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Abstract
This paper examines what it takes to be the intrinsic human goods of knowledge 
and achievement and argues that they are at many points parallel. Both are com-
pounds, and of parallel elements: belief, justification, and truth in the one case, and 
intentional pursuit, competence, and success in the other. Each involves a Moorean 
organic unity, so its full presence or value requires a connection between its ele-
ments: an outside-in connection, where what makes a belief true helps explain why 
it’s justified, for knowledge, and an inside-out connection, where what makes a pur-
suit competent helps explain its success, for achievement. The features that deter-
mine the degrees of value of instances of the two goods, or make some truths more 
worth knowing and some goals more worth achieving, are also similar, turning in 
both cases largely on two forms of generality. And more specific goods that fol-
low from valuing generality, such as integrated understanding and complex, difficult 
achievement, mirror each other structurally. Taken together, these many parallels 
suggest that knowledge and achievement may both instantiate a more abstract value 
of rational connection to reality. With or without that deeper unification, the paral-
lels strengthen the claims of both to be genuine goods.

1 Introduction

My topic is the intrinsic goods, as I take them to be, of knowledge and achieve-
ment. These are objective or perfectionist goods, in that their value doesn’t depend 
on our wanting or getting pleasure from them but is independent of our attitudes. I 
won’t argue at length that knowledge and achievement are good. My aim is more 
to explore what they involve and to identify a series of parallels between them. In 
doing so I’ll abstract from questions about the kind of value they have: whether 
they’re good simpliciter, with the value-property discussed by G.E. Moore, W.D. 
Ross, and others, or good “for” us in a sense some tie to our “well-being.” My topic 
is just the two goods themselves.
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2  Parallel Goods

That knowledge is good in itself has been held by many philosophers, from 
Plato and Aristotle through Aquinas, Leibniz, and Hegel to F.H. Bradley, Hast-
ings Rashdall and Ross. Achievement has been less often valued. The ancient 
Greeks identified the good of our practical side with moral virtue, and though 
that sometimes overlaps with achievement it doesn’t always do so and is a distinct 
intrinsic good. But Marx and Nietzsche in effect valued achievement when they 
equated our good with transforming nature through labour or with exercising a 
will to power. And as Gwen Bradford (2015, pp. 1–2) notes, achievement figures 
prominently in everyday conceptions of the good life, which think it important to 
accomplish things, or meet challenges and have an impact on the world.

That knowledge and achievement are good is also a lesson of Robert Nozick’s 
(1974, pp. 42–45) example of an experience machine that by electrically stimulat-
ing your brain can give you the inner feelings and therefore the pleasure of any 
activity you like. If life on this machine isn’t best, it’s largely because it cuts you 
off from outside reality, in two main ways.

While on the machine you don’t have knowledge of the world or your place in 
it. You think you’re climbing Mt. Everest or curing cancer, if that’s the experience 
you chose, but that isn’t how things really are; instead of true beliefs about what 
you’re doing you have false ones. Nor do you achieve anything on the machine. 
You want and intend to make it the case that you’ve climbed Everest or cured 
cancer but you don’t actually do so; you have no real effect on the world and no 
genuine achievement. In both cases what’s missing is a fit or match between your 
mind and reality, though the matches run in opposite directions. In knowledge the 
world first is the way it is and you fit your mind to it, by forming beliefs about it 
that are true. In achievement you first adopt a goal and then make the world fit 
your mind, by realizing your goal in it. The experience machine severs both these 
mind-world correspondences.

That they involve these correspondences is a first parallel between knowledge 
and achievement, but there are others. In each case the match between your mind 
and reality can’t be accidental, or something you deserve no credit for. That your 
belief is true or that you realized your goal must have been expectable, or as 
expectable as possible, given how you formed or pursued it. In part this means 
that you must have proceeded rationally, so your belief is justified and your pur-
suit of your goal what I’ll call competent. And in each case there can be differing 
degrees of value, depending on your mental state’s content. That knowledge is 
good doesn’t mean all instances of it are equally so. Some truths, for example 
about scientific laws, are very worth knowing, in themselves or apart from any 
effects. Others, such as about the number of blades of grass in a lawn, aren’t. 
There’s what I’ll call important versus trivial knowledge, and there are also 
important versus trivial achievements. A goal like climbing Everest or effectively 
running a large organization is very worth realizing apart from its consequences, 
but tying a shoelace isn’t. Some instances of each good are better than others, 
with the difference resting on one between importance and triviality.
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That they’re parallel in these ways doesn’t mean knowledge and achievement are 
identical or that one is an instance of the other. Some virtue-epistemologists take 
the latter view, saying knowing involves achieving a true belief and can therefore be 
valued under the heading of achievement (Greco 2010; Sosa 2017). But this view 
ignores some crucial differences between the goods. In achievement you intention-
ally pursue a goal, but contra Sosa (2017, ch. 5), forming a belief isn’t always or 
usually an intentional act. You have an experience or are given evidence and you 
just find yourself believing; you don’t make yourself believe. In addition, the criteria 
of importance for the two goods, though parallel, are different. If knowledge were 
an instance of achievement, the properties that make for better achievements would 
also make for better knowledge. But as I’ll argue below, the most valuable knowl-
edge is in large part the most explanatory, whereas the best achievements are the 
most difficult. And some trivial knowledge, for example about the grass in a lawn 
centuries ago, can be very hard to acquire, so doing so is an achievement, whereas 
some highly explanatory knowledge can be had easily, by just reading a book. Most 
fundamentally, knowledge and achievement have opposite directions of matching or 
fit, from mind to world in the one case and from world to mind in the other. To sub-
sume one under the other is to ignore this vital difference.

One reason to explore the parallels between knowledge and achievement is just 
that they’re interesting, especially since, as I’ll argue, there are many of them, 
involving many aspects of the two goods, and they’re accompanied by equally inter-
esting differences, as when parallel relations within the two run in opposite direc-
tions, to reflect their opposed directions of fit. The parallels also strengthen these 
states’ claims to be good. It adds to the case for achievement’s value that it has simi-
larities to knowledge, and conversely for knowledge. More ambitiously, the parallels 
suggest that knowledge and achievement aren’t independent goods but both instanti-
ate, in their different domains, a more abstract value of rational, or reason-guided, 
connection to reality. That is the fundamental value, of which each is then one form. 
This suggestion may further strengthen the case for the two states’ value. A theory 
that unifies them as instances of a single underlying good may be more persuasive 
than one in which they’re separate items on a list of intrinsic goods.

My discussion of these goods will be divided into two parts. I’ll first discuss what 
Ross (1930, p. 146) called their “state of mind” side, which concerns properties of 
a belief or pursuit that are independent of its content, such as whether the belief is 
justified or the pursuit competent. I’ll then discuss those features of its content that 
make it important or trivial. I start with the state-of-mind side of knowledge.

3  Knowledge: State of Mind

Any account of the value of knowledge presupposes an account of what knowledge 
is, since if a state is good as knowledge it’s good for the properties that make it 
knowledge. Here I’ll assume a traditional view on which knowledge is a compound 
of several elements, all of which must be present for you to know. [If knowledge isn’t 
a compound (Williamson 2000), then at least when it’s present these elements are.] 
More specifically, I’ll assume that to know a proposition p you must, first, believe p. 



 T. Hurka 

1 3

Second, your belief that p must be true. Third, your belief must be justified. Though 
there are competing accounts of justification, I’ll assume an evidentialist one on 
which your belief that p is justified if you have evidence for p that gives it a prob-
ability above, say .9, and you believe it because of that evidence. Finally, your belief 
must satisfy a further condition, not yet specified, to exclude the cases of the kind 
Edmund Gettier made famous, where justified true belief falls short of knowledge.

On the simplest state-of-mind view, only full knowledge is good, so there’s value 
when all its elements are present and none when any are absent. Though knowing 
has worth, nothing short of it does. Here the value of your overall body of knowl-
edge depends on two things. Since any instance of knowledge, at least above a 
threshold of importance, has some value, it’s other things equal better to have more 
of them. By knowing more truths about the world, you match your mind to more of 
it and realize more of the value of matching. Items of knowledge can also be more or 
less important, and the greater their importance the better. The ideal is therefore to 
know many truths many of which are important.

The first part of this ideal, about the number of truths you know, raises obvi-
ous questions about how items of knowledge are individuated and counted (Treanor 
2012). I have no simple answers to these questions, but will assume that we under-
stand at least roughly what it means to say that one person knows more truths about 
a given topic than another, say an expert in it than someone just learning. And it’s 
surely part of an ideal of knowledge that you make your life better if you come to 
know things you didn’t know before.

There are, however, alternatives to the view that only full knowledge is good. It 
may be that some of its elements have value—less than the full state but still some—
on their own. If so, having more of them is also better, at least if their contents are 
important. Exploring this possibility may lead to an explanation of why full knowl-
edge is good.

Merely believing p may have some minimal value if p’s content is what I’ve 
called important, so it takes rational power to entertain it. But I’ll assume the main 
candidates for independent value are truth and justification. Does a belief with only 
one of these have some intrinsic worth?

Some epistemologists, assuming the goal of inquiry is truth, say there’s value in 
true belief but no additional value in justification. Ex ante you should base your 
beliefs on evidence, since then they’re most likely to be true. But if a belief is true, 
the process by which it was arrived at, for example whether the process was reliable 
or involved justification, is irrelevant to its value.1 Merely true belief has all the cog-
nitive value there is.

This claim may be true of instrumental value, since an unjustified true belief can 
guide you equally well in practice, or lead to equally successful action, as one that’s 
rationally based. But if we ask about intrinsic value, of the kind relevant to ethics, I 
don’t see much at all in an unjustified true belief. How is your life better if a conclu-
sion you reached foolishly and against your evidence turns out by luck to be true? 

1 This is a generalized version of the “swamping problem” for reliabilist theories of justification; see 
Kvanvig (2003, ch. 3).
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To me the greater intrinsic value lies in justification, since a justified belief is one 
you formed using your rational powers. You had evidence for p, recognized it as 
evidence, and believed p on that basis; there’s value in this as there isn’t in being 
irrationally right. So of merely justified and merely true belief, I find the former of 
greater worth. Imagine two scientists, one of whom carefully examines his evidence 
and develops a theory that fits that evidence but is false, while the other proposes a 
theory for which he has no evidence but that turns out, by a fluke, to be true. Whose 
epistemic state has more value? I would say the first scientist’s.

It may be objected that forming justified beliefs is a means to having true ones, 
and a means can’t have more value than its end. But as we’ll see when we discuss 
achievement, the underlying assumption here is false. A process of pursuing an end 
can have value even if the end itself doesn’t; this is clearest in games and sports. 
And what’s valuable in rational belief-formation isn’t just that it’s a means to an end. 
It’s that it’s recognized and produced as a means, by using the rational power to do 
what will promote an end because it will do so.

What about a belief that is both justified and true? Its value could be the sum of 
its values as justified and true, which, if truth has some limited value, may be a little 
more than its value as justified. But there’s another possibility. Justified true belief 
could, given the right relation between its elements, involve what Moore called an 
“organic unity” (1903, pp. 27–36), where the value of a whole doesn’t equal the sum 
of the values its parts would have on their own but can, for example, be greater, so 
two items or properties are better together than they would be apart. I find this pos-
sibility attractive here. Though truth of belief has little value on its own, adding it 
to justification may, in the right conditions, contribute significant intrinsic value, or 
make for a significant difference in worth, by creating a valuable organic whole. A 
certain combination of justification and truth may be a crucial intrinsic good, so the 
value of knowledge doesn’t depend just on the separate values of its elements but 
also, and vitally, on how they’re related.

Organic-unity claims are most plausible when they have a justifying rationale, 
or involve a more substantial relation between the parts of a whole than just their 
existing alongside each other. This is certainly true here since, as the Gettier cases 
show, the mere conjunction of justification and truth is insufficient for knowledge or, 
presumably, for its full value. An anti-Gettier element is needed, but what exactly 
should it say?

Consider a classic Gettier case, of the kind Gettier himself described (1963). In 
an abstract such case you have evidence for p and believe p on that basis, but p is 
false. From p you infer the weaker p or q, your belief in which is justified because 
your belief in p is, and p or q is true because q, for which you have no evidence, is 
true. You have a justified belief that p or q but, intuitively, don’t know it. Why?

As others have noted (e.g. Kvanvig 2003, pp. 108–109; Nagel 2014, pp. 48–49), 
the facts that make your belief justified here, which concern p, are unconnected to 
its truth, which depends on q. Though you have evidence for p or q, it’s unrelated to 
what makes p or q true, so your belief’s being both justified and true is an accident. 
We can therefore imagine an anti-Gettier condition that requires the two elements to 
be more substantially connected, so one depends on the other. The connection can 
in principle be of different kinds, but to reflect the mind-to-world direction of fit of 
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belief it should have truth as its fixed or anchoring point, so it runs from truth to 
justification, with the latter depending on the former. It will do this if the anti-Gettier 
condition says that, for you to know that p, the facts that make p true must also help 
explain why your belief that p is justified, or play a significant role in its being justi-
fied. Then the internal fact of your belief’s justification depends on the external one 
of its truth, and the two are, at least so far, non-accidentally related. Call this specific 
anti-Gettier condition an outside-in condition.

In cases of empirical belief this condition is satisfied if the facts that make p true 
are the causal source of at least a significant part of your evidence for p. This is 
straightforwardly so in perceptual knowledge, where the fact that p itself causes 
an experience as of p that’s your main reason for believing p. Thus the presence 
of a sheep in front of you can cause you to have a visual sensation as of a sheep, 
which justifies you in believing there’s a sheep. But something similar occurs in 
inductive knowledge, where you don’t have direct contact with the object of your 
belief because it’s hidden or lies in the future. Here the relevant facts aren’t those 
that constitute p’s truth but those separate facts that cause p to be true, and they 
can also cause some of your evidence for p. You see a farmer leading a sheep to a 
field; his act will cause the sheep to later be in the field, and at the same time gives 
you evidence for that truth about the future. The fact that p and your evidence for 
it are joint effects of a common cause, and their being jointly caused makes for the 
required connection.2 Finally, the outside-in condition is also satisfied in a priori 
knowledge, though here the explanatory connection can’t be causal. Imagine that p 
is self-evident, in the sense that understanding it suffices for being justified in believ-
ing it (Audi 2004, pp. 48–49; Parfit 2011, vol. 2, pp. 490, 508–509). This fact about 
p, combined with the fact that you understand p, explains why your belief that p is 
justified.

The outside-in condition also gives the right verdict in a lottery case. You bought 
a ticket for a thousand-ticket lottery that had its draw yesterday, but you haven’t 
heard the result. Knowing the odds, you believe your ticket lost, and it did lose, 
but, intuitively, you don’t know this. The explanation, we can say, is that your evi-
dence is unconnected to what made the ticket lose, namely the draw. In a probabilis-
tically similar case, however, you do have knowledge. You drop some garbage down 
a chute where 999 times out a thousand it reaches the ground. Knowing this prob-
ability, you believe the garbage reached the ground, and it did (Sosa 2000). Here you 
do know, because a key part of your evidence comes from a cause of the garbage’s 
reaching the ground, your dropping it.

As well as correctly judging these cases, this anti-Gettier condition gives a per-
suasive rationale for an organic-unity view,3 since it requires a relation between justi-
fication and truth that’s substantial enough to ground additional value. Accepting the 

2 Compare Goldman (1967, pp. 364–366), though he requires what makes p true to cause the belief that 
p, not its being justified, and even omits justification from his analysis. Nor does he apply his analysis to 
a priori knowledge or relate it to the value of knowledge.
3 Isn’t the relation the condition requires another part of knowledge, whose value then is the sum of the 
values of its parts? Not if “part” refers, as it usually does in discussions of organic unities, to elements 
of a whole that can exist independently of the other elements, as a relation between two of them cannot.
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condition results in an overall view of the value of knowledge on which there may 
be minimal value in mere belief, is rather more in justified belief and perhaps some 
in true belief, but on which a large part of the value of full knowledge comes from 
a unification of justification and truth that’s present only given the fourth, outside-
in element. The view can therefore explain why we have the demanding concept of 
knowledge we do, which excludes the Gettier cases, rather than a more permissive 
one that equates it with, say, any justified true belief. The concept of knowledge, we 
can say, is essentially evaluative: it’s the concept of the intrinsically best epistemic 
state. If the distinctive value of knowledge rests on its combining truth and justifica-
tion in an organic unity, and that unity is present only when the two are substantially 
connected, the outside-in condition isn’t an ad hoc addition to a concept that would 
serve equally well without it. It’s vital for the concept’s primary role.

The possibility of this type of condition is ignored in much recent epistemology. 
In one example, Linda Zagzebski describes a procedure she says can generate a Get-
tier-style counterexample to any account of knowledge as justified true belief plus 
further conditions (1994, 1996, pp. 283–293). Her procedure assumes, however, that 
all the conditions in the target account other than truth, including any anti-Gettier 
condition, are independent of truth, so a belief can satisfy them all but be false. As 
she recognizes, her critique can therefore be avoided by an account in which this 
assumption fails. But the only way she imagines it could fail is if justification on its 
own entailed truth; since she rightly rejects that, she concludes that no credible jus-
tified-true-belief-based account can succeed. An account of this kind can, however, 
treat justification and truth as conceptually distinct but require a belief’s satisfying 
one to be connected to its satisfying the other, as my anti-Gettier condition does. 
Then its conditions other than truth can’t all be satisfied by a belief that’s false, and 
her procedure can’t get started.4

The account of knowledge I’ve proposed can be contrasted with some defended 
under the heading of virtue epistemology. Consider the view that a belief counts as 
knowledge only if its being true is “because of” or “manifests” the believer’s intel-
lectual virtue (e.g. Greco 2010; Sosa 2017). In some versions of this view the virtue 
that must be manifested is a stable disposition or intellectual character trait. This has 
the counterintuitive implication that if someone who usually reasons badly manages, 
on a particular occasion, to do so perfectly, he doesn’t then know. Other versions 
of the view don’t require a knower to be stably virtuous; she need only proceed, 
on some particular occasion, as an intellectually virtuous person would (Zagzebski 
1996).

The view these versions share is also an organic-unity one, since it requires an 
explanatory connection between an internal state, now intellectual virtue, and the 
partly external one of true belief. But the connection runs in the opposite direction 
to the one I’ve proposed, from the inside out rather than the outside in, so an exter-
nal state depends on an internal one. This is a crucial difference. An inside-out con-
nection doesn’t reflect—it’s in tension with—the mind-to-world direction of fit of 
cognitive states, where reality is the fixed point and internal states should match 

4 A related argument that likewise ignores this possibility is in Williamson (2000, pp. 69–72).
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and depend on it. Requiring an external condition like truth to be “because of” an 
internal one therefore isn’t appropriate for knowledge, given its essential character, 
but it is appropriate for achievement, given the latter’s mind-to-world direction of 
fit. There the virtue-epistemologists’ direction of dependence does match that of 
the fit, and in fact many of them claim to value knowledge as a form of achieve-
ment. I argued above, however, that this is a mistake. Knowledge is a good parallel 
to achievement, not an instance of it, and one of the main reasons is that it has the 
opposite direction of fit. Requiring an inside-out, rather than outside-in, connection 
for knowledge again ignores this crucial difference.

As stated so far, the outside-in condition I’ve proposed misjudges cases where 
what makes p true causes your evidence for p but not in the way needed for knowl-
edge. You see a white furry animal in the distance that looks like a sheep and you 
decide there is a sheep. In fact the animal is a sheepdog, but hidden behind it is a 
sheep, and the sheepdog is only where it is because its job is to follow the sheep 
(Miracchi 2015, p. 33). The sheep’s presence caused, via the dog’s presence, your 
evidence of a sheep, but, intuitively, you don’t know there’s a sheep. The causation 
is of the wrong kind.

“Deviant” causal connections like this bedevil other analyses, for example of 
intentional action, but here a natural extension of our condition can exclude them.5 
If you take an experience, say a visual sensation, to be evidence for p, you don’t do 
so on no basis. You think the experience is evidence for p because you think it’s 
causally connected to p, and you have, even if tacitly, a reasonably definite picture of 
what the connection is. We can then require that, for you to know that p, this picture 
must be at least roughly accurate, so not only does what makes p true cause part of 
your evidence, it does so roughly as you imagine.6 When you take a visual sensation 
as of a sheep to be evidence of a sheep, you think your sensation is directly caused 
by the sheep, because you think you’re seeing the sheep. This belief is true in suc-
cessful perception of a sheep but not in the sheepdog case; there the causal route 
isn’t as you think. The same requirement applies to the other causal connection in 
inductive knowledge. If you take your sight of the farmer leading his sheep to be 
evidence for the sheep’s later presence in the field, you have a picture of how that 
will result from what you see. But imagine that the farmer’s route exposes him to 
robbers, who steal his sheep and take it to their barn, from where it escapes and runs 
to the field. Here your evidence for the sheep’s future location, though caused by a 
cause of that truth, doesn’t give you knowledge because the truth didn’t result in the 
way you thought.

This extension of the condition is needed for another reason. I said you can have 
inductive knowledge of p if p and your evidence for it are joint effects of a com-
mon cause, but if all causation goes back to the Big Bang, aren’t any two facts joint 
effects of that cause, so the condition is always satisfied? It isn’t always satisfied if 
you need a reasonably specific picture of how the joint causation works. You can 

5 I borrow the idea for this extension from Lutz (unpublished).
6 Compare Goldman (1967, pp. 363, 369–370), though he doesn’t consider deviant-cause cases and 
applies his “reconstruction” condition only to inductive, not perceptual, knowledge.
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have this about nearby parts of the causal chain, as when you see a farmer lead his 
sheep, but not about distant ones like those near the Big Bang.

The extension also strengthens the rationale for an organic-unity view, since 
now the connection between justification and truth must also be represented in your 
mind. Even as extended, however, the outside-in condition doesn’t imply that you 
lack knowledge in fake-barn cases (Goldman 1976) or in ones involving undetected 
defeaters of your evidence, such as a Tim-Tom case (Lehrer and Paxson 1969). 
These cases aren’t as compelling as the classic Gettier ones; thus many non-philos-
ophers and even many epistemologists think you do know in fake-barn cases.7 And 
the cases can be handled in other ways, for example by supplementing a subjective 
justification condition, which says p must be probable given the evidence you have, 
with a more objective condition that says it must be probable given all the evidence 
available in your locale, whether you have it or not; this evidence can include the 
prevalence of fake barns. Requiring both kinds of justification adds a further inter-
nal-external connection to knowledge.8

I’ve argued that some elements of knowledge, in particular justification and 
perhaps truth, have some intrinsic value on their own. But justification admits of 
degrees, and this may ground some further differences in value. To be justified a 
belief must be at least, say, .9 probable given your evidence, but justification to 
degree .99 may make for more valuable belief or knowledge than justification to 
degree .91. Ross, for one, thought this, saying an instance of knowledge or right 
opinion is better the better it’s grounded (1930, p. 147). You can also be more or 
less confident in a belief, and he saw another intrinsic value here, involving a match 
between your degrees of confidence and of justification. If a belief is justified to 
degree .95, he thought it best to be .95 confident in it and less good to be .91 or .99 
confident. He asked whether, when your degrees of confidence and justification dif-
fer, it’s worse to overshoot, by being more confident than your evidence warrants, or 
undershoot, by being less so. He thought some may see overconfidence as the worse 
failing but himself judged them to be equally bad (1930, p. 147). Still, two state-
of-mind aspects of knowledge allow degrees of value: how well supported your 
belief is by evidence, and how well your degree of confidence matches that degree 
of support.

4  Achievement: State of Mind

I see the other intrinsic good, achievement, as a compound of elements parallel to 
those for knowledge, or at least as entailing these elements. To achieve a goal p you 
must, first, intend and pursue p. Your pursuit must be successful, so you realize p. 
Your pursuit must also be competent, which I’ll take to mean that you pursue p by 

7 For non-philosophers see the studies cited in Sosa (2017, pp. 87–88n2); for epistemologists see Hor-
vath and Wiegmann (2016).
8 Schroeder (2015) too requires both subjective and objective justification but interprets the latter more 
strongly, so it entails truth.
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means that, in light of your evidence, give your realizing it a certain probability, and 
you choose the means for the properties that make that so and because they do; then 
your pursuit of p is rational. Finally, your activity must satisfy an anti-Gettier condi-
tion, to exclude cases where competent successful pursuit falls short of achievement.

Though the competence condition parallels that of justification for knowledge, it 
seems to be less demanding. A belief is justified only if its probability given your 
evidence is quite high, say, .9. But imagine that you’re a finalist in the Olympic 100 
meters and one of three co-favourites, so your probability of winning, given that 
you run a certain time, is .3 (compare Bradford 2015, p. 16). You run that time and, 
because the others have slightly off days, you win. This seems an achievement even 
though its antecedent probability was well below .9. If so, the rationality condition 
for achievement must be more permissive than for knowledge, allowing lower prob-
abilities. It’s not that any probability will do; if you had a .01 probability of winning 
and did so only because, through a series of wild flukes, the other runners all fell, 
that wouldn’t be an achievement. But what’s required may be more that you choose 
the most or close to most probable means from those available to you than that you 
choose ones absolutely likely to succeed.

As with knowledge, we can ask whether the elements of achievement have value 
on their own. Like mere belief, merely intending a goal whose content is important 
may have some minimal worth. I again find more value in the exercise of rationality 
involved in competently pursuing a goal, but little or none in success apart from that. 
How is your life better if your bumbling and incompetent pursuit of a goal somehow, 
through luck, realizes it? Again, however, success may add significantly to the value 
of a competent pursuit, by an organic unity, if the two are substantially connected, as 
an anti-Gettier condition can require.

Since achievement has the opposite fit with reality to knowledge, the classic Get-
tier cases for it are reversed versions of those for knowledge. Here you intend to 
realize the weaker goal p or q, decide to do so by making it the case that p, and 
choose means r with a property that makes p’s realization likely. Through bad luck 
this property of r doesn’t have the expected effect, so you don’t realize p. But, in a 
way you couldn’t anticipate, another property of r that you didn’t choose it for pro-
duces q. You pursued p or q competently and realized it, but you didn’t, intuitively, 
achieve it.9

The reason, again, is that your competence and success weren’t connected, and 
we can add an anti-Gettier condition that requires this. Here, though, given the 
world-to-mind direction of fit, the connection should run in the opposite direction 
than for knowledge, or from competence to success. An inside-out connection con-
dition should require the properties that make your pursuit competent, by giving it 
the relevant probability of success, to explain your success by causing it, as doesn’t 
happen in the p or q Gettier case but does in achievement. Then your realizing your 
goal depends on your competence, because what you competently chose caused your 
success. This connection may again account for a large part of the additional value 
of full achievement, as against mere competent pursuit, and be vital if the concept 

9 Compare Bradford (2015, pp. 18–19), which is followed by a deviant-cause case (p. 19).
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of achievement is to identify the intrinsically best pursuits. Where much of the value 
of knowledge rests on an external element’s explaining an internal one, here much 
depends on an internal element’s causing an external one.10

Again, however, there are deviant-cause cases. In one you skillfully shoot an 
arrow at a target, but the arrow is blown first one way by an unexpected gust of 
wind and then the same distance back by a second gust, so it ends up hitting the 
target (Sosa 2017, p. 72). Your success depends on your competence—you wouldn’t 
have hit the target had you aimed differently—but, intuitively, there’s no achieve-
ment. To exclude this type of case we need a parallel extension to the one for knowl-
edge. If you think a property of your means is likely to realize your goal, you have, 
again perhaps tacitly, a rough picture of how it will do so; here you imagine the 
arrow flying in an approximately straight line to the target. If the inside-out condi-
tion requires this picture to be accurate, your hitting the target in the two-gust case 
isn’t an achievement whereas your doing so with no wind is. Just as you must be 
right about how your evidence for p relates to p, so you must be right about how 
your means to p will produce p. If there are parallel cases for achievement to the 
fake-barn ones for knowledge, they can be handled by supplementing a subjective 
competence condition with a more objective one. And since competence admits of 
degrees, more competent pursuits, where you choose more probable means, can be 
better whether or not they amount to achievements.

I’ve so far discussed knowledge, achievement, and their elements as positive 
goods. Are there contrary evils to them, as pain is the evil contrary to pleasure? 
There aren’t contraries to belief and intention; to disbelieve p, for example, is just to 
believe not-p. Nor do the anti-Gettier conditions have contraries. But a belief can be 
the opposite of justified, especially if your evidence makes it improbable, and it can 
also be false; your pursuit of a goal can likewise be incompetent or fail. Are any of 
these positively bad?

Though some philosophers have thought false belief is evil, I don’t myself, with 
an exception I’ll note later, find it significantly so, as I don’t find merely true belief 
significantly good. Consider a scientist of the past whose explanatory theories were 
false, for example Aristotle in his career as a physicist. I don’t think his false beliefs 
about the laws of motion were positively bad or made his epistemic state intrinsi-
cally worse than if he’d had no beliefs about the laws. A belief’s being unjustified, 
however, especially if it’s positively disconfirmed by your evidence, does seem bad. 
Then you formed your belief in a way contrary to rationality, or flouted rather than 
followed rational norms, which does seem worse than having no belief. Ross agreed, 
naming as the evil contrary to the good of knowledge that of “badly grounded 
belief” (1930, p. 102). If an unjustified belief is false, this may add to its disvalue, by 
an organic unity parallel to that involved in knowledge. But if we consider the two 
on their own, unjustified rather than false belief seems the main evil.

10 Greco (2010) and Sosa (2017) give similar accounts of achievement, though with the required inter-
nal state a standing disposition or ability rather than, as in mine, an individual competent selection of a 
means. Their view implies that if someone who usually doesn’t choose effective means manages, on a 
particular occasion, to do so perfectly, his succeeding doesn’t amount to an achievement.
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Similar claims are plausible for achievement. I again don’t see significant dis-
value in failure, or in unsuccessfully pursuing a goal. In particular, I don’t find this 
worse than not pursuing the goal at all; paraphrasing Tennyson, we might say “‘Tis 
better to have tried and failed than never to have tried.” But pursuing a goal incom-
petently, especially when you choose means that make failure probable for the very 
properties that do so, does seem worse than not pursuing it. This again flouts rather 
than follows rational norms, and there may be additional disvalue if your incompe-
tence leads you, predictably, to fail. Whether or not that’s so, the main evil contrary 
to achievement seems to be incompetence.

5  Knowledge: Importance Versus Triviality

I now turn to the content side of knowledge and achievement, which distinguishes 
their important from their trivial instances and determines, justification or compe-
tence aside, their degrees of value. What makes some truths more worth knowing 
and some goals more worth achieving?11

For knowledge I’ll follow Ross (1930, pp. 147–148) and other classical philos-
ophers and take what matters to be, in large part though not necessarily entirely, 
a truth’s generality, so more general truths are better to know. This fits my initial 
illustrations of important knowledge, since a scientific law is highly general while 
a truth about the blades of grass in a lawn is particular. This is so, however, in two 
senses. What I’ll call a truth’s “intrinsic generality” turns on features it has on its 
own, whereas its “relative generality” is a matter of its relations to other truths you 
know, or its role in your overall body of knowledge.

More specifically, a truth’s intrinsic generality turns on its extent, or how far 
the state of affairs it affirms extends in space, time, and the number of objects it 
involves, so more general truths include more and less general ones less. This is one 
way a scientific law is general, since it governs everything on earth or in the uni-
verse at all times, whereas a truth about the grass in a specific lawn is merely local. 
Valuing this form of generality fits the idea that knowledge matches your mind to 
the world: just as knowing a greater number of truths matches you to more of real-
ity, so does knowing more extended ones. Moreover, grasping these truths requires 
rational powers not had by beings who can think only of the here-and-now. The 
physicist Lawrence Krauss has marveled that we’ve learned truths that extend back 
in time to the Big Bang and billions of light years outward in space: this is intrinsic 
generality. Its value needs to be limited, however, since otherwise knowing a law of 
the universe will be not just somewhat but vastly better than knowing a particular 
fact. But the value of additions to a truth’s extent can get less the more extended it 
is, so there’s an upper bound on the value of intrinsic generality and even the most 
extended knowledge has just so much worth.

Though of some value, intrinsic generality may be less important for evaluat-
ing the contents of knowledge than relative generality, which turns on a truth’s 

11 . What follows is a revised version of the account in Hurka (1993, chs. 9–10).



1 3

The Parallel Goods of Knowledge and Achievement  

relation to other things you know. More specifically, it turns on how many other 
truths you’ve used this one to explain and therefore understand. Here the most 
valuable truths are those that most illuminate others, or that have the greatest 
number of others below them in an explanatory hierarchy. You may know a very 
general truth, say the law of gravitational attraction, which you use to explain 
some more specific ones, such as the laws governing falling bodies on earth and 
the orbits of the planets, and use them to explain particular truths. Then you 
know not only that a falling body or planet moved in a certain way, but also why 
it did. It moved that way because the law about falling bodies or planets required 
it in the circumstances, and you know those laws hold because the law of gravity 
requires them. By connecting more specific to more general truths you turn mere 
knowledge of the former into understanding, or, in Aristotle’s words, know the 
“why” as well as the “that” of events. Ross’s epistemic ideal involved “tracing … 
consequents to their ultimate grounds” (1930, p. 147), and you do that when you 
use some things you know to explain others, or grasp the connections between 
truths that make for understanding.

Intrinsic and relative generality often go together. Any explanatory law applies to 
many objects, and more fundamental laws apply to more of them. But the two can 
also come apart. You can know an explanatory law but not have used it to explain 
anything, perhaps because you don’t realize it’s explanatory. Then it’s intrinsically 
but not relatively general, as is a merely accidental generalization. The converse also 
occurs. Laws explain particular facts only in conjunction with other particular facts, 
and some of these can be highly explanatory. A specific historical event, such as 
an assassination or key vote in Parliament, can have far-reaching consequences. To 
understand how it shaped what followed is to know a truth that isn’t intrinsically 
general but, in this use, is relatively so. An integrated understanding of a particular 
person’s psychology can likewise involve relative generality.

To value only generality is to reject Aristotle’s claim that the best knowledge is 
of the best objects, for him the divine substances. Applied more widely, it implies 
that knowing about a good like pleasure is better than knowing about pain, and 
understanding virtue better than understanding vice. I see no plausibility in these 

Fig. 1  High relative generality
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as claims about the value of knowing, and have proposed criteria of importance that 
are independent of the goodness of what you know.

Relative generality can be illustrated in a diagram where circles higher up rep-
resent more explanatory items of knowledge and the connecting lines represent 
explanatory relations (see Fig.  1). Here the top circle may represent your knowl-
edge of the law of gravity, the two circles below it more specific laws you derive 
from it, and the bottom ones particular facts you use those laws to explain. A simple 
model for measuring relative generality—others are possible—says that each item 
of knowledge has, initially, one unit of value in itself, so the circles at the bottom 
all have one unit. Each then gets an additional unit of value for every truth it’s used 
to explain. Thus the two circles in the middle have three units—their own plus two 
for the ones below them—and the one at the top has seven—one for itself and six 
for those below. This makes for a total of seventeen units of value in this body of 
knowledge, which is more than the seven there would be if you knew seven uncon-
nected truths, as in Fig. 2. It’s also more than the value in using one law to explain 
six separate truths (Fig.  3); that’s six single units plus seven equals thirteen. The 
more your knowledge is unified by explanatory relations, the more value its high-
est or most explanatory elements have, and the more value it as a whole contains. 
Applying this model requires, as on the state-of-mind side, some way of counting 
items of knowledge, or saying when a truth explains more rather than fewer of them. 
Assuming some way of doing this, it shows how the relative generality of knowledge 
can in principle be measured.  

In constructing the model I assume that any state-of-mind conditions accepted 
earlier remain in force. If only full knowledge, with all four elements, has value, 
then only items of knowledge can appear in the diagram and contribute to the value 
it represents. If you know p and believe that it explains a further proposition q where 
q is false, your belief that q doesn’t enter into the calculation and the relation you 
think it stands in to p doesn’t affect p’s generality. Only knowledge that’s explained 
by knowledge adds worth. Your beliefs about explanatory connections must also 
meet these conditions. If you know both p and q but believe falsely that p explains 
q, that too doesn’t affect p’s generality. A less strict state-of-mind view, such as one 

Fig. 2  No relative generality

Fig. 3  Medium relative generality
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that finds some value in merely justified belief, is more permissive. If you have justi-
fied false beliefs in p and q and the justified false belief that p explains q, it lets the 
latter belief affect p’s generality. In general, the states and relations that contribute 
to relative generality are whichever meet the earlier conditions for value in states of 
mind.

A generality account of important knowledge can be elaborated in several ways. 
One is by valuing knowledge more when it’s more precise, as when you know that 
falling objects accelerate not only at a rate somewhere between 8 and 12 m/sec2 but, 
more precisely, at 9.8 m/sec2. Then you arguably know a greater number of truths, 
since you can place the rate in progressively narrower bands, and you can explain 
more truths, namely exact as well as vague velocities. This makes precise knowledge 
better on both state-of-mind and importance grounds.

Another elaboration values the explanation of varied truths. The greatest sci-
entific advances come when a new principle unifies realms that had previously 
seemed distinct, as when Newton gave a single explanation of earthly and planetary 
motions: he explained not only individual truths but truths of different kinds. These 
explanations are constrained by the facts; there’s no value in a unifying account of 
phenomena that have no common ground. But when they’re available there’s special 
value in grasping them, as against giving further explanations of a familiar sort. Our 
model can reflect this by making a truth’s relative generality greater when it’s used 
to explain more different kinds of truth, or by making the value of additional expla-
nations within a single kind diminish. Then using a law to explain one truth about 
earthly bodies and one about planets is better than using the same law to explain two 
truths of either sort.

I’ve proposed two criteria of importance for instances of knowledge: how exten-
sive their contents are and how many precise and varied other truths they help you 
understand. Similar measures, I’ll now argue, determine the importance and value 
of achievements.

6  Achievement: Importance Versus Triviality

On a parallel view, the importance of achieving a goal depends, again, largely on 
the goal’s generality, in two senses. A goal is intrinsically general if it’s extended 
in time, space, and the number of objects or persons it involves, and there are again 
several reasons to value this. Realizing a more extended goal matches more of the 
world to your mind, and just forming the goal can require significant rational pow-
ers. Their valuing extended goals may explain why many philosophers have seen the 
political life as the paradigm of an intrinsically valuable practical one—it affects so 
many people—or have valued the pursuit of goals that extend beyond the present, 
for example by involving your whole life. Thus Nietzsche commended “the tensing 
of a will over long temporal distances” (Nietzsche 1966, sec. 65). But a difficulty 
that arose for extent in knowledge isn’t as pressing here. Whereas we can know facts 
about remote parts of the universe, we can’t intentionally affect them. So while the 
value of additions to a goal’s extent can again get less the more it’s extended, the 
need for that limitation is less.
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Though intrinsic generality may be a less important criterion for knowledge, this 
isn’t so clear for achievement. Pursuing goals that extend through time or involve 
many people does seem significantly good. But there’s again the complementary 
value of relative generality, which concerns how one goal you achieve relates to 
others and turns on how many there are in a hierarchy below it. In knowledge you 
can use one truth to explain another; here you can achieve one goal by achieving 
another, with the second pursued as a means to the first. The goals with the most 
relative generality are then those achieved by the greatest number of subordinate 
goals, or that generate the most complex means-end structures. In a diagram parallel 
to Fig. 1, you achieve the top goal by achieving the two in the second row, and each 
of them by achieving the two below it. Each goal has one unit of relative generality 
in itself plus an extra unit for every goal below it, making again for a total of seven-
teen in the structure as a whole. This is more than the seven units in achieving seven 
unconnected goals, as in Fig. 2, and more than the thirteen in achieving one goal by 
six separate ones. Value again rests on relations, though now of means to ends rather 
than of explaining to explained beliefs.

Also again, the structure is governed by state-of-mind conditions. If only com-
petently achieved goals have worth, only those goals figure in it. If you bring about 
subordinate goal q using means that were unlikely to do so but q predictably pro-
duces p, that doesn’t affect p’s generality, since q wasn’t competently realized. Nor 
is p’s relative generality increased if, before achieving it by means r, you produce q 
intending it as a means to p but q doesn’t bring about p; there the needed connection 
between q and p is missing. Again, however, a less strict state-of-mind view, such as 
one that finds some value in mere competence, allows more goals to count and more 
pursuits to have worth.

As with knowledge, the two forms of generality often go together: that a politi-
cian aims to affect many people can help explain why he needs many means to do 
so. But if you climb Everest, your goal—that you stand on the summit at a par-
ticular time—isn’t at all extended, though realizing it can involve many subordinate 
goals. Your achievement is then relatively but not intrinsically general. And some-
times a politician can make far-reaching changes by just casting a vote or signing a 
document.

If relative generality as applied to knowledge values understanding, here it val-
ues achievements that are complex and in that way difficult. The complexity repre-
sented in the diagrams makes for difficulty in several ways. If there are more goals 
in a means-end structure, there are more places where you can fail to achieve one 
and your whole activity can misfire; this is especially so if the goals must be real-
ized in a specific order. More complex structures also demand more self-monitoring 
and executive control as you move through them, and there are further connections 
with difficulty if the generality account is elaborated in ways parallel to those for 
knowledge.

The first elaboration values achieving a goal more as it’s more precise, as again 
seems intuitive. A skilled poet chooses not just some word or other to complete her 
line but the one that fits it best; a professional golfer hits his ball not only some-
where near the green but within, say, ten feet of the hole. As with knowledge, we can 
see more precise achievements as achieving more: the professional golfer hits his 



1 3

The Parallel Goods of Knowledge and Achievement  

ball not only into a large circle around the green but into progressively smaller ones 
down to ten feet. This gives him a greater number of successfully achieved goals 
and, in consequence, more relative generality. The goals must, however, be compe-
tently achieved. An amateur always hits his ball to a precise spot, sometimes even 
within the ten-foot circle, but this isn’t something he controls. Given his inconsistent 
swing, he can’t intend to hit a small target, nor is there much probability that he’ll 
do so. In contrast, a professional can intentionally and competently put his ball in a 
small circle.

The second elaboration finds more value in more varied structures, with more 
different kinds of subordinate goal. This, too, is intuitive. An assembly-line worker 
who repeatedly makes the same motion to earn his day’s pay doesn’t thereby do 
something valuable, and part of the worth of climbing Everest or governing effec-
tively is the many different actions it requires. We can again measure relative gener-
ality by counting the kinds of goal you achieve as means or by making the value of 
additional means within a kind diminish. Either way, more varied structures make 
for higher-value achievements.

Both elaborations strengthen relative generality’s connection with difficulty. 
Achieving precise goals requires more skill and, typically, more training; it’s also 
easier to fail at. Achieving varied goals requires a greater number of skills, which 
again requires more training, creates more ways to fail, and demands more self-mon-
itoring if you have to deploy the skills in a specific order.

By “difficulty” here I intend something objective, involving relations between 
your goals that are independent of your ability to achieve them. Bradford, in con-
trast, defends a more subjective view that values difficult achievements but equates 
their difficulty with the effort or exertion they involve (2015, ch. 2). For her it’s tax-
ing, not complex, goals that are best. The two forms of difficulty often coincide, 
since more general goals often require more effort. But in the movie Amadeus 
Mozart composes highly complex music with little effort; this is a valuable achieve-
ment by my lights but not by Bradford’s. She can see his acquiring composing skill 
as a worthy achievement but not its later exercises, which are easy for him; my view 
does value those exercises. Conversely, for someone with a disability, tying a shoe-
lace can require significant effort and be a major achievement on her view but isn’t 
one on mine. The two are just different conceptions of difficult achievement, and 
each may represent a genuine value. Without rejecting hers, I’m developing a more 
objective view that values the exercise of acquired skill and more closely mirrors the 
values in knowledge and understanding.

Relative generality also reinforces the idea that there’s value in pursuing long-
term goals, such as one that spans your whole life. Not only is this goal temporally 
extended, it also has many other goals, at the limit all those you ever pursue, as 
means to it. The more specific good here is the unity through time that an organizing 
life-goal gives, or the resulting integration. It’s not that this integration is necessary 
for a good life. You can live well by switching randomly between different activi-
ties if they’re sufficiently worthwhile. And like a particular activity, a life-project is 
better the more varied its constituents, so you do different things in different stages 
of your life or even in each one. But there’s additional value if your activities serve 
a unifying goal, or there is if a goal’s relative generality at a time depends, not just 
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on the goals subordinate to it at that time, but on all those subordinate to it at all 
the times you pursue it, as my initial presentation assumed. In Fig.  1 you are, at 
any time, pursuing the top goal, one in the second row, and one in the third row. I 
assumed that, at each time, a higher goal’s generality depends on all those subordi-
nate to it at any time. The parallel understanding of relative generality may be less 
persuasive for knowledge. Is the value of knowing a scientific law today greater if 
in the past you used it to explain truths you can’t remember now? Perhaps not. But 
it seems positively attractive to make the worth of a present goal greater if you took 
other means to it earlier and will take further ones to it later. That it unifies your 
activities through time makes it especially valuable now.

Earlier I rejected Aristotle’s view that the best knowledge is of the best objects, 
and a parallel rejection is implicit here. I’ve made a goal’s importance depend only 
on certain formal properties it can have, such as its extent and the number of other 
goals achieved as means to it, both of which are independent of its own worth. This 
doesn’t mean there’s no value in pursuing intrinsically good goals. There is, but it’s 
the different value of virtue, or of caring appropriately about other goods and evils, 
which includes pursuing the goods and avoiding the evils (Hurka 2001). If you pur-
sue a valuable goal for its own sake and then achieve it, your activity is good as 
an instance of virtue as well as for being an achievement; your success may even 
increase its value as virtuous. But it has independent value as an achievement, and 
that value is also found in activities whose goals are intrinsically valueless, as in 
games and sports. That the chess pieces on a board end up in a checkmate pattern 
or that a ball goes into a hole in the ground is intrinsically trivial. But the rules of 
chess and golf make achieving those goals within the game difficult, so doing so is 
an achievement (Suits 1978). The same holds in business activity. The world may 
be no better if your company sells more of some product than its competitors, say, 
more Coke than Pepsi, but if making that so is difficult, it’s an achievement and 
merits admiration. Since virtue also has value, overcoming challenges in pursuit of 
a good goal is often better on balance than doing so with a trivial one; thus Nelson 
Mandela’s achievements may be better on balance than Gary Kasparov’s or Steve 
Jobs’s. It may even be that achieving an evil goal has no value, the badness of its 
aim canceling any goodness in the process of realizing it. But the distinctive value 
of achievement is most clearly present when you achieve a difficult but intrinsically 
neutral goal, as in games and business, and that value is also present, alongside that 
of virtue, in the similar achievement of good goals.

7  Self‑knowledge and Self‑direction

I close with a final parallel between knowledge and achievement. I’ve so far assessed 
the importance of truths and goals using criteria that are independent of their sub-
ject-matter, but there may be one subject that’s especially important: you. There may 
be special value in knowing truths about yourself and in achieving goals within your 
life, or in self-knowledge and self-determination.

Knowing yourself often has instrumental value, since you can often achieve more 
given an accurate picture of your strengths and weaknesses. But self-knowledge can 
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also be valued intrinsically, as having, for you, an especially fitting subject-matter, 
so it’s better in itself to understand your own history and character than a stran-
ger’s. It can likewise be better to understand people close to you than strangers or 
to understand your own species, so in itself “The proper study of mankind is man.”

I’m unsure whether to accept this view or how much weight to give it. If a virtu-
ous person doesn’t realize her own virtue, thinking she’s morally worse than she is, 
that doesn’t seem a significant lack in her life. At the same time, what’s most trou-
bling about your beliefs on the experience machine isn’t that you lack knowledge 
of scientific laws; you may retain that. It’s that you’re mistaken about what you’re 
doing and how you relate to your environment: you think you’re, say, climbing Ever-
est when you’re sitting motionless in the machine. Whether or not knowing where 
you are has great positive worth, being systematically mistaken about it seems a 
significant evil, and to be one because its subject is you.

The parallel view about achievement finds special value in realizing goals within 
your life, or being the main determiner of its content. It’s also good in itself to act 
externally; intrinsic generality in particular values that. But there may be distinctive 
importance in having similar effects within your life or, by extension, in the lives 
of those close to you. In the self-regarding case this can be valued under the head-
ing of autonomy, or freely determining your own life-course. Then autonomous self-
direction is an instance of achievement, but with additional value because its subject 
is you. Your goals’ importance is still independent of their value, which affects your 
virtue rather than your achievement. But if there’s special value in efficacy within 
your life, there’s special reason for you to pursue that and for society to grant its 
members the freedom to do so. That’s to grant them the opportunity for a self-refer-
ring form of achievement that parallels a similar form of knowledge.

8  Conclusion

I’ve argued that at many points knowledge and achievement are parallel goods. Both 
are compounds, and of parallel elements: belief, justification, and truth in the one 
case, and intentional pursuit, competence, and success in the other. Each involves a 
Moorean organic unity, so its full presence or value requires a connection between 
its elements: an outside-in connection, where what makes a belief true helps explain 
why it’s justified, for knowledge, and an inside-out connection, where what makes 
a pursuit competent helps explain its success, for achievement. The features that 
determine the degrees of value of instances of the two goods, or make some truths 
more worth knowing and some goals more worth achieving, are also similar, turning 
largely in both cases on two forms of generality. Taken together, these parallels sug-
gest that knowledge and achievement may both instantiate a more abstract value of 
rational connection to reality. With or without that deeper unification, the parallels 
strengthen the claims of both to be genuine goods.
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