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1. Fricker’s Concept and its Applications 
 
1.1. Fricker’s Concept 
 
Testimonial injustice (TI) is the name given by Miranda Fricker (2007) to a phenomenon that she 
identifies as the primary form of epistemic injustice – injustice done to one in their capacity as a knower.1 
TI happens when, in attempting to convey knowledge through testimony, a person is subject to an 
identity-prejudicial credibility deficit.  For Fricker, instances of TI are both epistemically and ethically 
culpable.   
 
We can understand TI by taking stock of relevant features of the social conditions under which agents 
share knowledge via testimony.  Receivers of testimony must judge whether a speaker is credible – 
whether they are sincere, and competent to convey the knowledge they purport to convey.  Fricker points 
out that in cases where we do not know the speaker well, we must rely on social generalizations to make 
spontaneous credibility judgments.  We must make use of stereotypes as heuristics in our credibility 
judgments.  Stereotypes, for Fricker, are widely held associations between a given social group and one or 
more attributes.  There is not necessarily anything ethically or epistemically culpable about relying on 
them.  
 
Epistemic culpability comes in with stereotypes that are prejudicial in the sense that they involve a pre-
judgment that is “made or maintained without proper regard to the evidence (2007, p.33).”  Prejudices, for 
Fricker, are judgments that display resistance to counter-evidence.  Absent mitigating circumstances, she 
says, resistance to counterevidence makes such judgments epistemically culpable.    
 
Ethical culpability attends the sub-category of prejudicial stereotypes that Fricker labels negative identity 
prejudices, in which the resistance to counterevidence is, “…always generated by some ethically bad 
affective investment (p.35).”  Putting this together, a negative identity-prejudicial stereotype is: “A widely 
held disparaging association between a social group and one or more attributes, where this association 
embodies a generalization that displays some (typically, epistemically culpable) resistance to counter-
evidence owing to an ethically bad affective investment (Ibid., italics original).”      
 
Fricker focuses on cases of credibility deficit resulting from negative identity prejudices, since they are 
“…central from the point of view of a guiding interest in how epistemic injustice fits into the broader 
pattern of social injustice (p.27).”  She distinguishes incidental from systematic testimonial injustices, 
where incidental cases are those in which the speaker’s testimony receives a prejudicial credibility deficit, 
but in a localized context.  She illustrates this with a case where a journal’s referees are prejudiced against 
a certain research method.  Authors who use this method might be subject to a prejudicial credibility 
deficit, but its effect is highly localized.  By contrast, systematic testimonial injustices “…are produced 
not by prejudice simpliciter, but specifically by those prejudices that track the subject through different 
dimensions of social activity – economic, educational, professional, sexual, legal, political, religious, and 
so on (p.27).”  This type of ‘tracker’ prejudice is identity prejudice.  While both incidental and systematic 
testimonial injustices can cause serious harm, systematic cases are central from the point of view of 
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understanding broad patterns of social justice.  Such cases occur when (and only when) a speaker sustains 
an identity-prejudicial credibility deficit, causing her testimony to receive less credibility than it would 
otherwise, and indeed, less credibility than she deserves.  
 
One of Fricker’s canonical examples is drawn from Anthony Minghella’s ‘The Talented Mr. Ripley’, in 
which the character Herbert Greenleaf subjects Marge Sherwood to TI when he silences her suspicion that 
Ripley is guilty of Dickie’s murder, saying “Marge, there’s female intuition, and then there are facts.”2  
He undermines her credibility by invoking an identity-prejudicial stereotype that women are highly 
emotional, and insufficiently rational.  TI can also occur pre-emptively, when a potential speaker’s 
testimony is never solicited in the first place.3 
 
1.2. Applications 
 
Fricker’s book initiated a robust discussion along many dimensions, one of which concerns the victims of 
TI.  Fricker focused primarily on identity prejudices based on race and gender.4  Subsequent authors have 
argued that victims of systematic TI are wide-ranging, and sometimes surprising.  For instance, 
Burroughs and Tollefsen (2016) argue that there is widespread TI against children.5  
 
Kidd and Carel (2014, 2017, 2018) have argued extensively that TI shows up in healthcare, because ill 
persons are subject to a range of negative stereotypes implicating their cognitive capacity and 
psychological stability.  These stereotypes, they argue, are generated by structural features of healthcare 
practices.  Others have argued that TI victimizes patients in a variety of medical contexts, including 
treatment for chronic pain (Goldberg, Ho, and Buchman, 2017), disabled patients seeking treatment for 
conditions both related and unrelated to their disability (Peña-Guzmán and Reynolds, 2019), and 
psychiatric patients undergoing classification, diagnosis, and treatment (Bueter, 2019).   
 
Fricker’s concept also helps us better understand a range of contemporary and historical injustices.  For 
instance, Song (2021) shows that TI – among other epistemic injustices – shows up in denials of Japan’s 
military sexual slavery.  And Altanian (2021a, 2021b) shows that TI is among the kinds of epistemic 
injustice and oppression that are operative in genocide denial.6  
 
2.  The Dangers of Definition 
 
Kristie Dotson cautions that “when addressing and identifying forms of epistemic oppression one needs to 
endeavor not to perpetuate epistemic oppression (2012, p.24).”  It is a difficult task, as, “…we simply do 
not have the capacity to track all the implications of our positions on any given issue… (p.24-5).”  We 
would be remiss not to explore the dangers she and others have flagged, which certainly attend the present 
project of describing the literature on TI.   
 
2.1.  Rhetoric of Beginnings 
 
First, we should avoid framing Fricker’s (2007) discussion of TI using the hermeneutic lens described as 
a rhetoric of beginnings by Dotson (2014).  She points out that framing the issue’s contents as a 
‘beginning’ of women of color feminist philosophy would be to disappear the work that precedes it.  
Similarly, Fricker’s theory of TI ought not be taken as the ‘beginning’ of work on the topic.  Gaile 
Pohlhaus Jr (2017) points out multiple ways in which presenting it as such perpetuates harm, and risks 
perpetuating epistemic oppression: it maintains ignorance of the work of those who have historically 
experienced and called attention to such injustices; it thereby encourages exploitation of others’ epistemic 
labor by perpetuating habits that deflect attention from the interdependence of knowers; and it encourages 
us to view related phenomena through the lens of a single, definitive account of epistemic (here, 
testimonial) injustice.7 
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Fricker, of course, is not the first to describe and theorize the ways that marginalized speakers are 
silenced as a result of unjust power relations when they attempt to convey knowledge and participate in 
inquiry.  Feminists and critical race theorists – particularly women of color – have long discussed these 
topics.  The following are just a few examples.8     
 
Sojourner Truth, speaking in 1867, aims to break the silence surrounding black women’s rights, following 
the 15th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution: “There is a great stir about colored men getting their rights, 
but not a word about the colored women (Truth 1995, p.37).”  As Vivian May (2014) points out, Truth 
observes that this silence results in part from the way in which white men, and potentially black men, 
appear unable to hear women – particularly Black women: “I was amused how men speak up for one 
another.  They cannot bear that a woman should say anything about the man, but they will stand here and 
take up the time in man’s cause (Truth 1995, p.38).”  Relatedly, Anna Julia Cooper describes how Black 
women are silenced by the intersecting marginalizations of race and class: “One muffled strain in the 
Silent South, a jarring chord and a vague and uncomprehended cadenza has been and still is the Negro.  
And of that muffled chord, the one mute and voiceless note has been the sadly expectant Black Woman 
(Cooper 1892/2017, p.1).”  More recently, Hill Collins (2000) explains that Black women’s testimony is 
often rejected owing to controlling images that affect perceptions of their credibility.  And Mills (2007) 
describes how testimonial practices shape and maintain white ignorance.  
 
TI is also described in literature on colonialism.  Michelle Cliff (1978/2021) explains how the inability of 
marginalized groups to share knowledge is a key mechanism for maintaining the unjust relations of social 
power that are partly constitutive of colonialism: “It is important to realize the alliance of speechlessness 
and powerlessness; that the former maintains the latter; that the powerful are dedicated to the investiture 
of speechlessness on the powerless (p.121).”9  She describes the roles of speechlessness in her 
experiences of cultural and identity fragmentation under colonialism, recounting how speechlessness 
leaves her at further remove from the possibility of self-understanding, both as a Jamaican and as a 
lesbian: “I can’t pass myself off as straight, because I can’t speak their language.  But by remaining silent 
and denying myself any real knowledge, I am forced…to devour myself…Unknown even to myself.  
Speechless about myself (p.125).”  Relatedly, Arteaga (1996) describes how the relation of colonizer to 
colonized is maintained in part by using monologism to silence opposition, preventing colonized persons 
from expressing themselves as autonomous epistemic subjects: “Being ‘chicano’ is…a discursive process 
that is always negotiated within the context of the circumscribing discursive practices of the United 
States…  The colonizer’s language and discourse are elevated to the status of arbiter of truth and reality… 
(p.16).”  Like Cliff, Arteaga describes the way in which internalization of the dominant discourse 
prevents self-knowledge.  Gayatri Spivak (1998) also uses the term epistemic violence to describe the 
ways in which subaltern persons are silenced when colonialism precludes them from expressing 
knowledge and speaking for themselves.   
 
Others have also discussed the importance of resistance to TI and related forms of silencing.  Audre Lorde 
(1984) describes the risk of having one’s words “bruised or misunderstood” when speaking from a 
marginalized position.  She describes the choice to absorb this risk, to avoid betraying oneself, and 
because “…it is necessary to teach by living and speaking those truths which we believe and know 
beyond understanding.  Because in this way alone we can survive, by taking part in a process of life that 
is creative and continuing, that is growth (p.38).” And Lugones (2006) focuses on ameliorating the 
complex ways in which unjust distributions of social power affect communication and coalition within 
feminist spaces.  She explains the need to develop what she calls complex communication to hear and 
understand the most marginalized knowers.  
 
2.2. Conceptual Structure 
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A related danger attends the theoretical move of circumscribing our working conception of TI too tightly.  
Dotson (2012) points out that in using what she calls a closed conceptual structure to identify epistemic 
injustice, one risks foreclosing the possibility of alternative forms, thereby perpetuating epistemic 
oppression.  She argues that Fricker inadvertently does so, since: “By narrowing epistemic injustice to 
acceptable permutations of the forms she outlines, Fricker creates a conceptual frame that, if taken 
seriously, would serve to exclude pervasive forms of epistemic injustice (p.41).”  Dotson therefore thinks 
that we should resist the temptation to expand or contract Fricker’s forms of epistemic injustice to 
engineer a catchall category of epistemic injustice because, “A catchall theory of epistemic injustice is an 
unrealistic expectation.  Epistemic oppression is simply too pervasive…  The call for open conceptual 
structures is a call for an active realization of this reality that is built into the very structure of our 
inquiries (p.41).”  
 
Fricker signals openness to broader conceptions of epistemic injustice in more recent work.10  In a recent 
chapter, she says: “The use-driven evolution of the concepts will I hope continue to be fueled by these 
sorts of real interests in explaining the experiences of those on the less powerful end of various 
relationships (2017, p.59).”  We might therefore think of Fricker’s initial work as theorizing a broad 
structure within which to elaborate various types of epistemic injustice – a structure that is itself open to 
revision.  I turn now to these ontological matters in the following section.  
 
3. Related Phenomena and Ontological Questions  
 
Since the publication of Fricker’s initial work on TI, many philosophers have described nearby 
phenomena that they argue give us reason to either expand her definition, or depart from it.  This raises 
important questions about how we should understand the ontology of TI.  I will not argue for a particular 
answer, but will address the range of phenomena that have been theorized, taking stock of how far they 
depart from Fricker’s conception of TI.  
 
Most critical responses to Fricker have accused her of omission, rather than commission.  They suggest 
expanding her conception of TI to capture related phenomena.  But some have theorized phenomena that 
they argue we should want to understand as TI, despite the fact that doing so eschews one or more key 
elements of Fricker’s conception.  There is, of course, space for reasonable disagreement about where the 
line between broadening a concept and changing the subject is.   
 
3.1.  Omission 
 
Speech Injustices, Beyond Assertion.  A number of authors have argued that since our epistemic 
engagement with others is not exhausted by asserting propositional knowledge, something like TI can 
occur when marginalized speakers attempt to perform speech acts beyond assertion.  Hookway (2010) 
points out that participating in goal-directed social epistemic activity can also involve “asking questions, 
floating ideas, considering alternative possibilities, and so on (p.156).”  Joint epistemic activity requires 
that we take one another to be competent to offer these contributions.  He therefore argues that we can 
suffer epistemic injustice when identity-based prejudice prevents us from being taken seriously in our 
exercise of these capacities.  Fricker (2010) responds with agreement, arguing that such cases should be 
brought under the general heading of TI, by stretching our notion of testimony, because these phenomena 
are also caused by prejudicial credibility deficits, and the practice of passing on knowledge grounds the 
larger category of practices.  Fricker (2015) solidifies this expanded definition: “…the label ‘testimonial 
injustice’ is intended to cover more than strictly testimonial speech acts (p.79).” 
 
Medina (2013) argues that a speaker can be subject to epistemic injustice when she is undermined in her 
capacity not as an informant who expresses knowledge, but as an inquirer “who asks questions and issues 
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interpretations and evaluations of knowledge and opinions (p.92).”  He points out that the activities 
involved in inquiry are often more sophisticated and happen at a higher level of abstraction.  
 
Kukla (2014) argues that social marginalization can make it difficult or impossible for one to produce 
certain speech acts, and can “result in their actually producing a different kind of speech act that further 
weakens or problematizes their social position (p.441).”  An example is when a female boss intends to 
order her male employees to do something, but her speech act receives uptake as a mere request that they 
can permissibly ignore.  They label this phenomenon discursive injustice.   
 
Peet (2017) distinguishes the role prejudicial stereotypes play in our epistemic assessments of 
communicative actions from the role they play in our interpretations of such actions.  He argues that our 
interpretations of the content of utterances are often infected by prejudice, citing empirical evidence that 
social identity judgments affect semantic processing.  He uses the label interpretive injustice to describe 
cases in which prejudice causes the content a speaker intended to communicate to be misinterpreted.  This 
differs from Kukla’s discursive injustice since it focuses on content, rather than on speech acts.11   
 
Spewak (2021) argues that most speech acts require that speakers possess epistemic authority, and that 
when this is systematically misevaluated, speakers suffer conversational epistemic injustices, which 
“occur when hearers systematically misevaluate speakers’ conversational competence (p.594).”  He 
distinguishes linguistic harms, in which speakers are unjustly prevented from fulfilling their 
communicative intentions, from epistemic harms, in which they are unjustly prevented from using their 
epistemic capacities.  He argues that Peet (2017) and Kukla (2014) do not say enough to justify bringing 
the phenomena they identify under the TI umbrella, since their discussions focus on linguistic, rather than 
epistemic harms.  But his picture of the epistemic is narrow.  In each of his examples, a hearer explicitly 
questions whether a speaker has the knowledge their speech act presumes.  For the reasons Dotson 
articulates, we may be better served by a broader notion of the ways in which one’s status as an epistemic 
agent can be unjustly undermined, even when a speech act succeeds.12    

 
Content of Speech.  Some argue that TI can happen when prejudice attaches not to the speaker’s social 
identity, but to the content of their speech.  As Davis (2021) puts it, content-based testimonial injustice 
occurs when: “prejudice or other unjust assessments regarding social identity-coded content…of a 
contributor’s contribution influence an audience’s evaluation of the contributor’s epistemic standing (e.g., 
credibility, competence, value, etc.), compromising the audience’s willingness to consider or fairly 
engage the contributor and contribution (p.219, emphasis original).” Similarly, Dembroff and Whitcomb 
(2023) define a notion of content-focused injustice that focuses not on the speaker’s identity speaker, but 
on what they communicate.  They argue that content-focused injustice causes distinct harms by 
systematically preempting, erasing, and distorting knowledge about marginalized groups.13  
 
Severity and Systematicity.  Dotson (2011) and Altanian (2021) call attention to testimonial wrongs that 
are unique in both their severity and their systematicity.  Dotson’s (2011) discussion of epistemic violence 
focuses on what she calls practices of silencing, which are based in a reliable ignorance, in which a 
person “possesses an insensitivity to, or abject failure to detect, truth with respect to some domain of 
knowledge (p.241).”  Where this causes harm, it constitutes pernicious ignorance.  Epistemic violence, 
then, “is a failure of an audience to communicatively reciprocate, either intentionally or unintentionally, 
in linguistic exchanges owing to pernicious ignorance (p.242).”  Famously, Dotson identifies two kinds of 
practices of silencing: testimonial quieting, in which an audience fails to identify a speaker as a knower at 
all (rather than failing to give them due credibility), and testimonial smothering, in which a speaker 
truncates her own testimony to ensure that it only contains content for which the audience demonstrates 
testimonial competence.   
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Altanian (2021) argues that testimonial smothering is one form of what she calls testimonial oppression, 
which she understands as “unjustified epistemic coercion through (institutional) practices that bring about 
distinctly epistemic and other harms insofar as testifiers occupy a specific…status of a knower (or an 
epistemic agent more generally) (p.134).” Her analysis focuses on how genocide denialism institutes a 
practice of silencing.  

 
3.2.  Commission 
 
3.2.1.  Structural TI and Absence of Prejudice 
 
Anderson (2012) criticizes Fricker (2007) for scant attention to the category of structural TI, in addition to 
transactional TI.14  She argues that because structural injustices require structural remedies, “…we need to 
get past the prejudice model of testimonial injustice (p.169).”  Let us say that structural TI occurs when 
the cause of one’s testimony being silenced or receiving an unjust credibility deficit does not depend on 
individual ethical or epistemic faults or wrongs on the hearer’s part.15  
 
Fricker (2017) agrees that there may be structural forms of TI, but says that, “…any such structural 
testimonial injustice would have to be pre-emptive, for as soon as anyone actually said anything…it 
would become transactional…since there would be a speaker whose word was prejudicially received by 
another party (p.56-7).”  To that degree, Fricker’s definition continues to centralize the role of individual 
prejudice.  Presumably, this is because she is concerned to distinguish innocent errors from those 
involving moral vice.  Recall that she understands negative identity-prejudicial stereotypes as those 
involving resistance to counterevidence owing to an ethically bad affective investment.   
 
But could there be cases of structural TI that result in a wrong to the speaker without being culpable?  I 
will consider two purported types of structural causes of TI: those that operate via mechanisms that shape 
the hearer’s evidence, and those that do not.  
 
Evidential Mechanisms.  Anderson (2012) identifies three structural causes of group-based credibility 
deficits.  I will focus on the third since, as Bueter (2021) notes, Fricker’s (2017) reply does not seem to 
deal adequately with this type, which need not be pre-emptive.  It occurs when a credibility deficit is 
caused by a shared reality bias, wherein individuals who interact frequently converge in their 
worldviews.  Anderson argues that although this bias is innocent vis-à-vis transactional justice, it tends to 
insulate members of advantaged groups from perspectives of the systematically disadvantaged, such that, 
“From the perspective of the advantaged, what the disadvantaged are saying may make no sense (2012, 
p.170).”  In some cases, the incomprehension results from hermeneutical injustice.16  But in other cases, it 
may result from structural features shaping the hearer’s evidence such that it is evidentially rational for 
them to assign the hearer less credibility than she deserves, given that she is speaking from knowledge.   
 
Goldberg (2022) argues against the view he attributes to Fricker, on which we owe it to speakers to accept 
their testimony when and only when doing so is sanctioned by the standards of epistemology.  He argues 
that such epistemic views of the assessment that a hearer morally owes to a speaker fail, because there are 
cases in which a hearer reacts in an epistemically appropriate way to their total evidence, but “…the body 
of evidence one has was itself shaped by the distorting factors of racism or sexism (or some other 
pernicious -ism prevalent in one’s community) (p.387),” and one is not in a position to rationally discern 
this.17  Importantly, prejudice is not operative in such cases.  Rather, for structural reasons, the hearer has 
misleading background evidence that makes it evidentially rational to doubt the speaker.  Goldberg argues 
that one wrongs a speaker when one rejects, ignores, or downgrades the credibility of her testimony on 
this basis.  So, there are justice-based constraints on the acceptance of testimony, which come apart from 
epistemic ones.  This is an argument for structural TI.  There is no epistemic fault, and the injustice to the 
speaker is not caused by an ethical fault in the hearer.18    
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Fricker might accommodate such cases by re-defining her notion of prejudice, so that it is not necessarily 
generated by an ethically bad individual affective investment.  If the above is correct, then it is possible to 
unfairly but rationally pre-judge an individual’s credibility owing to structural factors that have shaped 
one’s background evidence.  Indeed, Begby (2013) argues that the insidiousness of prejudice lies in the 
fact that once some initial evidence is internalized as a background belief, it controls one’s rational 
assessment of new evidence.  This locates the ethical badness of prejudice in the social system that 
contaminates our evidence, rather than in individuals’ affective investments.19  
 
Non-Evidential Mechanisms.  Ayala (2016) argues that speakers can be unjustly undermined for structural 
reasons, by unjust discursive conventions that determine what she calls speech affordances, rather than by 
individual prejudices.  In Ayala-López (2018), she proposes a structural explanation for discursive 
injustice.  
 
 3.2.2.  Absence of Prejudice and Credibility Deficit 
 
Steers-McCrum (2020) argues that a phenomenon he calls self-appointed speaking-for motivates a re-
definition of TI, as requiring neither prejudice nor credibility deficit.  It occurs when one speaks on behalf 
of or in place of another individual or group without authorization.  He argues that this is a central case of 
TI, because it demeans epistemic agents as givers of knowledge in a way that is ethically and 
epistemically culpable: when one is spoken for, “one is prevented from making their own contributions in 
their own way (p.243).”  This does not require prejudice, nor any ethically or epistemically bad proximate 
cause.  Steers-McCrum argues that the act itself is epistemically and ethically bad practice.20  
 
4.  Primary Harm 
 
Fricker (2007) distinguishes primary from secondary harms of TI, where the primary harm is inherent, 
rather than contingent.  She identifies the primary harm as one of epistemic objectification.  She appeals 
to Craig’s (1990) distinction between informants, and sources of information, on which “informants are 
epistemic agents who convey information, whereas sources of information are states of affairs from which 
the inquirer may be in a position to glean information (Fricker 2007, p.132).”  Fricker argues that to treat 
another as an informant in an epistemic exchange is to treat them as another subject with a common 
purpose, whereas to treat them as a mere source of information objectifies them, denying their status as a 
subject of knowledge, and treating them as an inert object from which knowledge might be gleaned.21  
Fricker’s argument draws inspiration from Nussbaum’s (1995) account of sexual objectification, on 
which inertness is one of seven ways of treating a person as an object.  
 
Others have objected both that Fricker’s account does not cover all cases of TI, and that alternative 
accounts better explain some core cases.  There have been three types of proposals: (1) proposals to 
supplement Fricker’s account of epistemic objectification to handle difficult cases; (2) arguments that the 
primary harm of TI is a kind of epistemic othering that is best explained as a failure of recognition; and, 
(3) arguments that it is a kind of epistemic othering that is best explained as epistemic derivatization.  

 
(1) Objectification.  McGlynn (2020, 2021) argues that the primary harm of TI can be explained by a 
more robust account of objectification.  He argues that Fricker’s account is too narrow, focusing only on 
inertness, since we can objectify someone while recognizing their agency and autonomy.  He develops an 
enriched account of epistemic objectification to capture this, by theorizing epistemic analogues of some 
of Nussbaum’s (1995) other ways of treating a person as object-like, such as instrumentality, fungibility, 
and violability.22 
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(2) Othering/Failure of Recognition.  The below accounts draw from Honneth (1995), developing an 
epistemic analogue of his account of othering as a failure of recognition.  For Honneth, interpersonal 
recognition is necessary for self-realization and practical identity-formation in the forms of self-
confidence, self-respect, and self-esteem.  
 
Fricker (2018) finds promise in the proposal that these ideas be extended to apply to our epistemic agency 
and selfhood, to better understand epistemic injustice.  Indeed, such an extension would plausibly support 
her (2015) idea that epistemic contribution is a central human capacity.23  
 
Congdon (2017) and Giladi (2018) develop the idea in more detail.  Similar to McGlynn (2021), Congdon 
(2017) points out that cases of TI in which one is charged with lying do not treat them as inert; they 
depend on the speaker’s subjectivity.  He argues that an understanding of the wrong of TI as involving 
failure of epistemic recognition is better suited to the broader range of cases.  He proposes that, 
“…epistemic-injustice-as-recognition-failure may be understood as a withholding or denial of forms of 
social validation that are necessary for the development and maintenance of the specific relation-to-self 
involved in regarding oneself as a knower (p.248).”  Giladi (2018) argues that the indignity of TI is best 
understood as a failure of recognition because TI creates an asymmetrical cognitive environment, robbing 
its victims of the status of a conversational peer, and a rational inquirer.24 
  
(3) Othering/Derivatization.  These proposals draw inspiration from Cahill’s (2011) account of a kind of 
othering she calls derivatization.  While objectification implies de-subjectification (Cusick, 2019), 
derivatization is consistent with treating another as a partial subject – to derivatize another is to treat them 
as if their subjecthood were derivative of one’s own.25 For instance, Pohlhaus (2014) argues that this 
better explains Fricker’s Sherwood case (see §1.1). Greenleaf believes many of the things Sherwood 
reports, but fails to believe her claim that Ripley is suspect worthy. Pohlhaus argues that Greenleaf must 
see Sherwood as a kind of semi-subject, with the capacity to deceive, rather than as an object, in order to 
use her for his own epistemic ends in the way that he does. She therefore makes the case that TI does not 
render its victim object-like; it treats victims instead as truncated subjects.  Victims of TI are treated as if 
their sole purpose is to help “maintain epistemic practices that make sense of the world as experienced 
from dominant subjectivities (p.105).”  Building on Cahill (2011), she develops an account on which: 
“…the primary harm of testimonial injustice is defined as: being relegated to the role of epistemic other, 
being treated as though the range of one’s subject capacities is merely derivative of another’s (p.107, 
emphasis original).”  
 
Davis (2016) argues that one can be subject to a kind of TI she calls prejudicial credibility excess (PCE) 
wherein they receive excess credibility on the basis of prejudicial stereotypes associated with their social 
identity.  Since targets of PCE are not treated as mere sources of information or excluded from epistemic 
participation, she develops an alternative account of TI’s primary harm as an epistemic othering, “through 
which the capacities of a speaker are prejudicially assessed in such a way that bypasses or circumscribes 
the speaker’s subjectivity (p.490).” 
 
Cusick (2019) argues that the derivatization model, “helps to reveal and reinforce the significance of both 
mutual partners, speaker and listener, in a testimonial exchange (p.116),” by highlighting how, “…the 
listener implicitly dictates the terms of communication of the very stuff they do not themselves know 
(p.117).”  She says the model better explains Fricker’s own examples, and that while epistemic 
objectification is sometimes morally acceptable, derivatization is not.  Ultimately, the discussion of how 
to best understand the primary harm of TI must be answered in concert with the questions about its 
ontology. 
 
5. Amelioration 
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Given our understanding of TI, how might we overcome it?  Fricker (2007) argues that one way to avoid 
TI is to develop the corrective virtue of testimonial justice, whose “possession requires the hearer to 
reliably neutralize prejudice in her judgments of credibility (p.92).”  This suggestion faces two main types 
of criticism.  First, many authors argue that it is too individualistic a solution for a systemic problem.26  
Relatedly, Pohlhaus (2020) argues that solutions oriented toward those in a position to perpetuate 
epistemic injustice are ill-suited to disrupt the systems that maintain it.  These points are apt, but note that 
nothing in Fricker’s individual virtue approach asserts that it is sufficient.  Indeed, Fricker (2019) says 
that “There is…no exclusive philosophical choice to make between individual, collective, and structural 
analysis, for these things are thoroughly interdependent (p.304).”  Even so, we should be mindful of 
Davidson’s (2019) point that where we focus ameliorative attention matters because it has the potential to 
distract us from changes needed to mitigate recalcitrant third-order epistemic exclusion (see §5.2 below).          
 
A second cluster of criticisms arises from skepticism about the virtue approach in general.  For instance, 
Sherman (2015) uses situationist critiques of epistemic virtue to argue that it is not clear that there is such 
a thing as the virtue of testimonial justice, and that if there is, Fricker has not given us good guidance for 
achieving it.  Others have pushed back, arguing that a virtue approach is still useful (McWilliams, 2019), 
or even inevitable (Madva, 2019) in the project of overcoming TI.  
 
Others have enlisted further tools from ethics and political philosophy to inform approaches to 
amelioration.  For instance, Almassi (2018) draws on work on moral repair and reparative justice to 
conceive a relational-reparative approach to amelioration as restorative, rather than merely as 
improvement.27  
 
6.  Situating Testimonial Injustice 
 
I close by surveying some of the umbrella categories that frame this literature, as a means of situating TI 
in the context of larger conversations.  Our understanding of these categories will no doubt continue to 
evolve as we better understand the breath, depth, and internal diversity of these phenomena.  

 
6.1.  Epistemic Injustice  
 
Fricker (2007) characterizes epistemic injustice as wrong done to one specifically in their capacity as a 
knower – that is, as someone who has the capacity to acquire and share knowledge.  Fricker (2013) 
distinguishes distributive epistemic injustice (the unfair distribution of epistemic goods) from 
discriminatory epistemic injustice, in which a person is discriminated against as an epistemic agent 
because of their membership in a social group. TI is a discriminatory injustice, which she identifies as the 
primary form of epistemic injustice.   
 
6.2.  Epistemic Oppression 
 
Kristie Dotson’s (2012, 2014) conception of epistemic oppression focuses on the ways in which systems 
can hinder and undermine epistemic agency.  For Dotson, “Epistemic oppression refers to persistent 
epistemic exclusion that hinders one’s contribution to knowledge production (2014, p.115).”  Epistemic 
exclusion “…refers to anything that unwarrantedly hinders one’s ability to utilize persuasively collective 
epistemic resources in order to participate in knowledge production and, if required, the revision of those 
same resources (p.119).”28  This expansive conception allows for and anticipates forms of epistemic 
exclusion that we have not yet conceptualized.29  
 
Dotson (2014) introduces three types of epistemic oppression, distinguished by the kinds of change 
required to redress them.  First-order epistemic exclusions result from the incompetent functioning of a 
shared epistemic resource with respect to a goal or value.  They do not indicate anything wrong with the 
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system itself; remedy simply requires utilizing the system more proficiently.  TI is a first-order epistemic 
exclusion, since repairing it would not require removing the shared value of credibility assessments from 
our epistemic system, but redistributing credibility to redress the epistemic exclusion.  
 
Second-order epistemic exclusions result from insufficiencies in shared epistemic resources.  The problem 
is not the system itself, but its underdevelopment – more specifically, its development in response to the 
needs of dominant agents, rather than marginalized ones.30  Third-order epistemic exclusions occur when 
the dominant epistemic system itself is inadequate to the epistemic needs of marginalized agents.  These 
exclusions cannot be explained or repaired from within the existing system, because, as Bailey (2014) 
puts it: “our shared epistemic resources are themselves inadequate for understanding their inadequacy 
(p.66, emphasis original).”  They are more difficult to repair because systems are resilient, so “even the 
most thoughtful revelations and strategic moves are readily absorbed into an epistemological system in 
ways that leave little or no trace of their impact (Ibid.).”31  
 
To my mind, Dotson’s account of second and third-order epistemic exclusion inspires a modification of 
her definition of epistemic oppression.  Like Fricker’s account of epistemic injustice, Dotson’s (2012, 
2014) account of epistemic oppression centers knowers.  She defines it as a hindrance with respect to 
knowledge, and to agents as knowers.32  To best serve her aims, we might replace knowers with the more 
expansive notion of epistemic agents.  Given the centrality of s-knows-that-p analyses of knowledge in 
20th-century Anglo-American epistemology, and Dotson’s (2019) own metaphilosophical divergence 
from the ways this system restricts the range of epistemic concerns, the more expansive notion may better 
serve her aims.  Centering knowledge may direct attention towards epistemic oppressions that undermine 
agents in attempts to acquire or share propositional knowledge, and away from those that center the wider 
range of epistemic processes and desiderata that are obscured by the dominant Anglo-American 
theoretical system.  As Pohlhaus (2020) puts it in her description of third-order epistemic exclusion, it 
may sometimes direct attention “in the wrong way or on the wrong sorts of things with respect to 
particular epistemic interests (p.236).”   Using the broader notion is a step towards a more open 
conceptual structure that avoids re-entrenching an epistemic system that is inadequate to the needs of 
marginalized agents.  These concerns also motivate a broader definition of epistemic injustice.33 
 
6.3.  Epistemic Violence 
 
Preceding Dotson’s (2011) account of epistemic violence (see §3.1), Gayatri Spivak (1998) used the term 
to pick out a means of silencing marginalized and colonized groups – one that we might also recognize as 
a kind of third-order epistemic exclusion.  Her view is grounded in deconstruction and postcolonial 
theory.  On it, subaltern groups are silenced because their speech is only possible insofar as it is filtered 
through and assimilated to the conceptual and epistemic schemes and worldviews of the European 
colonizer.  The result, as De Schryver (2021) has recently put it, is that “By inscribing the alterity of the 
colonized into the proprium of a European metaphysics of subjectivity, other epistemic systems that 
might work to puncture the reality of the European colonizer are effectively neutralized (p.110, emphasis 
original).”  
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Notes 
 

 
1 See Fricker (2003) for an earlier formulation. 
2 Minghella and Highsmith (2000, p.130), cited in Fricker (2007, p.9). 
3 See Fricker (2007, p.130-131), and Li (2016). 
4 This is not to say that Fricker’s analysis foreclosed the possibility of other examples.  On the contrary, her aim was 
to give a theoretical analysis of TI.  Establishing that it occurs in a particular context requires detailed empirical 
knowledge.  It is fitting that subsequent authors have used their expertise to make these empirically-situated 
arguments. 
5 Bartlett (2020) argues that their interpretation of the relevant empirical work results in their exaggeration of both 
the extent and severity of TI against children.  
6 Altanian (2021a) examines Turkey’s denial of Armenian genocide, revealing how hermeneutical and testimonial 
injustice are interrelated. And Altanian (2021b) argues that cases of systematic and persistent genocide denialism 
manifest testimonial oppression.  
For further case studies of TI, see Part 5 of Kidd, Medina, and Pohlhaus Jr (2017). 
7 Relatedly, see Collins (2017) on the dangers of coinage.  
8 The list that follows is not comprehensive; it simply gives the reader a sense of the range of discussions that 
preceded Fricker’s.  
9 More broadly, Cliff’s “Notes on Speechlessness” is a powerful description of the interrelations between testimonial 
and hermeneutical injustice.  
10 See Fricker (2010), (2013), (2017). 
11 Further theorizing is needed to determine whether all discursive injustices could be explained as downgrades in a 
broadened notion of ‘credibility’.  
12 For further discussions of speech injustices and their causes, see e.g., Dotson 2011; Wanderer 2012; Berenstain 
2016; Knowles 2021. 
13 For related discussions that privilege the role of content, see e.g., Dotson 2011; Carmona 2021 
14 Anderson (2012) grants that Fricker’s pre-emptive TI is a structural injustice, but argues that this is an exception: 
Fricker’s primary account is transactional. 
15 This is my characterization, not Anderson’s. For Fricker, epistemic and ethical culpability are required for TI. 
16 For more on this, see Mason (2011). 
17 Goldberg draws extensively on Mills (2007) to defend this empirical claim. 
18 For more on how socially unjust environments can shape one’s evidence in pernicious ways, see e.g., Begby 
2013; Bueter 2021, Carel and Kidd 2014, Collins 2000, Li 2016, Mills 2007, Toole 2022. 
19 I suspect that in practice, there is often bad faith and willful ignorance in play, but this does not undermine the 
present point.  
20 Marusic and White (2018) also argue that TI can occur without credibility deficit. 
21 The distinction between treating one as an object vs. a mere object is important, for reasons that Fricker borrows 
from Kant.  
22 See Haslanger (2017) for a different account of epistemic objectification.  While it is a form of TI, she does not 
argue that it captures TI’s primary harm. 
23 Fricker attributes the first appearance of the idea that epistemic injustice involves epistemic misrecognition to 
McConkey (2004). 
24 For related discussions, see Wanderer (2012), and Marusic and White (2018).  
25 See Medina (2012) for related discussion.  He argues that cases where one is treated as informant but not an 
inquirer count as a kind of TI, and that in these cases, “The epistemic agency of an informant qua informant is 
limited and subordinated to that of the inquirer’s (p.204, italics original).” 
26 See e.g., Anderson 2012, Medina 2013, Ayala-López 2018, Pohlhaus 2020, and Dotson 2014 on the need for 
third-order changes. 
27 See Sherman & Goguen (2019) for further work on amelioration. 
28 See also Dotson 2012, p.24. 
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29 Aargon (2019) takes a different approach to theorizing epistemic oppression, offering necessary and jointly 
sufficient social conditions for an epistemic process to be oppressive, by developing epistemic analogues of Ann 
Cudd’s (2006) conditions for classifying a structure as oppressive. 
30 Dotson explains that Fricker’s hermeneutical injustice is an example of second-order epistemic exclusion.  
31 In practice, there may be no clear line between overhauling parts of an existing system, and replacing it with a 
new one.  These sorts of changes may instead exist on a continuum. 
32 Thanks to Aidan McGlynn for pointing out that this may be in part because Dotson’s notion of testimonial 
quieting develops themes from Collins (2000: chapter 11), who writes about black women’s knowledge claims 
being dismissed. 
33 See Gerken (2019), who also suggests this. Fricker’s more recent work (e.g., 2013, 2017) expresses openness to 
broader notions of epistemic injustice.  See Pohlhaus (2017) for another suggestion about how to broaden our notion 
of epistemic injustice. 


