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Abstract
This paper aims to show that epistemology needs to countenance positive epistemic norms of belief. It argues that existing attempts to make do without such norms as well as existing attempts to accommodate them remain unsatisfactory. We provide reason to think that an attractive way to account for positive epistemic norms is in terms of epistemic functions. Finally, we consider the benefits of a fully-fledged functionalism about epistemic norms and defend this view against some pressing objections. 

1. 
Epistemology is widely recognised as a normative discipline. Core epistemic properties such as knowing, believing justifiably, and understanding are normative properties. This means that when we instantiate these normative properties, we live up to certain norms. 
The norms that have received the most attention in epistemology are norms of belief. While a lot of ink has been spilled on what the norm of belief might be, a background assumption that has been prevalent in the literature until quite recently is that all epistemic norms governing belief are negative norms. That is to say, they are norms prohibiting belief unless we satisfy a designated condition. The central debate has been on what exactly the designated condition amounts to, i.e. whether it is knowledge, doxastic justification, possession of sufficient evidence, and so on.
One consequence of the background assumption is that not having a belief on p is never epistemically prohibited; or, in other words, not having a belief on p is always permissible. To see why it is that if epistemic norms of belief are negative norms, not having a belief is always permissible, suppose that it isn’t. In particular, suppose it is not permissible to not have a belief on p. If it is not permissible to not have a belief on p, then is obligatory to have a believe on p. Since by the background assumption, epistemic norms of belief are negative norms, it is never the case that it is obligatory to have a belief on p. The background assumption is thus incompatible with our supposition that not believing isn’t always permissible. If the background assumption is true, then it is always permissible not to have a belief. 
	While the background assumption has held considerable sway in epistemology, there is a growing body of evidence suggesting that not believing isn’t always permissible. Consider a case of testimonial injustice (Fricker 2007, Ichikawa 2024, Lackey 2023). We have a hearer, who has no evidence bearing on where their favourite football player, whose contract is coming to an end, will transfer, and, as a result, they have no belief on this question. Now they are told that their favourite football player will transfer to Arsenal, say. While the testifier who asserted this is perfectly competent and knowledgeable, perhaps even an expert, they belong to a social category against which the hearer is biased: the speaker is a woman and the hearer a sexist. As a result of this bias, the hearer discounts the speaker’s testimony and does not form a belief on where their favourite football player will transfer. Instead, they withhold belief, say. The key observation is that, once they are told that the player will transfer to Arsenal, it is no longer permissible for them to not have a belief on the location of their transfer.  Instead, they should now believe that the destination of the transfer is Arsenal.
	Besides cases of testimonial injustice, other prominent cases involve not believing in the face of expert testimony, such as withholding belief on the reality of anthropogenic climate change or the safety of the Pfizer vaccine despite the existence of consensus among expert scientists that anthropogenic climate change is real or that the Pfizer vaccine is safe. All of these cases clearly indicate that not believing isn’t always permissible, that, at least sometimes, one should believe. In this way, there is reason to think that there are positive epistemic norms of belief.
2. 
It is tempting to take the upshot of these considerations to be that we should go back to the drawing board and figure out how we can make room for positive epistemic norms of belief in our epistemology. Before doing so, however, we will briefly look at a couple of attempts to retain the view that epistemic norms of belief are negative norms. 
	One approach here is to appeal to an error theory. The intuitions that suggest that we need positive epistemic norms of belief really track moral obligations, not epistemic ones.[footnoteRef:1] For instance, in the testimonial injustice case, champions of this view might hold that when the speaker discounts the woman’s testimony on the transfer as a result of sexism, what they are guilty of is a moral offence. That’s what our intuition tracks. At the same time, it continues to be epistemically permissible for the agent not to have a belief on the transfer.   [1:  This error theory is particularly popular for explaining away cases that suggest that there are positive epistemic norms to gather evidence or inquire into certain questions (Feldman 2000, Sosa 2021), such as cases of normative defeat in which, roughly, you should have known a fact that constitutes a defeater for something you have justification for believing, but you don’t know this. The idea we are exploring here is to expand this strategy to explain away cases that suggest that there are positive epistemic norms more generally. ] 

	On closer inspection, this view remains ultimately unsatisfactory, for a number of reasons. First, we can get rid of the potentially confounding moral features of the case. Instead of holding that the hearer is a sexist and is manifesting sexist bias when disregarding the expert testimony, we can simply stipulate that it’s a simple manifestation of their fallibility in processing information. However, that doesn’t change the key observation that it’s no longer permissible for them not to have a belief and that they should form the relevant belief instead. 
	Second, it is widely agreed that there is an epistemic condition on moral blameworthiness (indeed, the epistemic condition on moral blameworthiness is so widely accepted in the literature that it has its own Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy entry): [footnoteRef:2] if you are morally blameworthy for doing something wrong, then you are not epistemically blamelessly ignorant that you are doing wrong. That is to say, on the assumption that you were ignorant that what you were doing was wrong, you must have broken an epistemic norm as well. If so, and if, as per the error theory under discussion, what our intuitions pick up on in these cases is moral blameworthiness, some epistemic norm must be broken as well. The trouble is that, in the absence of positive epistemic norms, it is hard to see how this could be. After all, the view has it that not believing is always epistemically permissible. And all our agent does here is to (continue to) not believe. So it is hard to see how we could avoid having to concede that our agent is morally blameless. If they lack a belief about whether they are doing wrong, they are ignorant that they are doing something wrong here. If they permissibly lack belief, it is hard to see how they could fail to be blameless for doing wrong (Simion 2024).   [2:  See e.g. Rudy-Hiller 2025, Kelp & Simion 2017a. Note that, importantly, the (well established) link is between moral blameworthiness and specifically epistemically blameless ignorance, rather than morally blameless ignorance. ] 

	Here is another way to hold on to the view that all epistemic norms of belief are negative norms. Unlike the error theory, this approach doesn’t engage with the specific cases that provided evidence for the existence of positive epistemic norms. Instead it provides a purely theoretical argument that there cannot be positive epistemic norms. In short, one key idea is that doxastic non-voluntarism is true: we have no voluntary control over what we believe. The other key idea is that the ‘ought implies can’ principle holds. More specifically, there are obligations to believe only if we have voluntary control over our beliefs. Since we don’t, there are no obligations to believe. As a result, there are no positive epistemic norms of belief. If there are any epistemic norms of belief, they must be negative.
One immediate problem with this approach is that it does not seem to motivate a specifically negative approach to epistemic norms, since, should it hold, ‘ought implies can’ would equally speak against obligations not to believe: whatever reasons there might be to think that we cannot believe at will extend straightforwardly to the claim that we cannot stop believing at will. 
Second, there is excellent reason to think that an entirely unrestricted version of ‘ought implies can’ is a non-starter. The fact that we are deeply biased against certain minority groups may make treating them well beyond our voluntary control. Of course, that does not mean that we are under no obligation to treat these minority groups well. The best champions of ‘ought implies can’ can hope for is a restricted version of this principle. However, a restricted version simply won’t deliver the desired result that there aren’t any positive epistemic norms of belief. The attempt of providing a theoretical argument that circumvents the need to engage with the concrete evidence in favour of the existence of positive epistemic norms of belief fails. 
3.
Once we recognise the existence of positive epistemic norms of belief, a key question is how we can account for them. The perhaps most straightforward option is to simply reframe our negative epistemic norms as positive epistemic norms. 
Unsurprisingly, the straightforward option quickly runs into trouble. What is perhaps more surprising is that it fails across the internalism/externalism divide.  Consider, on the internalist side, phenomenal mentalism, the view that what one is permitted to believe is determined solely by one’s phenomenally individuated mental states (Smithies 2019). A counterpart positive epistemic norm would be one that requires belief when the relevant mental states are in place. This kind of view, however, is ill-equipped to account for cases that suggest that not having a belief isn’t always permissible. After all, paradigm considerations that make not having a belief impermissible (e.g. that a woman expert said that p) may not feature in one’s phenomenally individuated mental states at all (e.g. due to sexist bias, the hearer might just zone out when women speak, etc.). 
It may be unsurprising that internalist views such as phenomenal mentalism will struggle with central cases of impermissible lack of belief. That said, the straightforward option will fail us even if we cross to the other side of the internalism/externalism divide, and for similar reasons. For instance, a norm that requires me to believe the outputs of reliable belief formation processes available to me will (wrongly) predict that I am off the hook insofar as I don’t have such processes available to me (e.g. due to bias).[footnoteRef:3] Consider also the most prominent knowledge-first (Williamson 2000) view according to which it is prima facie permissible/obligatory for one to believe that p if and only if one knows that p. Notice that knowledge entails belief. As a result, one will satisfy the above norm whenever one does not have a belief. Again, we threaten to end up with the unwelcome result that not believing is always permissible.[footnoteRef:4],[footnoteRef:5] [3:  See Goldman 1979 for the most popular formulation of process reliabilism. But see Kelp 2023, Miracchi 2019, Sosa 2021 for ways to accommodate positive epistemic norms in a virtue reliabilism.]  [4:  Williamson is of course sensitive to this problem. Crucially, in order to address this problem, he advocates for positive norms of belief:
 
A Pyrrhonist sceptic may hope to comply vacuously with all three norms [(N) Believe only what you know, (DN) Be the sort of person who is disposed to believe only what one knows, (ODN) Do the thing that a person who is disposed to believe only what she knows would do] by having a general disposition never to believe anything. If one has no beliefs, then a fortiori one has no untrue beliefs, no beliefs that fail to constitute knowledge, no beliefs that are improbable on one’s evidence, no inconsistent beliefs, and so on ... Non-sceptics may find little to admire in the Pyrrhonist’s self-imposed ignorance, especially when that ignorance concerns the needs of others. There may be positive norms for knowledge, such as a norm enjoining knowledge-gathering in various circumstances, and so positive as well as negative norms for beliefs. (Williamson Forthcoming)]  [5:  See also Ichikawa 2022 for an argument that the knowledge norm of belief implies the implausible claim that when one doesn’t belief that p, one shouldn’t believe that p. ] 

4.
It has come to light that the most popular ways of resisting the evidence for the existence of positive epistemic norms of belief remain unsatisfactory. Let’s move on, then, to our endeavour of identifying the source and nature of positive epistemic norms of belief. We’ll start by looking at three views that have been proposed in the literature, before moving on to our preferred view. 
	The first approach takes desire to be the source of positive epistemic norms of belief (Kornblith 1993). Here is the central idea: for any agent with desires, true beliefs will have irreplaceable instrumental value. Desires generate hypothetical imperatives to form true beliefs. That’s the source of epistemic normativity. We ought to form true beliefs because we ought to take efficient means to what will lead to the satisfaction of our desires. 
	While the view does make room for positive epistemic norms of belief, and while it offers an attractively naturalistic account of these norms, there is reason to think that it remains ultimately unsatisfactory. First, couldn’t there be cognitive agents who simply don’t have desires? What’s more, isn’t it still possible for these agents to be the protagonists in the kinds of cases that provide evidence for the existence of positive epistemic norms of belief? We think so. If so, there is excellent reason to believe that the source of these norms cannot be adequately accounted for in terms of desires. 
	Another, more serious problem is that desires generate the wrong kind of ought. True, to get what we want, our belief formation processes need to be good enough means to lead to the satisfaction of our desires. However, ‘enough’ is a threshold adjective. All it establishes is that we attain the minimum degree of quality required for the satisfaction of our desires. The problem is that this minimum degree may be very low. It may be much lower than what is standardly required for the satisfaction of epistemic norms no matter whether we construe them as positive or negative norms. By way of illustration, suppose all you want is to eat tasty food. You like both strawberries and raspberries, but you don’t care which of them you get to eat. At the same time, you are not good at telling strawberries from raspberries: to you they look the same. When you form beliefs about strawberries, you frequently mistake raspberries for strawberries, and, mutatis mutandis, for raspberries. It is plausible that when you form beliefs in this way, you are not complying with epistemic norms of belief. The trouble for the desire view is that it cannot secure this result. After all, your belief forming process is good enough to get you what you want, which is just to eat tasty food. Any norm on belief formation that is generated by desire satisfaction will be satisfied in this case (Simion 2025b). 
	The second approach takes competences to be the source of positive epistemic norms of belief (Miracchi 2019, Sosa 2021). This view is typically part of a broader virtue theoretic epistemology according to which believing justifiably is a matter of believing from epistemic competence, where an epistemic competence is a disposition to hold true beliefs or knowledge. The key idea is that withholding belief on a question is permissible for one if and only if it is sufficiently based on one’s lack of the competence required in order to answer that question knowledgeably. Consider a scientist who runs two experiments to settle the question whether p. Unfortunately for our scientist, one experiment supports that p, the other that not-p. The idea is that, in this case, the scientist lacks the competence required to answer the question whether p. When they go on to withhold belief based on this lack of competence, they withhold permissibly.
It is worth noting that the virtue view promises to give us positive epistemic norms of belief. On this view, if one can’t withhold sufficiently based on a lack of competence, one can’t permissibly withhold belief. But if one can’t permissibly withhold belief, then one has an obligation to believe.[footnoteRef:6] Note also that this view promises to get the key cases right. In the testimonial injustice case, for instance, once the football fan is told that their favourite play is scheduled for transfer to Arsenal, they have the competence to answer the question as to where they will go. In this case, they can no longer permissibly withhold belief based on a lack of competence. As a result, they are under an obligation to believe (here that their favourite player will be on team Arsenal).  [6:  Strictly speaking, we’d have to say that if one cannot permissibly withhold belief and one cannot permissibly not have a doxastic attitude at all, then one has an obligation to believe. As a result, what it would take for the account to give us positive epistemic norms is an account of when it is impermissible not to have a doxastic attitude as well as an argument that, in at least some of the cases in which it is impermissible to withhold belief, it is also impermissible not to have a doxastic attitude at all. That said, it is plausible that the central burden is to explain how it can be that one cannot permissibly withhold belief. Even if we allow for the possibility of cases in which one can’t permissibly withhold belief but can permissibly have no doxastic attitude at all, surely, there will also be cases, including the testimonial injustice cases we have focused on here, such that one can’t permissibly withhold belief and one can’t permissibly have no doxastic attitude at all. ] 

To focus on just one problem this view encounters, consider the case of the scientist once more. Suppose that after the two experiments are concluded, they are told by another scientist that there was a flaw with experiment 1. However, the person telling our scientist is a woman and our scientist is a sexist who doesn’t even listen to what he is told. Since the sexist scientist doesn’t even listen, he does not acquire the competence to answer the question as to whether p. When he continues to withhold belief, he continues to do so based on his lack of competence — just as he did beforehand. The virtue view entails that there is no epistemic difference in withholding between the time before the woman’s testimony and after. At all times, the scientist withholds permissibly. However, that simply doesn’t seem to be the right result. After the other scientist told him that there was a flaw with experiment 1, our scientist is no longer permitted to withhold (Simion 2024). 
The last approach puts social relations central stage (Goldberg 2018). One key idea is that epistemic norms are grounded in social epistemic expectations. We are deeply social creatures who are engaged in practices of information sharing and joint action. These practices are supported by a rationale in that opting out of them would be practically irrational for us. Crucially, these practices can only be supported by this kind of rationale if we are entitled to certain expectations. Among these expectations are epistemic expectations. In this way, epistemic norms are grounded in social epistemic expectations. We get positive epistemic norms because at least some of these epistemic expectations are obligations to know certain things and hence to have certain beliefs. For instance, we occupy a variety of social roles which require us to know certain things. Doctors should know about new treatments, parents should know about the whereabouts of their children, judges should know about the law. In this way, social expectations ground positive epistemic norms.
The central problem we see for this view is that some social expectations are epistemically problematic (Kelp 2023, Simion 2024). For instance, consider a society in which there is a social expectation that the word of women who suffer from domestic abuse is not to be trusted. If epistemic norms are grounded in social expectations, then there will be no epistemic norm requiring (or even permitting) us to believe women who testify to domestic abuse. But that’s clearly the wrong result. What we have here is a case in which social expectations are epistemically problematic, not a case in social expectations give rise to different epistemic norms. The trouble is that if epistemic norms are grounded in social expectations, this cannot be.
One straightforward way to go here – which Goldberg also endorses – is to argue that epistemic norms are grounded in legitimate social expectations. Of course, one now owes an account of what these legitimate expectations are. Goldberg likes a view on which, in the case of epistemically relevant such social expectations, they have to do with conduciveness to epistemic reliability. Note, however, that this way to go doesn’t seem to solve the main issues that motivated the search for positive epistemic norms to begin with. After all, often, ideology makes itself true: women often become better carers in virtue of the widely-held sexist belief that they are biologically determined to be better at fulfilling caring responsibilities, which, in turn, generates correspondingly sexist policies that end up giving women more opportunity to engage in caring, and thus to acquire experience as carers, and become better carers. Similarly, a sexist society that disadvantages folks with particular characteristics in respect to access to education may well lead (have led) to societies where, on average, these folks are less well informed about many fields. It remains unjustified, nevertheless, to dismiss the testimony from a member of these groups.

5. 
We have seen that we need to countenance positive epistemic norms. Now we have looked at a number of ways of attempting to do so in recent literature. Unfortunately, they all remain unsatisfactory. Let’s move on to our preferred view, which explains positive epistemic norms in terms of epistemic functions. 
Functions have normative import (e.g. Millikan 1984, Neander 1991). For instance, consider the heart. The heart has the function of pumping blood. The function of an item gives us norms for its proper functioning. Proper functioning is functioning in a way that promotes function fulfilment in normal condition. In the case of the heart, proper functioning involves beating at a certain rate (that’s what promotes the fulfilment of its function of pumping blood) in normal condition, i.e. when hooked up to arteries and veins in a the right way. When functional items are properly functioning, they are functioning as they ought to, when they aren’t, they are malfunctioning. When the heart beats at a certain rate, it is functioning as it ought to; otherwise it is malfunctioning. 
The key epistemological idea is that our cognitive capacities have epistemic functions. In particular, in our view, our cognitive capacities have the function of generating knowledge.[footnoteRef:7]  Here, too, proper functioning is functioning in a way that promotes function fulfilment in normal conditions. In the case of our cognitive capacities, this involves taking up easily available evidence and updating in light of this evidence. This is how the functioning of our cognitive capacities promotes the fulfilment of their function of generating knowledge in normal condition. When our cognitive capacities are functioning properly, they are functioning as they ought, and otherwise they are malfunctioning.  [7:   Kelp 2018, 2021, 2023, Kelp and Simion 2021, Simion 2019, 2023, 2024, 2025a. The main competitor takes the function to involve true belief rather than knowledge (e.g. Plantinga 1993, Graham 2012).] 

What’s most important for present purposes is that we get positive epistemic norms of belief from the epistemic functions of our cognitive capacities. For instance, when you see a blue dot on a white background in clear daylight and without reason to think that appearances are misleading or conditions are untoward in some other way, you ought to believe that there is a blue dot before you. If you don’t, your cognitive capacities are not functioning as they ought to.
It is also worth mentioning that this view allows us to accommodate the data that provided support for the existence of positive epistemic norms. For instance, in the testimonial injustice case, if the football fan’s cognitive capacities are functioning properly, they will lead to the uptake of the information by the woman expert and the updating of their beliefs, with the result that they acquire a belief that their favourite player will join Arsenal.  Since this is not what happens, the football fan’s cognitive capacities are not functioning as they ought to. It is easy enough to see that cases of distrust in expertise such as climate change or vaccine scepticism can be explained along similar lines. 
Here are some additional benefits of explaining positive epistemic norms in terms of epistemic functions. First, it involves very little theoretical commitment. In particular, you don’t need to be a champion of functionalism in epistemology – roughly, the view that epistemic norms are by their very nature just functional norms – to accept that functions give rise to positive epistemic norms. All that is needed is to accept that: our cognitive capacities do have epistemic functions (we expect many will find this claim hard to resist); that functions in general can give rise to norms (one of the most well established claims in philosophy of biology, but also hard to resist on grounds of mere extensional adequacy as soon as we acknowledge that there are such things as malfunctioning and proper functioning); and that (some of) these norms are positive norms (once more, hard to resist as soon as one accepts that there are such things as e.g. malfunctioning hearts – presumably these are hearts that do not function as they ought to function).
Second, while we get genuine positive epistemic norms of belief on this view, these norms have the added benefit of being naturalistically respectable. This is because, as is widely agreed, the normative import of functions is naturalistically respectable.[footnoteRef:8]  [8:  For a great overview see Allen and Neal 2020.] 

Third, the approach avoids the more theoretical objections to positive epistemic norms we encountered. In particular, the view is compatible with non-voluntarism about belief. It can allow that much of our belief formation is automatic and not under our voluntary control. What’s more, it has a restricted version of ‘ought implies can’ built in, thanks to the fact that the functional norm requires one to take up and update on easily available evidence – evidence one has the capacity to uptake and process (Simion 2024). 
Finally, we can also accommodate a whole host of further central epistemological data. For instance, we can explain why Gettier cases are cases of justified true belief without knowledge, and why agents in radical sceptical scenarios are justified (these beliefs are formed via knowledge-generating capacities – i.e. capacities that have the function to generate knowledge, and do so in normal conditions), why the beliefs of agents in clairvoyant cases and beliefs in lottery propositions are not justified (since forming beliefs based on clairvoyance and mere statistical evidence is to form beliefs based on processes that lack the knowledge-generating function) (e.g. Kelp 2018, 2021, Simion 2019, 2024). 

6. 
You don’t have to be an epistemic functionalist to reap these benefits. However, once we recognise just how much epistemic functions can do for us in epistemology, there is a genuine question as to why you shouldn’t go for epistemic functionalism (recall: the view that epistemic norms by their very nature just are functional norms). You have a way of countenancing genuine and positive epistemic norms of belief that are naturalistically respectable, that accommodate a range of cases that have been at the forefront of recent theorising as well as pretty much all of the more traditional problem cases. What more could you possibly want?
	Of course, you might think that some of the solutions to specific problems that the functionalist view provides don’t work. But even this will be not enough to dislodge functionalism, at least not by itself. What would be needed is an alternative view that compares favourably with functionalism overall. We will not get into the nitty-gritty of whether the functionalist solutions to specific problems work and whether there are rival views that compare favourably with functionalism overall. Instead, we’ll leave it to our critics to make these points and rest content with the observation that, given the benefits of functionalism, this is no mean feat.  What we do want to take a closer look at here is a deeper worry about functionalism, which threatens to show that the view can never be an adequate epistemology, no matter whether we acknowledge the existence of epistemic functions and whether, once we do, we can offer attractive solutions to a range of epistemological problems. 
	What the objection aims to show is that functionalism cannot properly account for the normative force of epistemic norms. To get this objection into clearer view, contrast moral norms and the norms governing board games, say. The point is that moral norms, such as ‘Don’t kill!’, have, in an important sense to be specified, genuine normative force in a way in which norms of board games, such as ‘The youngest player goes first!’, do not. Here is the worry: Epistemic norms are intuitively like moral norms in that they have genuine normative force. At the same time, functional norms do not seem to have genuine normative force: there are all kinds of functions out there – some good, some bad, some boring, some important – that generate norms. In this, the objector argues, functionalist norms are more like norms of games, in that they lack, in an important sense, ‘normative oomph’.[footnoteRef:9]  [9:  Thanks to Matt McGrath and Jessica Brown for pressing us on this and for long discussions on this topic. Thanks also to the audiences of several epistemology workshops at St Andrews where we presented aspects of this work.] 

	The ‘normative oomph’ objection is, so far, in need of further explication – and we are about to consider ways to put more flesh on its bone. For now, however, we think that the analogies with moral norms/norms of games should be informative. 
We remain unconvinced that functional norms do not have genuine normative force. Consider the functional norm according to which the human heart should beat at a certain rate. Does this norm not have genuine normative force? If ‘Don’t kill!’ has normative force and ‘The youngest player goes first!’ doesn’t, we’d be inclined to put the heart-rate norm in the same camp as ‘Don’t Kill!’. And if you are unconvinced, it may help to consider weaker moral norms such as ‘Keep your promises!’. If this norm has genuine normative force, it’s hard to deny that the same goes for the heart rate norm. 
	We don’t need to say that all functional norms have genuine normative force. Rather, our point is that some functional norms do have genuine normative force and that the heart rate norm is a case in point. How so? One attractive answer is that the genuine normative force of the functional norm is rooted in the value of the functional effect. In the case of the heart, the functional effect has value because it promotes human survival. Crucially, the same goes for knowledge.[footnoteRef:10] Knowledge is our (human) way of being in cognitive contact with reality, which is why knowledge promotes human survival.  Functional epistemic norms have genuine normative force, just as the heart-rate norm.  [10:  Kelp and Simion 2017b.] 

	True, false belief may also have survival value, in some case even more so than knowledge — just think of heuristics leading more often than not to false beliefs about the presence of predators. However, this does not impugn our account of why functionalist epistemic norms have genuine normative force. In short, this is because what matters, on this picture, is not whether individual cases of knowledge promote human survival but whether knowledge tends to do so. It may tend to do so even if there are individual cases or even a limited range of cases in which false belief has more survival value than knowledge. 
	Of course, we can easily enough imagine cases in which knowledge fails to have survival value not just in individual cases but as a rule. Assuming, in addition, that there is no other value that knowledge promotes that might take the role of survival in our story, we get the result that in such cases, functional epistemic norms do not have genuine normative force. We accept this result. Note, however, that what we are imagining is effectively a case in which functional epistemic norms look much more like ‘The youngest player goes first!’. That functional epistemic norms don’t have genuine normative force is the right result here. 
	Let’s look at another way of pressing the point that functionalism is inadequate as a theory of epistemic normativity because it misses something important. This line focuses on agent-level normativity, i.e. on epistemic responsibility. Take the relation between norm violations and blame. The key idea here is that violations of functionalist norms don’t license blame. Consider the digestive system. It has functions and resulting norms, but it doesn’t make sense to blame me for a poor digestive system. However, violations of epistemic norms do license blame; it does make sense to blame people for violating epistemic norms. Hence, epistemic norms cannot be functional norms. 
	Consider, however, the case of unsophisticated epistemic agents such as small children and animals. It is hard to deny that we do not blame them for their epistemic norm violations. Imposing sanctions for violations of epistemic norms on unsophisticated cognisers seems inappropriate, and indeed, its appropriateness or lack thereof seems to track the level of cognitive sophistication at stake, rather than to vary with the type of norm at stake. 
	At the same time, of course, we clearly do often blame people for violating epistemic norms. Just think of believers in wild conspiracy theories. Our point, however, is that it is not an essential feature of epistemic norms that violations license blame: rather, epistemic norms seem to license blame for violation insofar as (at least) the relevant level of cognitive sophistication is also in place (other conditions might have to obtain as well — we don’t mean to offer a full analysis of epistemic blame appropriateness here). This, in turn, suggests that it isn’t the type of norm (epistemic) that explains why we blame people for violations of epistemic norms when we do, but something else (one plausible hypothesis is that it has to do with having sufficient control over what they believe, revising their beliefs etc.). Importantly for our purposes here, the same is true of functional norms: the appropriateness of blame for violation does not track the type of functional norm but rather features such as one’s level of control. If it isn’t immediately obvious that we blame people for violating functional norms, consider: You are working an assembly line. Your job is to put wheels on cars. In this case, you contribute to the fulfilment of a function, the production of a certain kind of car. You will be governed by functional norms, including what you should do and how you should do it. If you violate these norms, you are very much in the game for blame. Since epistemic norms and functional norms more generally seem to generate blame in the presence of similar features, the worry that epistemic norms cannot be functional norms on account of differences in the relation between norm violations and blame can be laid to rest.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Many thanks to Jonathan Ichikawa and Sophia Dandelet for very detailed and helpful comments on this paper. ] 
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