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ABSTRACTS 

EPISTEMIC AGENCY UNDER OPPRESSION 

GAILE POHLHAUS (MIAMI) 

In this talk I consider possibilities for enacting epistemic agency under conditions of 
oppression.  I begin by charting some of the distinct ways in which epistemic agency can be thwarted 
and exploited under conditions of oppression.  Next, I consider how epistemic agents subject to 
oppression might resist, navigate, and/or side-step these obstacles.  Utilizing María Lugones’ distinction 
between vertical and horizontal practices, I contrast modes of resistance that seek to dismantle 
epistemically oppressive structures from resistance that is directed towards creative interdependence with 
other epistemic subjects negatively affected by structures of oppression.  In analyzing modes of epistemic 
resistance, I highlight some of the difficulties involved in connecting and coordinating epistemically 
across different non-dominant differences.  In particular, I consider both the opportunities and dangers 
entailed in enacting epistemic agency when one is simultaneously marginalized and privileged within 
multiply intersecting structures of dominance and oppression. 

INJUSTICE IN THE SPACES BETWEEN CONCEPTS 

FRAN FAIRBAIRN (CORNELL) 

I propose a novel and distinct form of epistemic injustice which manifests not in the content of 
our concepts, but in the spaces between them. Others have shown that epistemic injustice arises in the 
form of ‘Testimonial Injustice’ - where an agent is harmed because her creditability is undervalued - and 
‘Hermeneutical Injustice’ - where an agent is harmed because some community lacks the conceptual 
resources that would allow her to render her experience intelligible. I think that epistemic injustice also 
arises in the form of ‘Coded Injustice.’ In these cases, an agent’s experience is rendered harmfully 
unintelligible in spite of the fact that the relevant conceptual resources are accessible to all parties. In 
cases of Coded Injustice, the nature of the epistemic harm is substantially different from the harm in 
extant cases of epistemic injustice, and it helps to shed light on a dimension of out epistemic autonomy 
which has not yet been explored in the literature. 

EPISTEMIC INJUSTICE AND BARRY HALLEN’S ACCOUNT OF YORUBA MORAL EPISTEMOLOGY 

ADEMOLA KAZEEM FAYEMI (LAGOS/UNIVERSITY OF JOHANNESBURG) 

Furthering reflections on Barry Hallen’s account of Yoruba moral epistemology, this paper 
exposes the problem of unfair treatment and discrimination against epistemic agents in knowledge 
production, knowledge sharing, and consensus practices in Yoruba thought. It challenges the epistemic 
agential deficiencies and evidence unreliability of the drunkards, the albinos, the psychotic, the ‘differently 
talented’ and other severely disadvantaged groups in Yoruba society as a fundamental case of epistemic 
injustice. It further argues that understanding epistemic agency is pivotal to unlocking the deepness of 
epistemic harm and occlusion latent in Yoruba epistemology. Three kinds of epistemic agency, each 
resulting in structural and cultural epistemic injustice, are identified in Yoruba epistemic space:  human 
agency, communal agency and divine agency. There exists an alarming endogenous epistemic injustice in 
Yoruba thought, which is exogenously complicated by the structural imbalance and institutional hiccup 
in the distribution, accessibility, and sharing of globally produced knowledge in contemporary Africa. 

EPISTEMIC REDRESS 

GEORGE HULL (UNIVERSITY OF CAPE TOWN) 

Discussions of epistemic justice/injustice have so far focused on conceptions of epistemic justice 
as a forward-looking type of justice. I explore the possibility that there may exist, alongside the forward-
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looking version or versions, a backward-looking type of epistemic justice. In interpersonal interactions, 
an individual sometimes expects or demands of someone else that they modify the content of their belief, 
or modify the type of propositional attitude they take towards a content, in order to make redress for 
some past wrong for which they are responsible. Some Decolonial Studies scholars have argued that 
research centres which purportedly have had a Eurocentric approach to knowledge production ought to 
change their research practices so as ‘to produce restitutive knowledge’. I argue that it is possible for 
backward-looking justice as redress to be a pro tanto reason for believing a particular content or taking 
up a particular type of propositional attitude towards a content. 

HATE SPEECH: WHERE’S THE HARM? 

NOLWANDE LEMBETHE (WITS) 

In a seminal text The Harm In Hate Speech, Jeremy Waldron attempts to flesh out the nuances of the 
harm created by hate speech, Waldron contends that “hate speech is both a calculated affront to the 
dignity of vulnerable members of society and a calculated assault on the public good of inclusiveness”, 
it is this harm that Waldron bases his argument for the criminalization of hate speech. My paper aims 
to argue further that the harm caused by hateful speech is also a form of epistemic injustice in that 
vulnerable members of society are silenced through intimidation, and lack of interpreting tools to 
express their experience to society. It is my contention that hate speech promotes testimonial as well as 
hermeneutic injustice by decreasing the credibility of speakers of vulnerable groups within society. Hate 
speech is a function of testimonial injustice, in that it creates the conditions in which certain members 
are not heard adequately because of preconceived prejudices held by those who commit hate speech, 
the dignity of vulnerable members of society is not protected thereby diminishing their role in the public 
good of inclusiveness. Hate speech promotes hermeneutic injustice by not providing adequate 
interpretation tools for those vulnerable group to be heard and for their experiences to be considered 
within society, this inadvertently tips the scale in favour of those perpetuating hate speech under the 
guise of freedom of speech. When X minority groups presupposes that Y proposition is hateful speech, 
and group Z from a privileged and more powerful position posits that minority group Y is acting out 
of emotion or lack of valid epistemic reasoning this undermines the agency of minority group Y, as it 
does not recognize that group as epistemologically sound. My paper aims to show that hate speech 
causes harm to the dignity of vulnerable groups as well as diminishes their societal standing as knowing 
agents within society. Hate speech provides the foundation for testimonial injustice and promotes 
hermeneutic injustice by not recognising the validity of the experiences of minority groups and as such, 
should be a criminal offense. I will do this by first fleshing out what counts as hate speech from a legal 
standpoint, then look at what epistemic injustice entails and finally give reasons as to why hate speech 
perpetuates epistemic injustice and reasons for it being a criminal offense under the law. 

THE DEONTOLOGY OF TESTIMONIAL INJUSTICE 

DANIEL HAMMER (GEOTHE UNIVERSITY FRANKFURT) 

I suggest a deontological account to further clarify Fricker’s account for epistemic injustice. More 
specifically, my claim is threefold: First, I hold that individual agents bear a negative duty that requires 
them to refrain from discrediting other agents’ epistemic credibility if they (a.) have epistemic reasons to 
do so and (b.) overcoming their prejudiced believes and distorted cognitive images does not impose 
unreasonable moral costs on them. Second, I argue that moral agents can be blameworthy for treating 
others inappropriately during testimonial exchange, namely if they violate the just mentioned negative 
duty. Third, I claim that the society’s citizens bear forward-looking responsibility to alleviate prevalent 
testimonial injustice. They do as politically responsible agents (see Young 2004, 2011) who are required 
to realize a more just society through joining a coordinated collective whose members intend to decrease 
the pervasiveness of negative identity prejudice. 
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CULTURAL APPROPRIATION AND EPISTEMIC INJUSTICE 

JESS LERM (UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN CAPE) 

Justice is advanced when oppressed groups become familiar with, or themselves develop, 
concepts to help articulate and understand important aspects of their social experiences, popular 
examples being sexual harassment and marital rape.  Likewise, the recent eruption of discussions of 
cultural appropriation is an advancement of hermeneutic justice for minority groups, equipping them 
with the tools necessary to comprehend the harms done to them when, for instance, they find their sacred 
cultural symbols framed in neon lights on MTV. 

What, though, is cultural appropriation?  Many accounts seem to understand it as a kind of theft, 
in which a member of one culture uses, dons or even sells the artefacts, songs or symbols of another 
culture without permission.  Such accounts, however, easily fall prey to the charge of unacceptable 
cultural essentialism. 

In response, Erich Hatala Matthes has argued that cultural appropriation is instead a variety of 
testimonial injustice, wherein dominant cultural groups silence minority groups and speak of their behalf.  
But I argue that this testimonial-injustice account of cultural appropriation is also unacceptable. 

Instead, I try to develop an account of cultural appropriation according to which its harm consists 
in the unreasonable deprivation of meaning in life. 

KNOWLEDGEABLE, RESPONSIBLE AGENCY UNDER EPISTEMIC INJUSTICE 

LUBOMIRA RADOILSKA (KENT) 

This paper will show how epistemic injustice affects the conditions of responsible agency. The 
main ambition is to identify and explore a puzzle that epistemic injustice generates with respect to the 
knowledge condition on responsibility. Standardly understood, this condition takes the following general 
form: If you don’t know why you’re doing something, what you’re doing isn’t really an action of yours 
and so it is inappropriate to hold you (directly) responsible for it. The puzzle I propose to consider comes 
from two intuitively appealing lines of thought about responsibility under epistemic injustice. According 
to the first line of thought, epistemic injustice undermines responsible agency overall as it impedes 
everyone’s knowledge and understanding of own situation, relations to others and corresponding 
obligations. The resulting ignorance is nevertheless unequally distributed across groups and individuals. 
Those in the receipt of unjust epistemic privileges are also saddled with a deep-seated, multi-layered kind 
of ignorance whose distinctive feature is to resist detection and correction. By contrast, the epistemically 
underprivileged are better equipped to see through the underlying distortions because of the clash 
between their first-hand social experiences and the epistemic resources on hand. According to the second 
line of thought, the deep-seated, multi-layered kind of ignorance that derives from unfair epistemic 
advantage is not just pernicious lack of knowledge or understanding. It betrays instead an active epistemic 
engagement whose function is to preserve the status quo, to one’s own underserved benefit.  

Arguably, these two lines of thought bifurcate toward conflicting conclusions. Following the first, 
it seems inescapable to conclude that no one in particular is responsible for a state of epistemic injustice; 
in addition, the responsibility to end such a state lies primarily with those on the receiving end. This, 
admittedly perverse, conclusion flows directly from applying the knowledge condition on responsibility, 
as is standardly understood, to instances of epistemic injustice: as outlined earlier, responsible agency is 
fundamentally undermined for those in the receipt of unjust epistemic privileges. They not only lack 
insight that anything is wrong with the status quo. Moreover, they can hardly learn from the better 
positioned, underprivileged knowers, whom they routinely misunderstand, disbelieve and distrust as a 
result of the bad hermeneutical and testimonial habits of thought insidiously inculcated in them. Since 
the responsible agency of unjustly underprivileged knowers is less fundamentally impaired, they are the 
ones to take the lead in achieving a just epistemic state. Following the second line of thought, we seem 
to reach a more appealing conclusion: those who reap the benefits of epistemic injustice are the main 
responsible party for the status quo; they are also the ones who ought to take action in order to end it. 
Yet, once fleshed out with respect to the knowledge condition on responsibility, this conclusion appears 
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to be as unsatisfactory as the initial alternative. There are two possible versions. On the first, the 
beneficiaries of unfair epistemic advantages are responsible in the way just outlined because their 
ignorance is wilful: even if they are not prepared to admit it, they know all too well what they are doing 
when they refuse to pay heed to marginalised knowers or when they fail to understand or believe their 
accounts. This version is in tune with the knowledge condition on responsibility as is standardly 
understood. Yet, it fails to preserve the unique nature of epistemic justice as a phenomenon that affects 
directly the capacity of all knowers involved. For, on this version, epistemic injustice becomes 
indistinguishable from less perplexing phenomena, such as pretending to not understand, malicious 
credibility attacks or gaslighting where some are undermined in their capacity of knowers as a result of 
the deliberate exercise of this capacity by others. On the second version, the beneficiaries of unfair 
epistemic advantages are responsible in the way just outlined whether or not they know what they are 
doing. The fact that they keep perpetrating epistemic injustice at the expense of others suffices to 
inculpate them and to make them liable for ending this harmful status quo. This version protects the 
distinctive character of epistemic injustice as a phenomenon whose main drive is not clear-eyed 
application of well-understood epistemic resources. Yet, in so doing, it rejects altogether the knowledge 
condition on responsibility. The upshot is problematic: those in the receipt of unjust epistemic privileges 
are rightly singled out as blameworthy; nevertheless, this kind of blameworthiness does not allow for 
them to be fully held to account. For it precludes further reciprocal engagement with the parties thus 
blamed.   

To sketch a more promising solution of the puzzle, beyond the three existing options, I consider 
individual responsibility for systemic corruption as a possible analogy. Drawing on recent work 
highlighting the significance of ready-made rationalisations for sharing, sustaining and coordinating 
ignorance in action, I will aim to show two things. First, the knowledge condition on responsibility is 
best understood in terms of reason-giving as opposed to responsiveness to reasons. Second, epistemic 
agency is closely aligned with practical as opposed to distinctly moral agency. Together, these two things 
shed new light on responsibility under epistemic injustice and help recalibrate the two lines of thought 
that generated the puzzle.  

EPISTEMIC INJUSTICE WITHOUT MORAL INJUSTICE. 

ABRAHAM TOBI (UNIVERSITY OF JOHANNESBURG) 

Can we talk about epistemic injustice with no recourse to moral injustice? While no direct answer 
to this question has been provided in the literature on epistemic injustice, examining the literature will 
suggest an answer in the negative. However, there are cases where no moral wrong is apparent but some 
kind of epistemic injustice occurs. Say, for instance, appealing to disciplinary tools like logic or the 
scientific method as a means of justification which invalidates the story of the other. This kind of 
epistemic injustice I tag hegemonic injustice. By hegemonic injustice, I refer to biases that validates what 
is considered as superior methods for justification of knowledge claims. I argue here that claims to 
knowledge of this nature represents a distinct kind of epistemic injustice – hegemonic injustice. This kind 
of injustice occurs with no apparent moral injustice. 

EPISTEMIC NUDGING: RECLAIMING OUR AGENCY 

LEONIE SMITH (MANCHESTER) 

The thought that structurally prejudiced-against groups might have epistemic advantages despite 
– or because of – their conditions of injustice is well-trodden ground in standpoint epistemology. But in 
addition to insight into their own situation as ‘the oppressed’, the sheer necessity of survival can require 
that minority group members do the epistemic work to understand the attitudes, beliefs and demands of 
majority group culture. This paper proposes that marginalised knowers may have both the skill, and 
sufficient agency, to use their insight into the psychology of the oppressor to interfere with, and 
manipulate, those cognitive heuristics and biases which generate epistemic injustice in the first place. It 
then asks: to what extent can the epistemically oppressed permissibly use this psychological and cognitive 
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insight into their oppressors to alleviate their own oppression, before they risk perpetuating epistemic 
harms of their own? 

A SPECTRUM OF PRIVILEGE: IMPLICATIONS FOR ACHIEVING EPISTEMIC JUSTICE 

SEAN MULLER (UNIVERSITY OF JOHANNESBURG) 

The literature on epistemic injustice often addresses binaries between 
the ‘oppressed’ or ‘marginalised’ or (alleged) ‘sub-knowers’ and the ‘oppressor’ or ‘dominant’ group or 
(alleged) ‘knowers’. While there may be sound analytical reasons for doing this, there also dangers. The 
first is itself an epistemic one: that excessive reliance on binary characterisations leads to a 
misunderstanding of the full nature and complexity of epistemic injustice. A second arises in the context 
of attempting to remedy epistemic injustice, wherein binaries may facilitate what I refer to as ‘epistemic 
opportunism’. At the extreme, binary conceptions of oppression may result in dynamic processes that 
ensure the fundamental epistemic injustice is never remedied. Under alternative dynamics, achievement 
of epistemic justice is significantly impeded – becoming, for instance, an achievement over multiple 
generations rather than a single generation. The paper concludes with a discussion of the connections 
between these concerns and the extant literature on intersectionality. 

TESTIMONIAL WITHDRAW 

EMILY MCWILLIAMS (DUKE KUNSHAN/HARVARD) 

This paper explores a kind of coerced silencing that has not been discussed, which I call 
testimonial withdraw. Testimonial withdraw is different from other types of coerced silencing that have 
been discussed under the umbrella of epistemic injustice because it is not the case that the speaker is not 
believed, or that she would not be believed if she were to speak. For marginalized knowers, the decision 
to offer testimony is often made in a context of weighing the benefits of being heard against the risks of 
what it might cost them. In cases of testimonial withdraw, the would-be speaker chooses not to testify 
because they have reason to believe there is pragmatic risk associated with testifying, where that risk is 
counterfactually dependent on the speaker’s marginalization, or relative lack of social power in the 
relevant domain. The paper argues that testimonial withdraw is commonplace; that it imposes systematic 
limitations on the social epistemic agency of marginalized knowers; and that it calls for a different kind 
of repair than other forms of coerced silencing and testimonial injustice.      

TESTIMONIAL INJUSTICE, METHODOLOGY, AND CONTEXT 

WARD E. JONES (RHODES UNIVERSITY) 

A useful way for a philosopher working on social injustice to proceed is to describe an instance, 
or example, of what she takes to be injustice, and then go on to interpret what it means to say that this is 
an instance of injustice as her argument unfolds. Interpretations of examples of social injustice, however, 
differ from person to person (and, of course, from social group to social group). The central contention 
in this kind of disagreement between any two persons, and which is especially relevant to disagreeing 
philosophers, is a matter of what each thinks is important or salient about the example of injustice being 
considered: how to describe it, explain it, investigate it, and/or prevent it. 

I will argue that our approach to an instance of social injustice must begin with two questions: Is 
it successful in bringing harm to its victim, and is it a contributor to systemic and systematic injustice 
which targets members of a social group to which the victim belongs? Answering these two questions 
usefully structures how we come to conceive of the influential forces in a case of injustice. After spelling 
out the concepts and commitments of this approach, I will look at two literary examples, both familiar 
from the recent philosophical discussion in the area of epistemic injustice. The primary conclusion I wish 
to defend is that in many cases of testimonial injustice, the particulars of the psychology of the hearer 
(e.g., as prejudiced) should fade into the background as either optional or irrelevant to understanding the 
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core of the injustice before us. With this declines the significance of rationality in such cases, for the most 
significant harms of systemic dismissal and disbelief will remain whether the hearer should be seen as 
rational or not, and whether the hearer sees the speaker as rational, irrational, or arational. All of these 
types of hearers contribute to the systemic silencing of oppressed groups, and so our focus should be 
elsewhere. 

WHAT’S WRONG WITH EPISTEMIC INJUSTICE? KNOWING AS CONSTITUTIVE OF AGENCY 

AK FLOWERREE (TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY) 

The very notion of epistemic injustice – the idea that someone is wronged in their capacity as a 
knower – requires that being a knower is fundamental to the agent’s selfhood and moral status. The 
primary wrong, especially for Miranda Fricker in her seminal book Epistemic Injustice, is an intrinsic 
injustice. An epistemic injustice harms the agent in her capacity as a knower, and this is wrong 
independently of any further consequences that the agent may sustain. If epistemic injustice is a cogent 
notion, then it follows that the agent’s capacity as a knower is to be respected, protected and promoted. 
But why think that this is such a fundamental status for agents? Or, to put it another way, why should 
we care about ourselves and others qua knowers?  

In this paper, I offer a rigorous defense of the thesis that being a knower is essential to being an 
agent. I begin by assessing recent literature that argues we don’t have any categorical reason to care about 
ourselves and others qua knowers. Some philosophers have argued that the value of knowledge is merely 
instrumental to being an agent. If this is true, than an instance of testimonial injustice could never be an 
intrinsic injustice, and whether testimonial injustice constitutes any harm or injustice is a merely 
contingent matter.  Against this dominate view, I propose an alternative, Epistemic Constructivism. I 
argue that being a knower, and following the relevant epistemic norms, is constitutive of being an agent. 
My account of the authority of epistemic norms illuminates the nature of the harm of epistemic injustice. 
By limiting someone’s capacity as a knower, the wrongdoer undermines the agent herself. Thus, any 
undermining of the agent’s capacity as a knower amounts to a harm to the agent. This conclusion 
underwites the claim that instances of injustice are intrinsic wrongs.  

EXPLANATORY EPISTEMIC INJUSTICE 

VELI MITOVA (AFRICAN CENTRE FOR EPISTEMOLOGY AND PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE, DEPARTMENT OF 

PHILOSOPHY, UNIVERSITY OF JOHANNESBURG) 

What is going on when we explain someone’s belief by appeal to stereotypes associated with her 
gender, race, or class? In this paper I try to motivate two claims. First, such explanations involve an 
overlooked form of epistemic injustice – ‘explanatory injustice’. Second, the language of reasons seems 
more congenial for theorising this kind of injustice than the language of epistemic virtue currently used 
in the debate. In particular, explanatory injustice is best understood as occurring in explanations of belief 
through a so-called reason-why when the correct explanation in fact features a motivating reason. I reach 
this conclusion by arguing that such explanations are a kind of normative inversion of rationalisation. 
Thinking in these terms helps us see both how certain reason-ascriptions empower while others 
disempower, and (consequently) the disempowerment involved in unjust explanations of belief. We thus 
walk away with a bigger toolbox for theorising both reasons and epistemic injustice. 


