gettier problem” and “the swamping problem”, which 
are the central problems in the new value-driven epistemology. It is hoped 
that a general solution to the Gettier problem and the swamping problem can 
be found, and that the nature problem and the problem regarding the value of 
knowledge in epistemology will be satisfactorily addressed.  

There are different levels of suspicion concerning the nature and the value 
of knowledge, beginning with the most general suspicion that knowledge has 
any nature and any distinctive value at all. It then follows with the primary 
concern that why knowledge is more and better than merely true belief, the 
secondary concern that why knowledge is not justified true belief and why 
knowledge is more valuable than that which falls short of knowledge, and 
the tertiary concern that why knowledge cannot be defined and why 
knowledge has not just a greater degree but also a different kind of value 
than whatever falls short of knowledge. This paper also attempts to explore 
what those different levels of suspicions or the nature and value problems of 
knowledge really involve, and to show the philosophical significances of 
them. 

As we shall see, the question regarding “what virtue epistemology is” 
plays a central role in this paper. By exploring the nature problem and the 
value problem of knowledge, not only can we grasp the unique position of 
Sosa’s virtue epistemology in the current development of epistemology, but 
also get a clear perspective of facing the nature problem as well as the value 
problem. 

Key Terms: Virtue, Virtue Epistemology, Ernest Sosa, Nature Problem, 
Value Problem, Knowledge, Swamping Problem, Gettier Problem 
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↓䍏䍓ⲴӪǄ䘉ҏᱟѪӰѸ᡾⌭ঊᯟสⲴᗧᙗ⸕䇶䇪Պ㻛〠ѪĀᗧᙗ䍓ԫ䇪ȹⲴ

ѫ㾱৏ഐˈਟԕⴻࠪ൘䘭≲а⿽ᇎ䐥Ცភо㖾ྭᒨ⾿Ӫ⭏ѝˈ䇔⸕㘵˄⭏⍫൘а

њᲪᙗⲴՖ⨶ᆖ⧟ຳѻѝ˅൘ᖒᡀؑᘥоᆼᡀޣᘰⲴ㹼ࣘᰦᡰ䴰ᣵ䍏Ⲵ⸕ᘱ䍓

ԫǄ 

 
Ҽǃ㍒㩘Ⲵᗧᙗ⸕䇶䇪 

 ㍒㩘ᗧᙗ⸕䇶䇪Ⲵѫ䖤൘ਁኅа⿽ԕ㺘⧠˄performance˅Ѫส⹰Ⲵ㿴㤳ᙗˈ

ᒦфᢺĀ⸕䇶āᖃ֌а⿽Ā㺘⧠āᶕⴻᖵˈഐ↔⸕ᘱⲴ㿴㤳ᙗቡՊᡀѪ㺘⧠㿴㤳

ᙗ䘉њ⁑රлⲴḀ⿽⢩ֻǄ㍒㩘ԕᕃ㇝᡻Ⲵሴࠫˈ֌Ѫ䈤᰾Ā㺘⧠㿴㤳ᙗāⲴֻ

ᆀǄ㍒㩘ᤷࠪˈᕃ㇝ሴࠫⲴⴞḷ൘ҾࠫѝḷⲴˈᒦфᆳⲴᡀ࣏ਟԕ⭡ᆳᱟ੖䗮ࡠ

ⴞḷᶕࡔᯝˈ䘉ቡᱟᆳⲴ㋮߶ᓖǄ❦㘼н䇪ᆳᴹཊѸ㋮߶ˈ䘈ᴹਖањ䇴ՠⲴ䶒

ੁ˖䛓ቡᱟˈ䘉њሴࠫᡰवਜ਼ᢰᐗⲴ㓟⟏ᓖǄ䘉њᕃ㇝᡻൘ሴࠫᰦኅ⧠ҶཊቁⲴ

ᢰᐗˈ৸ᴹཊѸൠ⟏㓳ˈҏᱟᡁԜ䇴ՠሴࠫⲴਖањ䟽㾱׍ᦞᡰ൘Ǆ↓ѝ㓒ᗳⲴ

аࠫˈҏ䇨ኅ⧠Ҷ儈䎵Ⲵᢰᐗˈ❦㘼Ӿਖањ䀂ᓖᶕⴻˈڊѪањሴࠫˈᆳ䘈ᴹ

ਟ㜭ᱟޘ❦ཡ䍕ⲴǄֻ ྲḀањሴࠫഐѪаሴࠪᰦቡ㻛а䱥ᕪ仾ᖡ૽㘼䖜ੁ ഐ̍

㘼ᆳٿ⿫Ҷ㇝䶦ѻḷⲴ ն̍ᱟㅜҼ䱥仾੩ᶕতᕕ㺕Ҷ䘉њٿᐞ ৸̍ሶᆳᑖഎ䖘䚃

ഐ㘼↓ѝ㓒ᗳǄ䘉њሴࠫ㲭❦ᰒ㋮߶㘼ф৸⟏㓳 ❦̍㘼ᆳⲴ㋮߶㔃᷌তᒦнᱟഐ

Ѫ⟏㓳㘼ᶕˈҏнᱟഐѪᕃ㇝᡻ᡰኅ⧠Ⲵ⟏㓳ᢰᐗо㜭࣋ᡰ㧧㠤Ǆഐ↔ˈ䲔Ҷ㋮

߶ᓖ઼⟏㓳ᓖѻཆˈӾㅜйњ䇴ՠ䀂ᓖ㘼䀰ˈᆳᱟཡ䍕Ⲵ˖ҏቡᱟᆳᒦнާ༷䘲

ᙗǄ䘿䗷䘉њֻᆀˈᡁԜਟԕᖂ㓣Ⲵ㔃䇪ᱟˈᡰᴹⲴ㺘⧠а㡜䜭ާᴹवਜ਼䘉й࠷

њ䇴ԧቲ⅑Ⲵ४࡛˖ҏቡᱟˈ㋮߶ᓖ˄Accuracy˅ˈ⟏㓳ᓖ˄Adroitness˅ˈо

䘲࠷ᙗ˄Aptness˅Ǆ䘉ቡᱟ㍒㩘䘁ᒤᶕᡰᨀࠪⲴĀԕ㺘⧠Ѫส⹰Ⲵ㿴㤳ᙗāѝ

ѻĀй A ᷦᶴā˄AAA structure˅ˈ࡙⭘䘉䟼ᡰᗇࠪѻ㿴㤳ᙗᷦᶴˈԆԱമᢺ

䘉њ㔃᷌ᓄ⭘ࡠ⸕䇶֌Ѫа⿽㺘⧠Ⲵֻᆀ ᒦ̍фҏ࣐ԕ༴⨶䇨ཊ⴨ޣⲴ⸕䇶䇪䰞

仈Ǆ 



 
 ㍒㩘ᒦн੖ᇊ⸕䇶ᴰสᵜⲴ㾱≲ᶑԦᗵ享ᱟⵏⲴؑᘥ ❦̍㘼ሩҾ⸕䇶ᵜ䍘Ⲵ

⹄ウˈԆ䇔Ѫᗵ享䟷ਆа⿽ᴤ⢩ᇊⲴᖒᔿǄնᱟѪҶ㾱ᶴᡀ⸕䇶ˈ䲔ҶⵏⲴؑᘥ

ѻཆˈ䘈䴰㾱໎࣐ӰѸᶑԦ઒˛ ሩҾ㍒㩘ᶕ䈤ˈؑᘥҏᱟа⿽Ā㺘⧠ā˄а⿽

䇔⸕Ⲵ㺘⧠˅ǄؑᘥⲴⴞḷ൘Ҿⵏ⨶ˈྲ᷌ањؑᘥᱟⵏⲴˈ䛓Ѹᆳቡᱟ㋮߶ᡆ

↓⺞ⲴǄഐ↔ؑᘥ൘䇔⸕Ⲵ㺘⧠кˈĀ㧧㠤ⵏ⨶āᱟњ⸕ᘱⲴѫ㾱ⴞⲴǄ❦㘼ˈ

ቡۿሴ㇝Ⲵֻᆀаṧ ᡁ̍Ԝ൘䇴ՠањ䇔⸕㘵Ⲵ䇔⸕㺘⧠ᰦ 䘈̍㾱䇴ՠ䘉њ䇔⸕

㘵ウㄏᴹ⋑ᴹ࠶ݵ㺘⧠ࠪަ㠚䓛ⲴՈ⿰䇔⸕㜭࣋ˈ਼ ᰦҏ㾱㺑䟿ウㄏ䘉њ䇔⸕㘵

൘㧧ᗇⵏ⨶ⴞḷ忁ᾳ㔃᷌䘬忶䦳ᷕ ᱟ̍нᱟ㯹⭡ަ㠚䓛Ⲵ䇔⸕㜭࣋ᡰ䗮㠤Ǆྲ ↔

аᶕˈؑᘥ˄֌Ѫа⿽㺘⧠˅ሶнਚᱟԕ㋮߶˄ⵏ⨶˅ѪⴞⲴˈ਼ᰦ䘈㾱ԕ⟏㓳

ᓖо䘲࠷ᙗ˄Ā⸕䇶ā˅ѪⴞⲴǄሩҾⵏ⨶઼ሩҾ⸕䇶ˈྲ᷌ањ䇔⸕㘵Ⲵؑᘥ

਼ᰦ䗮ࡠ䘉єњⴞⲴ ሶ̍Պ∄䛓Ӌਚ䗮ࡽࡠ㘵ⴞḷⲴؑᘥ䘈㾱ྭǄ䘉ҏᱟѪӰѸ

ᡁԜਟԕ䈤Ā⸕䇶∄䎧ӵӵѪⵏⲴؑᘥ䘈㾱ᶕᗇྭāⲴ⨶⭡ᡰ൘Ǆ 

 
 ൘㍒㩘Ⲵᗧᙗ⸕䇶䇪ѝᴹє亩สᵜⲴ㾱ѹ ㅜ̟а亩ᱟᢺ⸕䇶ᇊѹѪ䘲࠷Ⲵؑ

ᘥ˗ㅜҼ亩ᱟ४ࣘ࠶⢙ѻ⸕˄animal knowledge˅о৽ⴱѻ⸕˄reflective 
knowledge˅Ǆࡽ㘵ѫ㾱ⲴⴞⲴᱟ⭘ᶕഎㆄᴹޣ⸕䇶Ⲵᵜ䍘䰞仈оԧ٬䰞仈ˈਾ

㘵ࡉᱟ⭘ᶕ䀓ߣ⸕䇶䇪Ր㔏ѝⲴᘰ⯁䇪䰞仈оᖃԓⲴ㪋ởቄ䳮仈Ǆ3 

 
 ԕлᶕ㠚Ҿ㍒㩘ᴰ䘁Ⲵаᵜᯠ㪇ǉᆼྭѻ⸕ǊѝⲴа⇥᮷ᆇˈᴰ㜭ཏㆰ⸝␵

ᾊൠ㺘䘠ࠪԆ⨶䇪ѝⲴѫ㾱ਁኅ㾱ᰘ˖ 
 Ā䘲࠷Ⲵؑᘥˈࣘ⢙ѻ⸕ˈ∄䎧ਚᱟᡀ࣏ൠ䗮ᡀⴞḷⲴؑᘥˈতнާᴹ䘲࠷

 ᙗⲴⵏؑᘥ䘈㾱ྭǄ䘲࠷ൠࡠ⌘ޣ䘲࠷Ⲵؑᘥˈ৽ⴱѻ⸕ˈ৸∄䎧ӵӵਚᱟ

 䘲࠷Ⲵؑᘥᡆࣘ⢙ѻ⸕䘈㾱ྭ ⢩࡛̍ᱟᖃ৽ⴱѻ⸕ᑞࣙᕅሬㅜаᒿⲴؑᘥ㘼

 ֯ѻѪ䘲࠷ⲴǄ൘䘉њᛵߥлˈ䘉њؑᘥᱟᆼޘ䘲࠷Ⲵˈ㘼ф䘉њѫփާᴹ

 ᆼྭѻ⸕Ǆā4 

  
൘䘉⇥᮷ᆇѝнӵ㺘⧠ࠪ㍒㩘ሩҾ⸕䇶ᵜ䍘Ⲵ㿲⛩ˈ਼ᰦҏ䘿䵢ࠪԆሩ⸕䇶

ԧ٬Ⲵኅᵋˈᴤ䟽㾱Ⲵᱟˈᔪ・൘ሩ⸕䇶ᵜ䍘оԧ٬Ⲵⴻ⌅ѻкˈԆլѾḷ⽪ࠪ

йњн਼䱦ቲⲴ⸕䇶˖ 

 
1. ㅜаቲ˖ࣘ⢙ѻ⸕ˈ䘉њㅜа䱦ቲⲴ⸕䇶ਟԕ㻛ᇊѹѪĀ䘲࠷Ⲵؑᘥāˈ

ҏቡᱟㅜаᒿⲴؑᘥѻᡰԕѪⵏ ᱟ̍㓿⭡䇔⸕ѫփ䘿䗷⴨ޣㅜаᒿⲴ䇔⸕㜭࣋ᡰ

                                                 
3
ġ ᴹޣ㍒㩘ᗧᙗ⸕䇶䇪ѝ䘋а↕ⲴĀ⸕䇶ᵜ䍘䰞仈āоĀ⸕䇶ԧ٬䰞仈āˈҏ䈧৲㘳ᵜӪⲴǉᗧᙗ⸕䇶

䇪Ⲵ䳮仈 ৽̟ⴱ⸕䇶Ǌ˄ ȾŕũŦġőųŰţŭŦŮŴġŰŧġŗŪųŵŶŦġņűŪŴŵŦŮŰŭŰŨźĻġœŦŧŭŦŤŵŪŷŦġŌůŰŸŭŦťŨŦȿ˅˄ ŪůġŎŰůŵũŭźġœŦŷŪŦŸġ

ŰŧġőũŪŭŰŴŰűũźġŢůťġńŶŭŵŶųŦĭġůŰįġĵĸĹĭġűűįġķĸĮĺĶĭġĳıĲĵ˅а᮷Ǆġ

4
ġ 䈧৲㘳㍒㩘Ⲵǉᆼྭѻ⸕Ǌġ ĩņųůŦŴŵġŔŰŴŢĭġŌůŰŸŪůŨġŇŶŭŭġŘŦŭŭˈőųŪůŤŦŵŰůġŖůŪŷŦųŴŪŵźġőųŦŴŴĭġĳıĲıĪа㚠ˈㅜ Ĳĳ

üĲĴ 亥Ǆġ



㧧㠤5Ǆ䘉њሩҾ⸕䇶Ⲵᇊѹˈнӵаᯩ䶒䀓䟺ѪӰѸ⸕䇶ᒦнਚᱟⵏؑᘥ㘼ᐢˈ

਼ᰦਖаᯩ䶒ҏਟԕ䈤᰾ѪӰѸ⸕䇶∄䎧ⵏؑᘥ䘈㾱ྭǄ  
2. ㅜҼቲ ৽̟ⴱѻ⸕ 䘉̍њㅜҼ䱦ቲⲴ⸕䇶ᗵ享䘿䗷⴨ޣㅜҼᒿⲴ䇔⸕㜭࣋ˈ

⢩࡛ᱟ৽ⴱⲴ㜭࣋ˈ᡽㜭ᦼᨑǃ➗Ӟᡆޣ⌘ㅜаᒿⲴ䘲ؑ࠷ᘥˈ㘼㧧㠤ㅜҼᒿⲴ

䘲࠷˄ᡆ㘵ᱟਾ䇮䘲࠷˅ؑᘥˈ਼ᰦҏӛᴹ∄ㅜаᒿ䘲ؑ࠷ᘥᴤ儈Ⲵ⸕ᘱൠսǄ 
3. ㅜйቲ˖ᆼྭѻ⸕ˈ䘉⿽ᴰ儈䱦ቲ˄ᡆᆼྭ˅Ⲵ⸕䇶ᗵ享਼ᰦवਜ਼ㅜаᒿ

Ⲵ䘲ؑ࠷ᘥоㅜҼᒿⲴ䘲ؑ࠷ᘥˈ਼ ᰦҏ㾱≲ㅜаᒿؑᘥⲴ䘲࠷ᙗᱟ㯹⭡ㅜҼᒿ

䘲ؑ࠷ᘥⲴᇎ䱵ᕅሬᡰ㧧㠤ˈҏഐ↔ᆼྭѻ⸕਼ᰦ䎵䎺Ҷࣘ⢙ѻ⸕о৽ⴱѻ⸕ˈ

ާᴹᴰ儈Ⲵ⸕ᘱԧ٬Ǆ 

 
 ⴞࡽབྷ䜘࠶ଢᆖᇦ൘䇘䇪㍒㩘Ⲵᗧᙗ⸕䇶䇪ᰦ Ѿ䜭ਚу⌘Ҿࣘ⢙ѻ⸕оࠐ̍

৽ⴱѻ⸕Ⲵ४࡛ˈ㘼ᆼޘᘭ⮕Āᆼྭѻ⸕āⲴ⤜⢩ൠսǄ֌㘵ᵜӪⲴ・൪ᴤੁٮ

Ҿ〟ᶱѫᕐ Ā̟ᆼྭѻ⸕ā˄ 䎵䎺Ҷ৽ⴱѻ⸕˅ަᇎਟԕᑞࣙᡁԜⴻ␵㍒㩘ᮤњ

⸕䇶⨶䇪ⲴമۿˈҏਟԕᴹࣙҾ䀓ߣ㮤㯿Ҿᗧᙗ⸕䇶䇪ѝᴤ䘋а↕ⲴĀᵜ䍘䰞

仈āǃĀԧ٬䰞仈āоĀᘰ⯁䇪䰞仈āˈ⭊㠣ਟԕ⭘ᶕ䶒ሩо⚆ᓄа㡜憅⮵㍒㩘

䘬ࣘ⢙ѻ⸕о৽ⴱѻ⸕忁ᾳ४࡛㇨㍸↢ᷳ㊹㇘ǄҏᱟสҾ䘉њ⨶⭡ˈᴥ ᮷֌㘵䇔

Ѫˈ㍒㩘Ⲵǉᆼྭѻ⸕Ǌ䘉ᵜᴰᯠ㪇֌ᴰѫ㾱Ⲵ䍑⥞ᴹєњ䜘࠶˖俆ݸˈĀԕ㺘

⧠Ѫส⹰Ⲵ㿴㤳ᙗā˄࣐кަѝⲴĀй A ᷦᶴā˅Ⲵᜣ⌅ˈᨀ׋Ā⸕ᘱ㿴㤳ᙗā

ањ䶎ᑨ⤜⢩Ⲵ⁑ර 䘉̍њ⁑රሩҾ༴⨶䇨ཊ⴨ޣ⸕䇶䇪Ⲵ䳮仈 㚱̍ᖸཊ٬ᗇ␡

ⲴĀᆼޕᇩ˗ަ⅑ˈ൘ࣘ⢙ѻ⸕о৽ⴱѻ⸕Ⲵ४࡛ѻཆˈᴰᯠ࣐޵࡫␡ᙍ㍒Ⲵޕ

ྭѻ⸕āˈ⺞ᇎਟԕᕕ㺕㍒㩘ѻࡽᗧᙗ⸕䇶䇪ѝ䇨ཊн䏣ⲴൠᯩˈᴤѪᵚᶕⲴଢ

ᆖ䇘䇪ѝˈ⌘ޕҶ䇨ཊᯠⲴݳ㍐˄वᤜĀ⨶䀓āǃĀᲪ㜭āǃĀᇎ䐥⸕䇶āоĀу

ᇦоуъᢰ㜭āⲴ䟽㾱䇞仈˅ǄањԕĀᆼྭѻ⸕āѪ㓸ᶱ䘭≲⸕ᘱⴞḷⲴ⸕䇶

䇪⹄ウˈሶՊᱟањ∄䖳ྭⲴᗧᙗ⸕䇶䇪Ǆ֌㘵ᵜӪ਼ᰦҏ䇔Ѫˈ⨶䀓оᦼᨑᆼ

ྭѻ⸕о৽ⴱѻ⸕є㘵ⲴᐞᔲˈሶਟԕѪᡁԜਁኅࠪа྇䖳ѪᆼழⲴᗧᙗ⸕䇶

䇪ˈҏਟԕѪᡁԜ䀓ߣє⿽н਼ᗧᙗ⸕䇶䇪䰤Ⲵߢケоᐞᔲ6Ǆġ

ġ

йǃ᡾⌭ঊᯟสⲴᗧᙗ⸕䇶䇪ġ

ġ н਼Ҿа㡜⸕䇶䇪Ⲵѫ⍱⹄ウᯩੁˈ᡾⌭ঊᯟสᢺ⸕䇶ⲴĀԧ٬䰞仈ā᭮൘

俆㾱Ⲵս㖞 Ӿ̍аᔰ࿻ྩቡሩӰѸᱟ⨶ᜣⲴ⸕䇶䇪оѪӰѸ⸕䇶ᱟᴹԧ٬Ⲵ䘉є

њ䇞仈ˈ䘋㹼䶎ᑨ⤜⢩Ⲵᇓ〠о䇪䘠Ǆ൘ᨀࠪҶĀ⸕ᘱԧ٬āоĀޣᘰ⸕䇶䇪ā

˄care epistemology˅Ⲵ䇞仈ѻਾˈ䘈㔗㔝ሩᘰ⯁䇪Ⲵ䰞仈ᨀࠪ᧒䇘ˈ❦ਾ᡽䘋

                                                 
5
ġ 䈧৲㘳㍒㩘Ⲵǉᘰ⯁䇪оᗧᙗ⸕䇶䇪Ǌ˄ņųůŦŴŵġŔŰŴŢĭġȾŔŬŦűŵŪŤŪŴŮġŢůťġŗŪųŵŶŦġņűŪŴŵŦŮŰŭŰŨźȿĭġŪůġŎŰůŵũŭźġ

œŦŷŪŦŸġŰŧġőũŪŭŰŴŰűũźġŢůťġńŶŭŵŶųŦˈůŰįġĵĶĴĭġűűįĸĮĳĳĭġĳıĲĳ˅а᮷ˈㅜ ĲıüĲĲ 亥Ǆ. 

6
ġ ᴰਾ䘉њᇓ〠䴰㾱࣐ԕ䖳ཊⲴ䇪䇱о䈤᰾ˈնᱟ⭡Ҿㇷᑵᴹ䲀ˈ֌㘵ᰐ⌅൘↔࣐ԕਁᥕǄ֌㘵ᵜӪ↓

൘䘋㹼Ⲵа亩⹄ウˈѫ仈ᱟĀŔŬŪŭŭŧŶŭġœŦŧŭŦŤŵŪŰůġŢŴġŢůġņűŪŴŵŦŮŪŤġŗŪųŵŶŦāˈަѝሶԕĀⴱᙍā䘉њᾲᘥѪ

俆ˈਁኅа྇Āᔪ・൘ঃ䎺㜭࣋ส⹰ѻк˄ᒦфਟԕਁኅѪа⿽ӪṬ⢩䍘˅ȿⲴ⸕㜭ᗧᙗˈԕ↔㘼ᗇ

Āᆼྭѻ⸕ȿⲴᗧᙗ⸕䇶䇪Ǆġࡠ



ࡠ䇶ᵜ䍘䰞仈Ⲵ䇞仈䇘䇪ѻѝˈնᴰ㓸ྩ䘈ᱟ䘄എ⸕ޣĀӰѸᱟ⸕䇶ā䘉њᴹޕ

Ā⸕䇶Ⲵԧ٬ā䰞仈ˈԕĀ⸕ᘱⲴྭāоĀྭⲴӪ⭏āѪ䇘䇪Ⲵᴰਾ❖⛩ᡰ൘Ǆ

䘉ᱟа⿽Ր㔏о༽ਔⲴ䘋䐟˄ 䘄എۿӊ䟼༛ཊᗣ䇘䇪ᇎ䐥Ცភоᒨ⾿Ӫ⭏Ⲵᗧᙗ

Ֆ⨶ᆖ㿲⛩˅ˈ⴨ᖃн਼Ҿㅋ঑ݯԕᶕ㾯ᯩଢᆖĀ⸕䇶䇪䖜ੁāⲴ䘋䐟ˈҏнᱟ

20 ц㓚ਾ㪋ởቄՐ㔏ѝ˄ԕ⸕䇶ᵜ䍘Ѫ俆㾱䇞仈˅Ⲵ⸕䇶䇪᧒䇘ˈ䘉઼㍒㩘ᗧ

ᙗ⸕䇶䇪Ⲵਁኅˈᖒᡀањᕪ⛸Ⲵሩ∄Ǆ 
 
᡾⌭ঊᯟสаᔰ࿻ቡ䈅മ䇪䇱⸕䇶䇪ᱟ൘⹄ウ Ā̟ᡁԜޣᘰᡁԜᡰ⴨ؑⲴһ

ᛵˈᒦфҏഐѪᡁԜᡰ൘ѾⲴަᆳһᛵˈ֯ᡁԜᗵ享ᖒᡀؑᘥā7Ǆࡽ㘵⵰䟽ᡁ

Ԝᡰ൘ѾоޣᘰⲴһ⢙ ਾ̍㘵ࡉᕪ䈳ᡁԜ˄ ഐѪᡁԜ൘Ѿ ᡰ˅֯⭘Ⲵ˄ ᖒᡀؑᘥ˅

ᯩᔿǄ䘉њ䇪䘠ӰѸᱟĀ⸕䇶䇪āⲴᯩᔿˈ਼ᰦ㔃ਸҶĀ⸕䇶āǃĀؑᘥāǃĀ㢟

⸕āǃĀޣᘰāǃĀؑ䎆āоĀᗧᙗ”䘉Ӌ䟽㾱Ⲵᾲᘥˈࡍ↕ᖒᡀ᡾⌭ঊᯟสᗧ

ᙗ⸕䇶䇪ѝа⿽⢩↺ⲴĀޣᘰ⸕䇶䇪”ˈ䘋㘼ѪĀؑ䎆”˄ ਼ᰦवᤜ㠚ᡁؑ䎆оሩ

ԆӪⲴؑ䎆˅䘉њᯠ仆Ⲵ⸕䇶䇪䇞仈ˈᨀ׋ањଢᆖ䇪䗙Ⲵ㡎ਠˈᴰਾҏѪྩ㠚

ᐡᴰᯠ䘁Ⲵ⨶䇪ĀިරⲴᗧᙗ⨶䇪”˄ exemplarist virtue theory˅ྐᇊਁኅⲴส⹰Ǆ 

 
俆ݸˈ䪸ሩĀ⸕䇶”䘉њᾲᘥˈ᡾⌭ঊᯟส䇔Ѫᆳᱟ㚄㔃㠚ᡁо䘉њц⭼ᡆ

ᇎ൘⭼Ⲵ䟽㾱ẕằѻаǄྩᨀࠪҶа㡜ଢᆖᇦ䜭Պ਼᜿ⲴĀ⸕䇶āⲴࠐњ⢩ᖱ  ̟
1ˊ⸕䇶ᱟ൘ањ᜿䇶ѫփоᆈ൘Ҿᇎ൘⭼ѝḀњሩ䊑ѻ䰤Ⲵа⿽ޣ㌫˗ 
2ˊк䘠Ⲵ䘉⿽ޣ㌫ᱟа⿽䇔⸕Ⲵޣ㌫˄ᙍᜣǃᝏ⸕ᡆᝏ㿹˅˗ 
3ˊĀ⸕䚃āवਜ਼Ā⴨ؑā˗ 
4ˊ⸕䇶Ⲵሩ䊑ᱟа⿽ભ仈˗ 
5ˊᴤ䟽㾱Ⲵᱟˈ⸕䇶Ⲵሩ䊑ᱟа⿽ⵏⲴભ仈˗ 
6ˊ⸕䚃ԓ㺘⵰а⿽ྭⲴ⣦ᘱ˄ӖণᆳᱟਟⅢ≲Ⲵǃ٬ᗇ㗑ចⲴ˅Ǆ 

 
ᢺ䘉Ӌާᴹ⴨ᖃޡ䇶Ⲵ⢩ᖱ㚊䳶൘а䎧ˈਟԕᗇࠪ᡾⌭ঊᯟสᗳⴞѝሩҾ

Ā⸕䇶āⲴањสᵜᜣ⌅ˈҏቡᱟ Ā̟⸕䚃ቡᱟԕа⿽ྭⲴᯩᔿᶕ⴨ؑањⵏⲴ

ભ仈āǄ䘉⿽ሩҾ⸕䇶ⲴҶ䀓ᯩᔿˈ䚠䖳㪋ởቄԕᶕᡰ䉃ⲴՐ㔏᳨䀓˄Ā⸕䇶ㅹ

Ҿ䇱ᡀⲴⵏؑᘥā˅ˈୟаⲴᐞ࡛൘ҾĀྭⲴ⴨ؑᯩᔿāоĀ䇱ᡀⲴ⴨ؑā䘉є

㘵ѻ䰤Ⲵᐞ䐍Ǆ䘉њᐞ࡛ᱮ⽪ࠪ᡾⌭ঊᯟสሩҾ⸕䇶ⴻ⌅Ⲵєњ⢩↺䶒ੁ ㅜ̟а

њ䶒ੁˈቡᱟሩҾ⸕䇶ԧ٬Ⲵⴻ⌅ˈањ䟽㾱Ⲵ⸕䇶㿴㤳ᙗᶑԦˈ൘Ҿᆳᱟ䘿䗷

а⿽ĀྭⲴā⴨ؑᯩᔿᶕ㧧ᗇ˗ㅜҼњ䶒ੁˈቡᱟĀྭⲴ⴨ؑᯩᔿā∄䎧Ā䇱ᡀ

Ⲵ⴨ؑāާᴹ䖳ᒯѹⲴ᜿⏥ˈྭⲴᯩᔿᖃ❦ਟԕवਜ਼˄ᡆ᜿ᤷ˅䘉њؑᘥᱟਟԕ

㻛䇱ᡀⲴˈਟԕ㻛䇱ᦞᡰ᭟ᤱˈᡆ㘵ਟԕᴹ࠶ݵⲴ᭟ᤱส⹰ˈնᱟᆳ䘈ਟ᜿䉃⵰

ᴤཊަᆳྭⲴᯩᔿǄѪҶ䈤᰾ަᆳ⿽㊫ⲴĀྭⲴ⴨ؑᯩᔿāˈ᡾⌭ঊᯟสഎᖂশ

ਢˈㆰ㾱ൠᨀ׋ҶྩሩҾᐼ㝺ᰦᵏԕᶕˈ㾯ᯩଢᆖਢਁኅ䗷〻ѝᴹޣĀ⸕䇶āⲴ
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ġ 䈧৲㘳ㇶ㲥⌂㕗➢Ⲵ㪇֌ǉ䇪⸕䇶䇪ǊĩōŪůťŢġśŢŨŻŦţŴŬŪĭġŐůġņűŪŴŵŦŮŰŭŰŨźĭġŘŢťŴŸŰųŵũġńŦůŨŢŨŦġōŦŢųůŪůŨĭġĳııĺĪ

аҖˈㅜ ĳĴ 亥Ǆԕлᕅ㠚ㇶ㲥⌂㕗➢Ⲵ᮷ᆇˈᶕ㠚Ҿ↔ҖⲴ亥ᮠǄġ



є⿽⴨ᖃн਼Ⲵⴻ⌅Ǆа⿽ᱟԕ᷿᣹മѪԓ㺘ⲴĀ⸕䇶ā・൪ Ā̟⸕䇶䶎ᑨ᧕䘁

Ҿᡰ䉃Ⲵ⨶䀓˄understanding˅ā˗ਖа⿽ࡉᱟԕㅋ঑ݯѪԓ㺘ⲴĀ⸕䇶ā・൪˖

Ā⸕䇶䶎ᑨ᧕䘁Ҿᡰ䉃Ⲵ⺞ᇊᙗ˄certainty˅āǄ䘉є⿽ሩ⸕䇶н਼Ⲵⴻ⌅ˈሶ

Պӗ⭏н਼ĀྭⲴāᯩᔿлᡰᖒᡀⲴⵏؑᘥǄ 

 
൘ㅋ঑ݯⲴ⸕䇶䇪Ր㔏ѝ ᥽̍ছ⸕䇶Ⲵ⺞ᇊᙗ 㘼̍н㠤ᤋਇᘰ⯁䇪Ⲵᶱㄟᘰ

⯁・൪ˈᱟ䘉⿽⸕䇶⨶䇪Ⲵѫ㾱ԫ࣑ǄĀ䇱ᡀᙗāⲴᾲᘥቡᱟ㾱⭘ᶕ᥽ছᡁԜᴹ

ᵳᶕ⺞・ᡁԜᡰ⴨ؑⲴ Ѫ̍Ҷ֯ᡁԜ㧧ᗇާᴹ⺞ᇊᙗⲴⵏؑᘥ 䘿̍䗷䇱ᡀⲴᯩ⌅ˈ

֯ᡁԜ⺞䇔ᡁԜᡰ⴨ؑⲴѪⵏˈ䘉⿽ᯩᔿ᡽ᱟ⴨ؑⵏ⨶ⲴĀྭⲴāᯩᔿǄ❦㘼൘

᷿᣹മⲴ⸕䇶䇪Ր㔏ѝˈĀ⸕䇶ā㻛ᇊѹѪа⿽Āⵏؑᘥ࣐к logos˄᜿䉃⵰䈤

᰾ᡆ䀓䟺˅āˈ൘䘉⿽᜿ѹлⲴ⸕䇶ˈᘰ⯁䇪ᒦнᱟ⸕䇶ѫ㾱Ⲵ᭼Ӫˈ⺞ᇊᙗҏ

нᱟᡁԜᖒᡀ⸕䇶䗷〻ѝⲴѫ㾱䘭≲ⴞḷ ሩ̍Ҿ㜭н㜭⨶䀓ᡁԜᡰ⴨ؑⲴ Ѫ̍ᡁ

Ԝ⴨ؑⲴⵏ⨶ᨀ׋ањਸ⨶䘲ᖃⲴ䈤᰾ ᡽̍ᱟ䘉⿽⸕䇶䇪Ⲵѫ㾱ԫ࣑ǄѪᡁԜᡰ

᧕ਇⲴؑᘥˈ൘ᡁԜⲴ⨶ᙗ㌫㔏ѝራ≲а⿽ᇊսˈ࣐ԕਸ⨶Ⲵ䀓䟺ˈ㯹ԕ䗮ᡀ䘲

ᖃⲴ⨶䀓⣦ᘱˈ᡽ᱟ֯ᡁԜⵏؑᘥᗇԕᨀॷѪ⸕䇶ⲴĀྭⲴā⴨ؑᯩᔿǄ 

 
൘䘉є⿽Ր㔏ሩҾ⸕䇶Ⲵн਼⨶䀓 ᡁ̍Ԝਟԕⴻࠪ⸕䇶Ⲵԧ٬ᒦнӵӵਚᱟ

൘䘭≲ⵏ⨶˄㧧ᗇⵏؑᘥ˅ˈᡆ㘵⺞ᇊᙗⲴⵏ⨶ˈᴤ䟽㾱ⲴᱟˈᡁԜྲօ䘿䗷а

⿽ྭⲴᯩᔿᶕᖒᡀؑᘥˈ䘋а↕઼䘉њц⭼ᡆᇎ൘⭼ӗ⭏䘲ᖃⲴ˄䇔⸕˅㚄㔃ˈ

㯹ԕ↓⺞Ⲵᦼᨑ䘉њц⭼Ⲵⵏ⴨ˈ䘋㘼䗷⵰а⿽⸕ᘱкྭⲴӪ⭏Ǆնᱟˈҏ䇨а

њᴤสᵜⲴ䰞仈ᱟˈѪӰѸᡁԜᙫᱟ䴰㾱㧧ᗇĀⵏؑᘥā˛ 

 
ሩҾ䘉њ䇞仈ˈ᡾⌭ঊᯟส⢩࡛⭘ᡰ䉃Ⲵޣᘰ⸕䇶䇪ᶕ࣐ԕഎ༽Ǆྩ䇔Ѫˈ

ѪҶ䗷ањྭⲴӪ⭏ Ӫ̍ᙫᱟᖸ㠚❦ൠՊ৫ޣᘰᡆ൘ѾаӋь㾯Ǆնᱟྲ᷌ᡁԜ

ⵏⲴ൘ѾаӋь㾯 ᡁ̍Ԝቡᗵ享ሩҾᡁԜᡰ൘ѾⲴާᴹⵏؑᘥ˄ нӵ㾱⺞䇔㠚ᐡ

Ⲵؑᘥᱟⵏؑᘥˈ㘼фҏ㾱ᴤ䘋а↕䘭≲ަᆳⲴⵏؑᘥ˅ˈֻྲˈྲ᷌ᡁޣᗳᡁ

Ⲵሿᆙ䓛փⲴڕᓧ⣦ߥ ᡁ̍аᇊՊᐼᵋާᴹሩҾᡁሿᆙ䓛փڕᓧᯩ䶒ⲴаӋⵏؑ

ᘥ ੖̍ࡉᡁሶᰐ⌅ሩᡁⵏᗳⲴޣᘰ䟷ਆ䘲ᖃⲴᓄሩ᧚ᯭо㹼ࣘǄᡁԜޣᘰⲴ䎺ཊǃ

䎺␡ ቡ̍ᴤՊ㾱≲㠚ᐡሩᡁԜᡰޣᘰⲴһ⢙⸕䚃Ⲵᴤཊ ᡾̍⌭ঊᯟสᢺањԕⵏ

⨶Ѫ׍ᖂⲴؑᘥˈ〠ѻѪᱟањ德忶ާᴹ㢟⸕᜿ѹлᡰᖒᡀⲴؑᘥˈ䘉䟼ⲴĀ㢟

⸕ā˄conscientiousness˅ᱟᤷ⸕ᘱкⲴа⿽㾱≲ˈᱟа⿽൘ᖒᡀᰕᑨؑᘥᰦˈ

ԕⵏ⨶Ѫ㿴㤳о׍ᦞ䘬娵䞍㳣≽ˈާᴹ˄⸕ᘱк˅㢟⸕Ⲵؑᘥˈቡᱟԕⵏ⨶Ѫ䘭

≲ⴞḷⲴа⿽䇔⸕㹼Ѫˈԕ㧧ᗇⵏؑᘥڊѪ⴨ؑԫօһ⢙Ⲵⴞḷᡰ൘8Ǆ 

 
ሩҾᡁԜᡰޣᘰо൘ѾⲴ㤳⮤亶ฏѝˈᡁԜнӵ䴰㾱ާᴹ㢟⸕ൠ䘭≲㧧ਆ
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ġ ٬ᗇ⌘᜿ⲴᱟˈĀⵏؑᘥāоĀ⸕ᘱкާᴹ㢟⸕Ⲵؑᘥāᱟєњн਼Ⲵᾲᘥˈҏᱟє⿽н਼Ⲵ⸕ᘱⲴ

㾱≲Ǆࡽ㘵ᱟབྷ䜘࠶⸕䇶䇪ଢᆖᇦᡰ䇔ѪӪ㊫䘭≲⸕䇶Ⲵѫ㾱ⴞḷˈ㘼ਾ㘵ࡉᱟѪҶ㾱㧧ᗇ䘉њⴞḷ

Ⲵᴰสᵜ⸕ᘱ㾱≲ѻаˈҏਟԕ㇇ᱟа⿽ᲪᙗкⲴᗧᙗǄġ



˄൘䈕亶ฏѝ˅ⵏⲴؑᘥˈ᡾⌭ঊᯟส䘈ᨀࠪа㌫ࡇⲴ⸕ᘱ㾱≲ˈ䘉Ӌ㾱≲䜭ᱟ

⭘ᶕ⺞؍ᡁԜਟԕ㧧ᗇᡁԜᡰ䴰㾱Ⲵⵏؑᘥ 㘼̍䘉Ӌⵏؑᘥᱟ⭘ᶕᑞࣙᡁԜ൘ᰕ

ᑨᡰޣᘰо൘ѾⲴ㤳⮤亶ฏѝ 㧧̍ᗇᡁԜᜣ㾱䗮ᡀⲴⴞḷǄҏഐѪ䘉а࠷䜭ᱟѪ

Ҷᜣ㾱䗷ањ㠚ᐡᡰ൘ѾⲴӪ⭏ ᡁ̍ԜӪ⭏ѝՊޣᘰо൘ѾⲴ䇨ཊһᛵ 䜭̍ᱟ䘭

≲ањ㖾ྭӪ⭏ᡰ䴰ާ༷ⲴᶑԦ ᡰ̍ԕ൘ᖒᡀؑᘥ䗷〻ѝ䇨ཊ⸕ᘱ㾱≲ ሩ̍Ҿа

њྭⲴ䇔⸕㘵൘ᤕᴹањྭⲴӪ⭏䘉њࡽᨀлˈ਼ᰦҏާᴹᆳԜᓄᴹⲴ⸕ᘱԧ

٬Ǆ൘䘉њޣᘰ⸕䇶䇪ѝⲴ⸕ᘱ㾱≲ˈ䲔Ҷⵏؑᘥо⸕ᘱ㢟⸕ѻཆˈ䘈ᗇवᤜᗵ

享ሩҾᡁԜᡰ⴨ؑⲴ޵ᇩާᴹ⴨ᖃⲴؑᗳǃM 㜭࣐࣋ԕ४࡛ⵏоٷⲴؑᘥǃާ ᴹ

㧧ᗇⵏؑᘥⲴᲪᗧоؑ⭘ˈާᴹ˄ሩ㠚ᐡоሩԆӪ˅ؑ䎆ᝏо٬ᗇؑ䎆Ⲵੁٮǃ

ԕ৺ާᴹਟ亴ᵏᙗǄ 

 
䘿䗷ᡁԜሩҾⵏؑᘥᡰާᴹⲴ㢟⸕ ᒦ࣐̍кަᆳ⸕ᘱ㾱≲ᡆᲪ㜭ᗧᙗˈ֯ ᡁ

Ԝ൘ᡰޣᘰо൘ѾⲴ㤳⮤亶ฏѝˈᴹ᭸㧧ᗇⵏؑᘥǄ❦㘼ˈᡁԜᜣ㧧ᗇⵏؑᘥਚ

ᱟањสᵜⲴ㾱≲㘼ᐢ ᡁ̍Ԝᴤᐼᵋ㧧ᗇⵏ↓Ⲵ⸕䇶 䘉̍а࠷䲔ҶᱟѪҶ㾱䇙㠚

ᐡ㧧㠤ањ㖾ྭⲴӪ⭏ѻཆˈᖃ❦ᡁԜҏᴹਟ㜭ᱟѪҶ⸕䇶ᵜ䓛㘼ᜣ㾱㧧ᗇ⸕

䇶ˈM ӋӪҏՊᢺ⸕䇶ڊѪӪ⭏䘭≲Ⲵสᵜⴞḷѻа ᒦ̍㛟ᇊ⸕䇶ᵜ䓛ᡰާᴹⲴ

ԧ٬Ǆ⸕ᘱⲴ㢟⸕оަᆳ⸕ᘱⲴ㾱≲ ᘰⲴ亶ฏޣᡁԜާᴹਟԕ㧧ᗇ൘ᡁԜ؍̍⺞

ѝ⴨ޣⵏؑᘥⲴᴹ᭸ᯩ⌅ˈնᱟˈ㾱䘿䗷ӰѸĀྭⲴᯩ⌅ā᡽ਟԕ֯ᡁԜⲴⵏؑ

ᘥᨀॷࡠ⸕䇶Ⲵቲ⅑˛ᡁԜྲօᗇԕ⺞ؑᡁԜਟԕ㧧ᗇⵏؑᘥ˛ᡁԜ৸ྲօ㜭

⺞ᇊᡰ䉃ĀྭⲴᯩ⌅āਟԕᑞࣙᡁԜ㧧ᗇⵏؑᘥ˛ᴤ䟽㾱ⲴᱟˈᡁԜⵏਟԕ㧧ᗇ

⸕䇶ੇ˛ 
ġ

ഋǃᘰ⯁䇪о䎵傼䇪䇱 
᧕㔝⵰к䶒а䘎ѢⲴ䰞仈 ᧕̍лᶕⲴ䟽⛩ լ̍Ѿᖸ㠚❦ൠᢺᡁԜⲴ❖⛩ᕅ亶

㾯ᯩଢᆖਢкᴰ䟽㾱Ⲵ⸕䇶䇪ѫ仈ѻа˖ҏቡᱟĀᘰ⯁䇪āǄ൘ᖃԓⲴ⸕䇶䇪ࡠ

䇘䇪оਁኅⲴ㜹㔌ѝ ଢ̍ᆖᘰ⯁䇪䘈ਟԕ㻛㿶ѪḀ⿽⸕䇶䇪Ⲵ・൪ˈަ 䀂㢢ѫ㾱

൘Ҿ᥁ᡈӪ㊫䇔⸕䘉њц⭼Ⲵ㜭࣋ˈ⢩࡛ᱟ䪸ሩĀᡁԜ㜭ཏ⸕䚃ӰѸ˛āоĀᡁ

Ԝྲօ㜭ཏ㧧ᗇ⸕䇶˛ā䘉єњѫ㾱Ⲵ䰞仈ˈᘰ⯁䇪㘵ᣡᤱ⵰∄䖳⎸ᶱⲴᘱᓖˈ

䲿⵰н਼〻ᓖⲴᘰ⯁޵ᇩо㤳തˈՊࠪ⧠਴⿽н਼ᘰ⯁䇪䘬ѫᕐǄ 

 
᡾⌭ঊᯟส䇔Ѫᘰ⯁䇪ᱟᆈ൘ҾӪ㊫Շཊ⭏ᆈᶑԦѝ˄ वᤜа㡜Պ䙷ࡠⲴн

਼ᛵຳ˅ⲴањᲞ䙽䰞仈Ǆ൘ᡁԜⲴᇎ䱵⭏⍫ѝˈᡁԜᙫᴹ䇨ཊᜣ㾱䗮ᡀᡆ㧧㠤

Ⲵⴞḷ ն̍ᡁԜত㓿ᑨᰐ⌅؍䇱ᡆ⺞䇔ᡁԜᱟ੖㜭ཏᡀ࣏Ǆྲ ᷌䘉䟼ⲴⴞḷᤷⲴ

ᱟᡁԜⲴⵏؑᘥǃ䇱ᡀⲴؑᘥǃᡆ㘵ᱟ⸕䇶ˈ䛓Ѹ൘ଢᆖк˄ᡆ㘵⢩࡛ᱟ⸕䇶䇪

ѝ ᖃ˅ᡁԜᰐ⌅؍䇱ᡆ⺞䇔ᱟ੖㜭ཏ㧧㠤䘉Ӌⴞḷᰦ 䘉̍⿽ᘱᓖᡆ・൪䙊ᑨቡᱟ

ᡰ䉃Ⲵᘰ⯁䇪˄ᡆ㘵⸕䇶䇪кⲴᘰ⯁䇪˅Ǆ 

 
ᡁ൘䘉ㇷ᮷ㄐѝ ᒦ̍н߶༷Ԅ㓶䇘䇪о᧒ウ䘉Ӌᘰ⯁䇪Ⲵ޵⏥о䇪䇱˄ ⢩࡛



ᱟ᡾⌭ঊᯟสᡰᤷࠪࡽєњ䱦⇥Ⲵ䳮仈о᥁ᡈ˅̍ ҏнᢃ㇇䪸ሩަ⴨ሩᓄⲴ৽ᘰ

⯁䇪䇪䇱䘋㹼␡ޕⲴ䇘䇪Ǆᡁ৽㘼ᜣ㾱൘Շཊ৽ᘰ⯁䇪Ⲵ䇪䘠оቍ䈅ѝ ⢩࡛̍ᤷ

ࠪа⿽Ā䎵傼䇪䇱ā˄transcendental argument˅Ⲵ৽ᘰ⯁䇪䇪䘠Ǆ䘹ᤙ䇘䇪䘉⿽

৽ᘰ⯁䇪䇪䇱Ⲵѫ㾱⨶⭡൘Ҿ ᡁ̍␡㿹བྷ䜘࠶എᓄᘰ⯁䇪Ⲵ䇪䘠ѝ н̍ᱟᇩ᱃⣟

Ҷр仈䉜䈟Ⲵ∋⯵ н̍❦ቡᱟՊн㠚㿹ൠ䲧ޕᴤ␡ቲⲴᘰ⯁䇪䲧䱡ѻѝǄ❦㘼䎵

傼䇪䇱ⲴՈ⛩൘Ҿˈྲ ᷌䘉⿽৽ᘰ⯁䇪Ⲵ䇪䇱ⵏⲴਟԕᡀ࣏Ⲵ䈍 н̍ӵਟԕ䚯ݽ

к䘠аӋ৽ᘰ⯁䇪Ⲵトຳˈ৽㘼䘈ਟԕ֯ᗇᘰ⯁䇪Ⲵ・൪䲧ޕ⴨ሩн࡙Ⲵ⣦ᘱǄ

൘䇘䇪䘉њᘰ⯁䇪ˋ৽ᘰ⯁䇪˄⢩࡛ᱟ䎵傼䇪䇱˅Ⲵ䇪䘠䗷〻ѝˈᡁሶ⢩࡛⵰䟽

䇪䘠㍒㩘ᡰᨀࠪᶕᗧᙗ⸕䇶䇪ѝⲴањ⢩↺රᘱѻ䎵傼䇪䇱 ᒦ̍ሶ・สҾԆሩҾ

ᘰ⯁䇪Ⲵ᧿䘠ᯩᔿ˄ĀⱛⰚ㦟⢙āⲴ൪Ჟ˅ˈ䱀䟺䘉⿽⛐ᗧᙗ⸕䇶䇪ѝᡰਁኅࠪ

ᶕⲴ䎵傼䇪䇱Ǆᖸᐗਸҏᖸᴹ䏓Ⲵᱟ ൘̍᡾⌭ঊᯟสᨀࠪҶㅜй䱦⇥Ⲵᘰ⯁䇪᭫

ࠫо᥁ᡈਾˈྩ ҏᓄ⭘Ҷањ䶎ᑨ⢩↺Ⲵ䇪䇱᡻⌅ ᶕ̍૽ᓄྩᗳⴞѝᴰഠ䳮Ⲵᘰ

⯁䇪䳮仈ˈ䘉њ૽ᓄᯩᔿ䶎ᑨ㊫լ㍒㩘Ⲵ䎵傼䇪䇱Ⲵ᡻⌅Ǆ 

 
᡾⌭ঊᯟสᡰᨀࠪᶕⲴㅜйњ䱦⇥ѻᘰ⯁䇪᭫ࠫ ᱟ̍ᔪ・൘ањሩҾĀ㔍ሩ

Ⲵᇎ൘ц⭼ᜣ⌅āѻкǄ䘉њᘰ⯁䇪・൪ˈਟԕԓ㺘а⿽ާᴹᖒкᆖ・൪Ⲵ⸕䇶

䇪ѻᘰ⯁䇪Ǆаᔰ࿻ˈа㡜ଢᆖᇦ䜭Պ਼᜿ Ā̍⸕䇶āⲴᵜ䍘สᵜкᱟа⿽ѫփ

оᇒփⲴޣ㌫˖ĀḀњᴹ᜿䇶Ⲵ䇔⸕ѫփāоĀḀњሩ䊑ā˄ڊѪањᇎ൘ц⭼

ⲴḀњ䜘ԭ˅ѻ䰤Ⲵޣ㌫Ǆྲ᷌ᔪ・൘ԕлሩҾ⸕䇶Ⲵєњٷ䇮ѻкˈ䛓ѸሩҾ

㔍ሩⲴᇎ൘ц⭼ᜣ⌅լѾᖸ㠚❦ቡՊࠪ⧠˖ 
1ˊྲ᷌⸕䇶ᱟਟ㜭Ⲵˈᆳቡਟ㜭ሩަሩ䊑ᖒᡀањ㶽䍟а㠤Ⲵᜣ⌅˗ 
2ˊ ⸕䇶Ⲵሩ䊑ᱟḀӋ⤜・Ҿ⸕䇶ᵜ䓛ѻཆⲴь㾯ˈ㘼фҏ⤜・ҾԫօⲴ

  ᙍᜣо㓿傼ѻཆǄ 

 
ᔪ・൘Ā㔍ሩⲴᇎ൘ц⭼ᜣ⌅āѻкˈྲ᷌ᡁԜн㜭ሩањ⤜・Ҿᗳ⚥ѻཆ

Ⲵᇎ൘⭼ᖒᡀањ㶽䍟а㠤Ⲵᜣ⌅ˈ䛓ѸᡁԜቡᰐ⌅㧧ᗇĀ⸕䇶āǄնᱟ᡾⌭ঊ

ᯟสᡰᣵᗳⲴᘰ⯁䇪 ↓̍ྭՊ൘䘉њᡰ䉃⤜・Ҿᗳ⚥ѻཆⲴᇎ൘ц⭼Ⲵᜣ⌅ѝ䙀

⑀⎞⧠Ǆ⨶⭡ᖸㆰঅˈഐѪྲ᷌⸕䇶ᱟа⿽ѫփᗳ⚥оᇒփሩ䊑ѻ䰤Ⲵޣ㌫ˈ㘼

⸕䇶Ⲵሩ䊑৸ᱟа⿽⤜・Ҿ䇔⸕ᗳ⚥ѻཆⲴᇎ൘⭼ѝḀњ䜘ԭ 䛓̍Ѹ䇔⸕ѫփо

㻛䇔⸕Ⲵሩ䊑䰤ቡᖸ㠚❦ൠࠪ⧠Ҷањ呯⋏Ǆ㲭❦䘉њ呯⋏լѾ䘈ᱟᴹਟԕ䐘䎺

о㚄㔃Ⲵਟ㜭 ն̍ᱟ䰞仈ᱟᗵ享ᔪ・൘ӰѸਸ⨶Ⲵส⹰ѻк ᡽̍ਟԕ֯ᡁԜؑ䎆

ᡁԜⲴᗳ⚥ާᴹ㜭࣋ᶕᔪᶴ䐘䎺о㚄㔃䘉њ呯⋏Ⲵẕằ˄ ൘䘉њẕằⲴаㄟᱟᡁ

ԜⲴᗳ⚥ᵜ䓛 㘼̍ਖаㄟࡉᱟањᆼޘ⤜・ҾᡁԜᗳ⚥ѻཆⲴᇎ൘⭼˅̨ ൘䘉䟼

ⵏ↓Ⲵഠ䳮ᒦн൘Ҿ˖ᡁԜᴹњ䇪䇱ਟԕ䇱᰾ᕕ㺕о䐘䎺䘉њ呯⋏ᱟнਟ㜭Ⲵ˗

ⵏ↓Ⲵഠ䳮৽㘼൘Ҿ ᡁ̟Ԝ䴰㾱ањ䇪䇱ᶕ੺䇹ᡁԜ䐘䎺䘉њ呯⋏ᱟਟ㜭Ⲵ ն̍

ᱟ䘉њ䇪䇱൘ଚ䟼઒˛⭡ҾĀ⤜・Ⲵᇎ൘ц⭼ᜣ⌅ā㛼ਾᡰ䳀㯿Ⲵഠ䳮ˈᘰ⯁䇪

Ⲵࠪ⧠о᥁ᡈլѾᱟᖸ㠚❦Ⲵ㔃᷌Ǆ 

 



䘉њ⭡㔍ሩⲴᇎ൘ц⭼ᜣ⌅ᡰᕅਁࠪᶕⲴᘰ⯁䇪᥁ᡈ ∄̍䎧⭡ㅋ঑ݯᡰ䇮・

Ⲵᚦ冄䇪䇱ѻ൪Ჟоᑅ⢩ইĀẦѝབྷ㝁ā䇪䇱ѻ൪ᲟˈլѾᴤㅖਸᡁԜᰕᑨа㡜

Ⲵⴤ㿹 ҏ̍ഐ↔լѾᴤާေ㛱ᙗǄ∅ㄏᚦ冄䇪䇱оẦѝ㝁䇪䇱ѻ൪Ჟ䗷Ҿ䘌⿫ᡁ

ԜⲴᑨ䇶ˈᆳԜေ㛱о᥁ᡈⲴ䰞仈ˈѫ㾱ᱟ൘ᡁԜᱟ੖ᴹ㧧ᗇⵏؑᘥⲴਟ㜭ˈᡆ

㘵ᡁԜլѾᰐ⌅ᆼޘ䇱᰾ᡁԜᡰ㧧ᗇⲴؑᘥᱟ੖Ѫⵏ˄ ྲ᷌ᡁԜᰐ⌅䇱᰾ᡁԜн

㻛ᚦ冄Ⅺ僇ᡆнᱟњẦѝ㝁˅Ǆնᱟᔪ・൘䘉њ㔍ሩⲴᇎ൘ц⭼ᜣ⌅ѻкˈᡁԜ

լѾаᯩ䶒ᖸ㠚❦ൠਟԕ᧕ਇ˖M њᇎ൘ц⭼⤜・ᡁѻཆ ն̠ਖаᯩ䶒ত৸ᰐਟ

䚯ݽൠ䴰㾱䶒ሩ ᡁ̟լѾᰐ⌅⺞ᇊᡁᡰ䇔⸕ࡠⲴ䘉њц⭼ᱟ੖ቡᱟ䛓њ⤜・Ⲵᇎ

൘ц⭼Ǆ䘉⿽ॱ࠶䍤䘁ҾᡁԜᑨ䇶ⴤ㿹ᡰᖒᡀⲴᘰ⯁䇪 н̍ӵေ㛱ᡁԜާᴹⵏؑ

ᘥⲴਟ㜭ˈҏေ㛱ࡠᡁԜ⸕ᘱкⲴ㢟⸕ˈᆈ൘ҾĀ䇔⸕ѫփⲴᗳ⚥āоĀ⤜・Ҿ

ᗳ⚥ѻཆⲴᇎ൘ц⭼āѻ䰤Ⲵ呯⋏ˈլѾа䒤ਟࠐˈত৸䚕нਟ৺Ǆᗳ⚥оц⭼

ѻ䰤Ⲵ⋏䙊ẕằ䈕ྲօᩝ䎧˛ণ֯ᡁԜᩝ䎧Ҷ䘉ᓗẕằ ৸̍ྲօ㜭⺞ؑ䘉ᓗẕằ

ᱟ䙊ᖰⵏᇎⲴᇎ൘ц⭼ѻ䐟઒˛ 

 
൘↓ᔿ༴⨶о䇴ԧ᡾⌭ঊᯟส૽ᓄᘰ⯁䇪˄⢩࡛ᱟᡰ䉃ㅜй䱦⇥Ⲵᘰ⯁䇪˅

Ⲵᜣ⌅о䇪䇱ѻࡽ 䇙̍ᡁԜݸỰ傼㍒㩘Ⲵᗧᙗ⸕䇶䇪ѻѝᡰᨀࠪⲴањॱ࠶⤜⢩

Ⲵ৽ᘰ⯁䇪Ⲵ䇪䇱රᘱ˄ӖণĀ䎵傼䇪䇱ā˅Ǆྲ↔֌⌅ᱟᐼᵋ㯹⭡㍒㩘ⲴĀ䎵

傼䇪䇱āˈ֯ᡁԜᴤ␵ᾊᦼᨑ㮤ਜ਼Ҿ᡾⌭ঊᯟสⲴ৽ᘰ⯁䇪ᜣ⌅ѝˈҏᴹањॱ

 ㊫լҾĀ䎵傼䇪䇱āⲴ৽ᘰ⯁䇪䇪䇱රᘱǄ࠶

 
㍒㩘ᨀ׋Ҷањ⴨լⲴᘰ⯁䇪൪ᲟˈᡁԜਟԕᢺ䘉њ൪Ჟ〠ѪĀⱛⰚ㦟⢙

˄Disablex˅ā˄䘉њ൪ᲟⲴࠪ⧠ˈլѾ∄䎧ᚦ冄䇪䇱оẦѝ㝁Ⲵ൪Ჟ䘈㾱䍤䘁

ᡁԜᰕᑨ⭏⍫Ⲵᇎߥ˅Ǆ䘉њ൪Ჟ㾱ᡁԜ䶒ሩањ䇔⸕ⱛⰚⲴ㦟⢙ѻֻᆀǄᴽ⭘

䘉њ㦟⢙ՊᖫᓅⱛⰚӪⲴ䇔⸕Ⲵᇈ㜭˄н䇪ᱟㅜаᒿᡆㅜҼᒿⲴ䇔⸕ᇈ㜭˅ˈԕ

㠣ҾᆳԜՊӗ⭏а⿽ሩ㓿傼һᇎⲴа㠤ᙗⲴᒫ㿹ˈ਼ ᰦҏ䙐ᡀањӪⲴᇈ㜭ᶱਟ

㜭ࠪ䭉Ⲵ ᒦ̍фᑨᑨ༴Ҿ䈟ሬⲴ⣦ߥǄ⧠൘ᡁԜྲօ⺞ᇊᡁԜӾᶕ⋑ᴹਲ਼䗷䘉⿽

㦟⢙઒˛䇹䈨ҾᡁԜ⧠൘⸕㿹ᇈ㜭Ⲵ↓ᑨ䘀֌լѾՊӗ⭏ᚦᙗᗚ⧟Ⲵ㔃᷌ ഐ̍Ѫ

ྲ᷌ᡁԜ⺞ᇎਲ਼䗷䛓Ӌ㦟 䛓̍Ѹ䘉Ӌ㦟⢙ᶱᴹਟ㜭Պ֯ᡁԜⴞࡽⲴ䇔⸕ᇈ㜭䘀֌

ᴹᡰ䈟ሬǄᡁԜウㄏᓄ䈕ྲօᶕ૽ᓄ䘉њᶕ㠚Ҿᘰ⯁䇪Ⲵ᥁ᡈ˛ 

 
俆ݸᡁԜнᗇн᢯䇔ĀᡁԜⲴ⺞ᴮਲ਼䗷䘉仇㦟⢙āᱟާᴹਟ㜭ᙗⲴˈྲ᷌ᡁ

Ԝ㾱৽傣ᡁԜᴮ㓿ਲ਼䗷䘉仇㦟⢙ᱟٷⲴ 䛓̍Ѹ䘉њڦ❦ѪٷⲴભ仈䴰㾱аӋ䇱ᦞ

ᶕ᭟ᤱᡁԜ䘉ṧⲴؑᘥǄնᱟᡁԜྲօ㜭ཏ䘲ᖃൠٷ䇮ᆳһᇎкᱟٷⲴ઒˛ᡆ㘵

ĀᡁԜⲴ⺞ᴮਲ਼䗷䘉仇㦟⢙āˈᡆ㘵ĀᡁԜнᴮਲ਼䗷䘉仇㦟⢙āˈ䘉є㘵ѻ䰤൘

ㅜаᒿⲴᇒ㿲һᇎቲ䶒к䜭ᱟާᴹਟ㜭ᙗⲴ ᡁ̍Ԝᖸ䳮㺑䟿ଚањ൘һᇎкਟ㜭

ᙗᴤ儈 ∅̍ㄏ൘㺑䟿਴⿽ਟ㜭ᙗо䇱ᦞⲴ਼ᰦ ᡁ̍Ԝ䜭ᗵ享֯⭘ᡁԜⲴ䇔⸕ᇈ㜭

ᶕᢗ㹼 ն̍ᱟ䘉䟼Ⲵ䰞仈↓ྭ൘ҾᡁԜᱟ੖ਟԕؑ䎆ᡁԜⲴ䇔⸕ᇈ㜭˄ ྲ᷌ᡁԜ

ᴮᴽ䗷䘉њ㦟⢙ ᡁ̍Ԝᒦн䏣ԕؑ䎆ᡁԜⲴ䇔⸕ᇈ㜭ˈྲ ᷌ᡁԜнᴮᴽ⭘䗷䘉њ



㦟⢙ˈᡁԜҏ䇨ᴹݵ䏣Ⲵ⨶⭡ᶕ׍䎆ᡁԜⲴ䇔⸕ᇈ㜭˅Ǆྲ᷌ᡁԜਚᱟ൘ㅜаᒿ

Ⲵᇒ㿲ቲ䶒ᶕ㘳㲁ĀⱛⰚ㦟⢙ā䘉њ൪ᲟⲴ䰞仈ˈ䘉њĀⱛⰚ㦟⢙āⲴֻᆀѪӰ

ѸՊᱟњ䰞仈઒˄ቡۿĀᚦ冄䇪䇱āоĀẦѝ㝁āⲴֻᆀаṧ˅˛ቡᇒ㿲Ⲵһᇎ

ᶕ㘳㲁ˈቡۿᡁԜᡰ⟏ᚹⲴц⭼ˈᡁԜ⇿ཙᡰ㓿শⲴᛵຳˈ઼䘉Ӌ਴⿽н਼Ⲵᘰ

⯁䇪൪Ჟ࣐ԕᒦ㖞ˈ൘һᇎк䜭ᱟާᴹਟ㜭ᙗⲴˈ䶒ሩ䘉Ӌᇒ㿲ਟ㜭ᙗⲴ䰞仈ˈ

ᘰ⯁䇪ྲօᖒᡀа⿽ေ㛱˛ྲ᷌ᘰ⯁䇪ਚᱟㄉ൘ㅜаᒿⲴᇒ㿲һᇎቲ⅑ᶕᶱ࣋

啃੩ĀᡁԜⲴ⺞ᴮਲ਼䗷䘉仇㦟⢙ā˄ᡆ㘵ᴹањᚦ冄ǃᡆ㘵ᡁԜᱟẦѝ㝁˅ˈ䛓

Ѹ䘉њㅜаᒿⲴһᇎᇓ〠լѾᒦн㜭ᕅ䎧ཚབྷⲴ ᝼˄ н䇪ሩа㡜Ӫǃᡆ㘵ᱟሩ

ଢᆖᇦˈᴤн⭘䈤ሩа㡜Ⲵ、ᆖᇦ˅˗ᖸ᰾ᱮൠˈᘰ⯁䇪ѻᡰԕਟԕᖒᡀေ㛱ˈ

ᒦ֯׳ᡁԜ˄ᴰቁሩଢᆖᇦ㘼䀰˅䘋а↕৫㘳㲁ウㄏᡁԜᱟ༴ҾӰѸṧⲴц⭼ǃ

ӰѸṧⲴᛵຳ ѫ̍㾱ޣ䭞൘Ҿ ᘰ̟⯁䇪Ⲵ・൪ᱟㄉ൘ањㅜҼᒿ৽ⴱⲴⰌ朊ᶕ㘳

㲁䘉њ䰞仈ˈҏቡᱟ৽ⴱൠ᜿䇶ࡠᡁԜᴹਟ㜭ĀⲴ⺞ᴮਲ਼䗷䘉仇㦟⢙”ˈ䘉њ㓿

䗷৽ⴱⲴਟ㜭ᙗᑖ亶ᡁԜ䘋а↕ᙍ㍒ ൘̍䘉њਟ㜭ᙗѻл ᡁ̍Ԝᱟ੖䘈ਟԕؑ䎆

ᡁԜа㡜ؑ䎆Ⲵ䇔⸕ᇈ㜭 ҏ̍ഐ↔ᡁԜᱟ੖䘈㜭ᇓ〠ᡁԜᴹ㜭࣋㧧ᗇ⸕䇶˄ 䇔䇶
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Linda Zagzebski ࡔ͵Ȉ˟ߏ 80 ѐ΃ͽֽĂᇇّۢᙊኢ൴ण࿅඀̚

౵׍΃ّܑ۞ࣰጯछ̝˘Ğੵ˞༊΃ᇇّۢᙊኢ౹ؕˠ Ernest Sosa ̝

γğĄд࿅Ν˟Ȉѐ̝̚ĂZagzebski ౵͹ࢋ۞΃ܑ඾үĂ༊ଯ Virtues of 

the Mind: An Inquiry into the Nature of Virtue and the Ethical Foundations of 

Knowledge (Zagzebski, 1996) ఺ώ३ĄĮኢۢᙊኢį̣ܕߏ݋ѐֽ Zagzebski

۞າүĂι่̙ߏώ፾প˫ѣ኷۞ۢᙊኢିࡊ३Ğ̂ጯొᄃࡁտٙ࠰ዋ

ϡğĂ҃ͷ˵ߏᒢྋͽ Zagzebski ࢦ۞˘̝ڑ̶̂׌ᇇّۢᙊኢ۞ࢵࠎ

ăᄃኢᙋפᚥĄ̙ኢд̰टౢ༼۞щଵă̙Тۢᙊኢᛉᗟ۞Ᏼ͛׏གྷࢋ

ĂZagzebskiڱ͞۞ྋՙۢᙊኢᙱᗟ׶ дĮኢۢᙊኢį఺ώ३̚Ăౌण

ன΍΁፾׍পҒᄃ፾ᅳࢲᛢ۞˘ࢬĄ 

ᇇّۢᙊኢд༊΃ٙᏜĶᇇّ۞ᖼШķ(the virtue turn) ఺࣎ᔌ๕̝

˭ٙ΃ܑ۞உຍĂ͹ࢋѣˬีĈࢵАĂд༊΃ۢᙊኢ۞൴ण่̙̚ԯ၆

Ķᇇّநٺ၆ࠎĶᙋјநኢķ(theories of justification) ۞੅ኢĂᖼШٺ

ኢķ(theories of virtue) ۞੅ኢć׎ѨĂ˵ԯۢᙊኢ̚ͽĶۢᙊώኳķࠎ

൏ᕇ۞੅ኢ (nature-driven epistemology)ĂᖼШࠎͽĶۢᙊᆊࣃķࠎ൏ᕇ

۞੅ኢ (value-driven epistemology)ć1 ౵ޢĂᔘԯۢᙊၹј۞ૄᖂ୧І

યᗟĂϤĶৌهܫķ(true belief) ఺࣎ᄮۢயࠎۏጱШ۞ۢၗఢቑّ੅

ኢĂᖼШࠎͽᄮۢĶᇇّ͹វķ(virtuous agent) ࠎጱШ۞ۢၗఢቑّ੅

ኢĄд఺࣎׍ѣۋኢّᄃ݈ᖀّ۞ᖼШྻજᄃ൴ण࿅඀̝̚Ăᇇّۢᙊ

ኢ˵ฟण΍̙࣎׌Т۞͹ࠁࢋҾ̶ڑĈ˘࣎ߏͽ Sosa ϲдޙĶ۞ࢵࠎ

˘෸ਕ˧ૄᖂ˯̝ᇇّۢᙊኢķ(competence-based epistemology)ĂΩמ

ͽߏ݋࣎ Zagzebski ϲдˠॾপّૄᖂ˯̝ᇇّۢᙊኢķޙĶ۞ࢵࠎ

(character-based epistemology)Ą݈۰ѣॡ˵ΞజჍࠎĶᇇّΞያኢķĂ

ޢ൴णૄአ۞ۢᙊኢćࠎ አͽۢᙊநኢ (theory of knowledge)ૻ࣎˘ߏ

 ͽംّࣖநጯ (intellectualࢦ჌඾˘ߏĶᇇّయЇኢķĂࠎϺΞజჍ݋۰

ethics) ࠎ੅ኢ൏ᕇ۞ۢᙊኢĄ఺۰̝׌มЧѣٙܜĂᔵ൒׎มхд඾

                                                         
1  ჹܭ྽жޕ᛽ፕҗаȨޕ᛽ҁ፦ȩࣁขᗺޑ૸ፕ (nature-driven epistemology)Ǵᙯӛࣁ

аȨޕ᛽ሽॶȩࣁขᗺޑ૸ፕ (value-driven epistemology) ޑᇥݤǴፎୖԵ Wayne Riggs

 ፕॊ (Riggs, 2007)ǶޑThe Value Turn in Epistemology” ΋Ўύ၁ಒ“ ޑ
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ߏࠎ၆ϲ۞ܑனĂ҃ͅΞͽෛࡎ჌኏˘ߏᙯܼϏυ۞۰׌Ăҭ֍ڡֱ˘

˘჌࠹ट̢ྃ۞͹ૺĄ 

дĶᇇّ۞ᖼШķ఺࣎ᔌ๕̝˭ĂZagzebski ۞Įኢۢᙊኢį఺ώ

३Ğ̙ኢઇࠎ˘ώିࡊ३ٕᇇّۢᙊኢ۞གྷ׏΃ܑ̝үğĂৈ൴ព଀׍

ѣॡ΃۞ຍཌྷĂ˵׍ѣଯگӄᚡ۞᎕ໂᆊࣃĄଂፋώ३۞ߛၹᄃึԔщ

ଵĂಶΞͽ࠻΍ Zagzebski ၆ٺͽĶۢᙊᆊࣃķࠎ൏ᕇ۞ۢᙊኢ੅ኢĂ

೩ֻ˞˘࣎ᇾ໤۞׏ቑĄಶည̂ొ̶۞ۢᙊኢጯ۰ౌົᄮТ۞ĞΒ߁

Zagzebski ҋ̎д̰ğĂĶۢᙊ۞ώኳયᗟķăĶۢᙊ۞ᆊࣃયᗟķᄃ

Ķۢᙊ۞ᘃႷኢયᗟķߏ༊΃ۢᙊኢ۞ˬ̂͹ࢋયᗟĂЇң˘࣎р۞ۢ

ᙊநኢĂౌυื၆఺ˬ࣎યᗟΐͽ࠷ෛĂ֭೩ֻዋ༊ͷЪந۞ྋՙ͞

ёĄ൒̙҃Тٺ˘ਠ۞ۢᙊኢିࡊ३ٕ૞३ᄃኢ͛ĂZagzebski ԯۢᙊ

۞Ķᆊࣃયᗟķٸдࢋࢵ۞ҜཉĂ˘ฟؕಶ၆̦ᆃߏ΁͕ϫ̚நຐ۞ۢ

ᙊኢᄃ̦ࠎᆃۢᙊߏѣᆊࣃ۞఺࣎׌ᛉᗟĂซҖܧ૱፾প۞ކჍᄃኢ

ķᄃĶᙯᘃۢᙊኢķ(care epistemology) ۞ᛉࣃĄд೩΍˞Ķۢၗᆊࢗ

ᗟ̝ޢĂღତ඾щଵĞҫፂБ३ˬ̶̝˘۞ğᘃႷኢ۞યᗟ੅ኢĂ൒ޢ

̖ซˢĶ̦ᆃۢߏᙊķ఺࣎ѣᙯۢᙊώኳયᗟ۞ᛉᗟ੅ኢ̝̚Ă౵ޢᔘ

ፋώࠎķયᗟĂͽĶۢၗ۞рķᄃĶр۞ˠϠķࣃĶۢᙊ۞ᆊזаܔߏ

३ซҖඕኢĄ఺࣎щଵព൒ࢋߏͽ఍நĶۢᙊ۞ᆊࣃયᗟķ඾͘Ăซ˘

Վྋ Ķ̔ۢᙊኢ̚۞ᘃႷኢયᗟķĂ౵ޢГࢬ၆Ķۢᙊ۞ώኳયᗟķĞপ

Ҿߏ Gettier ᙱᗟğĄ҃ඕኢ۞ౢ༼݋ͽĶр۞ˠϠķࠎ൏ᕇĂՀពϯ

Zagzebski ଣ੅ۢᙊኢ۞͞ёᄃࢦᕇĂߏ˘჌็௚ᄃೇΟ۞ซྮĞܔа

ညֲ֧೻кᇇ੅ኢ၁ኹംᇊᄃض჊ˠϠ۞ᇇّࣖநጯ៍ᕇğĂ࠹༊̙Т

ࡔ͵Ȉ˟ߏ̙˵ͽֽҘࣰ͞ጯĶۢᙊኢᖼШķ۞ซྮĂ׊௏Ιٺ

post-Gettier ็௚̚Ğͽۢᙊώኳࢋࢵࠎᛉᗟ۞ğۢᙊኢଣ੅Ă఺׶ Sosa

ᇇّۢᙊኢ۞൴णĂԛј˘࣎ૻধ۞၆ͧĄ 

఺ቔ३ෞኢ͛
2 ૟পҾ੫၆Ķۢᙊ۞ᆊࣃĞᄃώኳğķ׶ĶᘃႷኢķ

                                                         
2  ೭ጇЎകࠠޑᄊעךѬۓՏԋ΋ᅿȨਜຑፕЎȩ(Review Essay)Ǵ៝ӜࡘကǴѬࡽόѝ

΋ޑϐ໔ޣٿ೭ܭϟࢂ஑๱ፕЎǴԶޑᝄ਱ཀကΠࢂਜຑǴΨόૈᆉޑ΋૓ൂપࢂ

ᅿፕЎࠠᄊǶѬόࢂ΋૓ൂપਜຑϐ౛җӧܭǴѬ٠όѝࢂᙁൂӦϟಏȠፕޕ᛽ፕȡ
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఺࣎׌ᛉᗟĂ೩΍ώ͛ү۰۞நྋᄃ੅ኢĂ˘͞ࢬӅ˧णன Zagzebski

д఺ώ३ٙᇾϯ΍۞ކࢋࢦჍᄃ፾প֍ྋĂΩ˘͞ࢬ˵Ћဦࠎ༊΃ۢᙊ

ኢ۞ࢋࢦᛉᗟĞপҾߏᘃႷኢğ೩ֻ˘࣎ྵЪநΞਕ۞ྋՙ౉शĄ 

ಥăۢᙊ۞ᆊࣃĞᄃώኳğયᗟ 

Zagzebski ˘ฟؕಶྏဦኢᙋۢᙊኢߏдࡁտĈĶԧࣇдͼ  (care 

about) ԧܫ࠹ٙࣇ۞ְଐĂ֭ͷ˵Яࠎԧٙࣇдͼ۞׎ιְଐĂֹԧࣇ

υืԛјهܫķ(Zagzebski, 2009: 23)Ą݈۰඾ࢦԧٙࣇдͼ۞ְۏĂޢ

ࢗğ͞ёĄ఺࣎ኢهܫдͼğֹٙϡ۞ĞԛјࣇԧࠎĞЯࣇአԧૻ݋۰

̦ᆃߏĶۢᙊኢķ۞͞ёĂТॡඕЪ˞ĶۢᙊķăĶهܫķăĶ։ۢķă

ĶᙯᘃķăĶܫᏥķᄃĶᇇّķ఺ֱࢋࢦ۞ໄهĂܐՎԛј Zagzebski

ᇇّۢᙊኢ̚˘჌পঅ۞ĶᙯᘃۢᙊኢķĂซ҃ࠎĶܫᏥķĞТॡΒ߁

ҋԧܫᏥᄃ၆΁ˠ۞ܫᏥğ఺࣎າ᎖۞ۢᙊኢᛉᗟĂ೩ֻ˘ࣰ࣎ጯኢ᜜

۞ᄅέĂ౵ࠎ˵ޢ΁ҋ̎౵າซ۞நኢĶݭ׏۞ᇇّநኢķ
3 (exemplarist 

virtue theory) ಧؠ൴ण۞ૄᖂĄ 

ĂZagzebskiهАĂ੫၆Ķۢᙊķ఺࣎ໄࢵ ᄮࠎιߏᓑඕҋԧᄃ఺

࣎͵ٕࠧ၁дࠧ۞ࢋࢦ፜ሇ̝˘Ą΁೩΍˞˘ਠࣰጯछౌົТຍ۞Ķۢ

ᙊķ۞ೀ࣎পᇈ (Zagzebski, 2009: 3-5)Ĉ 

 

                                                                                                                                  

೭ҁਜޑεཀǴԶัуຑॊԶςǹѬόࢂᝄ਱ཀကΠ஑๱ፕЎϐ౛җӧܭǴ౥ഖѬ

ᗋࢂவຑፕȠፕޕ᛽ፕȡ೭ҁਜ๱ЋǴฅࡕుΕ೭ҁਜύޑ൳ঁȐԶߚӄ೽ȑख़ा

᝼ᚒǴவ΋ঁКၨץղٰࡋفޑჹК Linda Zagzebski ᆶ Ernest Sosa ೭ٿՏ྽жቺޕ܄

᛽ፕȐঁٿЬाࢴձж߄ȑণᏢৎޑҥ൑ᆶЬ஭ǶځύǴȨץղȩ٠ό฻ܭȨץຑȩǴ

ઠӧϸჹࢂ҂Ѹךаӧ೭ጇਜຑፕЎύǴ܌ Zagzebski ণᏢҥ൑Զਜቪ೭ጇፕЎǴޑ

୷ҁ΢ࡐךӕ௃ǵ٠୷ҁ΢ᜅӕ Zagzebski வ΋ঁϸ࣪ࢂҥ൑ϸԶޑך೚ӭᢀᗺǴޑ

ࣁϐΠǴࢎਣޑǴӧ΋ঁКၨεࡋفޑ Zagzebski ᛽ፕЬ஭Ǵ൨؃΋ঁКၨޕ܄ቺޑ

፾྽ۓޑՏǴ٠๏ϒ΋ঁКၨమཱޑ၍ញᆶ౛ှǶ 
3  ೭္ύЎᙌ᝿٬܌ҔޑȨޑࠠڂቺ܄౛ፕȩ΋ຒǴЬाࢂᔈҔύЎȨণΓВаᇻǴ

ȩٯȨጄ܈ጄȩڂȨࣁǶѬΨёа೏ᕕှࡘཀޑȩࠠڂȩ೭ঁᇟѡύȨܯӧӬࠠڂ

 Ƕࡘཀޑ
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΋ޑჹຝϐ໔ঁࢌჴӧࣚύܭӧ΋ঁཀ᛽ЬᡏᆶӸӧࢂ᛽ޕ (1)

ᅿᜢ߯Ƕ 

(2) ΢ॊޑ೭ᅿᜢ߯ࢂ΋ᅿᇡޑޕᜢ Ȑ߯ࡘགྷǵགޕǵ܈ག᝺ȑǶ 

(3) Ȩޕၰȩх֖Ȩ࣬ߞȩǶ 

 ᚒ (proposition)Ƕڮ΋ᅿࢂჹຝޑ᛽ޕ (4)

 ᚒǶڮޑ΋ᅿ੿ࢂჹຝޑ᛽ޕǴࢂޑख़ा׳ (5)

 ȑǶޑǵॶளခኀޑёట؃ࢂᄊȐҭջѬރޑ๱΋ᅿӳ߄ၰжޕ (6)

 

ԯ఺ֱ׍ѣ࠹༊Вᙊ۞পᇈჸะд˘੓ĂΞͽ଀΍ Zagzebski ͕ϫ

̚၆ٺĶۢᙊķ۞˘࣎ૄώຐڱĂ˵ಶߏĈĶۢ྽ಶߏͽ˘჌р۞͞ё

ᗟķ׻۞ৌ࣎˘ܫ࠹ֽ (To know is to believe a true proposition in a good 

way)(Zagzebski, 2009: 5)Ą఺჌၆ۢٺᙊ۞ᒢྋ͞ёĂͧྵ Gettier ͽֽٙ

Ꮬ۞็௚ፑྋĞĶۢᙊඈٺᙋј۞ৌهܫķğ̝ มĂ઱˘۞मҾдٺĶр

۰̝ม۞म෼Ą఺࣎मҾពϯ΍׌ķ఺ܫ࠹۞ёķᄃĶᙋј͞ܫ࠹۞

Zagzebski ၆ۢٺᙊ࣎׌۞ڱ࠻পঅࢬШĈௐ˘࣎ࢬШĂಶߏ၆ۢٺᙊ

ᆊڱ࠻۞ࣃĂ˘࣎ࢋࢦ۞ۢᙊఢቑّ୧ІĂдٺιߏ౅࿅˘჌Ķр۞ķ

ШĂࢬ࣎˟ᆃğĄௐ̦޽ߏёֽᒔ଀ĞᇶॡА̙გ఺჌р۞͞ё͞ܫ࠹

ಶߏĶр۞͞ܫ࠹ёķͧ੓Ķᙋј۞ܫ࠹ķ׍ѣྵᇃཌྷ۞ຍஉĂр۞͞

ё༊൒ΞͽΒӣĞٕຍ޽ğ఺࣎ߏهܫΞͽజᙋј۞ĂΞͽజᙋፂ͚ٙ

͞۞ιр׎ιᔘΞຍᏜ඾ՀкߏᖂĂҭૄ޺͚۞̶·Ăٕ۰Ξͽѣ޺

ёĄࠎ˞ᄲ׎ځι჌ᙷ۞Ķр۞͞ܫ࠹ёķĂZagzebski аᕩ።ΫĂᖎ

ԓᘷॡഇͽֽĂҘࣰ͞ጯΫ൴ण࿅඀̚ѣᙯĶۢᙊķٺг೩ֻ˞΁၆ࢋ

΃ܑ۞ĶۢᙊķϲಞĈĶۢࠎဦٛߦͽߏĄ˘჌ڱ࠻۞༊̙Т࠹჌׌۞

ᙊܧ૱ତٙٺܕᏜ۞நྋ (understanding)ķćΩ˘჌ߏ݋ͽ௏Ιࠎ׊΃

ܑ۞ĶۢᙊķϲಞĈĶۢᙊܧ૱ତٙٺܕᏜ۞ቁّؠ (certainty)ķĄ఺

Ă૟ົயϠ̙ТĶр۞ķ͞ڱ࠻۞჌၆ۢᙊ̙Т׌ ё˭ٙԛј۞ৌهܫĄ 

д௏Ι׊۞ۢᙊኢ็௚̚Ăग़኎ۢᙊ۞ቁّؠĂ̙҃צ٢࡭ᘃႷ

ኢ۞ໂბᘃႷϲಞĂߏ఺჌ۢᙊநኢ۞͹ࢋЇચĄĶᙋјّķ(justification) 

۞ໄهಶࢋߏϡֽग़኎ԧࣇѣᝋֽቁϲԧܫ࠹ٙࣇ۞Ăࠎ˞ֹԧࣇᒔ଀
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ࠎ۞ܫ࠹ٙࣇቁᄮԧࣇĂֹԧڱ͞۞Ă౅࿅ᙋјهܫৌ۞ّؠѣቁ׍

ৌĂ఺჌͞ё̖ܫ࠹ߏৌந۞Ķр۞ķ͞ёĄ൒҃дٛߦဦ۞ۢᙊኢ็

௚̚ĂĶۢᙊķజؠཌྷࠎ˘჌Ķৌهܫΐ˯ logosĞຍᏜ඾ᄲٕځྋᛖğķĂ

д఺჌ຍཌྷ˭۞ۢᙊĂᘃႷኢ̙֭ۢߏᙊ͹ࢋ۞ᇲˠĂቁߏ̙˵ّؠԧ

ࠎĂ۞ܫ࠹ٙࣇਕ̙ਕநྋԧٺ੠ՐϫᇾĂ၆ࢋԛјۢᙊ࿅඀̚۞͹ࣇ

ԧܫ࠹ࣇ۞ৌந೩ֻ˘࣎Ъநዋ༊۞ᄲځĂ̖ߏ఺჌ۢᙊኢ۞͹ࢋЇ

ચĄࠎԧٙࣇତهܫ۞צĂдԧࣇ۞நّր௚̚ವՐ˘჌ؠҜĂΐͽЪ

ந۞ྋᛖ࿅඀Ăᖣͽ྿јዋ༊۞நྋېၗĂֹ̖ߏԧࣇৌهܫ଀ͽ೩̿

 ёĄ͞ܫ࠹ᙊ۞Ķр۞ķۢࠎ

д఺׌჌็௚ͽֽ၆ۢٺᙊ۞̙ТநྋĂԧࣇΞͽ࠻΍ۢᙊ۞ᆊ

ࢦৌநĂՀ۞ّؠğĂٕ۰ቁهܫд੠ՐৌநĞᒔ଀ৌߏΪ่่̙֭ࣃ

ٕࠧ͵఺࣎׶Ăซ˘Վهܫтң౅࿅˘჌р۞͞ёֽԛјࣇĂԧߏ۞ࢋ

၁дࠧயϠዋ༊۞ĞᄮۢğᓑඕĂᖣͽϒቁ۞ೠ೪఺࣎͵ࠧ۞ৌ࠹Ăซ

҃࿅඾˘჌ۢၗ˯р۞ˠϠĄҭߏĂ˵ధ˘࣎Հૄώ۞યᗟߏĂ̦ࠎᆃ

ԧࣇᓁߏᅮࢋᒔ଀Ķৌهܫķĉ 

౵ૄώ۞Ķۢၗߏķ༊үهܫԯĶৌߏᓁࣇᆃдۢᙊኢ̚ԧ̦ࠎ

఺࣎ᛉᗟĂZagzebskiٺĉ၆׸ Րķ(epistemic demands)ࢋ পҾϡٙᏜ۞

ᙯᘃۢᙊኢֽΐͽаᖬĄ΁ᄮࠎĂࠎ˞࿅˘࣎р۞ˠϠĂˠᓁޝߏҋ൒

гົΝᙯᘃٕдͼ˘ֱڌҘĄҭߏтڍԧࣇৌ۞дͼ˘ֱڌҘĂԧࣇಶ

υื၆ٺԧٙࣇдͼ۞׍ѣৌهܫĞ่̙ࢋቁᄮҋ̎۞ߏهܫৌهܫĂ

҃ͷ˵ࢋՀซ˘Վ੠Ր׎΁۞ৌهܫğĂּтĂтڍԧᙯ͕ԧ۞̈֗ޅ

វ۞ઉ૵ڶېĂԧ˘ົؠԓ୕׍ѣ၆ٺԧ̈֗ޅវઉ૵͞ࢬ۞˘ֱৌܫ

ᙯࣇᄃҖજĄԧ߉ዋ༊۞ᑕ၆ନפ၆ԧৌ͕۞ᙯᘃଳڱԧ૟൑݋Ăӎه

ᘃ۞෸кă෸எĂಶՀົࢋՐҋ̎၆ԧٙࣇᙯᘃ۞ְۢۏ྽۞ՀкĂ

Zagzebski ԯ˘࣎ͽৌநֶࠎᕩ۞هܫĂჍ̝׍࣎˘ߏࠎѣ։ۢຍཌྷ˭

ٙԛј۞هܫĂ఺྆۞Ķ։ۢķ(conscientiousness) ۢ޽ߏၗ˯۞˘჌

ఢቑᄃֶ۞ܫ࠹ࠎՐυืͽৌநүࢋॡĂهܫ૱჌дԛј͟˘ߏՐĂࢋ

ፂĂ׍ѣĞۢၗ˯ğ։ۢ۞هܫĂಶߏͽৌநࠎ੠Րϫᇾ۞˘჌ᄮۢҖ
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ϫᇾٙдĄ۞ۏЇңְܫ࠹ࠎүهܫĂͽᒔ଀ৌࠎ
4 

၆ٺԧٙࣇᙯᘃᄃдͼ۞ቑᘞᅳા̚Ăԧ่̙ࣇᅮ׍ࢋѣ։ۢг

੠ՐᒔפĞдྍᅳા̚ğৌ۞هܫĂZagzebski ᔘ೩΍˘րЕ۞ۢၗࢋ

ՐĂ఺ֱࢋՐౌߏϡֽቁܲԧࣇΞͽᒔ଀ԧٙࣇᅮࢋ۞ৌهܫĂ҃఺ֱ

ৌߏهܫϡֽᑒӄԧࣇд͟૱ٙᙯᘃᄃдͼ۞ቑᘞᅳા Ă̚ᒔ଀ԧࣇຐ

࿅˘࣎ҋ̎ٙдͼ۞ˠϠĂࢋຐ˞ࠎߏౌ̷˘఺ࠎ྿ј۞ϫᇾĄ˵Яࢋ

ԧࣇˠϠ̚ົᙯᘃᄃдͼ۞ధкְଐĂౌ ౯׍੠Ր˘࡚࣎рˠϠٙᅮߏ

۞୧ІĂٙͽдԛјهܫ࿅඀̚ధкۢၗࢋՐĂ၆ٺ˘࣎р۞ᄮۢ۰д

ጾѣ˘࣎р۞ˠϠ఺݈࣎೩˭ĂТॡ˵׍ѣιࣇᑕѣ۞ۢၗᆊࣃ 

(epistemic value)Ąд఺࣎ᙯᘃۢᙊኢ̚۞ۢၗࢋՐĂੵ˞ৌهܫᄃۢၗ

։̝ۢγĂᔘ଀Β߁υื၆ٺԧܫ࠹ٙࣇ۞̰ट׍ѣ࠹༊۞͕ܫăѣਕ

˧ΐͽડҾৌᄃ઄۞هܫă׍ѣᒔ଀ৌهܫ۞ംᇇᄃܫϡĂ׍ѣĞ၆ҋ

̎ᄃ၆΁ˠğܫᏥຏᄃࣃ଀ܫᏥ۞้Шăͽ̈́׍ѣΞ࿰ഇّĄ 

౅࿅ԧࣇ၆ٺৌ׍ٙهܫѣ۞։ۢĂ֭ΐ˯׎΁ۢၗࢋՐٕംਕ

ᇇّĂֹԧࣇдٙᙯᘃᄃдͼ۞ቑᘞᅳા̚Ăѣड़ᒔ଀ৌهܫĄ൒҃Ă

ԧࣇຐᒔ଀ৌهܫΪߏ˘࣎ૄώ۞ࢋՐ҃ Ă̏ԧࣇՀԓ୕ᒔ଀ৌϒ۞ۢ

ᙊĂ఺˘̷ੵ˞ࢋ˞ࠎߏឰҋ̎ᒔ࡭˘࡚࣎р۞ˠϠ̝γĂ༊൒ԧࣇ˵

ѣΞਕࠎߏ˞ۢᙊώ֗҃ຐࢋᒔ଀ۢᙊĂѣֱˠ˵ົԯۢᙊүࠎˠϠ੠

Ր۞ૄώϫᇾ̝˘Ă֭ۢؠۺᙊώ֗ٙ׍ѣ۞ᆊࣃĄۢၗ۞։ۢᄃ׎΁

ۢၗ۞ࢋՐĂቁܲԧ׍ࣇѣΞͽᒔ଀дԧࣇᙯᘃ۞ᅳા̚࠹ᙯৌهܫ۞

ѣड़͞ڱĂҭߏĂࢋ౅࿅̦ᆃĶр۞͞ڱķ̖Ξͽֹԧࣇ۞ৌهܫ೩̿

тң˫ࣇĉԧهܫΞͽᒔ଀ৌࣇԧܫтң଀ͽቁࣇᙊ۞ᆸѨĉԧۢז

ਕቁٙؠᏜĶр۞͞ڱķΞͽᑒӄԧࣇᒔ଀ৌهܫĉՀߏ۞ࢋࢦĂԧࣇ

ৌΞͽᒔ଀ۢᙊ๜ĉ 

 

                                                         
4  ॶளݙཀࢂޑǴȨ੿ۺߞȩᆶȨޕᄊ΢ڀԖۺߞޑޕؼȩঁٿࢂόӕۺཷޑǴΨࢂ

ЬाҞޑ᛽ޕΓᜪଓ؃ࣁᇡ܌᛽ፕণᏢৎޕε೽ϩࢂޣ߻ा؃Ƕޑᄊޕޑᅿόӕٿ

኱ǴԶࣁࢂ߾ޣࡕΑाᕇள೭ঁҞ኱ޑന୷ҁޕᄊा؃ϐ΋ǴΨёаᆉࢂ΋ᅿඵ܄

΢ޑቺ܄ (intellectual virtue)Ƕ 



8! Įڌӓࣰጯጯಡįௐ˟Ȉḅഇ (2, 2014) 

 

෮ăᘃႷኢયᗟ 

ତᜈ඾˯ࢬ˘ాҚ۞યᗟĂତ˭ֽ۞ࢦᕇĂҬͼޝҋ൒гԯԧࣇ

۞൏ᕇ͔ᅳזҘࣰ͞ጯΫ˯౵ࢋࢦ۞ۢᙊኢ͹ᗟ̝˘Ĉ˵ಶߏĶᘃႷ

ኢķĄ 

༊΃ۢᙊኢ൴णਔඛ̚۞ᘃႷኢᛉᗟĂΒӣ඾ధкۋᛉ۞ኢᕇᄃ

஄஑۞̰टĄ׎၁Ă็௚ͽֽĂࣰጯछ၆ٺᘃႷኢ۞͹ૺĂࣧώಶѣЧ

჌̙Т۞៍ᕇᄃၗޘĂѣֱࣰጯछᄮࠎᘃႷኢ̙֭ࣃ଀ڦຍᄃаᑕĂЯ

ᙊ̚ϲ૱߿д͟૱၁ኹᄃϠڱϲಞॲώ൑ؠᘃႷኢ۰۞ໂბӎࠎ ć֖ѣ

ֱࣰጯछ݋ᄮࠎԧࣇυืᄮৌͅ࠷ᄃඍᖬֽҋٺᘃႷኢ۞ኳႷĂЯࠎᘃ

Ⴗኢ۞યᗟ޽΍˞ˠᙷநّ̚౵எᆸ۞ӧೊĄᔵ൒ᘃႷኢ۞ჟৠᄃၗޘ

જѣ඾૜̙Ξ̶۞ᙯ߿ଂְࣰጯ׶ۡ˘ Ăܼ൒ࣰ҃ጯᘃႷኢ˘ฟؕ۞൴

णΞͽజෛࠎ˘჌ࣰጯ۞ጯࠁĂ҃ᘃႷኢ఺࣎ጯࠁ۞ᇾច̝΍னĂ˵Ξ

ͽ੠໖זԓᘷॡ΃۞˘ֱࣰጯຐڱĄܕ˞ז΃ăপҾߏ༊΃۞ۢᙊኢ੅

ኢᄃ൴ण۞ਔඛ̚ĂࣰጯᘃႷኢᔘΞͽజෛߙࠎ჌ۢᙊኢ۞ϲಞĂ׎֎

Ғ͹ࢋд߄ٺጼˠᙷᄮۢ఺࣎͵ࠧ۞ਕ˧ĂপҾߏ੫၆Ķԧࣇਕૉۢ྽

̦ᆃĉķᄃĶԧࣇтңਕૉᒔ଀ۢᙊĉķ఺࣎׌͹ࢋ۞યᗟĂᘃႷኢ۰

ᘃႷ̰टᄃቑಛĂົ΍னЧ჌۞ޘĂᐌ඾̙Т඀ޘ඾ͧྵঐໂ۞ၗ޺ٱ

̙Тݭၗ۞ᘃႷኢ͹ૺĄ
5  

Zagzebski ਠ˘߁ˠᙷிкϠх୧І̚ĞΒٺхдߏᘃႷኢࠎᄮ݋

ົ࿃ז۞̙Тଐဩğ۞˘࣎೼࿆યᗟĄдԧࣇ۞၁ᅫϠ̚߿Ăԧࣇᓁѣ

ధкຐࢋ྿јٕᒔ࡭۞ϫᇾĂҭԧݒࣇགྷ૱൑ܲڱᙋٕቁᄮԧߏࣇӎਕ

ૉјΑĄтڍ఺྆۞ϫᇾߏ۞޽ԧࣇ۞ৌهܫăᙋј۞هܫăٕ۰ۢߏ

                                                         
ᆶᚶᅪፕ (skepticism as a philosophical school) ࢴ΋ᅿণᏢᏢࣁԃٰǴଞჹᚶᅪፕբ߈  5

բࣁ΋ᅿޕ᛽ፕЬ஭ (skepticism as an epistemological position) ೭ٿᅿ௶ॊǴޣ߻ёа

ୖԵҗ Richard H. Popkin ᆶ Jose R. Maia Neto ӝጓޑ Skepticism: An Anthology ೭ҁਜ 

(Popkin & Maia Neto, 2007)Ǵᕇ஼΋ঁҗ࢙܎კаٰ܌ᒏণᏢᚶᅪፕޑว৖ཷݩǹࡕ

ёୖԵ߾ޣ C. Landesman ᆶ R. Meeks Ӆӕጓᒠޑ Philosophical Skepticism (Landesman & 

Meeks, 2003)Ǵᕇள໺಍ণᏢᚶᅪፕჹ྽жᚶᅪፕҥ൑ޑቹៜǴᆶ྽жޕ᛽ፕύᚶᅪ

ፕʏϸᚶᅪፕ៏ݾޑЬा᝼ᚒٰྍ܌ӧǶ 
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ᙊĂ֤ᆃдࣰጯ˯Ğٕ۰পҾۢߏᙊኢ̚ğ༊ԧࣇ൑ܲڱᙋٕቁᄮߏӎ

ਕૉᒔ࡭఺ֱϫᇾॡĂ఺჌ၗٕޘϲಞ఼૱ಶٙߏᏜ۞ᘃႷኢĞٕ۰ۢ

ᙊኢ˯۞ᘃႷኢğĄ 

੫၆ᘃႷኢధкኑᗔ۞ᛉᗟᄃ஄஑۞̰टĂᅮ࠹ࢋ༊எˢ۞ࡁտ

ᄃ੅ኢĂ̖ਕ೩ֻ˘࣎ͧྵԆፋ۞ሏ୻ᄃፋந۞̍үĄ˘ਠࣰጯछ˘ฟ

ؕ၆ٺᘃႷኢ۞ᄮۢᄃО෪Ă͹ࢋΞͽ੠໖זΟ΃۞ᘃႷኢ۰ည

Gorgias ۞˘ֱຐڱĂ༊ॡ΁Ҭͼ̏གྷ୻຾гຍᙊ̙זТᆸѨ۞ᘃႷኢ

͹ૺĂд΁ܧ૱඾Щ۞˘߱ϲኢ͛ф̚ĂಶΞͽᑒӄԧࣇซˢ఺࣎ኑᗔ

۞੅ኢ̝̚Ĉ
6 

 

1. ؒԖҺՖܿՋӸӧ (Nothing exists)Ǵ 

2. ջ٬Ӹӧ๱٤ܿࢌՋǴΨคݤჹѬԖҺՖᇡޕ  (Even if 

something exists, nothing can be known about it)Ǵ 

3. ջךࢂॺёаჹѬԖ٤ᇡޕǴ೭ޕ٤᛽ΨคݤᆶځдΓྎ೯ 

(Even if something can be known about it, knowledge about it 

can’t be communicated to others)Ƕ 

 

఺߱͛фԧࣇΞͽ૟ιྋ᝝ࠎĈԯᘃႷኢ۞ϲಞ̶ҾӔனдˬ࣎

̙Т۞ᆸѨ̝̚Ăௐ˘࣎ᆸѨߏᛳٺԛ˯ጯĞٕхѣጯğ۞ᆸѨĂௐ˟

࣎ᆸѨۢߏᙊኢ۞ᆸѨĂௐˬ࣎ᆸѨߏ݋ᄬ֏໛఼۞ᆸѨĂԧ۞ᖎಏ̶

 т˭Ĉژ

1. ੫၆γд͵ࠧ۞хдᄃӎĂԛ˯ጯ̚۞ᘃႷኢᄮ֭ࠎ՟ѣЇң

 ჌෍൑͹ཌྷĄ˘ߏಶڍхдĂ౵ໂბ۞ඕۏְ

2. ੫၆ԧߏࣇӎΞͽᒔ଀၆ٺγд͵ࠧ۞ۢ៍މᙊĂۢᙊኢ̚۞

ᘃႷኢᄮࠎˠ̙Ξਕԛј၆ٺγд͵ࠧ۞ۢᙊĂ౵ໂბ۞ඕڍ

ಶߏ˘჌̙ΞۢኢĄ 

                                                         
6 Gorgias ޑдܭЬाЎӷǴٰԾޑ On Nature or the Non-ExistentǴ၁ಒޑ૸ፕǴёаୖԵ

Bruce McComiskey ޑ Gorgias and the New Sophistic Rhetoric ΋ਜޑ૸ፕ 
(McComiskey, 2002)Ƕ 
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3. ੫၆ԧߏࣇӎΞͽ౅࿅ᄬ֏໛఼็ᅍԧޥ۞ࣇຐĂᄬ֏ࣰጯ̚

۞ᘃႷኢᄮࠎˠᄃˠ̝มߏ൑ڱৌϒ໛఼۞Ă౵ໂბ۞ඕڍಶ

 ၆ኢٕ፾ԧኢĄ࠹჌˘ߏ

׍˵ᄻĂԷႊధк̙Т۞֎ҒĂࢬ۞ѨĂᘃႷኢᔘѣధк̙Т׎

ѣధк̙Т۞ΑਕĂͽ˭ԧࣇΞͽԯ఺ֱ̙ТᘃႷኢ۞֎ҒĂͽĶᘃႷ

ኢүࠎČČķ(“skepticism” as …) ۞Ӕன͞ёĂᖎಏ۞ܑனт˭Ĉ 

1. ᘃႷኢүࠎ˘჌Ϡ߿۞ԛёٕၗޘĞּтலᘲٕலᘲ͹ཌྷ۰ğ 

2. ᘃႷኢүࠎ˘჌͞ڱጯ˯۞ᘃႷĞּт௏Ι׊ᄃ௏Ι׊ጯࠁğ 

3. ᘃႷኢүࠎ˘჌ࣰጯ۞ϲಞٕநኢĞּт Peter Unger ᄃ David 

Humeğ 

4. ᘃႷኢүࠎ˘჌ଂְࣰጯ۞ၗޘĞ׍ѣࣰ׎ጯ۞ຍஉٕଂְࣰ

ጯϒቁ۞ၗޘğĞּт Barry Stroud ᄃధкࣰጯछğĄ 

д఺ֱᘃႷኢٙԷႊ۞̙Т֎Ғ̚ĂѣֱᙷҬညலᘲٕலᘲ͹ཌྷ

۰ĂԯᘃႷኢ۞͹ૺ૲ˢᙷϠݭ۞߿ၗĂ၆΁҃ࣇ֏ĂᘃႷኢ۞ࣰጯ͹

ૺ೩ֻ˞˘჌ϒቁ۞Ϡ߿ၗޘĄѣֱࣰጯछည௏Ι׊ᄃ௏Ι׊ጯࠁĂଳ

ጯ˯۞ซڱ͞׎ࠎͽᘃႷኢүפ ĂྮᘃႷኢ۞͹ૺϏυߏ఺ֱࣰጯछ౵

ᙱ۞ڇυืྭ෸ᄃҹࣇ΁ߏݒጯĂᘃႷኢڱ჌͞˘ࠎүߏඕኢĂҭ۞ޢ

ᗟĄѩγĂ˵ѣည Peter Unger7 ٕ David Hume ఺ᇹ۞ࣰጯछĂ่̙ͽ

ᘃႷኢүࠎϲኢ̝ॲፂĂՀᄮࠎᘃႷኢ֖ͽүࠎ˘჌ࣰጯநኢĂߏ΁ࣇ

ࣰጯኢࢗ౵ޢ۞ඕኢٙдĄ౵ޢĂᔘѣည༊΃۞ Barry Stroud8 ᄃధк

ࣰጯछĂᔵ൒ϏυଳפᘃႷኢүڱ͞׎ࠎጯ۞ซྮĂ˵Ϗυ͹ૺ˘჌ည

ᘃႷኢ۞ࣰጯநኢĂҭૻݒአᘃႷኢߏ˘჌ࡁտࣰጯ۞ࢋࢦၗޘĂࠤҌ

၆ࣰጯࡁտѣࢋࢦ׎۞੒ᚥᄃຍཌྷĄд఺ֱ̙Т֎ҒԷႊ۞ଐ̝ڶ˭Ă

ԧࣇυืڦຍдᘃႷኢƝͅᘃႷኢ۞ۋ᜜̚ĂͅᘃႷኢٙ੫၆۞၆͘Ă

͹ࢋᑕྍֱ֤ߏଳפᘃႷኢүࠎ˘჌ඕኢࣰٕጯநኢĞপҾߏ˘჌ۢᙊ

நኢğϲಞ۞ࣰጯछĄ 

                                                         
7 ፎୖԵ Peter Unger ӧдޑ Ignorance: A Case for Scepticism ΋ਜύޑҥ൑ (Unger, 1978)Ƕ 
ޑӵǴӧд๱Ӝٯ 8 The Significance of Philosophical Scepticism ΋ਜϐύ܌Ь஭ޑགྷݤ 

(Stroud, 1984)Ƕ 
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ᘃႷኢֶፂ׎ኢࢗ۞͹ᗟᄃ׎੅ኢ۞ቑಛĂᔘΞͽΐͽડҾд̙

Т͹ᗟᄃቑಛ˭۞ᘃႷኢĄ੫၆ᘃႷኢٙኘኢ۞͹ᗟ̰टĂԧࣇΞͽ࠻

ז೩ࢗ˯ѣЧ჌̙Т۞၆෪Ăז Gorgias ۞ˬ̙࣎ТᆸѨ۞ᘃႷኢĂಶ

̏གྷᛃஉ඾дԛ˯ጯăۢᙊኢă׶ᄬ֏ጯ̚Ă၆ٺĶ៍މ͵ࠧķăĶˠ

ᙷۢᙊķă׶Ķ͟૱ᄬ֏ķˬ̙࣎Т͹ᗟ۞ᘃႷኢአĄੵѩ̝γĂ੫၆

ᘃႷኢٙኘኢ۞ቑಛĂԧࣇҌ͌ᔘΞͽડҾԊొĞٕ۰ব࿢۞ğᘃႷኢ

ᄃፋវĞໂბ۞ğᘃႷኢĄ༊ԧࣇГซ˘Վԯ̙Т۞͹ᗟᄃቑಛඕЪд

˘੓۞ॡ࣏ĂᘃႷኢ۞ኑᗔ̰टᄃ஄஑ॲ໚ಶΞͽޝ୻຾۞Ӕன΍ֽĄ

၆ٺĶ៍މ͵ࠧķ఺࣎͹ᗟ۞ᘃႷኢĂፋវ۞ᘃႷኢኳႷፋ࣎៍މ͵ࠧ

۞ৌ၁хдĂ҃ Ԋొ۞ᘃႷኢ݋Ϊߏ੫၆ညĶ׎΁͕ីķ(other minds) ٕ

Ķࡊጯ۞̮ϫķ(scientific entities) ߏӎхдĂ೩΍΁ࣇᘃႷኢ۞͹ૺĄ

၆ٺĶˠᙷۢᙊķ఺࣎͹ᗟ۞ᘃႷኢĂፋវ۞ᘃႷኢኳႷˠᙷߏӎѣᒔ

଀Їңۢᙊ۞ΞਕّĂΩγѣ˘჌༊΃ͧྵࠎˠٙۢ۞ፋវᘃႷኢĂ͹

੫၆Ķγд͵ࠧۢᙊ (knowledge of the external world) ۞Ξਕّķߏࢋ

ٙ೩΍̝ᘃႷኢϲಞĄ၆ٺĶˠᙷۢᙊķ۞ԊొᘃႷኢĂᔘѣٙᏜ၆ٺ

΁͕ۢᙊ۞Ξਕّăۢି؟ᙊ۞ΞਕّăࠤҌ၆ٺҋԧۢᙊΞਕّ۞˘

჌ᘃႷኢ͹ૺĄ 

Zagzebski ԯҘࣰ͞ጯ۞ᘃႷኢયᗟĂ̶јˬ࣎ลֽ߱఍ந 

(Zagzebski, 2009: 25-76)Ă఺࣎ડ̶͞ёϏυޙߏϲдҘࣰ͞ጯΫ۞൴ण

ึԔĂ҃ͅΞͽෛࠎˬ჌̙Т඀ރ۞ޘ਎ᄃ߄ጼĞϤऴૻזğĈ 

ௐ˘ล߱۞ᘃႷኢԽᑝĂ͹ֽࢋҋٺԓᘷॡ΃ͽֽலᘲ͹ཌྷ၆ٺ

Ķᙋјهܫķٙ೩΍۞߄ጼĂϺӈநϤ۞ޢੜયᗟ (regress problem of 

reason)Ą఺࣎ޢੜયᗟ˵Ⴭ̝ࠎ Agrippa ۞ˬᙱ (Agrippa’s Trilemma)ĂϤ

ᙊĂ҃ۢࠎͽј֖̖هܫਕజᙋј۞ৌ࣎˘ࠎਠ۞ࣰጯछ̂ౌᄮ˘ٺ ˘

ϡֽߏĂҭ޺༊۞நϤٕᙋፂֽ͚࠹ՐѣࢋਕజᙋјĂಶυืࢋهܫ࣎

జΐͽᙋјĂٙࢋநϤٕᙋፂ˵ᅮ۞هܫ޺͚ ͽ˫ࢋՐ׎΁۞நϤٕᙋ

ፂֽ͚޺Ăтѩ˘ֽಶົฟؕ΍னĶޢੜ۞યᗟķĄࢬ၆఺࣎ޢੜ۞ᙱ

ᗟĂΪົ΍னˬ჌Ξਕ۞ඕڍĂௐ˘჌ົߏ΍ன൑ޢ۞ࢨੜĂௐ˟჌ಶ

ᕇ˯Ą఺ˬ჌˘ߙυืЇຍ۞ઃ঻дߏ݋யϠೈᒖ۞ன෪Ăௐˬ჌ົߏ
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ඕڍ၆ٺᘃႷኢ۰҃֏Ăٕ۰ົ΍ன൑ޢࢨੜ۞ᙱᗟĂٕ۰ົ΍னೋّ

ೈᒖ۞ᙱᗟĂ˵ٕధົ΍ன૞ᕝઃͤޢੜ۞ᏴፄᙱᗟĂˬ۰ౌߏᙱͽତ

೩ֻهܫ۞ࣇԧࠎڱ൑֭ࣇԧٺĈϤߏĂٙͽᘃႷኢ۰۞ඕኢڍඕ۞צ

ዋ༊۞நϤᄃᙋፂĂٙͽԧࣇ൑ڱᒔ଀ᙋј۞هܫĂ˵Яѩˠᙷ۞ۢᙊ

ٺ͹ཌྷăᏉరኢăᄃૄᖂኢ఺ˬ჌၆ࢨΞਕ۞Ą༊΃ۢᙊኢ̚۞൑̙ߏ

၆఺ˬᙱ۞̙Таᑕ͞ߏநّ̝ඕၹٙ೩΍ˬ჌̙Т۞நኢĂӈهܫ

ёĂᔵ൒఺ֱаᑕҬͼౌᔘхд඾˘ֱᙱͽྋՙ۞ᙱᗟĄ 

ௐ˟ล߱۞ᘃႷኢԽᑝĂ͹ֽࢋҋٺ௏Ι׊ё۞ೋᜲኢᙋĂ఺ߏ

၆ٺԧߏࣇӎѣᙋፂֽ͚޺ԧࣇৌ۞ጾѣৌهܫ۞˘჌߄ጼĄ̆ ਠΞਕ

ົᄮࠎೋᜲኢᙋٙనཉ΍ֽᘃႷኢ۞ಞഀ࿅ٺਣᖱٕᅈᗓ૱ᙊĂͽٺ࡭

ΐˢࣇԧڍтߏ਎ٙдĂҭރ۞ர˞ιৌϒن Ķ˞ۢᙊ۞݋ౕࣧދķ(the 

principle of epistemic closure) ఺࣎ۡᛇ˯Ξͽజତצ۞ВᙊĂ֤ᆃೋᜲ

ኢᙋ۞߄ጼ૟ົត଀ՀځពĂ˵Հ׍୭๋˧ĄּтĂ 

(1) тڍԧۢ྽ԧனдϒӱд३ॸ݈Ă֤ᆃԧಶΞͽۢ྽֭՟ѣ˘

࣎ೋᜲϒдഡᙾԧĄ 

(2) ԧ̙֭ۢ྽՟ѣ˘࣎ೋᜲϒдഡᙾԧĄ 

(3) ٙͽĂԧ̙֭ۢ྽ԧனдϒӱд३ॸ݈Ą
9 

੫၆఺࣎ᘃႷኢ۞ኢᙋԛёĂ͔൴˞ధк༊΃ۢᙊኢ̚ᘃႷኢƝ

ͅᘃႷኢ۞ኢ᜜Ă˘࣎౵ۡତᄃϲӈ۞ͅᑕĂߏͽ G. E. Moore ۞ࢵࠎ

၁дኢё۞ͅᘃႷኢኢࢗĂ఺჌ኢݭࢗၗ၆ͽ˯۞ᘃႷኢኢᙋĂ೩ֻ˞

 ϲд˘ਠ૱ᙊૄᖂ˯۞ͅᘃႷኢኢᙋĈޙ࣎˘

(1) тڍԧۢ྽ԧனдϒӱд३ॸ݈Ă֤ᆃԧಶΞͽۢ྽֭՟ѣ˘

࣎ೋᜲϒдഡᙾԧĄ 

(2) ԧۢ྽ԧனдϒӱд३ॸ݈Ą 

(3) ٙͽĂԧۢ྽֭՟ѣ˘࣎ೋᜲϒдഡᙾԧĄ
10 

                                                         
9 ೭္٬܌Ҕ࠾ޑഈ܄চ߾ǴёаҔमЎၲ߄ӵΠǺIf I know that p entails not q, and if I 

don't know not q, then I don't know p. 
10 ೭ঁӣᔈᚶᅪፕޑፕ᛾ࠠᄊǴ࠾ځഈ܄চ߾ё߄ॊӵΠǺIf I know that p entails not q, 

and if I know p, then I know not q. 
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఺࣎׌ኢᙋĞᘃႷኢٕͅᘃႷኢğдទᏭ˯ౌྻϡ˞Ъڱ۞ទᏭ

ଯநݭၗĞ݈۰ֹϡ Modus TollensĂֹ݋۰ޢϡ Modus PonensğĂ҃ͷ˵

ౌ઄న˞Ķۢᙊ۞݋ౕࣧދķĂΪߏᘃႷኢ۰ކჍԧ֭ࣇ՟ѣ·̶۞ᙋ

ፂֽ͚֭޺՟ѣ˘࣎ೋᜲϒдഡᙾԧĂ҃ ͅᘃႷኢ۰ކ݋ჍԧࣇΞͽޝ

୻຾гତצԧனдϒӱд३ॸ݈۞఺ְ࣎၁Ą༊൒Ă̂ొ̶۞ࣰጯछᔘ

Ⴭ֭՟ѣజᑝୀĂ҃ͷᘃކ۞ଐԛ̚ĂᘃႷኢ۞ސĂд఺࣎၆ࠎᄮົߏ

Ⴗኢ۞ಞഀ̪൒ߏ˘჌Ξਕ۞ଐဩĂԧ֭ࣇ՟ѣ֖ૉ۞ᙋፂֽ͚޺Ķ֭

՟ѣ˘࣎ೋᜲϒдഡᙾԧķĄព൒Ă˘࣎౵टٽྋঐ఺྆۞၆ސᄃۋኢ

۞͞ёĂಶٙୢٸߏᏜ۞Ķۢᙊ۞݋ౕࣧދķĄ൒҃Ă఺჌үڱϏυߏ

˘჌౵ځം۞ନ߉Ăலౣд՟ѣࢬ၆఺࣎ᘃႷኢᄃͅᘃႷኢ۞ۋ᜜̝

݈Ă֭݋ౕࣧދᔘ̙ზߏ˘̙࣎Ъந۞ࣧ݋Ă҃ͅιд˘ਠࣰጯछ۞͕

ϫ̚Ă࠹࣎ߏ༊׍ѣۡᛇᄃВᙊ۞ࣧ݋Ăт̫ࢋ˞ࠎχฟ఺࣎ۋኢ۞ᚨ

ඕĞٕ۰ૄͅٺᘃႷኢ۞͕ၗᄃϲಞğĂ҃ͅ࠹࣎˘ୢٸࢋ༊Ъந۞ࣧ

 ཉ̝๻ĄࣆĂ఺Ҭͼѣώϐ݋

༊൒Ă༊΃ࠎ˞੟௲ᘃႷኢд఺྆ٙ૲ֽ۞߄ጼᄃރ਎Ăᔘѣధ

к̙Т۞ဘྏᄃаᑕĂ̚׎дܕೀȈѐֽۢᙊኢ۞੅ኢ̚౵඾Щ۞аᑕ

͞ёĂ༊ଯĶΞያኢķᄃĶਔඛ͹ཌྷķ۞ͅᘃႷኢϲಞĄҭߏ఺׌჌ϲ

ಞᄃ͹ૺĂٕ۰Ϊߏᖼொ˞ଐဩĂٕ۰Ϊߏᇶॡਫ਼ᔖ˞યᗟĂֽࣧ۞ᘃ

Ⴗኢᙱᗟᔘߏ՟ѣజྋՙĄԧд఺ቔ͛ౢ̚Ă̙֭໤౯Ϳ௟੅ኢᄃଣտ

఺ֱᘃႷኢ۞̰உᄃኢᙋĞপҾߏ Zagzebski ล߱۞ᙱᗟ࣎׌΍݈޽ٙ

ᄃ߄ጼğĂ˵̙χზ੫၆࠹׎၆ᑕ۞ͅᘃႷኢኢᙋซҖஎˢ۞੅ኢĄԧ

҃ͅຐࢋдிкͅᘃႷኢ۞ኢࢗᄃဘྏ̚ĂপҾ޽΍˘჌Ķ෹រኢᙋķ

(transcendental argument)11 ۞ͅᘃႷኢኢࢗĄᏴፄ੅ኢ఺჌ͅᘃႷኢኢ

                                                         
11 ԾவநቺගрΑдޑຬຫণᏢޑᄬགྷϐࡕǴຬᡍፕ᛾൩ς࿶ᡂԋণᏢৎҔٰϸርᚶᅪ

ፕޑ΋ঁЬाݓᏔǶ೭ᅿࠠᄊޑፕ᛾׎Ԅᆶ୷ҁᆒઓǴځჴӧநቺϐ߈ޑ߻жণᏢ

൩ς࿶р౜ၸǴٯӵಂьٽჹܭ Cogito ޑගрٰ܌ԄǴᗋԖҶᙢ׎ፕ᛾ޑ A Priori 

ReasoningǴ೿ёаຎࣁຬᡍፕ᛾ي߻ޑǶ೭ᅿࠠᄊޑፕ᛾׎ԄǴΞӧ྽жণᏢޑ૸

ፕύख़ཥр౜ǴP. F. Strawson ӧд๱Ӝޑ Individuals ΋ਜϐύ੝ձ٬ҔȨຬᡍፕ᛾ȩ

೭ঁҔᇟǴٰඔॊ೭ҁਜ߻ъ೽ϩ܌଺ޑπբ (Strawson, 1595)Ƕӧ྽жޕ᛽ፕޑᚶᅪ

ፕᆶϸᚶᅪፕޑፕ៏ϐύǴȨຬᡍፕ᛾ȩࣗԿᗋ೏΋٤ख़ाޑণᏢৎуаၮҔǴҾ
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ᙋ۞͹ࢋநϤдٺĂԧஎᛇ̂ొ̶аᑕᘃႷኢ۞ኢࢗ̚Ă̙ߏटٽϚ˞

begging question ۞ͨঽĂ̙൒ಶ̙ົߏҋᛇгౝˢՀஎᆸ۞ᘃႷኢౝ֪

̝̚Ą൒҃෹រኢᙋ۞ᐹᕇдٺĂтڍ఺჌ͅᘃႷኢ۞ኢᙋݭၗৌ۞Ξ

ͽјΑ۞ྖĂ่̙ΞͽᔖҺ˯ࢗ˘ֱͅᘃႷኢ۞ඃဩĂ҃ͅᔘΞͽֹ଀

ᘃႷኢ۞ϲಞౝˢ࠹၆̙Ӏ۞ېၗĄд੅ኢ఺࣎ᘃႷኢƝͅᘃႷኢĞপ

Ҿߏ෹រኢᙋğ۞ኢࢗ࿅඀̚Ăԧ૟পҾ඾ࢦኢࢗ Sosa ٙ೩΍ֽᇇّ

ۢᙊኢ̚۞˘࣎পঅݭၗ̝෹រኢᙋĂ֭ ૟ϲૄٺ΁၆ٺᘃႷኢ۞ೡࢗ

͞ёĞĶឨႼᘽۏķ۞ಞഀğĂᛚᛖ఺჌ᛳٺᇇّۢᙊኢٙ̚൴ण΍ֽ

۞෹រኢᙋĄޝμЪ˵ޝѣ኷۞ߏĂд Zagzebski ೩΍˞ௐˬล߱۞ᘃ

ႷኢԽᑝᄃ߄ጼޢĂ΁˵ᑕϡ˞˘࣎ܧ૱পঅ۞ኢᙋ͘ڱĂֽаᑕ΁͕

ϫ̚౵ӧᙱ۞ᘃႷኢᙱᗟĂ఺࣎аᑕ͞ёܧ૱ᙷҬ Sosa ۞෹រኢᙋ۞

 Ąڱ͘

Zagzebski ٙ೩΍ֽ۞ௐˬ࣎ล̝߱ᘃႷኢԽᑝĂޙߏϲд˘࣎၆

Ą఺࣎ᘃ˯̝ (the absolute conception of reality) ڱ඗၆۞၁д͵ࠧຐٺ

ႷኢϲಞĂΞͽ΃ܑ˘჌׍ѣԛ˯ጯϲಞ۞ۢᙊኢ̝ᘃႷኢĄ˘ฟؕĂ

˘ਠࣰጯछౌົТຍĂĶۢᙊķ۞ώኳૄώ˯ߏ˘჌͹វᄃމវ۞ᙯܼĈ

Ķ࣎ߙѣຍᙊ۞ᄮۢ͹វķᄃĶ࣎ߙ၆෪ķĞүࠎ˘࣎၁д͵ࠧ۞࣎ߙ

ొ̶ğ̝ม۞ᙯܼĄтޙڍϲдͽ˭၆ۢٺᙊ۞࣎׌઄న̝˯Ă֤ᆃ၆

 ҋ൒ಶົ΍னĈޝҬͼڱ඗၆۞၁д͵ࠧຐٺ

(1) тۢڍᙊߏΞਕ۞ĂιಶΞਕ၆׎၆෪ԛј˘࣎Ꮙర˘࡭۞ຐ

 Ąڱ

(2) ۢᙊ۞၆෪ֱߙߏ፾ϲۢٺᙊώ̝֗γ۞ڌҘĂ҃ͷ˵፾ϲٺ

Їң۞ޥຐᄃགྷរ̝γĄ
12 

ਕ၆˘࣎፾ϲ̙ࣇԧڍķ̝˯ĂтڱϲдĶ඗၆۞၁д͵ࠧຐޙ

ᒔ଀ڱಶ൑ࣇĂ֤ᆃԧڱຐ۞࡭˘γ۞၁дࠧԛј˘࣎Ꮙర̝ី͕ٺ

                                                                                                                                  

კᄇۭርѾ྽жޕޑ᛽ፕύޑᚶᅪፕЬ஭Ǵ೭٤ণᏢৎёૈхࡴΑႽ D. Davidson, H. 

Putnam ᆶ Ernest Sosa ೭٤๱ӜޑϸᚶᅪፕޣǶ 
12 ٩Ᏽ Zagzebski ܭԾٰࢂ၍ញǴ೭ޑ Bernard Williams ӧдޑ Descartes:The Project of Pure 

Enquiry ΋ਜϐύޑགྷݤ (Williams, 1978)Ƕ 
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ĶۢᙊķĄҭߏ Zagzebski ٙፉ͕۞ᘃႷኢĂϒрົд఺࣎ٙᏜ፾ϲٺ

͕ី̝γ۞၁д͵ࠧ۞ຐ̚ڱు႙ঙனĄநϤޝᖎಏĂЯࠎтۢڍᙊߏ

˘჌͹វ͕ីᄃމវ၆෪̝ม۞ᙯ Ăܼ҃ ۢᙊ۞၆෪˫ߏ˘჌፾ϲٺᄮ

͕ۢី̝γ۞၁дࠧ̚ొ࣎ߙ Ă̶֤ ᆃᄮۢ͹វᄃజᄮۢ۞၆෪มಶޝ

ҋ൒г΍ன˞˘࣎ᕃ໛Ąᔵ൒఺࣎ᕃ໛ҬͼᔘߏѣΞͽྭ෸ᄃᓑඕ۞Ξ

ਕĂҭߏયᗟߏυืޙϲд̦ᆃЪந۞ૄᖂ̝˯Ă̖ΞͽֹԧܫࣇᏥԧ

˘۞ၹྭ෸ᄃᓑඕ఺࣎ᕃ໛۞፜ሇĞд఺࣎፜ሇޙֽ˧ѣਕ׍ី͕۞ࣇ

ბߏԧࣇ۞͕ីώ Ă֗҃ Ω˘ბߏ݋˘࣎ԆБ፾ϲٺԧ̝ី͕ࣇγ۞၁

дࠧğĉд఺྆ৌϒ۞ӧᙱ̙֭дٺĈԧࣇѣ࣎ኢᙋΞͽᙋځᑓྃᄃྭ

෸఺࣎ᕃ໛̙ߏΞਕ۞ćৌϒ۞ӧᙱ҃ͅдٺĈԧࣇᅮࢋ˘࣎ኢᙋֽӘ

෦ԧྭࣇ෸఺࣎ᕃ໛ߏΞਕ۞Ăҭߏ఺࣎ኢᙋдࣹ྆׸ĉϤٺĶ፾ϲ۞

၁д͵ࠧຐڱķٙޢࡦᔳᖟ۞ӧᙱĂᘃႷኢ۞΍னᄃ߄ጼҬͼޝߏҋ൒

۞ඕڍĄ 

఺࣎Ϥ඗၆۞၁д͵ࠧຐ͔ٙڱ൴΍ֽ۞ᘃႷኢ߄ጼĂͧ੓Ϥ௏

Ιٙ׊నϲ۞ೋᜲኢᙋ̝ಞഀᄃسপݑĶଡ଼̂̚ཝķ(brains in a vat) ኢ

ᙋ̝ಞഀĂҬͼՀ௑Ъԧ͟ࣇ૱˘ਠ۞ۡᛇĂ˵ЯѩҬͼՀރ׍਎ّĄ

லౣೋᜲኢᙋᄃଡ଼̚ཝኢᙋ̝ಞഀ࿅ٺᅈᗓԧࣇ۞૱ᙊĂιރࣇ਎ᄃ߄

ጼ۞યᗟĂ͹ߏࢋдԧߏࣇӎѣᒔ଀ৌهܫ۞ΞਕĂٕ۰ԧࣇҬͼ൑ڱ

ԆБᙋځԧٙࣇᒔ଀۞ߏهܫӎࠎৌĞтڍԧࣇ൑ڱᙋځԧ̙ࣇజೋᜲ

ഡᙾٕ̙࣎ߏଡ଼̚ཝğĄҭޙߏϲд఺࣎඗၆۞၁д͵ࠧຐ̝ڱ˯Ăԧ

͞˘Ĉѣ࣎၁д͵ࠧ፾ϲԧ̝γćҭΩצҋ൒гΞͽତޝࢬ͞˘Ҭͼࣇ

ߏࠧ͵఺࣎۞זԧٙᄮۢؠቁڱ၆ĈԧҬͼ൑ࢬࢋ൑ΞᔖҺгᅮ˫ݒࢬ

ӎಶ֤࣎ߏ፾ϲ۞၁д͵ Ąࠧ఺჌Ȉ̶෭ٺܕԧࣇ૱ᙊۡᛇٙԛј۞ᘃ

ႷኢĂ่̙ރ਎ԧ׍ࣇѣৌهܫ۞ΞਕĂ˵ރ਎זԧۢࣇၗ˯۞։ۢĂ

хдٺĶᄮۢ͹វ۞͕ីķᄃĶ፾ϲ̝ី͕ٺγ۞၁д͵ࠧķ̝ม۞ᕃ

໛ĂҬͼ˘ᙙΞೀĂݒ˫ᅌ̙Ξ̈́Ą͕ីᄃ͵̝ࠧม۞໛఼፜ሇྍтң

ລ੓ĉӈֹԧࣇລ੓˞఺ळ፜ሇĂ˫ тңਕቁܫ఺ळ፜ሇـ఼ߏৌ၁۞

၁д͵̝ࠧྮ׸ĉ 

 



16! Įڌӓࣰጯጯಡįௐ˟Ȉḅഇ (2, 2014) 

 

ણă෹រኢᙋ 

дϒё఍நᄃෞᆊ Zagzebski аᑕᘃႷኢĞপҾٙߏᏜௐˬล߱۞

ᘃႷኢğ۞ຐڱᄃኢᙋ̝݈ĂԧຐА͔ˢֽҋٺ Sosa ۞ᇇّۢᙊኢĂ

ᄃ΁ٙ͹ૺ۞˘࣎Ȉ̶፾প۞ͅᘃႷኢ۞ኢᙋݭၗĞϺӈĶ෹រኢ

ᙋķğĄтѩүߏڱԓ୕˘͞ࢬΞͽ೩ֻ˘̙࣎Тݭၗ۞ᇇّۢᙊኢĂ

׶ Zagzebski ۞ᇇّۢᙊኢ̢ͧ࠹໰ĂΩ˘͞݋ࢬԓ୕ᖣϤ Sosa ۞Ķ෹

រኢᙋķĂֹԧࣇՀ୻຾ೠ೪ᛃஉٺ Zagzebski ۞ͅᘃႷኢຐ̚ڱĂ˘

࣎Ȉ̶ᙷҬٺĶ෹រኢᙋķ۞ͅᘃႷኢኢᙋݭၗĄ
13 

˘ฟؕԧ૟Аரࢗ Sosa ᇇّۢᙊኢ̚۞͹̰ࢋஉĂ൒ޢዛౘ Sosa

ኘኢᘃႷኢ۞͞ёĂ౵ޢԧ૟੅ኢ˘჌ᛳٺ Sosa ᇇّۢᙊኢ̚পѣ۞

ͅᘃႷኢ̝Ķ෹រኢᙋķĄ 

ᒢྋ˞ࠎ Sosa ᇇّۢᙊኢ۞͹̰ࢋஉĂԧࣇѣυۢࢋ྽΁ٙᙯᘃ

۞͹ࢋયᗟٙдĄ఺ֱયᗟΞͽа໖ٛߦזဦ࣎׌౵ᇃࠎˠۢ۞၆ྖ

ᐂĂιߏౌࣇ၆ۢٺᙊ۞ࡁտĈ̚׎ĂĶҘֶ೩প೻ቔķ(Theaetetus) ߏ

၆ۢᙊώኳ۞ࡁտĂĶ࡚Ꮪቔķ(Meno) ߏ݋၆ۢᙊᆊࡁ۞ࣃտĄ఺׌ቔ

၆ྖᐂТॡౌ஝ঘז˘࣎Հૄώ۞યᗟĈ֤ಶߏĂԧۢࣇᙊ۞ၹјૄᖂ

Ğغזğࣹߏ˘჌ᙷݭ۞ఢቑّ׸ĉ˘࣎ᔘჍ̙˯ۢᙊ۞̝ྵ࠹هܫ˭

྽ᓁͧԘ᏾рĂۢۢࠎਠ۞ۡᛇᓁົᄮ˘ࣇĂԧ۞ࣃ՟ѣۢၗᆊྵͧߏ

྽˵Հ౼่่ٺΪߏያྻঈ҃ட၆ඍ९Ąд఺ᇹ۞рᗼෞᆊ༊̚Ăغז

ᛃஉ඾̦ᆃপҾ۞યᗟĉ၆఺࣎Հૄࠎώયᗟ۞ඍ९Ă၆ Sosa ҃֏ࣣ

                                                         
13 ჹܭȨຬຫፕ᛾ȩޑҞޑՖӧǴ՟ЯԖКၨ΋ठޑӅ᛽ǶΨ൩ࢂε೽ϩޑণᏢৎ೿཮

ӕཀǴຬຫፕ᛾ޑЬाҞޑӧܭբࢌࣁᅿϸᚶᅪፕޑፕॊǴѬࢂ΋ঁϸርᚶᅪፕޑ

ख़ाճᏔǴՠࢂ೭ঁϸᚶᅪፕޑЬ஭ࢂឦܭবঁЬᚒϐΠޑፕॊǴ߾ሡा٩Ᏽ೭ঁ

ፕ᛾р౜๎ેޑᆶځЬԑԶۓǶ೭ךکॺ߻य़ගډԖӚᅿόӕЬ஭ޑᚶᅪፕ৲৲࣬

ᜢǴ྽ךॺय़ჹᚶᅪፕʏϸᚶᅪፕϐፕ៏ਔǴךॺѸ໪ஏϪݙཀ೭ঁፕ៏ޑЬᚒՖ

ӧǴωόठр౜όѸाޑషౄᆶᇤှޑ௃׎Ƕ྽ךॺाమཱඓඝӃᡍፕ᛾բࣁ΋ᅿ

ϸᚶᅪፕޑፕॊϐሞǴךॺሡाޕၰ೭ঁፕ᛾܌ाϸჹޑᚶᅪፕࢂӧϙሶጄൎᆶЬ

ᚒϐΠǶ܌аଞჹȨ࠼ᢀШࣚȩ೭ঁЬᚒޑᚶᅪፕǵଞჹȨځдЈᡫȩޑᚶᅪፕǵ

ᆶଞჹȨѦӧШࣚޕ᛽ޑёૈ܄ȩޑᚶᅪፕǴךॺϩձёаว౜ӧӚঁόӕЬԑΠ

 ϸᚶᅪፕፕॊǶޑჹᔈЬᚒ࣬ٮӃᡍፕ᛾ǴҔٰගޑ
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рਕૉТॡྋՙٛߦဦ۞࣎׌ᙱᗟĄ 

ಶည̂ొ̶ۢᙊኢጯ۰ౌົТຍ۞Ăۢᙊ౵ૄώ۞ۢၗࢋՐυื

ԛёĄ۞ؠՀপ࣎˘פտĂυืଳࡁ۞ᙊώኳۢٺĂЯѩ၆هܫ۞ৌߏ

ĉ༊΃׸΁୧І׎ᆧΐ̦ᆃࢋγĂᔘ̝هܫ۞ၹјۢᙊĂੵ˞ৌࢋ˞ࠎ

ۢᙊኢ۞੅ኢ̚Ăۢᙊώኳ۞યᗟ̏གྷតјۢᙊኢࡁտ۞͕̚ᛉᗟĂಶ

тТٛߦဦٙᙯ͕۞યᗟ˘ᇹĄGettier ၆็ٺ௚ۢᙊؠཌྷٙ೩΍۞ͅ

ּĂ͕̚׎ᙱᗟֽҋٺĈࢋࡶهܫјۢࠎᙊĂ̙ਕΪߏԧ׍ࣇѣዋ༊۞

ਕ˧ֽତצăᒔ଀ٕ͚̏҃هܫ֤࣎޺Ă҃ͷᔘυืࢋ႕֖۞ซ˘Վ۞

୧ІĄ఺ޝߏព҃ٽ֍۞ĂΪࢋԧࣇᒢྋĈ˘࣎هܫӈֹߏགྷ࿅ዋ༊۞

඀ԔĞ̙ኢߏᙋј۞ٕΞያ۞ğٙԛјĂҭ̪ݒ൒Ξਕߏ᏾ᄱ۞Ąтڍ

ৌࠎৌநĂ఺ֱ࣎ߙĂଯኢ΍̚هܫ۞ˠѣਕ˧ଂ΁᏾ᄱ۞هܫѣѩ׍

۞ඕኢ̪൒൑ڱඈТۢٺᙊĄ൒҃Ăтڍԧ׍ࣇѣዋ༊۞מ෸ਕ˧ֽ࠹

˵ᑕྍࣇඕኢĂ֤ᆃԧ࣎ߙ೩Ă֭ͷѣਕ˧ଂ఺݈࣎೩ଯኢ΍݈࣎ߙܫ

ѣ࠹༊۞מ෸ਕ˧ֽܫ࠹ѩ˘ඕኢĄ 

ޢ Gettier ॡ΃Ăٛߦဦё۞ᙱᗟΞͽϤ˭Е఺჌າ۞ԛёΐͽ΍

னĈࢋ˞ࠎၹјԧٙࣇᏜ۞ۢᙊĂ˘࣎ৌ۞هܫυืࢋ႕ֱ֖ࣹᗝγ۞

୧ІĂ̖ਕϡֽפ΃ٕᆧৈֽࣧΪߏĶԧ׍ࣇѣዋ༊۞מ෸ਕ˧ֽତצ

ဦ۞ௐ˟࣎ᙱᗟĂٛߦĉд༊΃۞੅ኢ̚Ă׸ķ఺࣎୧І҃̏هܫ࣎ߙ

˵ಶۢߏᙊᆊࣃ۞યᗟĂ̏གྷు႙јࠎ౯צ៘ϫ۞൏ᕇٙдĄ၆ٛߦٺ

ဦ҃֏Ă఺࣎ᙱᗟ͹ࢦ۞ࢋᕇдٺĂтڍ༊Ķৌ۞هܫķ׶Ķۢᙊķౌ

˘ᇹѣϡ۞ॡ࣏Ăۢᙊтңਕૉд̝ྵ࠹˭ĂᔘͧߏĶৌ۞هܫķՀ׍

ѣᆊ׸ࣃĉ  

ԯ˯ࢬ఺࣎׌ᙱᗟĞώኳયᗟᄃᆊࣃયᗟğᓑඕд˘੓ĂԧࣇΞ

ͽ઄నĈࢋ˞ࠎၹјۢᙊĂԧࢋ่̙ࣇՐ˘࣎هܫυืࠎৌĂᔘυื႕

֖˘ֱՀซ˘Վ۞୧ІĞ൑ኢߏкᆃᖎಏٕኑᗔğĄ఺࣎୧І่̙υื

ΐ˯ఢቑّг၁ኳ̰टĂᔘࢋਕૉ·̶гྋᛖĂ༊႕֖˞఺࣎Հซ˘Վ

۞୧І̝ޢĂ఺ᇹ۞ۢᙊтңਕૉᐹ่่ٺΪߏৌ۞هܫĄಶрည༊ԧ

͞۞ຍཌྷֽᄲĂਕૉͽ˘჌౾ጯкჷ࣎ߙ৶˘࣎યᗟ۞ॡ࣏Ăಶޥдࣇ

ёֽаඍ఺࣎યᗟĂᓁߏᐹٺΪߏጴᖣ඾ྻঈр҃ඍ၆఺࣎યᗟĄSosa
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۞ᇇّۢᙊኢ۞͹̰ࢋஉĂΞͽдТॡаඍĶ̦ᆃۢߏᙊ۞ώኳĉķᄃ

Ķ̦ᆃۢߏᙊ۞ᆊࣃĉķ఺࣎׌યᗟ̚Ăणன׎পঅ۞੒ᚥĄ
14 

ѣᙯۢᙊώኳ۞યᗟĂٕтңؠཌྷۢᙊ఺࣎ໄهĂSosa ۞аඍޙ

ᖂ۞ఢቑّᄃૄࠎ჌ͽܑன˘ٺૄ AAA (Accuracy, Adroitness, and 

Aptness) ሀ̝ݭ˯Ą˘͞ࢬ Sosa ᄮۢࠎᙊߏ˘჌পঅ۞ᄮܑۢனĂ఺

჌ᄮܑۢனᑕྍజෛࠎ˘࣎ዋ̷۞هܫĂϡ΁۞ AAA ሀֽݭᄲĂ˵ಶ

णன΍ᄮܑۢன۰۞ሢቚࠎЯߏৌğĂࠎᒔ଀ι۞ჟ໤ّĞهܫ࣎˘ߏ

ّĞᄮۢ۰۞ംᇇٕ։р۞ᄮۢਕ˧ğĄ
15 Ω˘͞ࢬĂSosa ˵ᄮࠎд

ௐ˘Ԕٙᒔ଀۞ዋ̷۞هܫĞજۢۏᙊğĂᔘᅮࢋซҖ˘჌ۢၗ۞چೳ 

(epistemic ascent)Ă16 ٕ۰౅࿅˘჌ͅ࠷۞ೠ೪ᄃ͔ጱĂϡͽ྿јௐ˟Ԕ

۞ዋ̷هܫĞۢͅ࠷ᙊğĂ˵ಶߏ၆ٺĞௐ˘Ԕğዋ̷۞هܫዋ̷гΐ

ͽᙯٕڦ໰ܪĂซ҃ᒔ଀ĶԆр̝ۢķĄ 

ѣᙯۢᙊᆊࣃ۞યᗟĂٕ۰тңྋᛖۢᙊͧ੓่่Ϊߏৌ۞هܫ

ᔘࢋѣᆊࣃĂSosa ۞ྋՙ͞׶ڱ΁ྋᛖۢᙊώኳ۞યᗟ̝มĂ׍ѣ˘჌

֭Җ۞͹ૺᄃڱ࠻Ą˘͞ࢬĂۢᙊͧ੓่่Ϊߏৌ۞هܫᔘࢋѣᆊࣃĂ

ਕणன̙ݒᒔ଀Ķৌķ఺࣎ϫᇾĞߏΪهܫ࣎˘੓ͧهܫ۞ዋ̷ࠎЯߏ

΍։р۞ᄮۢਕ˧ğᔘֽࢋ۞ѣᆊࣃĄΩ˘͞ࢬĂۢͅ࠷ᙊĞ၆ٺௐ˘

Ԕዋ̷هܫዋ̷гΐͽᙯڦğ˫ ͧ੓જۢۏᙊĞ่่Ϊߏௐ˘Ԕዋ̷۞

ۢ۞ѣ౵੼׍݋Ą҃ĶԆр̝ۢķࣃѣՀ੼۞ۢၗгҜᄃᆊࢋğᔘهܫ

ၗᆊࣃĄ
17 

ҋଂ௏Ι׊д΁۞Օޥᐂ೩΍΁඾Щ۞͞ڱ˯۞ᘃႷኢ̝ޢĂ௏

Ι׊ё۞ᘃႷ೩ֻ˞ۢ͟ޢᙊኢ˯ᘃႷኢƝͅᘃႷኢۋ᜜۞ֶࢋࢦ

                                                         
14  Ԗᜢ Sosa ჹ೭ୢঁٿᚒޑፕॊᆶځжޑ߄ণᏢཀ఼ǴፎୖԵܟ๱Ȥϙሶࢂቺޕ܄᛽

ፕǻޕ᛽ޑҁ፦ᆶሽॶୢᚒȥ΋Ўύޑ၁ಒ૸ፕȐԯࡌ୯Ǵ2012ȑǶ 
15  Ԗᜢ Sosa ޑдکȩ܄ೕጄޑ୷ᘵࣁ౜߄Ȩаޑ AAA ኳ Ǵࠠനమཱඔॊᆶ૸ፕྍٰޑǴ

ፎୖԵдӧ Knowing Full Well ೭ҁਜύޑಃ΋ക “Knowing Full Well” (Sosa, 2010)ǶΨፎ

ୖԵܟ๱Ȥϙሶࢂቺޕ܄᛽ፕǻޕ᛽ޑҁ፦ᆶሽॶୢᚒȥȐԯࡌ୯Ǵ2012ȑǶ 
16  ჹܭϙሶࢂȨޕᄊܹඦȩᆶӵՖၲԋȨޕᄊܹඦȩǴፎୖԵ Richard Fumerton ӧ 

“Achieving Epistemic Ascent”΋ЎύࡐԖҔޑ૸ፕ (Fumerton, 2004)Ƕ 
17  ჹܭ Sosa നཥޑቺޕ܄᛽ፕޑว৖ᆶЬ஭ǴፎୖԵдӧ Knowing Full Well ΋ਜύޑന

ཥፕॊ (Sosa, 2010)Ƕ 
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ፂĄдՕޥᐂ˘ฟؕ௏Ι׊ಶ٨ᑝຏءүۢࠎᙊ۞ֽ໚఺ІְĄ΁ᙯڦ

ܫ૱͟۞ࠧ͵நۏฉዎٺ၆ࣇĄ΁̙֭ᘃႷԧهܫЪந۞૱͟ߏ̙֭۞

Ξ৯۞ĄޝߏΝᘃႷ఺ᕇࠎ༊Ъந۞Ă҃ͷ΁˵ᄮ࠹ߏ೼ֽ࿆ᄲΞͽه

΁ࢋኢᙋ۞ߏĂຏء˵ధ̙ਕ೩ֻۢᙊֽ໚۞ቁّؠĄ఺ֱᘃႷֽҋٺ

Ч჌௏Ι׊నࢍ۞ᘃႷኢಞ Ăഀ̚׎౵඾Щ۞ಶߏေ۞ኢᙋͽ̈́ೋᜲ۞

ኢᙋĄপҾߏĶೋᜲኢᙋķĂ̚׎ߏ౵ރ׍˧ᄃԽᑝّ۞˘࣎ᘃႷኢಞ

ഀĂ఺࣎ಞഀд༊΃ᘃႷኢ۞ኢࢗ̚Ăഅགྷజᖼೱј̙Тᙷݭ۞ಞഀĂ

ּтĶଡ଼̂̚ཝķ۞ಞഀăႺճࡊጯछ۞ಞഀăĶᐦމЇચķ۞ಞഀĂ

Sosa ˵೩ֻ˞˘࣎࠹Ҭ۞ᘃႷኢಞഀĂԧࣇΞͽԯ఺࣎ಞഀჍࠎĶឨႼ

ᘽۏ (Disablex)ķĞ఺࣎ಞഀ۞΍னĂҬͼͧ੓ೋᜲኢᙋᄃଡ଼̚ཝ۞ಞ

ഀᔘࢋ෭ܕԧ͟ࣇ૱Ϡ߿۞၁ڶğĄ఺࣎ಞഀࢋԧࢬࣇ၆˘࣎ᄮۢឨႼ

۞ᘽּ̝̄ۏĞԯ఺࣎ᘽۏჍࠎ DisablexğĄڇϡ఺࣎ᘽົۏၔغឨႼ

ˠ۞ᄮۢ۞ءਕĂͽҌٺιົࣇயϠ˘჌၆གྷរְ၁۞˘ّ࡭۞͑ᛇĂ

Тॡ˵ౄј˘࣎ˠ۞ءਕໂΞਕ΍᏾۞Ă֭ͷ૱૱఍ٺᄱጱ۞ڶېĄன

дԧࣇтңቁؠԧࣇଂֽ՟ѣЫ࿅఺჌ᘽ׸ۏĉ෦ኜٺԧࣇனдۢᛇ

ቁ၁Ы࿅֤ࣇԧڍтࠎĂЯڍਕ۞ϒ૱ྻүҬͼົயϠೋّೈᒖ۞ඕء

ֱᘽĂ֤ᆃ఺ֱᘽۏໂѣΞਕົֹԧࣇϫ݈۞ᄮۢءਕྻүѣٙᄱጱĄ

ԧࣇտౣᑕྍтңֽаᑕ఺ֽ࣎ҋٺᘃႷኢ۞߄ጼĉ 

ѣΞਕّ׍ߏķۏቁഅЫ࿅఺ᔺᘽ۞ࣇ଀̙ٚᄮĶԧ̙ࣇАԧࢵ

۞ĂтڍԧͅࢋࣇᅺԧࣇഅགྷЫ࿅఺ᔺᘽߏۏ઄۞Ă֤ᆃ఺࣎ઊ൒ࠎ઄

тңਕૉዋ༊гࣇԧߏĄҭهܫ۞఺ᇹࣇԧ޺ᙋፂֱֽ͚˘ࢋᗟᅮ׻۞

઄నιְ၁˯ߏ઄۞׸ĉٕ۰Ķԧࣇ۞ቁഅЫ࿅఺ᔺᘽۏķĂٕ۰Ķԧ

׍ߏౌ˯ࢬ၁ᆸְ៍މ۞۰̝มдௐ˘Ԕ׌ķĂ఺ۏഅЫ࿅఺ᔺᘽ̙ࣇ

ѣΞਕّ۞ĂԧޝࣇᙱᏊณࣹ˘࣎дְ၁˯ΞਕّՀ੼ĂலౣдᏊณЧ

჌Ξਕّᄃᙋፂ۞ТॡĂԧౌࣇυืֹϡԧࣇ۞ᄮۢءਕֽેҖĂҭߏ

఺྆۞યᗟϒрдٺԧߏࣇӎΞͽܫᏥԧࣇ۞ᄮۢءਕĞтڍԧࣇഅڇ

࿅఺࣎ᘽۏĂԧ֖̙֭ࣇͽܫᏥԧࣇ۞ᄮۢءਕĂтڍԧ̙ࣇഅڇϡ࿅

఺࣎ᘽۏĂԧࣇ˵ధѣ·֖۞நϤֶֽᏥԧࣇ۞ᄮۢءਕğĄтڍԧࣇ

Ϊߏдௐ˘Ԕ۞៍މᆸֽࢬ҂ณĶឨႼᘽۏķ఺࣎ಞഀ۞યᗟĂ఺ Ķ࣎ឨ
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Ⴜᘽۏķ۞ּ̦̄ࠎᆃົ࣎ߏયᗟ׸ĞಶညĶೋᜲኢᙋķᄃĶଡ଼̚ཝķ

۞ּ̄˘ᇹğĉಶ៍މ۞ְ၁ֽ҂ณĂಶညԧٙࣇሢଉ۞͵ࠧĂԧࣇՏ

͇ٙགྷ።۞ଐဩĂ׶఺ֱЧ჌̙Т۞ᘃႷኢಞഀΐͽ֭ཉĂдְ၁˯ౌ

ރΞਕّ۞યᗟĂᘃႷኢтңԛј˘჌៍މ၆఺ֱࢬѣΞਕّ۞Ă׍ߏ

਎ĉтڍᘃႷኢΪߏ৭дௐ˘Ԕ۞ְ៍މ၁ᆸѨֽໂ˧ခәĶԧࣇ۞ቁ

അЫ࿅఺ᔺᘽۏķĞٕ۰ѣ˘࣎ೋᜲăٕ۰ԧߏࣇଡ଼̚ཝğĂ֤ᆃ఺࣎

ௐ˘Ԕ۞ְ၁ކჍҬͼ̙֭ਕ͔੓͉̂۞ऻຖĞ̙ኢ၆˘ਠˠăٕ۰ߏ

၆ࣰጯछĂՀ̙ϡᄲ၆˘ਠ۞ࡊጯछğćځޝពгĂᘃႷኢ̝ٙͽΞͽ

ԛјރ਎Ăֹ֭ܳԧࣇĞ౵͌၆ࣰጯछ҃֏ğซ˘ՎΝ҂ณտౣԧߏࣇ

఍̦ٺᆃᇹ۞͵ࠧă̦ᆃᇹ۞ଐဩĂ͹ࢋᙯᔣдٺĈᘃႷኢ۞ϲಞߏ৭

д˘࣎ௐ˟Ԕͅ࠷۞ᆸѨֽ҂ณ఺࣎યᗟĂ˵ ಶߏдͅ࠷гຍᙊזԧࣇ

ѣΞਕĶ۞ቁഅЫ࿅఺ᔺᘽۏķĂ఺࣎གྷ࿅ͅ࠷۞Ξਕّ૲ᅳԧࣇซ˘

Վޥ৶Ăд఺࣎Ξਕّ̝˭ĂԧߏࣇӎᔘΞͽܫᏥԧࣇ˘ਠܫᏥ۞ᄮۢ

ѣਕ˧ᒔ଀ۢᙊĞᄮᙊ఺࣎͵ࠧğĄࣇჍԧކӎᔘਕߏࣇਕĂ˵Яѩԧء

఺࣎གྷ࿅ͅ࠷۞ௐ˟ԔᘃႷኢϲಞĂߏԧࣇĞ౵͌үࠎ˘ҜࣰጯछĂٕ

۰үࠎ˘Ҝд Zagzebski ຍཌྷ˭ѣ։ۢ۞ᄮۢ۰ğࣃ଀ͅ࠷ᄃஎޥ۞ય

ᗟᄃ߄ጼĂтڍԧࣇᔘԓ୕ᚶᜈĞѣ։ۢгğܫᏥԧࣇ۞ᄮۢءਕĂ˵

ԓ୕ᚶᜈĞѣ։ۢгğކჍԧ׍ࣇѣ၆఺࣎͵ࠧ۞ۢᙊĄࢬ၆఺჌৭д

ௐ˟Ԕͅ࠷ᆸٙࢬԛј۞ᘃႷኢރ਎ĂтڍԧࣇᔘߏΪઃ঻дௐ˘Ԕ۞

ߏᔘࣇѣӀ۞ְ၁ᄃᙋፂĂ֤ᆃԧࠎᄮࣇᆸѨĂᚶᜈኢᙋ֭೩ֻԧ៍މ

൑ڱ෹෸ᘃႷኢٙஉᄏ۞ቑಛĂலౣٙѣௐ˘Ԕ۞ᄮۢءਕᄃְ៍މ၁

ڱ൑ࣇԧڍᄃᘃႷ۞ቑಛ̝̰Ąт࠷дᘃႷኢٙ೩΍Ğௐ˟Ԕğͅߏౌ

ឰԧࣇϲಞᄃຐڱซҖĶۢၗچೳķ(epistemic ascent)Ă೩̿׶זᘃႷኢ

˘ᇹ۞ௐ˟Ԕͅ࠷۞ᆸѨĂஎޥտౣĶԧࣇ۞ቁഅЫ࿅఺ᔺᘽۏķĂٕ

۰Ķԧ̙ࣇഅЫ࿅఺ᔺᘽۏķĂ֭҂ณෞҤ఺ֱΞਕّٙ૲ֽ۞ޢᜈඕ

ֽ˭ତߏᘃႷኢซҖ˘ಞ̳πѣड़۞ኢጼĄ఺ಶ׶ڱĂҬͼಶ൑ڍ Sosa

ࢬགྷរğᄮۢᆸ៍މซҖ۞Ķ෹រኢᙋķĂ˘჌෹෸ௐ˘ԔĞֶᏥࢋٙ

ٙ೩ֻ۞ኢᙋĂ̆ ჌дௐ˟Ԕͅ࠷ᆸࢬ၆ᘃႷኢᄃͅᘃႷኢϲಞٙઇ۞

Б࠷ͅ۞ࢬᄃෞҤĄ 
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၆ٺԧߏࣇӎЫ࿅ĶឨႼᘽۏķ఺ְ࣎၁ĂĞଂௐ˟Ԕ۞ͅ࠷ᆸ

Ξͽ̙˵ࣇķĂԧۏቁഅЫ࿅఺ᔺᘽ۞ࣇĶԧܫ࠹Ξͽࣇ҂ณğԧֽࢬ

അЫ࿅఺ᔺᘽ̙ࣇĶԧܫ࠹ߏķĞ˵ಶۏቁഅЫ࿅఺ᔺᘽ۞ࣇĶԧܫ࠹

ă˵̙ᘃܫ࠹̙ߊаᑕ۞˘჌ҿᕝĞ̟̙פΞͽଳ˵ࣇķğĂ༊൒ԧۏ

ႷğĂனдԧࢋࣇෞณᄃޥ৶۞ߏĈ˯ࢗ఺ˬ჌Ξਕ۞ၗ̚ޘĂࣹ˘࣎

Ъந۞ĉ༊൒ѣ˘ֱΞͽຐည۞ಞྵͧߏ ĂഀΞͽϡֽ೩ֻԧࣇቁ၁അ

གྷЫ࿅఺ᔺᘽۏ۞ՀкᙋፂĄӈֹд఺ᇹ۞ಞഀ̚Ăԧࣇᔘߏ൑ڱԆБ

ᙋјгְܫ࠹၁˯ԧ̏ࣇགྷЫ࿅˞఺࣎ᘽۏĄ˵ ൑ڱԆБᙋјҰ၆఺࣎

યᗟଳ̟̙פаඍ۞ҿᕝĄЯކࠎჍҰ̏གྷЫ࿅఺჌ᘽߏۏ˘࣎ҋԧଯ

ᖙ۞ (self-defeating) ކჍĄܫ࠹Ұቁ၁അགྷЫ࿅఺ᔺᘽ׶ۏ၆఺࣎યᗟ

ଳ̟̙פаඍ۞ҿᕝĂౌۢߏၗ˯ҋԧଯᖙ۞˘჌͹ૺĄ҃ކ۞ͅ࠹

ჍĂ˵ಶߏҰ̙അЫ࿅఺჌ᘽۏĂ఺࣎ކჍۢٺૄޙߏᙊኢ˯ٙᏜ۞ཌྷ

ચё۞׶ҋԧܫᏥ۞݈೩Ă˵ಶߏҰࠎĶͅ၆Ұ۞ۢᛇءਕߏԆБ̙Ξ

ያ۞ķٙઇ۞˘჌ܑனᄃٚᏚĄ֤ᆃĂдۢᙊኢ˯ҰтңΞਕдؠۺҰ

۞ۢᛇءਕߏΞያ۞఺Іְ˯΍᏾׸ĉҰ˫тңົдؠۺĶҰଂϏЫ࿅

఺ᔺᘽۏķ఺࣎ඕڍ˯΍᏾׸ĉ၆ٺĶߏӎ˘࣎ˠ۞ۢᛇءਕߏᄮۢ˯

Ξያ۞ķ఺࣎યᗟĂԧࣇநّ۞аඍߏ̙ߊӎؠ۞Ă˵̙ߏх̙҃ኢ۞Ą

੫၆఺࣎યᗟĂSosa ᇇّۢᙊኢΞͽ೩ય۞ߏĂĶߏӎ఺ֱۢᛇءਕৌ

۞ਕૉΞያг͔ጱԧࣇഈШ˘࣎ᄮۢ˯ዋ༊гૄهܫᖂķĄѣॡ࣏ዋ༊

гૄᖂߏΝܫ࠹Ăѣॡ࣏ዋ༊гૄᖂߏଳܫ࠹̙פ۞ၗޘĂѣॡ࣏఺࣎

ૄᖂົࢋԧࣇଳ̙פઇҿᕝ۞͞ёĄ̦ࠎᆃԧࣇ၆ٺѣᙯԧࣇᄮۢΞያ

ّ۞યᗟĂΪਕؠۺ޺۞ၗޘĂݒ՟ѣ׎ιநّ۞Ᏼፄ׸ĉឰԧࣇ҂ᇋ

఺࣎޺Ꮵ͚ܫг࡭˘૟тңࣇᄲĶ̙ķĄ֤ᆃԧࣇ΁۞ᏴีĄ઄నԧ׎

ඍ९۞ۢᛇءਕ׸ĉְ၁ Ă˯઄тᄲԧࣇ၆ٺ఺࣎યᗟଳܲפ঻۞ၗޘ

̙҃ઇҿᕝĂᓒᓒ۷ᄲĶ˵ధߏĂ˵ధ̙ߏķĂٕ۰ࠤҌѣຍᙊг١඗

ઇҿᕝĄӈֹтѩĂԧࣇтңਕૉ˘࡭г޺ٱ఺࣎ၗޘĂТॡᔘᄲԧࣇ

̙֭ਕҿᕝ఺࣎યᗟ۞ܧߏĞд఺࣎ၗ޺ޘᜈซҖ۞࿅඀̚ԧࣇдᄮۢ

ٺаᑕ͞ёĄٙͽĂ၆۞࡭˘ԆБ࣎ߏڱϒቁ۞ğĉ఺Ҭͼ̪൒൑ߏ˯

఺࣎યᗟ۞аඍĂҬͼଳؠۺפ۞ၗߏޘ઱˘ԆБ˘࡭۞ϲಞĄ˘όԧ
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Ъநгଯኢ΍ࣇՐĂ૟Ξֹԧࢋநّ۞ّ࡭˘၆ԆБߏ఺࣎ϲಞז࠻ࣇ

ͽ˭۞ඕڍĈࢵАĂԧࣇଂϏЫ࿅ЇңֹˠឨႼᄮۢ۞ᘽۏć׎ѨĂԧ

ϒ૱ྻү۞ॲ໚ĞឨႼᘽ˱ăഡᙾ۞ೋڱѣֱ֤൑׍ਕ̙֭ءᄮۢ۞ࣇ

ᜲăଡ଼̚ཝğĄ 

Sosa ۞ᇇّۢᙊኢૄώ˯ᔘߏд˘࣎ޢ Gettier ۞ۢᙊኢ็௚ٙ̚

൴ण΍ֽ۞நኢĂ఺࣎நኢ۞΍൴ᕇᔘࢋߏ၆Ķۢᙊķ఺࣎ໄهซҖ̶

дӀϡۢၗ۞ఢቑّྋՙߏĂҭّࢋࢦ۞Ă֭ૻአྋՙۢᙊώኳયᗟژ

Gettier ᙱᗟ۞ТॡĂSosa ۞Ķዋ̷ّهܫķຐڱ˵Тॡྋՙ˞ۢᙊ۞ᆊ

ᙱᗟĄSosaࣃ ྋՙۢᙊ۞ώኳયᗟᄃᆊࣃયᗟ۞͞ёĂ͹ࢋдٺᔖฟ˞

ͽĶৌهܫķүࠎԧࣇ੠Րۢᙊ۞઱˘ૄώϫᇾĂ҃ૻአዋ̷ߏ̖هܫ

ԧࣇ੠Րۢᙊ۞͹ࢋϫᇾĂд੠Րዋ̷هܫ۞఺࣎ϫᇾ̝˭Ăԧ่̙ࣇ

੠ՐৌهܫĞჟ໤ّ۞ࢋՐğĂԧࣇᔘࢋՐ׍ѣۢၗ۞ംᇇ (intellectual 

virtues) ֽԛјԧࣇ۞ৌهܫĞሢቚّ۞ࢋՐğĂ౵ޢՀࢋՐԧٙࣇᒔ

଀۞ৌߏهܫЯࠎᖣϤԧࣇ۞ംᇇٙᒔ࡭۞ඕڍĞዋ̷ّ۞ࢋՐğĄࠎ

˞ਕૉዋ̷۞ᒔ଀ৌهܫĂSosa ᄮࠎԧࣇυื׍౯࠹༊Ξያ۞هܫԛј

෸ਕ˧۞ംਕᇇّĂ఺ֱᇇّΒמ༊࠹༊ሢቚᄃ࠹ѣࢋߏĂ˵ಶט፟۞

ă੃ጸăଯநਕ˧ăᙋෟăۡᛇඈğء̣۞ࣇௐ˘Ԕ۞ംᇇĞּтĂԧ߁

ᄃௐ˟Ԕ۞ͅט፟࠷ĞּтĂԧ࠷ͅ۞ࣇਕ˧ᄃࢲᐍෞҤਕ˧ğĄ̙ኢ

ௐ˘Ԕٕௐ˟Ԕ۞ᄮۢ፟טᄃംᇇĂౌ ᒔࣇӄԧםਕૉΞያгࢋ˞ࠎߏ

఺࣎౵௣۞ϫᇾĄٙͽĂSosaهܫ۞Ăซͽ྿јዋ̷هܫৌפ ۞ᇇّۢ

ᙊኢ˵జჍࠎĶᇇّΞያኢķĂЯࠎĶۢᙊķĞ၆ Sosa ҃֏˵ಶߏĶዋ

ߏķğ۞ᒔ଀Ă̖هܫ̷ Sosa ౵͹ࢋ۞ᙯᘃٙдĄ 

Zagzebski ᔵ൒˵ࢦෛৌهܫ۞ૄώۢၗࢋՐĂТॡ˵ࢦෛᒔ଀ۢ

ᙊ۞ّࢋࢦĂҭߏ΁۞౵௣඾ீᕇ̙֭дĶۢᙊķώ֗Ğᔵ൒΁˵Тຍ

ԧࣇΞͽࠎ˞੠Րۢᙊ҃੠ՐۢᙊğĂ҃дٺтңᒔ଀˘࣎Ķ࡚р۞ˠ

ϠķĄтڍԧࣇৌ۞дͼ֭ᙯᘃ࿅˘࣎р۞Ϡ߿Ă֤ᆃԧࣇυืՀࢦෛ

˘჌Ķ։ۢ۞هܫķĂ఺჌هܫĞ۞ԛјğߏͽ੠ՐৌهܫĞࠤҌۢᙊğ

ְ۞ৌϒᙯᘃдͼࣇਕૉᒔ଀ԧࣇቁܲԧࢋ˞ࠎߏ۞ϫ׎ᕩĂֶ҃ࠎ

ᄮۢ͹វٕҖજ۞͹វğдᄃ͵ࠧତᛈ۞࿅඀࣎˘ࠎĞүࣇĂቁܲԧۏ
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̝̚Ă̙ٺ࡭யϠ᏾ᄱ۞ᓑඕĞϤٺ᏾ᄱ۞هܫğٕεΝᓑඕĞϤ̙ٺ

ߏᙊ۞ώኳğۢߏĞ̙҃ࣃğĄٙͽۢᙊ۞ᆊܫ࠹ Zagzebski ۞౵͹ࢋ

ᙯᘃࢦᕇĂЯࠎд੠Ր࡚рˠϠ۞࿅඀̚ĂтңቁܲΞͽᒔ଀ԧٙࣇᙯ

ᘃ۞၆෪ᄃϫᇾĂ̖ߏԧࣇವՐۢᙊăԛјهܫ۞ֶᕩٙдĄ̙Тٺ

Sosa Ξያ۞ĂZagzebskiߏטௐ˘Ԕᄃௐ˟Ԕ۞ᄮۢ፟ࣇჍԧކ ᄮࠎԧ

ߏਕĞ̙ኢௐ˘Ԕٕௐ˟Ԕğءᄮۢ۞ࣇԧ޺՟ѣΞያ۞ᙋፂֽ͚֭ࣇ

Ξያ۞ĂZagzebski ͵߿д˘࣎ϒ૱˘ਠ۞Ϡ߿Ϡ˞ࠎĂߏ۞Ⴭކࢋٙ

̝ࠧ̚Ă˵ࢋ˞ࠎ၁ன˘࣎ԧٙࣇᙯ͕۞࡚рϠ߿Ăԧࣇυื׍౯ۢၗ

۞ҋԧܫᏥ  (epistemic self-trust)Ă่̙ܫᏥԧࣇ۞ຏۢءᛇᄃᄮۢء

ਕĂ˵υืܫᏥԧࣇĞүࠎ˘࣎ᄮۢ͹វ׶Җજ͹វğ׶఺࣎͵ࠧĞజ

ᄮۢ۞၆෪ᄃҖજ۞၆෪ğ̢࠹ᓑඕ۞׎΁፟טĞΒ߁ଐჰăᏴፄăᄃ

ҖજğĂ˵ЯࠎтѩĂԧࣇυื˵଀ܫᏥ׎΁ ĞɣΒ߁΁ࣇ۞ᄮۢءਕă

ଐჰᄃᏴፄğĄҭߏҋԧܫᏥᄃܫᏥ΁ˠ̙֭ߏ˘჌۠ϫ۞ᓝજĂ˘࣎

ҋ̎അགྷϚ࿅ځѣ։ۢ۞ᄮۢ۰ᄃҖજ۰ౌົѣ˘ֱ̰д۞ᙋፂᙋ׍

᏾ᄱĂٙͽтңଂ఺ֱ᏾ᄱ۞གྷរ̚Ăጯ௫˘͞ࢬఢቑҋ̎Ă˘͞ࢬ˫

ԛј۞࿅඀̝̚ĂᔖҺ̙Ξያ۞ଐԛ൴ϠĂهܫᏥҋ̎Ăֹҋ̎дܫࢋ

఺ಶᅮࢋ᎕ໂዳјĞٕૈዳğధкۢၗ˯ٙᅮ׍౯۞ംᇇĂϡͽᔖҺҋ

̎࿅ܫޘᏥҋ̙̎༊۞ᄮۢҖࠎĂТॡ˫ਕૻ̼ҋ̎ܫᏥҋ̎Ξያ۞ᄮ

Ą၆ט፟ۢ Zagzebski ֽᄲĂ఺ֱംਕᇇّΒ߁ԧߏࣇӎਕዋޘгᙯڦă

ംّ˯۞;΍ᙯᘃăޥᇋᎫ૜Бࢬă݌೷੠Րৌநăિ޺ăᘦ׽ăᓽןă

ၘೖăᄃฟី͕ٸĞځޝព଀ߏĂZagzebski ͕ϫ̚நຐ۞ംᇇĂೀͼ

׶ Sosa ٙЕ΍۞ംᇇԆБ̙ТğĄ׍ѣͽ˯఺ֱۢၗ˯ംᇇপᇈ۞ˠĂ

ಶߏ˘࣎ਕૉ׍ѣ։ۢгҋԧܫᏥ۞ Ăɣ҃ дͽᒔ଀ৌநᄃۢᙊֶࠎᕩ

۞ᄮۢ࿅඀̚Ăጾѣ఺჌ۢၗ։ۢĞ֭ҋԧܫᏥğ۞ˠĂ̖ߏ˘࣎ۢၗ

˯࢑య۞ Ăɣ˵ ҋ̎ᙯᘃ۞၆෪ᄃ੠Րҋ̎ຐ࿅۞࡚рˠϠࠎਕ࣎˘ߏ

ৌϒ࢑య۞ˠĄ఺˵̦ࠎߏᆃ Zagzebski ۞ᇇّۢᙊኢົజჍࠎĶᇇّ

యЇኢķ۞͹ࣧࢋЯĂ˵Ξͽ࠻΍д੠Ր˘჌၁ኹംᇊᄃ࡚рˠϠ̚Ă

ᄮۢ۰ĞϠ߿д˘࣎ംّ۞ࣖநጯᒖဩ̝̚ğдԛјهܫᄃԆјᙯᘃ۞

Җજॡٙᅮፉ࢑۞ۢၗయЇĄ 
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Sosa дࢬ၆Ķԧࣇтңਕቁܲԧࣇ۞ᄮۢ፟ߏטΞያ۞ķ఺჌ᘃ

Ⴗኢ۞ኳႷॡĂ΁ͽĶឨႼᘽۏķ۞ಞഀĂซҖ΁۞෹រኢᙋĂ֭଀΍

ԧࣇĞޙϲдௐ˟Ԕ۞ͅ࠷ᆸࢬ˯ğᏴፄܫᏥԧࣇᄮۢ፟ߏטΞያ۞ߏ

˘჌౵நّ۞ᏴፄĄ၆ٺ Zagzebski ኳႷԧ֭ࣇ՟ѣΞያ۞ᙋፂֽ͚޺

ԧࣇ۞ᄮۢ፟ߏטΞያ۞ĂSosa ֭՟ѣۡତаᑕĂҭߏಶтТԧ̏གྷд

ߏ၁׎Ă޺ᆸѨ೩ֻዋ༊۞ᙋፂᄃ͚៍މՐдௐ˘Ԕࢋ೩΍Ă఺჌ࢗ˯

൑ڱ੟௲ᘃႷኢ۞ᘃႷቑಛĂ఺ᕇ Sosa ୻຾۞Ċனдޝߏ Zagzebski ࢋ

ķٙ΍ன۞ᘃႷኢĂ΁ٙڱ၆΁ҋ̎ٙ೩΍۞ϤĶ඗၆۞၁д͵ࠧຐࢬ

˯тңͽۢၗࣇ၆ԧࢬࢋĂᔘهܫӎਕૉᒔ଀ৌߏࣇԧߏ่̙۞၆ࢬࢋ

ࠎԧဘྏߏ˭Ąͽهܫѣ։ۢ۞͞ёֽԛј׍ Zagzebski ჌ߙ۞ၹޙٙ

ϲдޙߏၗ̝Ķ෹រኢᙋķĂ఺࣎ኢᙋݭ Sosa ۞ኢᙋૄώݭၗ̝˯Ă

Гΐ˯ Zagzebski ҋ̎ٙ೩΍۞၁ኳ̰टᄃຐڱĞপҾߏд˘჌ᙯᘃۢ

ᙊኢ˭ٙ೩΍ĶܫᏥķ۞៍ᕇğĄ 

Ϥٺ Zagzebski ķڱ΁ٙ೩΍Ķ඗၆۞၁д͵ࠧຐߏ၆۞ᘃႷኢࢬࢋ

ٙ̚ҋ൒΍ன۞ᘃႷኢຐڱĂ˵Яࠎ Zagzebski ຐࢋд˘࣎Հ̂۞ߛၹ

˭Ğ่̙Ϊߏᄮۢ۞યᗟຍᙊ˭ğֽаᑕ఺჌ᘃႷኢ۞͹ૺĂ˘ฟؕ΁

჌౅࿅ۢᛇᄃۢၗ۞ᄮۢ˘ߏ˞೩΍ҋԧ͕ីᄃ͵̝ࠧม۞ᓑඕੵܮ

ٙԛј۞ᙯܼ̝γĂ˵ᔘΞͽ౅࿅׎΁۞Ķଐჰķᄃ׍ѣᏴፄّ۞ĶҖ

જķֽ྿јĄˠᙷдࢬ၆఺࣎͵ࠧॡĂᓁົѣధк۞ᅮՐٕᇒ୕Ăԧࣇ

჊ăᒔ଀ຑĂ֭ͷ˵ԓضᒔ଀ࢋຐࣇᒔ଀ۢᙊĂಶрညԧࢋҋ൒гຐޝ

୕ѣҺצٺଠט۞ҋϤᄃҺٺचُ۞ҋϤĄҭߏԧࣇ۞གྷរ˵Ә෦ԧ

ਕૉᒔ଀႕֖Ă၆ؠ˘ధкҋ൒۞ᅮՐࣇᙋԧܲڱĂЇңˠౌ՟ѣᏱࣇ

Zagzebski ֽᄲĂᘃႷኢ۞ϲಞࣣрߏ၆ĶԧࣇΞͽ႕֖ᒔ଀ۢᙊ఺࣎

ҋ൒ᅮՐķĞໂޘгğ৿ͻ͕ܫĄZagzebski ᄮࠎĶԧغזࣇ୬Ր̦ᆃĉķ

ᄃĶԧߏࣇӎΞͽᒔ଀ԧࣇຐࢋ۞ĉķ఺࣎׌યᗟТॡົ΍னдࣖநጯ

ᄃۢᙊኢ༊̚Ğ˵ధ Zagzebski ԓ୕ԧࣇ౅࿅ࣖநጯ۞ෛ౎ֽۢͅ࠷ᙊ

ኢ۞યᗟğĂΪѣ੫၆ௐ˟࣎યᗟ̖ѣΞਕ΍னညᘃႷኢ۞аඍ͞ёĂ

ҭߏ Zagzebski ҬͼૻአΪѣдͅ࠷ௐ˘࣎યᗟ۞ਔඛ˭Ăԧ̖ࣇਕ၆

ௐ˟࣎યᗟ೩ֻ౵р۞ඍ९Ą఺࣎ຐڱĂዛౘ˞ͽ˭ Zagzebski ၆ᘃႷ
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ኢ۞аᑕ͞ёĂԧԯ΁۞ͅᘃႷኢኢࢗ͞ёĂ˵ྋ᝝ࠎ˘჌ĞᙷҬٺ

Sosa ۞ğĶ෹រኢᙋķĄྎ௟۞ኢᙋΞͽ̶̶ొ࣎׌ࠎĂௐ˘࣎ొ̶ߏ

੫၆Ķԧࣇтңቁᄮԧࠎ۞ܫ࠹ٙࣇৌķĂௐ˟࣎ొ̶ߏ݋੫၆Ķԧࣇ

тңܫᏥԧ֖ࣇͽ׍ѣᒔ଀ৌهܫ۞ΞያᄮۢءਕķĈ 

ௐ˘ొ̶ 

1. ᘃႷኢົҋ൒г͔ጱԧ֕ࣇШᘃႷĂ҃ᘃႷ׻࣎ߙᗟ p ჌˘ߏ

ܫ࠹ࣇၗົຫचԧېၗĂ఺჌ې۞ី͕ p ۞જ፟Ą 

ᗟ׻࣎ߙܫ࠹ .2 p ώ֗˵ߏ˘჌͕ីېၗĂ఺჌ېၗ׶ߏᘃႷ࠹

၆ϲ۞͕ីېၗĄ 

3. ଂܫ࠹Ğּт pğᖼொזᘃႷĂົ΍ன׌჌ΞਕĈௐ˘჌Ξਕ

ৌநĞ༊ֱߙܫ࠹ଂࣧώࣇԧߏ p ᘃႷזၗĂᖼតې۞ৌğࠎ

᏾ᄱĞ༊ֱߙܫ࠹ଂࣧώࣇԧߏၗćௐ˟჌Ξਕې۞ p ઄ğࠎ

 ၗĄې۞ᘃႷזၗĂᖼតې۞

4. тߏڍௐ˘჌ΞਕĂᘃႷֹ҃ͅԧࣇεΝ˞׶͵ࠧϒቁ۞ᓑඕĄ 

5. тߏڍௐ˟჌ΞਕĂԧࣇΪߏଂ˘჌᏾ᄱ۞ᓑඕĂᖼតјΩ˘

჌᏾ᄱ۞ᓑඕĞЯࠎᘃႷώ֗ಶ̙ߏΝܫ࠹Ă̙҃Νֹົܫ࠹

ԧࣇεΝ׶͵ࠧ۞ᓑඕğĄ 

6. ᘃႷώ֗Ğͧ੓ܫ࠹ğ̙֭ਕֳѣۢၗ˯׍ѣ։ۢ۞˘჌͕ី

၆ฉዎ͵ࠧ۞˘̷Ăࣇৌ۞дͼٕᙯᘃԧࣇԧڍтߏၗĞҭې

ᘃႷ۞פՐĄᘃႷኢٙଳࢋ۞υ൒࣎˘ߏၗېܫ࠹۞ѣ։ۢ׍

ၗߏ̙֭ޘԧࣇ౵р۞நّᏴፄğĄ 

7. ٙͽĂܫ࠹ԧܫ࠹ٙࣇ۞Ğͧ੓ᘃႷԧܫ࠹ٙࣇğĂᔘߏ˘჌

ͧྵநّ۞ᏴፄĄ 

ௐ˟ొ̶ 

1. ᘃႷ่̙Ξͽຫचԧهܫ۞ࣇĂ˵Ξͽຫचԧࣇ۞։ۢĄ 

2. ԧࣇ۞ҖજֶᏥٺԧ׍ٙࣇѣ۞هܫĄԧࣇт̙ڍਕ׍ѣ։ۢ

гڌֱߙܫ࠹ҘĂ˵ಶ൑׍ڱѣ։ۢгଳֱߙפҖજĄ҃༊ԧ
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 Ąهܫ۞ѣ։ۢ׍ڱՀ൑ࣇॡ࣏Ăԧ۞ܫ࠹̙ࣇ

3. тڍᘃႷኢߏϒቁ۞Ăԧࣇॲώ൑ܫڱᏥҋ̎۞Ğຏء۞ٕЇ

ңۢၗ۞ğᄮۢءਕĂԧࣇТॡ˵૟൑ܫڱᏥ׎΁۞Җજ፟ט

ᄃਕ˧Ă఺ֱΒ߁ԧࣇ۞ଐຏăҋϤᏴፄ۞Җજăᄃүࠎ˘࣎

ᄮٕۢҖજ۞͹វّĄ 

4. ԧࣇҬͼϖᅈ൑ڱᒔ଀ዋ༊۞ᙋፂֽᙋځĈԧࣇ۞Ч჌፟ਕΞ

ͽֹԧ׶ࣇ͵̝ࠧม׍ѣޫ༊۞ᓑඕĂ༊൒ԧࣇ˵՟ѣՀѣӀ

۞ᙋፂֽᙋځԧࣇઇ̙זĞܫ࠹ᄃᘃႷдௐ˘Ԕ۞ᆸࢬ˯ֽ

ᄲĂᔵ൒ۡᛇ˯ౌߏΞਕ۞Ăҭౌݒ৿ͻ·֖۞ᙋፂֽ͚޺ğĄ

ٙͽԧࣇΪਕдགྷ࿅ͅ࠷۞Ğௐ˟Ԕğᆸࢬ˯ֽՙߏؠӎԧࣇ

ϲ੓ϒޙЧ჌፟ਕ֖ͽΞያгд͹វᄃ͵̝ࠧม۞ࣇᏥԧܫࢋ

ቁ۞ᓑඕĞүࠎ˘࣎நّ۞ᄮٕۢҖજ۞͹វĂд͟૱ࢬ၆఺

࣎Ϡ߿͵ࠧҬͼಶ̏གྷ׍ѣ၆ٺĶܫᏥķ۞ૄώࢋՐğĄ 

ٕࣇᏥķ۞યᗟĂԧܫ҂ณĶҋԧ˯ࢬᆸ࠷၆఺࣎ௐ˟Ԕͅࢬ .5

۰ତ֭צ၁ᅫଳפҋԧܫᏥ۞ᏴፄĂٕ۰ԧࣇ˵ΞͽᘃႷߏӎ

ᑕྍĶҋԧܫᏥķĄ 

6. ҋԧܫᏥҬͼ׍ߏѣநّ۞ᏴፄĂЯࠎтڍԧ̯ࣇధநّΝܡ

ᕘᇆᜩԧࣇ۞ώّٕώኳĂ఺࣎үڱώ֗ಶ̏གྷ̙ߏநّ۞Ą 

7. ଳפᘃႷኢϲಞ۞ˠĞٕ۰ᄮৌ҂ᇋᘃႷኢϲಞ۞ˠğĂૄώ

˯ಶ̯ߏధԧࣇ۞நّᇆᜩזԧࣇ၆هܫ૱͟ٺăଐჰăᄃҖ

જ۞ҋԧ͕ܫĞࠤҌεΝ͕ܫğĂ఺჌ᘃႷ۞ϲಞૄώ˯ಶߏ

̯ధநֽّܡᕘᄃᇆᜩԧࣇ۞ώّٕώኳĄ 

8. ٙͽĂᏴፄҋԧܫᏥĞͧ੓ᘃႷኢֽᄲğྵߏѣநّ۞үڱĄ 

Zagzebski ۞ͅᘃႷኢඉரĂߏԯۢᙊ༊үᄮۢ͹វᄃ၁д͵̝ࠧ

ม۞፜ሇ̝˘Ğଐჰᄃҋ͹۞Җજ˵ࢋࢦߏ۞໛఼፜ሇğĂௐ˘ొ̶۞

ኢᙋ඾ٺࢦĶৌهܫķ۞ໄهĂZagzebski ૻአĞҬͼȈ̶ᙷҬٺ Sosa

ܫ۞ቁᄮ͟૱ٙԛјڱ൑֭ࣇĂԧ˯ࢬᆸ۞៍މğдᄮۢௐ˘Ԕڱ࠻۞

˘ᘃႷኢ۞ᘃႷ˭ڱĞಶтТд඗၆۞၁д͵ࠧຐهܫ۞ৌߏົؠ˘ه

ਠğĂҭߏଂௐ˟Ԕͅ࠷۞҂ณĂտౣԧࣇᑕྍܫ࠹ԧܫ࠹ٙࣇ۞Ğ˵
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ಶܫ࠹ߏԧࣇௐ˘Ԕ۞ߏهܫΞያ۞ğٕ ܫ࠹ٙࣇᑕྍᘃႷԧࣇԧߏ۰

۞Ğಶܫ࠹̙ߏԧࣇௐ˘Ԕ۞ߏهܫΞያ۞Ă֭Яѩ҃פঐԧࣧࣇώ۞

ߏώ౅࿅Ğ౵͌ࣧࣇԧ޺Ĉᚶᜈܲߏğĉ˘࣎ͧྵநّ۞ᏴፄҬͼهܫ

ԧࣇᄮࠎğΞያᄮۢ፟ٙטԛј۞ௐ˘ԔهܫĄௐ˟ొ̶۞ኢᙋ݋඾ࢦ

ଂௐߏਕٕҖજ۞։ۢķĂ֭ͷᔘء΁׎ࣇķĞٕ۰ԧهܫ۞Ķ։ۢٺ

˟Ԕ۞ͅ࠷ᆸࢬ҂ณĂտౣԧࣇᑕྍĶҋԧܫᏥķĂᔘߏᑕྍଳפᘃႷ

۞ၗޘĉ౵ޢĂ˘࣎ͧྵЪͼநّ۞үڱĂᔘߏଳפҋԧܫᏥ۞ᏴፄĂ

ᘃႷኢ۞ϲಞĄZagzebskiߏ̙҃ ۞ፋइኢᙋĂಶтТ Sosa ۞ͅᘃႷኢ

ᙋĂ˵ߏ˘჌෹រኢᙋ۞ͅᘃႷኢ͹ૺĂд఺࣎ᙷݭ˭۞ͅᘃႷኢϲ

ಞĂ׎၁֭՟ѣ͹ૺᘃႷኢ࣎ߏ᏾ᄱ۞ϲಞٕ͹ૺĂЯࠎଂௐ˘Ԕ۞މ

៍ᆸֽࢬ҂ณĂ׎၁ԧٙࣇਕᒔ଀۞ٙѣᙋፂĂ̙֭֍଀˘ؠΞͽ͚޺

ͅᘃႷኢٕᘃႷኢ۞ಞഀٕຐڱĂ҃ଂௐ˟Ԕ۞ͅ࠷ᆸֽࢬ҂ณĂԧࣇ

˵՟ѣᙋځᘃႷኢ۞ϲಞߏ᏾۞ĂΪߏ෹រኢᙋд఺྆ٙࢋ͹ૺ۞ߏĈ

ͧ੓ᘃႷኢ۞ϲಞĂԧٕܫ࠹ࣇҋԧܫᏥĶԧࣇ۞ௐ˘Ԕᄮۢਕ˧ߏΞ

ያ۞ķ఺࣎ϲಞྵͧߏЪந۞ᏴፄĄ 

д˟Ȉ͵ࡔ༊΃ۢᙊኢ۞൴ण࿅඀̚Ăᇇّۢᙊኢ۞΍னĂࠎధ

к็௚ͽֽ۞ۢᙊኢᙱᗟĞΒ߁ᆊࣃયᗟăGettier ᙱᗟăপҾߏᘃႷኢğ

ዛౘ΍˘࣎၈າ۞ซྮĂ֭ͷ˵णன˞ޝр۞યᗟྋՙਕ˧ĄSosa ۞ᇇ

ّۢᙊኢүࠎ˘इĶۢᙊநኢķĂޙϲдĶംਕᇇّķ఺࣎ૄώໄ̝ه

˯Ăࠎ post-Gettier ۞ۢᙊኢ൴णĂ޽΍˞˘̶࣎ۢژᙊώኳ۞ЪநຐڱĂ

֭ͷซ˘Վࢬࠎ၆ۢᙊ۞ᆊࣃયᗟᄃᘃႷኢયᗟĂ೩ֻ˞˘࣎Ъநѣड़

۞ྋՙ౉शĄZagzebski ۞ᇇّۢᙊኢүࠎ˘इĶۢᙊ۞ࣖநጯķĂಧ

ᇇّநኢ۞༊΃൴णĂࠎ෸ķ۞நຐϫᇾĂמĶᙯᘃˠϠķᄃĶ੠Րٺૄ

ฟ౹˞˘࣎ᛳۢٺᙊኢࡁտ۞າ᎖ຐڱĂ֭ۢࠎᙊ۞ᆊࣃયᗟĂ٤ण˞

ೇΟă˫౹າ۞֍ྋෛ౎Ąߊ࣎˘
18 

 

                                                         
18 ҁЎϐֹԋǴाགᖴٿՏ୓ӜѦቩޑᝊ຦ཀـᆶЍۓޭ࡭ǶќѦǴΨ੝ձགᖴጰֻࡹ

௲௤ǵ؇٦҇௲௤ǵଭདϐ௲௤ǵഋྷᡕ௲௤ǵᆶ Ernest Sosa ௲௤Ǵҗܭ೭٤Γޑ

ඵችᆶᏢ᛽Ǵ٬ҁЎբޣளаόᘐᏢಞǴቚـߏᆪǶ 
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Virtue Epistemology and Skepticism: On 
Epistemology by Linda Zagzebski* 
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Abstract 

Linda Zagzebski is one of the two main figures in the contemporary 
development of Virtue Epistemology, the other is Ernest Sosa. This critical review 
begins by offering some brief descriptions of Zagzebski’s recent book On Epistemology, 
and moves forward to discussions on two important issues regarding “the value (and 
nature) problem” and “the skeptical problem” in epistemology. By comparing and 
contrasting with Sosa’s ideas of “what knowledge is” and “the transcendental 
argument (against skepticism)”, I will point out what Zagzebski’s contributions really 
are and also provide a rational consideration in which the skeptical problem can be 
better dealt with. 
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德性知識論的難題：反省知識
 
 

米建國 
東吳大㈻哲㈻系副教授 

 
內容摘要：在 Ernest Sosa的德性知識論㆗㈲兩㊠基本的要義：第㆒
㊠是把知識定義為㊜切的信念；第㆓㊠是區分動物知識與反省知

識。本文將指出德性知識論提供給我們㆒個面對與回答 Gettier 難題
與價值難題的嶄新進路與合理方式，而這兩個難題長久以來㆒直糾

纏著許多的哲㈻家。無可諱言，這是德性知識論對當㈹知識論最大

的貢獻之㆒。然而，不幸的是，如果我們追隨這個進路並仔細思考

其㆗的主張，我們將發現新的本質問題與價值問題又會出現在德性

知識論的理論之㆗，㈵別是 Sosa所主張與提議的「反省知識」，將
難以避免㆞重新面對這兩個新的難題，這也是本文將論證的重點所

在。 
 
關鍵詞：德性知識論、Gettier難題、價值問題、反省、知識 

壹、前言 

德性知識論在八○年代出現以後，為當代 Post-Gettier的知識論傳統所面臨的本
質問題、價值問題、與懷疑論問題，提供了一個嶄新的發展進路與回應方式。然而，

就如同本文即將論證，德性知識論也會面臨到它理論自身所產生之難題，特別是有

關「反省知識」（reflective knowledge）的本質問題與價值問題。 
在 Ernest Sosa的德性知識論中有兩項基本的要義：第一項是把知識定義為適切

的信念（apt belief）；第二項是區分動物知識（animal knowledge）與反省知識（reflective 
knowledge）。前者主要的目的是用來回答有關知識的本質問題與價值問題，後者則
是用來解決知識論傳統中的懷疑論問題與當代的 Gettier難題。 


 本文是作者在 2012-2015 學年度國科會補助「提升私校特色研發能量專案」多年期整合型
計畫：「德性：智德與道德」（NSC 101-2632-H-031-001-MY3）的主要研究成果之一，感
謝國科會對本研究案的支持。 



以下來自於 Sosa最近著作中的一段文⫿，最能夠簡短清楚地表述出他理論中的
主要發展要旨： 

㊜切的信念，動物知識，比起只是成功㆞達成目標的信念，卻不具㈲㊜切

性的真信念還要好。㊜切㆞關㊟到㊜切的信念，反省知識，又比起僅僅只

是㊜切的信念或動物知識還要好，㈵別是當反省知識幫助引導第㆒序的信

念而使之為㊜切的。在這個情況㆘，這個信念是完全㊜切的，而且這個主

體具㈲完好之知。（Sosa，2011：頁 12-13） 

在這段文⫿中不僅表現出 Sosa對於知識本質的觀點，同時也透露出他對知識價
值的展望，更重要的是，建立在對知識本質與價值的看法之上，他似乎標示出三個

不同階層的知識： 
1. 第一層：動物知識，這個第一階層的知識可以被定義為「適切的信念」，也

就是第一序的信念之所以為真，是經由認知主體透過相關第一序的認知能力所獲致

（“the first-order belief that is true in virtue of the relevant first-order competence”）。1這

個對於知識的定義，不僅一方面解釋為什麼知識並不只是真信念而已，同時另一方

面也可以說明為什麼知識比起真信念還要好。  
2. 第二層：反省知識，這個第二階層的知識必須透過相關第二序的認知能力，

特別是反省的能力，才能掌握、照亮、或關注第一序的適切信念，而獲致第二序的

適切（或者是後設適切）信念，同時也享有比第一序適切信念更高的知態地位

（epistemic status）。 
3. 第三層：完好之知（knowing full well），這種最高階層（或完好）的知識必

須同時包含第一序的適切信念與第二序的適切信念，同時也要求第一序信念的適切

性是藉由第二序適切信念的實際引導所獲致，也因此完好之知同時超越了動物知識

與反省知識，具有最高的知態價值（epistemic value）。 
因為第三階層的完好之知同時包含並超越第一層的動物知識與第二層的反省知

識，為了要清楚揭露這三層知識彼此之間的差異與個別的性質，如果我們能夠先澄

清與理解動物知識與反省知識之間的差異與關連，才能進一步掌握完好之知的性質

1 Sosa, “Skepticism and Virtue Epistemology,” pp.10-11. 



與特色。2目前大部分哲學家在討論 Sosa 的德性知識論時，幾乎都只專注於動物知
識與反省知識的區別，而完全忽略完好之知的獨特地位。本文的重點主要在於反省

Sosa的反省知識，因此在進行討論的過程當中，將會特別著重於反省知識與動物知
識的區別之上，但在一些必要的時刻，也會提及完好之知所扮演的關鍵角色。無論

如何，作者本人的立場傾向於主張：「完好之知」其實可以幫助我們看清 Sosa整個
知識理論的圖像，甚至可以用來面對與回應一般反對 Sosa對動物知識與反省知識所
做之區別。 

有關知識本質的問題，或如何定義知識這個概念，Sosa的回答建基於一種以表
現為基礎的規範性與 AAA（Accuracy, Adroitness, and Aptness）模型之上。一方面
Sosa認為知識是一種特殊的認知表現，這種認知表現應該被視為一個適切的信念，
用他的 AAA 模型來說，也就是一個信念獲得它的精準性（為真），是因為展現出
認知表現者的熟練性（認知者的智德或良好的認知能力）。3另一方面，Sosa也認為
在第一序所獲得的適切的信念（動物知識），還需要進行一種知態的昇揚（epistemic 
ascent），4或者透過一種反省的掌握與引導，用以達成第二序的適切信念（反省知

識），也就是對於（第一序）適切的信念適切地加以關注或照亮，進而獲得「完好

之知」 
有關知識價值的問題，或者如何解釋知識比起僅僅只是真的信念還要有價值，

Sosa的解決方法和他解釋知識本質的問題之間，具有一種並行的主張與看法。一方
面，知識比起僅僅只是真的信念還要有價值，是因為適切的信念比起一個信念只是

獲得「真」這個目標（卻不能展現出良好的認知能力）還要來的有價值。另一方面，

反省知識（對於第一序適切信念適切地加以關注）又比起動物知識（僅僅只是第一

2 「完好之知」是 Sosa 在動物知識與反省知識的區別上，最新加入的一層知識，也是他在
Kowning Full Well這本最新的著作中（特別是該書的第一章）主要的賣點與主張。Sosa之
所以要提出這個「完好之知」的想法，主要的理由在於：他已經意識到即使加入了反省知

識，還是難以避免傳統 Gettier難題中所出現「知態運氣」（epistemic luck）的問題，似乎
只有帶入完好之知，才可以徹底解決這個知識本質的難題。詳情請特別參考該書中第一章

之第七頁至第十三頁。作者也曾和 Sosa本人確認過這個最新知識三個層次的區分方式，他
表示作者的瞭解是正確的。 

3 有關 Sosa 的「以表現為基礎的規範性」和他的 AAA 模型，最清楚描述與討論的來源，請
參考他在 Knowing Full Well這本書中的第一章“Knowing Full Well”。也請參考拙著「什麼
是德性知識論？本質問題與價值問題」（Chienkuo Mi, “What Is Virtue Epistemology? The 
Natural Problem and Value Problem of Knowledge”）。 

4 對於什麼是「知態昇揚」與如何達成「知態昇揚」，請參考 Richard Fumerton在“Achieving 
Epistemic Ascent”一文中很有用的討論。 



序適切的信念）還要有更高的知態地位與價值。而「完好之知」則具有最高的知態

價值。 
德性知識論提供給我們一個面對與回答Gettier難題與價值難題的嶄新的進路與

合理的方式，而這兩個難題已經長久以來一直糾纏著許多的哲學家。5無可諱言，這

是德性知識論對當代知識論最大的貢獻之一。然而，不幸的是，如果我們追隨這個

進路並仔細思考其中的主張，我們將發現新的本質問題與價值問題又會出現在德性

知識論的理論之中，特別是 Sosa所主張與提議的「反省知識」，將難以避免地重新
面對新的難題，這也是本文將指出與論證的重點所在。 

貳、什麼是反省知識的本質？ 

把知識視為適切的信念，也就是一位認知主體在獲得真信念的過程當中，展現

了他良好的認知能力，這個想法可以有效的解釋在 Gettier難題中大部分的反例。但
是，在面對像「假穀倉」這類型的例子時，6這種分析知識的方式似乎就不再有效了。

這也是為什麼 Sosa需要進一步區分動物知識與反省知識的理由之一，當然，這個區
分本身還可以用來解決其他⬀在於知識論中的一些難題，包括懷疑論的問題、價值

問題、與內在論與外在論之間的衝突。在假穀倉的例子中，雖然亨利（他正開車經

過一個鄉間）展現了他第一序良好的認知能力，正好看見一間真的穀倉在他開車經

過的途中（但他並不知道他所處的這個鄉間充滿著許多假穀倉），而使亨利相信在

他眼前出現了真的穀倉，當然這個信念（剛好）也是真的，因此他具有一個真信念，

並且這個信念也展現了亨利適當的認知能力，依據 Sosa的標準，亨利具有一個適切
的信念，也因此亨利「知道」在他眼前出現真穀倉這件事。然而不為亨利所知的是，

他正處於一個充滿著假穀倉的鄉間，假使亨利看到的是其他的假穀倉（事實上他也

很有可能看到的是其他的假穀倉），那麼他相信他看到了真穀倉這件事就會為假，

也會使他產生錯誤的信念，而無法成就知識。面對這種情形，我們該如何解釋一方

面亨利好像知道他看到了一個真穀倉，另一方面卻又處於一種十分（知態上）幸運

5 對於 Gettier難題與價值問題的一些相關例子，與德性知識論如何解決這些難題，請參考拙
著「什麼是德性知識論？知識的本質與價值難題」一文。 

6 「假穀倉」的反例（barn facades counterexample），是 Gettier型態的反例中相當具有代表
性、也相當難以回應的一個例子。這個例子是由 Carl Ginet 所提出，但最早出現在 Alvin 
Goldman的“Discrimination and Perceptual Knowledge”一文之中。 



的狀況才獲得的這個真信念呢？也就是，一方面亨利好像知道（因為他所見為真），

另外一方面他好像又不知道（因為知識與知態運氣之間的不相容），我們該如何解

釋這個現象或直覺呢？Sosa的解釋方式剛好同時運用了「適切的信念」與「動物知
識與反省知識之區分」這兩個想法：亨利運用並展現了他正常的視覺能力（也許再

加上其他相關的第一序認知能力），而使他獲得「在他眼前有個真穀倉」這個真信

念，這個真信念是適切的，也因此亨利擁有第一序適切的信念，也就是動物知識。

然而亨利卻無知於他所處的不利環境，無法反省地認知到他正處於一個假穀倉的鄉

間，使他形成的真信念中出現了所謂「知態的運氣成分」（epistemic luck），因此
即使他具有動物知識，他仍然缺乏一種所謂的反省知識，一種比動物知識具有更高

知態地位的知識。 
所以，Sosa提供給我們一個很好的藍圖，既可以用來分析知識這個概念（適切

的信念），又可以用來克服在 Gettier的反例中最困難的類型（區別動物知識與反省
知識）。然而，近來有越來越多人開始質疑區別動物知識與反省知識的正當性，也

開始探究與批判「反省知識」的本質與價值。以下我將透過 Sosa自己對於動物知識
與反省知識的區分方式，詳細檢驗這個區分的實質意涵，然後再專注於「反省」這

個概念（認知能力或機制）在反省知識這個想法中所扮演的角色，藉以突顯反省知

識內在的本質問題，最後並進一步引出⬀在於反省知識中的價值問題。 
讓我們再回到「假穀倉」的例子，考量幾種不同可能的反省知識，並思索什麼

意義下的反省能力（一種第二序的認知機制）能夠在這類型的例子中扮演著關鍵的

角色，使透過第一序認知能力所獲得的適切信念（動物知識），能夠獲得適切的照

亮與關注，並使得原來的第一序適切的信念昇揚為第二序後設適切的信念（meta-apt 
belief）。在亨利的例子，當他開車經過一個充滿著假穀倉的鄉間，卻很幸運地看見
一間真的穀倉，憑著他第一序良好的認知能力，亨利形成了「我眼前有一間真的穀

倉」這個信念（稱此信念為 B）。信念 B為真，而且亨利是透過他的第一序正常的
視覺能力形成這個信念，他有權利宣稱他知道在他面前有一間穀倉，而且他也具有

適切的信念（動物知識）。但是，Sosa會主張亨利在此只具有第一階層的知識，也
就是動物知識，他仍然缺乏第二階層的知識或反省知識，因為他並不能反省地認知

到他正處於一個充滿著假穀倉的環境中，這個環境將不利於他形成相關的正確知

識，只是他正好幸運地目睹一間真的穀倉。如果這一切我們都還能夠接受的話，接

下來的重點在於：亨利應該要做什麼、同時又應該如何做，才能使他原本只具有的

第一階層的動物知識，提升為第二階層的反省知識，或者更高階層的「完好之知」？

依據 Sosa 自己所訂出來知識三個不同階層的標準，蘊含在反省知識中的反省能力



（一種相關的第二序認知能力）要在什麼時間與什麼條件下介入，才會使得亨利的

第一序適切信念獲得一個較好的知態地位？「反省」這個概念，依據 Sosa對反省知
識的定義（適切地關注第一序適切的信念），必須要能夠使第一序適切的信念獲得

適當的關注或照亮，才能使亨利適切地掌握他的第一序適切的信念（也就是信念

B）。所以，什麼樣的「反省能力」才能幫助亨利達到這個知態的目標呢？ 
究竟動物知識與反省知識的差異在哪裡？我們應該如何區別這兩者的不同呢？

首先，最明顯的差異似乎在於，動物知識是第一序的適切信念之表現，而反省知識

則是第二序的適切信念（或後設適切的信念），一般會立即想到此二者之間的差異

在於信念的「對象」之不同。在這裡，第一序信念的對象在於其信念內容所表徵或

代表的客觀事實或事態（也許我們可以把這種表徵的內容視為一種「命題

（proposition）」），而第二序信念的對象則為第一序的適切信念本身（其中也可以
包含相關第一序的信念內容與相關第一序認知能力）。舉例來說，我可以適切地相

信（以第一序的信念來看）臺北 101 大樓曾經是世界最高的摩天大樓，這個信念的
內容所表徵的事實（也就是「臺北 101大樓曾經是世界最高的摩天大樓」這個命題），
就是這個第一序適切信念的對象。如果第二序適切信念的對象不同於第一序的適切

信念，那麼在這裡第二序信念的對象就是第一序的信念，也就是對於「臺北 101 大
樓曾經是世界最高的摩天大樓」這個命題本身所形成的第一序信念（也許再加上相

關第一序的認知能力）。以這種方式（亦即對象的不同）來區別動物知識與反省知

識，通常第二序信念的出現必須要求第一序信念的預先⬀在，然後再對此第一序信

念進行反省地思考。如此一來，即使這個第二序信念（或者更像是後設的信念）是

後設適切的，它也無法使原本第一序信念變得更好，甚至難以比較這兩者之間的好

壞，這個結果似乎並不是 Sosa想要看到的。他所要求的反省知識，是能夠適切的照
亮並關注第一序適切的信念，並使這個第一序的信念可以提升其知態的地位，並且

成為更好、更有價值的信念。基於這個要求，動物知識與反省知識的差異，並不在

於它們兩者之間對象的不同。 
如果動物知識與反省知識的差異，並不建基於它們兩者之間對象上的不同，那

麼我們應該如何來理解它們真正的差異呢？讓我們再回到「假穀倉」的例子，也許

比較能幫我們看清反省知識如何能提升動物知識的知態地位（進行所謂的「知態昇

揚」）。亨利的信念 B具有第一序的適切性，但是卻缺乏後設的適切性，使得他只
具有動物知識，而沒有反省知識。亨利在這個例子中失㓿的地方，主要的癥結在於

他只熟練地運用他的第一序良好的認知能力（主要是視覺能力，再加上其它相關第

一序識別的能力），卻沒有適當地加入他第二序的認知能力（特別是反省地認知到



他正處於一個充滿著假穀倉的鄉間），以致於亨利無法使他對於信念 B所形成的第
一序適切性，加以提升到第二序的適切性。亨利只具有對於 B的動物知識，但是卻
沒有對於 B的反省知識。如果這個理解方式是正確的，那麼對於 Sosa來說，動物知
識與反省知識的差異，並不在於上述所謂兩者「對象」上的不同，事實上，它們兩

者的對象是一樣的，也就是形成信念 B（亨利的「我眼前有一間真的穀倉」這個信
念）的相關事實之表徵內容（在亨利眼前出現的真穀倉）；它們兩者的差異在於，

動物知識只運用了第一序的相關認知能力就形成 B這個信念，而反省知識則需要再
加上第二序的相關認知能力才能形成 B這個信念。因此，第一序適切信念（動物知
識）與第二序後設適切信念（反省知識）的主要差異，可以被理解為兩者之間使用

了兩套不同的認知能力——第一序的認知能力與第二序的認知能力。而針對形成 B
這個信念，運用第一序的認知能力所獲得的第一序適切的信念 B，比起加上第二序
認知能力所獲得的後設適切的信念 B而言，後者比起前者具有更高的知態地位與價
值。 

除了對象的不同與運用的認知能力不同之外，也許還有其他的方式來區別動物

知識與反省知識之間的差異。但是，到目前為止，我們可以觀察到，「反省」這個

概念在其中所扮演重要的角色。反省是使動物知識轉化為反省知識的重要條件，也

是使第一序適切信念「昇揚」到第二序適切信念的關鍵能力。姑且不論是否反省知

識真的會比動物知識更有價值，也不論第二序適切信念真的可以幫助我們為第一序

適切信念進行所謂的「知態昇揚」，讓我們適時地反省一下「反省」這個概念，或

許更能幫助我們釐清動物知識與反省知識之間的差別，也更能幫助我們理解反省知

識的真正本質與實際價值。究竟反省是一種認知的狀態（心靈狀態或信念狀態），

還是一種認知的能力（智德或第二序的認知機制），或者兩者都是？對於這個問題

的有效回答，將會進一步幫助我們揭發動物知識與反省知識這個區別的真正難題所

在。  
依據一般的定義，或者在心理學、認知科學、甚或電腦科技程式應用的範圍來

說，「反省」可以被瞭解為一種「反省的狀態」（the state of being reflected）或者
「反省的動作」（the act of reflecting）。前者可以代表一種處於思慮或沈思中的思
想或心靈的狀態，後者則是專注地對某些事物進行思考（對某些事物的謹慎思慮或

沈思）。因此反省（作為一種狀態）既可以是返回心靈自身的一種狀態，（作為一

種動作）也可以是深思熟慮的一種心靈活動；它可以是一種（具有意識或不具意識

下）仔細檢視自我內心或返回心靈自身進行沈思時的一種思想與心靈的狀態，它也

可以是一種有意識地對事物進行仔細思慮與詳細評估的心靈活動。參照對於「反省」



這個概念的瞭解，反省知識如果代表一種比動物知識還要具有高階層的反省性信念

（不論是具有意識或不具意識的），它可以是一種第二序的後設信念（對第一階信

念進行思慮反省所形成的思想狀態），它也可以是同時運用第一序認知能力與第二

序反省的能力所形成的一種適切的信念，甚至它也可以是一種運用第二序的反省能

力所形成的第二序的適切信念。但是，如果依據 Sosa自己對於反省知識的定義（也
就是，適切地關照著適切的信念），一方面這個屬於更高層次的反省性信念仍然是

屬於第一序適切的信念，只是另一方面這個適切的信念是被有意識地加以反省（以

一種適當的深思熟慮的方式來加以關注）。所以，「反省」這個概念在 Sosa的反省
知識中所扮演的角色，似乎是當作一種反省的動作，一種第二序的認知能力或機置，

用來在信念形成的過程中進行一種有意識的深思熟慮，提供一種照亮、關注、或具

有背書作用的認知功能，而不致於讓自己在黑暗中盲目地摸索某些東西，也不會讓

自己在無知中恣意地相信某些事物。簡單的來說，就是有意識地反省我們所要相信

的事物，深思熟慮並謹慎選擇我們所要達到的目標，就認知行為與表現來說，也就

是要獲致真的信念。反省知識比動物知識具有更高的知態地位，就在於反省知識比

動物知識多加了反省這個認知的功能，並有意識地為自己即將選擇的信念進行多一

層的再思慮與再抉擇。 
順著以上的討論，我們不難發現，「反省」作為一種認知能力（或者第二序的

認知機制），是 Sosa區別動物知識與反省知識之間的一個重要概念，更是幫助我們
第一序適切信念得以昇揚為第二序適切信念的一個關鍵角色。然而，這個第二序的

認知機制究竟和第一序的認知機制有何根本上的差別？由於我們上述已經指出，對

於 Sosa來說，區別動物知識與反省知識的差異，主要是建基於兩者之間所運用不同
類別的認知組合（第一序的認知機制與第二序的認知機制），所以，釐清第一序認

知能力與第二序認知能力之間的差別，似乎是掌握動物知識與反省知識之間差異的

基礎所在。Sosa在他對於動物知識的討論時，所提到的相關第一序之認知能力與所
謂的智德，包括我們的五官所形成的感官知覺、直覺、內觀的能力（introspection）、
推理的能力、記憶、接受與選取他人證詞（testimony）的能力等。展現這些第一序
良好的認知能力並加以適當與熟練地運用，因此而使我們所獲得的真信念，就是所

謂第一序的適切信念，也就是動物知識。我們日常生活中透過視覺、聽覺與味覺所

獲得的一般簡單信念（我看見一隻鳥、聽到一首樂曲、嚐到檸檬的酸味），都可以

是我們的動物知識，然而賞鳥專家能夠立即快速地辨識出不同種類的鳥類，音樂專

家能夠立即區別出不同作家創作的曲目，與品酒專家能立即分辨出葡萄酒的產地與

年份，這些也都可以算是動物知識。專家與一般常人透過感官知覺所獲取的訊息，



只是對於相關事物的專業認知程度上的不同而已，但都屬於動物知識的範疇領域。

我們不能忽略的是，觀察通常都是帶有理論負擔與支援的（theory-laden）。那麼，
什麼才是反省知識？也就是那些需要透過第二序認知能力所獲得的第二序後設適切

的信念呢？哪些認知能力是屬於第二序的機制呢？可以確定的是，上面所提到一般

人與專家利用日常辨識與知覺的能力所形成的信念，通常是立即、快速、與未經反

省的信念形成過程，當我看到一隻鳥，我立刻相信我眼前出現一隻鳥，當我聽到音

樂聲，我立刻相信有樂曲出現在我周圍，這些信念的形成通常是立即與不加思索的

反應。「未經反省的信念形成過程」似乎是刻畫第一序動物知識的最好方式，若是

如此，「經過反省所獲得的信念」似乎是幫助我們掌握反省知識是的最好工具。但

是我們要反省什麼？又要如何反省呢？為什麼我們要把反省當作是第二序的認知能

力呢？ 
一般最簡單的反省出現過程，通常是有意識地注意到我們正在知覺的事物。我

不僅看見一隻鳥在我眼前出現，我也意識到我正在看一隻鳥；我不僅聽到一首樂曲

正在我的身旁播放，我也意識到我正在聽音樂。這種對於自我所知覺的事物加以有

意識的關注，可以算是我們反省能力的一個最簡單與最直接的一種認知反應。我有

意識地認知到我正在看一隻鳥、聽一首樂曲，而且我的意識能力如果有夠專注，能

正確地意識到我正在知覺的事物，如此一來，我不僅擁有第一序適切的信念（動物

知識），我也擁有第二序後設適切的信念，也就是反省知識。我的意識作用，讓我

仔細關注到我正在知覺的事物，如果我的意識專注能力是適切的，那麼我就能適切

的關注我的第一序適切的信念，並進而獲得第二序的適切信念。這剛好是 Sosa對反
省知識的定義，把它視為是「對適切信念加以適切的關注」。「反省」這個認知能

力之所以是個第二序的認知機制，是因為它是對於我們第一序的認知能力與第一序

信念的形成過程加以有意識地關注與思索，而使得反省的認知昇揚到第二序的知態

地位。一般第一序的認知能力與過程，是以內在或外在的事物作為認知的對象，這

些認知的過程可以包括對於過去、現在、與未來的事物、事件、或事態，進行回憶、

知覺與推論的認知行動。所以第一序適切信念的形成，就是以這些對象為內容，並

以第一序的熟練認知機能或智德獲得客觀的真信念。反省這些自我的第一序認知行

為本身，也可以說是對於自我認知的再認知，是為了要對自我的認知行為進行一種

有意識地再確認，並小心仔細地檢視這些自我第一序的認知過程，藉以適切的關注

與掌握自我在這個認知過程中得以形成第一序的適切信念。這個再確認、仔細檢視、

與用心掌握與關注的認知過程（也許可以通稱為反省的過程），如果也是熟練並具

有適當性的認知能力的認知反應，那麼經過這個省視過程所獲得的適切信念，就會



成為第二序後設適切的信念，也就是反省知識。 
反省知識中的反省過程，如果只是對我們第一序的認知行為進行一種有意識地

掌握、關注、或檢視，那麼它對於我們第一序的認知行為或信念形成的過程又會有

什麼特殊幫助呢？可以確定的是，第一序的認知行動是為了要獲取真信念，以外在

論的可靠論立場來說，就是要透過我們的可靠的認知機制，形成一個獲得真信念的

可靠過程，而 Sosa以一種熟練的認知能力藉以獲得真信念（也就是適切信念）的主
張，似乎也可以把它當作是一種形成真信念的可靠認知過程，是一種以能力為基礎、

以智德為核心的可靠論主張。7依此來看，Sosa似乎是想提出第一序的適切信念來解
釋什麼是獲得真信念的可靠認知過程，進一步又以第二序的反省過程，確保這個第

一序的認知過程是可靠的，使我們獲得真信念的可靠度加以提升，在這個意義下的

反省知識具有比動物知識更高的知態地位與價值，除了它把知態地位提昇為第二序

的認知過程之外，它也增加了第一序認知過程的可靠度，也因此比第一序信念形成

的方式還要更具（知態）價值。 
無論如何，Hilary Kornblith在他最近的新書 On Reflection中，便積極地論證並

批判 Sosa對於反省知識的過度評價，並透過一些心理學與認知科學上的實驗，用來
證明「反省」不僅不能增加我們原本就具有的可靠認知機制，反而有損我們在獲取

真信念的過程中之可靠度。8Kornblith除了質疑「反省」所具有的知態價值之外（他
認為大部分哲學家都給了反省能力過高的評價），他對於 Sosa最根本的批評在於：
根本不需要對動物知識與反省知識進行區分。而 Kornblith對此區別的最大憂慮，似
乎就是來自於對反省知識的本質與價值問題的疑惑。 

Kornblith 對於 Sosa 的批評與論證（特別是對反省知識）其實充滿著誤解與謬
誤。他認為許多對於「反省」的認知功能所⬀有的遐想，多半來自於對「什麼是反

省」與「反省究竟能成就些什麼」這兩個問題的模糊與無知。9我承認 Kornblith 提
出的這兩個問題的重要性，但很不幸的是，就連 Kornblith自己對這兩個問題也沒有
很妥善的加以回答，也就是他對於「反省」這個概念，仍然沒有給出一個完善清楚

的解釋，也沒有能夠公正客觀的評價反省的真正功能與價值。雖然我同意「反省」

在某個意義下確實無法發揮促進我們認知可靠性的功能，但這並不表示在一個更完

整與適當的意義下，「反省」就毫無任何價值，特別是知態的價值。Stephen Grimm

7 這也是為什麼一般會把 Sosa的德性知識論也稱為德性可靠論（virtue reliablilism）的主要理
由之一。 

8 詳細的討論，請參見 Kornblith在 On Reflection一書中第一章的論證（pp.8-41）。 
9 Kornblith, 2012, p.1。 



在他“The Value of Reflection”一文中，就試圖為 Sosa所主張之動物知識與反省知識
的區別提出辯護，並力圖建議 Sosa，把反省知識的價值，定位在一種「認知的主體
性與自律性」（agency and autonomy）之上，用以區別於動物知識的不加反省與立
即反射性的反應。Grimm利用西方希臘哲學傳統中對於「認識你自己」與「未經反
省的人生是不值得活的」這兩句名言，來加以闡釋「反省」的功能與重點，他似乎

也同意 Kornblith主張反省並無法增加我們認知過程的可靠度，只是他同時還是支持
反省知識與動物知識之間確實是有所區別的。做為一個認知的主體，只有反省知識

才能表現出認知主體的自律性，這也才是人類在追求實踐知識的最大價值所在。然

而 Grimm也清楚的標明，「認知的主體性與自律性」對於一個認知者的認知過程，
只具有類似像倫理學上的價值，並不具備任何知態的價值。這其實也是在說，反省

知識比動物知識更有價值之處，並不在於前者具有更高的知態地位，或是前者比後

者更有可靠性，只是前者表現出一個認知主體在選擇相信與不相信之間，具備了一

種認知主體的選擇權力與自主權力，這在做為一個人來說，具有其相當（倫理學上）

的地位與價值。所以，Grimm才會藉此強調為什麼一個不經反省的人生是不值得活
的。10 

從以上的討論，我們可以暫時歸結出一般對於「反省」這個所謂認知功能或能

力的理解，包含最少兩個面向。其中之一就是把反省視為一種對自我認知能力的有

意識的掌握或關注，另外一種就是把反省代表一個認知主體對於認知對象之自主選

擇或評估。但是，反省如果只是對自我認知的清楚掌握與自主選擇，那麼 Sosa提出
有別於動物知識的反省知識似乎並沒有太多知態上的重點（epistemic significance），
也沒有辦法如 Sosa所期待的「知態昇揚」（反省知識同時在知態地位與知態價值凌
駕於動物知識之上）。讓我們再回到亨利行車經過假穀倉的例子，就可以清楚的觀

察到這個重點。我們必須瞭解，亨利之所以只具有（對於他眼前出現一個真的穀倉

這件事）動物知識，而缺乏反省知識，是因為他並無法知道他正處於一個假穀倉的

鄉間。一方面是對於他所處環境的無知，另一方面是他獲得第一序適切信念所包含

的知態運氣，使得亨利處於一個知態地位較低的情況。但是要在什麼條件之下，才

能使亨利在同樣的狀況中，改善他的動物知識，提升他的知態地位，並進而獲得所

謂的反省知識呢？只透過「有意識地掌握他目前正看見一間真穀倉在他眼前」與「自

主地選擇相信他眼前確實出現一間真穀倉」這兩個面向的反省能力，其實都無法對

10 詳細的討論，出自於 Grimm 的“The Value of Reflection”一文。本文為尚未出版之手稿，
Grimm 發表於 2012 年由東吳大學哲學系所主辦之「德性知識論與德性倫理學」國際學術
研討會中。本文之引用，已徵詢作者本人之同意。 



亨利有太多的幫助，因為他仍然無知於他正處於一個假穀倉的鄉間，他表面上所獲

得的「反省」的知識仍然具有相當的知態運氣。嚴格來說，亨利並還沒有獲得 Sosa
心目中真正的反省知識。所以，除了對自我認知的清楚掌握（或關注）與自主選擇

（或評估）這兩個面向的反省能力之外，反省知識還需要那些第二序的認知機制，

或者「反省」這個第二序的認知能力本身還有哪些為人所忽略的重要面向，才能使

亨利達成「知態昇揚」，並獲致真正的第二序後設適切的信念呢？ 
雖然，我認為「反省」這個概念還沒有獲得真正的釐清，而且「反省」這個認

知能力所能獲致的（知態）成就也還沒有真正被大部分哲學家所認可，但是本文的

重點並不專注於這些工作的論辯之上。本文的重點，主要在於揭露⬀在於 Sosa德性
知識論中新的本質問題與價值問題。這一個章節的重點在詢問「什麼是反省知識的

本質」，但是在反覆討論與反省的過程中，我們發現反省知識（在區別動物知識與

反省知識這個脈絡中）的本質，確實還有待釐清之處，特別是對於「反省」這個概

念，仍然有許多值得討論與研究的問題。而 Kornblith 與 Grimm 兩人對於反省知識
的瞭解與批判，一方面顯示出如何理解「反省知識」的本質，有著不同的爭議與看

法，另一方面也浮現出他們對於「反省知識」的價值，有著根本的質疑與異議。而

價值問題的出現，更凸顯本質問題的嚴重性。如果 Sosa不能有效地解決反省知識所
面臨的價值問題，那麼他對於動物知識與反省知識的區分，也將面臨嚴重的挑戰。

如果動物知識與反省知識的區分並不具正當性，那麼 Sosa的德性知識論（做為一套
知識的理論）也將失去許多解決問題的能力。以下我將正式提出屬於反省知識的價

值問題，我的論證方式將有別於 Kornblith 與 Grimm 兩人的作法，以一種繼承傳統
以來對於「知識」本身所提出的價值難題之方式，加以理論的論述與辯證，呈顯 Sosa
反省知識所將面臨的價值難題。我們的主要問題在於：為什麼（除了動物知識之外）

我們要獲得反省知識？這個問題的背後，其實就是在問：究竟反省知識的價值何在？ 

參、什麼是反省知識的價值？ 

讓我們再看一下一開始引用 Sosa的那段文⫿：「適切地關注到適切的信念，反
省知識，又比起僅僅只是適切的信念或動物知識還要好，特別是當反省知識幫助引

導第一序的信念而使之為適切的。在這個情況下，這個信念是完全適切的，而且這

個主體具有完好之知。」在這裡我們不僅看到 Sosa 主張動物知識與反省知識的區
別，還有他宣稱反省知識（適切的關注適切的信念）比起只是動物知識（僅僅只是



適切的信念）還要好。上一個章節我已試圖論證反省知識（和「反省」這個概念）

的本質⬀在著許多令人困惑的議題，也因此從整個大方向來看，動物知識與反省知

識之間的區別，似乎並不是非常清楚。現在，我們必須開始進一步面對反省知識的

價值問題，並考慮為什麼反省知識比起動物知識具有更多（知態的）價值。為了清

楚地呈現我對於反省知識的憂慮所在，特別是反省知識的價值問題，我所採取的論

證策略是，一方面透過傳統以來哲學家一直試圖解決的「價值問題」（ the value 
problem）——包括從柏拉圖以來的傳統價值問題與當代淹沒論證所產生的價值難
題——藉以論證 Sosa對於反省知識的主張，也⬀在著類似的難題；另一方面將透過
一種類似完好之知的專家知識，利用「反例」的方式，指出反省知識的價值問題。 

在柏拉圖一篇重要的對話錄《美諾》（Meno）篇中，蘇格拉底提出了一個有關
「什麼是知識的價值」的問題。為什麼知識是有價值的？或者可以更進一步地問，

到底是什麼使得知識具有價值？但是為什麼回答這些和價值相關的問題，會產生所

謂的困難（也就是價值難題）呢？我們都同意真信念並不等同於知識，我們一般也

都認為知識比起僅僅只是真的信念還要更有價值。在《美諾》篇中有一段經常被引

用的文⫿，其中蘇格拉底指出（同時並挑戰我們一般的直覺）：僅僅只是真的信念

似乎和知識之間具有相同的實踐價值。例如，一個人具有「通往到達 Larrisa之路」
的真信念，和一個人具有「通往到達 Larrisa之路」的知識，這兩個人實際上都能提
供相同的服務（也就是帶領我們到達 Larrisa這個地方）。現在的困難出現在：我們
一般直覺上會認為知識比起有用的真信念還要具備實際的價值。我們應該如何解釋

這個知識所具有的「額外的價值」呢？事實上許多哲學家都希望能夠好好地回答這

個問題，並且也認為任何一個好的知識理論，都需要善加處理這個問題。讓我把這

個價值難題的推理過程簡列如下，這同時也方便稍後我們在提出 Sosa的反省知識所
面臨之新價值難題時，運用類似的推理型態（並可以加以對比）： 

 
（1）知識並不等於真信念。（知識本質的宣稱） 
（2）知識比起僅僅只是真的信念還要有價值。（知識價值的宣稱） 
（3）一個具有「通往到達 Larrisa 之路」真信念的人，和一個具有「通往到達

Larrisa之路」知識的人，實際上都能提供相同的服務。（蘇格拉底的挑戰） 
（4）究竟是什麼使得知識更有價值？（價值難題） 

 
對於這個價值難題的解決途徑，柏拉圖似乎設法想從有關對知識本質的看法著

手。簡單地來說，柏拉圖把知識視為「真信念加上合理的說明（或給出一個道理）」



（Knowledge = True Belief + Giving a Logos），也就是知識等於「真信念再加上某些
條件」（“True Belief + x”）的這個思考模式。也由於知識具有比真信念更多的額外
條件，這些條件（暫時先不管這些條件“x”是什麼）可以使知識比起僅僅只是真的信
念還要有價值。但是這個所謂的解決途徑，畢竟只是個暫時與表面的舒緩方式而已，

因為知識之所以不同於僅僅只是真信念（依據這個思考模式），就在於這個額外多

出來的條件“x”，對於柏拉圖來說，也就是那個「合理的說明」，但是給出一個合理
的說明本身是有價值的嗎？在知識這個概念之中多加入一個元素，真的就會使知識

變得比原來僅僅只是真的信念還要有價值嗎？姑且不論⬀在於 Post-Gettier的知識論
傳統中內在論與外在論之間長久的爭論，如果我們追求知識的最終目標只在於獲得

真理，那麼不論我們在知識之中加入什麼多於真信念之外的元素或條件，似乎都無

法為知識本身帶來比真信念之外更多的價值，這點可以從以下發展出來的「淹沒難

題」中獲得支持與論證。11 
「淹沒難題」的出現，主要是在當代以本質驅策的知識論為主流的討論氛圍中，

一個反本質驅策知識論（或者一個積極主張價值驅策知識論）的新趨勢正式形成。

「德性知識論」是當代知識論發展過程中，晚近（二十世紀八○年代以後）才出現

的一個重要代表理論，而 Linda Zagzebski 除了一方面積極推動德性知識論的發展
外，另一方面也提出對當時幾個知識論代表理論的攻擊與批判。其中最具代表性與

影響力的一個批判，就是針對「可靠論」（reliabilism）所提出來的「淹沒難題」。
12依據 Zagzebski在“The Search for the Source of the Epistemic Good”這篇文章所提出
來的論證，她以兩杯 espresso 咖啡為例，來討論信念形成的可靠過程到底有什麼獨
特的價值可言。假設現在有兩杯咖啡，它們看起來的顏色、聞起來的味道、嚐起來

的口味、與其他相關的質與量的考量因素都一模一樣，照理說我們會給予這兩杯咖

啡相同的評價，我們會說這兩杯咖啡是一樣好的。但是如果後來我們又得知其中有

一杯咖啡是由一個非常可靠的咖啡機器所做出來，另外一杯則不是。這裡我們要提

問的是，這杯由非常可靠的咖啡機器所做出來的咖啡，會不會因為它是由這個可靠

的過程所製作出來，而使得我們對於這杯咖啡的價值予以提升呢？很明顯的，如果

11 這裡對於傳統價值問題與當代「淹沒難題」的討論，更詳細的內容請參考拙著〈什麼是德
性知識論？本質問題與價值問題〉。 

12 Linda Zagzebski是第一個提出「淹沒難題」的哲學家。她最先提出這個難題時，主要是針
對當時的可靠論者的理論而發，請參見 Virtues of the Mind: An Inquiry into the Nature of 
Virtue and the Ethical Foundations of Knowledge (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1996)。 



我們已經評價這兩杯咖啡是一樣好的咖啡時，我們並不會因為後來知道其中一杯是

由可靠的機器所做成的，而賦予它更好、更高的評價。也就是說透過一個可靠咖啡

機器所製造出來的咖啡，並沒有賦予一杯被評價為很好的咖啡更多的價值，咖啡機

本身的可靠價值已經被一杯具有價值的咖啡（這個結果）所淹沒。 
以這個例子為基礎，我們可以進一步考量在當代知識論中可靠論者的主張究竟

會面對什麼難題。知識論中的可靠論者主張，只有透過可靠認知過程與機制所形成

的真信念，才足以成為所謂的知識。若是如此的話，由於知識並不等於真的信念，

而我們又認為知識比起僅僅只是真的信念還要有價值，那麼這個知識的額外價值勢

必是由「可靠的信念形成機制」所添加。但是如果知識的主要追求目標是真信念，

一旦我們有了真信念，當我們把它拿來和「僅僅只是真的信念」相比較，它們之間

是一樣有價值的，作為知識的真信念所透過的「可靠的信念形成機制」，並沒有賦

予這個真信念額外的價值，也就是原本我們認為「可靠的信念形成過程與機制」所

能添加的價值，已經被「真信念」這個結果所淹沒。如果這個淹沒難題可以成立的

話，那麼可靠論所主張的「知識」本身（也就是由一個可靠過程與機制所獲得的真

信念），似乎並沒有比「僅僅只是真的信念」更有價值，這個結果非常違反我們對

知識價值的直覺。所以，「淹沒難題」如果成立的話，可靠論做為一種知識的理論，

就會在這個價值問題上難以立足，也因此無法為知識本質的問題，提供一個令人滿

意的回答。 
Zagzebski所利用的咖啡的例子，可以指出：把「知識」當作「真信念再加上透

過可靠的信念形成過程」這個想法，其實是沒有什麼作用的，也就是這種可靠論的

主張其實並沒有真正回應價值難題。但是如果這個「淹沒難題」的論證可以威脅可

靠論的話，它也可以威脅到其他類似的知識理論。因為，可靠論對知識的定義，其

實正好吻合上述「知識等於真信念加上“x”」（“Knowledge = True Belief + x”）這種
定義的形式，其中“x”對可靠論來說就是所謂「可靠的信念形成過程」。這裡的「淹
沒難題」所提出來的論證，就是要指出，不論我們用什麼來取代“x”的位置，當我們
獲得了真信念之後，“x”的價值就會被淹沒，最後，知識似乎和僅僅只是真信念一樣，
並沒有更多餘的價值。讓我把其中的推理型態，再加以條列如下： 

 
（1）因為知識的目標在於真理，但知識又不等於僅僅只是真的信念（而且在

 Gettie 之後，知識也不等於證成的真信念），知識應該是真信念加上“x”
（不論“x”指的是什麼，只要它能夠讓真信念提升到知識的地位）。
（Post-Gettier的 知識本質之宣稱） 



（2）不管“x”指的是什麼，“x”的目的在於獲得真信念這個根本的目標。（工具
與目標之區別） 

（3）知識比起僅僅只是真信念還要有價值。（價值宣稱） 
（4）“x”的價值在於帶出真信念這個根本的目標。 
（5）當獲得了真信念的價值之後，“x”的價值就會被淹沒。（價值傳遞的單向

 性） 
（6）所以，如果知識等於真信念加上“x”，知識並沒有比僅僅只是真信念還要

有價值。 
（7）但是（3）與（6）是不一致的。 
（8）究竟是什麼使得知識（比起僅僅只是真信念）更有價值？（淹沒難題） 

 
針對以上的價值難題，目前知識論的主流之中有兩個理論也許可以用來面對或

解決這個困難。第一個是由 Tim Williamson所提出的「知識優先」這個觀點所構成
的理論，價值問題在這個進路中似乎失去了它的立足點，因為「知識優先」這個宣

稱基本上並不認為信念是構成知識的基本條件或構成要素，也因此它並不要求真信

念是它所要追求的根本目標。換言之，知識（作為一種心靈狀態本身）具有其自身

的價值，並且也可以為其他的事物帶來價值，例如知識與行動之間的關係，就是一

個很好的證據（也許還有其他更多、更好的例子）。無論如何，這種處理價值難題

的作法本質上是一種消極的作法，它只避免了（或消解了）這個難題，而並沒有真

正的解決其中的困難（當然有可能Williamson也許根本不在乎這個困難，或者不認
為它是個難題）。如果我們認為知識是有價值得，而且價值難題是個真正的困難，

那麼「知識優先」的進路也許並不是我們最好的選項。13 
另外一個和「知識優先」一樣熱門的知識理論，就是採取由 Sosa首先提出德性

知識論的進路所構成的理論，這也是本文所探討的焦點所在。價值難題在這個理論

面前，似乎失去了它原本具備的威脅力與挑戰性，因為知識在這個理論架構下被視

為「適切的信念」（而不再是真信念加上“x”），因此知識比起僅僅只是真信念還要
有價值的原因，就在於適切信念比真信念還要有價值（適切信念強調真信念的形成，

13 有關 Tim Williamson的「知識優先」想法與觀點，主要來自於他 Knowledge and Its Limits
這本書的討論。德性知識論與「知識優先」這兩個進路之間當然⬀在著許多有趣的對比，

也是兩個彼此競爭的知識理論。我們也許還很難斷定兩者之間最後的優劣勝㓿，但是針對

知識的價值問題，德性知識論確實有比「知識優先」這個主張，更具有正面的回應與積極

解決的方式。 



是因為認知主體展現了他熟練與良好的認知能力與智德）。智能與智德的價值並不

會因為真信念的出現而被淹沒，因為「適切的信念」所要求的，並不僅只是真信念，

它也要求形成真信念的認知主體展現出他熟練與良好的智能與智德，更重要的是，

它強調真信念的形成「是因為」主體展現了他的智能與智德。所以，就這個主張來

看，德性知識論似乎更積極正面地回應了價值難題，也似乎有效地解決了其中的困

難（同時包括柏拉圖以來傳統的價值難題與當代的淹沒難題）。 
如果故事就在這裡結束，那麼我們不僅對於知識的本質有了新的定義，我們也

解決了知識的價值難題，那麼德性知識論就某個意義上來說，似乎就太完美了。然

而，就如同我在第一部份討論時所提出的，為了真正能夠解決 Gettier難題，Sosa必
須區分動物知識與反省知識，才能面對與避免Gettier式的反例再度出現，也因此 Sosa
的德性知識論必須面臨新的本質問題的挑戰，也就是要釐清並說明究竟反省知識的

本質何在。除此之外，Sosa也在這個區分之中加入了他的價值判斷，主張反省知識
比起動物知識還要具有知態的價值。針對這個價值的宣稱，我還要繼續論證並指出，

Sosa也將同時面對新的價值難題，也就是他必須釐清與解釋為什麼反省知識比起動
物知識還要有價值，或者更簡單來說，他必須回答「究竟反省知識的價值何在？」

這個價值問題。 
為了凸顯與論證⬀在於 Sosa德性知識論中的新價值難題，我的論證策略準備採

取兩種不同的型態：第一種型態是依循傳統的價值難題與當代的淹沒難題的推理模

式，針對「反省知識」的價值，質疑究竟是什麼使得它具有價值，特別是比起動物

知識的價值來說。第二種型態是使用幾種不同類型的反例，用來證明「反省知識並

不總是比動物知識還要有價值」，當然，如果我的證明是合法的，那麼我們還是要

質疑究竟是什麼使得反省知識具有價值。以下讓我依序分別加以論證。 

㆒、第㆒種論證型態：新價值難題（傳統的進路與當㈹的進路） 

首先，讓我們追隨蘇格拉底（在柏拉圖的《美諾》篇中）的步伐，檢視⬀在於

Sosa德性知識論中的新價值難題。一開始，我們應該先問：為什麼反省知識是有價
值的？是什麼使得反省知識具有價值？但是為什麼回答這些問題會是個難題呢？ 

如果我們都同意在動物知識與反省知識之間有所區別，直覺上我們似乎也該同

意（如同 Sosa所建議的）反省知識比起僅僅只是動物的知識還要有價值，那麼來自
於蘇格拉底相似的挑戰就會出現，也就是動物知識似乎和反省知識具有相同的實踐

價值——一個人具有「通往到達 Larrisa之路」的動物知識（運用第一序認知能力所



獲得的適切信念），和一個人具有「通往到達 Larrisa之路」的反省知識（運用第二
序反省認知能力所獲得的適切信念），這兩個人實際上都能提供相同的服務（同樣

地，他們都能正確的引導我們到達 Larrisa這個地方）。我們從蘇格拉底的挑戰所看
到的困難在於：我們直覺上認為反省知識具有比動物知識更高的知態地位與知態價

值，我們該如何解釋這個屬於反省知識的額外價值呢？這個屬於德性知識論中的新

價值難題，也可以透過以下的推理加以突顯出來： 

 
（1）動物知識和反省知識之間是有所區別的。（Sosa知識本質的宣稱） 
（2）反省知識比起僅僅只是動物知識更具有價值。（Sosa的知識價值宣稱） 
（3）一個具有「通往到達 Larrisa 之路」動物知識的人，和一個具有「通往到

達 Larrisa 之路」反省知識的人，實際上都能提供相同的服務。（追隨蘇
格拉底的挑戰） 

（4）究竟是什麼使得反省知識更具有價值？（新價值難題） 

 
對於這個針對德性知識論所提出的新價值難題，似乎有個直接而簡單的答覆，

也就是：反省知識仍然享有一個比起動物知識還要高的知態地位，因為它在形成真

信念的過程之中，展現了一些「反省」（第二序的認知能力）的智德，而這種能力

是在動物知識中所不具備的（在動物知識形成真信念的過程中僅僅使用了第一序的

認知機置）。隨著運用這個第二序反省認知的機置，而使我們獲得的真信念，因此

可以在知態上使認知主體獲得更有價值的知識（比起動物知識而言），或者最後甚

至可以獲得最高階層的「完好之知」。然而，就如同我在上一個章節已經指出，我

們對於反省知識的本質，尚有許多需要釐清之處，我們不清楚反省知識究竟能提供

什麼樣的「知態昇揚」？我們也不清楚反省知識（特別是「反省」這個第二序的認

知能力）如何能在動物知識之外，提供更可靠或更有（知態）價值的認知功能？而

且如果依據 Sosa對於反省知識的定義來看，它不同於動物知識（第一序適切信念）
主要的重點，在於它是對這個第一序的適切信念加以適切的反省，藉以有意識地關

照這個第一序的適切信念，而形成所謂的「適切的關注適切信念」。如果反省知識

只是對適切信念加以適切的關照（或者再加上認知主體的自主性與自律性），而沒

有任何其他認知上的功能或意義，也就是它只是用來幫助照亮第一序的真信念之形

成，並達到所謂「適切信念」這個根本目標（我們的適切信念是在一種有意識的狀

態之下所形成），或者最終我們獲得了「知識」（「知識」等於「適切信念」），

那麼我們馬上就可以看到「淹沒難題」將獲再次出現在德性知識論中。 



我相信臺北 101 大樓曾經是世界最高的摩天大樓，這個信念不僅是真的，也是
適切的。它可以是我第一序適切的信念（也就是我的動物知識），因為這個信念是

真的，而且我形成這個真信念的過程是透過我第一序的認知能力所致，包括我親眼

目睹過臺北 101 大樓，我從其他的證詞（包括電視、專家與網路訊息）獲知它的高
度，並獲知它（做為一棟摩天大樓）在當時的高度是世界第一，也許再加上其他第

一序的認知能力，最後我形成了臺北 101 大樓曾經是世界最高的摩天大樓這個真信
念。現在，我要如何使這個第一序的適切信念提升它的知態地位？我要透過什麼第

二序的反省機制，才能使原來只是所謂的動物知識變得更好、更有價值？有意識的

關照？還是謹慎的思慮？多一點時間思索、反省、和沈思，或者一而再、再而三的

進行確認？我認為這裡我們應該認真地探詢，到底反省知識的重點在哪裡？為什麼

除了獲得動物知識之外，我們還要需要追求反省知識？反省知識到底能帶給我們什

麼特殊的知態價值？如果最後我們只是要一再確認我們確實獲得了有關「臺北 101
大樓曾經是世界最高的摩天大樓」這個適切的信念（不只是真信念而以），那麼不

管我們在反省知識中運用了什麼第二序的認知機制，最後當我們獲得了「臺北 101
大樓曾經是世界最高的摩天大樓」這個適切的信念之後，所有第二序認知能力與智

德的價值都將被這個適切的信念所淹沒。這就是出現在德性知識論中的「淹沒難

題」！我們也可以把其中推理過程，再一次清楚的條列出來： 
（1）反省知識（或者適切的關注適切信念）並不僅僅只是動物知識。（Sosa

知識本質的宣稱） 
（2）不論第二序的反省機制或認知能力（稱它為“x”）是什麼（這個第二序的

認知能力是用來適切的關照第一序適切信念，並進行知態昇揚），“x”的
目的是用來達到獲致適切信念（或知識）這個根本的目標。（工具與目標

之區別） 
（3）反省知識比起動物知識還要有價值（Sosa的知識價值宣稱） 
（4）“x”的價值在於帶出適切信念（或知識）這個根本的目標。 
（5）當我們獲得適切信念的價值之後（確認我們獲得了適切信念），“x”的價

值就會被淹沒。（價值傳遞的單向性） 
（6）所以，如果反省知識是指適切的關照適切信念，它並不會比僅僅只是適切

的信念（動物知識）還要有價值。 
（7）但是（3）和（6）是不一致的。 
（8）究竟是什麼使得反省知識（比起僅僅只是動物知識）更有價值？（德性知

識論的淹沒難題） 



㆓、第㆓種論證型態：完好之知作為㆒種完美技能的專業表現（skillful 
expertise） 

即使允許在動物知識與反省知識之間是有所區別的，而且也同意反省知識似乎

比動物知識還要有價值，我們仍然可以從另外一個角度來質疑 Sosa德性知識論對於
價值問題的看法。這一次我們的策略並不單就「反省知識本身的價值何在」這個問

題著手，而將專注於反省知識與動物知識之間的比較，提出「反省知識總是比動物

知識更具有價值（並享有更高的知態地位）嗎？」這個問題，做為我們深入反省的

標的。我將提出以下幾種不同類型的個例表現（performance），目的是用來證明一
件事：也就是，第一序的「動物」表現有時候也可以比第二序的「反省」表現還要

有價值。這些表現之中，同時也包括所謂的認知表現（一種形成信念的認知活動），

所以，這也將幫助我們更進一步證明：第一序的信念形成認知表現（動物知識），

有時候會比第二序的信念形成認知表現（反省知識）還要有（知態）價值。如果我

的證明是有效的，那麼「反省知識總是比動物知識還要有價值」這個直覺就會產生

動搖；而且如果這個推理是可以接受的，那麼我們也可以繼續在結論中提出「究竟

是什麼使得反省知識（比起僅僅只是動物知識）更有價值？」這個質疑。德性知識

論的新價值難題於是再度出現！ 
個例㆒ 

在中國哲學的道家思想中，莊子在他的內七篇之一的《養生主》中，提到了一

個有關「庖丁解牛」的著名故事（也可以視為一段有關技能與道的隱喻故事）。這

個故事大致的描述如下： 

庖㆜為文惠君解牛，手之所觸，肩之所倚，足之所履，膝之所踦，砉然嚮

然，奏刀騞然，莫不㆗音。合於桑林之舞，乃㆗經首之會。文惠君曰：「譆，

善哉！技蓋㉃此乎﹖」庖㆜釋刀對曰：「臣之所好者道也，進乎技矣。始

臣 之解牛之時，所見旡非〔全〕牛者。㆔年之後，未嘗見全牛也。方今

之時，臣以神遇而不以目視，官知止而神欲行。依乎㆝理，批大卻、導大

窾，因其固然，技經肯綮之未嘗，而況大軱乎！良庖歲更刀，割也；族庖

㈪更刀，折也；今臣之刀㈩㈨年矣，所解數千牛矣，而刀刃若新發於硎。

彼節者㈲閒，而刀刃者無厚；以無厚入㈲閒，恢恢乎其於遊刃必㈲餘㆞矣。

是以㈩㈨年而刀刃若新發於硎。雖然，每㉃於族，吾見其難為，怵然為戒，

視為止，行為遲。動刀甚微，謋然以解，如㈯委㆞。提刀而立，為之㆕顧，



為之躊躇滿志，善刀而藏之。（莊子，《養生主》） 

如果我們把這個庖丁解牛的故事當作一種「表現」來看，它是一個有關主廚或

屠夫解牛技藝的表現，庖丁知道如何屠宰並支解一整頭牛的專業表現。庖丁在這個

故事中的專業解牛技術已經達到出神入化的境界，他的完美技能表現獲得了文惠君

的極力賞識，做為一個主廚或屠夫，庖丁展現了這個專業中最熟練與最完美的技能

（adroit and competent skill）。但是，依據 Sosa對於表現的分類，我們應該將庖丁
的解牛行動當作是第一序的動物表現，還是第二序的反省表現？如果我們把這種解

牛的工作也當作一種專業的知識來看待，究竟庖丁在這個例子中擁有的是動物知識

還是反省知識？依據這個故事本身，庖丁在一開始還是個新手的時候，當他屠宰一

頭牛，他必需仔細地看著整頭牛，然後再小心翼翼的把牛加以支解成塊。過了幾年

之後，他已經累積相當的經驗，透過不斷地反省他的表現，掌握他對牛的理解，並

能夠善加控制運用他的知覺與動作，使他解牛技能的表現不斷的精進與改善。  現
在，庖丁的技巧已經到達「出神入化」與「游刃有餘」的境界，既不需目視，也不

需反省，每一個動作都是如此自然、直覺、與完美，我們可以說庖丁對於解牛的技

能之知已經臻於「完好之知」，他可以稱得上是一位具有完美技能的專家。這樣的

知識與技能表現，如果把它視為反省知識或第二序的反省表現，似乎並不是恰當的

歸類，畢竟現在庖丁的表現與反應，是如此的直接與自動，是不經反省的自然表現，

是不需深思熟慮的立即反應，也是無須加以意識的當下直覺。唯一最好的解釋與歸

類，似乎庖丁解牛的專業技能表現，又回歸到一種「不需反省」的第一序動物知識

或表現，而這種動物知識在專業技能的表現上，是比反省知識更好、更有價值的知

識與表現。所以，我們有了第一個例子（「知道如何解牛」的表現）來證明，反省

知識未必比動物知識還要更有價值。 
個例㆓ 

接下來讓我們考慮一個有關消防隊救火的例子，這是一個來自於 Gary Klein的
報導：14 

在㆒個住宅區裡㈲㆒棟㆒層樓的房子發生了㆒個㆒般住宅的㈫災。㈫發生

在房內的後面，在廚房的區域。消防隊的隊長帶領著他的消防隊員進入建

築物，直往屋內前進，開始對著㈫噴㈬，但是㈫勢卻不斷㆞朝著他們反撲

回來。消防隊長心想：「奇怪！」噴㈬應該對㈫勢㈲㆒些作用。於是他們

14 本文引用此例，主要來自於 Holton（2009）一書之中的討論。 



設法再試㆒次，結果還是㆒樣。他們退後了幾步，重新整頓㆒㆘。然後這

個隊長開始覺得好像㈲點不對勁。他並沒㈲任何線索，他只是覺得不該繼

續待在這個房子裡，所以他命令他的隊員撤退，立刻離開這棟建築——㆒

棟沒㈲什麼㈵別不同、相當㆒般的建築物。就在這群消防隊離開退出這棟

建築的同時，他們剛剛站立的㆞板立刻垮了㆘去。如果他們還留在屋內的

話，他們都將葬身於㈫海之㆗。（Holton, 2009: 62-63） 

在這則報導中，消防隊隊長的表現，做為一位消防隊員來說也展現了他的專業

的技能，他的經驗與專業知識證明他是一位十分優秀的消防隊員。他能夠做出正確

的判斷，適時地命令他的隊員撤離火場，並因此而拯救了所有隊員的生命。但是，

在這個情境下，這位消防隊隊長所表現出來的專業能力與知識，究竟應該歸屬於第

一序的動物知識或表現，還是第二序的反省知識或表現？可以確定的是，這位消防

隊長知道在適當的時候，做出正確的判斷，下達適時的命令，而這個近乎完美的反

應，這位隊長並沒有任何線索讓他加以反省，他也沒有時間來進行深思熟慮，他只

能依賴他在這個危險處境中所感覺到的一切，憑著他的「直覺」，一種未經反省的

認知表現，然後立即做出反應，採取行動。他的表現就像一位具有完美技能的專家，

一位具有專業技能的消防隊員。如果直覺與感覺是這位消防隊長在做出判斷與命令

時，主要的認知機置表現，那麼這個表現應該被視為第一序的認知表現，而這個表

現比起第二序的反省表現還要有價值，是個更好的表現。如果這個表現也代表著這

位消防隊長的專業知識，那麼我們還可以進一步說，他的這個動物知識比起反省知

識還要有價值。我們於是又有另外一個個例，可以用來證明第一序的動物知識或表

現，可以超越第二序的反省知識或表現，並且比它還要好、還要有價值。 
個例㆔ 

還有一個例子是來自於Bernard Williams的「一念過多」（“one thought too many”）
的想法，這個例子不同於前面兩個屬於專業表現的個例（庖丁解牛與消防隊長），

是屬於道德表現（或行動）的範疇。透過這個例子的對比，也許有助於更進一步幫

我們強化論證的效力，更有助於認清「價值難題」（或新價值難題）也許也會在其

他領域（例如倫理學）帶來新的衝擊。讓我們繼續使用 Williams自己提出來的例子，
加以說明我所要論證的重點： 

假設㈲個㊚㆟遇到其他兩個㆟正處於危險的處境，而這個㊚㆟可以輕而易

舉㆞拯救其㆗㆒㆟，甚㉃兩㆟，而這兩個㆟之㆗，其㆗㈲㆒個是他㉂己的



太太。這㊚㆟應該先救哪㆒個㆟呢？而他是依據什麼來決定呢？（我們在

採取行動前應該先評估結果或功利？或者我們在作決定之前應該順從某

些道德規則或原理？） 

Williams 試圖利用這個例子，論證並反駁倫理學當中的義務論或者結果論的主
張，他認為這些主張在本質上都蘊含著以下的想法：假使這位解救者（這個男人）

最後選擇先拯救他自己的太太，一個合理化這位解救者的選擇方式，就是要透過適

當的道德原理，也就是基於某些道德規則（這其中可能包含著某些複雜的因素與選

擇的條件或背景），使得這個男人做出正確的選擇或決定，也使得這個選擇成為道

德上可以接受的表現。無論如何 Williams認為這些宣稱或想法都會導致這個解救者
犯了「一念過多」的弊病：也許有些人會希望（例如他自己的太太），他的選擇或

行動的動機是來自於他的太太，也就是他之所以先拯救他太太的理由並不是因為這

是道德上許可的，也不是因為這會使他獲得最大的利益，而是因為他先拯救的人就

是他自己的太太，是他太太本身，促使他採取這個行動。（Williams, 1982: 17-18）
所以，如果Williams的觀點是正確的，在類似像救人這種道德表現（特別是解救自
己的太太這樣的例子），援救者的道德性為、選擇、或決定如果是基於他的自動自

發或自然的回應，比起如果他是基於謹慎的考量或計算道德的原理或功利的結果，

前者似乎比起後者還要具有道德的價值，也會是個比較好的道德表現。救援者的第

一序道德表現（一種自動自然的反應），比起他的第二序反省的道德表現（「一念

過多」），前者是更好的道德表現。當然，如果這種道德表現本身也蘊含著某些道

德知識，那麼第一序的道德動物知識比起第二序的道德反省知識還要有價值。 
個例㆕ 

最後，再考慮一個例子。這個例子是有關「心算」的表現，是一種不透過任何

外在的計算工具，並且只憑藉著人的大腦的算數計算方式。這個例子可能是目前所

有四個例子中，最能表現一種人的認知功能的例子，也可以算是最能代表屬於

「knowing-that（知道如此）」（而不僅只是「knowing-how（知道如何）」）的命
題知識。它可以用來說明形成信念的適切性問題，因為這種心算的表現不僅需要針

對類似「x + y = z」這種算式做出精準正確的回答，也需要表現出心算者的熟練技巧
與心算能力，更重要的是，在許多場合之中（特別是心算的競賽）它還需要心算者

既快速又正確的形成信念，回答計算等式中要求的答案。心算的最完美表現（當然

特別是在比賽的過程中），總是要求心算者在心中迅速地計算，甚至沒有任何反省

或猶豫的時間，就要立即給出正確的答案。對於一個具有完美心算技能的專家而言，



為了確保答案的精準性，反省或反省知識的形成有時候也許有助於改善心算的技巧

或能力，但是終究來說，「反省」很有可能反而是阻礙這種心算表現（達到最頂尖

的專業表現）的一個致命功能，也就是一個完美的心算表現，或者要成為這個領域

中頂尖的表現者，立即與不經反省的自動計算過程可能才是最好的表現，深思熟慮

與費時過多的心算過程，反而會傷害這個表現（作為一種專業的技能）自身的價值

與地位。因此，這個例子又幫助我們說明，第二序反省的認知表現未必總是比第一

序的（未經反省）認知表現還要有價值，這種心算的知識（由大腦計算而形成的算

式信念），第一序的動物知識反而比第二序的反省知識還要好。 
為了總結以上提出的四個例子，並串連出其中的共同關連性，我想要利用一個

用來描述思想過程的模型——一般稱為二元過程的模型（ the dual-process 
model）——藉以說明我所要證明的重點。這個模型是由二元過程理論所提出，進一
步被 Daniel Kahneman 加以詮釋並應用在心理學的領域中。在本文所使用的二元過
程模型的版本，來自於 Richard Holton 的㔀述方式。在他最近的一本著作 Willing, 
Wanting, Waiting中，Holton設法區別「經由我們自己的選擇所執行的行動」與「未
經選擇的行動」兩者之間的差異。他認為這個區別建議了某種二階的系統（two-level 
system）。第一階——一般稱為系統 I——是屬於一種以啟發式為基礎的自動回應系
統，這種回應一般是很快速的、直覺的、認知上很經濟的、範圍上很有限的。這個

系統的反應，通常我們只要挑出一點線索，就會立即做出回應。第二階——所謂的

系統 II——是一種具有意識的考量與深思熟慮的選擇：它通常顯得緩慢、費力、耗
時、但是卻較有彈性。 

Holton 還特別強調，即使那些屬於比較自動的行動，也可以被納入仔細的考
量，並加以有意識地控制。同樣地，一開始需要透過系統 II所加以控制的行動或活
動，也可以變得很自動化，只要該行動的主體變得越來越有經驗，越來越熟悉他所

執行的行動（例如開車就是一個很好的例子）。Holton 主張，一般而言，這兩個系
統被當作兩種極端不同與相互對立的系統，實際上它們更像是兩個具有連續性的系

統（由系統 I延伸到系統 II，再由系統 II返回系統 I）。15  
現在我們應該可以很明顯的看出，Holton 對於行動或表現所提出的兩個系統，

就像 Sosa區別動物知識（或表現）與反省知識（或表現）之間的差別。動物知識或
第一序的認知表現，就像系統 I 一樣，是一種快速、自動、或直覺的認知表現；而
反省知識或第二序的反省認知表現，則像系統 II一樣，是需要深思熟慮、謹慎思考、

15 請參考 Holton在 Willing, Wanting, Waiting這本書中的詳細討論（p.54）。 



費時耗力的認知過程。所以如果我們把這個二元過程或二階系統應用到上述提到的

四個個例，我們可以歸結出：庖丁解牛的完美表現、消防隊長對於危險環境的快速

反應、解救者「一念過多」的道德表現、與心算者的快速計算技能，都是屬於系統 I
的行動或表現，它們都是一種自動、直覺、與當下立即（simultaneous）的反應與能
力。當然，這四種專業表現的個例也許都曾經經歷過長時間訓練與培養的過程，也

就是必須經歷一般所謂系統 II的行動與歷程，或者所謂第二序反省認知能力的養成
習慣，並要求執行行動的主體能深入地反省、仔細的思考與慎重的選擇。但是，如

果這些個例中的專業與表現想要變成該專業的頂尖專家或優秀人才，透過系統  II
所控制沈思與反省的過程，必須要轉化成自動、直覺與自然的行動表現（就像透過

系統 I 所表現出來的行動過程）。藉由這些系統描述的例子，我們可以發覺：反省
知識（由系統 II所產生的表現）並不見得總是會比動物知識（由系統 I所產生出來
的表現）享有更高的知態或道德地位，也不見得會是更好與更有價值的認知或道德

表現。所以，現在可以對我所採取的第二個策略，提出論證的結論，它的推理過程

可以依序簡述如下： 

 
（1）知識比起僅僅只是真信念還要好（Sosa 的理論已經證明獲得適切性這個

目標比起僅僅只是獲得真這個目標還要好）。（價值宣稱） 
（2）適切的關注適切的信念（反省知識）又比僅僅只是適切的信念（動物知識）

還要好。（Sosa的價值宣稱） 
（3）Holton 的二階系統可以用來對比 Sosa 的動物知識（如同系統 I）與反省

知識（如同系統 II）的區別。 
（4）建立在許多專業的個例上，在系統 I運作之下的表現可以比在系統 II 控

制之下的表現還要好、還要有價值。（上述個例一到個例四） 
（5）反省知識並不總是比動物知識還要好。 
（6）究竟是什麼使得反省知識更有價值？（Sosa德性知識論的新價值難題） 

肆、結論 

本文聚焦於 Sosa的德性知識論，一開始我們探究⬀在於動物知識與反省知識這
個區別中的諸多問題，主要的問題包括：反省知識的本質究竟是什麼？「反省」這

個概念的意義何在？究竟我們為什麼要形成反省知識（我們獲得反省知識的重點何



在）？這些其實都是針對「反省知識」的本質難題所提出的一連串問題。這些問題

很自然地把我們進一步引領到有關「反省知識」的價值難題，如果我們接受動物知

識與反省知識之間的區別，直覺上我們也會認為反省知識比起動物知識還要有價

值，但是究竟是什麼使得反省知識具有知態上更高的地位與價值呢？本文的策略是

透過兩個不同的論證型態，一方面追隨傳統以來價值問題（與淹沒難題）的推理形

式，論證反省知識似乎和動物知識具有相同的實踐價值；另一方面透過一些專業的

完美技能展示與表現，論證反省知識未必總是比動物知識更有價值。這兩個型態的

論證最後都指向同一個結論，也就是 Sosa所提出的「反省知識」⬀在著新的價值難
題。 

最後還有兩個附加重點需要在結論中加以提出，一方面是為了避免不必要的誤

解，另一方面是為了提供面對「反省知識」的本質問題與價值問題的一個前瞻視野。 
首先，雖然本文同時提出了⬀在於 Sosa德性知識論中的本質難題與價值難題，

特別是⬀在於反省知識中的諸多難題，但是這並不意謂著作者的立場根本上反對

Sosa對於動物知識與反省知識的區分。作者基本上仍然傾向於接受動物知識與反省
知識的區別，甚至接受「完好之知」作為一種同時超越反省知識與動物知識的最高

階層知識。作者在本文所提出的批判與質疑，是為了要促成對於「反省知識」的再

反省，也就是作者認為 Sosa與他的追隨者都有義務要對「反省知識」本身，進行更
進一步的解釋與釐清，對於「什麼是反省知識的意義」與「究竟反省知識能夠為我

們的認知成就些什麼」這兩個問題，提出更令人滿意的回答。 
其次，先前作者已經指出，一般哲學家大都忽略 Sosa所提出的「完好之知」，

而只專注於動物知識與反省知識之間的差別。當然，「完好之知」的出現，勢必同

時也將面對本質問題與價值問題的挑戰，我們需要更進一步說明完好之知與反省知

識之間又有什麼差別，甚至還要說明完好之知如何同時超越反省知識與動物知識的

知態地位，並享有最高的知態價值。完好之知的出現，也許表面上使得整個 Sosa的
德性知識論圖像更加複雜化，但是如果仔細深究，完好之知也許是拯救 Sosa德性知
識論最好的一個出路，特別是用來回答價值難題時，完好之知剛好可以解釋專業的



完美技能之表現。這個重點是本文結束的終點，也是下一個研究的起點！16 
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Abstract: There are two important tenets of (Ernest Sosa’s) virtue 
epistemology: one is the idea that knowledge is apt belief, the other is 
the claim that there is a distinction between animal knowledge and 
reflective knowledge. The approach of virtue epistemology helps us find 
a way out to both of the Gettier problem and the value problem (in its 
traditional version and its contemporary counterpart), both problems 
have been bothering epistemologists in the field for long time. 
Unfortunately, I will point out and argue in this paper, if we follow this 
approach, we will face a new nature problem as well as a new value 
problem of knowledge. Both of the problems come from some 
reflections on the alleged reflective knowledge deeply seated in Sosa's 
virtue epistemology. 
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In this paper, we defend the claim that reflective knowledge is necessary for extended knowledge. We begin by 

examining a recent account of extended knowledge provided by Palermos and Pritchard (2013). We note a weakness 

with that account and a challenge facing theorists of extended knowledge. The challenge that we identify is to articulate 

the extended cognition condition necessary for extended knowledge in such a way as to avoid counterexample from 

revamped Careless Math Student and Truetemp cases. . We consider but reject Pritchard's (2012) epistemological 

disjunctivism as providing a model for doing so. Instead we set out an account of reflection informed by Confucianism 

and dual-process theory. We make the case that reflective knowledge offers a way of overcoming the challenge 

identified. We show why such knowledge is necessary for extended knowledge, while building on Sosa's (2012) account 

of meta-competence.  

 

Extended Knowledge 

 

A number of theorists have accounted for extended knowledge via the thesis of extended cognition 

thesis. (Palermos (2011), Palermos and Pritchard (2013), Pritchard (2010a,), and Vaesen (2011)).  

Extended cognition as a thesis denies that cognition must completely reside within a cogniser's head. 

(Clark and Chalmers (1998). The cogniser's body outside the brain sometimes plays a role integral 

to the cognitive process, or, as Palermos and Pritchard (2013, 110) put it, “literally speaking, with 
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respect to several cognitive operations, our bodies are part of our minds”. For example, an agent's 

use of her fingers may play an integral part in her performing a mathematical calculation. (Bender 

and Beller, 2012). However,  the thesis of extended cognition goes beyond this still, both 

figuratively and literally. According to defenders of extended cognition, it's not just the cogniser's 

body beyond the brain that can play an integral part in cognising, the world beyond the body itself 

may also do so. For example, the notebook of Otto, who is suffering from Alzheimer's disease, 

plays an integral role in his cognising about the location of the museum. The parity principle offers 

a basis for attributions of cognitive processes: 

 

If, as we confront some task, a part of the world functions as a process which, were it to 

go on in the head, we would have no hesitation in recognizing as part of the cognitive 

process, then that part of the world is (so we claim) part of the cognitive process (Clark 

and Chalmers 1998: 8). 

 

The moral drawn is that just as the body beyond the brain may play an integral part in cognising, so 

too may artefacts.1 

 

But how does this relate to epistemology and knowledge more specifically? The link is with the 

justificatory requirement for knowledge. Pritchard (2010a) and Palermos and Pritchard (2013, 110) 

link extended cognition to reliabilism, first process reliabilism and then virtue reliabilism. 

According to process reliabilism, “S knows that p, if and only if S's true belief is the product of a 

reliable belief-forming process”. (Palermos and Pritchard 2013). Process reliabilism doesn't exclude 

extended cognition. In fact, if a particular case of extended cognition is such as to meet the 

requirements of process relaibilism, then we'll have a ready account of when extended cognition 

                                                 
1 In fact, Palermos and Pritchard (2013, 110) hold that an agent's cognition might even extend to other agents with 

whom she interacts. 
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yields epistemic justification.  

 

We have reason, however, to reject process reliabilism as an account of epistemic justification. 

(Pritchard 2010a, Palermos and Pritchard 2013). There are a number of counterexamples in the 

literature that process reliabilism appears ill-equipped to handle in that process reliabilism yields 

intuitively the wrong results. Consider the following cases:  

 

Serendipitous Brain Lesion  

Suppose that S has a rare brain lesion, one effect of which is to reliably cause the true belief 

that one has a brain lesion. Even if the process is perfectly reliable, it seems wrong that one 

can come to have knowledge that one has a brain lesion on this basis. (Greco 2010: 149). 

 

Careless Math Student  

Suppose that S is taking a math test and adopts a correct algorithm for solving a problem. But 

suppose that S has no understanding that the algorithm is the correct one to use for this 

problem. Rather, S chooses it on a whim, but could just as well have chosen one that is 

incorrect. By hypothesis, the algorithm is the right one, and so using it to solve the problem 

constitutes a reliable process. It seems wrong to say that S thereby knows the answer to the 

problem, however. (Greco 2010: 149). 

 

John Greco (2010) cites the first two cases as providing motivation to move away from process 

reliabilism and to a virtue-based reliabilist approach. In these cases, the agent believes truly and 

believes from a reliable belief forming process. Intuitively these are not cases of knowing, and, as 

such, they appear to provide counterexamples to a process reliabilist account of knowledge. For 

Greco, the cases are cases of strange and fleeting processes. Greco argues that virtue reliabilism 
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avoids possible cases in which strange and fleeting processes are the cause of true beliefs reliably 

being produced. The moral that Greco draws is that the sort of reliable processes that are knowledge 

conducive are ones which are grounded in the agent’s cognitive abilities.2 Greco (2010: 150) holds 

virtue, of which ability is a species, to be such that it “must be stable across close possible worlds”. 

Greco's (2010) position is that knowledge is true belief because of ability.3  

 

There is disagreement, however, as to what strength to attribute to the ability requirement and how 

exactly to spell it out.4 Pritchard (2010a) and Palermos and Pritchard (2013) put the following 

weak cognitive ability (COGAweak) requirement forward as a necessary condition for knowledge:  

 

If S knows that p, then S's true belief that p is the product of a reliable belief-forming process, 

which is appropriately integrated within S’s cognitive character such that her cognitive 

success is to a significant degree creditable to her cognitive agency. (Pritchard 2010a, 136-7.) 

 

The authors point out that this requirement is compatible with cognition extending beyond the 

head.5 For cognition to qualify as cognitive ability, that cognition would have to be integrated in 

the right way into the relevant agent's cognitive character, as well as constitute a reliable belief-

forming process. As it stands, however, defenders of an extended cognition thesis already employ a 

requirement very much like the appropriate integration requirement. This requirement has 

sometimes been expressed as a coupling relationship. (Clark and Chalmers, 1998).6  The 

requirement is that for extended cognition to take place, the organismic agent must be properly 

integrated with an object (or subject) beyond that organismic agent. For example, giving a child a 
                                                 
2One might challenge the claim that knowledge can’t be gained from so called strange and fleeting processes. For such 

a challenge, see Goldman (2011).   
3 See Greco 2012 “A Different Virtue Epistemology” for an updated proposal. 
4 Elsewhere Pritchard (2012a) has argued that knowledge requires an anti-luck condition in addition to an ability 

condition. 
5 For an argument against a stronger version of the cognitive ability requirement, see Pritchard 2010a, and for a 

defense, see Kelp 2013. 
6 See Menary (2007) for an articulation of the requirement as “cognitive integration”.  
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thermometer who knows nothing about a thermometer, will not lead to extended cognition taking 

place. On the other hand, giving someone a thermometer who does know what it's for and how to 

use it may lead to extended cognition.     

 

Now, with all this in place we're in a position to set out the extended knowledge claim. An agent 

whose cognition is extended may gain knowledge on the basis of that extended cognition. Palermos 

and Pritchard (2013, 152) illustrate the claim with an example of someone coming to know the 

location of a satellite through the use of a telescope, writing that “the belief-forming process in 

virtue of which the subject formed his true belief is for the most part external to his organismic 

cognitive agency, it still counts as one of his cognitive abilities as it has been appropriately 

integrated within his cognitive character”. 

 

 

 

Virtue Reliabilism 

 

On the authors' account, an agent is in the running for knowledge if her belief is formed by an 

ability, a particular sort of reliable process. Reliabilist accounts represent the standard form of 

epistemic externalist accounts of epistemic justification. On the typical externalist view what 

matters for justification is that one's beliefs are reliably formed. In other words, what matters is that 

one's beliefs are hooked up to the world in a way that produces an abundance of true beliefs over 

false beliefs. For the virtue reliabilist, what's required is that the agent's beliefs be reliably formed 

from processes that are constitutive of an agent's abilities. What's going on in the mind of the agent 

need not be of importance, the agent needn't, say, have access to the basis for her belief, though the 

cognitive agent should be significantly creditable for the truth of her belief in cases in which that 
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agent has knowledge.  

 

As we shall see, an attractive feature of the account is that it appears well positioned to provide a 

virtue reliabilist account of testimonial knowledge.7 Consider the following case, originally from 

Lackey (2007) and reformulated by Pritchard (2010b: 40): 

 

Our protagonist, whom we will call “Jenny”, arrives at the train station in Chicago and, 

wishing to obtain directions to the Sears Tower, approaches the first adult passer-by that she 

sees. Suppose further that the person that she asks has first-hand knowledge of the area and 

gives her the directions that she requires. Intuitively, any true belief that Jenny forms on this 

basis would ordinarily be counted as knowledge. 

 

Pritchard (2010b: 41) further describes the case in a way that seems natural. Let's call the case with 

these further descriptions the Jenny case*. Pritchard writes that it is right to think that Jenny’s true 

belief is of some credit to her. After all, having arrived in the city and not knowing where one of the 

city’s famous sights is, asking someone how to get to that sight is the right kind of thing to do; and 

it’s not as if she would ask a young child, she asks adult, and she didn't ask one who obviously 

looked like a tourist. Furthermore, Jenny wouldn’t have believed the testifier she asked no matter 

what that testifier said. Had the testifier given Jenny directions while say trying to suppress sniggers, 

then Jenny wouldn’t have believed him. As well as how the testimony is delivered, what testimony 

is delivered, or in other words the content of the testimony, may also influence Jenny’s belief. If 

Jenny were told, upon asking how to get to the Sears Tower, to take the next train back to New York, 

then she wouldn’t have believed the testifier. If all this is right then it seems correct to say that 

Jenny’s true belief is of credit to her.  

                                                 
7 Palermos and Pritchard (2013) certainly take their account of extended knowledge to be able to handle cases of 

testimonial knowledge.  
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But now there's a problem. Recall the Careless Math Student case. The kind of things we say about 

the Jenny case* can be said about a Careless Math Student case*, but we don't think such a case is a 

case in which the protagonist is in the running for knowledge. 

 

That, as Greco (2010) puts it, “S has no understanding that the algorithm is the correct one to use 

for this problem”, doesn't imply that an internalist condition for knowledge is required, rather it 

indicates that S stumbles across the algorithm. For the case to do the work it’s intended to do, i.e. 

show that simple process reliabilism provides the wrong analysis of knowledge and that an ability 

condition, with ability implying reliability, is needed, then it must be the case that S believes the 

answer, even if he has just chosen the algorithm on a whim; perhaps he thinks he’s choosing 

according to a finely honed mathematical intuition but is in fact, as stated, choosing on a whim. 

Applying the algorithm, he believes the resulting answer he arrives at and that answer is arrived at 

in a reliable way – by using the correct algorithm. Despite S having a reliably formed belief as to 

the answer, he does not know the answer.  

 

The Careless Math Student case can be revamped so as to be analogous to the Jenny case*, 

Pritchard’s further description of the Jenny case, such that the contribution of the abilities of each to 

their respective beliefs is the same. First, even if the student chooses the algorithm on a whim, we 

can stipulate that he is somewhat discriminating; for example, he’s not going to believe that just any 

algorithm will do, he’ll be able to see if an algorithm is obviously suspect. Jenny is similarly 

discriminating; just as the student can spot an obviously suspect algorithm, so too Jenny has some 

idea what a suspect testifier looks like. Second, the student may give up on an algorithm on the 

basis of how it delivers the answer, say that when he sees what’s involved in applying the algorithm 

he may in some cases no longer believe it’s the right one, just as Jenny may not believe what the 
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testifier says on the basis of how the testimony is delivered. Third, just as the student may discard 

an algorithm if it yields an obviously incorrect answer, so too Jenny may disregard testimony if it’s 

obviously not correct.  

 

One response to the Careless Math Student case*, given its symmetry with the Jenny case* and a 

concern to get the right intuitive result in the Jenny case*, might be to say that the student does 

satisfy the ability condition and is so is in the running for knowledge. Even if the student exercises 

like abilities as Jenny, however, there is still plenty of room for him to end up believing truly a 

particular algorithm and the result it yields, without us having the intuition that his belief was 

produced by ability. His abilities only limit the range of what he might believe, it can't be said to 

have produced the particular belief that he has. The same goes for Jenny.8 When put like this, in 

neither the Jenny case* nor the Careless Math Student case*, does the COGAweak requirement 

appear to be satisfied. We, therefore, need an account that can give us the result that Jenny knows 

and that the Careless Math Student does not know. 

 

Christoph Kelp (2013: 269-270) has also made basically the same point, albeit by drawing on the 

Truetemp case and directing the point at Pritchard's account of knowledge. What I say about the 

Careless Math Student also applies to the Truetemp case. The Truetemp runs as follows:   

 

Suppose a person, whom we shall name Mr. Truetemp, undergoes brain surgery by an 

experimental surgeon who invents a small device which is both a very accurate thermometer 

and a computational device capable of generating thoughts. The device, call it a tempucomp, 

is implanted in Truetemp’s head so that the very tip of the device, no larger than the head of a 

                                                 
8 Think of a contestant on a quiz show answering a question with a multiple choice of answers who can rule out some 

answers on the basis of his ability. This ability to filter out and perhaps even have positive reasons to believe some 
of the answers needn’t be sufficient to know. Say if he rules out three of six possible answers, on the basis of his 
cognitive ability he may have no grounds for choosing one particular answer from the remaining three. If he does 
pick one of those three, believes the answer to be right, and it happens to be right, we wouldn’t say that he knows.    
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pin, sits unnoticed on his scalp and acts as a sensor to transmit information about the 

temperature to the computational system of his brain. This device, in turn, sends a message to 

his brain causing him to think of the temperature recorded by the external sensor. Assume that 

the tempucomp is very reliable, and so his thoughts are correct temperature thoughts. All told, 

this is a reliable belief-forming process. Now imagine, finally, that he has no idea that the 

tempucomp has been inserted in his brain, is only slightly puzzled about why he thinks so 

obsessively about the temperature, but never checks a thermometer to determine whether 

these thoughts about the temperature are correct. He accepts them unreflectively, another 

effect of the tempucomp. Thus, he thinks and accepts that the temperature is 104 degrees. It is. 

(Lehrer 1990, 163-164).          

 

A further worry, which we shall see is ultimately related, is that while there is a long-standing 

debate between defenders of epistemic externalism and epistemic internalism, Palermos and 

Pritchard's account of extended knowledge appears hitched to a particular controversial position in 

epistemology. This has the unfortunate dialectical consequence of making what they say about 

extended knowledge of less interest to those who deny epistemic externalism and seeming to make 

their account of extended knowledge dependent on epistemic externalism being true.    

 

In linking extended knowledge with epistemic externalism, as the authors do by defending the claim 

that the reliabilist ability condition has to be satisfied, the authors ignore or at least don't mention 

considerations that lend plausibility to epistemic internalism and pose a challenge to epistemic 

externalism. Translated into traditional epistemological terminology, the cognitive ability condition, 

which the authors regard as a necessary condition for knowledge, plays the role of the justification 

condition. So if an agent isn't exercising a cognitive ability, then that agent doesn't have a justified 

belief. Of course, this isn't an internalist conception of epistemic justification. Palermos and 
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Pritchard (2013) don't attempt to respond to the internalist in their paper. There is, therefore, work 

to be done to show whether and, if so, how internalism and extended knowledge might be 

compatible, and, relatedly, as we shall see, there is also work to be done to show that we can 

distinguish the Careless Math Student case* from the Jenny case* in the appropriate way.  

 

Fortunately there are resources available in the literature to help us with these tasks, and, to begin 

with, we need look no further than Pritchard's (2012b) epistemic disjunctivism. Pritchard (2012b) 

sets out an account of perceptual knowledge that attempts to reconcile externalist and internalist 

differences. His “core thesis”, as he describes it, runs as follows:  

 

In paradigmatic cases of perceptual knowledge an agent, S, has perceptual knowledge 

that Ѱ in virtue of being in possession of rational support, R, for her belief that Ѱ which 

is both factive (i.e., R's obtaining entails Ѱ) and reflectively accessible to S.  

 

That her rational support is factive satisfies an externalist requirement that she form her belief on 

the basis of a reliable process. What's more, given that she forms her belief on the basis of the 

rational support provided by a perceptual fact, she's forming her belief in a way that satisfies 

COGAweak. Finally, given that her rational support is reflectively accessible to her, her justification 

meets an internalist requirement for epistemic justification.  

 

Pritchard's motivation for the inclusion of this internalist requirement is that reflective accessibility 

saves the intuition that she can be held responsible for her belief and allows us to make sense of 

thinking of her belief as rational. As Pritchard (2012b, 14) points out, if we were to say that 

someone didn't have reflective access to what makes her belief rational, then it's mysterious why we 

would count the relevant belief as rational. Pritchard highlights that on his view one can have 
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rational support that is factive, which means that the target proposition is true. In the perceptual case 

it's the seeing that which makes one's belief both rational and true. Were the agent not to see that, 

though say what she did see was indistinguishable introspectively from the good case, then she 

wouldn't have the same rational basis for her belief as a person who does see that. (Pritchard 2012b, 

15).   

 

The promise of Pritchard's epistemic disjunctivism for our concern is that it could offer a way of 

accounting for extended knowledge in such a way as to reconcile epistemic externalism with 

epistemic internalism. A further promise, however, is that it looks like a useful point of distinction 

between the Jenny case* and the Careless Math Student case*; Jenny's belief enjoys factive rational 

support that is accessible to her, while in the Careless Math Student case* this is absent.  

 

The challenges of making this work, however, are obvious. Pritchard's epistemic disjunctivism is 

too modest, as it stands, for our purposes in that it is attempting to account for cases of perceptual 

knowledge, and paradigm cases of perceptual knowledge at that. The difficulty here is that cases of 

extended knowledge need not be cases of perceptual knowledge. Nevertheless, perhaps one could 

abstract from Pritchard's account so as to provide an epistemic disjunctivist account that handles all 

varieties of knowledge in a way that reconciles salient aspects of internalism and externalism. That 

this might be done is certainly a possibility to which Pritchard (2012b, 6-7) seems open. 

Nevertheless, it's not clear how this might be done and done in such a way that it'll apply to cases of 

knowledge as a class rather than just paradigm perceptual cases.  

 

Reflective Knowledge and Extended Knowledge 

 

Fortunately there is an account that can do this which is structurally similar to Pritchard's own 
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account. Elsewhere, we have developed our account of skilful reflection as an epistemic virtue.9 We 

argue for the plausibility of John Dewey's (1933) characterisation of reflection as “active, persistent, 

and careful consideration” while at the same time elaborating the conception of reflection that we 

find in the Analects of Confucius.10 Reflection, on this conception, has a retrospective component 

and a perspective component.11 The retrospective component involves looking backwards or into 

the past carefully. Such looking back elicits what has been learnt or believed when appropriate. In 

words, by looking back relevent lessons or beliefs come to the fore. The perspective component, in 

contrast, is forward looking; it is the disposition to think carefully ahead. In fact, to be a reflective 

person, and so possess both components, is to possess a virtue. The Chinese word “┬” is used for 

the first component while the Chinese word “ᛮ” is used for the latter component.12  

 

Confucius also addresses the relationship between reflection and learning: 'The Master said, 

“Learning without thought is labour lost; thought without learning is perilous.”' (Analects, “Wei 

Zheng”: 15). The thought here is that without learning, many desirable qualities of character or 

performance, moral as well as intellectual, will become defective. It is learning that gives 

appropriate direction to thought.13  

 

Confucian thought here is in keeping with the role of second-order cognition envisaged by 

Confucius in the virtuous agent.14 The superior man subjects the product of first-order cognition, 

such as sense perceptions and the fruits of cognitive inquiries, to careful scrutiny, though knowledge 

                                                 
9 This paper builds on the work done by Ernest Sosa (2011) on reflective knowledge. (Mi and Ryan 2016).  
10 For more on the Confucian conception of reflection, see Mi (2015).  
11 Interestingly, the distinct components of reflection identified by Confucius are identifiable in Descartes' Meditations. 

Descartes both looks back at when he was mistaken in the past, in order to avoid repeating such mistakes, and looks 
forward at what beliefs won't be found wanting in the future.  

12 For textual support of this interpretation of Confucius' conception of reflection, see (Analects, “Xue Er”: 4, “Gong 
Ye Chang”: 20, “Li Ren”: 17). 

13 Confucius gives six examples of the flaws that result from supposedly good qualities when combined with a lack of 
effort at learning. 

14 Note, however, that Confucius did not have the terminology of first-order and second-order.  
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is possible without such scrutiny. (Mi 2015). In fact, we find two different levels of knowledge in 

Confucian thought. The source of one is our sense-perceptions, everyday cognitive inquiry, or 

learning (without reflection) and the source of the other is the result of careful thinking and cautious 

examination directed at those sources. Thus we find a distinction between “recognising” or 

“identifying” (㆑ ▱) and “knowing” ( ), which maps on to a two orders of knowledge distinction – 

first-order and second-order knowledge.15  

   

Further elaboration of Confucian epistemological thought can be found in The Great Learning.16 

The Great Learning addresses not only the issue of reflection, but also the idea of “extended 

knowledge”.17 The text begins: “The way of great learning consists in the manifestation of 

manifesting virtue, in reaching out to others, in achieving ultimate goods.” Here we find an 

indication of the main themes of The Great Learning – reflection and extending knowledge. When 

both directions are followed in the right way we can achieve ultimate goods. 

 

The theme of The Great Learning is virtue of a second-order nature – reflection in particular. In the 

way to, or processes of, great learning, second-order virtue is claimed as a higher kind of virtue than 

first-order virtue. Relatedly, according to The Great Learning, it is second-order virtue that can 

allow us to start on the path to the achievement of the best kind of epistemic goods, such as 

understanding and wisdom. The Great Learning instructs us that we should begin with the 

comprehension of things. This means that we should, in a systematic way, take in a subject matter 

or information. Eventually this will allow us to correct our own mind through reflection, and so 

facilitate the strengthening of open-mindedness and intellectual fairness and cooperation with 

others.     

                                                 
15 This distinction also has a bearing on action, see Analects (“Shu Er”: 28), though as this is not the focus of our 

paper we will not discuss this here. For how the distinction bears on action, see Mi (2015).  
16 The interpretation of  The Great Learning discussed here is original. 
17 Aside from the Analects, there are three other texts that are commonly regarded as canonical in the Confucian 

tradition. The Great Learning is one such text. 
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The other theme of The Great Learning regards “extended knowledge”. The explicit theme is 

epistemic cooperation with others, which requires reflection and consensus. Consensus within a 

group ensures a peace or harmony, allowing a social unit to form and cooperation in learning to take 

place. Consensus therefore plays a crucial role on the way to great learning.18 

 

We elaborate the Confucian conception of reflection by way of a dual process theory hypothesis of 

skilful reflection. In other words, our account of skilful reflection is one that draws on the Type 1 

and Type 2 distinction found in the human cognition literature.19 (Mi and Ryan 2016). According to 

this account, Type 1 processes may be informed by reflection and reflective knowledge. For 

example, learning done by the paramedic or grandmaster chess player may allow her to see the 

significant features of a paramedical case or a chess scenario. In such cases second-order 

competences guide first-order competences, where second-order competences include knowledge. 

The thought is that where an agent's Type 1 belief responses have been properly informed by 

reflective knowledge, then that person's belief is knowledge conducive. 

 

In the Careless Math Student Case*, the agent's belief hasn't been guided by reflective knowledge 

but by a mistaken belief about the possession of a mathematical intuition. Similarly, in the Truetemp 

case, the beliefs that pop into the agent's head about the temperature aren't guided by reflective 

knowledge. There is no knowledge about the source of the temperature beliefs. In the Jenny case*, 

however, the agent's belief is guided by reflective knowledge. Her Type 1 testimonial beliefs have 

been informed by her Type 2 reflective knowledge. More specifically, her belief about the location 

                                                 
18 It is useful to note that consensus is also of political and moral significance in Confucianism, but that The Great 

Learning shows the epistemic significance of consensus and Confucianism generally – something historically 
overlooked by many Confucian scholars.     

19 Dual process theory holds that two qualitatively distinct modes of cognitive processing are present in human 
cognition. Type 1 processes are characterised as “intuitive” which are “fast, automatic, high capacity” while Type 2 
processes are characterised as “reflective” which are “slow, controlled, low capacity”. (Evans 2014, 130). 
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of the Sears Tower has been informed by her reflective knowledge about the reliability of 

testimonial knowledge in the sort of circumstances that she is in.       

 

So how does this help provide an account of extended knowledge that reconciles externalism and 

internalism? Within this account we have a factive element that is also present in Pritchard's account. 

Reflective knowledge about the basis of belief provides rational and factive support for a belief that 

p. Once this factive element is present, then we have a belief being formed on a reliable basis –  

and there really is an appropriate connection between the basis for belief and getting true beliefs. In 

other words, an epistemic externalist requirement is satisfied. Similarly, that the agent's belief is the 

result of learning is reflectively accessible to the agent. Were it not reflectively accessible, then 

plausibly the agent doesn't know – without reflective accessibility the agent would find herself with 

beliefs popping into her head. 

 

While not all cases of knowledge may be like this, it is the case that all cases of extended 

knowledge have this structure. Why is this the case? Extended knowledge requires extended 

cognition, extended cognition in turn requires an appropriate coupling relation. One can't have an 

appropriate coupling relation without reflective knowledge. The Truetemp case is a case in point. 

Absent knowledge about the reliability of what's causing his beliefs about the temperature, we don't 

think he has knowledge of the temperature. Otherwise he's simply someone who has beliefs 

popping into his head that are inexplicable as far as he is concerned. If he has a false belief about 

what's causing his beliefs about the temperature, say he believes a comic book story that he was 

exposed to radiation and as a result has gained these special powers, then we wouldn't think that 

he's in a position to gain knowledge even if he's reliably getting true beliefs about the temperature. 

Besides, if the absence of a belief about the reliability of what's causing his temperature beliefs 

means that he doesn't have knowledge, then having a false belief instead of no belief isn't going to 
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mean that he has knowledge.  

 

So will a true belief about the reliability of his temperature beliefs be sufficient? Plausibly not. 

Suppose he dreamt that a scientist inserted a chip into his brain that causes him to have reliable true 

beliefs about the temperature, but getting confused he fails to remember that this was a dream and 

so believes it happened; we can further suppose that, in fact, a scientist did insert such a chip into 

the protagonist's brain. It's hard to see why this should be better than a false belief about the 

reliability of his temperature beliefs. It's just lucky that this particular belief happens to be true. If he 

had a justified true belief the same worry would remain, his true belief wouldn't be down to him 

having a justified belief. Finally, what if he had knowledge that the scientist inserting the chip into 

his brain is the cause of his reliable temperature beliefs? If he knows that, then he'll know how the 

chip works and why he's having the beliefs that he's having. His reflective knowledge about his 

reliable basis for belief may inform his temperature beliefs. When this happens his cognition will 

extend to the chip and he will have extended knowledge.       

 

Building on and Departing from Sosa's View 

 

Reflective knowledge provides a necessary basis for reliable coupling and so also for knowledge 

conducive extended cognition. In the absence of the relevant reflective knowledge we are claiming 

that no knowledge or, if one accepts the category, there can only be what Sosa terms “animal 

knowledge”. That there is only animal knowledge or no knowledge rather than standard knowledge 

is in fact a plausible diagnosis of the Truetemp case. Indeed, Sosa's theory of knowledge can help us 

develop our own account of the role of reflective knowledge in extended knowledge conceptually, 

but, as we shall see, also offer a point of contrast.  
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Sosa (2011, 2015) articulates the triple AAA performance account of knowledge. According to this 

account (animal) knowledge is apt belief.20 A belief is apt, when the belief is accurate because 

adroit. In other words, for a belief to amount to knowledge it must not only be accurate (true) and 

adroit (competent), it must be accurate because it's adroit (apt). 

 

Sosa draws our attention to component requirements that bear on competence, or adroitness. 

According to Sosa (2015; 2012), apt belief requires complete, or full, competence, where complete 

competence involves three components being properly present. The three components are 

constitution (or seat), shape, and situation. In the case of vision perception, the constitution 

component includes “one's brain, eyes, and optic nerves”. (Sosa 2012, 7). For a belief to be apt, that 

belief be because of a competence properly seated in an agent. Meeting the constitution component 

is required in order to be in the running to meet the shape component. In the case of visual 

perception in order to meet the shape component one must, say, be awake with eyes open and not 

say asleep, for which one of course needs to have eyes, and so on. The final component is the 

situation component which requires both the constitution and shape components to be present, if 

this final component is to be present. The situation component requires that an agent be 

appropriately placed for the exercise of their competence, and as such this is a recognition that full 

competence can't be manifest in the wrong environments – for example, Une Larme won't be 

competently played under the water by a typically well-trained pianist. In the case of visual 

perception, this component requires that there isn't, say, a coloured light shining on the object of 

visual perception when one is forming a belief about the colour of that object.  

 

Sosa's position is that in cases of animal knowledge, say in the Fake Barn County case, all three 

components are present and so full competence is present. This leaves him with the challenge of 

                                                 
20 In Sosa's (2015) work, action and judgement receive increased attention than previously.  
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accounting for the intuition common among epistemologists that Barney doesn't know. It is here 

that Sosa deploys the distinction between animal knowledge and reflective knowledge. While 

animal knowledge is apt belief, reflective knowledge is more demanding, it is “apt belief aptly 

grasped”. (Sosa 2012, 10). Such a grasp requires the competent grasp that the relevant first-order 

belief is apt or that one's belief would be apt. While Barney's belief is apt, the belief falls short of 

what is required for reflective knowledge on Sosa's account. Barney cannot competently grasp that 

his first-order belief is or would be apt. The problem facing Barney is that he is inappropriately 

situated such that he doesn't have the complete second-order competence. (Sosa 2012, 12).  

 

An important point to note here is that Sosa's reflective knowledge isn't second-order knowledge as 

second-order knowledge is traditionally understood. Traditionally understood, second-order 

knowledge has first-order knowledge as its object. In contrast, reflective knowledge need not have 

animal knowledge as its object, reflective knowledge and animal knowledge may share the same 

object. This means that in the Fake Barn County case, that there is a barn in the field is the potential 

object for either animal or reflective knowledge. In other words, animal knowledge and reflective 

knowledge may share the same object. However, they differ with regard to competences – animal 

knowledge only involves first-order competencies, whereas reflective knowledge involves 

competencies that go beyond this. Of course, according to Sosa, Barney only manifests his first-

order competence. 

 

To see that second-order competence need not have first-order knowledge or first-order belief as its 

end, consider the Archer case. (Sosa 2011). An archer simply fires his arrow and hits the target 

because of the first-order competence of the archer. Now consider that a more skilled archer may 

get the same result. He too may hit the target, and it may be said that he too hit the target because of 

ability. But its plausible that the more skilled archer's greater skill may be manifest in his 
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performance, and that at least some of this greater skill may be accounted for as second-order 

competence. While the more skilled archer may fire his arrow in just the same way, the thought is 

that when manifesting greater skill he will be sensitive to matters such as whether the wind is likely 

to effect his shot, whether there are any unseen obstacles to a successful performance. As such the 

exercise of his second-order competence involves a sort of risk assessment of factors bearing on a 

successful performance. By competently carrying out such risk assessment the more skilled archer 

is manifesting his greater competence.21 This contrasts with the first archer, who it turns out is 

lucky in a sense that he could hit the target because of ability without carrying out such a risk 

assessment.22        

 

What should we say about the other cases? In the Truetemp case the protagonist plausibly does have 

animal knowledge. Like Barney he doesn't, however, have the kind of knowledge that is reflectively 

defensible – he can't explain that he knows because of the chip in his brain. He has no knowledge of 

why he believes as he does with regard to the temperature, therefore he's not in a position to grasp 

when he is competent and when he is not. In the Careless Math Student case* the protagonist 

doesn't just lack the relevant meta-belief, but he in fact has a false meta-belief if we take him to 

believe that he has a finely honed mathematical intuition. He is not in a position to manifest the 

appropriate second-order competence.  

 

In the Jenny case*, Jenny plausibly has an apt belief, her belief is accurate because it's adroit and so 

is apt. Jenny, given the description of the case, plausibly also qualifies as enjoying reflective 

knowledge. It's not as though she doesn't know why she believes as she does, she would presumably 

                                                 
21  Past experiences and trial and error may plausibly inform second-order competence. This gives us a neat way 
of accounting for the difference between a virtuous agent who has what has been called a robust virtuous trait, and an 
agent whose trait is less robust. That an agent can manifest her virtue across a greater number of situations would on 
this view be down to that agent having a second-order competence that takes situational factors into account.  
22    This is our reading of what Sosa has in mind in the various passages that we reference. Of course, there 
may be  other readings of Sosa's position, and Sosa's position may change. It is, however, this reading that we find 
interesting and relevant for our purposes in this paper.  
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say something along the lines of she believes as she does because she knows testifiers are reliable 

about the location of famous landmarks in their city. In this way her case is not like the Truetemp 

case. Neither is her case like the Careless Math Student case*. She doesn't have a false belief as to 

why she has the belief that she has. In fact, if we think that Jenny knows, we think she has full 

competence at the second-order level. We think that her situation, in an environment with a 

preponderance of reliable testifiers, is such that she can competently grasp that her first-order belief 

is competent.23  

 

Now the question is whether we should prefer Sosa's meta-competence requirement for the reliable 

coupling necessary for extended knowledge, or whether we should prefer our reflective knowledge 

requirement described earlier. In fact, our requirement entails Sosa's meta-competence requirement 

but also more than that requirement.  

 

Reflective knowledge, by having both a factive element and a reflective element, is better 

positioned to accommodate internalist and externalist intuitions while providing the right results to 

the various cases. While we concur with Sosa that an agent must manifest full competence at the 

second-order level, we think that it is problematic that such competence could be of a purely 

externalist variety. In other words, such a competence might not be such that the agent has reflective 

access for the grounds for her first-order belief, in which case she won't be in a position to provide 

reflectively defensible knowledge. Furthermore, aside from accommodating internalist intuitions 

being dialectically advantageous in the discussion of extended knowledge, reflective accessibility is 

exactly what the Truetemp case lacks and would need in order for us to attribute knowledge in the 

case. Sosa's account doesn't give us this, which is a significant cost of the view. By requiring 

                                                 
23 Cases of testimonial knowledge are particularly difficult cases for virtue reliabilist and credit accounts of 

knowledge to handle. After all, at first blush it seems that in such cases that the truth of the agent's belief is down to 
another agent rather than an ability or faculty of the testimonial recipient. This remains the case even if we flag the 
contribution that the testimonial recipient does make. Our account puts virtue theory in a better position to account 
for the truth of the agent's belief being significantly down to that agent and so retain a credit account of knowledge.   
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reflective knowledge, in the way that we understand the reflective element, as either arising from a 

Type 2 process or a Type 1 process that has been appropriately informed by a Type 2 process, we 

ensure that reflective defensibility is possible.  

 

Conclusion 

 

In this paper we have detailed the recent articulation of extended knowledge by Palermos and 

Pritchard. We have looked at two challenges to the view. One challenge described is to provide a 

theoretically satisfying response to the apparent symmetry between the Jenny case* and the 

Careless Math Student case. A second challenge described is to articulate an account of extended 

knowledge that doesn't require the rejection of epistemic internalism. We met these challenges in a 

theoretically unified way by arguing that it is precisely an internalist account that is required to deal 

with the difference between plausible cases of extended knowledge such as the Jenny case, and 

cases that plausibly aren't, such as the Truetemp case. More precisely, we argued that reflective 

knowledge is a requirement for reliable coupling, which in turn is a requirement for extended 

knowledge. Our account of reflective knowledge was developed by drawing on a Confucian 

conception of virtuous reflection and Sosa's theory of knowledge, while marking how our account 

also contrasted with Sosa's own theory of knowledge.   
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Skilful Reflection as a Master Virtue 

 

ABSTRACT 

This paper advances the claim that skilful reflection is a master virtue in that skilful reflection shapes and corrects the 

other epistemic and intellectual virtues. We make the case that skilful reflection does this with both competence-based 

epistemic virtues and character-based intellectual virtues. In making the case that skilful reflection is a master virtue, we 

identify the roots of ideas central to our thesis in Confucian philosophy. In particular, we discuss the Confucian 

conception of reflection, as well as different levels of epistemic virtue. Next we set out the Dual Process Hypothesis of 

Reflection, which provides an explanation of the workings of reflection in relation to Type 1 and Type 2 cognitive 

processes. In particular, we flag how repetition of Type 2 processes may eventually shape Type 1 processes and produce 

what we call downstream reflection. We distinguish competence-based epistemic virtues from character-based 

intellectual virtues. We also explain how our metacognition account of reflection, drawing on a Confucian conception of 

reflection and the Dual Process Hypothesis of Reflection, explains skilful reflection as a master virtue. Finally we 

outline an application of our metacognition account of reflection to a current debate in epistemology.           

 

1. Introduction 

 

Reflection plays a central role in our epistemic lives and yet there has been relatively little 

investigation into the nature of reflection and its precise epistemic significance by epistemologists.1 

This paper goes some way to redressing this. We set out our metacognition account of reflection, 

which is based on a Confucian conception of reflection as well as the Dual Process Hypothesis of 

Reflection.2 Having set out the theory, we focus on the role of skilful reflection as, what we call, a 

master virtue.  

 
                                                 
1 A notable exception to this is the work of Ernest Sosa (2011; 2012; 2014; 2015).    
2 Our discussion of metacognition is grounded in epistemological concerns. We're not attempting to stake out a 

position in philosophy of mind. For the latter sort of position, see Proust (2013), who draws on psychology and 
neuroscience to develop an account of metacognition. 
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It's our position that while there are competences that directly enable the gaining of true beliefs and 

so promote learning, there are also other competences that allow us to develop further competences. 

It is through such competences that we learn some of the competences that directly enable the 

gaining of true beliefs. Skilful reflection is a competence that we learn on the basis of other 

competences, and it is a competence that can allow us to directly gain true beliefs and to develop 

further competences. This isn't, however, the full story. The virtue of skilful reflection draws on 

competence-based virtues and character-based virtues.3 What's more, it's also our position that 

skilful reflection is a master virtue in so far as it shapes and corrects the other virtues. Having 

developed our account of skilful reflection as a master virtue, we show how that account is 

equipped to deal with two cases that have proven to be particularly troublesome for virtue 

epistemology to handle. 

 

2. The Confucian Conception of Reflection 

 

Our account of skilful reflection is based in part on an interpretation of discussions of reflection in 

the Analects and The Great Learning. The purpose of this paper isn't, however, to propound a 

particular interpretation of reflection ahead of other interpretations of those texts. Rather, our 

purpose is to make the case that reflection plays a particular epistemic role as a master virtue. 

Making this case depends on our particular account of reflection and that account of reflection is 

informed by our reading of reflection in the Analects and The Great Learning. It is therefore 

appropriate to detail this reading of those texts.       

 

The Analects of Confucius presents us with a conception of reflection with two components, a 

retrospective component and a perspective component. (Author A 2015; Author A and Author B 

                                                 
3 This maps onto the faculty and trait distinction in the virtue epistemology literature, such as in Greco and Turri 

(2011).   
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2016; Author B and Author A forthcoming). The former component involves hindsight or careful 

examination of the past and as such draws on previous learning and previously formed beliefs to 

avoid error. The latter component is foresight, or forward looking, and as such looks to existing 

beliefs and factors in order to achieve knowledge.4 “ ” is the word for the retrospective component 

and “ ” is the word for the perspective component.5  

 

Confucius identifies a particular relationship between reflection and learning. In the Analects 

Confucius is recorded as saying that “[l]earning without thought is labour lost; thought without 

learning is perilous”.6 (Analects 2009, “Wei Zheng”: 15). Without learning, many desirable 

qualities of character or performance, moral as well as intellectual, will become defective.7 

Confucius gives six examples of the flaws that result from supposedly good qualities when 

combined with a lack of effort at learning.8 Our view, in line with the view quoted above, is 

discussed later in the paper. 

 

In The Great Learning, another canonical text in the Confucian tradition, there is both a discussion 

regarding reflection and “extended knowledge”: “The way of great learning consists in manifesting 

the manifestation of virtues, in reaching out to others, in achieving ultimate goods”. (Analects 

2009). Great learning is achieved by an individual agent manifesting requisite virtues and the whole 

world manifesting those virtues. The themes of The Great Learning, as indicated by the foregoing is 

                                                 
4 “Perspective” rather than “prospective” is chosen so as to indicate the progression from and completion of Sosa's 

(1991) own position on reflection.    
5 In fact, it's our position that the retrospective component provides for sensitive beliefs, while the perspective 

component provides for safe beliefs. 
6 All translations, except Analects (2016), are the authors' own.  
7 We can imagine the agent who just learns from others without reflection on her learning to be unable to act 

independently and appropriately in novel situations. The agent who just thinks but doesn't learn is in danger of 
missing out on the accumulated wisdom of others and is susceptible to going very wrong.  

8 The examples are as follows: “If you love being kind to others, but don't like to study, then your kindness will be 
distorted into simplicity. If you love wisdom, but don't like to study, then your wisdom will be distorted into 
aimlessness. If you love trustworthiness, but don't like to study, then your trust will be distorted into harm. If you 
love candor, but don't like to study, your candor will be distorted into rudeness. If you love boldness, but don't like 
to study, your boldness will be distorted into unruliness. If you love persistence, but don't like to study, your 
persistence will be distorted into rashness.” (Muller 2016).  
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second-order virtue, particularly reflection, and the processes of great learning, which involves 

cooperation with others to achieve important epistemic ends – particularly “extended knowledge”, 

among other ends, and for which reflection is necessary. (Author A and Author B forthcoming).9 

 

Both The Great Learning and Ernest Sosa identify four levels of virtue. Sosa categorises these four 

talks as The Primary Level – seat, shape, and situation competences are all satisfied and so animal 

knowledge is possible; The Secondary Level – risk assessment is competently undertaken which 

allows for reflective knowledge; The Tertiary Level – this level involves virtue that encourages the 

acquisition and sustainment of primary and secondary levels of virtue; The Quaternary Level – 

selecting what is of appropriate value for the application of virtues.10 

 

According to The Great Learning four levels of virtue must be manifest at both the individual and 

collective level in order for great learning to take place. While Sosa's own four levels of virtue has 

influenced our particular interpretation of the text, we believe that our interpretation of the four 

levels of virtue is in harmony with the rest of the text.11 First Level – Attainment Virtue: This is the 

sort of virtue that is sufficient for the attainment of some basic goods such as true belief and/or 

animal knowledge. Such a virtue may operate and have always operated at an entirely sub-personal. 

Second Level – Achievement Virtue: This virtue is such as to allow a success because of reflection 

to be reckoned an achievement. In order words, an agent who has such a success deserves credit. 

This is in contrast to success because of Attainment Virtue. Achievement Virtue therefore requires 

personal level involvement at least somewhere along the line. Third Level – Intellectual Character 

                                                 
9 Our aim in this paper is not to provide a definitive defence of these interpretations of the Analects of Confucius or 

The Great Learning. Rather we're providing background to the conception of skilful reflection as a master virtue. 
For further discussion of the interpretation of Analects of Confucius, see Author A (2015) and Author A and Author 
B (2016; forthcoming), and for textual evidence in support of the interpretation, see Analects (2009, “Xue Er”: 4, 
“Gong Ye Chang”: 20, “Li Ren”:17).      

10 Sosa provided this taxonomy to Author A in personal communications. 
11 The following passage sets out the individual level of the four levels of virtue: 

(Analects 2009).  
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Virtue: This virtue maps closely onto how intellectual character-based virtues have been described 

in the virtue responsibilist literature. In order to sustain the prior two sorts of virtues, this virtue, 

particularly epistemic humility, is required. Fourth Level – Meta-Character Virtue: This virtue 

selects appropriate value-based responses in a given situation. The virtue will help determine 

whether, for example, a situation calls for intellectual engagement or not, whether one should act on 

moral or prudential considerations in a given situation. Again, the point here isn't to provide the 

definitive interpretation of a Confucian text, rather it is the scholarly task of identifying the 

intellectual source for the theory of reflection that we develop in this paper.          

 

3. The Dual Process Hypothesis of Reflection 

 

While in this paper we develop our account of skilful reflection as a master virtue, elsewhere, we 

have developed our Dual Process Hypothesis of Reflection, as well as our account of skilful 

reflection as an epistemic virtue. (Author A and Author B 2016; Author A and Author B 

forthcoming). Owing the centrality of the Dual Process Hypothesis of Reflection to the account of 

skilful reflection as a master virtue, we summarise the hypothesis below.  

 

On this account, following John Dewey (1933, 9), reflection is understood as “active, persistent, 

and careful consideration”.12 The Dual Process Hypothesis of reflection is a hypothesis of how 

reflection works. The hypothesis draws on dual process theory, according to which there are Type 1 

processes which are intuitive and automatic and Type 2 processes which are reflective and effortful. 

(Evans 2014; 2008). Here elements of that hypothesis will be highlighted in order to support later 

argumentation that skilful reflection unifies competence and character virtues.13      

 

                                                 
12  We take this to be a characterisation of refection: a set of jointly sufficient conditions for reflection.  
13  For a full examination of the dual process hypothesis of reflection, see Author A and Author B (2016).  
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While reflection primarily involves Type 2 processes, there is important interplay between the two 

types of processes. Type 1 processes generally explain why we start to reflect when we do.14 (Evans 

and Stanovich 2013, 236-237). While Type 1 processes play a role in alerting us to reflect, they also 

supply the reflecting agent with relevant memories, associations, ideas, and hunches, which can 

inform that reflection.        

 

The way Type 1 processes work can be expected to have an effect on the quality of reflection 

undertaken. If relevant memories don't come to mind, then the reflection, at least in one respect, 

won't be as good as reflection where relevant memories do come to mind. Type 1 processes, which 

in turn bear on the quality of instances of reflection, are constituted by native and learnt cognitive 

processes. (Hogarth 2005; 2001). Repeated training of what starts out as a reflective process may, 

for example, result in a Type 1 process. A cognitive performance needed to complete some task that 

started out as slow and effortful may, after sufficient repetition, become quick and automatic. We 

refer to such quick and automatic responses as downstream reflection.   

 

It's to be expected that instances of reflection may be of better or worse quality depending on a 

range of factors, such as the habits of the agent's mind, or dispositions, and the agent's native 

responses. Higher quality reflection or more skilful reflection is the result of habits of mind and 

native responses that are epistemically virtuous. Such higher quality reflection produces more 

positive epistemic standings, than lower quality reflection that is the result of vicious habits of 

mind, vicious native responses, or both. Imagine an agent who, for example, reflects on whether to 

trust a testifier in an important but contentious matter. Let's suppose his reflection is guided by 

accurate memories of the testifier's previous testimony, and who possesses the virtues of open-

                                                 
14  Evans and Stanovich (2013, 236-237) favour what they call “default interventionism”. According to the 
authors, the evidence supports the view that when an agent feels confident about an initial (Type 1) response, they're 
less likely to reflect on that response. On their view, intervention (Type 2) will only occur “when difficulty, novelty, and 
motivation combine”.  
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mindedness and intellectual courage. Now imagine another agent who reflects on the same matter. 

Let's suppose his memory is inaccurate, and he is of a closed minded and intellectually cowardly 

character. We have good reason to expect that the reflection of the first agent in this matter is 

superior to that of the second agent.   

 

Reflection bears on metacognition.15 We predict that generally second-order cognitive processes 

involve Type 2 processes. Second-order processes are processes used in a meta-stance. This is a 

stance, which may be a belief, judgement, doubt, and so on, about a first-order stance. Such meta-

stances typically involve reasoning, and as such involve processes that are effortful and slow. That 

meta-stances involve Type 2 processes is plausible given that meta-stances entail mental activity, 

stances about other stances, associated with humans and not non-human animals. This is mental 

activity that non-human animals generally seem to be incapable of and our prediction explains this 

incapacity – non-human animals don't possess the cognitive tools, Type 2 processes, generally 

required for such activity. Sometimes, of course, meta-stances are arrived at very quickly and aren't 

effortful. In such cases, Type 1 processes that have been shaped or trained by Type 2 processes are 

often in play.   

 

4. Competence and Character Virtues 

 

Virtue epistemological approaches are typically categorised as virtue reliabilist approaches, 

according to which virtues are competence-based, or virtue responsibilist approaches, according to 

which virtues are character-based.16 Philosophers taking one of the two approaches in virtue 

epistemology in general tend not to say much about the other.17 In this paper we're going to treat 

                                                 
15 Later we discuss how downstream reflection plays a crucial role in our metacognition account of reflection.  
16 An exception to this taxonomy is provided by Battaly (2016), who includes personalism, alongside reliabilism and 

responsibilism as virtue approaches in epistemology.  
17 For discussion of the relationship between the two approaches, as well as how other philosophers have seen the 
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both as virtues. We regard both as being of epistemological significance and will treat both as 

virtues, albeit of different sorts, for the purposes of this paper.  

 

Competence-based virtues include perception, introspection, memory, and reasoning. The agent 

who believes reliably by perception, introspection, and so on, is held to believe competently so far 

as so believing reliably provides the agent with true beliefs. These virtues may be regarded as 

uncultivated competences in that they are virtues that many people have without any special effort. 

While many people have such competences, the excellence of such competences may differ from 

person to person. Some who have perceptual competence will have that competence to a greater 

degree than others who have that competence. For example, one agent's visual perception of distant 

objects may be more acute than another agent's visual perception, though the second agent's visual 

perception may still rightly be regarded as reliable.  

 

Competence-based virtues may also include competences that are unlike the competences described 

above. There are competences that are cultivated, some of which may be quite common, some of 

which may not be quite common. For example, owing to mathematical education, it is now quite 

common for people to be competent in dividing one large number by another large number. There 

are other competences that are, however, much less common. A number of agents have developed 

the competence to identify bird species on the basis of very little visual and aural information. 

There are many such competences we acquire through learning. 

 

Standard character-based epistemic virtues include open-mindedness, intellectual courage, 

intellectual conscientiousness, and intellectual humility (Roberts and Woods 2009; Baehr 2012). 

Here a distinction between cultivated and non-cultivated virtues is more controversial. Plausibly 

                                                                                                                                                                  
relationship, see Sosa (2015). 
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these are all character traits that require learning and practice before they develop into virtues. The 

open-minded person, perhaps learning from an exemplar with this trait, will have learnt when open-

mindedness is called for and how far open-mindedness goes. The same point is apt for the other 

character-based virtues. In other words, we also learn when and how to apply those character-based 

virtues  

 

There may, however, be uncultivated character-based virtues that require no such learning. 

Curiosity may be one such character-based virtue. Slote (2016). Certainly, curiosity is a character 

trait that seems to be common in young children – young children don't seem to learn curiosity. It is 

also epistemically appropriate for young children to be curious. Given the kind of beings that they 

are, beings with little experience and knowledge of the world, having curiosity as a character trait is 

beneficial to them as epistemic agents.18 

 

So far we've identified various virtues, both competence-based virtues and character-based virtues, 

that are uncultivated and cultivated. While there are competence-based virtues that directly enable 

the reliable gaining of true beliefs, for example perception, and so promote learning, there are also 

competence-based virtues and character-based virtues that allow us to develop further competences. 

For example, the birdwatcher's competence at identifying birds plausibly depends on competence-

based virtues such as visual perception, aural perception, inferential reasoning, and, perhaps in 

difficult cases, character-based virtues such as open-mindedness and intellectual conscientiousness. 

It's plausible that reaching the level of a competence-based virtue at identifying birds, of the sort 

typical of the seasoned birdwatcher, would require lots of practice involving perception, inference, 

as well as depend on intellectual tenacity, intellectual humility and other character-based virtues. 

 

                                                 
18  One way of thinking of the curiosity of young children is to see it as the manifestation of a natural desire for 
truth. For more on the natural desire for truth, as well as natural desires generally, see Zagzebski (2012).  
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5. Reflection as a Master Virtue 

 

In section 3 we outlined the Dual Process Hypothesis of Reflection. According to the hypothesis, 

both Type 1 and Type 2 processes are involved in reflection. While we don't take reflection itself to 

be a virtue, we outlined the way in which other virtues may play a role, via Type 1 and Type 2 

processes in determining whether reflection is skilful. Type 1 processes provide stimuli for 

reflection and the habits of mind that inform the execution of reflection. Undertaking reflection, 

which involves “active, persistent, and careful consideration”, requires Type 2 processes. 

 

Skilful reflection then, differs from mere reflection in so far as the processes that inform skilful 

reflection are epistemically good processes. For example, skilful reflection requires competence-

based virtues and character-based virtues, as stimuli and habits of mind will bear on the epistemic 

quality of reflection. More specifically, competence-based virtues enable the epistemic quality of 

reflection to be good in a substantive way – those virtues allow for reflection to be informed by 

truth conducive cognitive process and so enable reflection to be a truth conducive cognitive process. 

On the other hand, character-based virtues enable the epistemic quality of reflection to be good in a 

formal way – those virtues are conducive to reflection involving good reasoning. It's plausible, for 

example, that an open-minded person will consider a wide variety of relevant perspectives on an 

issue, not just a narrow few that ultimately conform to her own perspective.19 

 

While there are a variety of background processes in play in the operation of reflection, reflection 

itself is not a reactive process as is plain from its characterisation as articulated by Dewey. Whether 

reflection in a particular instance is skilful or not will depend on the actual active, persistent, and 

careful consideration that is undertaken in that instance. If an agent's processes that provide stimuli 
                                                 
19 As a character-based virtue, skilful reflection is not merely a competence that may be employed. Rather, an agent 

with the virtue of skilful reflection is one who is disposed to reflect. As we shall see, skilful reflection as a master 
virtue is both competence-based and character-based. 



11 

for reflection, their perceptions, memories, and so on, arise from competence-based virtues, if their 

habits of mind encourage taking epistemically good steps, if the actual steps taken in an instance of 

reflection are good, then, and only then, does an agent exercise the virtue of skilful reflection.20  

 

This, however, isn't the end of the story. As we can see, skilful reflection is both competence-based 

and character-based. This distinguishes reflection from the other virtues that have been described in 

the literature on virtues. Aside from the virtue of skilful reflection playing a role in epistemically 

good belief formation. The virtue also has a role to play in providing Type 2 process feedback for 

Type 1 processes. In fact, the virtue of skilful reflection plays a feedback role in honing both 

competence-based virtues and character-based virtues and endorsing or otherwise the output of 

those virtues. It's this feature that makes the virtue of skilful reflection a master virtue rather than a 

mere virtue. The virtue has an authority in this respect over all the other epistemic virtues.          

 

To see how this works, let's consider a few examples. First let's consider how reflection can play a 

feedback role in honing other virtues. Think of a philosophy student who receives feedback on an 

essay. The good student will reflect on any critical comments of her work. If the student is a skilful 

reflector, then the stimuli for her reflection feed reliable belief-forming processes and her habits of 

mind are virtuous. She'll competently read the comments and perhaps try to take on the perspective 

on the commentator if the point of some of the comments is unclear to her. Her reflection on the 

critical comments, assuming the critical comments are well-founded and the relevant belief-forming 

mechanism is not particularly entrenched, can be expected to improve the way she forms her 

philosophical beliefs in the future. At some point, the lessons learnt from the critical comments will 

simply be internalised; she won't even need to try to avoid a particular error, say, of reasoning or of 

perception.  
                                                 
20 Note that we don't use the term “the virtue of reflectiveness”. This seems appropriate as reflection is more abstract 

and allows for the possibility that an aspect of the virtue of skilful reflection is reflecting when appropriate and not 
reflecting when not appropriate.  
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Similarly consider the chess player. It's quite standard for professional chess players to reflect on 

their completed matches. A significant portion of this reflection will focus on successes and errors. 

Of course a chess player may make the same sort of error a number of times. The process of 

reflection, however, allows him to attempt to curtail such errors. Eventually, with experience and 

reflection, the chess player will simply be able to “see” that a particular move is a mistake or risky 

and that another move is very promising. Again the lessons learnt through the process of reflection 

become internalised so as to hone the agent's other cognitive processes, whether they be 

competence-based or character-based processes.21 

 

Now consider an example in which reflection plays a role in the endorsement of a belief. Imagine 

an agent looks at the Mueller-Lyer illusion. She may initially form the belief that one line is longer 

than the other. Upon reflection, however, she may not endorse her initial belief due to an awareness 

that many people are susceptible to illusions when viewing such images. She may reach this 

judgement without knowing that the image in front of her is actually just such an image.  

 

The role that reflection can play in the endorsement of beliefs is part of the role that reflection plays 

in metacognition more generally. In the example above the agent realises that there's a feature of her 

situation that gives cause for extra care in the formation of any relevant beliefs. In the Barney case, 

a full description of which is provided later, it is just such a failure of metacognition that prompts 

epistemologists either to deny that the protagonist has knowledge or to say that he only has animal 

knowledge, or low grade knowledge.    

 

A feature of metacognition is, however, that it may occur in a particular instance without reflection 

                                                 
21 This is not to say that such processes cannot be honed without reflection. Reward and punishment regimes can be 

set up by others to train an agent's cognitive responses without relying on that agent's reflection.     
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occurring in that particular instance. Just as other cognitive processes may be trained by reflection, 

metacognition too may be trained by reflection. This means that very quick judgements of 

metacognition may be made without those judgements qualifying as active, persistent, and careful 

consideration.22 Still such judgements may be termed downstream reflection so as to highlight their 

cognitive origin. Consider again the agent in the Mueller-Lyer case described above. Rather than 

reflecting on her particular situation, she may simply, and quickly, recognise a feature of her 

situation is such that she should withhold belief. This downstream feature of reflection with regard 

to metacognition will be important when we return to the Barney case later. 

 

6. Safety and Sensitivity 

 

Epistemologists, at different times, have appealed to sensitivity and safety in an attempt to account 

for the gap between justified true belief and knowledge. The more recent focus by virtue theorists 

on reliability has marked an interesting shift away from what was standard. Safety and sensitivity 

principles are principles the satisfaction of which appear to go beyond the competence of an agent. 

Pritchard (2010) favours safety, in particular basis safety, as a requirement for knowledge.23 

According to basis safety, a belief is safe if the way the belief has been formed is such that the 

belief couldn't easily go wrong. Sosa (1999, 376-377) has argued that it's better for a belief to be 

safe than sensitive.24 Note that a belief can be safe without that safety being down to an epistemic 

contribution from the believing agent.  

 

The same can be said of the principle that Sosa argues against. The sensitivity principle requires that  

                                                 
22  Similarly, the agent who has the virtue of skilful reflection will automatically engage in reflection given 
relevant cues.  
23  Sosa (2015, 72) distinguishes between first-order safety and second-order safety. Sosa's (1991) work, 
Knowledge In Perspective, foreshadows this. 
24  Both conditions have been put forward as requirements for knowledge. (Ichikawa and Steup 2014.) We're not 
arguing that the two conditions are necessary for knowledge.  
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one's belief be formed such that were the object of the belief not true, then one wouldn't have 

formed that belief. (Nozick 1981). For example, if one believes that there is a chair before one, that 

belief is sensitive if and only if it would not have been formed if there had not been a chair in front 

of one. While it's natural to think that it's an agent's competence that would allow one to have a 

sensitive belief, just as one might think that one's competence allows for a safe belief, this isn't 

necessarily the case. Demon cases can be set up to show that both principles can be satisfied 

without their satisfaction being down to competence. Note also that without a demon guaranteeing 

the sensitivity of a belief, the sensitivity principle looks too demanding. Beliefs formed on the basis 

of perceptual experience would go wrong in brain in the vat cases. The sensitivity principle, as 

articulated above, would require that beliefs formed on the basis of perceptual experience be 

counted as insensitive. 

 

The requirement that agents form their beliefs based on processes that are reliable is similar to the 

safety principle.25 Virtue theorists typically go further than saying that the agent's belief must be 

formed on the basis of such a process. In addition, virtue theorists require that the process be such 

so as to constitute a competence or ability. In other words, they require that the process that reliably 

gives an agent true beliefs be the agent's process. Such competences or abilities fall under the rubric 

of virtues, hence theorists that defend this view are known as virtue theorists.  

 

Pritchard (2010, 81) has argued that such an ability condition is not enough, and that a belief must 

also be safe. The reliability that follows from an ability condition, given the way that ability is 

defined, covers almost all the cases with which virtue theorists are concerned, leaving just a few 

sorts of case, such as the Barney and perhaps the Jenny cases, for safety to help solve.26 The result 

                                                 
25  In fact, Palermos (2015) argues that reliability implies safety.  
26  These two cases are also respectively known as the Fake Barn County case and the Chicago Visitor case. 
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is that requiring safety seems somewhat ad hoc.27 

 

An alternative to Pritchard's anti-luck virtue epistemology is what Pritchard (2012; 2010) has called 

robust or strong virtue epistemology. Robust virtue epistemology claims that we can account for all 

the important cases just by way of an ability condition, there's no need for an independent safety 

condition. Although this approach has the promise of being theoretically satisfying in its elegance, it 

seems to fall short in just those cases which Pritchard's safety requirement is able to handle, the 

Jenny and Barney cases.  

 

Our own approach is one that similarly eschews the use of an independent sensitivity or safety 

principle to account for cases of knowledge. As with robust virtue reliabilist accounts of knowledge, 

differences in epistemic attainment, for example, whether knowledge or only justified belief has 

been achieved, can be explained in terms of differences in the virtue of the agent. This approach 

goes further than reliabilist accounts that have been offered by Sosa (2011) and Greco (2010), 

however, in that by providing a more fine grained account of the necessary virtue condition, we are 

in a position to satisfactorily explain the Barney case and the Jenny case. 

 

7. The Cases 

 

While there hasn't been much discussion of metacognition amongst virtue epistemologists, 

significant attention is given to the topic by Sosa (2012; 2015).28 According to Sosa's (2015; 2012) 

theory of knowledge, an apt belief, a belief that is accurate because adroit (animal knowledge), is 

completely competent. For a complete competence requirement to be satisfied an agent must be 

                                                 
27  For more on the ad hoc charge, see Greco (2011, 227). Pritchard (2012, 273) argues for a position whereby 
both safety and ability are required, though they shouldn't be thought of as conditions that are separate from one another. 
Rather the view Pritchard offers is: “S knows that p if and only if S’s safe true belief that p is the product of her relevant 
cognitive abilities (such that her safe cognitive success is to a significant degree creditable to her cognitive agency).”  
28 For discussion on Sosa's position, see (Author A and Author B forthcoming).  
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doing well in three respects: constitution (or seat), shape, and situation. Constitution refers to the 

apparatus involved in gaining knowledge, shape refers to the condition of the agent whose 

apparatus it is – the agent better not be drunk, asleep, and so on, while situation refers to the 

environment that the agent is occupying – it better be one in which the agent's competence can be 

manifest.29  

 

Let's consider the Barney case, as described by Pritchard (2012: 251):30 

 
Using his reliable perceptual faculties, Barney non-inferentially forms a true belief that 

the object in front of him is a barn. Barney is indeed looking at a barn. Unbeknownst to 

Barney, however, he is in an epistemically unfriendly environment when it comes to 

making observations of this sort, since most objects that look like barns in these parts 

are in fact barn façades. 

 

For Sosa, Barney has animal knowledge and so is fully competent though he doesn't have the 

complete second-order competence necessary for the apt belief to be aptly grasped.31 By 

distinguishing animal knowledge (apt belief) from reflective knowledge (apt belief aptly noted as 

such) and explaining the Barney case as a case of animal knowledge, Sosa provides a position that 

goes some way to reconciling competing intuitions with regard to the case.32  

 

While we concur with much of Sosa's position in this matter, we identify the problem in the Barney 

case as a failure to manifest a competence of metacognition. Recall the Mueller-Lyer case described 

previously. The agent recognises, reflectively, or through downstream reflection, that her situation is 
                                                 
29 For a spelling out of what constitution, shape, and situation involve, see (Sosa 2012, 7).  
30  The original barn façade case first appeared in a paper by Alvin Goldman (1976). Goldman credits the example to 

Carl Ginet. 
31 This is owing to his situation. (Sosa 2012, 12).  
32 Greco (2010), by arguing that abilities are environment-relative, offers a different way for dealing with Barney-type 

cases. For criticism of this response, see Author B (2014).    
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one in which she should take extra care when forming a belief. Barney's situation is similar. Given 

his situation, he should take extra care when forming his belief. He isn't, however, aware of this and 

neither does he manifest the relevant metacompetence for this situation. Certainly Barney is 

unfortunate. How could he have known that he was in such a situation? This, however, is beside the 

point – sometimes knowledge, especially reflective knowledge, is hard.33 That we deny that he has 

reflective knowledge on the basis of his failure to manifest metacognition does not imply that we 

think that an agent has to exercise the same carefulness in every situation. Of course, when a 

situation doesn't call for such carefulness, there is no need to manifest such carefulness.34 

 

Now let's consider the Jenny case for a slightly different, though related, point: 

 
Our protagonist, whom we will call “Jenny”, arrives at the train station in Chicago and, 

wishing to obtain directions to the Sears Tower, approaches the first adult passer-by that 

she sees. Suppose further that the person that she asks has first-hand knowledge of the 

area and gives her the directions that she requires. Intuitively, any true belief that Jenny 

forms on this basis would ordinarily be counted as knowledge. (Pritchard, 2010: 40).35    

 

What is important about this case is that Jenny plausibly is required to exercise a relevant 

counterfactual sensitivity. (Pritchard 2010). For example, were the delivery of the testimony 

to be relevantly strange, say it is delivered with suppressed sniggers, or were the content 

strange, as when the testifier tells her to take the next train back to New York, the agent would 

be appropriately responsive to such factors. Such a responsiveness could involve not 

                                                 
33 Exercising the relevant metacognition in a given situation does not imply engaging in a lengthy process of 

reflection every time one forms a belief. As we have seen, reflection may lead to a metacognition that is immediate.  
34 We're not saying that Barney is blameworthy. The point is purely the epistemic point as to what would need to 

happen in order for Barney to have knowledge. He's not in an environment in which what look like barns are barns, 
rather he's in an environment in which lots of things that look like barns are actually barn façades. 

35 This example is originally from Jennifer Lackey (2007: 352). She used the case to support her claim that we don't 
deserve credit for everything we know and challenge Greco's virtue epistemology. 
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believing the testifier. Such a response to the Jenny case is not unique but appears somewhat 

ad hoc in that we don't get such a diagnosis from virtue epistemologists in other cases. 

 

Our account is different. Our response to the Barney case is in fact equipped to give us a like 

response to the Jenny case. An important point in the Jenny case is that no such factors that 

require extra care are present. Of course had such factors been present, then it would have 

been like the Barney case in that extra care would have been required. As extra care wasn't 

called for, and so neither was a manifestation of metacompetence required, we can deem the 

Jenny case a case of knowledge. Thus on our account we have a unified virtue 

epistemological response to the two problems that appeared to pose distinct challenges to 

robust virtue epistemology.        

 

8. Conclusion 

 

In this paper we've set out an account of reflection as a master virtue. We've done so by first 

articulating our Confucian conception of reflection and setting out the Dual Process 

Hypothesis of Reflection. This has allowed us to make the case that skilful reflection draws 

on both competence- and character-based virtues. What's more, we've argued that skilful 

reflection shapes the other virtues and plays a metacognitive role with regard to the other 

virtues. Finally, we've argued that our account of reflection as a master virtue sheds new light 

on virtue epistemological accounts of the nature of knowledge. More specifically, we have 

shown how what had been seen as two cases pulling virtue epistemological accounts in 

different directions can in fact be treated in a unified way by our account.    

 

References  



19 

 

Analects (2009). The Confucian Analects, The Great Learning & The Doctrine of the Mean, trans. 

 by James Legg. New York: Cosimo. 

Author A (2015). Removed for blind review.  

Author A and Author B (2016). Removed for blind review.   

Author A and Author B (forthcoming). Removed for blind review.  

Author B and Author A (forthcoming). Removed for blind review.  

Author B (2014). Removed for blind review.  

Baehr, Jason (2012). The Inquiring Mind: On Intellectual Virtues and Virtue Epistemology. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press. 

Battaly, Heather (2016). “Epistemic Virtue and Vice: Reliabilism, Responsibilism, and 

 Personalism”, in Moral and Intellectual Virtues in Western and Chinese Philosophy edited 

 by Chienkuo Mi, Michael Slote, and Ernest Sosa. New York: Routledge, pp 99-120.  

Dewey, John (1933). How We Think: A Restatement of the Relation of Reflective  Thinking to the 

 Educative Process, Lexington, MA: Heath. 

Evans, Jonathan St. B. T. (2014). “Two minds rationality”. Thinking & Reasoning 20.2: 129-146. 

Evans, Jonathan St. B. T. (2008). “Dual-Processing Accounts of Reasoning, Judgment, and Social 

 Cognition”, Annual Review of Psychology, 59. 

Evans, Jonathan St. B. T. and Keith E. Stanovich (2013). “Dual-Process Theories of Higher 

 Cognition: Advancing the Debate”, Perspectives on Psychological Science,  8: 223. 

Greco, John and Turri, John, “Virtue Epistemology”, The Stanford Encyclopedia of  

 Philosophy (Spring 2011 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), forthcoming URL = 

 <http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2011/entries/epistemology-virtue/>. 

Greco, John (2011). “The Value Problem”, in The Routledge Companion to Epistemology, edited by 

 Sven Bernecker and Duncan Pritchard. New York: Routledge, pp. 219-231.  



20 

Greco, John (2010). Achieving Knowledge, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Goldman, Alvin (1976). “Discrimination and Perceptual Knowledge”, The Journal of Philosophy, 

 73: 771–791.  

Hogarth, Robin M. (2005). The Routines of Decision Making, edited by Tilmann  Betsch and 

 Susanne Haberstroh. New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.  

Hogarth, R. M. (2001). Educating Intuition. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Ichikawa, Jonathan Jenkins and Steup, Matthias, "The Analysis of Knowledge", The Stanford 

 Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Spring 2014 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = 

 <http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2014/entries/knowledge-analysis/>.  

Lackey, Jennifer (2007). “Why we don’t deserve credit for everything we know”, Synthese, 158: 

 345-361. 

Analects (2016). The Analects of Confucius (2016). Translated by A. Charles Muller, 

 http://www.acmuller.net/con-dao/analects.html#div-18, accessed on June 6th, 2016.  

Nozick, Robert (1981). Philosophical Explanations. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Palermos, Spyridon Orestis (2015). “Could Reliability Naturally Imply Safety?” European Journal 

 of Philosophy 23 (4):1192-1208. 

Pritchard, Duncan (2012). “Anti-Luck Virtue Epistemology”, Journal of Philosophy 109, 247-79.  

Pritchard, Duncan (2010). “Knowledge and Understanding” in Haddock, A., A. Millar and D. 

 Pritchard, The Nature and Value of Knowledge: Three Investigations, 3-88, Oxford: Oxford 

 University Press. 

Proust, Joëlle (2013). The Philosophy of Metacognition: Mental Agency and Self-Awareness. 

 Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Roberts, Robert C. and Wood, W. Jay (2009). Intellectual Virtues: An Essay in Regulative 

 Epistemology. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Slote, Michael (2016). “From Virtue Ethics to Virtue Epistemology”, in Moral and Intellectual 



21 

 Virtues in Western and Chinese Philosophy edited by Chienkuo Mi, Michael Slote, and 

 Ernest Sosa. New York: Routledge, pp. 16-33. 

Sosa, Ernest (1991). Knowledge in perspective: Selected essays in epistemology. Cambridge: 

 Cambridge University Press. 

Sosa, Ernest (1999). “How Must Knowledge Be Modally Related to What is Known?”, 

 Philosophical Topics, 26 (1999) 373-384.  

Sosa, Ernest (2011). Knowing Full Well. Princeton University Press (Soochow University Lectures 

 in Philosophy). 

Sosa, Ernest (2012). “Skepticism and Virtue Epistemology”, Universitas: Monthly Review of 

 Philosophy and Culture 39(2): 7-22. 

Sosa, Ernest (2014). “Reflective Knowledge and Its Importance”, Universitas: Monthly Review of 

 Philosophy and Culture, 41(3), 7-16. 

Sosa, Ernest (2015). Judgment & Agency. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Zagzebski, Linda (2012). Epistemic Authority: A Theory of Trust, Authority, and Autonomy in 

 Belief. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

 



Review 2: 
 
There are totally 9 suggested reformulations. All of them have been followed. (Those 
new formulations are marked in red) 
 
All the comments and suggestions are very much appreciated. 
 



What Is Knowledge? When Confucius Meets Ernest Sosa

Chienkuo MI
1

# Springer Science+Business Media Dordrecht 2015

Abstract In this essay I examine the role that reflection plays in knowledge. I
argue that a notion of reflection grounded in ancient Chinese philosophy can
help us understand second-order or reflective knowledge in both the accounts
of Confucius and Ernest Sosa. I also argue that reflection can help us under-
stand the most ideal kind of knowledge. I begin my paper by laying out
Confucius’ and Sosa’s accounts of knowledge, while at the same time drawing
the reader’s attention to their common concern with reflective knowledge. Next
I draw on an account of reflection from Confucius and elaborate on it. With
this account of reflection in hand, I return to Confucius’ and Sosa’s accounts of
knowledge and show how this account of reflection can help those accounts of
knowledge.

Keywords Confucius . Ernest Sosa . Virtue epistemology. Reflection . Knowledge

The Master said, “You, shall I teach you what knowledge is? When you know a
thing, to hold that you know it; and when you do not know a thing, to allow that
you do not know it— this is knowledge.” (Analects 2.17)

Apt belief, animal knowledge, is better than belief that succeeds in its
aim, being true, without being apt. Apt belief aptly noted, reflective
knowledge, is better than mere apt belief or animal knowledge, espcsmecially
when the reflective knowledge helps to guide the first order belief so that
it is apt. In such a case the belief is fully apt, and the subject knows full well.
(Sosa 2011: 12–13)

Dao
DOI 10.1007/s11712-015-9447-9

* Chienkuo MI

cmi@scu.edu.tw

1 Philosophy Department, Soochow University, Taipei, Taiwan

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s11712-015-9447-9&domain=pdf


1

What is knowledge? The most common and well-known place for searching for what
Confucius, a pioneering philosopher whose recorded ideas are one of the oldest
surviving cultural resources in the Eastern world, thought about knowledge is probably
the passage that has been quoted above. However, if we interpret this passage based on
its typical translation or on what it superficially seems to mean, we may find nothing of
significance.

In the original Chinese text, Confucius begins by asking a student named You 由

what knowledge is. At first glance he then seems to say something rather mundane
which may be translated approximately as “if you know it then you know it, if you
don’t know it then you don’t know it, and that is knowledge.” This simple answer and
teaching uses the same Chinese character zhi 知 a total of five times. Zhi means
something like “knowing” or “knowledge” in English. Based on this common transla-
tion, Confucius does not seem to provide an informative definition of knowledge, nor
does he explicate or offer significant information about knowledge. If we think that
Confucius, a great Eastern thinker, does mean to say something significant about what
knowledge is, we may need to carefully interpret the words he used and consider
whether and, if appropriate, what wisdom lies hidden behind them.

2

The passage quoted from Sosa shows the philosopher’s view of the nature of knowl-
edge.1 There are two central tenets of (Ernest Sosa’s) virtue epistemology: one is the
idea that knowledge is apt belief, and the other is the claim that there is a distinction
between animal knowledge and reflective knowledge. What is of particular interest to
us at this point in our discussion, however, is the way, based on apt belief, knowledge
may be graded, according to Sosa.2

Level One: animal knowledge (apt belief), the kind of first-order knowledge which
is defined as apt belief (the first-order belief that is correct, i.e., true, in virtue of the
relevant first-order competence).

Level Two: reflective knowledge (meta-apt belief), the kind of knowledge which
relies on the relevant second-order competence and aptly enlightens (grasps or en-
dorses) the first-order apt belief.

Level Three: knowing full well (full-apt belief), the best kind of complete (full well)
knowledge which necessarily involves not only apt belief and apt belief aptly grasped,
but also the aptness of the first-order belief being actually guided by the second-order
apt (or meta-apt) belief, and therefore achieves epistemic heights that goes beyond both
reflective and animal knowledge.

To be sure, it has to be explained what the natures of the three levels of knowledge
are respectively, and why their values have been graded accordingly.

1 The passage provides an indication of Sosa’s view of the value of knowledge as well.
2 There will be more discussion in what follows on the differences between the three levels of knowledge, and
Sosa’s AAA model for explaining the normativity of our cognitive performance. Please also find detailed
discussion on the related issues in Mi 2014.
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We have found a common topic between Confucius and Ernest Sosa—that is, “What is
knowledge?” What is more, it is not unreasonable to claim that there are different
grades of knowing according to Confucius as well. We may know something, or we
may not know something. However, according to Confucius’ teachings, simply know-
ing something may not indicate that you really possess knowledge and so enjoy the
kind of knowledge Confucius holds in highest esteem. It is only when you manifest the
right kind of self-knowledge, which for Confucius requires knowing that you know
something and/or you don’t know something, that you really know something and/or
you don’t know something, do you possess knowledge.3 We can simply know or not
know something in the sense of first-order knowledge. We can also know further that
we know or not know something, which constitutes second-order knowledge.
Confucius clearly prizes the second kind of knowledge and denies that one possesses
knowledge if one doesn’t know that one knows.

In addition to these grades of knowledge, is there also a grade of knowledge in
Confucius’ thought that is analogous to “knowing full well”? It would be natural to
think that there is at least conceptual space in how Confucius thinks about knowledge
for this third grade of knowledge. Certainly nothing Confucius says rules it out.
Furthermore, while our primary concern in this essay is not the value of knowledge,
there is an indication that Confucius lauds knowledge that is really possessed over first-
order knowledge. It seems natural to think that like Sosa he would prize a grade of
knowledge analogous to Sosa’s knowing full well over all others.

But first, what accounts for the difference between simple knowledge and possessing
knowledge, or going from first-order knowledge to second-order knowledge, in Confucius’
view? Reflecting on what we are learning or what we know can raise the grade of our
knowledge to a meta-level cognitive state or, simply put, to second-order knowledge.
Reflection can be a fixing of thoughts on something (giving careful consideration) or a
thought occurring in consideration or meditation. Reflection functions cognitively at a
different level from vision and the other senses. We may characterize our sense perception
as a first-order cognitive ability and reflection as a second-order cognitive ability. Perhaps
the terminology of different orderings was not available to Confucius, but the notion of
reflection was available and certainly plays an important role in his teachings.

4

How about Sosa’s position on the nature of knowledge? The way Sosa explains the
nature of knowledge is simple but very insightful. In order for a belief to count as
knowledge it has to satisfy a particular performance-based normativity. Knowledge, as
a performance, can be evaluated based on the AAA-model (Accurate, Adroit, and Apt)
designed by Sosa applicable to performances generally. More specifically, for a belief
to be knowledge it must satisfy three conditions: be accurate (be true), be adroit (be

3 This kind of self-knowledge can also be represented by a common Chinese idiom: “The enlightenment or
manifestation of self-knowing” (zi zhi zhi ming 自知之明).
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competent or skillful), and be apt (be true because of the performer’s adroitness). This
means that knowledge may be described as apt belief.

By identifying knowledge as apt belief—belief that is true because of the believer’s
cognitive abilities or competence—we can effectively explain away typical Gettier-type
counter-examples. Even using the AAA-model, however, some Gettier cases, such as
the barn-façade-county-type cases, still remain problematic. The AAA-model is not
Sosa’s only contribution to the analysis of knowledge. Sosa also introduces a distinc-
tion between animal knowledge and reflective knowledge. In the barn façade county
case, Henry, who is driving through the county, shows his first-order competence when
he sees a real barn, albeit in an area full of barn façades, and believes truly because of
his perceptual competence. He thus has first-order apt belief (animal knowledge), but
he is without the relevant second-order competence which for Sosa is a requirement of
second-order reflective knowledge. For Sosa, he cannot reflectively tell that he is in the
hostile epistemic environment that is barn façade county. This explains why Henry
seems to know (and has first-order animal knowledge) that there is a barn in front of
him, and at the same time explains why Henry seems to be missing knowledge of a
higher standing, namely, reflective knowledge.

So we have this smart way of analyzing knowledge (analyzing knowledge as apt belief
plus distinguishing animal knowledge from reflective knowledge) which gives us the right
results to Gettier cases, whether they be typical Gettier-type cases or Gettier cases with the
structure of the barn façades case. However, we should identify what exactly the difference
is between animal knowledge and reflective knowledge before continuing on to consider
the highest level of knowledge that Sosa identifies, knowing full well. The key element
distinguishing animal knowledge from reflective knowledge here is simply reflection.

5

Simply speaking, reflection can take two different directions. One is to look back
carefully and consciously on what we have learned or believed (consciously or
unconsciously). I call this direction of reflection “retrospective reflection.” The other
often involves carefully thinking ahead in a meditative way. Let us call it “perspective
reflection.”4 The former is usually characterized by the Chinese word xing 省, and the
latter by si 思. Both sorts of reflection appear in Confucius’ Analects, and deserve
exploration and clarification. Let us quote two passages to begin with:

The philosopher Zeng 曾 said, “I daily reflect [xing 省] on myself with regard to
three points: whether, in transacting business for others, I may have been not
faithful; whether, in intercourse with friends, I may have been not sincere;
whether I may have not mastered and practiced the instructions of my teacher.”
(Analects 1.4)

Ji Wen季文 thought [si思] thrice, and then acted. When the Master was informed
of it, he said, “Twice may do.” (Analects 5.20)

4 The reason I use the term “perspective” reflection (rather than “prospective”) here is to match and
accommodate Sosa’s own view of reflective knowledge rooted in Sosa 1991.
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“Reflecting” in the first passage represents “reflection” as looking backward (to what
we have done or learned during the day), while careful thinking or reflection in the
second involves thinking in a forward directed way. Without focusing on the temporal
aspect (looking forward or backward), what is the significant difference between the
two sorts of “reflection” (xing 省 and si 思 in Chinese)? Do they play different roles
when it comes to acquiring knowledge?

Let us consider one interesting short passage of Confucius’ abundant teachings in
which the concept of reflection in both directions are shown in the same context, which
allows for a good comparison:

The Master said, “When we see men of worth, we should think (si思) of equaling
them; when we see men of a contrary character, we should turn inwards and
reflect (xing 省) on ourselves.” (Analects 4.17)

Once again, according to what Confucius has said here, we should learn from men of
worth (moral or intellectual) and think carefully how we can in future perform as well
as they do. Reflection in the perspective sense, or careful and conscious thinking, seems
to direct us to look ahead and thoughtfully consider the right way to act or perform. On
the other hand, we can also learn from men that are less worthy by reflecting upon what
we have done before and examining whether we have also been similarly less worthy.
Reflection in the retrospective sense, or cautious and conscientious re-examining,
seems to draw us to look back and attentively inspect any wrongdoing on one’s part
in the past.5

Reflection as thinking forward (or si 思) plays a guiding role in the conscious and
conscientious mind of the agent. Reflection as thinking backward (or xing 省) plays a
role like a warning alarm, drawing on beliefs, thoughts, and representations in the short-
term or long-term memory of the agent. Reflection as thinking backward can warn an
agent if they are moving in the wrong direction or getting close to making a mistake.
Reflection can, with this dual aspect, thus guide or improve our first-order beliefs or
thoughts when skillfully exercised. It can both guide us as to how we should form our
belief in a given situation and also warn us off previously experienced or noted
mistakes in belief formation.

6

For Sosa, what is the nature of the reflection that distinguishes reflective knowledge
from animal knowledge? Furthermore, what does the nature of this reflection contribute
to knowing full well, Sosa’s paragon knowledge?

Let us focus on the barn façade county case again, and consider different possibil-
ities regarding when reflective knowledge could come into play and what kind of
reflection (as a kind of second-order competence) is involved in reflective knowledge.
In particular our interest here is to identify what would be able to endorse first-order apt

5 One may wonder what would be the appropriate object(s) of “reflection” (in both directions) here. From the
passages of the Analects I have discussed so far, the objects could be actions, behaviors, events, or even
knowledge, be they moral or intellectual.
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belief and guide the first-order belief to its full aptness in the sense Sosa has in mind as
a requirement for knowing full well. In Henry’s case, he is lucky in a certain respect to
form his true first-order apt belief that there is a barn as he drives through barn façade
county and happens to see a real barn. Henry competently recognizes a barn and forms
his true belief that there is a barn before him. Henry’s belief is apt because he attains
this true belief in virtue of his ability. He has first-order knowledge, that is, animal
knowledge.

Sosa maintains that Henry has only first-order knowledge and lacks second-order
knowledge, reflective knowledge. He is not in the running for reflective knowledge
because he cannot reflectively tell that he is located in an epistemically bad environment
when it comes to identifying barns. However, what could Henry have done or believed
such that his knowledge status would be a grade higher? That is to say, how could
reflection have been involved such that Henry’s first-order belief about the barn could
have been a higher grade of knowledge? Should reflection have come on the scene
before the formation of the belief about the barn, or after, or at the same time? The
concept of “reflection” here, following Sosa’s defining reflective knowledge as apt
belief aptly noted, implies the first-order apt belief is aptly grasped or endorsed. So,
what kind of reflection can it be that would make Henry’s first-order apt belief aptly
noted? Is it the backward-looking reflection, the forward-looking reflection, or some-
thing else?

One difference between animal knowledge and reflective knowledge, at first glance,
seems to lie in a difference of object. If this were so, then the concept of reflection
involved here would be backward-looking reflection. Animal knowledge, based on this
distinction, would consist in first-order beliefs with their first-order objects. Reflective
knowledge, by contrast, would consist in second-order beliefs with second-order
objects. Henry can competently believe (in the sense of first-order believing) that B
(“there is a barn”). On this line of thought Henry has formed this belief and has attained
it as animal knowledge as we have described. By contrast, after Henry has formed this
belief, he might (for whatever reason) reflect upon this particular (first-order) belief.
The object of his second-order belief here would be his first-order belief that B. If his
second-order belief were to remain true and his reflection exhibits his intellectual
virtues, he then would seem to have acquired reflective knowledge.

The type of reflection mentioned is backward-looking reflection. We reflect upon
what we earlier came to aptly believe and may further aptly note that we aptly believed.
If this really is the case, then we should wonder again what reflective knowledge can do
or contribute to the original animal knowledge in question. Reflective knowledge in
this sense does bring about the meta-level belief, because it has the first-order apt belief
as its object of reflection. However, can it make our original first-order apt belief any
better? Does this kind of reflective knowledge enjoy a higher epistemic status than
animal knowledge? I do not see how it can and does. I do not think this is what Sosa
has in mind either. The belief B may ascend to a second-order epistemic status through
a second-order belief, but given the different objects, it is not clear why it should be
counted as a grade above first-order apt belief.

A key feature of Sosa’s distinction between animal and reflective knowledge seems
to lie elsewhere. Henry’s belief that B that is first-order apt but fails to be meta-apt
means he possesses only animal knowledge but not reflective knowledge. His failure to
have something more is due to his incompetent second-order abilities in the particular
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case (or failing to manifest such a competence at least). Presumably he could have
second-order knowledge if he had the right background knowledge; for example, that
the county is replete with fake barns but a real barn is located at x.

Actually, for Sosa both first-order belief and second-order belief may aim at the
same object, the belief that B in this case. Both beliefs aim to acquire the truth that B.
However, Henry only manifests his first-order competence but not second-order
reflective competence when he forms his belief that B at time t. It therefore becomes
clear that the difference between animal knowledge and reflective knowledge relates to
a difference in the deployment of intellectual abilities—first-order competence involves
one set of competences while second-order competence involves another set of com-
petences. The kind of reflection involved here can be characterized as the forward-
directed reflection, careful and guiding by nature, identified as a kind of reflection
earlier.

Knowledge in the Henry case is apt belief, which manifests the believer’s relevant
first-order competence without displaying his conscious and careful deliberation.
Knowledge displaying a reflective competence in the right way is not only apt belief
but also belief that manifests the believer’s second-order competence which can aptly
endorse apt belief. Henry’s first-order apt belief that B at t could have enjoyed a better
epistemic status, had Henry been able to skillfully reflect upon his surroundings.

By understanding reflection in the way that we do we are able to provide a better
understanding and more sympathetic reading of Sosa’s distinction between animal
knowledge (apt belief) and reflective knowledge (apt belief aptly noted or meta-apt
belief). If we follow this line of thought, then we should consider the role that the kind
of reflection we have identified plays in knowing full well.

Sosa says, “Arguably, a shot could be both apt and meta-apt while still falling short
in that it is not in virtue of being meta-apt that it is apt” (Sosa 2011: 9). He uses an
archery example here to shed light on what he has in mind. Diana the huntress might
take a shot which is both apt and meta-apt. Her shot succeeds in hitting the target,
manifests the archer’s great skill, and her success is through her skillful ground level
(first-order) competence, so the shot is apt. What is more, the huntress-archer has made
an excellent risk evaluation and shot selection, so the shot is meta-apt because the shot
manifests her second-order risk-assessment competence. However, Diana can have
both aptness and meta-aptness in her shot but still displays a kind of luck, because
“Diana might assess risk aptly and then just toss a coin to decide whether to shoot”
(Sosa 2011: 9). Citing this example by way of analogy, Sosa argues that a believer can
possess both apt belief and the corresponding meta-apt belief while still falling short of
the ideal kind of knowledge. This is because some kind of luck is still at play when the
believer obtains first-order aptness without that belief being actually guided by the
appropriate second-order competence. The believer in this case is not knowing full well,
her belief is both apt and meta-apt but not full apt.

Knowing full well, thus characterized, is not reflective knowledge which means apt
belief aptly noted, but is a grade higher than reflective knowledge and represents the
best or the most ideal kind of knowledge according to Sosa. That the second-order apt
belief aptly endorses the first-order apt belief does not guarantee the latter will be
guided by the former. This, however, seems a bit strange in the archery case, but it is
even more puzzling when it comes to the performance of “believing” or “pursuing
knowledge.” What does this guidance add to apt belief aptly noted, which surely
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excludes any knowledge-threatening luck? What does this requirement of knowing full
well really involve? In what follows I turn to Confucius for an answer. The thought is
that with his fuller conception of reflection, we get an answer to this question. What is
more, we get an answer that makes sense of why “knowing full well is the highest
level” is an ideal standard of knowledge.

7

Reflection, in both directions, has a great deal to do with Confucius’ conception of
knowledge. As I will show shortly, forward-looking reflection (perspective reflection)
and backward-looking reflection (retrospective reflection) square neatly with the ideas
of “to know that you know” and “to know that you don’t know,” which jointly
contribute to our acquisition of knowledge.

To understand what knowledge is and why we should want to acquire the kind of
knowledge Confucius proposes pursuing (to his students and to human beings in
general), the best way to proceed is to focus on the important concept of “learning”
(xue 學) and the relationship between learning and reflection. A key passage from the
Analects of Confucius may help clarify matters here:

The Master said, “Learning without thought is labor lost; thought without
learning is perilous.” (Analects 2.15)

We cannot emphasize enough the importance of learning in Confucius’ teachings and
in his own career. He teaches his students (at the very beginning of the list of his
teachings in Analects) through rhetorical question that it is “pleasant (enjoyable) to
learn with a constant perseverance and application” (Analects 1.1).6 He also vividly
describes his own autobiographic career as follows:

At fifteen, I had my mind bent on learning. At thirty, I stood firm. At forty, I had
no doubts. At fifty, I knew the decrees of Heaven.7 At sixty, my ear was an
obedient organ for the reception of truth. At seventy, I could follow what my heart
desired, without transgressing what was right. (Analects 2.4; my emphasis)

Without learning, many desirable qualities of character or performance (moral as well
as intellectual) will become defective. Confucius gives six examples of the flaws that
result from supposedly good qualities when combined with a lack of effort at learning.
Let me just mention the one which is related to our topic here: “There is the love of
knowing without the love of learning—the beclouding here leads to dissipation of
mind” (Analects 17.8). The love of knowing counts as a very good virtue and one of the

6 Some may object that the point of Analects 1.1 here is to emphasize “practice,” but not “learning.” However,
it is quite obvious from what is being said that Confucius emphasizes that it is pleasant to “learn” and to
“constantly practice what is learned.” Both “learning” and “practice” make a great contribution to our
reflective knowledge.
7 We also need to figure out what kind of knowledge Confucius has in mind in “knowing the decrees of
Heaven.”
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epistemic goals Confucius has set up for pursuing knowledge, but it will lead to an
empty mind and become fruitless if one has no desire to learn.

When we learn, we learn to acquire knowledge, to possess knowledge, and to enjoy
knowledge, be it common knowledge, practical knowledge, craft knowledge, moral
knowledge, or theoretical knowledge. That is why Confucius also compares different
degrees of dealing with the acquisition of knowledge, which we will see reflected in
three different grades of knowledge. He says: “They who know the truth are not equal
to those who love it, and they who love it are not equal to those who delight in it”8

(Analects 6.20). Those who simply know the truth are people who can acquire
knowledge through their basic (cognitive) functions. Those who love (not emotionally
but intellectually) knowledge show their willingness and consciousness to employ a
higher cognitive mechanism in order to grasp what they have learned and secure the
possession of knowledge. Finally those who delight (with no doubts and no regrets) in
knowledge possession can savor the love of knowledge and enjoy the highest epistemic
status, that is, they can achieve comprehensive understanding.

The following two questions bring into focus the relevance of what has been
discussed in the previous section. First, what role can reflection play in our overall
learning and acquisition of knowledge? Second, what are the proper epistemic goals in
our pursuit of knowledge? The two questions are closely related.

Let us first see how reflection and learning interact with each other, and further
contribute jointly to the acquisition of knowledge. Learning, according to Confucius,
requires the learner to frequently revisit what he has learned and to make good use of it.
Most translations emphasize the importance of putting what you have learned to good
use, repeated practice, and repeated application. However, if we take into account and
consider Confucius’ observation that “learning without thought is labor lost” and his
advice to “keep cherishing old knowledge, so as continually to be acquiring new”
(Analects 2.11), then we will not only see the equal importance of repeatedly revisiting
and cherishing the old knowledge we have learned, but also realize the real point of
constantly practicing and applying it.

The real point of Confucius’ “learning and practice” (xuexi 學習) has to do with
reflection in both directions (forward-looking and backward-looking). Without
forward-looking reflection (careful and conscious deliberation) as guidance for learn-
ing, our pursuit of knowledge will be puzzling and fragile. Without backward-looking
reflection (cautious and conscientious examination) as an inspector of learning, our
acquisition of knowledge will be labor lost and go nowhere.

Learning without reflecting not only results in failure to improve, but may also lead
to us making easily avoidable mistakes as well. However, Confucius also understands
that we also cannot simply reflect without new learning either. Without input from
learning, our reflection will become empty and eventually fade away. Without the kind

8 Two points should be noted here. We should see each comparison as marking a step on one journey to the
highest standing. In other words, while loving the truth is superior to knowing the truth, loving the truth also
involves knowing the truth; and while enjoying the truth is superior to loving the truth, enjoying the truth also
involves loving the truth. The second point regards the object of each of the stages (the object of knowing,
loving, enjoying). I interpret zhi 知 as “truth,” though my point would also hold if dao 道 was the
interpretation. Furthermore, I am not taking truth here to refer only to empirical propositions. I take it also
to include such truths as moral truths. I reject therefore a purely intellectualist interpretation of this passage,
just as I reject a purely moralist interpretation of this passage.

What Is Knowledge? When Confucius Meets Ernest Sosa



of first-order knowledge in hand—what we learn from seeing, hearing, touching,
practicing, or even reasoning—we will have no objects that we can reflect upon.
While we learn, we learn our everyday knowledge, be it practical knowledge, craft
knowledge, or knowledge about the external world. While we reflect upon what we
have learned, we learn even more and know better. As such, reflection can help us
reach the highest grade of knowledge.

The superior man, according to Confucius, must put first-order beliefs under careful
scrutiny in order to be superior. Our beliefs formed through sense-perceptions and
cognitive inquiry, if we are concerned with securing a superior epistemic status, must
also undergo some epistemic ascent and be exposed to exploration and inspection of
second-order reflection. It is again clear that for Confucius that there are at least two
different levels of knowledge, one which involves knowledge acquisition through our
sense-perceptions and our everyday cognitive inquiry or learning (without reflection),
and the other built up and elevated from the previous level by careful thinking and
cautious examination. Even though the terminology of “first-order” and “second-order”
is foreign to Confucius, there is already a distinction between “recognizing
(identifying)” (shi 識) and “knowing” (zhi 知) in his thought which accounts for
different orders of knowledge:

The Master said, “There may be those who act without knowing why. I do not do
so. Hearing much and selecting what is good and following it; seeing much and
keeping it in memory—this is the second style of knowledge [or a lower level of
knowledge].” (Analects 7.28)

There are actually two parts in this passage. Both can be explained and shown to shed
light on the distinction between first- and second-order knowledge. In the first part
Confucius distinguishes the kind of knowledge that is needed for action and knowledge
that consciously grasps the reasons why one should act as one should. The former kind
of knowledge can be categorized as first-order knowledge necessary for carrying out
those actions and performances in everyday life. The latter sort of knowledge, however,
requires not only that you know how to act or what to do, but also that you know that
you know how to act and what to do—that is, the sort of second-order knowledge. As
we see Confucius endorses the latter, which depends on second-order cognitive
competence. He further subordinates first-order knowledge (shi 識) beneath the sort
of knowledge he endorses (zhi 知). Of the second part, Confucius goes a step further
and clarifies what first-order knowledge is like, while he also delivers his value
judgment and subordinates first-order knowledge (or he may call it shi 識 in Chinese)
beneath the sort of knowledge he is in favor of (or he may call it zhi知 in Chinese). The
sort of first-order knowledge is acquired mostly through our five senses—you learn
from hearing much and seeing much and you keep it in your memory. The resources of
what you have learned through those first-order cognitive mechanisms and then kept in
your memory will later in your life help you recognize or identify them again. They are
of course very useful and reliable tools of our everyday life in encountering or steering
in the world. So, shi 識 sometimes can be understood as our memories or to memorize
something, and sometimes as the ability of recognizing or identifying something.
Whichever it may mean, it all stands for the kind of first-order cognitive abilities or
first-order knowledge. The superior kind of knowledge or knowledge ranked as higher
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level, however, will require something more which either asks for some superior
cognitive mechanism or looks for some higher-order epistemic status.

It is obvious that Confucius does not concern himself too much with first-order
knowledge, the kind of knowledge that helps you recognize, identify, differentiate, or
simply know something. This can be seen from his very short but strong comment on
what a superior man should not be limited to: “The accomplished scholar [or again the
superior man] is not a utensil [bu qi不器]” (Analects 2.12). The suggestion is (at least in
the sense in which a superior man is a wise person) that we should not simply be
satisfied with acquiring first-order knowledge. Our second question will naturally come
in at this point—what should we be seeking? To become a better man or a superior man
(junzi 君子) is probably the most general goal Confucius has in mind. But what is junzi
君子? How do we become a junzi 君子? What does being a junzi 君子 have anything to
do with the issue of “knowledge”?

There are many ways to characterize what a superior man is, but Confucius
explicitly raises three conditions for paving the way to becoming a junzi 君子: “The
wise are free from perplexities; the virtuous from anxiety; and the bold from fear”
(Analects 9.29 and 14.28). Let us focus here on “the wise” (zhizhe智者) which is one of
the main features of being a superior man, and appears to be closely related to our main
issue here. Confucius describes himself achieving the goal of “having no doubts or
being free from perplexities” at his forties, which means that he has become a wise man
who really savors the love of wisdom at that stage of his life. Now, our question is: how
can we always be free from perplexities? In virtue of what can we achieve this goal of
having no doubts and being a wise man? The answer, I believe, lies in the different
levels of knowledge and the different epistemic goals rooted in those different levels
respectively. We are also on our way to finding out what the ultimate epistemic goal is
for Confucius.

Let us return to what the Master has said in the Analects again: “They who know the
truth are not equal to those who love it, and they who love it are not equal to those who
delight in it” (Analects 6.20). We can actually claim that there are three different levels
of knowledge involved here with respect to the ways in which we deal with the kind of
knowledge we acquire: (1) With respect to simply knowing the truth, we can have the
first-order knowledge (shi 識), the goal of which is pursuing the truth, to collect or aim
at all kinds of objective truth in our everyday life through our first-order cognitive
mechanisms. (2) With respect to loving to know, we can have the second-order
knowledge which requires reflecting upon what one knows and knowing the reason
why one knows, more than just simply knowing something true. The goal of
performing this higher-order cognitive reflection is to make sure that we do possess
first-order knowledge and do not go astray. (3) With respect to enjoying one’s posses-
sion of knowledge, we can have the highest level of knowledge which will require our
comprehensive understanding (with no doubts and no perplexities) of what we have
learned and possessed through reflection (in both directions) and application, and the
goal of performing this highest intellectual endeavor is to become a wise person, and
achieve the epistemic heights of the superior man.

But why is second-order knowledge not good enough for wisdom?When we love to
know, we do not just simply know what we know but reflectively know what we know
and why we know. The role that reflection plays in the love of knowledge here is just
the kind of forward-looking deliberation and careful consideration previously
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discussed. You consciously grasp what you are believing and know why you believe it.
Putting this in a more general way, you know you are doing it right (which is different
from simply doing it right). However, to comprehensively understand what we are
doing, we have to know what is right from wrong—we know not only what we know
and why we know but also what we don’t know and why we don’t know. We can
imagine that someone may be lucky in that she has inherited a good nature or has
always been situated in a knowledge-friendly environment, so whenever she acts she
always acts rightly and whatever she believes she always believes aptly or even meta-
aptly. However, if luck turns against her and she is misled, and crude reality is
uncooperative, she may still love to know but may fall short by lacking the kind of
backward-looking reflection that can help her overcome her epistemic challenges and
improve upon her mistakes. It is when you know what you know and why you know
and know what you don’t know and why you don’t know, that you are better placed to
overcome the challenges of a difficult epistemic environment. This explains why
Confucius emphasizes that: “To know that you know and to know that you don’t
know, that is knowledge (or wisdom)” (Analects 2.17; my translation).

8

Now, we are in a better position to deal with the difficult barn façades case. Let us
consider it in a dialectical order:

(1) Henry sees a barn in front of him while he is driving through the countryside. So
he knows (in the sense of the first-level knowing or simple knowing) that there is a barn
in front of him.

(2) However, he does not know that he is situated in Fake Barn County. Because of
his ignorance of his unfortunate situation (resulting in his only having the kind of
knowledge that involves epistemic luck), Henry’s knowledge still falls short. Henry
does not have reflective knowledge that there is a barn in front of him.

(3) He may reflectively know, in the forward-looking or perspective sense, that he
knows there is a barn in front of him. However, this may not help Henry too much.

(4) But what kind of cognitive mechanism should Henry be equipped with in order
for him to realize this bad situation?

(5) The key answer lies in Henry not knowing (being ignorant) that he is situated in
Fake Barn County.

(6) If he can be alerted or be more skeptical about his situation, then Henry could
reflectively know that he sees a real barn despite his bad situation. But how can he be
equipped with this kind of cognitive mechanism? What kind of reflection would this
reflective knowledge be?

(7) It is obvious that the kind of reflection involved here is backward-looking (or
retrospective) reflection. Either Henry has been in this situation (Fake Barn County), or
he has been similarly ill-situated in previous scenarios, so Henry can make his risk
evaluation before forming his belief that there is a real barn in front of him in this case.

(8) It is only when Henry can knowingly see a real barn and deliberatively evaluate
the situation he is situated in based on considerations of risks and skeptical scenarios
(which will later guide him to form the belief that there is indeed a barn in front of him),
can he achieve the epistemic heights and know it full well.
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