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Alex Alexis (Université de Montreal/Université Paris 1)

From epistemic to ontological (in)justice: Investigating Indigenous claims before settler courts

This article delves into the judicial handling of ontological and epistemic conflicts, specifically

addressing how judges navigate claims grounded in different worlds and knowledge systems (Cadena

and Blaser 2018). Through a comparative case study, it examines two legal disputes that challenge

the ontological and epistemological underpinnings of modern/contemporary Western jurisprudence.

In the first case, Ktunaxa Nation v. British Columbia (2017), the Supreme Court of Canada grapples

with the existence of “supernatural” entities, notably "Grizzly Bear Spirit" (Gingras and Larregue

2019). In the second case, the Waitangi Tribunal in New Zealand deals with en((es of dubious

ontological consistency, namely "data" (Alexis 2023; Ruckstuhl 2023). The Canadian Supreme Court

approaches Indigenous claims about the Grizzly Bear Spirit with significant skepticism, while the

Waitangi Tribunal asserts that Māori data are taonga (treasures). Canadian judges appear confident

in determining what does or does not exist, whereas New Zealand judges have shown more

openness to multiple worlds. These cases are analyzed considering Fricker's concept of epistemic

injus(ce (Fricker 2007; Medina 2017) and the central thesis of Science and Technology Studies (STS),

which argues that reality is not pre-exis(ng but enacted through prac(ce, leading to mul(ple reali(es

stemming from distinct practices (Latour 1987; Law and Joks 2019). The article also explores the

potential limits and benefits of these "theories of knowledge" for judicial practice.
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Alvaro Dominguez Armas and Marcin Lewinski (Universidade Nova de Lisboa)

Revisiting the communicative dimension of protests

Our goal in this paper is to examine Medina’s (2019, 2023) insight into the communicative dimension

of protests. Medina (2019) describes protests as actions of epistemic resistance with the potential to

change oppressive aDtudes that are spread in society. To achieve such goal, protests create an

epistemic friction in society that can unmask and uproot forms of insensitivities that limit the

capacity of citizens to engage in public arguments. Recently, Medina (2023), inspired by the work of

Chrisman and Hubbs (2018), has elaborated on the communicative aspect of protests drawing on

speech act theory. He describes protests as acts that can be performed by multiple and different

utterances (what he calls the ‘polyphony of protests’) that communicate more than one thing (what

he calls the ‘complex illocution of protests’). Although we agree with the first half of Medina’s (2023)

description of protests in terms of speech acts, we find the second half to be problematic. Medina

describes protests as having three illocutionary forces: that of protesters (a) giving testimonies about

political affairs, (b) evaluating a political manner as oppressive, and (c) prescribing demands. This

description raises questions like: what is the relationship between (a), (b), and (c)? Could an act

lacking (a), (b), and (c) still count as a protest? In this paper we answer these questions by studying



two plausible characterisations of the relationship between (a), (b), and (c). First, we describe (a), (b)

and (c) as having a hierarchical relationship. That is to consider protests as ‘indirect speech acts’

(Searle, 1975) in which either (a), (b) or (c) are expressed by means of the other. We find this option

problematic, and alternatively, we favour the description of (a), (b), and (c) as having a horizontal

relationship. That is to consider protests as ‘plural speech acts’ (Lewiński, 2021) in which (a), (b), and

(c) are expressed at the same time with the same force and with one and the very same locution. In

addition, another illocutionary force inherent to the speech act of protesting, that of co-opting

members of the general audience, is fully incorporated in our to account for the publicity of protests.

We argue that from our description of the forces of protest stems a better understanding of their

‘complex illocution’ and, ultimately, a beNer understanding of how the communicative dimension of

protests produce an epistemic friction in public arguments.
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Leonardo Barros da Silva Menezes (Universidade do Minho)

Why are grateful refugees epistemically harmed?

Scholars working on both credibility-related and intelligibility-related forms of epistemic injustice in

asylum decisions have mostly analyzed why, and how, decision-makers have failed to not only believe

asylum applicants, but also to understand them and make sense of their lives, realities and

experiences (Wilkstrom, 2014; Sorgoni, 2019; Mackinnon, 2009).

Instead of focusing on the ‘culture of disbelief’ in asylum decisions, I show in this paper why we

should examine cases of epistemic injustice of another sort. Put otherwise, the refugee protection

regime suggests also a form of epistemic injustice which I call the ‘humanitarian indebtedness’. By



‘humanitarian indebtedness’, I mean the implicit contract in which the ‘host’ provides ‘a home and a

future’, and in return, it’s the duty of the ‘guest’ to be ‘humble and grateful’ — presumably forever.

What makes the host-guest dynamic so troubling, I argue, is precisely that this relation of debt limits

in practice the possibility of refugee agency, in so far as more explicit forms of political engagement

risk being seen as ungrateful. Such social expectation presumes that those people are much better

‘here’ than ‘there, and they should therefore have no reason to complain about their host society.

Being grateful shows us that gratitude may be felt, but first becomes something that is owed.

Then, I clarify on what basis does this relation of debt constitutes a form of epistemic injustice. To do

so, I test it out from two distinct viewpoints. For those — such as Miranda Fricker (2017) — who

speak about testimonial and hermeneutical injustice, I show, the ‘humanitarian indebtedness’

elucidates why, and how, a subject may be harmed even when she/he is given the appropriate

meanings to be ‘believed’ and recognized as such. For those — such as David Coady (2017) — who

speak about distributive epistemic injustice, hermeneutic egalitarianism, I argue, in order to be

non-arbitrary, should extend to refugees.

In the third part, I offer reasons why epistemic rights to refugees not only imply the rejection of a

humanitarian (or gratitude-centered) logic, but also require the refugee right to political stand in

their host societies. My claim is that forced displaced persons’ experience should be heard and make

sense institutionally not as humanitarian victims, but rather as epistemic-political agents.

Amandine Catala (Université du Quebec à Montreal)

Epistemic Injustice, Transformative Experience, and Epistemic Empowerment: Reclaiming the

Public Discourse on Neurodiversity

Public discourses and representations about neurodivergence remain mostly shaped by the medical

model and the pathology paradigm. Moreover, neurodivergence as an axis of social identity and

marginalization remains largely unaddressed in debates on epistemic injustice and epistemic

empowerment. In this paper, I draw on my experience as a late-diagnosed autistic woman,

professional philosopher, and neurodiversity activist, to show that analyzing public discourses and

representations about neurodivergence through the lens of epistemic injustice and of epistemic

empowerment is fruitful to better understand the mechanisms and dynamics at play in all three.

I argue for three main claims. (1) Inaccurate representations and negative discourses about autism

create a new type of epistemic injustice, which I term existential hermeneutical injustice, which

specifically affects a person’s sense of identity or who they take themselves to be, by preventing a

person from knowing and becoming who they are. (2) Accessing an autism diagnosis constitutes a

hermeneutical breakthrough that is the source of a transformative experience for previously

undiagnosed autistic women. (3) This transformative experience is in turn the source of epistemic

empowerment that allows us to reclaim public discourses on neurodiversity toward greater

epistemic justice.



The paper proceeds as follows. After some brief terminological clarifications (section 1), I first show

how the production and uptake of public discourses and representations about autism generate

several forms of epistemic injustices (section 2). I then argue that these epistemic injustices in public

discourses and representations about autism hinder hermeneutical breakthroughs and create what I

call existential hermeneutical injustice, which disproportionately affects undiagnosed autistic

women, BIPOC, and LGBTQ people. I argue that preventing hermeneutical breakthroughs is

problematic because hermeneutical breakthroughs can counteract existential hermeneutical

injustice and give rise to transformative experience and epistemic empowerment (section 3). Finally,

I show how epistemic empowerment can bring about greater epistemic justice by reclaiming and

transforming public discourses and representations about autism (section 4).

This paper thus makes several contributions: it connects epistemic injustice and neurodiversity by

introducing the new concept of existential hermeneutical injustice (which can also be applied to

other axes of social identity beyond neurodivergence); it further develops Fricker’s notion of

hermeneutical breakthrough, which I argue requires hermeneutical representativeness (and hence

an intersectional approach to autism and epistemic justice); it connects hermeneutical

breakthroughs to transformative experience and to epistemic empowerment (a horizontal,

solidaristic kind of epistemic power); and it identifies the mechanisms and dynamics at play in order

to foster greater epistemic empowerment and epistemic justice in public discourses on

neurodiversity.

Jordi Fairhurst Chilton (Universitat de les Illes Balears & KU Leuven)

Minimizing Epistemic Injustice in Deep Disagreements

Suppose we engage in a discussion about the morality of euthanasia. During our conversation we

offer arguments and evidence to support our claims about the topic. Unfortunately, our

argumentative exchanges are ineffective because there is not enough shared background to mutually

appreciate our respective arguments and evidence. At this point it becomes apparent that our

disagreement is not just a clash of beliefs: it is something deeper. We may be in a systematic and

persistent disagreement rooted in contrary worldviews, where there seems to be no mutually

recognized method of resolution because we reason and analyze evidence using different

frameworks or principles. These peculiar disagreements are what philosophers have called deep

disagreements. They are central to our life, plaguing our interactions with people pertaining to

different cultures, societies, and social groups.

Recently, Lagenward has described and assessed how epistemic injustices can contribute to

deepening disagreements. When prejudices and epistemic injustice come into play in a regular

disagreement, this can lead to a normative higher-order disagreement about what counts as

evidence concerning the original disagreement, which deepens the disagreement. The aim of this

paper is to explore how forms of resistance can be implemented to combat those prejudices that

give rise to injustice-based deep disagreements, thereby enabling constructive dialogue and



epistemically valuable disputes. Specifically, I discuss how epistemic friction (Medina 2013) can

minimize, eradicate, or avoid the normative force of said prejudices.

The normative force of prejudices often stems from their implicitness: they are assumptions about

which one remains silent and displays automatically and unreflectively in their behavior

(Boncompagni 2019). Studies have shown how deep disagreements are epistemically valuable

insofar as they make explicit the underlining assumptions in our epistemic practices (see e.g., De

Cruz & De Smedt 2013). This occurs because, when two epistemic frameworks collide, fundamental

assumptions (e.g., prejudices) that usually remain unquestioned within a community are now

problematized by individuals from other communities with (conflicting) fundamental assumptions.

The friction within the dispute brings prejudices to the forefront, forcing disputants to contrast said

prejudices to meet justificatory demands (cf. Medina 2013). Accordingly, by using epistemic friction

to change the epistemic status of prejudices, we can minimize their normative force and enable

disputants to engage in constructive dialogue. Moreover, if prejudices are eradicated, the depth of

the disagreement is reduced thereby enabling the possibility of resolving the dispute and make

collective decisions.

Valentina Cuccio and Francesca Ervas (Università di Messina - Università di

Cagliari)

Epistemic injustice and metaphor resistance in the debate on schizophrenia

The paper examines epistemic injustice (EI, Fricker 2007) in the context of metaphorical

communication on mental illness, specifically focusing on schizophrenia. Metaphors have been

largely investigated in research on persuasion and public communication (e.g., Sopory and Dillard

2002 for a review), though EI in mental illness communication via metaphors has not been

considered so far. The paper considers the mechanisms that contribute to the failure to attribute

credibility (testimonial injustice) and interpretive capabilities (hermeneutical injustice) to people with

mental illness (Crichton, Carel & Kidd 2017), when they communicate their illness through metaphors

compared to literal language. The paper proposes a multilayered embodied account of metaphor and

EI in schizophrenia and suggests possible routes to challenging EI via resistance to metaphor.

Findings suggest that schizophrenic patients show abnormalities of self-experience such as the loss

of the implicit recognition of self-body parts or the explicit self-misattribution of the same body parts

when belonging to others (Gallese & Ferri 2014 for a review). A dysfunction of the bodily

self-experience makes it not possible, for people who have schizophrenia, the automatic attunement

with the other which enables the establishment of both a second-person epistemic perspective and

the self-other relationship. In this perspective, we suggest that epistemic injustice in schizophrenia

partly relies on a disruption of bodily mechanisms which affects schizophrenic communicative

interactions at two different levels. At a first level, a dysfunction of the bodily self-experience makes

it not possible, for people who have schizophrenia, the automatic attunement with the other which



enables the establishment of both a second-person epistemic perspective and the recognition of the

other as an epistemic subject.

At a second level, an altered subjective experience might lead schizophrenic patients to embody

metaphors in a different way compared to controls (Littlemore 2019). For this reason, their

metaphors might not be recognized and/or understood when communicating their experience with

mental illness via embodied metaphors. This problem, coupled with negative social and moral

stereotypes on mental illness held by interpreters, exacerbates conditions for EI. A multilayered

model of EI in mental illness is thus proposed where a basic, non-conceptual and implicit level of

disrupted bodily mechanisms (Cuccio 2018) interact with an upper, conceptual and implicit (possibly

made explicit) level of metaphors potentially divergent from the stereotyped and frozen metaphors

of their linguistic community (Ervas 2017).

Despite the challenges raised by metaphors in mental illness communication, the paper will show

that metaphors can still serve as a valuable tool for facilitating better communication between

people with schizophrenia and interpreters. Metaphors are indeed crucial for people with

schizophrenia to express their self related to mental illness to gain a better understanding of their

experiences. In public communication, awareness of the source of variability in embodied metaphors

production should be supported as a strategy to resist stereotyped metaphors leading to EI and

modulate genuine metaphors possibly useful to overcome EI.
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Maddison Forcha (Macquarie University)

Epistemic justice for LGBTQIA+ discourse in the public domain: the role of epistemic friction



Public discourse can be a source of harm and discrimination for LGBTQIA+ people, whether this be

via interpersonal interactions or exposure to negative media debates. Examples of interpersonal

interactions include members of the LGBTQIA+ community having to engage in harmful

conversations about, or associated with, their sexuality or identity with family members, other

students, friends, or colleagues etc.

This paper presents empirical research findings from semi-structured interviews with 18 LGBTQIA+

people and allies to identify stories of people changing their minds and becoming more accepting of

LGBTQIA+ lives and experiences, as well as seeking to understand the level of harm that occurs

within the LGBTQIA+ community from discriminatory media discourse. This paper will also explore

whether Medina’s (2013) concept of ‘epistemic friction’– which involves acknowledging and engaging

with perspectives other than one’s own, and remaining open to epistemic counterpoints – is involved

in effective public discourse on these issues.

Based on the research findings I argue that epistemic friction does have potential, but I question the

extent to which LGBTQIA+ people should be expected to engage in these debates and interpersonal

interactions, due to the level of harm or burden that they may face. Moreover, a surprising finding

was that many participants avoided public debate, but highlighted the benefits of representation in

popular media (such as television shows and movies). Overall, I will provide some recommendations

for ways in which epistemic friction in interpersonal interactions could be beneficial, based on my

empirical findings, as well as drawing attention to the ways in which members of the LGBTQIA+ are

burdened with engaging in potentially harmful interactions.
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Claudia Galgau (KU Leuven)

Conceptual double standards and the system of violence against migrants

In this paper, I introduce the phenomenon of a conceptual double standard and use it to analyse

public and institutional justifications for the systemic violence on (illegalized) migrants that is

happening globally. In the last years there has been a global and exponential increase in

institutionalized processes that ‘push back’ migration in violent ways. Increasingly, those who reach a

state’s territory are not offered the just procedural treatment of checking whether they have

legitimate claim to refugeehood (Abji, 2020). Instead, migrants are put in detention in correctional

facilities or on isolated islands, are dropped in isolated woods, or are forcibly transported to deserts



where they are left to die from dehydration (Gazzotti, 2021; Lindberg, 2022; Parekh, 2020). These

processes, while illegal and dehumanizing, are increasingly publicly justified by international political

bodies. I argue that conceptual double standards play an important role in this public justification of

systemic violence against migrants.

I argue conceptual double standards is an unjust mechanism that, like cases of hermeneutical

injustice, entails a bias in collective hermeneutical resources (Falbo, 2022; Fricker, 2007). I offer a

preliminary definition of conceptual double standards: In a social domain, a term ‘X’ refers to two

broadly similar, but importantly different, concepts ‘A’ and ‘B’. Whether the term ‘X’ latches on to the

concept ‘A’ or ‘B’ is determined by reinforcement of relative advantage/disadvantage of privileged

and marginalized social groups, respectively. This phenomenon, like its moral equivalent, functions to

reproduce, keep in place and legitimize illegitimate social hierarchies, such as hierarchies of gender,

race and ableism (Haslanger, 2017, 2019).

Drawing on examples of the public justification for the border policing of Frontex by the European

Union (Franko, 2021; Mungianu, 2016), I argue that the term ‘exploitation’ latches on to different

concepts in the context of discussions around migration. These differences are not accidental or

arbitrary, but when analysed together, show that they are geared towards systematic reinforcement

of relative advantage/disadvantage of privileged and marginalized social groups, and thus keep in

place illegitimate social hierarchies and the violence arising from these.

Understanding the role that conceptual double standards play in the public justification of violence

against migrants offers a way to point at one structure of flaws in the these justifications. It also

highlight the way systems of violence rely on the existence of (conceptual) ambiguity.
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Volker Kaul (University di Salerno)

Situatedness, Identity, and the Scope of Public Discourse

Justice in the social contract tradition regards institutions and not individuals. In the state of nature,

in the absence of institutions, individuals cannot be blamed for acting unjustly. Similarly, in Sally

Haslanger’s (2012) constructivist position oppression is clearly a problem that institutions are facing

and not something the single individuals can necessarily do much about. Specific social institutions,

rules, and practices position individuals as subordinate or privileged along some dimension

(economic, political, legal, social, etc.), dividing them into distinct social groups. The meaning of the

social categories race and gender is given by this social reality of oppression based on physical

markers (semantic externalism), while individuals generally do not have sufficient self-knowledge and

even identify with the oppressive structure as blacks or women. Rawls’ (1971) principles of justice,

that in the original position are equally built on some form of externalism, would be among the right

answers to address structural injustices.

However, critical theories, in particular after Charles Mill’s (1997) The Racial Contract, argue that the

counterfactuality of social contract theories is itself a source of oppression and hold that any theory

of justice needs to take the situatedness of individuals and their knowledge as point of departure.

This is precisely the point of Fricker (2007) and Medina (2012), who in line with Linda Alcoff adopt a

hermeneutical approach regarding epistemic injustice, according to which individuals have

self-knowledge and agency. Yet, this gives rise to a complex question: What is the relationship

between the situatedness of individual knowledge, that stands in some relationship with the

structures of oppression, and the social identities that individuals come to endorse? Situatedness

seems to presuppose that the meaning of social categories depends on the structures of oppression

from which they emerge, whereas identification implies that their meaning is somewhat

autonomous, depending on individual agency (semantic internalism). Whereas an internalist position

contains emancipatory potential, the fact of situatedness, that is so central to critical theory, does

not appear to allow a point of view outside the oppressive structures. Marx is very clear on this,

claiming that only a revolution caused by the exacerbation of the structural contradictions can

overcome class conflict.



My goal here is to elaborate this tension in Fricker’s and Medina’s work and analyze the scope an

epistemology of resistance must take: If public discourse remains rooted in identity politics, how can

pure social and political antagonism be ever overcome?
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Sophie Lauwers (KU Leuven)

Rethinking Norms for Public Argumentation: Secularism, Public Reason and Epistemic Injustice

This paper will not directly address how epistemic injustice works in public arguments, but rather

how epistemic injustice is perpetuated by norms of what is considered a good public argument in the

first place. Specifically, the paper investigates widespread norms of what in liberal political

philosophy is often referred to as ‘public reason’. Such norms, aimed at guiding legitimate

argumentation in democratic deliberation, often rely on the expectation that ‘religion’ and ‘politics’

ought to be separated. In the paper, I argue that scholarship on public reason has insufficiently taken

into account the insights from recent critical secularism studies (e.g. Asad 2003; Anidjar 2006;

Mahmood 2016; Sayyid 2022), which point to how secularist norms and institutions often further the

marginalized position of religious minorities. In light of these observations, this paper calls for

rethinking legitimate forms of public argumentation.

In the first part of the paper, I outline dominant theories of public reason in liberal political

philosophy, which range from a requirement to preclude religious argumentation in the political

arena (Audi 2000), to translating one’s religious commitments to a secular language (Habermas

2008), to complementing argumentation deriving from comprehensive doctrines with purely political



argumentation (Rawls 1997). In the second part, I interrogate how these liberal norms for democratic

deliberation not only rely on false binaries, but also disadvantage minority political identities and

voices. I analyse the workings of hermeneutic injustice, testimonial injustice, and epistemic

ignorance towards religious groups – a category so far underexplored in this context. I argue that

public reason norms reinforce both secular and Christian forms of hegemony: only depoliticized and

interiorized religiosity is considered democratically acceptable, although many majority Christian

values, practices and traditions can often pass as ‘secular’ and ‘cultural’, resulting in a double

standard. This, I argue, impoverishes the quality of democratic debate, further marginalizes the

position of religious minorities in a way that intersects with patterns of racial, class and gender

inequality, and limits the possibilities for public resistance against such injustices. In the third part of

the paper, I outline the contours of alternative normative guidelines to achieve democratic

deliberative justice. These imply a shift in not only public norms of deliberation, but also in the

receptivity of state institutions to different understandings of ‘religious’ agency and voice.

Linh Mac (University of Tennessee at Knoxville)

Krinostic Injustice

In sexual assault accusations, a hearer commonly believes a speaker’s testimony insofar as it consists

of simple recollections of events but disbelieves the speaker’s testimony concerning the

characterization of their experience – its interpretative or hermeneutic aspect. To explain this

phenomenon, which disproportionately affects women, I develop a distinction between basic and

interpretative reports. Drawing on Trudy Govier, G. E. M. Anscombe, Gilbert Ryle and Bernard

Williams, I develop this basic versus interpretative distinction by examining a lawyer’s

cross-examination of a rape complainant in an actual sexual assault case. I analyze the

inconsistencies in the lawyer’s selective acceptance of the witness’s testimony, highlighting how the

lawyer accepts the witness’s testimony pertaining to basic descriptions of events but rejects their

characterization of their experience.

Since Miranda Fricker, testimonial injustice and hermeneutical injustice have mostly been considered

relatively distinct phenomena. I claim, however, that testimonial and hermeneutical injustice ought

to be viewed as a unified phenomenon. There is no part of our epistemic lives that isn’t already

hermeneutic. I call this species of content-focused epistemic injustice “krinostic” injustice, given that

it’s injustice in respect of judgment (in Ancient Greek, the verb κρῑ́νω means “to decide”). I

conceptualize judgement as a practice of applying a general rule to a particular case, a universal to an

instance. Legal judgments are paradigmatic examples of such judgments. Judges, for example, decide

whether an act committed by a defendant constitutes a certain crime.

I then address several objections. First, one might argue that a lawyer’s deliberate attempt at

undermining a witness’ credibility during a cross examination is a form of gaslighting, rather than

testimonial injustice. In response, I emphasize that judges—for example when manipulated by

defense lawyers—can and do commit epistemic injustice. Second, one might object that a genuine



disagreement over the characterization of the event between the speaker and the hearer cannot

legitimately be considered testimonial injustice. Third, it’s difficult to draw a line between basic and

interpretative reports, given that even basic reports are already imbued with conceptual or

interpretative framework(s), however “simple.” Fourth, interpretative reports happen to be reports

that are disputed whereas basic reports aren’t. I explain why these objections don’t work against the

view I’m advancing while acknowledging their force. I end by highlighting the specific epistemic and

moral harms associated with krinostic injustice.

Ivan Mladenovic (University of Belgrade)

Fighting Epistemic Injustice in Public Deliberation

The starting point of my presentation is the difference between ideal epistemic deliberation and real

speech situation (Estlund 2008). Estlund argued that the model of ideal epistemic deliberation should

not be a blueprint for real world institutions, since people will probably deviate from its norms. But

this ideal has important role to play in order to identify deviations in real speech situations and figure

out the most appropriate countervailing deviations (Estlund 2020). Estlund thinks that these

countervailing deviations might make people closer to the ideal epistemic deliberation, than by

trying to implement it directly. However, this raises the following problem: fighting power with

power by way of countervailing deviations instead of approaching ideal epistemic deliberation, might

lead to political polarization (or to increasing political polarization).

So, the main challenge that I will address in this presentation is this: how is it possible to fight

injustice in public deliberation by means of countervailing deviations without ending in political

polarization. I shall argue that instead of relying on ideal epistemic deliberation that belongs to ideal

theory, it is necessary to introduce a set of conditions that are appropriate for non-ideal situations. In

the rest of presentation, I will defend the following set of conditions: 1) Justified countervailing

response, 2) Saving space for arguments, and 3) Bringing in evidential support. The idea is that this

(non-exaustive) set of necessary conditions provide normative guidance in non-ideal conditions by

which countervailing response need not end up in (increasing) political polarization. The main point

is that the aforementioned set of conditions provide normative guidance when the aim is to reduce

or at least not to increase political polarization in public deliberation, while conceding that

sometimes countervailing response might be necessary.
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Dima Mohammed (Universidade Nova de Lisboa)

Public Argument as Epistemic Resistance

Persuasion seems like a cornerstone of political argumentation. The pursuit of changing a public’s

mind has been at the heart of political argumentation in the classical rhetoric of Aristotle just as in

the modern approaches (e.g. Zarefsky 2008). The pursuit of changing minds is considered important

also from the perspective of critical dialectical approaches: Trying to convince the opponent of our

position is central in many political processes, such as deliberation (Fairclough and Fairclough 2012)

and the exercise of accountability (e.g. Mohammed 2018) among others. Yet, the persuasion account

of argument isn’t unchallenged. Even if one would not accept the radical idea that “Argument has no

function” (Goodwin, 2007), it is undoubtedly desirable to make sense of the many instances where

political arguments do not aim at persuading an audience of the acceptability of a claim (see for

example, Doury, 2012). In this paper, I examine the role that persuasion plays in political

argumentation. I discuss the specific goals and functions of public and political argumentation

(Mohammed 2016, Zenker et al. 2023), with a focus on contexts characterised by epistemic injustice

(Fricker, 2007, Medina, 2012). Paying a special attention to the public argumentation of protest

movements (Medina 2023). I argue that an adequate account of political argumentation today ought

to go beyond persuasion and highlight the role of public reason-giving in epistemic resistance.
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Nalliely Hernàndez and Melissa Amezcua

(Universidad de Guadalajara)

Rorty’s “Redescription” as Resistance to Hermeneutical Injustice: The Case of Feminicide in Mexico

In this paper, we will argue that sometimes overcoming hermeneutical injustices at play in our

communicative practices requires to expand the space of reasons, and that the notion of

redescription, which Rorty opposes to argumentation, can be useful in such expansion as a form

epistemic resistance, because stated conceptions, narratives and norms are not enough to tackle

them.

For this purpose, first we will recover the crucial criticism that Rorty made to the deliberative model

of democracy (mainly to Habermas) and other epistemological perspectives (inferentialism, Helen

Longino) which, in our view, support the skepticism in argumentation and consensus as the main

solutions to social conflict. As a result of these assessments, we will show the inevitable and

structural character of epistemic injustices, in particular hermeneutical injustice, described by

Miranda Fricker.

Then, we will argue that hermeneutical injustices, in so far as they are structurally instituted require

the creation of new arguments and concepts. Hence, using José Medina’s conception, we will uphold

that this hermeneutical exercise can be useful as a form of epistemic resistance and political action in

order to expose and repair such injustices. Nevertheless, we will do a critical analysis of the

normative character of the concept of epistemic resistance using some theoretical tools of Michel

Foucault and Nancy Fraser about power and capitalism, respectively.

Therefore, we want to show that we need some kind of practice like redescription in the Rortian

sense, which has to use imagination to generate perplexity (in Medina’s sense) and be able to

provide new justifications, as he convincingly states in “Pragmatism and Feminism”. Finally, we will

illustrate such productive exercise in the case of feminicide in Mexico, focusing in the emergence of

the concept as an instance of feminist epistemic resistance and political activism.
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Eva Schmidt (Universität Münster)

Considering Epistemic Injustice in Deliberative Democracy Theory: Public Deliberation and

Hermeneutical Injustice

How are the epistemic consequences of social inequality factored into theories of deliberative

democracy? Deliberative democracy theory’s roots in critical theory point to a focus on the

consequences of social inequality. However, I will argue that even radical versions of deliberative

democracy (Bohman 1996; Young 2000) fall short in their analyses, as they do not sufficiently

consider the epistemic consequences of social inequality (i.e., epistemic injustice) and its impact on

public deliberation. Public deliberation denotes the process of reasoning and argumentation in the

public sphere, but the qualifier “public” also denotes a delineation between public and non-public

reasons and arguments. This delineation is by no means straightforward even in ideal terms, and I

argue that social inequality makes any endeavour of differentiation even more complex. This

differentiation but also the justice of the process of public deliberation is at stake if we do not

sufficiently consider the effects of epistemic injustice. I will conduct a theoretical analysis of the

effects of social inequality and the corresponding power asymmetries on two levels: face-to-face

communication or public dialogue (1) and intergroup communication of ((counter)hegemonic) public

spheres (2). Firstly, I will point out how epistemic injustice can undermine the mechanisms of public

dialogue that are meant to determine which reasons are public before coming to decisions (1). In

processes of, for instance, explication (i.e., making explicit what is latent in common understandings

and shared intuitions (Bohman 1996)), wilful hermeneutical ignorance (Pohlhaus 2012) can block

attempts of marginalized groups to make intelligible how institutional structures negatively influence

their lives. Such active resistance against even just considering hermeneutical resources provided by

marginalized communities can render the emancipatory aspirations of deliberative democracy

impossible. Secondly, I will illustrate how structural epistemic injustices block the uptake of

hermeneutical resources of marginalized communities by considering the way counterhegemonic

publics and more dominant public spheres interact (2). I will specifically highlight the way epistemic

resources move or are impeded from moving freely between public spheres by active ignorance and

argumentative injustice. With this project I aim to show one area of application of epistemic injustice

theory that has so far been under researched, even though this interdisciplinary approach can

contribute crucial theoretical findings to deliberative democracy theory.
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Eugenia Stefanello (Università di Padova)

When Ignorance is Bliss: Phenomenological Empathy and Loving Ignorance as Forms of Epistemic

Resistance

Empathy is usually considered a fundamental tool for understanding the testimony of others

(Stueber, 2006). In particular, empathy is thought to provide the empathizer with access to the other

person's internal states, both cognitive and affective, and as a result to enhance testimonial

sensitivity, thereby increasing testimonial trust and counteracting instances of epistemic injustice

(Fricker, 2007).

I will attempt to partially challenge this claim. First, I will argue that the traditional way of framing

empathy as an affective perspective-taking skill can exacerbate epistemically unjust dynamics by

promoting epistemic arrogance (Liebow & Ades, 2022). Especially in the context of asymmetrical

relationships, empathy can sometimes misrepresent the testimony of marginalized subjects through

an inaccurate empathically gained understanding that deprives them of epistemic authority over

their testimony (Jones, 2022).

Second, I will attempt to show that there is epistemic and moral value in not being understood

(Bailey, 2018). For this reason, recognizing the epistemic, affective, and existential limits of the

privileged empathizer's understanding in grasping the other's testimony may be an effective way for

subjects belonging to marginalized groups to reclaim epistemic power over their experiences.

Accordingly, I will suggest that we reconceptualize empathy to account for a specific kind of fruitful

and positive lack of understanding and that a phenomenological definition of empathy inspired by

Stein, combined with Tuana's concept of "loving ignorance," might be able to achieve this kind of

positive lack of understanding (Stein, 1917; Tuana, 2006). Since a phenomenological account of

empathy allows the empathizer to understand whether an accurate, plausible, and respectful

empathic understanding is possible, while always recognizing the other person as a bearer of

motives and values, it seems capable of signaling to the subject when it is appropriate to cultivate

loving ignorance.

Importantly, this concept of empathy does not require the empathizer to imaginatively take on the

other's perspective or reproduce the same emotional states, reducing the risk of misinterpretation,

projection, or distortion (Summa, 2017; Zahavi, 2014). Moreover, recognizing the axiological



dimension of the other should guarantee this positive lack of understanding without dehumanizing

the other (Buber, 2020; Vendrell Ferran, 2018).

I will conclude that this way of understanding empathy intertwined with loving ignorance can be

considered a form of epistemic resistance (Medina, 2012): it returns some epistemic power to

marginalized people by freeing up epistemic space in public discourse to allow them to be the person

most entitled to speak about their experience, thus promoting epistemic justice.
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George Surtees (University of Sheffield)

The Intellectually Humble Response to 'Tradwife' Testimony

In public debates about oppression, the virtue of intellectual humility often requires that we defer to

the testimony of marginalised people, in order to come to the right position and avoid committing

epistemic injustice. However, increasingly, such testimony is used in public debates strategically to

support an unjust status quo. Think of the black conservative who argues against reparations, or the

‘happy tradwife’ who argues against feminism (Bright, 2023). The humble person, in their quest to

avoid committing epistemic injustice towards these speakers, risks being directed towards beliefs

that are morally and epistemically problematic.

I argue that intellectual humility, when properly understood, need not produce these worries. The

humble person has a healthy sense of their intellectual limitations (Whitcomb et al, 2015). While this

will often cause them to defer to the testimony of marginalised people as and when they ought, it

does not require that they defer universally - e.g. in ‘happy tradwife’ cases. Rather, intellectual

humility is (at the very least) consistent with having a healthy sense of your intellectual strengths,

and using these critical abilities to assess the testimony of marginalised people within public debates

accurately (Battaly, 2021, 2023; Whitcomb et al., 2021).

To illustrate this, I contrast the intellectually humble person with the intellectually servile. I argue

that the worries we might have about the humble person are better applied to the servile. The

intellectually servile lack belief in their own epistemic abilities (Battaly, 2021). This, combined

perhaps, with an undiscerning desire not to commit epistemic injustice, means the servile risk

adopting the view recommended by the last marginalised spokesperson they heard. The servile thus

represent an especially credulous audience for ‘happy tradwife’ forms of testimony. I argue in

contrast, that it is consistent with the virtue of intellectual humility that the humble remain sensitive

to the right kinds of epistemic reasons they have for forming a belief on the basis of testimony. This is

because humility does not require excessive estimation of epistemic limitations, or underestimation

of epistemic strengths (Whitcomb et al, 2015, 2021).

The desire to avoid committing epistemic injustice towards marginalised individuals in public debates

may result in being too willing to adopt positions that reinforce an unjust status quo, simply because

they are voiced by a marginalised speaker. While intellectual servility may make an agent liable to

this, intellectual humility, when properly understood, need not.
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Nine-Marie van Veijeren (Stellenbosch

Universiteit)

Relational open-mindedness: a virtue epistemological consideration of political deliberation and

polarisation on social media

The discourse surrounding political deliberation regularly assumes something about the epistemically

normative, especially when it is focused on deliberation and polarisation on social media. The

concern is that these epistemic norms assume that epistemic environments are equally hospitable

for all epistemic agents, neglecting to consider epistemic injustice and systemic ignorance. For the

purpose of offering useful, effective deliberative norms, this paper examines the traditional

conception of the epistemic virtue of open-mindedness and offers a conception of open-mindedness

as a sensitivity to relationality. Virtue epistemology, the domain in which epistemic norms such as

open-mindedness are discussed, directs the analysis to the community or individual that produces

knowledge, in order to offer character traits, attitudes, or thinking styles that are conducive to

knowledge as epistemic norms. The concern with conventional virtue epistemology is that it mostly

relies on idealised analyses, in which the environment of the epistemic agents and the social and

political constitution of epistemic systems are abstracted. As such, the kinds of epistemic virtues

proposed in traditional virtue epistemology are inadequate for the purposes of exposing systems of

ignorance within epistemic systems, and often prove ineffectual (or even unobtainable) for real

epistemic agents.



By centring the analysis on ignorance produced within epistemic systems, this paper employs

epistemologies of ignorance as a kind of non-ideal epistemology in order to expose the erasure of

the relational constitution of epistemic agents and epistemic systems by and within those epistemic

systems. It is contended that this erasure of relationality serves as the foundational inadequacy of

epistemic systems and of normative epistemology to offer effective epistemic norms. As such, for an

epistemic norm such as the favouring of open-mindedness to combat systemic ignorance and

epistemic injustice, it will need to be reconciled with an understanding of epistemic actors and

systems as relationally constituted.

Understanding open-mindedness as a sensitivity to relationality achieves this reconciliation and

offers an achievable, useful norm, while maintaining intended meaning of open-mindedness,

dissolving the issues that conceptions of open-mindedness are known to encounter, and offering a

distinct epistemic behavioural category. This paper offers a better foundation upon which to

understand epistemic norms and responsibilities in order to enable clearer and more fruitful analyses

of our epistemic systems, including the epistemic, ethical, social, and political consequences of social

media usage.

Eleonora Volta (Università San Raffaele Milan)

From Silencing to Extracted Testimony in Trials for Gender-Based Violence: a Performative

Approach

Shedding light on the political power and oppressive potential of language, theories of illocutionary

silencing and discursive injustice pioneered in the early ‘90 by Jennifer Hornsby and Rae Langton

show how identity prejudice can shape the pragmatics of speech, limiting in some circumstances the

speaker’s ability to do things with her words. By looking at patterns ofsilence through the lens of

epistemicinjustice (Fricker 2007), it can be seen that under conditions of gender oppression the

‘illocutionary disablement’ (Langton 1993) faced by women largely depends on sexist hermeneutical

resources, conceptual lacunae and interpretative gaps that compromise the climate of reciprocity

between speakers necessary for uptake. Whereas much recent work in feminist philosophy of

language and epistemology has focused on how power constrains speech and testimony, this paper

aims to highlight the flip side of silencing by looking at the productive power of sexist ideology in the

authoritative context of the crime trial for gender-based violence.

Building on José Medina’s performative account of epistemic injustice (2013, 2021), I argue that

when sexist conceptual resources such as rape myths and gender-based prejudices are used by the

judge as an epistemic lens through which to define what counts as sexual violence, they do

ideological work by setting unfair constraints on the communicative and epistemic agency of the

complainant in the obtaining of her testimony. Moreover, I argue that the very same hermeneutical

insensitivities and distorting concepts that shape patterns of silence can give rise to forms of agential

testimonial injustice (Lackey 2023) in which the only witness statements believed by the Court are



those elicited through oppressive questions that obscure, deny or minimize the reported violence,

constituting a form of extracted speech (McKinney 2016). Selected examples from the hearing

transcripts of a recent Italian trial for gender-based violence will be used to support the core of my

argument.

The overall aim of this work is to show that a performative approach to epistemic injustice can be

fruitfully used to detect and counteract those unjust discursive practices that prevent a felicitous use

of a plethora of hermeneutical resources produced to tackle gender-based violence. In practical

terms, this analysis supports calls for magistrates in gender-based violence crime trials to be warned

about the risks of re-victimization of survivors, and to be adequately trained to ensure an unbiased

constitution of testimonial evidence.
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Jinhjing Wu (University of Southern Denmark)

Understanding Epistemic Injustice towards Indigenous People when Representing and Protecting

Nature

This article applies the lens of epistemic injustice to the scenarios when Indigenous peoples are the

voice of nature in a predominantly non-Indigenous society. It argues that these Indigenous voices for

protecting nature are dismissed both in public debates and court cases due to different forms of

epistemic injustice. Based on the taxonomies provided in the work of Fricker (2007), Medina (2012),

and Dotson (2014), this article first introduces three relevant types of epistemic injustice, i.e.,

testimonial injustice, hermeneutical injustice (Fricker, 2007), and the third-order injustice (Dotson,

2014). Each type will follow with an example where Indigenous communities undertake the role as

the voice of nature. Each example shows how a particular type of epistemic injustice prevents the

Indigenous community from representing and protecting nature. The first example is about the

Mbyá-Guarani tribe’s relocation within Brazil. It shows the testimonial injustice has been committed

by the general public towards the tribe leader Darcy Tupā during the public meeting. The second

example concerns the Australian Djab Wurrung People’s fight to protect their sacred birthing trees.

The overlook of the spiritual meaning of the birthing trees in the governmental decisions, as this

article argues, underscores the hermeneutical injustice encountered by the Djab Wurrung People.

The third example is a landmark case the Kichwa Indigenous People of Sarayaku v. Ecuador (2012),

handled by the Inter-American Court of Human Rights. While praised for its progressive approach in

this decision, as argued by this article, the Court still committed the third order epistemic injustice

towards the Sarayaku People’s testimony. The last part of the article revisits the discussion on the
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virtuous approach in both Fricker and Medina’s work. It further suggests a distinction between

individual, institutional, and societal virtues. Using the three examples mentioned above, it discusses

how different categories of virtue could contribute to correcting different types of epistemic

injustice. This article concludes by summarising how the lens of epistemic injustice is crucial when

engaging with Indigenous people in a modern legal system. It also provides some preliminary

suggestions on what a modern legal system can do to overcome such injustice.
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