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Abstract

We feel a sense of accomplishment when we get to the bottom of something. It seems that we
get this feeling from satisfying our deep-rooted curiosity; our desire to discover the truth.
When we arrive at the truth about something by accident, this feeling of having achieved
something dissipates. Our intuition tells us that it is not as desirable to have justified beliefs
that are accidentally true as having justified beliefs that are true because we used our reliable
cognitive abilities to form them. This suggests that we care about something besides truth
itself; we care about how we arrive at it. However, when we act on our beliefs, it turns out that
in practice it does not matter at all how our true belief was formed; just that they are true.
When there is a discrepancy between what our intuition is telling us and what the world
around us is showing us, we sense that something is amiss. How can we possibly resolve this
discrepancy? Some virtue epistemologists have presented a credit view of knowledge, which
offers a promising solution to our predicament. This view of knowledge has been criticized
heavily, particularly by using specific cases involving testimony. The proponents of the credit
view of knowledge have tried to defend it against these criticisms, but their attempts have not
been entirely successful. I will introduce a new social credit view of knowledge that can both
handle testimony-based criticisms and help us mediate the conflict between our intuition and
reality by providing a potential answer to the question: Why is it better to know something

than to have a mere true belief about it?



Agrip

Almennt leitumst vid eftir pvi ad vita hvad er satt, og hvad ekki. Pad er eitthvad innra med
okkur sem drifur okkur i 4tt ad sannleikanum og pegar vid leerum eitthvad nytt pa lidur okkur
eins og vid hofum afrekad eitthvad. Hins vegar virdist petta ekki alltaf eiga vid; til demis
pegar vid komumst ad sannleikanum fyrir slysni. Inns®id segir okkur ad pad sé ekki jafn
eftirséknarvert ad hafa réttlettar skodanir sem eru Gvart sannar eins og ad hafa réttlettar
skodanir sem eru sannar vegna pess ad vid beittum hefileikum okkar vid myndun peirra. Petta
bendir til pess ad okkur sé annt um meira en bara sannleikann; vid viljum komast ad
sannleikanum 4 réttan hatt. Ef vel er ad gad kemur pé i 1j6s ad i praxis, pegar kemur ad pvi ad
framkvema eitthvad ut frd skodunum okkar, pd skiptir engu mali hvernig pad kom til ad
skodun okkar var sonn. Pegar vid upplifum petta misremi 4 milli pess hvad innszid segir
okkur og hvad raunveruleikinn synir okkur pd blossar upp su tilfinning ad ekki sé allt med
felldu. En hvad er hagt ad gera? Innan dyggdapekkingarfradi er ad finna afrekskenningu (e.
credit view of knowledge), sem segir ad einstaklingur sem viti eitthvad af réttum dsteedum hafi
afrekad eitthvad, og eigi pvi skilid lof fyrir. Ef pessi kenning reynist rétt er méguleiki 4 pvi ad
samrama innszi og raunveruleika og pvi er til mikils ad vinna. St hugmynd ad pekking eigi ad
vera skilin sem lofsvert afrek einstaklings er pé umdeild, og hefur verid gagnrynd hardlega
vegna pess a0 hun virdist ekki ganga upp { demum sem innihalda vitnisburd. Margar leidir
hafa verid farnar til ad verja afrekskenninguna en engin peirra hefur ndd ad kveda nidur
gagnrynisraddir. Eg mun kynna til sdgunnar nyja félagslega afrekskenningu sem getur baedi
svarad pvi hvers vegna okkur finnst pekking vera meira virdi en sénn skodun og varist peirri

gagnryni sem fellt hefur adrar afrekskenningar um pekkingu.
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Introduction

Virtue epistemologists might be able to answer one of the more puzzling questions in
epistemology: “Why do we think it is better to know something than to have a true belief
about it?” One virtue epistemological approach is particularly promising because it can clearly
differentiate, in a systematic manner, what is accidentally true and what is not, by focusing on
the reliable cognitive abilities' we possess as epistemic agents. Roughly, the idea is that I only
know something if I deserve credit for believing the truth about it, and I deserve credit for
believing the truth about something if I used my reliable cognitive abilities to arrive at my
belief. This is recognized as a credit view of knowledge, and it can help us see the difference

between accidentally arriving at the truth about something and knowing something.

Jennifer Lackey, among others, has noted how the credit view of knowledge struggles with
cases involving testimonial knowledge, i.e., knowledge being transmitted through testimony.
When the credit view of knowledge is presented with specific examples that involve a person
telling another person something, it fails to show how the person that hears the testimony
could have acquired knowledge in a manner that is consistent with the theory. If we cannot
find a way to reconcile testimony with the credit view of knowledge, then there is no hope in
finding an answer to the problem of why it is better to have knowledge than an accidental true

belief using the credit view of knowledge.

This thesis aims to introduce a new kind of a credit view of knowledge that can correctly
account for cases involving testimonial knowledge. In the first chapter, I will analyze John
Greco’s version of the credit view, as his account is representative of a typical credit view
without any bells and whistles. Then, I will show the potential benefits of accepting a credit
view of knowledge by examining how the credit view of knowledge can explain our intuition

that knowledge is better than mere true belief.

In the second chapter, I will introduce a problem facing the credit view of knowledge, namely,
Jennifer Lackey’s creditworthiness dilemma. The dilemma states that in testimonial cases there

are two conflicting requirements that the credit view needs to fulfill. The first requirement is

! The terms “abilities” and “faculties” will be used interchangeably in this thesis.
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that the standard credit view must be weak enough to allow the receiver of testimony to
deserve credit, in which case the victims of Gettier-type cases are also deserving of credit. The
second requirement is that the standard credit view must be sufficiently robust to withstand
Gettier-type cases, in which case the receiver of testimony does not deserve credit for his
knowledge. I will explore a myriad of accounts that aim to defend the standard credit view of
knowledge and show how none of them appears to be successful. This suggests that a

different approach is needed to reconcile testimony and credit.

Finally, in the third chapter, I will introduce a social credit view of knowledge that incorporates
key aspects of the standard credit view while still being able to account for cases involving
testimony. The social credit view can provide an exact account of what is happening in cases

of testimony by recognizing the importance of epistemic sources. If proven successtful, this



















































































































































