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Abstract: Some contemporary epistemologists attempt to de-

authenticate “Testimony,” citing various arguments and evidence to
exclude it from the realm of justified knowledge. This article,
employing a library-based methodology and an analytical approach
in its evaluation section, critically examines one prominent argument
against the epistemic validity of Testimony. This argument,
grounded in the principle of “Autonomy,” posits that relying on the
testimony of others is incompatible with the dignity and rational
independence of a mature and wise individual. It suggests that
reliance on Testimony entails a form of submission or guardianship
that contradicts the essential human quality of epistemic autonomy.
Consequently, Testimony is deemed incapable of playing a
meaningful role in human cognition. The present article contends
that this argument is fundamentally flawed, distorted, and incapable
of substantiating its claims. Furthermore, it argues that epistemic
autonomy itself necessitates referencing the opinions of others in the
pursuit of knowledge. Accordingly, this article defends the epistemic
validity of Testimony while upholding autonomy as a rational and
fundamental principle, proposing a reconciliation between these two
epistemic concepts.
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Introduction: In various

domains  of  knowledge—
including history, geography,
empirical sciences such as
biology, human sciences such as
psychology and statistics, and
even the daily lives of
individuals—relying on the
testimony of others is a
common and integral practice.
For instance, in ethics, it is
customary to refer to the
behaviors or opinions of others
to achieve sincerity and
justification in moral beliefs or
principles. Emulating ethical
role models, whether religious
or secular, is a well-established
pattern that plays a significant
role in acquiring knowledge,
moral education, and
motivation (see Rushton, 1975:
341-349). To resolve epistemic
ambiguities and answer our
questions, we often turn to
those we consider experts,
specialists, or individuals with
insight and contemplative
experiences.

While many teachings are

transmitted through

Testimony, it seems
unjustifiable to diminish its role
or subordinate it to other
sources of knowledge (Greco,
2012: 15). Nonetheless, relying
on Testimony has become a
contested practice, deemed

irrational and morally
undesirable in certain
philosophical discussions.

Given that a considerable
portion of our beliefs is formed
through reliance on others,
dismissing ~ Testimony  as
irrational would discredit or
diminish a significant segment
of our knowledge, particularly
in ethics. On the other hand, if
reliance on Testimony is
deemed rational and justified, it
unlocks an invaluable wealth of
knowledge.

This article critically examines
an argument, rooted in Kantian

thought,

opponents of Testimony. This

presented by
argument  emphasizes  the
principle of epistemic
autonomy, asserting  that

cognitive  agency  requires
individuals to act based solely

on their personal understanding
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rather than relying on others.
According to this view, the
hallmark of a person’s cognitive
agency lies in self-founded and
independent thought. Kant
defines autonomy as the
condition wherein a person is
both an end in themselves and
subject only to laws they create
for themselves (Soufyani et al.,
23:116). From this perspective,
reliance on others’ testimony
distances individuals from their
epistemological agency,
reducing their capacity for
independent  analysis and
inference.

The central premise of this
article is the simultaneous
validity of epistemological
autonomy and the credibility of
Testimony as a source of
Within the

literature on this issue, some

knowledge.

defenses of rationality abandon
autonomy in  favor  of
Testimony, while others
prioritize autonomy at the
expense of Testimony. This
research aims to reconcile these

two epistemic concepts:

autonomy, as an intellectual and
practical virtue, and Testimony,
as an indispensable source of
knowledge in both cognitive
and practical domains of
human life.

Research Question

What are the critical arguments
against the epistemic validity of
Testimony, and how «can
autonomy be reconciled with
the credibility of Testimony?
Research Framework

This study adopts a library-
based data collection method
and a descriptive-analytical
approach to evaluate the
argument that undermines the
epistemic validity of Testimony.
The framework includes:

1. An exploration of the
relationship between autonomy
and reliance on others’
opinions.

2. An analysis of the
compatibility between
autonomy as a rational principle
and the
Testimony.

credibility ~ of

indings: The findings of this
study demonstrate that the
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argument against the epistemic
validity of Testimony, based on
the principle of autonomy, is
flawed and incapable of
providing satisfactory
justification for its claims. The
argument erroneously equates
reliance on Testimony with a
form of intellectual submission
or guardianship, disregarding
the nuanced role of Testimony
within the epistemic domain.

Rather  than

autonomy,

undermining
referencing  the
opinions of others is an integral
aspect of epistemic agency and
human cognition. Autonomy,
as a rational principle, does not
necessitate radical
independence or isolation from
others’ knowledge; instead, it
incorporates the ability to
critically assess and incorporate
testimony into one’s cognitive
framework. Testimony,
therefore, retains its meaningful
role in human cognition while
remaining compatible with
autonomy as a fundamental

epistemic virtue.

l)iscussion and Conclusion: The

principle of epistemic
autonomy and the validity of
Testimony are not inherently
incompatible. While autonomy
emphasizes self-founded and
independent thought, it does
not preclude the rational and
justified reliance on others’
testimony. On the contrary,
epistemic  autonomy  often
involves assessing and utilizing
testimony within the broader
context of knowledge
acquisition.

The argument that dismisses
Testimony based on autonomy
fails to account for the essential
interplay between these two
concepts. Autonomy does not
require the wholesale rejection
of testimony; rather, it
necessitates a critical
engagement with testimony as
part of a mature epistemic
process. Thus, Testimony

remains a vital source of

knowledge, enabling
individuals to access
information ~ beyond  their
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immediate  experience  or
expertise.

This  conciliatory  proposal
reconciles  autonomy  and
Testimony, presenting them not
as opposing forces but as
mutually supportive
components of human
cognition. By defending the
epistemic validity of Testimony
while upholding autonomy as a
rational principle, this study
contributes to the broader
discourse on the role of

testimony in epistemology.
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2. Epistemological acquittance
3. Epistemic internalism

4. Epistemic externalism
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5. Higher animals
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1. Contradictory evidence
2. rebutting defeater

3. undercutting defeater
4. Epistemic universalism
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