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Summary

The dissertation primarily focuses on rethinking contemporary philosophical problems in
relation to the new social perspective emergédithinv the neurdiversity movement. More
specifically, the dissertation explores the philosophical perspectives of autism through three
philosophical disciplines and three related fundamental issues.

The first topic is derived our everyday scepistemicpractices of tstimonial exchange and

trust assessment. In the process of attributing the credibility to epistemic subjects, unjustified
stereotypes and prejudices related to certain social groups, their social status, and their (in)
abilities, are oftending key elemesin the assessment. Cases of epistemic injustices that are
at the center of the occupation of the doctoral thesis are those in which informers are subject
to epistemic injustice based on their medical conditioAaitism Spectrum DisordeThe
injustices manifests, above all, in the neglection of the significant cognitive potentials of
autistic persons, stigmatization, and epistemic silencing. The consequences of such treatment
are primarily epistemic, in a manner of loss of epistemic geuend deprivain of new
(autistic) insights, but they also delve into practices of political decisions and-padiking.
Persistent epistemic discrimination of autistic persons is related with the wrong attribution of
values of autistic lives, as the glect of episteic potential of autistics causes some
discrimination of the eugenic type and influences reproductive decisions and practices of
genetic selection. Further, epistemic injustice caused by negative stereotypes and prejudices
is tied to corruptmoral attitude ciety holds on autistic individuals, which makes these
practices inseparable from ethical discussions about the well being of the individual. Notably,
autistic weltbeing is affected by said epistemic treatment, as advocated by prapohém
neurodversity movement. At the core of the movement is the thought of autism as
neurological diversity, which clearly raises the issue of health policies and the growing debate
on whether autism should be treated at all.

Considering the compleyyi of philosoplical perspectives about autism elaborated in this
dissertation, three aims could be extracted: first, to investigate the practices of epistemic injustice
directed towards autistic persons and the consequences of such treatments; seackid, tteet

moral consequences of discrimination of autistic cognitive potentials traced in value judgment of
autistic lives; third, to relate moral attitudes about autism with political practices of policy making

in health sectors. The above mentioned aimne connectedot the idea of the proposed
devaluation of autistic cognitive potentials rooted in improper epistemic practices, which

withdraws the general aim of the dissertation: to start a discussion on the integration of



autistic persons into a siety that beginsvith their integration into the epistemic community,
in addition to unbiased evaluation of their epistemic contributions and potentials.

Key words: Autism Spectrum Disorder, epistemic injustice, neurodiversity movement,
epistemic virtus, quality of life health policies, moral attitudes.



SURALUHQL VDaHWDN

Disertacija se primarnd RN XVLUD QD SUHLVSLWLYDQMH VXYUHPHQLK
pozornost na probleme ML QDVWDMX X RGQRVX QD QRYX GUXaw)
pojavljuje pokretom neuroraznolikosti. Konkretnije, disetddd LVWUDAXMH |ILOT
perspektive autizmiroz tri filozofske discipline i tri povezana temeljna problema.

Prvi problem se pronalazi QDaALP VYDNRGQHYHSEIPVVGHXRORENQIRP SUL
UD]JPMHQH VYMHGRpPDQVWDYD L SURFMH®& Her@lbstopdstU HQ M D
HSLVWHPLpNLP VXEMHNWLPD pHVWR VX ahiOskeptPiLi HOHPH
SUHGUDVXGH YH]DQUXKIW YRIQUHYNQEBLGH QMLKRY VRFLMDOC
VSRVREQRVWL 6O0OXpDMHYL HSLVWHE&aNL dok@idke@rBda&UL NR Mt
oni u kojimaiQIRUPDWRUL SRGOLMH&X HSLVWHPLPQRM QHSUDY
stanja- SRUHBHJIDWSHNWUD DXWL]PD 1HSUDYGH VH RpPpLWXMX
kognitivnih potencijala osoba s autizmom, stighdDFLML L HSLVWHPLPNRP
Posljedicetakvog postupanjaSRQDMSULMH VX HSLVWHPLPpNH QD QD§f
KUDEURWNMIMD @IRADLIYK DXWLVWLPpQLK XYLGD DOL LVWH SUF
L GRQR&AHQMD SROLWIND GLVDMOPLOSENVWHPDXWLVWLPpQLK
SRIJUHAQLP SULSLVLYDQMHP YULMH G @ersriahjelepistelL\6W L KQ L K
SRWHQFLMDOD DXWLVWLPpQLK RVRED XJURNXMH RGUHYHQX
reproduktivne odluke 1DGDOMH Heptavad/ kzRkdvhB negativnim stereotipima i
predrasudama povezana je s korumpirankmiektivnim moralnim stavowa prema
DXWLVWLpQLP RVREDPD ]JERJ pHJD VX RYH SUDNVH QHRG
pojedinca. lzvjesno eGD QDYHGHQL HSLVWHPLpPpNL WUHWPDQ XWMlI
DXWLVWLPpQLK RVRED &WR SRYKER R DA®RCRQ MXRMWRY B U
SRNUHWD MH PLVDR R DXWL]PX NDR QHXURORA&GNH UDJQROL
politLNH L UDVWX{UH UDVSU iz OR- WVHRIAAW W UHED OL VH DXW
8]LPDMXUL X RE]JLU VORAHQRVW ILOR]RIVN Lvj disErtadjiSHNW LY [
PRJOD EL VH LJGYRMLWL WUL FLOMD SUYR LVWUDALWL S
DXWLWWRMVREDPD L SRVOMHGLFH WDNYLK WUHWPDQD GU.
GLVNULPLQDFLMH D XWotenchalapv@iivd KN RJPUWMMGRKRSQRM SUR\
DXWLVWD WUHUH SRYH]DWL PRUDOQH VWDYR YitkakR DXWL]P
zdravstvenom sektoru. Gore navedehi @ MHYL SRYH]DQL VX V LGHMRP SUEL
DXWLVWLPpQLK NRJIJQLW MH@Q@MHBRWHQRSMDPMHANRILP HSLVW



SRYODpPL RSiUL FLOM GLVHUWDF L MHX VBIRWAUIHIGX W LRY RE HUXD Y&
]JDSRPLQMH QMLKRPRR HGWHWHBERPMX ]DMHGQLFX WH YU]
HSLVWH P lifosali otenRijalal

.OMXpQH DXWHHDP HreprsWlatSFRINDIIDW QHXURUD ] QR/@AeNRV WL |
kvalitetD AaLYRWD ]JGUDYVWYHQH SROLWLNH PRUDOQL VWDYRY



Content

[1. INTRODUCTION | 1
[1.1. The stucture of the dissertation | 4

[2. EPISTEMIC INJUSTICE | 8

[2.1. Introduction | 8
[2.2 The valueturn towards the real-world epistemology [

2. [2. 1. Introduction 19
2.2.2|Virtue epistemology [ 10
2.3[The reakworld epistemology [ 12
2.4{What happens when the knower exitthe epistemé state of nature? 1%
2.4.1|State of nature and the idealized knower | 15

2|5. Epistemic injustce | 18

2{6. Conclusion [ 23
3.|AUTISM SPECTRUM DISORDER 24

[3.1. Introduction and the Introductory Reflectons on Terms |

[3.2. The history of autism |

[3.2.1. From Kanner to Asperger | 26
[3.2.2. From Asperger to the DS 28

[3.2.3. The DSM 30

[3.2.4. The critiques against the DSIg | 32
[3.3] [The stigmatization of Autism [ 33
[3.3.1] |What is stigma? The two accounts | 33
[3.3.2] |Autism stigma [ 36
[3.4. TheNeurodiversity |

[3.4.1. From neurodiversity to neurodiversity movement |

[3.4.2. Identity first language |

[3.5. Strengths and tkents | 45
[3.6. Conclusion [49

[4. THE EPISTEMOLOGY OF AUTISM | 50

[4.1. Introduction | 50




|4.2. Epistemic injustice towards autific speakers

[4.3] |What is testimony?

51

[4.3.1] |The broad and the narrow view

[4.3.2] |Lackeyie tf cec—<'e

[4.3.3] |Autistic testimony

|4.4] [Assessing trustworthiness

[4.5] |The virtuous (neurotypical) hearer

[4.6] [Conclusion

[5. AUTISTIC WELL BEING

|5.1. Introduction

79

| 79

[5.2. Autistic camouflague strategies

77

[5.3] [The capabiliies approach

[5.3.1] [Senie fet —eeief foo .. ‘—o_

[5.3.2] |The threshold level; cases of Kesha, Arthur and Jamie

[5.4] |The inclusivity ofthe list

|5.4.1] [The motivation behind the list

[5.4.2] |The inability for capability

[5.4.3] |The potential criticism of the neurodiversity movement

|5.4.4] [The Humoruless Warior and the Autistic

b6

[5.5] |Autistic well-being and additional capabilities

[5.6] [Canautisticli"t .+ f +SéZ«f3%é

o1

[5.6.1] [The 0t «%oe & ZF T

101

[5.6.2] [The role of a just society in providing a dignified life to its citizens

104

|5.7] [The @pability approach as the disability model?

107

[5.8] [Conclusion

110

6. THE 3'~ L&$6"

[6.1] [Introduction

11

[6.2] |The models of disability

111

111

[6.3.]| |The D in ASD Disorder or Difference?

115

[6.3.1] |What is mental disorder?

115




[6.3.2] [The 0efe—fZ7Z t<&"4§F " cfe 118
|6.4.] [Externalism in relation to the notion of the mental disorder |129
[6.5] [Conclusion |136

[7. NEURODIVERSE BIOLOGICAL CITIZENSHIP 13f

|7.1] [Introducti on |137
[7.2] |The biological citizenship | 138
[7.3] [Patient-experts 140
[7.4] [The validity of the movement [146
[7.5] |Conclusion | 149
[8. CHOOSING A CHILD WITH AUTISM 150

[8.1] [Introduction [150
[8.2] |The principle of procreative beneficence [ 152
[8.3] [The meanimofthe d%o‘‘t &< % [154
[8.4] [The importance of theautistic talents [157
[8.5] [The principle of public justification 162
[8.6] [Concusion | 165
9.|CONCLUSION 166

LITERATURE

168




1. INTRODUCTION

We are living in an era of brainhoodproclaimed philosopher Fesindo Vidal, tryingo
explain how the brain and brabased sciences are aetheart of modern man's interest. Public
fascination with the brain has been evident in the growing presence of neurobiological sciences in
the public domain, in popularity oM'shows and movies that portragurodivergenindividuals,
but also in the aichment of value and legitimacy to every atieat has a prefixneuroin its
name (neuroeconomics, neurolaw, neuroeducation, neurotheology, neuromarketing, etc.). This
phenomean affects how we understand the person
- brain relation, as well as how we umstand ourselves in accordance with brainhood
era. Vidal (2009) stated thabrainhood and the cerebral subjecthave become major
anthropological figures of the contemporanjture, in a sense that they represent a statement
of the self- body relationand show that the question of the correlation between befdy -
brain is that of knowing what aspect is fundamental for our personhood. Thiergenimood,
specifically, efers to? W KH S UR S H U WbkirR) WathieX thad kidvplrRving a brain” (Vidal,
2009: 22), exhibited in the notion of tleerebral subjectas a subject defined by hipEUDL Q
characteristic§ In this sense, all the attention is attributed to theinband brain- situated
cognition. Within such a framework, even though noediy tied to theera of brainhood the
neurodiversity movement, a movement for the acceptance of neurological pluralism, emerged.
The neurodiversity movemefit EH J L Q Q tied IWwth Eh&) Browing popularity of the
online spheres specialized for peoplaghosed with autism spectrum disorders. SAEhX W LV P
friendy” SODWIRUPYV ZHUH IRXQGHG BérmDpelsistéhs BQ Bydtemaike W K H
exclusion of autistic perspectéis from the general public conversation about autism. Under the
motto "Nothingabout us, without us," autistic s@lflvocates, eager to change public perceptions
on autism matters, sway their autistic voices, and struggle to earn themselves a statat of equ
members of the society. Equality to which they aspire is associated wishithef paradigm in
terms of understanding autism. Namely, proponents of the neurodiversity movement argue for
recognition of autism as a neurological difference and natunaiah variation that should be
respected by society in a manner of respectifiigrdnces such as sex, gender, nationality, or
race. Interestingly, the extent of neurological pluralism was soon linked to the civil rights
movement, making the quest for nedikersity recognition and acceptance expanded to some

sort of new form of thegditically active minority group.



The exclusion of autistic persons from the public conversation about autism is a
consequence of prejudice and stereotype about autisndigsrder that prevents a person
from understanding their (autistic) experiem@nd the world around them. Thus, my focus
will be on exploring and discussing informal seejpistemic attitudes toward autism and
autistic people. Notably, social attituddspe our relationships with autistic people, but also
shape the way autistic pele perceive themselves, due to decreased social acceptance and
diminished sense of belonging. Epistemic and moral attitudes involving autism are among
special highlight of tte dissertation. Such attitudes interfere with a pefisdn VYdspadt,
well-being and seldevelopment, as well as on the general, mostly negative, social attitudes
on autism which trigger the processes of stigmatization and marginalization from the social
but also from the epistemic, realm.

As part of the themes of social epistéagy, the dissertation specifically focuses on
such socieepistemic deviations that occur in the form of epistemic injustices. In the process
of attributing credibility to epigimic subjects, categories of social identities are often of
crucial importance.We, almost automatically, judge somedh¢ FUHGLELOLW\ Wt
unjustified stereotypes and prejudices related to certain social groups and their social status.
Such practice gemates epistemic errors and results in a reduction or subtracting of the
chanceof participation in epistemic and social processes. Epistemic injustice manifests itself
through two forms- testimonial injustice and hermeneutical injustice. In the firsinfor
injustice is done in the sense of underestimating the speaker's credindityis ability as an
informer, i.e. the one who possesses knowledge. In the second form the injustice is being
persecuted in the process of social understandiioge specificdly, in testimonial injustice
the subjecflV F U H G labolishédvdle ltovVpredice and stereotypes, while in hermeneutic

injustice the subject is denied of understanding of his or her experiences at the social level

due to the gaps in collective inteeﬁmion&

Particular attention is paid to cases Miranda Fricker (2007) claitns particularly malignant

- cases of trust deficits. The resulting end of such cases of epistemic injustice is traced in the
overall exclusion of the subject from conversatand discrimination of her cognitive abilities.
Relationships in which we acme and retain knowledge are, according to Steven Shapin (1994),

the relationship of trust, which clearly suggests the epistemic and social consequences of a lack of

trust in the subjecg The epistemic injustice cases that are at the center of the §hesis

1 Fricker, 2007, 1.
2 Shapin, 1998.



occupation are those in which the speakers are subject to epistemological injustices based on
their medical condition; more preciselpased on their diagnosis of autistic spectrum
disorders. The topic of episteminojustice presents a fruitful ground for discussion on
authority, trust, value judgments, social justice and political power, from the perspectives of
epistemology, ethics, pitital philosophy and philosophy of mind. Given that the problem of
epistemic mjustice is obviously connected to social and political movements that fought for
their right to be treated as equal members of the society, | embrace it as an adequate

framewok for discussion on neurodiversity activist movement.

My hypothesis is that whin such a framework, we can discuss at least three philosophical
problems in relation to the autism and the neurodiversity movement: (i) the problem of
epistemic injustice andnjust epistemic treatment of autistic knowers, (ii) the problem of
wrong attibution of values to life led with autism, based on a wrong presumption of
fundamental criteria for normative conclusions about autistic-lmegtig, (iii) the problem of

the moal and political adequacy of recommendations on treatment practices and cépeodu

policies regarding autistic lives.

The first consequence of devaluation of the epistemic potential of persons with autism
is complete exclusion from the social and epistedomain. Namely, because autistics are
generally regarded as persons who nodnbe legitimate informants since they cannot
understand their own experiences, their testimonies are dismissed on the basis of their
diagnosis as inadequate or false. Thisutfeundermines their status in society, marginalizes
them to the limits of saally undesirable members, and provokes misunderstandings and
stereotypes about autistic identity. As such, autistic persons are often treated as incapable of
expressing their titudes, desires, needs, by highlighting difficulties and disturbances
attache to their condition. Such practices have lead to epistemic silencing, with
conseqguences of not only in the loss of confidence of a person in her own beliefs, but in the

loss ofconfidence of a person in her experiences in general.

Further, epistemic ingtice to autistic individuals could be a source of the wrong attribution
of values to autistic life, as the neglect of the epistemic potential of autistic persons also
causes soe discrimination of the eugenic type, for example, in reproductive decisiohs a

health policies.



Interestingly, the exclusion of the autistic perspective is even visible in the relationship
between medical and/or psychological professionals anibtic individuals, with autistic

testimony being accepted only if approveud aralidated from a neurotypical person, often a

parent or a caregiver. Needless to say that-agisticsf SDUHQWYV DQG FDUE
understandings of nee@sd lived experienseof persons on the autism spectrum are often

poor and sometimes even inadeguathich can reflect in challenges in accessing appropriate

treatments but can also deepen the mistrust between patients and professionals.

The dissertation has two fundamentains: theoretical and practical. Primarily, the
theoretical goal tests and p&s the thesis of epistemic injustice at the center of reflection and
understanding of social phenomena influenced by stereotypes and prejudices. Among the latter,
those scienfic views on autism that incorporate prejudices and evaluative criteria fsothal
imaginary stand out. In this respect, we are interested in scientific objectivity in defining and
diagnosing autism. Furthermore, through the analysis of the demaniiie afeurodiversity
movement and the elaboration of the issue of autistiontestes, the assumption of epistemic
injustice and its consequences for the waeling of autistic individuals is upgraded. The second,
practical goal of the dissertation touclwesthe pursuit of realorld philosophy related to the real
problems of autigt well-being that arise as a result of epistemically irresponsible behaviors.
Such analysis raises the question of epistemic, moral, and political consequences of epistemic

injustice and indicates the need for harmonization of public policies.

1.1. Thestructure of the dissertation

The dissertation will be divided into nine chapters. The next chapter begins by laying
the key philosophical problem of epistemically irresplolesbehavior derived from the acts
of epistemic injustice that indicates thevdhtions in the process of attributing credibility to
epistemic subjects, related to socially rooted prejudices and stereotypes. The epistemological
framework and analysis ofi¢ problem of epistemic injustice is related to the question of the
epistemolog of virtues and the discussion of the adequate attribution of credibility to the
testimonies of other subjects. In this sense, | rely in particular on Miranda Fricker, who sets
the theme of epistemic injustice as a mechanism by which epistemic andismriatination
based on sex, gender and race is carried out. ffikerDSSURDFK UHSUHVHQWV WK

my hypothesis that epistemic injustice is a tool for explorirdjaaralyzing the realm of other

4



stigmatized, discriminated, and marginatizgroups? e.g., individuals diagnosed with an
autism spectrum disorder. Hence, in the third chapter, | will present the basic theoretical
assumptions related to autism, esplgcthie scientific theories consolidated in the diagnostic
manuals. The seconpart of this chapter analyzes the aspirations of the neurodiversity
community that fights the stigmatization of autism and the adequate recognition of autism as
a condition invéving a number of cognitive and other talents and abilities. Analysis of such
talents will lead to the conclusion that there is no objective rsuiemtific basis for
epistemic injustice.

The fourth chapter, consequently, explores the experiences ati@uiersons through an
epistemological framework; that is, this chapter agptiee theoretical assumption of epistemic
errors and injustices to realorld cases of rejection of autistic testimonies based on stereotypes
and prejudices related to autismheTlatest edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual has
received disappval from the autistic community and the neurodiversity movement that has
rebelled against the misrepresentation of autistic conditions and the exclusion of real autistic
experences. | explore such practices through an epistemological framework within the
mechanisms of epistemic injustice, epistemic silencing, and, ultimately, epistemic violence. |
shall also examine what are the implications of such epistemic practices; naamlynterested

in the question of does the latter implies different epistamieria or different treatment in the

assessment of the trustworthiness of an autistic individual.

Given that unjust and misinformed epistemic attitudes towards autism ddtgaythe lives

of autistic people and have consequences of epistemic padlinfprmation, we must come

into understanding how to properly treat an autistic person with full respect, how to develop a
willingness and additional skills to listen and ergtand their experiences, how to look past
social stereotypes and prejudicasd, finally, how to learn from them. Implementation of

these virtues will result in beneficence for both neurodivergent and neurotypical people.

Misconduct epistemic behaviproduces consequences that relate to peffdonzii¢i@gMHence,

in the ChapteFive, | analyze Martha Nussbaufv WKHRU\ RI WKH #dpalitEdd QW UD O
which represent the criteria for welfare. However, as | will show, such a discussion is based on
standards that exclude pluralism of values, in a way that promotes certagaganecessary to

lead a good life, while excluding others. In this sense, | propose that we can interpret Nussbaum's
theory, which was created with the aim of including mamized members into the society
(especially those with mental impairments) tlas foundation of the disability model established

on the threshold level of the ability for possessing capabilities.



NussbaunffV F D S D E ta0H 3at$ theSt@ge for thiscussion on the meaning of the term
SGLVRUGBQODO\]H LQ WKH &KDSWHU 6L]

The interpretation of the terrdaD X W L V W L Eoll@ésvwWRiutleHykdwing issue on whether
autism should be treated at all. Such initiatives are resulting from the nersoiyi
movement claims that autism is a natural human variation, rather tbamdet, and that

autism should be celebrated, rather than cured. As presented in the seventh chapter, the
problem with health policies, including autism treatment and resedarclture, is the
following. On the one hand, it is harmful and disrespectfwatds autistics and their
caregivers to claim that all autism should be celebrated as a difference and not treated, when
in fact some autistic persons cannot lead independeha@onomous life precisely due to

their autism. On the other hand, it can ad&®m disrespectful to claim that something is
wrong with being autistic, when in fact the society is the one that disables them from leading

their autistic lives, by highlightig their impairments and not recognizing their talents.

The issue of treatmém@nd recognition of quality of life led with autistic disorder are the basis for
thinking about reproductive policies in the processes of fertilization whose final product is a
autistic child. | shall discuss the issue of reproductive choices involvitignain the Chapter

Eight. The possibility of an embryo or fetus to result in a child with autism is regarded as a strong
reason to select a different embryo or fetus, onedbalid have the best chance to lead the best
possible life. Savulescu and Kalea(2008), in this respect, call for principle of procreative
beneficence which implies that if there are any chances that the natural reproduction would end
with a child with atism, the parents have a strong moral reason to undergo in vitro fertilization
and select an embryo without autism. Some disability advocates argued that such proposal
undermines the lives of the person with autism who were already been born, by ingplicatin

their lives are not worth living. | shall discuss the issues of reptv@udecisions involving
autism in the eight chapter and argue against Savulescu and HeMfarf®ULQFLSOH $V , XQUC
it, the principle fails to reognize the epistemic potigad of autistic persons. Due to the abilities

and talents present in autispeople that some may find central for the conception of valuable
life, there is not, all things considered, a victorious public reason to negatively select potential
children wlo fall under the diagnostic criteria of mild autism. Public policies are irapofor
dignified life of an autistic individual, but so is the deliberative framework we use to justify such
policies. In the justification of valuing autistic life, | will eadse John Rawls and Gerry Gdus

models of public reason.



Finally, in the &st, ninth chapter, | will summarize the problems and results of the
philosophical analysis of the previous chapters in order to derive-aoealphilosophy that
specificallydeals with autistic lived experiences and their real problems. Autistic dodilg

have epistemic qualities that make them credible and reliable informers, but are still often
perceived by society through the prism of exclusively negative states andtadveahavior.

| point out the epistemic value of recognizing autistic talamd abilities which are not
sufficiently represented in the literature. Related, epistemic injustice is a source of the wrong
attribution of value to the life of autistic perspnwith consequent wrong normative
conclusions about the quality of life ledtlviautism and its impact on creating justifiable
health policies regarding autism treatment. Therefore, this approach allows us to apply
philosophical problems to real, margizald, and stigmatized agents, and to derive justified

and reasoned conclusioalBout social phenomena and practices related to autism.



2. EPISTEMIC INJUSTICE

2.1. Introduction

Social epistemology is a reileely new area in epistemology that investigates social
relations in the proases of formation, retention and change of beliefs of individuals. The
dissertation starts from the characteristics of the=€d O O HG RAMPAHKIBI @pistemology. As
partof the themes of social epistemology, this chapter will specifically focisoieepistemic
deviations that occur in the form of epistemic injustices. In the process of attributing credibility to
epistemic subjects, categories of social identities #iem @f crucial importance; more precisely,
we judge someon®V F U H Giolgh Qrjistified stereotypes and prejudices related to certain
social groups and their social status. Such practices generate epistemic errors and epistemic
injustice to the infomer. Epistemic injustice results in a reduction or subtracting of the chénce o
participation in epistemic and social processes. Such practices are performed on a marginalized
group determined in the social imaginary by negative stereotypes and prej@eaty, such
groups are always a minority within the society and share \hsé@igeous position/status.
Miranda Fricker, who introduces the notion of epistemic injustice, recognizes that deviations in
the assessment of an agent's epistemic abilitiesoarel in everyday social relations, which
indicates the deemoted epistemi@rrors in social and epistemic practices. Such practices have
been investigated in the literature to date within groups determined by their geaxleace, or
sexual orientabn. Interestingly, recent literature on the epistemology of testimony have
recognized epistemic errors that occur in the communication exchange between a patient and

medical professionals/ therapists.

The aim of the chapter is of an overview nature. Ngmfer further discussion on the
epistemic status and treatment of autipicsons, it is necessary to set theoretical frameworks
within which we will limit the debate. Such a framework will be the basis for analyzing the
epistemic behavior of a neurotgpl majority and for answering the question of whether

autistic people areictims of epistemic injustice.

The chapter begins with a brief overview of the development of epistemological thought. The
transition from traditional epistemology occurred watlchange in the values that were the center
of interest of epistemologistdlore precisely, instead of the concept of truth / knowledge, which
was the ultimate question, a tendency for expansion of the topic of epistemology occurred, which

opened the waytvards the epistemology of virtue. The novelty



of this subdiscipline as the orientation towards the epistemic evaluation of people, their
intellectual abilities and character traits. The discussion of epistemic evaluation, which is based
on everydaysocial practices, has paved the way for the analysis of deviations thatincc
epistemic assessments. At the center of our interest will be the deviation relating to the wrong

done to the subject as a knower, that is, to the epistemic error of corgrafitgtemic injustice.

2.2 The valueturn towards the real-world epistemology

2. 2. 1. Introduction

Traditional epistemology was for long time focused exclusively on exploration of the
nature, the sources and the limits of knowledge. In this seheegpistemology was
understood as a theory of knowledgef ¥ P DL Q Bdgientlly,Rv@s to properly deé
what doesknowledge consist in. The main criteria for knowledge formation and acquisition
was recognized in the value of truth. Therefore, thestipe of what makes a belief a true
belief was put in the spotlight of epstological thought.

The foundations of epistemology are, as recognized in literature, entitled to Plato.

Precisely, Plato in theTheaetetus defined knowledge as a true justifidzklief, thereby
distinguishing knowledge from mere beliéi¥he guestion ojustification of beliefs merged with

the question of the internalism and externalism of the conditions of justification, that is, whether
(and to what extent) the conditions o$iification are outside or within the consciousness of the
knower. The restilof these discussions was the separation of the notion of justification from the
notion of knowledge, in such a way that the notion of justification became a fundamental notion
of an internalist approach, and the notion of knowledge of an externalisiaappn the analysis

of knowledge as a true justified belief. Epistemological debates that had hitherto been solely
focused on the conceptual analysis of knowledge have beentsdtbraepistemologists who

have opted for a new approachne that puts enffasis on knowledge as true belief explored in
conjunction with other epistemic states and values. Such trends in epistemological thought have

come to a new understanding of epistéogy,

3In a well known Platonic dialogues, Socrates and Theaetetussliabout the nature of knowledge. Theatus
offers three definitions: D1. knowledge is perception, D2. knowledge is true belief, D3. knowledge is true belief
with an account (logos).



namely, as an exploration of cognitive processes, ways in which we fetain and change
beliefs, cognitive products that are not beliefs (doxastic states, hypotheses, assumptions), the
influence of society on epistemic outcomes, and the like. Gitoad interpretation of
epistemology, in this sense, is interested in pismalof epistemic values, as opposed to

former monism (truth). Accordingly, epistemology experiences@aied 3 Y D O X 4 wXxU Q

Within such a reversal, a swliscipline calledvirtue epistemologgmerged. The main
interest of this new subiscipline trangérs to the epistemic evaluation of people, their
intellectual abilities and character traits. The epistemic assessment of the epistemic

(intellectual) virtue of agents are fundagntal determinants of the virtue epistemology.

2.2.2. Virtue epistemolgg

Virtue epistemology has two central premises: (1) that epistemology is a normative
discipline with the basic task of conceptual analysis of knowledge, and (2) that theslatter i
only possible with an adequate understanding of intellectual virtues. irfitbeest in
intellectual virtues prompted epistemologists to seek inspiration in the domain of ethics from
which they drew ideas and applied them to epistemological problems. dpenifically,
virtue epistemology captures the fundamental presumption rtdieviethics that moral
properties in general can be explored and defined in terms of moral properties of persons. As
a consequence, virtue epistemology considers a characterintithsvas a bearer of special
values, and epistemic properties in generalexplained in terms of epistemic properties of
persons. The general premise of virtue epistemology is that the notion of knowledge is
inseparable from the notion of epistemic wat Epistemologists have interpreted epistemic
virtues in different ways: im broad sense, we can understand epistemic virtues as cognitive
abilities or powers, while in the narrow sense epistemic virtues have been treated as character
traits. As a resultvirtue epistemology has developed two fundamental analysis of intellectual

virtues:virtue reliabilismandvirtue responsibilism

Virtue reliabilism is based on the work of Ernest Sosa, who introduces the notion of
intellectual virtue in epistemology the articleThe Raft and the Pyramiéfe interprets

4Riggs 2006; Pritchar2007.

5 the literature, and in this dissertation, the tef$S LV W H P LB GQMWMXHOHFWXYBO YLUWXH
used interchangeably.
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epistemic virtues as the cognitive tsadf an agent. Representatives of such an understanding

of intellectual vitue® believe that true belief comes from practicing intellectual virtues that

are understood in a broad sense, that is, as cognitive abilities and 7pc1wrent$ as good

memory, relble perception, developed introspection, and the like. Therefore, emistemi
virtues are all those stable traits that reliably attain true beliefs. These includeiteatd
cognitive faculties or acquired cognitive skills, or a person's specific char&ctersuch
intellectual characteristics to be epistemic virtues, they neuatdhannel to truth, that is, they
must lead to knowledge. In epistemology, the theory of reliabilism implies that the belief we
have obtained through reliable cognitive processesliable, which is why the above theory

is calledvirtue reliabilism. According to this theory, in short, intellectual virtues are the
dispositions forproducing valid epistemic ends. According to reliabilists, almost every
reliable disposition, whethéardwired or acquired, can be an epistemic virtue.

Virtue responsibilismon the other hand, believe that such a conception of epistemic virtoes is
broad. Specifically, responsibilists regarding virtue epistemglugylerstand epistemic virtues as

acquired character traits, for which we are, to some extent, responsibleh@hacter of the
person plays an important role in the pursuit of true belief, alongside with traits such as open
mindedness, perseverance, motivation, conscientiousness. Wathisntellectual virtues are the
gualities of a responsible knower. LomaiCode and James Montmarquet, proponents of virtue
responsibilism, equate epistemic virtues with character traits such asmapggdness and
intellectual fairness, and emphasi#ge importance of being a responsible believer. Linda

Zagzebski is also coiered a representative of this approach. However, unlike Code and
Montmarquet, but like Sosa, Zagzebski accepts reliability as a component of avirtue.

Interestingly, her approacequates ethical and intellectual virtues in a way that ethical virtues are
motivation for good action, while intellectual virtues are motivation for knowledge. The
motivational component of epistemic virtue is, therefore, a disposition that directs @etard a

goal, and as Zagzebski states, each virtue has a separateior@h@mponent with

6 Sosa 1980, Greco 1999, Goldman, 2001.

" Sosa's suggestion is interesting in relation to previous theories of knowledge in epistemology that have been
normatve. Namely, the concept of epistemic justification emerged from the coonfapbral justification,
which brought with it the question of duty. Sosa's proposal, on the contrary, introduces epistemic properties into
epistemology that are reductible to malyproperties, thereby positioning it within naturalized epistemology.

8 Codel1987, Zagzebski 2003.

9 Unlike Sosa’s merging of naturalized epistemology, Zagzebski does not reduce epistemic evaluative properties
to natural properties, but, in Aristotle's fash regards virtues as connected to the way humans are constructed
by natue.
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its own goal%0 However, unlike ethical virtues that have other ultimate goals, the ultimate goal of
most intellectual virtues is truth. According to Zagzebski, a sudakgsal is knowledge, and

knowledge is a belief that comes from acts oéliettual virtuet? Accordingly, she concludes,
the bearer of epistemic action should be the object of epistemological analysis.

The topics in virtue epistemology have changeddinection of the epistemological
approach to knowledge and evaluation @& #pistemic agent. Specifically, at the center of
the discourse is no longer the question of whether the agent possesses true belief, but whether

the agent behaves epistemicallgpensible, that is, in accordance with epistemic viﬂlﬁes

in the processfdelief formation. In this sense, an agent who exercises epistemic virtues in
cognitive processes (for instance, makes careful observations, evaluates and analyzes
different hypoheses, and examines available records) behaves as a virtuous epistemic agent
For our discussion, virtue epistemology presents a valuable framework for examining the
epistemic properties of responsible behavior. Epistemic responsibility, in this sensé &ho
understood as a form of an umbrella term under which all other mjpistértues, such as

epistemic righteousness, truthfulness, curiosity, courage, integrity, etc., fall.

The issue of epistemic responsibility is inseparable from the questioadaticprg epistemic
justice, since both concepts involve conscientious epistdreatment of evidence in
decisionmaking processes. Therefore, virtue epistemology opens the space for discussion of
epistemic deviations, that is, epistemic injustices andt@mically irresponsible behaviors

created by social conditions exploreddmgial epistemology.

2.3. The realworld epistemology

Social epistemology is a relatively new branch of epistemology that investigates the role
of social relations in therpcesses of gaining and obtaining knowledge. Instead of standard

107agzebki, 2004: 133.

11Zagzebski states that these are only a few exceptions, since some virtues may strive for understanding
primaryto the truth. Zagzebski 2004

127 agzebski 2003, 2004.

Byirtue epistemology can be traced back to Arist§itké L Q W H O O bsFsiowrDiioth infllgvitkaHaristotelian
account of epistemic virtue in Zagzebski (2006).
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epistemic resources, such as perception, memory, introspection, etc., orientetl ttoavar
individual, social epistemology turns also to sources of knowledgemooy found in

everyday social relations! Such epistemology is what Miranda Fricker (2007) refers to as

the "real" social epistemology. Representing the middle path betweetiotralism and
reductionism in epistemology, the field of social epistemoldgyiates from the tradition of
ignoring the impact of social structures in the formation of beliefs, but also from the
reductionist practices of the postmodernist denial of thaevaf truth and the reduction of
belief to measures of social relatiolisReal social epistemology, therefore, retains the basic
concepts of traditional epistemology, such as beliefs, truths, justification and rationality, but
in the research of the vauwf beliefs also includes the influences of society on epistemic
subjectsAt the center of the real epistemology is the epistemic agent, with an emphasis on its
individuality which is crucial since all doxastic attitudes originate from and end in the
individual. However, the real epistemology is not individualistic insofar eeciignizes that

the epistemic agent is part of a group, a collective or a community, that influences the ways in
which the agent forms her beliefs. Furthermore, the real episigsntidcuses on the issue of
epistemic evaluation of belief and the proce$sacquiring and retaining knowledge, in
relation to the social environment in which the epistemic agent is located. The concept of
knowledge, alongside the concepts of justificatand truth, is mindndependent property,

i.e. it is not subjective but taer objec:tivel.6

The topics of social epistemology are discussed within different theoretical approaches, and in
this respect | align with the expansionist approach to socialeepiogy.Expansionisnretains
the foundations of traditional epistemolodyyt, within the framework of social epistemology,
expands the subject to questions of the relationship between cognitico@ety. Specifically,
SULMDRDUAL M Eecognizs two major topics of expansionism: @yaluation of the

epistemic propeis of the group and (ii) evaluation of the epistemic

14Go|dman, A. 2010. Why social epistemology is real epistemology. In: Adrian Haddock, Alan Millar & Duncan
Pritchard (eds,)Social EpistemologyOxford University Press, 2010., pp29.

15 Traditiond epistemology has avoided researching doxastic attitudes within social settings, practices, and
systems. In contrast, many theoretical approaches, such as postmodernism aaldstudtiess, have directed

their research solely on epistemic practices witiie social environment, thereat completely discredited and
rejected tradional epistemology and its principles. Richard Rorthy (1979), in this respect, proclaimed the

3 G H D Wdpistemology, for which he claims should be replaced with conversaticaatiges. Rorthty and
revisionism, a theoretical approach against the traditional epistemology, held that truth and knowledge were
social constructs defined within social and cudtuwontexts.

16Goldman, 2010.
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properties and consequences of social st social systems and their policEsSuch
topics are related to the real life situations and epistemic practices.

As part of the themes of social epistemology, the dissamtapecifically focuses on soeio
epistemic deviations that occur in therfoof epistemic injustices. In the process of attributing
credibility to epistemic subjects, categories of social identities are often of crucial importance;
more definitely, we juge someone's credibility through unjustified stereotypes and prejudices
related to certain social groups and their social status. Such practices generate epistemic errors
and make an epistemic injustice to the informer. The epistemic injustice casesetlattlae
center of the thesis' occupation are those in which subjectsufirerable to epistemological
injustices based on their diagnosis of autism spectrum disorder. Influenced by prejudices and
stereotypes, we often judge a person's testimony asbialsensidering solely information about
the informant and his or her socshtus, not the information itself. The underlying mechanisms
behind such epistemic practices can be traced in the exercise of identity power and the principles
of stigmatization.Stigmatization mechanisms are rooted within the exercise of identity/,socia
economic and political power, with the final aim of creating a distorted socially accepted public
image of a marginalized individual or a group. Within such a framework, satfiety fails to
detach a stigmatized individual from her stigma, with tHefdng consequences of failure to
properly treat her as an equal member of the social and epistemic community. Failing to be
properly introduced to the social power stage, thealgpsituated subjects suffer from systematic
and persistent credibility @ieits, to the extent of their total exclusion from the credibility
economy.FrickerfV DFFRXQW ZDV EDYVH Gsdei€y WaK bh &v@riy@a) Epgtetdic W K D W
practices. She suggts that if we want to see the extent to which society, and especially soci

power relations, interfere in epistemic practices, we must imagine minimal epistemic practices in
circumstances that are minimally soci8IThis refers to Edward Craig and Hepistemic state of

nature" described in the next section. Craig's propesalucial because it provides us with the

definition of a good informant. However, such definition is only valid in the ideal circumstances.
Namely, as Fricker recognizes, once #tmower exits from the realm of ttetHSLVWHPLF VWDW
nature’ KHU HiSdtai/ H P

17 3ULMLU 6D P D UBRdmd®acy6and Truth: The Conflict between Political and Epistemic Virigano, Udine:
Mimesis International.

18Fricker, M. 1998Rational authority and social power: Towards a truly social epistemolBggcedings of
the Aristotelian Society 98 (2), pp. 1%277.
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diminishes due to identity power and epistemic errors deeply rooted into everyday social

relations.19

2.4. What hgppens when the knower exitshe epistemic state of nature?

2.4.1. State afature and the idealized knower

Edward CraidlV SKLORVRSKLFDO PHW KiR$ad InRdey &ehoiqueésHBY V F L H (
using methods of hypothesis testing and by focusing ondgingvgenealogical framework. Such

approach traces the development of thecept of knowledge from a concept of good informant,
which, in turn, occurs within thé VW D W H 7 O@g ArguelsHhat the mdshdamental and

universal human needs cantbeced within the model of idealised small community of language
using, commnicative, ceoperative humans with unequal sets of skills and talents, which he
refers to as the epistemic state of nature. In a such a state, humans depend on information of
othe, i.e. they are informatiedependent creatures. The information is vital their lives, as

they guide them to successful actions. Hence, human beings need sources of information that will
3\LHOG WUXH EHOLHB6RFLDO SUD FWhdwtiigeRhatDpedplelekdicksiVin Q J
their everyday interactions plays a calgbart in human cooperation. Notably, when we use the
concept of knowledge and state that some individuals in our communigegpasertain
information, that they* N Q R Z. Q | R W BhatWtheR members ¢ifie community cannot obtain,

we recommend a good soe of information to the rest of the members of comm@rﬁﬂ]hus,

epistemic evaluation is an integral element of the knowledge attribution social practices. Craig
recognizes thainquirers i.e. those who seeks information, need principles of evaluating
informers i.e. those who possess and offer such information. Inquirers must be able to detect
good informers and to separate them from the bad ones. A person who possessesrand off
knowledge, i.e. a good informant will reliably track the truth (willirdlahat p if and only if p).

Thus, good informant is an agent who believes p and p is, in fact, the case. Alongside, good
informant must have some features that can inform theeh#zat the informant is to be trusted.
Craig also recognizes thatv R P krrhapts will be better

19)pid.

20Craig, E. 1990Knowledge and the State of Natuté&n Essay in Conceptual Synthesixford: Clarendon
Press.

2Lihid., p.11.
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than others, me likely to supply a true belief (...) So any community may be presumed to

have an interest in evaluating sources of information; and in connection with that interest

certain concepts will be in use. & UDLJ +HUH &UDLJ B{SFOLFLWYV
knowledge is such concept, namely, that the concept of knowledgedsai3lag approved
sources of information. & UDLJ 6XFK SUDFWLFH RI 10DJJLQ

information is pertinent to human life in general, cooperation amarifhing. Since we
cannot get all information about the world fiteindedy, a way of identifying those who

have information is vital.

The epistemological appraisal procedure includes recognizing the general properties of a

good informant. Craig list sin properties as foIIowir;rE:

The informant tells one the truth on the dies

The informant is as likely to be right aboutPas ¢ FRQFHUQV UHTXLUH
The informant is detectable by one as likely (enough) to be right about P;

The channels of commigation between oneself and the informant are open;

The informant is accetde to one here and now.

CragfV SUDFWLFDO H[SOLFDWLRQ RI WKH FRQFHSW RI NQ
concept of a knower, through a prototypical reliable informant.

Fricker recognizes that Crafgv DFFRXQW RI JRRG LQIRUPIDIfFW FDQ
demonstration of the flaws of both traditionalist and postmodern extremes in episteﬁ?ology.

She notes the following: given that Cr&iy VWDWH RI QDWW HaBdaILFWYV W
human need to form a collective strategy for the pursuit of teuthfeature of any epistemic

practice, than the implications that may be drawn from the basic features of such strategy are
necessary features of epistemic practice) UL F N H W66). She continues by suggesting

that some of these necessary features alhen we move away from the idealized minimally

social state of nature to reabrld social settings. In such placemeay RPH RI WKH QHFHYV
features take ondistinctly poitical charactef RSW FLW

22\hid.p. 85.
23 Fricker, 1998: 160.

16



Fricker distinguishes three features of a good informant as presented by Craig:
competence, trustworthiness and indicaimpertie§4 S&RPSHWHQPHQGHUVWRRG LC

necessity fo the informant to face the question of whether p should believe that psif p
indeed, and should not believe that p if i Trustworthiness" follows Craig's suggestion

of openness of communication paths between inquirer and informer, which for Fricker
includes availability, use of the same language, willing transfer of ifitom and reluctance

to deceive and lie. Finally, a third feature 3L Q G Lpr@pevteRsJ indicate whether a
potential informant is probably right about p. For Craig, this deawdis fulfilled if the first

two properties are satisfied, that is, if tibldormant really owns the information and the
communication channels are open. However, in interpreting indipabperties Fricker
differs from Craig by suggesting that a thifehture should signal the existence of both
competence and credibility oféghinformant. Furthermore, Fricker distinguishes between the
internal and external factors of the notion of a good informant. Competence and
trustworthiness provide for external dendas, that is, the requirement for a potentially good
informant to tell whats true about a p. On the other hand, indicator properties ensure internal
requirements, those for the informant to be recognized as good. Whoever possesses indicator
properties as credibility, while a good informant is one who possesses both ratiohafigu

and credibility. Fricker states that inconsistencies are possible if (i) someone possesses

rational authority without attributing credibility to her or (ii) someone appteabe rational
authoritative but is ndt> The former instances are thosé apistemic injustices, as the

epistemic practice within a social context are likely to have

8VRPH VRFLDO SUHVVXUH LQ WKH GLUHFWLRQ &fuUWKH QR
in its control over who is picked out as credible, and thus who kegiout as good

informant. There is likely (at least in society recognizably like ours) to be some social
pressure on the norm of credibility to imitate the structures of socve¢émpdVhere that

imitation brings about a mismatch between rational authantycredibility

- so that the powerful tend to be given mere credibility and/or the powerless tend to be
wrongly denied credibility we should acknowledge that there is a phenameri

epistemic injustice.

24\hid., p. 167.
25 |pid., p. 169.
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2.5. Epistemic injustice

Epistemic injustice is, broadly defined, a wrong done to an individual or a group specified
in their capacity as a knowéf. It is irrepressiblytied to social power, since socially

disadvantaged groups are treated ulyfaibeing the victims of unjust credibility deficits with
diminished chance to attend to epistemic activities. According to Miranda Fricker, such
discriminatory practices are rdsng from poor judgements infected by socially generated

prejudices and steotypes that occur within our social imagina;f)ian

Her interest is particularly oriented towards cases in which forms of social stereotyping cause

a heareffV DV F UL S \éedbility Bola Ogdakdf belonging to a stereotyped group than he

or her wold ascribe to a member of a netereotyped group. To simplify, those are the

cases in which the hearer fails to ascribe trustworthiness to the speaker on the accounts on her
socid status. In such cases, the he§rtst HSLVWHPLF DVVHVVe HixivnLVY GHYL
with prejudices or stereotypes he holds on the behalf of the speaker. The main consequence

of such deviation is, simply3PLVVLQJ RXW RQ NQRZPH®MNHDY H UHVXO
making a collective error of undervaluing the subfeet gH@sYy the societyor, more

specifically put,the dominant group) fails to acquire new knowledge, broaden horizon or

swap errored assumptions for truth.

Fricker begins her invegfation of the types of epistemic injustices by analyzing the broader
socialstructures and the relations among them. Her initial point is the notion of the social power
as a "capacity we have as social agents to influence how things go in the social(2@si 2),
which can only be exercised within functioning social world giticial alignment. The exercise
of such power is, as Fricker recognizes, highly problematic due toth& DUHG LPDJLQDW
conceptions of social identity )RU L<Darall Dn@dinidtive conceptions shape a
public expectations and criteria ohat it is to be a woman, to be a man, to be black, to be white,
to be normal. Note that the latter is related to HeGHQW LW\ZEREKUWFDQ EH XQGHUV

imaginative sociakoordination dependent upon agents having socially shared conceptions of
sceial identity.28 Identity power can be exercised actively or passively but is always operated on

grounds of stereotypes and prejudices. Precisely because

26Fricker, M. (2007)Epistemic Injustice: Power and the Ethics of Knowi@xford University Pres®xford,
p.1.

27)ULFNHU GHILQHV VRFLDO LPDJLQDWLRQ DV AVKDUHG LPDJLQDWLYH FRQF
group without conscious awareness

28\pid, p. 9.
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of identity power, the hearer could unjustifiably fail ascribe credibility to a knower to

whom he attaches negative identity stereotypes or prejudices. The latter are to be understood
DV WKH IROORZLQJ VWH U H RatidrSbétwedn\a diveh boGid hraupl &G DV VI
one or moreattributes® Fricker, 2@7: 28), and prejudices as judgments that are resistant to
counter HYLGHQFH DV D FRQVHTXHQFH RI DQ ADIIHFWLYH LQY
(Fricker, 2007: 35). Further, rieker recognizes two types of the epistemic injustices:

testimonial and heneneutical.

Testimonial injustice, as the name implies, is an injustice which occurs when the
testimony of a person is given less credibility than it deserves due to a prejudipersor] V
group. For example, the stereotypes that women tend to beitgiste irrational, that men
are extremely logical and analytical or that people with mental impairments should be
institutionalized. FrickefflV VLIQDWXUH H[DP S B¢ LVOWMIQNV M & HIQUHQW B P H
which Marge Sherwood, whose husband has bassing, expresses her strong suspicions of

Mr. RipleyfV LQYROYHPH Q%R/ EmQloyWK r&juditidlHst@rdbtypes about female

intelligence, Herber Greenleaf dismisses herceons, stating to Marge thAW KHUH DUH IHPLD
intuitions, and then thereeafacts $QRWKHU H[DPSOH )ULFNHUIis(sVHV LV |
who all possess a prejudice against a certain research method, which, consequently, leads to
prejudicial credidity deficit towards any scientist whose research relies on these
methodologes. However, contrary to the case of credibility deficit f Margef V WHVWLPRQ\
in the exampleof the mentioned scientist WKH SUHMXGLFH LQ TXHVWLRQ
scientiic method) does not render the subject vulnerable to any other kindssticej{iegal,

economic, politicalj] )JULFNHU erfV FHODMNUDO FDVH RI WHVWLPF
3 L G H-@rejudmial credibility deficit FDV H L QWHKKH. PAKistdine stith &/testimonial

injustice if and only if she receives a crediyildeficit owing to identity prejudice in the

hearer 8). Suchcases are systematic, as they océlgr\ WKRVH SUHMXGLFH?
HMWUDWNH VXEMHFW WKUR X 8ocié Lactivity idc@iwmic R&uUDatianad,
professional, sexual, legal, pidial, religious, and so on 21), and persistent, as they

occur repeatedly. Frickdurther stresses that systematic testimonial injusttPdJH SURG XFHC
not by prejudice snpliciter, but specifically by those prejudices thatw WDWNMH VXEMHF
through different dimensions of social activitgconomic, educational, professional, sexual,

legal, political, religious, and so on

29\bid, p. 14.
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Cases of practing epistemic injustice result in at least two haﬁ%sﬁirst, epistemic
injustice leads to harm in trudeeking processes, since a relevant informant who can
contribute to the creation of new knowledge or to correct previous mistakes is excluded from
the set of evidence that serves as justification of beliefs. Accordinglyddriiy prejudice
rooted in the exercise of epistemic injuste& UHV HQ W V t®tQutR &thendr&cOyHby
causing the hearer to miss out on a particular truth, or inljiregtcreating blockages in the
circulation of critical ideas )U L F NH 43).

Second, there is no doubt that epistemic injustice produces direct harm to the individual
whose testimony is rejected. The testimonial injustice limits a person's sodiap#stemic
self-creation in such a way that she is deprived of the chinaetualize herself by denying

her epistemic status of an informant. Lassening soe®%y HSLVWHPLF VWDWXV E\
capacities as a knower inflicted by stereotypes and peegsieentails harming the subject in

many aspects not just epistemic but also in ways of deepening her marginalization and
bolstering her disadvantaged status. This further leads to a range of damaging consequences
that affect the subjedtV Z H O ©bdirdt @& psychological and the epistemic level. Being
unjustifiably deadhed of your capacity as a knower affetis subjecf V LQWHOOHFWXDO
and her trust in her own reasoning. This renders the assessment of credibility both ethically
and epistmically culpable: it is both epistemically irresponsible and ethicallystable

behavior. In such a case, the virtue of epistemic justice is, according to Fridkdorids as it

aims at justice and trutht

Kristie Dotson (2012) stresses that emisic injustice has vast epistemic consequences for the
speaker, and that theechanisms it operates with are to be found in practices of epistemic

violence and testimonial quietir‘?’&. Epistemic violencd® presents:D IDLOXUH RI DQ DXGL

communicativey reciprocate, either intentionally or unintentionally, in linguistic exde
owning to pernicious ignorance SHUQLFLRXV LIQRefeB@®@RH LQ WKLV

30 It was argued by some author that the wrongfulness of epistemic injistivat just a matter of bad
consequences (see Haslanger, S. 26BIW X GWwhil® Black: Trust, Opportunity, and Disrespéct 'X % R LV
Review: Social Science Research on Race 11 (1)}1369.

31According to Fricker, epistemic justice is neither an inteliachor ethical virtue, but are to be considered as
belonging to hybrid vide. The ultimate aim of intellectual virtues is to postutaith, while the ultimate aim of
ethical virtue is directed towards some formgafod Hybrid account combines such a&mmaking hybrid
virtues oriented towards both truth and good.

32Dotson, K. 2@2. A Cautionary Tale: On Limiting Epistemic Oppressierantiers3,1, pp. 24#47.

33 The term®HSLVWHPLF ZOO\RCGHDFEBIULO XVHG E\ *D\DWUL @&BanYSpddk2 Q KHU WH
to mark the silencing of marginalized groups.
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reliable ign@ance that, in a given context, harms another pegréd\d\amely, testimonial

exchange practices are grounded in reciprocity, i.e. on the relations of dependence between
the speakeand the audience. For a successful linguistic exchange, in the light oy,

the speaker and the audience must meet their gffok D OTZRQ D OLQJX LYWLF H [F

Theposition of the speaker in the exchange is characterized by her vulter&mécifically,

for a successful linguisting examge the speakdrV O4tiQrie¥ds have tobe métD VSHDNHU
cannot (L IRPYIFBEQ D X G pHKOMPH MR K'IRPV W R Q TKXV |IRU DF
proper communication the speaker needs an auglignat is willing and capable of hearing

her. The epistemic violence, congeqtly, happens when an audience refuses to take part in

the linguistic exchange in an appropriate manner, i.e. fails to communicate reciprocally.

The practices of epistemic violee are often consequences of epistemic ignorance and
insensitivity towardghe needs of the speaker. The practices of testimonial quieting are closely
related to ones of epistemic violence as they both occur wheétDeGLHQFH IDLOV WR UH
speakeras a knower -XVW OLNH of @nghidticiexshhbpENe lspadRér

needs an audience to recognize her as a knower in order to offer her teso’ﬁmony.

DotsonfV DFFRXQW LV LPSRUWDQW IRU WKH GLVEHfife¥dMLRQ RQ
needs that some groups may have, which, in turn, makes thenralknen linguistic

exchange because an audience does not meet their linguistic needs. Clearly, when the speaker
is being systematically and persistently silenced, the threatistieepc silencing lies not

only in the loss of confidence of a person in&en beliefs, but in the loss of confidence of a

person in her experiences in general. Note that in this case, a person has an understanding of

her own experiences, but, being petently dismissed, loses confidence in it.

The different problem is, howev, when a person is denied to access to resources that she
needs to understand her own experiences. If a person loses confidence in her own experience, it is
a consequence of tgwbnial injustice. However, if a person lacks the resources to understand or
express her experience, a wrong done to her is in the form of hermeneutical injustice. The
historical example Fricker uses to elucidate hermeneutical injustice is the expefiarsaxoally

harassed woman who did not have hermeneutical resources &vlprop

34Dotson, K. 2011. Tracking Epistemic Violence, Tracking Practices of Silendiypatia26, pp. 236+256.

35 |pid.

36potson recognizes testimonial queting, alongside witlintestial smothering, as testimonial oppressions that
produces harm. Accordingp her account, the process of determining which kind of harm results from
testimonial oppressions is a conteependent exercise (Dotson, 2011: 242).
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understand this expenrhce?7 Namely, given that they did not possess the resources that would

enale them to understood what it means to be harassed and what types of behaviors are not
considered socially unacceptable, they have not come to the realization that they ate in fac
victims38 In discussion on hermeneutical injustice we need to diffetterttie following: first, a

lack of collective hermeneutical resources within a person who has the experience (e.g. a harassed
woman) and, second, a lack of collective hermeneutessdurces within other people. Notably,
following the first, a subject isnable to understand her own experiences because she lacks a
conceptual framework that could help her express her condition. Many patients report that once
they receive their diagse in adult age, they felt deliberated, because they finally come to
realization that their behaviors and experiences are results of their newly diagnosed medical
condition. On the other hand, following the second, a subject has her own understandsing but
not able to explain those experiences to other people who lack the w@hagepources because

they have not had these experiences. Alike testimonial injustice, hermeneutical injustice is

resulting from the asymmetry in power relations.

Miranda Fricke uses the practices of epistemic injustice to point out discrimination and
stigmatization of individual members of society, while focusing on issues of geedand race.

These factors produce stereotypes and prejudices by which individuals wittchlaeaeteristics

are judged and treated. | believe that such an epistgimaldramework can also be applied to

the area of other stigmatized, discriminated and marginalized groupat is, to autistic
individuals. The diagnosis of autism is associatét practices of stigmatization and the creation

of stereotypes that adeeply incorporated into the social imaginary. Such stereotypes affect the
epistemic evaluation of an autistic person and their testimonies. In order to adequately apply the
epistemabgical framework to realvorld cases of epistemic mistreatment of awtiafients, in the

next chapter | will present the theoretical backbones of autism disorders. As a counterbalance to
the medical model of autism that treats autism as a pathologidaditioarthat needs to be cured /

normalized, the neurodiversity movement,

37 JULFNHU O A3RZHUOHVVQH YV VEpSE®Ge6/RI6 W Da00f SpMaHEDiSdimd @)Y W L R Q
pp. 96 +108.

38\vith respect to hermeneutical injustice, there have bdenof critical remarks on the monisimet Fricker] V
position impliesNamely, several authors (Mason 2011; Medina 2012) claim that Fricker fails to recognize the
pluralism of interpretative practices through which marginalized groups may have accalsriative
interpretations of their experiences. In this manner, Dof26t1) recognize another epistemic injustice
contributory injusticethat occur when the marginalized group possesses epistemic resources required to make
sense of their own exgences, but is unable to communicate them to socially dominant groups.
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which celebrates autism as inalienable and inseparable identity, emerges. It is the
neurodiversity movement that is credited with strengthening autistic voices and combating
epistemic silencing autistic testimonies, as it successfully put spotiightitistic talents and

abilities.

2.6. Conclusion

The expansion of the domain of epistemology caused by the -walue enabled
epistemology to become a theoretical and normdtammework that will offer an adequate
analysis of everyday epistemic pesses. The epistemology of virtues, thus, places emphasis
on the intellectual virtues of the epistemic agent that enable her to behave in an epistemically
correct manner. Epistemicsess primarily refers to the practice of epistemic justice and the
avoidance of stereotypes and prejudices in the processes of epistemic assessment. Epistemic
processes are constantly influenced by social circumstances and phenomena, and it is not
surprisng that epistemologists have pointed out the importance of recogniagal world
relations as an influential epistemic factor. Such,-weald epistemology investigates the
role of social relations in the processes of gaining and acquiring knowl&@dhge real
epistemology focuses on the issue of epistemic evaluatiorelgdf kand the process of
acquiring and retaining knowledge, in relation to the social environment in which the
epistemic agent is located. Miranda Fricker, in this regard, pointshatisocial relations,
phenomena, and opportunities influence the sulfjisct HSLVWHPLF VWDWXV DQG I
thesis relies on Cralyy DQDO\VLV RI WKH HSLVWHPLF VWDWH RI QD
the knower. Namely, Fricker recognizes thaternhe knower exits from the realm of the
SHSLVWHPLF VW DRNHistBrhic Glatws Xditthishes due to identity power and
epistemic errors deeply rooted into everyday social relations. In this chapter, | have set out a
fundamental epistemological freework for investigating sociepistemic deviations that
occur when an egtemic assessment of a subject is influenced by stereotypes and prejudices
the judge holds upon the agent or her group. Such epistemological framework will serve for
further discussin of societyf V HSLVWHPLF EHKDYLRU WRZDUGnNnDXWLVW
the chapter, epistemic injustice entails a number of ethical and political consequences that
directly affect the wellbeing of autistic individuals.
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3. AUTISM SPECTRUM DISORDER

3.1. Introduction and the Introductory Reflections on Terms

Scientific explanation and understanding of Autism have drastically changed
throughout history; from the description of social deficits in the behavior of patients with
schizophreniaa clusters of neurodevelopmental impairments grouped under the umbrella
term Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD). The terhf$ XWLVZBDV LQLWLDOO\ FRLQH
Kanner, a Swiss psychiatrist who reporttd Q IDQW LOHQD XWKVY® GUHQ ZKR H[K
lack of responsiveness and failure to initiate social contact from an earlyma@@44 Hans
Asperger describes a syndro® XWLVWLF SVARKQ& BDMWK\ O 5DQN LQWUI
terms:DW\SLFD @O GFBWOSSLFDO GHYHIHRISAKQAWN R  ehDitib@s\inSV\FK RV
children with infantile autism. Today, autism is underst@sda heterogeneous group of
lifelong neurodevelopmental disorders, described in the rdesmgnostic and Statistical
Manual ofMental Disorders 5th edition. The autistic symptomsogp into two categories:
deficits insocial communication and restrictiypatterns of behavior and interests, while its

severity can be traced within three levels, from severe autism to functioning autism.

Before the DSMb, autistic disorders were diffamtiated with diagnostic labels that
indicated different autistic cortitbns and their severity, some of them being Aspefdér
syndrome, Pervasive Developmental Disorddot Otherwise Specified, Rett Syndrome and
Autism Disorder. The DSM brought all tiese labels under the name Autism Spectrum
Disorder, which caused both entific and public concern. The problems related to the
reduction of various disorders into one will be discussed in the following paragraphs, but here
| want to stress the point thiafind the most problematic, especially in the realms of scientific
explanation of autisnper se Autism Spectrum Disorder includes various states that vary
drastically from individual to individual, making it nearly impossible to talk about a unified
disorder. ASD thus describes individuals who are completely incapable iafj takre of
themselves, leading an independent life, using language or making sense of their experiences,
but also, applies to those individuals who are highly functional, possestscauits but are

fully capable of living independently and realizithgpir potential.
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In this introductory part | draw attention to the problem that arises in the scientific literature on
Autism Spectrum Disorder, that being a generalizatiotedain views about the severity, on the
one hand, and webeing of atistic conditions, on the other hand. Research about ASD should
always target a specific group within the Spectrum, with acknowledging that the outcome of such
research cannot be apgal to all individuals across the spectrum. Therefore, | find that the sa
practice is necessary in my research work. By referring to Autism, | limit myself te non
intellectually disabled people with fewer or mild autistic traits, often catigh-functioning
autistic person®r persons with mild autisnWith the awarenessdhthe language/e use has the
power to shape general perceptions of autism, | wish to stress that the distinction béityleen

and Low Functioning Autisndoes not withdraw any kindfovalue judgment where3 K LJ K
specifies something good antlO R ZV R Rrid \bad. In our everyday languadew and high
denote values, but this is not my intention. Nevertheless, because of the lack of more neutral
terms, in this dissertation, | will useethdistinction between High and Low functioning autism,
only to indicate hte level of severity of autistic conditions.

As the voices of those at the center of research and treatrerse diagnosed with
autistic disorders increased in the public domaia shift in the judgment of the value of
autistic conditions happened.ulsm traits became recognized as states that are not all
negative but could be understood as talents or cognitive strengths when practiced in a proper,
autismfriendly environment. fie image of autism as a fatal tragedy has been reshaped, all
thanks to lege efforts of autistic individuals, often gathered into activist movements. One of
such movements, discussed in a detailed manner in one of the following paragraphs, calls
upon the ognitive pluralism, a neure diversity as a positive and natural humariation
that specifies the person in such a way that it completely affects the file¥sonGHQW LW\ 7K
variation, i.e. autistic trait, is inseparable from the person, making thsmautipe of
identificational factor. The pursuit of understanding autisrama integral part of a person's
identity has led to a change in language, specifically, from pédirsbrianguage (e.g. a
person with autism) to identifjrst language (e.g. an astic person). Most of the autistic
communities prefer identitfirst language because they do not understand their condition as
something separate from themselves, but, rather, as their identity marker. Thus, with the
attempt to refer to autistic peoplath respect to their wishes, | will use the idenfirgt
language, ofte referring to an individual diagnosed with autism asatistic individualor
autistic (autistic persons/autistymeople or autistics)

The aim of this chapter is to present andlgse the neurodiversity claims and relate them

to the problems of stigntiaation and labeling of autistic individuals. To do so, | will first
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provide muchneeded background information on Autism, starting with the history of Autism,
and proceeding ith the recent diagnostic description of heterogeneous autistic cosdition
under one diagnostic mark$ X WLV P 6 SHF W UlXaker 'dn\dRdusS the hyroduct of
systematic and persistent mistreatment of autistic individeitie neurodiversity moveme

+a type of a political movement that struggles for autistic recagnand autistic rights. As

will be shown, the neurodiversity movement fights against the epistemic injustices, especially
against the epistemic silencing the autistic voices in thegsses of polieynaking decision

that affect their autistic communities.

3.2. The history of autism
3.2.1. From Kanner to Asperger

Theterm3D XWLXZPPVY GHYHORSHG E\ *HUPDQ S¥ihABIW BoW U L VW

describe the behavior of schizophiepatients who show withdrawal, create their own inner

world as an escapfrom reality. In 1943 Leo Kanner, a Swiss psychiatrist, described eleven

cases whose common characteristics he described with the term "Autistic Affective
Disorders". Disorders hav®en found in children who, from birth, withdraw into the fantasy

world and refuse to make social and emotional contacts. KvierGHVFULSWLRQ R |

disorders included extreme autism, obsessiveness, stereotypy, and etfarakaautism

traits paticipants of KanneffV . VW XG\ H[KLELWHG DUH XQitG eddWisSWRR G DV
affective connections with others. It has also been noted that autistic children barely notice
what is going on in their environment (such as noticing when other padpleaeroom), that

they tend to use language in a literal manner only faihto establish relations with peers.

According to Kanner, a symptomatology of autism disorder included the following: (1) the

inability of the child to establish standardizeghtacts with parents, peers and other people in

genera‘fl, (2) delayed deelopment of or completely absent speech, and use of speech in a non

39 Bleuler E. 1950[1911]. Dementia Praecox or the Group of Schizophrenias. New York: International
Universities.

40 Kanner L. 1943. Autistic Disturbances of Affective Contact. Nervoukl@h pp. 21750.

4anner recognized the lack of social interest as a primary, distinctive symptom of autism affective disorder,
observing that the children with autism are, actgdo their parents3KDSSLHVW ZKH&V BEficntD ORQH
30eliNashell .DQQHU +H UHIHUUHG WRQWHK[AV OHBDRHN B X VWP WR B MR/Q F
242). In the case report of Frederick W., aygarold boy with maladgtive behavior in sociaettings, Kanner noted

the following: 37 KH PsRiking feature in his behavior was tHéference in his reaction® objects and to people.

Objects absorbed him easily and he showed good attention and perseverance i playing
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communicative way (echolalia, metalaﬁa) (3) institing on repeatingna stereotypical games,
followed by obsessive rigidity to respecting a certain (ﬁ%ﬁ(n) lack of imagination, (5) above

an average memo‘V’, and (6) normal physical appearance. skheentral symptoms occur within
the first three years of life, threefimur times more often in male than in female children.

Interestingly, Kanner believed that children with autism disorders were normal or above
average intelligenég, but because theorld was not properly adapted to their communicative

needs, they wereailing to function properly. The assumpted reason for maladaptiveness of
autistic children was found in a negative roles of parents, especially mothers, who were overly
professionallyactive and/or emotionally cold. The discovery of the symptomatologyhief t
childhood disorder was accompanied by research into the causes of such, autistic behaviors in
children. One theory of the cause of autism was offered by Bruno Bettelheim, aajpssichino
introduced the "refrigerator mother" theory. The children wilewe the test group for Kanner's
autism research were mostly children of educated vgpses parents, with mothers who had a
college education and were employed. Bettelheim sawadtber las an opportunity to develop
detached affections and autistic bebaw found in Kanner's patients. His theory, which was later

on discredited, hypothesized that autism is a result of the environment in which the child grows
up, more specifically aenvironment in which he or she is not given adequate maternal love and
attention. Interpreting autism as a result of mother's preoccupation with work and unloving
relationships with her own child, Bettelheim states that the child has no choice but to close
himself in his solipsistic world. Mothers of autistic children were réidited as "bad" mothers,

and as the main cause of their child's autism. Kanner himself

with them. He seemed to regard people as unwelcome intruders to whom he paid as litite atsethey

permit” .DQQHU JRU D S D Whk HdQisV dé&fibitOvag-eshilidtBdxiocompledé lack of

interest in peoplee+H EHKDYHG DV SHRSOH DV VXFK GR QRW H[LVW W PDGH Q
in a friendly or a brsh way. He never lookatp at peopl§fV IDFHV :KHQ KH KtiGpddsgns @8HDOLQJV
all, he treatedhem, or rather parts of them, as if they were objécts.DQQH U

423+H VHHPHG WR KDYH PXFK SOHDVXUH L Qs H&DORX O D W K@RagdRhigidhiRU SKUDVHV
SUOXVLIGEHUXPSHW MUIQHLIKW RQH LV RR7WHRXOK IWKRHQGDUMWNRAODRXGY VKLQLQJ
Irrelevant utterances such as these were his ordinary mode of speech. He always seemed to bepatioting

had sheard aid toim at one time or anothér. .DQQHU ).

43A specific dread of change and incompleteness is present in autistic behaviours, which deeply affects their
ability to act spontaneously. Once they learn a new phrase, or a neytha settings, the order and the verbal
outcomes must be exactly thense as the first time they confronted with it. (Kanner, 1943: 246).

4 ponald T., a child at the age of five and Kanfi& ILUVW FDVH RI DXWLVP DIIHFWLYH GLVRI
f@an unusual memory for d@s and names, knew the names of great numbeuses (...) and even learned the
Twenty- Third Psalmi .DQQHU

45 They all have strikingly intelligent physiognomies. Their faces at the same time give the impressiemnoa$
mindedness and, in the presence of other, an anxious tensenésdlyp because of the uneasy anticipation of possible
interference. (...) The astounding vocabulary of the speaking children, the excellent memory for events of several years
before,phenomenal rote memory for poems and names, and the precise recobéat@mplex patterns and sequences,
bespeak good intelligence in the sense in which the word is commonly use® Q Q H U

1943: 247248).
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appears to have been keen to the Badtrintheory, though he blames the both parents
equally, stating that "inhie whole group, there are very few really wdrearted fathers and
mothers" (1943, 250). Such hypotheses were discredited with the shift of the medical field
from purely psychologicab biologicallybased studies. However, societal prejudices against
empbyed mothers of autistic children are still present, while society at large struggles to

understand autism and its real nature.

3.2.2. From Asperger to the DSB/

Almost at the sam time as Kanner wrote his influential papers on autism, in 1944,
Hans Agerger, a pediatrician and psychologist, noted in his postgraduate thesis a term he
called "Die Autistischen Psychopathen im KindesaltéD XWLVWLF SV\FKRSDWK\ LQ
Aspegerregarded the latter as a personality disorder, with features afuttiifis in tweway

social interaction, repetitive and stereotyped play, and isolated areas of interest:

3, ZLOO GHVFULEH D SDUWLFXODUO\ LQWdildHYMaVLQJ DQ
children | will present all have a common fundamental distubarhich manifests

itself in their physical appearance, expressive functions and, indeed, their whole
behaviour. This disturbance results in severe and characteristic difficultsexciaf

integration. In some cases, the social problems are so profcainihély overshadow

everything else. In some cases, however, the problems are compensated with a high

level of original thought and experience $VSHUJHU

Interestingly, s patients displayed different properties from the patients Kannerilokscr

insofar as Asperger's patients had typical language and speech development and frequently used
speech to verbally attack other children or to talk back to their teachers.h&/mieé¢d to verbally

crawl on their peers, children with autistic psychbgavere abusing other children, hitting and
knocking objects over and frequently lashing out. Asperger considered the indecent and
aggressive behavior of such children a pleasuesnmich as they did not understand or take into
consideration that theirctions had any consequences. In this fashion, he understood that children
with autistic psychopathy do not understand the concept of empathy and responsibility.
Moreover, Asperger r@pts intense egocentric preoccupation with a specific topic or interest.

Such interests were mostly consisted out of the accumulation and
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categorization of objects or various fact and informa®mn one of his later paper (1979),

Asperger somewhanodifies the original theory of autistic psychopathy, as he emphasiees t

high intelligence and special talents in logical and abstract thinking expressed by children with

the above symptoms. His theory of autistic psychopathy in childhood would haeeneem

unknown to Englistspeaking psychiatry had it not been for Lornentyia British psychiatrist

who reviewed and supplemented Asperger's work. Wing coined the3t¢wvhS HUM HFUQ GURPH
drawing upon AspergffV GHVFULSWLRQ RI1 SDMjende yetvnpairéedmlth@iRUP DO L

ability to relate to otherd’ Wing was anong the first to suggest that the syndrome Asperger

described was a continuum of thetism spectrumas she named it:

3The autistic spectrum consists of a group of disorders adldement with lifelong
effects and that have in common a triad of impaints in: social interaction,
communication, imagination, and behaviour (narrow, and repetitive pattern of
behaviour). The spectrum includes, but is wider than, the syndromes dyiginal

de<ribed by Leo Kanner and Hans Asperder.: L Q J

Wing was among the first autism researcher to realise that autistic deficits could have many
different aetiologies, levels of severity and affect all age groups at all levels of intallect
abilities. Stressing that each element of the triad of impairmeatadly, the deficits in social
communication, language impairment and restrictive interests) has a range of manifestation,
Wing argued for recognizing the number of additional inflesnthat affect the clinical picture,

some of them being age, sex, perditmasocial and physical environment, as well as
educational, psychological and medical interventions. Setting her theory on the grounds on
unigueness of autism traits in each aigigtdividual, she fought against arbitrary criteria for
identifying anddistinguishing specific syndromes within the autism spectrum, which will be a

strong critique against the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM), 4th
edition. Vicelicet, according to DSMV (1996) and DSMIV-R (2000), autistic spectrurof

disorders included Autistic disorder, Rt/ GLVRUGHU &KLOGKRRG 'LVLQWI
AspergeflV GLVRUGHU DQG 3HUYDYVL Y-Hot iDthehlide Spddifigtly idch' LV R U G

appeared in infancy or childhood and are instances of Pervasive Deealapisorders.

46 psperger [1944] 1991, p.72.
47 Wing, 1981.
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Each diagnostic label was equated with severity level: at the severe end of the autism
spectrum was Autistic Disder, at the mild end of the spectruspergeffV G L PRUGHU

With the most recent DSM}49, Autism Disorder, Pervasive Developmental Disorder
- Not Otherwise Specified, and Asperger Disorder merged into the new diagndsksXoWV L V P
Spectrum Disorder (AS??)' IXHOLQJ ERWK VFLHQWLILF DQG SXEOLF
following paragraph.

3.2.3. The DSM

The main diagnostic criteria for Autism Spectrum Disorder are presented in the DSM

A. Persistent deficits in social communication and sanigkaction across multiple context,
including deficits in: sociaémotianal reciprocity, nonverbal communication behaviours
(abnormalities in eyeontact and body language), developing, maintaining, and
understanding relationships.

B. Restricted, repetite patterns of behavior, interests, or activities, as manifested bgsit |
two of the following: stereotyped or repetitive motor movements, use of objects, or speech,
insistence on ritualized patterns of verbal or nonverbal behavior, highly restfigstdd
interests, hyperor hypo reactivity to sensory input or unusirderest in sensory aspects of
the environment

C. Symptoms must be present in the early developmental period

D. Symptoms cause clinically significant impairment in social, occupatioor other
important areas of current functioning.

E. These disturbaes are not better explained by intellectual disability (intellectual

developmental disorder) or global developmental delay.

4830me autism researchemgued that AspergdrV @&lentBes not exist as a discrete condition, but should
beunderstood aa mild form of HighFunctioning Autism (Happe, 1994: 8%).

49Earlier editions of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual used roman numerals (e.g\DSMhe fifth edition was
changd to Arabic numerals, namely to DSBL

50Here and throughout | use treem Y $69M DV SURVF UL E-H GoleyeM Kveht't6 Braw attention tme
term Autism Spectrum Conditions (ASC), a more neutral term that has increasingly been used iit $itézatiire,
with the purpose of highlighting the autistic strengtlwad as difficulties, without the negative overtones of the term
3GLVRUGHHM (O etd. (2013)).
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Further, the DSMb includes theseverity markerdbased on the degree whpairments,
recognizing three levels of autism impairmetimild, moderée and severe impairment. These
markers serve as a tool used by clinicians to rate the severity of psychiatric and related symptoms.
The severity classification has three levedsevel 1 (35HTXLULQJ DMeY¥e®RJRAHT XLULQJ
substantial suppoit ®L@vel 3(35HTXLULQJ YHU\ VXE VINGHQNWILt2 OO WX SIOR U W
of suppot LV WR EH XQGHUVWRRG DV WK Hedd@ary bR @akyH QWD O
functioning. The clasfication levels are split across two main areas, described in the &M
features A $ocial Communicationand B Restricted and RepetitivBehaviors). Level ,1the
highest level, describes cases of autistic individuals functiomitigout support in face, but still
exhibiting deficits in social communication (e.g. diffiguinitiating social interaction). People
who receive a diagnosis akvel 1of autism, according to DSM, still require support (in the
form of behavioral therapy), but often maiimt a high quality of life. The individuals diagnosed
with Level 2autism have social impairments, reduced verbal and-veybal communication
skills and mild inflexibility of behavior. The symptoms of this level include difficulty in coping
with change, ignificant lack of verbal and neverbal communication skills, narrow erests and
reduced response to social cues. However, people diagnoseldew#h2autism can still have a
proper quality of life, but with support and therapy in place. Findigud 3 is used when an
autistic person has severe deficits in verbal and-vasbal social communication, severe
impairments in daily functioning, minimal response to social interactions and limited or
completed lack of language. According to DSMthis levé of autism requires substantial
support, due to symptoms like severeklaé verbal and noiverbal skills, extreme difficulty in
changing routines or environment, limited ability to engage in social interaction, and learning

disabilities.

Additional fedure of the DSM5 diagnostic criteria is recommendation of the use of
speifiers - with or without accompanying intellectual impairment; with or without
accompanying structural language impairment; associated with a known medical/genetic or
environmental/equired condition; associated with another neurodevelopmental, mental, or
behavioral disorder, age at first concern; with or without loss of enrichment of clinical
description of the affected individual. According to the DSMhe symptomatology of the
Autism Disorder, Asperger Disorder, Pervasive Developmental Disoerthat Otherwise
Specified, represent a continuum of mild to severe impairments in the two main demains
social communication and restrictive repetitive behaviors/interests. Thus, thosenwater

distinct disorders, but a different levels of severity of autistigairments. The consolidation
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of these diagnostic marks into Autism Spectrum Disorder was primarily designed to identify
more focused treatment targets and, ultimately, toowgservices and treatment for autistic

children and adulté.1

3.2.4. Tle critiques against the DSKEP?

Many psychiatrists, psychologists, patiadlvocates and philosophers raised a wide
range of concerns, as they questioned the trustworthiness ofaheaMand its creators.
The main concerns were that the DSM is resp@dior unreasonable diagnostic inflation

and for unjustifiable pathologizatioﬁ”‘l". Another point is raised about the sufficiency of the

DSM diagnostic criteria to represent the claliceality of mental disorder® Alongside,

there was a raising conceaf a lack of diversity in theorett perspectives and DSWV
powerful positionwithin the network of economic and political relations influenced by

pharmaceutical companié@.

Defining the boundaries of autistic disorder and its subtypes was a praetideet to
differentiate severe autism from the weaker forms of the disorder. These boundaries were often
conditioned by the scientific, social, political and economic factors ointtigidual over whom
the diagnostic prognosis was being made, and toge lextent shape the way in which society
perceives such a person. Conditionality and identity formation through diagnostics have played an
important role in the rebellion that hassan since the introduction of the DSBA Namely, for
many autistic pedp their diagnosis was a mark of personal as well as collective blueprint for

social identity, as was the case of thecatbed Aspie communities, a groupings of individuals
diagnosedvith AspergeffV G L VR Baelldy and Vasit® noted, the youngduls became to

identify with their diagnas of AspergefflV 6\QGURPH :PDHD i@y n) the
blurred borderline between sameness and otherness $ X W LV Ries RaRdPse€hL
the unification of diagnostic subtypes of autistic disosdes an act of abolishment of their own

autistic identities

51American Psychiatric Association, 2013: Preface, xvii.

52public Epistemic Trustworthiness and the Integration oERttiin Psychiatric Classification Anke Bueter
53The topic of the distrusbwards experts will be the topic of the Chapter 6 of this dissertation.
54Horwitz and Wakefield, 2012.

55Parnas and Sass, 2003.

56Cosgrove et al. 2006.

>"David Giles, 2013.

58\olloy et 4., 2002.
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Paradoxically, the merging of subtypes of autistic dismdled to a division of autistic
communities, specifically on those who had been diagnosed with Asperger's disorder before the
DSM-5, and those who had been diagnosed with-RPB5 aml autistic disorder. The Aspie
communities felt they were being wrongeg being diagnosed with autistic disorder. Their
personal discomfort with the newly diagnosed label lies in the socially conditioned image of
autism, often associated with negative matations. In this manner, one of the major criticisms of

DSM was that itpathologized typical behavior with its production of new mental disorders,
ultimately leading to stigmatization and labeling of individlfa%sBy the time of the DSM5,

persons diagrsed with Asperger's were not considered to be mentally ill, nor weyevittiens

of negative stigmatization, unlike others diagnosed with autism. In addition, with the high
visibility and popularity of the syndrome through media, cinema and tliter® \popular
representations of extraordinary individuals with extreme tgléotssocially deficient, the Aspie

communities have enjoyed a specific, unstigmatized. social status.

3.3.The stigmatization of Autism

3.3.1. What is stigma? The two accounts

In order to lay a framework for discussion on the stigmatization of awgEEctrum
disorder, | will present two accounts on stigma: Link and PHgMn GHVFULSWLR
interrelated processes that contribute to stigmatization, and Cofrigan 04, 2016)
account which explicitly deals with stigma in relation to meritiaéss.

Link and Phelan (2001) define stigma as a complex process dependable on current political,
social and economic power relatitthThey differ the following five interrelatedrpcesses that

are exhibited in practices of stigmatization. Stigma oceunen the majority of the society
recognizes the existence of the minority, in terms of their differences. A person who possess such
a difference which distinguishes it from other nters of her society, is labeled, as a part of the

fist component of thetigmatization mechanism. Dominant cultural beliefs link labelled persons

to undesirable characteristics, namely to negative stereotypes that reinforce the marginalized
position of th@e who occupy different position in a society. In the third procesdlddlpersons

are placed in distinct categories with tendency to invoke separatibX df

59Kutchins and Kirk, 1997; Lane, 2007; Szasz, 2007).

60 Link, B. G. and Phelan, J.C. (200B& RQ F HS W X D O L ]$ @QRa&v af Bariology. 27. pp. 36385.
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from S WKHPQ WKH IRXUWK TOHDIEHOOHGQGFSHHUWR®YWXY ORVV DQG
latter leads to unequal outcomes and deprivation of the basic rights and freedaihs. iRin

the fifth process, the stigmatizationiH QW LU H O\ F&Ee¥¥ toFaddihl &¢oric and

political power that allows the identification of differentness, the construction of stereotypes,

the separation of labelled persons into distinct gmies, and the full execution of
disapproval, rejection, exclusion angaimination. Thus we apply the term stigma when
elements of labelling, stereotyping, separation, status loss and discriminatccucan a

power situation that allows the compaigeof stigma to unfold

For our discussion on autism, thiest component that stresses the social selection of human
differences is of vital importance. Certain forms of human differences are socially irrelevant: for
example, the color ofrefV FDU RU WKH ODVW WRBHMOGQ XPWMURI|+R@H Y I
human differences are salient in certain societies, such ar§ WneV NLQ FRORU ,4 V
preferences or diagnosis of mental disorder. Link and Phelan stress that human diffiti@nces
matter socially are social selections we take for granted as pistai things are. We use the
labels, suchagt EOLQ G SIHRA JKWHTG SHRSOH ZKR DUH KDQGLFDSSHG
are not, without accounting for substantial oversimplifaratthat leads to grouping and
polarization. The second component of siggoccurs when socially salient differences are linked
to negative stereotypes. This happens when the labeled difference links to a set of socially
undesirable characteristics. Aftinking the difference with stereotype, as the third feature, the
procesof separatingc WK'HPV D JURXS ZLWK VSHFLILF VRFLRBXOWDXQGHYV
group of people who do not possesshsdifference$! With relationto the previously disessed
newly stigmatization of those who were previously been identifigth wheir Aspergef] V
syndrome diagnosis, | emphasize the fourth component which concerns status loss and
discrimination. The indidualfV VWDWXV LV EHLQJ UH$gRattE& by Qeivg KH H\H\
linked to undesirable characteristics and negativestgpes. Once labeled, the individual is set
apart from the society and experience disadvantage in various life chances like employment,
education, housing, and proper medical trestimn The status loss process is of particular
importance, as it placespgrson downward in a status hierarchy. Status loss leads to inequalities:

Link and Phelan (2001) stress that low status affects the public image of a marginalized
individual, which leads to making such an individual less attractive to socialize withyodviin

socially shared activities, or to include them in political

611 similar fashion, Phelan et al. (2014) argue that the production of stigma in relation to mental illnesdi®g3V RFL D O
ordering schemas 6 HPhklan et al. 2014.
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proceses®? Hence, the lower the social status of an individual, the higher the decrease of
opportunities for living a good life.

The status loss is also recognized as a springboardsfmindination of those whose status

has been reduced. When a sstigmatzed group becomes aware of the reduced status of a
certain individual or a group, they will act in a discriminatory manner, mainly by avoiding or
marginalizing the person or a group question. Such practices reinforce the stigmatization

and the marginatation of an individual or a group from the society, and deepens the negative
public image about an individual's group reinforced by stereotypes and prejudices. Finally,

Link and PhenqV ILIWK IHDWXUH LV WKH GHSHQGD Q FotiticRll VWLJP |
power, meaning that it is only possible to stigmatize when one has the power to do so. They
provide an example of a patient in a treatment program for people with seriotas itreass

who tries to create stigma on a staff memibeW(K H S LrQ MuSfAlY 6 ido so as he does

not possess the needed power. Contrary, the staff member, a person on with a higher status

and, consequently, with higher power, can create anchagtiyma to the patief.

Let us now turn to Patrick CorrigghV account on stign®4, which is similar to thé.ink
and Phela§v DV ERWK DFFRXQWV UHFRJQL]JH WKH GLIthBHUHQW L
stigmatization mechanisms. Corriggivnvéstigation of stigma is primarily concerned with
relation to mental ihess and mental health care. The first stage of stigmatization occurs when the
society recognizes in an individual one of the fé6lf XHYSV\FKLDWULF V\8kHSWRPV VI
deficits, physical appearance and labels 7KHVH FXH\icatorslof fhéentwl WKH L C
illnesses, and as such are the first feature which, sequential, produces, a second-process
stigmatizing reactions. Such stigmatization reactions are, accordi@grtman, social, in terms
that they represent collectively agreed nesi@bout some groups of individuals. Further, they are
especially efficient, as they allow people to generate impressions and expectations of individuals
who belong to a stereotypedogp®® The endorsement and use of stereotypes lead to the third
processthat is the development of prejudice as an evaluative resposisch for instance is that

all people with mental iliness are violent and incompetent

62| ink and Phelan, 200R73.
63)bid.

64Corrigan, P.M. (2004). How stigma interferes with mentalthezare.The American psychologist, 59p.
614625.

65see also Corrigan et. al., 2014.
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(Corrigan 2004: 616). The fourth and final process is the discrimination and dis¢omnina

behaviors which manifests as negative actions against the stigngrize®®

Notice that there are similarities in the above mentioned two accounts, both recognizing that
stigmatization is consisted out of many complex features that can sericasty d
stigmatized persofiV Zb¢i@gChrough labeling, stereotypes, ptige and discrimination.
The accountsvere presented as the general framework on the stigma issue in terms of which
the rest of the dissertation is to be understood. | shall now trapecific case of

stigmatization: the stigma related to ASD.

3.3.2. Autism stigma

Diagnosis as a classification enterprise defines boundaries between different disorders,
emphasizing the mission of finding an adequate way to treat and normalizeys@whctions.
However, while the benefits of the diagnostic processeseaognized as valuable, mental health
professionals, as well as activist patient groups, have recognized that diagnosis and categorization
are one of the main causes of stigmatizatidme stigmatization of the mentally ill can be defined
as negative labelg, marginalization and avoidance of certain individuals based on their
diagnosis. In order to understand how the diagnosis of mental disorders and the classification of
one's mentastate leads to stigmatization of patients in society, three key precasserucial.

Ben - Zeev and al. (2010) recognized that mechanisms of stigmatization occur when three

processes are identified: groupness, homogeneity, and stébility.

Groupness maesents the view of a group of people as a unified entity linked bytarce
trait. The diagnosis and categorization of a person’'s mental state are the procedures that separate
individuals with mental dysfunctioning, or with different mental functionjrigsm the general
population (i.e. the majority of society that does exitibit any kind of distorted mental states).
Alongside, by pointing to differences between h b EQR'UBP Q G VRKBWIPDMOKH SUDFWLFH)\
diagnostic labelling add to the saliermfethe mental patient groupness. Seeing all people with a
mental disordeas a unifiedgroup (i.e. the group specified &D E Q R'U RDLAY V Dif&h
almost daily social practice. However, the same practice has been shown to be somewhat used by
the sciatific community as well. Specifically, when it comes to autistic disa,dene looks at all

autistic persons through the prism of stereotypical images of autism, with the

66 Corrigan 2004: 617.

67 BenZeev, Dror & Young, Michael & Corrigan, Patrick. (2018) 6 0-V and the sgma of mental illness
Journal of mental health, 1pp. 31827.
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assumption that each person on the autism spectrum will behave in the same way and have
the same abilities as other individuals on the spectrum. Overgeneralizatioms associated

with a homogeneous understanding of mental disordeas is, with the assumption that all

members of the group will exhibit the characteristics attributed to that §fdeqr. example,

all people diagnosed with autism spectrum dispate "expected " to have the same level of

deficits in social communation or language developmé&dtHull et al. (2017) recognize the
mentioned problem, as well as the impact it has on thebeellg of autistic individuals. The

statement of the pactpant inthe Hullfv VWXG\ RI WKH LPSDFW RI VWLJPL

individuals, depicts the generalization problem autistic individual encounter with:

S6R PDQ\ SHRSOH KDYH D VWHUHRW\SHG YLHZ RI ZKDW
looks like. Theythink people with AS are all geeky, and have little empathy and little

insight. They think people with ASC bore on and on about their pet subject and make
tactless remarks. They d§n’v. UHDOLVH WKDW ZRPHQ ZLWK $6& WH
much more and dbave empathy and insight, and are very careful not to make hurtful
remaks.” +XOO

Stereotyped descriptions of stigmatized groups are in many cases based on the stability of
diagnosed trait. The characteristics and symptoms used to deswilmgoups implicitly
assume the rigidity and immutability of the commlit Such stereotyped labeling in advance
suggests that those diagnosed with a mental disorder are "doomed" to their condition, without
the possibility of progress. As L. A. Tisoné¥ the founder ofAutistics.orgreports, such

practices mark and diredtd quality of autistic lives:

3$XWLVWLF SHUVRQV DUH GLVDGYDQWDJHG DOPRVW IUFR
determine the direction of our lives is taken by presumptions abognition and

perception that simultaneously ignore our abilities andemmreasonable demands upon

our disabilities. We are rejected by our peers, whose bullying is not merely tolerated, but

encouraged, by adults, who themselves may join in the bullying

68Corrigan, 2007.
69See. Lenroot, et.al. 2013.

"OTisoncik L.A. (2020) Autistics.Org and Finding Our Voices as an Activist Movement. In: Kapp S. (eds) Autistic
Community and the Neurodiversity Movement. Palgrave Macmillan, ppe65
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The heterogeneity that characterizes autistic disorder and the diffeeemfestation of
autistic traits in autistic individuals, associated with a lack of basic knowledge of the general
public about this disorder, led to significantly influential negastigmatization of autistic
conditions and deprivation of autistifs T ¥/DfQife.

Most of the time, precisely because they are seen as deviance from normality, beliefs of
autistic persons about their own conditions and experiences are persistarglyisalissed.
The stereotypes and prejudices on autism are groundedunsociety, and are mostly based
on popularization of the autism in the public sphere (for instance, wshbws, novel
characters, public discussion on the increasing number ofyylada with autism, debates on
vaccination, etc.J! The ground stone pbtem with stereotypes and prejudices on autism is
that they allow little consideration of the heterogeneity of the autism spectrum and autistic
individuality. Autism includes varioumedical conditions that vary from one individual to
another, and makingeyeotypes about such condition can be utterly harmful. For example,
because of the popularization of the moRain Man the public image of autism was
equivalent toidiot savant sydrome producing assumptions that all autistic individuals are
savants amh geniuses. Similar assumption that followed media representations was that all the
people on the autism spectrum have extreme talents, to the level of BaWVKESEHU SRZHUV
However that is not the case; the evidence suggests that vast majority it queaple are

not savants, but just autistic Stuart Murray noted that

SWKH LQFUHGLEOH LQFUHDVH LQ DXWLVP QDUUDWLYHYV
films to radio phonens and magazine articles, has arguably not led to a profitable
revision of what autism is. Rather, we might feel that such narratives have overlaid

the condition not with understanding but with the complex desires of a society that
wishes to be fascinatedith a topic that seems precisely to elude comprehension
(Murray, 20084)

,Q WKH VDPH IDVKLRQ )LUWK DQG +DSSp FRQFOXGHG
functioning autistic child from whom it is expected to exhibit savant skills because of her

"IHens et al. (2018) insist that is is the task of the ethics ohatti€onsider the impact of the cultural
representation of the teriD XWLWV®R QJ ZLWK LWV PHDQLQJ DV FRQYH\HG LQ SRSXOI

"25ee. Kendall, 2009.
73 See.Baker,2008.
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condition, the equation of autism with savant skills caguote distressing. This is why | feel
obligated to limit my discussion in this paper and to emphasize that the target group of my
investigations are those individuals who correspandhighfunctioning autism, described

within Level 1 on the severity thresld level.

Media representations of autistic people can, on the other hand, reinforce negative prejudices the
society has when autism is in question. Such are the representatiengistic people as
completely emotionless, unable to love or feel amglof reciprocal emotion and, thus, unloved

by their family members. Another deception about autistic behavior is related to the latter

stereotype, namely to common presumption tiagrgthat autistics are unable to feel empathy,
they are uncontrollablend dangerous for the society at Ia?ée()ther stereotypes depict autistic

people as weird, unsocial and untrustworthy due to their inability to maintain proper social
relationship wih other people, including inability to conduct a conversation or make ey
contact’®> Proper eyegazing is important to social interactions, as gaze behavior play a role in
how we evaluate a person and her testimonies. Wood and Freeth (2016) conducthdam st

how students who have no autistic persons as close friends dy faembers think of autistic
people. The participants were asked to nhame as many autistic stereotypes as possible. The most
commonly mentioned were the following stereotypes: pootiabakills, introverted, poor
communication, difficult personalities oebavior, poor emotional intelligence, high intelligence,
awkward, obsessive and low intelligerf@eThus, the conducted study demonstrated that the
general perception of autisticsnsostly negative, which, consequently, has a serious impact on
the lives & the autistic people. Such, mostly negative, stereotypes and prejudices affect how
society treats autistic persons and how it includes them into everyday relations. This type of
negdive discrimination limits a person in meeting the long and short teamlsgoals, which in

turn results in low selésteem, feelings of guilt and diminished abilities. Autistics are considered
incapable of doing any work, they are ignored, not acceptéml society, marginalized,
excessively controlled and perceived as mstiof their own conditions, which undoubtedly leads

to extreme feelings of isolation, rejection and depression.

Interestingly, it seems that highlighting the heterogeneity of thetrspe as an
important factor in the stigmatization processes; nameadgnitbe speculated that

"4For discussion on the question of correlation of autistic traits and criminal activities, see. Maras et. al. 2015.
75Draaisma, 20009.

"®Wood, C. and Freeth, M2016) Student§ 6 W H U H R W \ S Bo\WrRl lofExubvatianBl Issuet (2). pp. 131

140.
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stigmatization and discrimination increase with severity of condition. The diverse nature of
the autism spectrum, ranging from high to low functioning, markkes way society
perceives an autistic individual, mainly projecting moegative stereotypes to those who are
on the severe end of the spectrum than to those who are considered to be at the less severe
end. The heterogeneity of the spectrum is relevaninirestigating the processes of
stigmatization of autistic people, as thean have traits that are both stereotypic and counter
stereotypic.” Some autistic individuals fit the stereotypes, i.e. certain stereotypes about
autism may be accurate, but its @@ry does not withdraw the generalization to the whole
spectrum. Mentioed practices of attribution of unfit autistic features and inaccurate
expectations lead to inability to be open for recognizing the real cognitive capacities of
autistic persons, antipally, to the practices of downsizing their capacity as a trusted émnow

In response to such unwarranted stigmatization and marginalization, autistic people
have gathered around various activist groups with the goal of promoting the true colors of
auism. One of the most significant amongst is the neurodiversity movembitty brings
together autistic people in the fight for their specific autistic rights. Namely, the
neurodiversity movement aims to break the illusory understanding of what the ynajorit
society considers autism, and to show that autism is a natural variasibincludes many

talents and abilities that makes up the identity of an autistic person.

3.4. The Neurodiversity
3.4.1. From neurodiversity to neurodiversity movement

In the chapter titled3: K\ FBH® \RX EH QRUPDO IRU RQFH LQ \R
ursblemy ZLWK QRWIFHO MWKH HPHUJHQFH RI D QHZX®OWHJIRWHUR
coined a new term to describe the new line of thought born amongst autisadwselates:

3)R Ue, Rhe key significance of the "Autistic Spectrum” lies in its call fad a
anticipation of a politics of Neurological Diversity, or "Neurodiversity". The
"Neurologically Different” represent a new addition to the familiar political categories of
class / gnder / race and will augment the insights of the social model of dligalbhe

rise of Neurodiversity takes postmodern fragmentation one step further. Just as the

T Treweek, C., Wood, CMartin, J. (2018) Autistic peop/V S HUV S HF W L ¥4 Ah Rt€rpkétatieU H R W\ S
phenomenological analysis. Autism. pp. 1333.
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postmodern era sees every once too solid belief melt into air, even our modbtaken
granted assumptions: that we all more or less see, feel, touch, hear, smell, and sort
information, in more or less the same way, (unless visibly disabled) are being
dissolved 6 L Q1LPB8J64).

Steven Kapp (2020) insists on differentiating the concept of neurodiversity and the framework
and activities of the neurodiversity movement. The farmoncept originated from SinggV
writings with desire for explaininghe nonrautistics what it means to be autistic and to have a
neurologically different brain set. In such fashion, as stated by Kapp, the term implicitly refers to

a striving desire foinclusion in education, employment and housing, in addition to recografi

their universal rightg.8 The neurodiversity framework, however, is associated with activist

practices merged with grotlpasedidentity politics that acts as a minority groﬁ%.‘l’he exact
paradigmshifting (from understanding autism as a tragedy utisic pride) event cannot be
determined unequivocally: the impulse to acknowledge the various conditions on the autism
spectrum has occurred through the continued accumulation lofeoblog spheres, forum
discussions and public speaking by members @adielrs of autistic advocacy groups.

In the mid and late 1990s, many of the hfghctioning autistics whose main difficulties were
connected to impairments in social communicatiovehf@und the ideal medium through which
they could speak about their catneh, their daily lives, share their needs and problems

- the Internet. Computers are the communications megiamexcellencdor autistics, as they

allow them to incompase their &iic deficits. It is through the Internet that a new form of
societal goup found their platform. By the early 2000s, official online platforms specializing in
the aspie community, or individuals with Asperger's disorder, were developing r%?)idly.

The malition happened almost unexpectedly among people who were outcastshiblei lives,

social misfits who were perceived by society as "nerds”, "freaks", "loners" and "weirdos". By
finding an adequate platform to enable them to communicate despite riheie isocial
communication deficits, autistic sedflvocates begin to joitogether in a new social movement

that illuminates the understanding of an autistic self and struggles for recognizing autism as a

SQHXURORJLFD ® GIR QHFUHSQFeMilddedvio thie<datXgories Bf class / disability

"8steven Kapp (ed.) 20. Autistic Community and the Neurodiversity Movement: Stories from the Frontline,
Palgrave Macmillan.

79For a discussion on the limits and possibilities of neurodiverse politicaismstisee Runswickole, 2014.

80'I.'he Wrong Planetvas the focal point andine of the leading websites representing the digital voice of the
autism community, with a membership of 62,000 by early 2012.
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/ ethnicity / gender. The strive for recognitioma tendncy to3PRYH GLVDELOLW\ U
realmof medicine into that opolitical minorities, to recast it from a form of pathology to a
form of ethnicity’ (Thomas, 1997:6).

Autistic self advocates counter themselves to "neurotypical people" or NTjngfer the
term they coined in order to stop using the term "normaétytontradictor to their condition.
They premise their condition as a part of their being, inseparable from the person; a condition that
should be respected by a neurological/ neyiogt majority?31 In its core, the neurodiversity
movement orients on ceoiousnessaising, but its ultimate goal is to establish an autistic
community involved in the social, medical and juridical discourses on autism.

Jim Sinclair, the founder of Autis Network International (ANI), was among the first
autistic sefadvocatewho raised concern over the lack of autistic voices in the discussion of
autism. The leading voices in these discussions werautistics, neurotypical stakeholders
(professionalsparents, and caregivers). The correction of such injustice was presented
Sinclair in the light of ANI, an email correspondence list, and then a forum, with the goal of
engaging into autistic discourse, without the influence of neurotypicals. One ofidsie
valuable impacts on the autism conscioaising has been Sincldr essay entitledd' R @ W
mourn forus SXEOLVKHCGITV@WAKVHOBSWWHU ,Q WKH HVVD\ 6LQF(
autistic firsthand experiences to those who experience autismdéeoul + parents and
caregivers. Interestingly, the essay is consideneldeta ground stone of the neurodiversity

movement as it implored society to embrace autistic persons:

3 1 R&utistic people see autism as a great tragedy, and parents experigmzengpn
disappointment and grief at all stages of the cfitd DQG WD®O®LIOHA FLUFOH «
this grief over a fantasized normal child needs to be separated from the fjarents
perception of the child they do have: the autistic child who needs the soppdult

caretakers and who can form a very meaningful relationshipthate caretakers if

JLYHQ WKH RSSRUWXQLW\ « )J)RU WKHLU RZQ VDNH D

urge parents to make radical changes in their perceptions of what autism ffeans

81Jaarsma, and Welin, 2011.

821The essay was published in thetiim Network International newsletter, Our Voice, Volume 1, Number
3, 1993. Retrieved from: https://philosophy.ucsc.edu/SinclairDontMournForUs.pdf. (Accessed on 15th
January 2019)
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This radical change of perspective has led autism advocate to exitifeosphere of online

blogs and forums and create autistic communities that gather autistics, their parents, and
caregivers with the mutual goal of advocating for autism as a waging that is not possible

to separate from the person. This positiveenoh autism challenged the public image of

autistic persons as a personal tragedy, and promoted the true face of autism:

3(DFK RI XV >DXWLVWLF SHUVRQV @clz¢ilR whdrrhbviagesitd UQ WR
function at all in your society, each of ushevmanages to reach out and make a
connection with you, is operating in alien territory, making contact with alien beings. We

spend our entire lives doing this. And then you tellhad ve caTW UH QRIBWHF L W

The neurodiversity movement recognizbe problems of stigmatization of the autism, as

they claim thatt SHRSOH ZLWK DXWLVWLF VSHFWUXP GLVRUGHUYV
victims of society (...), they suffer dm prejudice, ignorance, lack of understanding,
exploitation, verbal abes all this and more from the sector of society which considers itself
socially able83 Similarly, Canguilhem (1989) suggested that the tS@ RUPRQO\ H[LVWYV
in relation to 3 SpWgical +H FRQWLQXHV SEHYWWDWRQFHBKOWQ RI1 S
must be based on prior knowledge of the corresponding normal state (1989: 51), given that

the SQRUPDO RU SK\WLRORJLFDO VWDWH LV QR ORQJHU VLP:
andexplained as fact, but a manifestation of an attachment to some V@8%51). Thus, we

can think of concepts oFQRUPDOLEQRUP DQASH\W KRORIVLWXDWHG ZL
cultural values and social practices. This is why neurodiversity advocatesadhe social

model of disability, which understands disability a®eialy constructed phenomenon.

The main goal of the movement is to change the paradigm from diswmadesorder
based thinking about autism which labels and stigmatize autisii@s,more positive image of
autism, one focused on autistic talents aatkptials. Accepting autistic people as they are, with
their deficits and talents, and insisting on affirmative understanding of diversity, along with
understanding biodiversity asrechness of biological life, are key steps toward embracing the
richnessof brain diversity. Labels deny the opportunities of autistic people and reduce their self

to their disorder, which is understood as a deviation from normality, strongly diminishing

83Grace Hewson3

/HWWHUV WR AMKKH* XGUWR
Cure” QHXURGLY \ F

D
HUVLW RP KWWS Q
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their potential, and the possibility of a positive imageatism. The recognition of various
talents, strengths, abilities and ahligence is the basis for a necessary shift towards a
different thinking about autism, one that will not be oriented solely to deficits but to the more
positive dimensions of this odition. Realizing the importance of the affirmative image of
autism in sciety and the correlation between stigmatization and autistic-bewlh,
neurodiversity advocates insist on the production of a more positive naturalist language (as
opposed to "nemfive" medicalized language) that will clearly indicate the value that
neurodiversity holds for society as a whole.

The neurodiversity movement welcomes a new perspective which describes
individuals acknowledging the diversity across idenl%‘i‘emcluding the diversity in brain

wiring, i.e. neurological diversity. Jaarsmadawelin (2011) recognize at least two central
neurodiversity movement claims:

(i) one related to the idea that there are bwanng, neurological differences among the
human populatio, autism being one of them, and

(ii) one related to demands to recognitio acceptance.

In the broad sense, the neurodiversity claims for acceptance of autistic conditions as a natural
human difference, a variation that should be accepted and toleyatieel fociety in the same

manner as other human differences (e.g. sexdeye race, nationalit;fii.3 In this manner, an

individual diagnosed with Autism Spectrum Disorder is not to be referred as person having
autism, but as an autistic person.

3.4.2. leentity first language

The identitarian issue is followed with a shift language attribution, differingerson
first languageandidentity-first language In the firstperson language a noun referring foesison

or persons precedes a phrase referring tisability (e.g. people with autism). In identiinst
language, the&liagnosis procedes the personhoodin (e.g. autistic persoﬁ?.Even though the

tendency of persafirst language is to treat every referent as a person first, in

84 Robertson 2010
85 Griffin, and Pollak 2009.

86Gernsbacher, M.A. (2017). Editorial Persipee: The Use of the Persdtirst Language in Scholarly Writing
May Accentuate Stigma, Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry 58:7, p. 859.
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the same way as a person withalisabilities, the studies showed that it accentuate
stigmatizatiorﬁ’7 Thus, it is advised to use identfiyst language, as it implies disability

rights and equality. As Gernsbach{2017) notess LGHQWLI\LQJ ZLWK D GLVDELOI
demonstratedotbe associated with improved wellbeing, which is why idetfitisy language

for persons with disabilities is often preferfed 6 KH FRGWERKGNMUO\ ZULWLQJV |

to not use linguistic constructions that accentuate rather than attenuate tlzeastsgoiated
with disabilities’ $ X W tadwichtes "lsdénand for identity first language:

3:KHQ ZH3YPBUVRQ ZLWAKHDXDNLWRDW LW LnvackdghRhaivV X QD W |
a person is Autistic. We affirm that the person has vaheworth, and that autism is

entirely separate from what gives him or kalue and worth. In fact, we are saying

that autism is detrimental to value and worth as a person, which is why we separate

the condition with the word Z L WR3K D V8 O W L Rvbatwke@re saying when we
say3SHUVRQ ZLUWR DDIW RUK He Bdttdr UfRf@ozZARitistic, and that

it would have been better if he or she had been born typical. Wwhetn we say

3SEXW lper¥ém,F ZH UHFRJQL]H DIILUP iv@® VY DGHG W W \ D)V
Autistic person. We recognize the value and tvat that individual as an Autistic

person 2 that being Autistic is not a condition absolutely irreconcilable with
regarding people as inherently valuable and worth something. Wn affie
individualfV SRWHQWLDO WR JURZ DQG PdnidabHity, ah®8 RYHUF
to live a meaningful lifeas an Autistic Ultimately, we are accepting that the

individual is different from nofAutistic peoplesand that thaf V. QRW D WWeDJHG\ L

are showing that we are not afraidashamed to recognize that diface. 88

3.5. Strengths and talents

Strong drive for the neurodiversity framework has its roots in cognitive strengths autistic
persons share, which are not so commonly disusedt @b the same manner as the impairments.

Some of the cognitive strengtlautistic people share are exceptional attention to

87,

Ibid.
883rown, L. 2013. Identiyfirst language; URLhttps://autisticadvocacy.org/abeasan/identityfirst-languae/|
(Accessed 29 Feb 2020)

45



and memory for details, strong drive for systematization by detecting patterns, and the ability
to make more consistent than neurotypicals decisions

While savantism is seen only in a subset of autistic individuals,vensal feature
seen across the autism spectrum is excellent attention to déatilstic individuals show
better performance than neurotypical control participants on tasks guéaterénding figures
embedded in shapes and visual search tasks affegte@chumber of distractions. Participants
with ASC also showed inability to integrate information into a coherent whole. Frith (1989)
suggests that this inability is one of the bdsatures of autism, and she calls it weédk H Q WU D O
coherencé & H Q didsdneR (EC) is the term coined for the everyday tendency to process
incoming information in its context. Autistic people show deftailused processing in which
features are percezd and retained at the expense of global configuration and contextualized
meaning. Children and adults with autism often show a preoccupation with details and parts,
ZKLOH IDLOLQJ WR JUDVS WKH RYHUDOO SLFWXUH +DSSp
claim that it is better to understand it as a cognistyde rather tlan cognitive deficit.

Namely, the author concluded that the attention to local information could, in adequate

settings, be advantageo%?s.

The inability to grasp a coherent whole d@nseen in a positive manner, not as an inability,
but rather as a super ability to process local information. In this manner, Ffitt RULJLQDO
account of weak CC has been altered in three important ways. First, the original failure of
autistic peopleao extract global meaning and form has transformed from a primary pestept
problem to a possible superiority in detimitused processing. Second, the idea of core
cognitive deficit was changed with the idea of processing bias or cognitive style. thiird,
recognition of weak coherence was recognized as one of the pospibttsaof autism. Weak
CCin autism has also been demonstrated in studies that showedbgtetathil drawing style

and facility for copying incoherent figures. Mottron et al. (200tLjese the mechanism for

weak coherence effects at the level of theRhanced perceptual functioning (EPF). According

to this account3SHUV R QV ZL %y HKe DvedepanBenP on specific aspects of perceptual
functioning that are excessively develdpend, as a consequence, mor&atilt to control and

more disruptive tohte development of other behaviors and abilities

Unlike the original definition of the weak coherence account, the EPF account suggests
superiority: Fautism is charactered by the enhancement of several functions that share the

89 appe, 1999218.
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properties of lowlevel processing not necessarily associated with an imbalance between local
and glob&processing

Howlin et al. (2009) argue that ovettard of individuals with autism show unusual skills that are

both abovepopulation norms and above their own overall cognitive functioning. Furter, the
studies have showed that all autisindividuals share3VWLPXOXV RY HUX¥HOHFWLYL
selective gention®® This overselectivity is associated with bias toward locdbimation, and,

as in the case of weak central coherence, this feature can be interpreted in a positive, rather than

in negative xinability oriented manner. The talepased formulabns of the autism spectrum

disorder understood the weak central cohexeas a cognitive processing style rather than a

deficit, due to a superior ability to process local details exhibited through better performance in

the block design and embedded figtests in comparison neurotypical pegé'rs.

BaronCohen et al. (2008) ka proposed aempathizingtsystemizing accourdf autism,

relevant to the weak coherence account and the enhanced perceptual processing account. In
their study, they argue that seng hypersensitivity leads to excellent attention to details and
improvesthe ability to 3 K\ S Hdystemizé ZKLFK O H DxGaged\p&tethDecognition.
Systemizing refers to the drive to analyze and create systems, essential to which is an
attentionto exact detail. There are several types of systematization recogniaetisiics:

sensory systemizing (eating the same food every day, watching the same cartoon over and
over), spatial systemizing (obsession with routes, drawing techniques), numeieaiiging
(obsession with calendars or train tables, solving math pns)lenatural systemizing
(learning Latin words to every plant in the garden, learning the etiology), collectible

systemizing (creating lists and catalogues), and the like.

The hypersystemizing ability autistic people share is to be understoodpasten-seeking

ability, which can

SUHYHDO VFLHQWLILF WUXWKY DERXW WKH QDW&XUH RI U
individual understand how things work. These may be mechlrsystems (like
computers or car engines), abstract systems (like matihes or syntax), natural systems

(like a biological organ, or the weather), collectible systems (like a library or a

90 Lovaas, et al.1979.

91The studies showed that autistic papgaitsexhibit the ability to see parts over wholé Q RWLFLQJ eiyeHU\ VLQJIO
inthe forest VHH +DSSHe %RRWK
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lexicon), or even social systems (like a legal code or a historical chronology). What

was previously dismissed as @REVHVWIR EH YLHZHG PRUH SRVL
SVWURQJ QDUURYZ DL GeMRMBIER YWamessed, can lead the person with

autism orAS to excel in a highly specific field +H FRNQL QXKHV
sense, it is likely that the genes for increasgstesnizing have made remarkable

contributions to human histofy ).

Systemizing, in this context, refers to the ability to analyze and build systems in order to
understand and predict the behavior or social situgﬁoMyers, BarorCohen and
Wheelwright (2004) have listed the following six systems autistics are ttermlilt: (1)
mechanical systems such as machines and tools; (2) natural systems such as biological
processes and geographical phenomena; (3) abstract systems such as mathentaptal co

and computer software; (4) motoric systems suchgiBawing orpiano finger technique;

(5) organizable systems such are used in library catalogue; and (6) social systems such as a

management or a football ted.

Temple Grandin, university profess@and a worleknown autism advocate diagnosed with
AspergeffV V\Q GUjksP ¢he éxample of the cognitive benefits we can gam fautistics.

She revolutionized cattle industry with her design of an objective scoring system for assessing
handling of c#tle and pigs at meat plants. When asked how she, as an aultistic, dekigne
scoring system, she simply replied that it was not despite her diagnosis that she designed the
system, but because of her diagnosis. Her brain is, as she describes it, lixdrawsers that

goes from the specific to the general, mostly in pictusgher than in words, with a fast
systemizing proce&! She advocates cognitive diversity as a crucial epistemological maneuver

for gaining new knowledge from individuals often peved as poor knower, just like she was

perceived at the beginning of hearreer. As Temple Grandin stated, half of Silicon Vaflay JRW

mild autism, they are just avoiding lab&RsSimilar to her though, a recent survey showed

92 BaronCohen, S.2009. Autism: The EmpathizingSystemizing (ES) Theory. The Year in @mitive
Neuroscience: Ann. N.Y. Acad. Sci. 1156, pp-8&8

93 Myers et al. 2004.
94 Grandin, 2000.
95 Grandin, T., 2013. The Autistic Brain: Thinking Across the Spectrum, Mariner Books.

48



that among Cambridge undergraduate students of mathematics, physjoseeang and

Computer Science, mild autism (specifically Asperger's syndrome) is most likely to be’found.

3.6. Conclusion

The aim of this chapter was to provide the necedsacikground information on the
history and current diagnostic picture aftism spectrum disorder. The heterogeneity of the
spectrum is particularly emphasized, however, while recognizing the complexity and value of
all conditions within the spectrum, ihig dissertation | limit myself to cases of mild autism,
that is, those lassified as Level 1 in the impairment severity scale. The stereotyping and
accompanying processes described in the chapter serve to identify tteeddgychallenges
that autistic mdividuals face, but also to highlight how society's perceptions affeauality

of life of autistic community.

96James I. (2003). Singular scientists. Journal of the Royal Society of Medicine, 9689, 36
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4. THE EPISTEMOLOGY OF AUTISM

4.1. Introduction

In the first chapter, laid the foundations for a discussion on epistemic injustices, with
special emphasis on testimonial injustice. As | indicated, the discussion of epistemically
irresponsible behavidras focused on various marginalized groups, but the literature has not
yet recognized the treatment of autistic persons as a paradigmatic example of the practices of
epistemic injustice. Therefore, the aim of this chapter is to focus attention on qeistas
as a group that is vulnerable to epistemic injustices. Injustigemanifested primarily in the
neglection of the cognitive potentials of people with autism, stigmatization, and epistemic
silence. Furthermore, as shown in the second chaptenetim@diversity movement raised
awareness of autism as a condition charazd not only by deficits, but also by numerous
abilities and talents that are the product of precisely the autistic brain. Such activist
aspirations have contributed to scientisearching of the topic of cognitive abilities related
to autism, in istation from deficitfocused analysis that stresses the importance of finding a
cure for autism. Namely, it was the activism of the neurodiversity movement that advocated
for the recogition of cognitive strengths and abilities related to autistic condit(some of
which being abilities for hypesystemizing, detaibriented perception, local information
processing, etc.), which was further investigated and adopted in the formaxdgppliacticed
by medical professionals, psychologists, caregivers, a@hatagional workers. Thus, the
strengthening of autistic voices has resulted idraming the public image of autism,
breaking down stereotypes and prejudices, and fight fatigmaization. The emphasis on
autistic talents and abilities has contributedthe understanding that there is no objective
neurascientific basis for excluding autistic people from the practice of making policies
related to their lives (fought under the noofilothing about us without U that is, we can

conclude, that there i basis for epistemic injustice and epistemic silencing.

In this chapter, | will show that autistic individuals enter realm of groups that are victims of
epistemic injustice. Namgl due to the stigmatization and generalization of autistic experiences,
autistic testimonies are revoked and silenced on the assumption that people with autism, due to
their diagnosis, are inadequate epistemic agents. Once we have established the nmmedlyanis
which acts of epistemic injustice are realized, it is necessaanatyze the ways in which a
neurotypical listener would behave epistemically correctly towards an autistic speaker. The nature

of autistic testimony significantly differs from usuamnmunication
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practices, and epistemic exchange is all the moreafgpédevertheless, the latter is certainly
possible and desirable. Neurotypicals who enter into the testimonial exchange with an autistic
person should not to hold prejudice, buegtimate the trustworthiness of an autistic speaker
without their assessent being infected by overgeneralization. Every conversation situation is

individual, especially when an autistic person is involved.

4.2. Epistemic injustice towards autistic sp@kers97

The notion of epistemic injustice has rapidly expanded areh yecognized in the
epistemic practices of the dominant group towards marginalized minorities. It, therefore does
not come as a surprise the considerable amount of literature oncérban epistemic
practices (knowledge acquisition, trust assessmenjustification) tend to exclude women,
African Americans, and homosexuals from fulfilling their epistemic potential to the fullest.

However, as Kristien Hens, Ingrid Robeyns, and KatriSchaubroec® recognize,

"philosophers have written much less about libese epistemic practices might also affect
people with atypical ways of thinking, such as individuals with autism." (2017: 7). The
purpose of this paragraph is precisely the latievestigated through autobiographical
narratives of autistic persons ade epistemic authority was denied on the basis of prejudicial
judgments. Most examples of practicing such epistemic treatments are focused on the issue of
the value of autistic seleports, which, as feminist epistemology has shown for female

speakers, apresent epistemic value because of their unique insight and perngctive.

Autistic testimonials constitutive a potential source of knowledge, and from theiepelts,

we can ga valuable insights into the individual needs and experiences of thgicauti
speaker, but also about autistic experiences in general. By incorporating autistic perspectives,
we strive for diversity and pluralism in the production of knowledge, and tlogmgon of
valuable informants who should enjoy participation in epigterativities as equal members.

97Thetopicofepis’[emF LOQMXVWLFH GLUHFWHG WRZDUGV DXWLVWLF LQGLYLC
%DUXQpLU

98Hens, K, Robeyns, |, Schaubroeck, K. (2039)K H H W K L F VPRilbsbpky\CloMpas2019; 14: e12559
99 Medina, 2013.
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| have shown how society, bgrojecting common stereotypes and prejudices, perceives
autistic persons, whilst the stigmatization of autistic persons directly affects the assessment of
their epistemic authority. Many regsrof epistemic disqualification can be found in autistic
selfreports written on online blogs or online forum posts. As already stated, the internet is a
medium for communication of autistic persons, while online forums and blog spheres can be

a good sowe of autistic testimonials. Gathering in online communitiegiséc people

generally share their daily activities, interests, and experiences in different situations, with a
frequent topic in online forum discussions being precisely how neurotypicplepbehave

when in a presence of a person with mild autismSAsna Davies reports, such interactions

are complicated, with a heavy burden of consistent effort to hid§ ¥neD X WLVWLF EHKDY

attempt to prove she does not fit the presumed steredippes being autistic:

3/LIH LV GLIILFXOW |Rom&HITDIWY QHIXW PRWWFRI P\ OLIH Et
or rejected because of perceived social failings. It is difficult trying to keep up with
conversations because my brain processes informatimne slowly, and people don't

realize | need a few extra sedsrto reply. It's difficult being in sensory overload because
fluorescent lights exist (they wouldn't if autistics were the majority). | put in extra effort

compared to most for every outingieey social interaction, everything | do, yet | still do

not meet the appropriatet VW DR OB WEHILQHG E\ QRY'DXWLVWLF SHRS

Neurotypical individuals often do not understand the conditions described above, which represent
a large part of autistiexperiences. The latter results in epistemic errors. In tes@nexchange,

two deviations in assessing speaker credibility are potential. Some instances of such deviations
are the cases described above, that is, instances where we underestimatéeins spedibility

and harm him or her as a cognition. On tHeeothand, there are cases where we overestimate the
speaker's credibility. Both cases, interestingly, can be found within the research into the practices
of epistemic assessment of the credipibf autistic speakers. Specifically, as noted in Chapter
Two, the history of autism is marked by changes in diagnostic criteria and diagnostic labels, such
that the DSM5 unifies all conditions from the spectrum under one name, eliminating previous
diagnostic labels such as Asperger's syndrome, autism, and pengesrelopmental disorder.
Interestingly, although such labels have been abolished and are no longer used in medical

practice, stereotypes related to former

100Shona Davies, 2018. Why | hate Aumh; URL]http://www.thinkingautismguide.com/2018/07/whylo-notthate
[autism.iml {Accessed4.04. 2020.).
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diagnostic conditions arstill present. In this way, society makes a big difference in the
treatment of those individuals whose diagnosis corresponded to the Asperger syndrome label
and to individuals whose label indied that they were in some other position within the
autism spctrum. People diagnosed with Asperger's syndrome were more likely to experience
a problem of overestimation of credibility by neurotypical individuals, since the stereotype

associated with saisyndrome was positively charg%%ll. Because of the social iga and
popular culture, people with Asperger's Syndrome are thought to be savant with extremely
high intelligence and unusual talent, especially in the fields of mathematics and physics.

Autistic selfreports indicate that they have often beéily L F W LRRVerestimation by
neurotypicalndividuals throughout their lives:

Overestimation due to my autism diagnosis being known does happen a lot as well.
People have often assumed | am matheniptigdted. | dabble in mathematics, but |

am far from gifted.’loz,

3/ DVW ZHHN DW ZRUN P\ ERVV DVNHG MHadynamERXOG S
logo. I don't do programming, and my function in the studio is a graphic designer and

type designer, butroaccount of my autism it is assumed | can progf};ﬁlﬁ“

The latter cases also represent epistemic deviations and errors, but they are not cases of epistemic
injustice. Cases in which we overestimate the speaker's credibility do not offend the speaker's
epistemic status. A specific feature of epistemic injustice his tinderestimation, not the
overestimation, of the speaker's credibility. The core of epistemic error is the ethical error caused
by prejudice that results from a common social imaginativeonatlated to social identity. The
example above clearly indies the epistemic treatment that autistic individuals encounter in
testimonial exchange. Due to the stigma that autism carries, presented in the previous chapter,
autistic persons are abolishefl epistemic authority and reduced to the level of-omdibe

speakers who do not understand the world around them nor their own needs and experiences. The
idea that autistics have difficulties expressing their experiences in natural language hamled to

examination of autistic experiences in general. Jim Sn(ail3), in

101Schriber, R. A., Robins, R. W., & Solomon, M. (2014). Personality andresstfht in individuals with autism spectrum

disorder.Journal of personality and social psychole@®6(1), 112:4.30.

102https://WWW.quora.com/D<neurotypicaIszvho-don%E2%80%99know—that—y0u-areautistic—
underestimatgou-a-lot

103https://WWW.quora.com/D<neurotypicalszvho-d0n%E2%80%99knovv—that—y0u-areautistic—
underestimatgou-a-lot
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this manner stressed an important issue of the ways professionals pistgneic status of
autistic persons. Noting that autistic persons are often excluded from epistemic practices
designed to contribute to the interpretations of autistic experiences, he ingoduce
phenomenon of thé V Fh@riating zoo exhibit

3,1 D Qstib pevgon is willing to answer personal questions and share her life story,
do not overgeneralize and assume that what this one person reports about her own life
is true for all autistic pgae. People do this a lot, and it causes misunderstandings and

difficulties when they encounter other autistic people who féh PHHW WKHL

preconceptions’.104

In this phenomenon, adult autistics explain their experience to the professionals, who,,later on
use those insights as resources for understanding autiggdemnces of others, especially autistic

children. Sinclair stressed that the problem lies within the practices of overgeneralization of
autistic experiences and of diminishing the unique vafuibe questioned subje%:?.‘r’When adult

autistics are provitig testimonies, Sinclair continues, they are not treated as subjects worthy of
interaction, but as some type of prototypes of general autistic experiences. Their narratives are
used only to ougeneralize autistic experiences with the assumption thattsegioa one person

are true for all autistic people. Thus, when an autistic person does not follow what is thought to be
a standardized autistic experience, her testimony is being rejectedsasdnd her ability to
express her experiences as defaultSAkglair reports, his testimony is often silenced, while his

autistic condition is highlighted:

AO\ FUHGLELOLW\ LV VXVSHFW 0\ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI
and my peceptions of events are not considered to be based in réfjitsationality

is questioned because, regardless of intellect, | still appear odd. My ability to make
reasonable decisions, based on my own carefully reasoned priorities, is doubted
because | dn't make the same decisions that people with diffgoentities would

make.” (2013: 298)

104 Sinclair, J. in Ellermann, M. S,QWHUYWwithz  Jim Sinclair” URL:

https://www.autism.se/RFA/uploads/nedladningsbara%20filer/Interview_with_Jim_Sinclair.pdf
(Accessed July 5th 2020).

105sinclair J. (2013 3HUV RayB0O IHY (ULF 6F KRS O Hsihol QighFubdtidnitlg IndiMiduals
with Autism, Springer, Boston, 2013, pp. 2999.
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The justification of extending distrust towards autisticspas is not as simple as it appears,

given that autism is hetggeneous disorder and the trustworthiness of an autistic speaker is
individual. However, the latter does not withdraw that autistic people should be, on basis of
their condition, marginalized'dm the process of testimonial exchange all together. | stand
that the hearer in the testimonial exchange between a neurotypical and an autistic person
ought to preserve herself from assessing distrust based on prejudices and stereotypes, and
focus on findhg an adequate way of communicating with a person on therspect
Therefore, the failure to extend trust to autistic people cannot be justified in cases where the
assessment of the speafe WUXVWZRUWKLQHVYVY LV LQIHFWHG E\ SU
hearer has about the speaf&f PHGLFD O FR Q G L Wdide®and &t&fe¢bQpay &bbuv SUH
autism are grounded deeply into social imaginary, autistic people are often victims of
testimonial injustice. As Sinclear pointed, autisficsW HV W L P R Qit elwh doreiiRoosy W K H
are often rejected as untrustworthy if they wot fit into the general autistic experiences.
Autistic individuals are, as well, often treated as untrustworthy in the cases of science
progression, especially in the processes of knowlgugduction on autism. While autistic
persons are perceived astustworthy (with an assessment based on stereotypes and
prejudices) or even completely silenced, the-aofistics, the neurotypicals, are given the
credibility to testify about the experiezsand needs of autistic people. The latter is, | believe,
probably the most endured case of testimonial injustice towards autistic individuals. Needless
to say that nomautisticsfunderstandings of needs and experiences of persons on the spectrum
are poorand sometimes even inadequate, which can reflect in challengascessing

appropriate treatments for health problems related to autism.

The identity prejudices neurotypicals have about autistics and their experiences, often combined
with insufficient knowledge regarding the nature of autism in general, lead hotatestimonial
injustice, but to the general failure in communication. In the case of autistics, it is fair to say that
miscommunication is not the fault of autistic speakers or neurotyipézakrs, but the reason for
miscommunication lies in the lackf hermeneutical resources. There are two types of
hermeneutical injustice: the first is when a subject lacks understanding of her experience, and the
second when a subject understands her reqpee, but lacks interpretive resources to explain
those expeences to others. In the case of autistics, it is fair to say that miscommunication is not
the fault of autistic speakers or neurotypical hearers, but the reason for miscommunication lies in
the lack of hermeneutical resources. Autistics are disadvantagith the hermeneutical

resource system of neurotypicals, and this is why | call upon D§tson
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solution to epistemic violence in the form of recognizing different needs a specificlgasup
Autistics are, because of their communicative difficujtigalnerable in the process of
linguistic exchange as the audience fails to meet their linguistic needs. Therefore, a hearer
who wishes to understand the specific experiences of autistics teeeaske an effort to

enter into an interpretative frameworkagpted to their communication system. Fricker, to
correct hermeneutical injustice, calls 8KHUPHQHXWLHADB NMXWWHEBHVWHPLF

sensitivity towards the attempt of the speaker communicate with given available
hermeneutic resources, rattthan rejecting the testimony as nonsefSehe testimonies of

autistic persons can add a different dimension to understanding the disorder and advance the
needs and interests of peopletwthe autism diagnosis. Personal autistic perspectives and
testmonies can provide insightful access to parents, caregivers and therapist to the person's
developmental differences, their everyday experiences, their needs, their difficulties, and
strength.However, it is up to the neurotypical audience to exhibit gragguiate reciprocity

in the testimonial exchange practices, and to meet the needs of neurodiverse autistic speaker.

4.3.What is testimony?

4.3.1. The broad and the narrow view

Our knowkdge, to a great extent, depends upon testimonies of othde p@égp could
never posses the range of knowledge without others, given that our experiences and/or our
cognitive abilities are limited. For instance, we know that the Moon orbits around theoEar
that Paris is the capital of France because we leare faots from testimonies of scientists,
teachers, and professors. The same follows for more complex knowledge formation: in
everyday practice we rely on information provided by experts becvaeiseknowledge that
some knowledge go beyond our personal depees. We all have different interests and
specialize in different fields, inevitably becoming more competent informants than others.
This is why we rely on testimonies of people with différerpertise. The basic idea behind
the knowledge acquisition rihugh testimonies is that knowledge is transferred from the
person who possesses the knowledge and who offers that knowledge through the testimony

informant or speakerto the person who deaot possess that knowledgeearer.

106 Fricker, 2007:169.
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To understand how testimonies of others are vital for our knowledge acquisition, we need
to define what precisely counts as testimony? Does the statém$t D EHD XWLD QGO GD\
the satement3 & X U U H&Pe/i@ apyroximately 1,886 artificialedites orbiting the Earth.
both count as testimony? It seems that the second statement provides us with new knowledge,
while the first only reflects speakv DWW LW XGH 3K LdiifBrWWRuiBdéistadin@ D F F R X C
whatexactly counts as testimony. Riwe purpose of this paper | shall explore what account

of testimony presents the best framework for discussion on autistic testih®hies.

One of the first philosophers who defines the conoépestimony was C. A. J. Coady,

according to whom:
S testifes by making some statement that p if and only if:
S{V VWDWLQJ WKDW S LV HYLGHQFH WKDW S DQG LV RIIHL
2. S has the relevant competence, authority, or credentials to statéhét p

3. S Matement that p is relevant to some disputatheesolved question (which may or

may not be whether p) and is directed to those who are in need of evidence on theé Matter.

Such narrow accouht® seems to cover cases that are not featly met in our everyday

epistemic practices. CoafiyvV V S I3 sNiR Euch casepar excellenceof reliable informant,

given that she provides testimony that is by definition reliable source of justified belief. Also,
testimony can be an epistemic saunwithout the speakdrV LQWH QW LRW HASR VBAHH RIQH
source.For our discussion on epistemic injustice towards autistic speaker, such definition of
testimony is too narrow by far. Namely, since autistic speakers have difficulty expressing their
conditions, experiences, and needs due to impairments in communic@@dy's narrow

definition would not count their statements as valid testimonies. In fact, Coady's definition seems

to be so narrow that it would not capture most of thetdalay testimoniaéxchanges.

1071 this brief review of different accounbf testimony, | rely on Jessica Lackgy E [RBRhNng from
Words, as it gives a great outline of the current positions in the epistemology of testimony.

108(30ady, C. A. J. (1992). _Testimony:Philosophical Study_. Oxford University Press, p. 42.
109 jennifer Lackey refers to CoadyV DFFRXQW DV 7KH 1DUURZLadkeyz2608 7HVWLPRQ\ 6HH
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Contrary to Coady, Elizabeth FrickéP embraces the broad view on testimony and claims
that

3 L Wuld &early be a mistake to define the link of testimony sbdhdy those occasions
on which knowledge is successfully communicated count as instances of it. What we want is
the notion of a type process such that on its favourable exercises knowlédgesnsitted.
This will leave, for example, cases where the kpeas lying, or is mistaken, as

(unfavourable) instances of testimony ) ULFNHU

She defines testimony is an act of communication?®8 HOOLQJV Z4HWMERIDOO\
restrictiors eitrer on subject matter, or on the spedkdf HSLVWHPLtF UHODWLRQ WR
7). Such testimonial exchange is, however, unburdened by the additional need that the
speaker's testimony has to be adopted as evidence, with the role to resolve theassues th
audience is in need of. Hence, the act of testimoniehange is therefore simplified and

reduced to the act of telling.

Ernest Sosa! also embraces the broad view and holds flat EURD G VH QVH RI WH

that counts posthumous publicaticms H{[ DPSOHYVY « UHTXLUHV RQO\ WKDW L
someond] VoWgh{s or beliefs, which they might direct to the world at large and to no one in
particular.”

Sosa, thus, includes expression of thoughts into the scope of testimony. Accordimeg t
Fricker and Sosa what counts as testimony is much vhderwhat Coady suggests. Namely,

the speaker who offers testimony does not need to have her testimony as an evidence that
should resolve the questions of the hearer; rather, the act of tegtisndefined only as the

act of telling.

4.3.2. LackeyfV GtlenL Q

Some philosophers acknowledged that Cdaty DFFRXQW RI WHVWLPRQ\ ZDV

also criticized the broad view according to which every act of communication is to be

110 Fricker, E. 1995. Telling and Trusting: Reductionism and Agdudtionism in the Epistemology of
Testimony. Mind 104, pp. 39811

111 Sosa, E. 1991. Knowledge in Perspective: Selected Essays in Epistemology. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
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accoured as testimony. In such fashion, Peter Gratimstated that LW VKRXOG EH QRW
mere statements are not testimony. SayingvV LV D.RLVHQEBBA XVXDOO\ WDNHQ

about the weather (though it is, when said by the weatherman). Repehahgou have

already said over and over does not count dsrtesy either, unless you have forgotten each
previous utterance OLF KD H &3notedthiad WK H X W W H U D QFH RI D
serves not only to express a thought, and to refetrtdgtavalue, but also to assert something,

namely that the thaght expressed is true, or that the trutttue referred to is truth

298). In a similar spirit, Jennifer Lacl<je]§71 makes distinction between entirely non
informational expressions ofdhght and testimony. The reason for this distinction liesen th
concern that the broad view of testimony is simply too wide. Lackey believes we need to find

a balance between acts of communication that are completely uninformative and testimonies
that canconvey knowledge. She provides a preliminary definition dintesy as it follows:

37 6 WHVWLI\ WKDW S E\ PDNL Q@ij abd@n F W gait) ARiIRERX QL F D W
ofafV FRPPXQLFDEOH FRQWHQW 6 UHDVRQ@QEhEM\ LQWHC
or (2)ais reasonably taken as conveying the infdramep.

Lackey further claims that testimonies can be a source of new beliefs for listeners, even if the
speaker does not have any intention of being an epistemic source. Ndraelgopts the concept
of an act of communication broadly, inmes that3sLW GRHV QRW UHTXLUH WKDW W
communicate to others; instead, it requires merely that the speaker intend to express
communicable content 7 KH Oddst VinHstd4e, thims a belief based the
testimony of tle speaker/author, even if the speaker/author does not have intentions to share any

communicable content. Knowledge is, in such process, acquired through testimonies, when
speakers transmit thebeliefs, i.e. when they possess and offer the knowledgeeietiqu.115

Lackey describes this testimonial chain through the metaphor depicting the chain of people who
pass the bucket of water down to the next person, where there must be at leastaméhaters
acquires water from other source. Similarly, each sgreakthe chain can transmit knowledge

only if he or she possesses the knowledge in question, and where is at least one speaker who

acquires knowledge from another souttfThe goal of suchesstimonial chain is

112Graham, P. J. 1997. What is Testimorijffe Philosophical Quarterly 47, pp. 2282.
113 pummett, M., 1981Frege: The Philosophy of Languadgecond Edition, London: Duckworth.
114 ackey, J. 2006. The Nature of Testimony. Pacific Phjjbgzal Quarterly. 87. 177197.
115,,..
Ibid.
116 | ackey, 2008.
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not act as an conversational filler (which can be one of the roles cinfammational

expressions of thought), but to convey information.

Lackey further stresses an interesting point: shensldhat all the accounts of testimony
failed to recognize theerds of the hearer or the receiver of the information, instead focusing
solely on the speakéfl.7 Thus, she introduces the difference betwéestimony as an
intentional activity on the part othe speakerand testimony as a source of belief or
knowledgedr the hearer She refers to them &stestimonyone which* FDSWXUHV WKH VH:
which testifying requires some intentions on the part of the speaker to convey information
(2008: 31), and-testimonyin which:D KHDUHU PD\ WY NDHF \WmEnsdi@ s U
conveying information comprising multiple propositions

Why is it important to make this distinction? Well, for one thing, such distinction
differentiates the dualistinature of the testimonial exchange process in order to spheify
conditions that both parties must satisfy. The dualistic acdpuntY DOXH OLHV LQ WKH
of both speaker§ DQG KWHBYEHVWWHPLF UROH LQ WKH W]|-1|8VT\hF,‘LPRQLD(
second importance dhis account lies in the recognition thaininformational statements

could also be counted as testimoniesitas WHVWLPRQ\ GRHVY QRW GHSHQG RC
speaker but, rather, on the needishe hearer /D F N H\ 187).Her dualistic account of

testimony recognizes speaker testimams transmission of information with reasonable
intention to convey the information thpt on the one hand, and hearer testimony, on the

other, which captures cases where testimony is a safrciew knowledge, but without
testifierfV L Q W H Q VisteR@Q sdviReft¢ rel&/ant knowledge.

As Lackey concludes:

3)RU HYHU\ VSHDNHU $ DQG KHDUHU % % MXVWWNILHGO\
testimony that p only if: (1) B believes thaon the basis of the content of&V¥ WHVWLPRQ\
that p, (2)A § testimony that p is reliable or otherwise truth conducive, and (3) B has

appropriate positive reasons for acceptinf 8 WHVWLPRQ\ WKDW S

For the purpose of my discussion omsggmic deviations in form of failure of attributing
credibility to autistic speakers, the third condition is of special importance. Namely, condition

17 pid.

118 | ackey, 2006:187.
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(3) refers to the hearer's role of adequately accepting the sfedistimony while having
positive reasons, i.e. without defeatdrat could undermine the reliability of the speaker. |

am particularly interested which account is more appropriate for discussion on autistic
testimonies and their reliability: the broad tesiny account or the account provided by
Lackey. The insistencen the roles of both the speaker and the hearer in the process of
testimonial exchange makes Lakey's account eligible for discussion, especially since in the
communication with an autistic En the role of the hearer, who must engage in non

ordinary teimonial exchange, is crucial.

4.3.3. Adtistic testimony

Autistic language is very economical, although it is often referred ®SSRRU ODQJXDJH
as the instrumental requests are ofteriead through short declarative stateméntsSuch
language isused for the purpose of intentional transmission of information, most often the
expression of needs and requé‘g@.Further, | would like to stress that autistic persons often

do engage in s&imonial exchanges practices with intention of transmittifigrimation. The

latter can be traced in everyday relations with a person with a mild autism, autistic
autobiographical narratives, lectures on autism given by autistics and autistic activist
staements within the neurodiversity movement. For instance, there doubt that with the
statement: 3 lothing about us without i's DXWLVWLF SHRSOH DUH WUDQVPI
adequate chance to participate in shaping public policies related ticantitters. Moreover,

when Temple Grandif! writes 27 H D F KeddJtd u@derstand how autistic people think.

How I think is different from howAQRUPHSIKORSOH WKLQN KHU WHVWLPRQ\ L
informative because it offers a valuable autistic psr8pe and insights. Clearly, such cases

are similar, but notguivalent to cases in which testimonial exchange takes place between

two neurotypical persons, given that autistic speakers have difficulties understanding another
persoffV SHUYVSHFWnuviee¥orDrnedds bé&tfuse the) DYH GLIILFXOW\ NQRZ|
he or she has the responsibility to give the communication partner sufficient information to
understand the message. In addition, he or she may have difficulty surmising what
information the parter already has and what new information is neéde® L H J H5O13).

gjegel, 1996.

120 prgjock and Wolf 2012.

121Grandin, T. 2007. Autism from the Insideducational Leadershijg=ebruary 2007 | Volume 64, Number 5, pp-329
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On the other hand, ¢ne are frequent cases of testimonies of autistic personsiam wh
there is no aim of conveying information, nor do such individuals themselves have this
intention. Rather, in such cases, autistic persons enter into a communication act without
regarding fo the presence of the listener and his or her interests. onpe, there are
frequent instances where an autistic person repeatedly talks about his or her narrow interests
without considering the listener's need for information. One can talk abowt fraits or
calendar or quantum physics without taking intodgbeount the conversational context or the
needs of the listener. Martha Nussbaum, describing her relationship with her nephew Arthur
who has Aspergef V. VIQGURPH ZULWHYV

3+H >$UWKXUIl@heOd® aliksditsBriol by now he has impressive knowledgeheirt
workings. | could talk with Arthur all day about the theory of relativity, if | understand it as
well as he does. On the phone with Art, itisalways L $XQWJ ODQW KDKHi®e ULJKW L

latest mechanal or scientific or historical issue thasicinates him

From the latter we can read what does it mean that autistic§ laRODWHG IURRUWKH Z
SHJRF H]ézwrbdy fhave a hard time understanding the needs ofsofpemarily emotional,

but also communicative), and this is i is important to accentuate the role of the hearer in
such exchanges. As autistic speakers fail to recognize the needs of neurotypical hearers, they
often do not understand the true meandfighe information transmitting processes. They often
not only talk about themselves and their specific interests, but also have tendency tt talk

themselves or talking out loud without any specific recipjréﬁrAutistic persons who are on the

higher end of the spectrum tend to talk aloud to self in public sibuati while being completely

unaware that others can hear them. Batohen (2005) recognized that the latter is a common

feature of Aspergef V.V \ Q GrdiRhRatHEs source lies in the lack ofgathy.Namely, empathy

is an important factor in achieving @ communication, as talkkingpWw SHUVRQ GRHV QRYV
as a fulfilled communication act. Empathy implies that the speaker and the hearer are both
sensitive to each other's communicative dseeits is an initiator and maintainer of the
conversation ag idrives us to ask about the listener's views and opinions, his experiences and

needs. Contrary to neurotypical population, autistics have the so célldd Udegree

empathy'124, and they faito employ it in communication acts as well. This is why they

122 c1ith, 2006.

123BaronCohenanalysestheteri*rDXWLI\lUHQP LWV HDKWWPRMRKLQ WKH FRQWH[W RI HIRFHQWULVP 6t

BaronCohen, 2005.
1241hiq.
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feel more comfortable talking to themges: they understand themselves, they do not have to

read diffeent social cues oFFD'UBIER XW W KH OIL¥Y et Qpatbdywth& khakE@rdical

speaker invested in conversational tteking, making both parties invested in adjustment of
convers#éon and its course. In the second chapter | noted that astiatk theory of mind which

enables them to figurenefV WKRXJKWYV DQG IHH tohtéxds, thgir EoRe(@¥uaitkeV D W L R (
and their facial expressions, which is a set of skills that iy vewportant in proper
communication acts. Nevertheless, evesutjh autistics are HJRFH QVQUWK LY PDQQHU |,
they can be valuable informants, even in cases where they talk to themselves. For example,
Arthur talks to his aunt about the quantum giby as if she is not on the other end of the phone,

but that @es not imply that she cannot learn something new from his testimony. Likewise,
focusing on understanding what autistic person is talking about when she talks to herself can open
new horizons lbout her intrinsic self, her true feelings and needs. It ctwelda means of
understanding what is truly like to la@ autistic, to live a life® F R O RalitiHa@tistic experiences.

| wish to note that the sefélk autistic practices and their relevance similar to the example of

a man talking to himself in his rag not knowing that his neighbours can hear him, described by
Lackey.125 Namely, Lackey acknowledges that the case in which Davis is engaged in a soliloquy

in his room, and someone in the neotdm overhears what he is saying, without him being aware

thathe has a listener, such a soliloquy qualifies as an act of communication since he intends to
express communicable content but does not intend to commutf€dteleem that the same is

appliedto autistic speakers who, because they lack empathy and/al sogimunication skills,
possibly may not intend to communicate, but, nevertheless, do intend to express content (e.qg. their
needs, interests, experiences, etc.).

In this regard, | consider kt&ey's account broad enough to cover relevant aspects of the
transmission of testimony, especially when referring to the testimonies of autistic persons.
Her account recognizes the dual nature of testimonial exchange and the role of both speaker
and the harer. The latter is especially valuable in the -oodinary teimonial exchange
between autistic speaker and neurotypical hearer. In such exchange the autistic speaker either
has difficulties understanding communication context and h§arerF R P P X QeddD WL R Q

difficulties expressing the relevant information tber subjects through conventional

125 ackey, 2006: 188.

126)iq.
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communication means. Thus, it is the role of the hearer to recognize such autistic needs and
to extract the relevantfiormation of autistic testimonies.

4.4. Assessing trustwottiness

Given that the speaker enjoys the privileged epistemic status and the infeasibility of
the hearers to verify speale¥ FUHGLELOLW\ RU WKH YHUDFLW\sRI WKH
put in an unfavorable epistemic position. The reliancédaxe on other peopfeV WHVWLPRQ\ |

based on an epistemic need derived from epistemic deperjtaén'éleerefore, we depend on
the person who owns the information and can convey it to us. Téstiou of ascribing

reliability to speaker§ WHVWLPR@QdsHMne X1QBeH tebtral discussion in the
epistemology of testimony, with two opposing campsluctionismandnonreductionism

The earliest origin of such division in opinion is found in Humnd Reid. Namely, Hume
recognized the important role of testiny in knowledge acquisitions, as he notes tHfaKHUH LV QR
species of reasoning more common, more useful, and even necessary to human life, than that
which is derived from the testimony ofem, and the reports of eyewitnesses and spectators

(1977: 74).Given that testimony is an indirect source of knowledge, Hume insists that the
justification of someon§V WHVWLPRQ Y \RiQeOof usikgLdifétt/sobrces khowledge.

Hence, Humd V c@uRt is reductionist, as it reduces testimonial based jwadidit to a
combination of perception, memory and inferentidsed justification. Hence, the justification

of testimony isa posteriori.Contrary,35HfIG SRVLWLRQ LV Wadtdditorth@untd VVHUW L
shown otherwise; whereas Hume implies thatcBpeevidence for its reliability is needéd
(Stevenson, 1993: 433). Thus, according to-remtuctionism, whoserigins are found in the

works of Reid, testimony is just as basic a sourcefofimation as direct epistemic sources, such

as perception an(hemory.128 The main focus of such positions is the question of epistemic

responsibility in processes of attributing trust to oteoplef ¥stimonies. Clearly, in a situation
where we have tassess whether a person's testimony is true, that is, insheneijs assessment
situation, the listener is in an epistemically risky situation since she does not have sufficient

information about the testimony itself to assess its

127E0r a valuable dis@sion on epistemic dependence, see. Hardwig, 1985.

128E0r the detiled debate on reductionsim vs non reductionism see. Lackey, 2011.
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verification. In such a situation, the listener must make an epistemic decision about the potential
acceptance of thenformant's testimony, but must find evidence to support hasidador it to

be epistemically r# SRQVLEOH 6 QGDHPIGEADRMIULMLE LQ OLJKW RI WK
problem, aligns with a position calledidentialismwith respect to testimony. Nanyelaccording

to the evidentialist position a hearer is epistemically justified in accepting stimaay of a

speaker only if she has the evidence that supports such acceptance as rational and justified. In
such an account, the hearer must have suffigeidience to show confidence in the speaker and

her testimony. The question, however, is whatevig does one need?

Two options are possible: (1) the hearer must have such evidence to support the content of
what the speaker claims, and (2) the hearestrhave such evidence that indicates the moral

and HSLVWHPLF FKDUDFWHUSambdW KB VSHWHNNMWYY 3ULMBEKDVL
hearer isalways in an inferior position to the speaker since he does not have the information
available to the speakeTherefore, we are left with an option (2). Arsessment of the

epistemic and moral character implies that the hearer has empirical and inferential evidence
that the speaker is a trustworthy person. Because of our long history of engaging in
testimonial exchange SUDFWLFH\DPBU&AMNMD FR @ lafeX kVevaliate
acceptability of testimomis. Wedo this with the help of background beliefs and the context in

which the testimonial exchange is set e

The past history of interactions withhetr people and the testimonial exchanges in whieh w

had the opportunity to evaluate what kind of informant we were talking about, taught us how

to evaluate the speaker in an adequate manner. There are common practices that reveal when
a person intentionigl speaks false testimonials that we, as listereas,recognize precisely

because of constant testimonial interactions. In certain situations, there is a clear tendency to
prescribe credibility to the testimony of the speaker, without overuse of episteohs. It

VHHPV REYLRXV D-Savay®dWHG E\ 3UWKDW RXU DWdWdrWXGHV
will we search for additional evidence about a passgMy FUHGLELOLW\ ZKHQ ZH LC
directions to museum. However, we can imagine oursetvesdituatio where a passerby
intentionally givesus the wrong information about the location of the museum. Clearly, such

a scenario is not something we often encounter in epistemic practices in our daily life, but it
might be sufficient to reconsiderehease withwhich we attribute trustworthiness inich

practices. For Elizabeth Fricker, enhancing the credibility of the speaker should not be as

293 yLeMRDUALMD 6 (YLGHQF)LMROR | ¥R DL LSRABW|BHAEFEBID M D
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generalized given that the speaker's trustworthiness depends on the local circumstances of each
particular case of testimony. Precisely, Frickeatest that trying to make undiscriminatory

generalization about the reliability is no less of a mistake thgng to, for example, formulage

single general statement about how dark pebpe KDLU RU KRZ PDQ\'¥KLOGUHQ Wt

Generalization lead® considerable epistemic consequences, such as taking into account the
testimony of a speaker who intesrially wants to deceive us precisely by using an epistemic

practice in which we do not expect it (example of lying passerby).

Lying, one must admitis a part of our everyday social interactions. Many-werbal bodily
behaviours such are egaze aversio, postural shifts, nervous smiling or unusual blink rate are
commonly understood as links to deceit. We trace those unusual behavior rather guigkdy;

100 milliseconds are enough to make a first impression of a novel face and form a
trustworthines¢>? By making such rapid evaluation we form an attitude whether we should

avoid or approach the perceived person and whether we should attributetihisiess to that
SHUVRQ $DOBDUBINMD SRLQWivofRethgnizMX &Kadequiit® Ehfornas

acquired through everyday social practi&%stowever, | would like to point out those cases in

which the assessment of the informant's trustwoess differs greatly from the common practice,

in particular the cases in which a neurotypical speakesudience assesses the credibility of
speakers diagnosed with autism. As shown above, neurological development is different in
children with autism,which is reflected in their different, often unusual behavior and
communication skills, which can be inpeeted by a neurotypical person in a wrong manner.
Namely, | would like to point out that the epistemic practices of evaluation of the speaker, which
we have brought to the level of automation, can be very damaging in cases of assessing the
credibility of an autistic speaker. The cases of autism presented imédceautism

- are characteristic when it comes to communication skills precisely becaasgaufd to

very good developed language, but with difficulty in using and understandingenioal

cues. Tl deficits in understanding social practices and gesticular behaviors of others often
make autistic speakers seems like they are lying or cannotuiudlgrstand the experiences

they are referring to.

130k ricker, E. (1995). Critical NoticeVind, 104414), new series, 39811.

131Wi||is, J., & Todorov, A. 2006. First Impressions: Making Up Your Mind After a-M¥)Exposure to a Face.
Psychological Scierg, 17(7), 5925£98.

132 3y LeMmMRDUALMD

66



The most common observable traits of autism is the ddeyecontact, which is also one of
the common predictors of persiiy XQ WU XVWSZG%bkvaL&}mHW(\Yg?S) in their
research on the evolutionary importance of ggee stated that people rate social targets
more positively where there is increasegecontact, making the eygazing linked to
increased liking and social connectibif Contrary, the lack of eygaze is linked to social
exclusion. The importance of @gaze in social interactions is that it modulates basic social

cognitive phenomenancluding those of person categorization and stereotyﬁﬁg.hrough

eyecontact we recognize and process people as relevant or irrelevant social targets. There is
a cerain amount of information we get from looking at the face of the speaker, especially
when the speaker avoids eye contact.

In the cases of autistic behaviour, eye gaze can be absent, fleeting or extremely fixed. Many
autistic persons will, however, makeeegontact but usually only very briefly. As a mother of
a child with autism states:

3, KH LV DVNHG D GLUHFW TXHVW g&&orketenfphwitall PPHGL
turn away. He can only answer if able to stare at someth@dd XW HBIDJO DMir D ZD O

at the ground). Now that his teacher accepts that this is the case, he isvelbimg

school, where earlier he was in constant trouble and was believed to be evasive and
untrustworthy FLWDWLRQ LQ /DZUHQFH

The inability of autistic pesons to establish and maintain eye contact significantly influences the
assessment dheir credibility, since such behavior is different from the everyday practices we
expect speakers to share in the communication process. Examples of such practicelersre e
when comparing cases of communication exchange with an autistic personooee te@nd and a
neurotypical person on the other. Let us imagine a situation in which you are a tourist in a foreign
city and ask a passerby for directions. In the firsec#he passerby is a neurotypical person, that

is, he is not characterized by anytistic characteristics. When you ask him if he knows the
location of the Museum of Modern Art, he will understand that the information we ask him
involves the articulatiomf the direction of movement towards the museum. However, when you

ask an autisticgrson the same question, since he is a local and

133Lawrence, C. 2010. Explaining Autism Spectrum Disorgdemerald PublishingJK.

134Cook, M., & Smith, J. M. C. The role of gazeimpression formation. British Journal of Social and Clinical
Psychology, 1975, 14, 125

135Hugenberg and Sacco, 2008.
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knows where the Museum is, he will answeth a simple "yes" without understanding that

we do not know the location of the Beum and that we ask for that information. The latter
does not mean that an autistic passerby does not want to help us finding the Museum, but
simply does not understaniét the question "Do you know where is the Museum of Modern
Art?" really means "Canou point me to the Museum of Modern Art". The communication
climate is, therefore, in cases of exchanges with the autistic speaker significantly different
from the everyda communication exchanges. Imagine a neurotypical local who, when asked

if he knows vhere the Museum of Modern Art is, says yes and moves on. We would
justifiably consider him as indecent and perhaps even unreliable informant on the basis of his
behavior bhat diverges from the behavior we expect from him and which we expect based on

commurication practice.

JRU WKLV UHDVRQV -6 EMODUHWMDWKDW 3UHMRBPHQG@DWLRQ
speakefl V F U H @é¢ ghb@d riaéét the expectations arising from everyday communication
practices is, in the case of an autistic speakesssament, too namg in terms that it does

not recognize the communicative needs of neurodivergent individuals. Rather, | find that the
approach oftrust-contextualismRIIHUH G EB DFPWLMILIM D D LV HSLVWHP
sensitive to neurological ddrences betweentearer and a speaker.

1DPHO\ -DBPMUALMD D SURSRVHV D@tekti@BsthRDFK FI
applying the general thesis of contextualism theory that "involves making a distinction
between the high evidential standards foowledge (and justi€ation) that the skeptic seems
to demand, and the lower evidential standards for knowledge and justification that seem to be
in place when we are making ordinary epistemic evaluations D ORUH
specifically,contextualist holdhat the truth coditions of knowledge attributions are relative

to the context in which they are uttered. The position of-tastextualism is characterized

by five mainWKHVHY DV GHVFLREGH MO 3uLMLi

Neutral position.Acknowledgment b knowledge and sincerity to the reporting applicant or
acceptance of testimony should be assessed individually. There is no unitary generalization or any
indiscriminate gemal assumption that favors or refuses to accept testimony, no presumption in

favor of blind trust or mistrust, no presumption in favor of false or highly sought

16 3yL6MRDUALMD 6 D 7UXVRtDAQER2KIRTABBH[W XDOLVP
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after evidence. In null and void settings, testimony should only be admitted if it leagiaid
evidence to attribute to the respondent knowledge and honesty regarding his reporting on p.

Conversational contexODur accepted beliefs or background beliefs prousigvith evidence
to identify and evaluate the context of the conversatiomhether in this very specific
situation there are reasons to suspect the trustworthiness of the speaker or whether there is a

possibility of error.

Contextsensible evidential ahdards For each conversational context, there is a standard of

how strong the §itener's evidence must be in order to justify the listener's confidence in p.

Error-possibilities.Evidence standards are raised and lowered by the possibilities of error
brought up due to the conversational context.

Disaggregation requirement refinedhe distinction between ordinary and pordinary
contexts is extremely simplified, to a level of finely grained scale of conversational context
and corresponding evidentiahadard.

In cases of assessing the credibility of an autistic speaker's testithesg five steps are of
great importance. The emphasis is placed on individual approach with detailed reasoning of
conversational situation and adaptation to it. The ftinsssis, Neutral Assessmentlearly
indicates that epistemic assessment shouldbeoguided by generalizations, but by all
available evidence in null settings. As shown, the testimonies of autistic persons are often
dismissed precisely because of the galmed picture of autism and the capabilities of those
who have been diagnosed tiwia condition on the autism spectrum. Their individual
testimonies are often rejected if they do not coincide with the generalized picture of autism
and the accumulated tembnies of other autistic persons. Furthermore, unlike the situation in
which we @aluate the validity of testimony based on established social and communication
practices, this approach allows us to make an individual assessment that is not generalizable
and is sensitive to the conversational context in whichigtenker and speakerealocated.

3 U L &R D YZDM)Dmentions examples in which such a context is an important factor in

epistemic assessment:

"for instance, those powerful institutional carsocial constraints on us to speak
truthfully and reliably in some situations andt in others, interests that can lead

someone to overestimate their knowledge, the interest and intentions of the informant
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and the listener, the epistemic/expertustaof the informant and the listener, the gains

or losses for the speaker if Iaapt such a testimony as true, the constraints that vary
according to such factors as sensitivity to the detection of deception of error, the
expected costs to the informanrice an error is detected and the rapidity and extent of
communication about thedendings (newspaper, business, everyday conversation,
etc.), etc’ D

Another example of a case where the conversational context is an essential factorrofcepiste
assessment is the development of sensitivity for a neurodivergent speakiee egwbgnition

of the fragility of epistemic status of such individual. In cases of testimonial exchange with an
autistic person, the conversational context allows us ttifgehe communication needs and
restrictions of such a speaker, and to adapintive such a way as to enable the autistic
speaker to present his or her testimony in a way that is appropriate to his or her
conversational capabilities. Conversational cehia this sense provides the neurotypical
listener with the necessary context @cting to which he or she will epistemically evaluate
autistic testimony, while at the same time acknowledging the specific needs of autistic
speakers. More specifically, theonversational context allows, | believe, neurotypical
listeners to recognize nedivergent speakers as individuals who need different treatment in
testimonial exchange, rather than different epistemic criteria in the processes of epistemic
assessment. pecifically, such treatment should incorporate greater tolerance, more
sensitivity openness and a focus on content of the testimonies rather than on the informant
herself and her medical diagnosis. Examples of such practices are numerous, from the
neurotyical listener understanding that lack of eye contact is not an indicator of
untrustworthy testimony, to allowing the autistic speaker to testify in an aditisndly
environment (without multiple stimulus inputs, by using unambiguous language, etc.).
Providing appropriate communicational and environmental settings play a cruciainpart
exercising such sensibility. Jane Meyerding, an autistic writer, explained that autistics found
the sensitivity, she failed to receive in the seakld, on the online sg@hes:

3/LNH D ORW Rl $&V DXWLVWLFV DQG F¥F¥mvu@wW IRUILQG P
the first time through the internet. The style of communication suits me just fine because

it is oneon-one, entirely under my control in terms of when and hangll engage in it,

and, unlike realife encounters, allows me enough time taufig out and formulate my

responses. In reavorld encounters with groupsven very small groupsof
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people, | am freighted with disadvantages. | am distracted bgtmggle to identify

who is who (not being able to recognize faces), worn ouhéyeffort to understand

what is being said (because if there is more than one conversation going on in the
room, or more than one voice speaking at the time, all the wentsri® meaningless
noise to me)., and stressed by a great desire to escape fronfuaing flood of

sensatiorcoming at me much too fast3’

| would also like to note the importance @bntextsensible evidential standardscognized

E\ 3UBRIPDUALMD D DV DQ HYLGHQWLDO YW HQG\DW &P ILRA
position must be, with respect to utteramqcesiven that autism is a specific disorder because

of its heterogeneous spectrum, it is false to claim that aBtauindividuals are trustworthy

and that all cases of distrust are cases of epistemic injusticstatesl above, the autistic
conditions are related to accompanying deficits which can be found in language impairment,
perceptual impairments, epilepsy, nmm deficit, and psychological states such are
depression and anxiety. Individuals with lowenctioning autism may not be included into

the process of information exchange, but the reason for it may not be injustice of any sort, but
valid reasons baseddis or her current individual medical condition and abilities. What is
important, however, is foraurotypicals who enter into the testimonial exchange with an
autistic person not to hold prejudice, but to estimate the trustworthiness of an autisi®r spea
without their assessment being infected by overgeneralization. Every conversation situation is

individual, especially when an autistic person is involved.

4.5.The virtuous (neurotypical) hearer

Miranda Fricker extensively warns epistemic injcsstto be detrimental to the individual
over whom the injustice is exercised, as well as to theespistcommunity at Iarg?e‘?’g She

argues that society as a whole must not allow such epistemic practices, and that it must resist
the social pressure in wihicprejudices and stereotypes are founded. Assessing norms of
credibility influenced by stereotypesdaprejudices tend to wrongly equate social distribution

137 Meyerding, J. 1998. Thoughts on Finding Myself Differently Brained.Retrieved from:

[http://www.planetautism.com/jane/diff. htrpAcces®d 13th of March 2020).
138Ericker, 2007.
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of power and social status with credibility level. Therefore, Fricker suggests that in assessing
the credibilty of the informant, we have to be guided by an epistemic virthe virtue of
testimonial justice which can only be practiced in the light of testimonial responsibility on

the part of the hearer of the testim&ﬁ’ﬁNote that by emphasizing epistemvictues, the

focus is on the active role of the epistemic agent, his conscientiousness and mdbtvadion
in an epistemically unbiased way.

Such virtue is, Fricker stressedhybrid virtue, in a sense that it invokes the ultimate goals of
both epistent and ethical virtues. In such a manner, the virtue of testimonial justice is
neither an intellectdavirtue or an ethical virtue, but rather a combination of the two, a
genuinely hybrid virtue. While intellectual virtues have truth as their ultimateasidchethical
virtues have some form of good, hybrid virtues strive for both truth and good adtiheate

end. The epistemic and ethical ends are, in the specific case of neutralizing prejudice, in

harmony:.L40 The harm of testimonial injustice is, thuexposed in the light of jeopardizing

both the value of truth and the value of good, meaning thatienvof testimonial injustice is
subject to both epistemic and ethical harm. An agent who judges the credibility of the speaker
with awareness that hisggment may be biased by unjustified stereotypes and prejudices, is
more likely to successfully acqeiknowledge.

According to Fricker, in order to be epistemically just, the hearer must appfo@dhV WL QFW O\
reflexive critical social awareness the epstemic assessment of credibility (2007: 104). More
specifically, the hearer in testimonial exchangestmadopt a collective arpirejudicial virtue,

which involves the practice of other epistemic virtues such as intellectual thoroughness versus

expedient gontaneity in assessing credibility, and critical reflection againstrefibective
judgment inflictel by prejudice&.41 Such virtue can arise in cases where the hearer evaluates the
credibility of the speaker's testimony by dismissing prejudices fromb#ggnning of the
judgment process and not including them as a relevant factor in his or her ju&é?n@nt.the

other hand, the virtue of testimonial justice can also occur when the hearer makes a judgment

139 Fricker 2007.
140 hig.

141 1pid, p. 125.

142 Alcoff (2010) raises her concern with respect to #@R Q VF LR X V' WD OWHKFHWE BRF H V Vn, Riid \Atdtes VW D W W U
the following: 3L | L G HrgjMlitevdperates via a collective imaginary, as she [Fricker] sugthgstsgh associated images

and relativey unconscious connotations, can a successful antidote operate entirely as a conscious practicktfowél|

reflexivity, in other words, be sufficient to counteract a-wotitional prejudice? S
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about the speaker's credibility, but thgbucritical selfreflection one realizes that such
judgment is inflicted and must be corrected. Auous hearer must counteract the negative
influence of prejudice on credibility judgment by assessing the credibility of judgment being
inclined to make, rad then account for the influence of the identity power element and the

suspected prejudi€e4.3 Fricker notes that the responsible hearer MfudtHV SHFW >WKH VSt

respect his world, be as long as he merits it, and only be as long as he rmerijsldtir,F
2007:123). In each testimonial exchange, both parties have distinctive features of identity
power, which means that neither the speaker or the hearer is netesy/body has a gender,
everybody has a race. However, it is the task and the respionsibthe hearer, not the
speaker, to practice the virtue of testimonial justice. The ideal distgould therefore be a
person who seeks to constantly correct known prejudices and who makes an assessment of
the credibility of the speaker's testimonittwactive critical reflectiort** Such doing is also

in the interest of the hearersince her episimic interest is to obtain the truth about the
relevant matter. Therefore, if the hearer fails to practice the virtue of epistemic responsibility
and makegudgments on the basis of identity prejudices, she will most likely fail to obtain
truth. The virtueof epistemic justice includes motivation, i.e, responsible disposition for
attaining truth conductive beliefs, but also a nhumber of accompanying iniellegtalities,

such as openness, modesty, cooperation in terms of willingness to exchange idess, caut
kindness, sensibility and the like.

Medina (2011) recognizes the virtue of epistemic sensibility as the fundamental faculty required

for testimonialrighteousness. Forms of active ignora?ﬁ"ée Medina believes, operate on a kind

of metalevel and shold be considered aeetablindnessl.46He refers to the

143 bid, p. 126.

144\10re specifically, Fricker insitis on the followingt7 K H 1X 0 O\ Y L U the), RiX iégatds Ene wirtie of testimonial

justice, is someone whose testimonial sensibility has seitably reconditioned by sufficient corrective experience so that it

now reliably issues in reaehyorrected judgments of credibility. She is someonesghpattern of spontaneous credibility

judgment has changed in light of past judicial corredons and retains an ongoing responsiveness to that sort of
experience. Full possession of the virtue, then, in a climate that has a range of prejutieesoaial atmosphere, requires

the hearer to have internalized the reflexive requirements of judgatpility in that climate, so that the requisite social

reflexivity of her stance as hearer has become second nature (2007: 97).

145\ills affirms the term3HSLVWHPRORJLHVZ RIFKJ QHR@MIRQPWHVHO\ LIQRUDQFH RI IDFW
implicationsbut moral norknowing, incorrect judgments about the rights and wrongs of moral situation theniselves

(2007: 22). Mills] HSLV W isRR@vBAI in racilly infused epistemic injustices. He coined tteem 3Z KL WH
ignorancE WR SRLQW R X We Wrotdn¢&dd rivikebeld whitd agents on racial matters.

146 Medina, J. (2011): The Relevance of Credibility Excess in a Proportional View of Epistemttnjus
Differential Epistemic Authority and the Social Imaginary, Social Epistemology, 25:3515
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epistemic injustice that Fricker recognizes in Harper Lee's ndweel to kill a mockingbird
Specifically, the novel's character Tom Robinson, a youagkbman, is accused of raping
Mayella Ewell, a young poor white girl. The play is located in Alabanf035, in a place where

racial segregation is in full swing. Fricker (2007) uses the example to show the struggle between

the power of evidence and thewer of racial prejudices the jurors hoff, Tom's testimony was

completely dismissed by the judicy as untrustworthy, although evidence (his disabled left arm)
indicates his innocence. The reason for the presumed culpability lies in the fact thabitdsed
judgment is interfered by jurors' racist prejudices that are part of their social imagdihary.

aforementioned social imaginary produces active ignoﬂé‘ﬁcand metablindnesd®® As
Medina states, the jurors failed to see the whole picture, wesg blind to their inability to

understand the case outside of their perspecltﬁ%ﬁ. guided byepistemic virtues, the jurors

would see their epistemic arrogaﬁ%and inflicted judgments, and would strive to correct their
judgment by fulfilling thei epistemic duties. In order to achieve the latter, they need to possess

the virtue of epistemic seibdity. Medina, in particular, states that this virtue refers to the
possibility of selfreflection in the sense of becorg SVHQVLWLYH $gdsavdkike EOLQG

limitations of their own perspective 7 KUR X JK -fetlectdnl tkeliSenerttani
become aware that his or her judgments are conditioned by the prejudice he or she has about the
152

speaker. Epistemic sensibility in this sense neguinvolvement irepistemidriction.”~* Medina

insists that epistemic friction is the antidote tetarblindness, and impliean active search for
alternatives than those noticed, to acknowledge them and, finally, to engage with them.
Essentially, epistaic friction denotes the possibility of seeing the world with different eyes,
through the perspectivef the other, and the ability to hold different viewpoints at the same

time1®3In this way, the virtuous hearers will not be conditioned solely by our prejudice

infected perspective, but will be able to have multiple perspectives that we will beaoable
compare and contrast. The goal is to develop the ability to think about the epistemic perspective
of others whose epistemic perspective is differemmflours, without leading to polarization and
exclusion.

147 Ericker, 2007:23.

148 syllivan, S. & Tuanal. (2007). Race and Epistemologies of Ignorance.

149 Medina, 2011
101hid., p. 29.

151 Medina dentifies*HSLVWHPLF DV UR FIRQ @ridiiyence] ocegtive superiority complex. (See. Medina, J.
(2012) The Epistemology of Resistance, Oxford: Oxfdniversity Press, 2012, p. 31.)

1521hid., p. 3031.
153hid., p. 31.
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The concept of epistemic sensibility is particularly interesting in discussion t@tiau
testimonies. Namely, because of the unusual nature of the testimonial exchange between the
auistic speaker and the neurotypical listener, there is a need for greater caution in the process of
judging the credibility of the speaker's testimony. Wid#spect to the former, | align with
Lackey]V GXDOLVWLF DFFRXQW RI WHWadabeRr @hereDive $pdbkdfiHFR J QL
testimony is transmission of information with the intention to convey the information, and the
cases where the speaker does have the mentioned intention, but where the hearer,
nevertheless, captures testimony as a sournewfknowledge. As | pointed out, such an account
is very valuable, as it insists on the role that the hearer plays in testimonial exchange. If it is a
tegimonial exchange with a autistic speaker, then the need for a stronger emphasibeareiy V
role is even greater. Autistice SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ H Simpaivdd,RimffedDdtr W LY LWL
even completely denied due to socially structured biagesit autistic§ DELOLWLHV WR OF
comprehend the world and their experiences, and to be valuadbrmants. Autistic subjects
share, in such structural settings, bad epistemic standing, in terms of epistemic disadvantageous
such are denied access apistemic resources or lack of credible voice. Such an epistemic
position of autistics is embedded social structures, that is, it exists as part of our social
imaginary, integrated in our credibility assessment practices. In this sense, Frickewrcalls f
repeated reflection and critical -examination of our perspectives in epistemic processes,
espeally in the processes of recognizing the agent as a knower and attributing credibility to her
testimony. Fricker notes that the hearer must practice theewof testimonial justice, in order to
recognize true testimonies while respecting the speakerasndiorld. An epistemically just
agent, in this sense, assesses credibility motivated by the search for knowledge, nurturing the
virtues of accessibilitypbjectivity, modesty, openness, and the like. In a similar vein, Medina
asks the attributor to develothe virtue for recognizing the perspective of the other, which
follows the rejection of epistemic arrogance and the acquisition of the ability of @bjecti
judgment that transcends the subjective perspective. In this sense, implicitly, both Medina and
Fricker emphasize the importance of respecting different opinions and perspectives. An epistemic
agent assessing speaker credibility needs to recognizeplogtance of pluralism and diversity. |
consider the pursuit of cognitive diversity to be one offtimelamental virtues of an epistemically
just agent. The different views of the world, different perspectives and insight make diverse pool
of representaties that increase the possibility of gaining knowledge. Cognitive diversity refers to
pluralism of pespectives, and more specifically, denotes a diversity of interpretations (different
perspectives and interpretations of the world), diversity of heurigti@g/s of generating

solutions to problems),

75



and diversity in predictive modefs* Epistemic reponsibility would, in turn, imply openness in

terms of recognizing sociocognitive heterogeneity and enabling inclusive cognitive diversity. In
terms of atism studies, a group of scientists, for example, is more likely to acquire new insights
about autist cognitive functionings, i.e. would be more successful in obtaining new knowledge,

if it includes different perspectives of autistic persons. When Wweatadut autistic testimonials, it

is crucial to destigmatize autistic states and recognize theimiog potentials in a pool of
diverse cognitive styles. Namely, certain autistic conditions were originally recognized as
biological defects, or as dysfations (coherence theory, hyper systemizing ability), but today
they are recognized as different, wable cognitive styles that differ from neurotypical cognitive
toolbox. It is in this diversity that the true value of autistic experiences lies. However,
stigmatization processes (in which diagnostic processes play a major role) have led to the loss of
scacial and epistemic status, to the level of marginalization of such individuals as undesirable
members of society, rejection of their cognitive potentiald anjust epistemological evaluation

of their testimonies. Therefore, an epistemically just agent neasgnize the value of epistemic
pluralism in autistic testimonies. The latter can be achieved if he cultivates the virtue of openness
to cognitive divesity that allows the agent to respect to plurality of perspectives and to sustain
any prejudicial judment about such differences. Because of the different ways of processing
information, perceiving the world, and interpreting social cues, autistic sgefakethemselves

in a vulnerable position in the credibility assessment processes. Therefore,aggnstmust
recognize that the cognitively diverse speaker requires different treatment in testimonial
exchange, rather than different epistemic critéRacognizing the needs of the speaker in the
processes of testimonial exchange was emphasized byrDstating that the listener must adapt

to the communication needs of the speaker in order to enable him to convey the message.
Therefore, a hearer who wiss to understand the specific experiences of autistics needs to make
an effort to enter into an imgretive framework adapted to their communication system.
Specifically, such treatment should incorporate greater tolerance, more sensitivity, openess and
focus on content of the testimonies rather than on the informant herself. Thus, rather than
assummg, for instance, what autistic experiences are like, the virtuous hearer develops the habit
of encouraging and listening autistic spedk& L Q S X Wit©hB@villth§irelss to learn.

The key is to refrain from automatically assessing the credibilithe testimony of

an autistic person, which is biased due to shared social imaginary. Autism is a specifically

154page, 2007: 7.
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heterogeneous coritin, and accordingly we must approach each individual autistic person

in each testimonial exchange a unique way, in order to avoid generalization error. As will

be shown in the next chapter, precisely because of this error and due to biased credibility
assessment, autistic people have lost confidence in medical professionals, and express their

dissatsfaction through activist movements.

4.6. Conclusion

The chapter primarily analyzes the position of autistic persons in the processes of testimonial
exchange. Prejudices and stereotypes about autism are grounded deeply into social imaginary,
making austic people susceptible to testimonial injustice. The identity prejudices neurotypicals
hold upon autistic speakers, often combined with insufficient kedge regarding the nature of
autism in general, lead to testimonial injustice, with implications kisowledge production
processes, especially new knowledge about autism. The testimonies of autistic persons can add a
different dimension to understanditite disorder and advance the needs and interests of people
with the autism diagnosis. Personal aidigterspectives and testimonies can provide insightful
access to parents, caregivers and therapist to the person's developmental differences, their
everydy experiences, their needs, their difficulties, and strength. In order to act in an
epistemically regonsible manner, the neurotypical listener mdSSOD\ KHU, @DVWRALYV VHQVH
defining the nature of testimony | rely on Lackey whiebognizes the @l nature of testimonial
exchange and the role of both speaker and the hearer. The insistencerapstted both the
speaker and the hearer in the process of testimonial exchange makes Lakey's account adequate for
discussing autistic testimonies, in texthat the communication with an autistic person the role of
the hearer, who must engage in +oydinary testimonial exchange, is crucial. The role of the
listener is especially crucial when it comes to testimonial exchange and assessment of the
credibility of autistic speakers. In these cases, due to the heterogeneous nature of autism, the
neurotypical istener must be treated on an individual approach with detailed reasoning of the
conversational situation and adaptation to it. In this sense also aligntrastcontextualism
offered by PULMD®DUALMD D ZKltheKinditalRyd §F Lepidhtestimonial
exchange. Notably, in the processes of credibility assessment, a just hearer needs to recognize the
uniqueness of each communication situatgord the context around it. Further, a just hearer
needs to employ epistemic virutes, especitilye of testimonial justice. Relying on FrickgV
and Medind]V DFFRXQW RI HSLVWHPLF
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sensibility, | call for virtue of openness towards cognitive ditaeess a virtue a just hearer
needs to employ in the epistemic assessment of an autistic speaker.
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5. AUTISTIC WELL BEING

5.1. Introduction

The marginalized status of autistic peopi@s an impact on their wedkeing and
quality of life. Because of their reduced chances of accessicigtyfV UHVRXUFHV DQG
structures as equals with the neurotypical majority, autistic individuals, especially those at a
higher level of functionaly, use various methods to disguise their autism. In everyday
interactions, autistic people use tlecalled camouflage strategies in order to fit into society
and not be considered as weird or misfits. The consequences of constantly concealing one's
condtion and personality have led to increased stress, anxiety, depression and reduced well
being. Thuspn the one hand, their wedking is reduced if they use the camouflage, just like
it is, on the other hand, reduced if they act like themselves, big teacted by the society.
Because of unjust access to social structures and denisikimg processe autistics

represent a vulnerable group that no comprehensive political theory includes in its realm.

Martha Nussbaum (2006) recognized that polittbalories of justice lack an element of
inclusion of those individuals who, because of their bioldgitgairments, are excluded
from the community and the decistomaking process about their lives. Her starting point is
the political notion of human being general and of a dignified human life. She states that no
social contract doctrine has yet inokad people with atypical physical and mental
impairments in the group of those who choose upon basic political principles. Such people
were, rather, stigmaied and excluded from the society all together, let alone from the
participation in the choice of ptical principles. Nussbaum, therefore, strives to provide such
an account, that will focus on capabilities that a just society should provide tawadintbers.
1DPHO\ WKH OLVW RI WHQ FHQWUDOWRXBDRYEGSDEDOL WL\
same opportunities up to an appropriate threshold level. In such fashion, Nussbaum
recognizes that the basic (political and social) needs of personsogitiitive impairments
are the same as of the persons who are not impaiagdely, gathered in thesti However, |
raise my concern with the inclusiveness of the list and the forms of dignified life it
propagates. Namely, while the underlying motivation Nussbaum's list of inclusion of
marginalized groups especially those with cognitive impairmentisat include autistic
persons and wants to offer a theory that will provide equal opportunities for all members of

society, | find her approach inadegai&br discussion on the autistic wbking.
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5.2. Autistic camouflague strategies

Some disabities, including autism, may not be so obviously perceptible to neurotypical
bystanders. In this manner, mildly autistic people often have at least sotnel cver whether
they want to declare as autistics or not. However, it is interesting to explatcatmmouflage
strategies they use and, most importantly, why do they use them. As Cureton (2018) recognizes,

the desire to pass as ndisabled, in this & norautistic, is often encouraged in disabled
children by their doctors, families, schools, andlevvisocietj‘.55 As presented earlier, the social

circumstances in which autistic people live are prompt to stigmatize people who do not fit into the
commony accepted standard of what it means to be normal. Such negative social attitudes are the
reason austic people are invested in hiding their autism. Hull et al. (2017) conducted a research
on common social coping strategies which autistic individuals imistheir everyday social

interactions->® These strategies are used order to be accepted to blemihimonautistic,

neurotypical society. Some of the camouflage strategies include suppression and hiding of
SLQDSSUREHKDWIHR UV LQ IdRhbReVnsRdor soeldiyJ&gde@ed behaviors and
pretending to take interest in other pedpe F R Q Fdd EX@nvple, most adult autistics force
themselves into making and maintaining eye contact during conversation in order to not appear so

suspicious and nlrustworthy.157 Other camouflage strategies include imitation of gestures and

facial expressions, pilearned phrases and social scr?ﬁ%.Hull et al. present reports of male
and female autistic participants who struggle everyday to present themselihes ppublic as
being norautistics™>® For example, many of the participants reported that theg fibremselves

to maintain eyeontact even if they feel very uncomfortable doing so. Controlling their autistic
behaviors is one of the biggest challengeytencounter with, especially controlling visible sings
such as shaking their heads or legs, pogtostion or talking only about themselves and their
focused interests. Participants often

155 yreton, Adam & Hill Jr, (eds.) (2018). Disability in Praeti Attitudes, Policies, and Relationships. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

156 pn interesting fact ishat research has shown that they are mostly women and use camouflage strategies. Namely,
the rate of autism in women is much lower than in men, and treréfe diagnosis of autism spectrum disorder is
often not absent in girls. Liane Holliday Willey deibes her autism being diagnosed only in adulthood, which was a
great relief for her as she was only able to relate her condition to the diagnosisfdetshe was diagnosed with
autism, she knew she was different from others, and she had beendrkidg tt all her life using different strategies.

(See. Hull, et.al. 2017.

157 ai et.al. 2019.

158 Boren, R. (2017) Autistic Burnout: The Cost of Masking aadgihg. URL :
[hitps://boren.blog/2017/01/26/autisbarnoutthe-costof-copingandpassingfAccesse®5th Feb. 2020)

159 ull et.al. 2017.
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use such techniggs as:UXORV H[SHFWDWLRQV IURP RWKHUV WKDW KDV
settingsl.60 For exh social context, the participants reported that they use a diffeReBtV N V

3, FDPRXIODJH E\ SXWWLQJ RQ D FKDUD FaNiHés«@and WUHD W
certain items of clothing help me to uphold certain personality characteristics of which
character | am on that occasion. | have a repertoire of roles for: cafe work, bar work,

uni, various groups of friends, etc. They are all me at the catethby are edited

versions of me, designed to not stand out for th2 U f QUH D ¢iR@N in Hul,

2017: 2526).

Hull et al. stress the vast consequences of using these camouflage strategies: the participants of
the study univocally agreed that teestrategies are physically, mentally and emotionally draining

and have had great impact on theirniiky as well as on their mental wddeing. They report

feeling lonely and frustrated because they have to hide who they really are. Passing as non
autisic help autistic individuals to receive a fair treatment in employment, education, housing,
even in brming personal relationships, contributing to shared goal or in epistemic exchange of
information. The costs of passing as fartistics are vast, as tipsychological toll in inevitable.

Stress and anxiety in every new social situation is increasedpdbe difficulty of controlling

autistic behaviors. Emotionally draining process of camouflagingfaheD XWLVP LV IROORZ}
high rate of depression this found amongst the participants, as the outcome of their camouflage
strategies is uncertain. Bydng disability one risks social disapproval from people who regard

her as uncaring, rude and weirs for behaviors that are consequences of her autidraing/ el

autistic individuals who use camouflage strategies to prevent being stigmatized by lsasesty

on their diagnosis of autism has been severely impaired. Equally, théeisdl of people who
fail to hide their autism and are labeled by theagtiosis is also diminishe§® The general

prejudices about autistic individuals questions their itgbito make sense of their own
experiences, and, consequently, the ability to be a part of the society. These prejudices reflect the
history of mistreatmenwrong diagnosis, and marginalization directed against anyone who does
not fall under the categoyf neurotypicals. Any deviation from normality is positioned within a
structure of social powers that reinforces the standard @R U P'D O QW@ \ P xésJdnydieO

who falls short to this standard. The

160|iq.

161 kapp, 2018.
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consequences of such taechy of social power are the exclusion from both social and
epistemic community and serious impact on veeling. Miranda Fricker (2015) stresses the
importance of belonging into epistemic community for the process of human flourishing in

general and psonal wellbeing in particulafl.628he identifies consequences marginalization

and exclusion have on the wéking of an individual, and proposes the &piEC
contribution as the central human capability, in the line of the famous list of ten central
human capabilities provided by Martha Nussbaum.

5.3.The capabilities approach
53.1. SenfV DQG 1XNWVEBKRPXQW

Amartya SerfflV SUHRFFXSDWL&tze hasMe&d NR FoL e notion of
capabilitiesas an indicator of quality of life. According 8en, capabilitiestwhat people are
able to do and to betprovide the optimal basis for thinking about human development in
generaﬂ63 SenfV D S S UdideRthiedOnstraints that restrictchinfluence weklbeing of

an individual. Thus, at its corethe capabilities approach provides a framework for the
evaluation of individuafl V Zb¢i@gO

37KH FDSDELOLW\ D S%$W PISFKD @R DI2dHSvid e VERRGHg lit thQ
terms of his or her actual ability to achieve various valuable functioaimgspart of
living”~ 6HQ

The notion3ZHi@@dg LV XVHG LQ WHUPW HOSDEGOYWAEAXIWOWR HQJDJ
functionings that inclde working, resting, education, being healthy, belonging to a society,

etc1%% Now, a clear distinotin between the term3F D S D E'L O GVBLGIFMW ' RQHLIOGV WR EH

spelled out, as they are closely related, but distinct. Functionings afeEthtL Q JAbIMIN R |
an individual, and capabilitiese 3YDULRXV FRPELQDWLRQV RIdXQFWLRQLQJ'

162

JULFNHU 0 A(SLVWHPLF &RQWULEXWLR® BX@O&HQWHI® O A#KHP DTXKRDSDEL
Society: Essays on Equality in The@md Practice. Lexington Books, Lanham, Maryland, ppoG3
1831 xVVEDXP 0O A & DiSrBl EftifeméhtsHSen@M Sodial Justice )HPLQLVW (FRQRPLFV

9(2 +3), pp. 33459.
164Sen A. (1987)The Standard of LivingHawthorne G). Cambridge: Cambridge Universitys3re
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achieve 6HQ 7TKHUHIRUH WKH QRWLRQ RI FDSDELOLW
person could have achieved:

3% I XQF WL RQachievem®nt, whereas a capability is the abibtyachieve.
Functionings are, in a sense, moreedily related to living conditions, since they are
different aspects of living conditions. Capabilities, in contrast, are notions of freedom,
in the positve sense: what real opportunities you have reggrdne life you may
lead” (Sen 1987: 36).

The rdation between an achievement and the ability to achieve certain beings and doings is
relative due to three conversion factors: first, the personal chastics (e.g. physical
condition, intelligence, sex, disability); second, the social character{stigssocial norms,
gender roles, political practices); and third, the environmental characteristics (e.g. institutions,

public goods, climate3§5 Interestingly, the capability approach is not interested in the

functionings that a person has achieved; Wwith persoffV UHDO IUHHGRP L H Z
capability to function. The core interest is thus pef¢ FDSDELOLWLHYV DQG Wk
freedom to be whao they want to be and do what they want to do.

Sen{ vapability approach was endorsed and advabgedartha Nussbaum (2003, 20@)11).
Capabilities, Nussbaum argues, give us a general sense of what societies ought to strive to

achieve, but lack a sem®f a minimum level of capability for a just sociéﬁ? Even though

SenfV DQG 1XVWVE BIXBRrDérKdbsely related, they differ on number of issues. Most
importantly, Nussbaum and Sen have different goals with their capabilities approaches:
Nussbaum aims to set the universalistic political principles that a government ought to guarantee

to all its citizens, while Sen was interested in answering the questictHof XDOLW\" Rl ZKDW

Nussbaum tries to provide an account on capabilities that vgillrerconstitutional principles that
citizens have a right to demand from their governrr]lg?]t:.or this reason she specifies ten human

capabilities that are to be incorporated into a just constitution.

165 For further elaboration of these factors seak@ida, 2012.

166Nussbaum, C. M. (2011). Creating Capabilities: The Human Development Approach. KhepBRtess: Harvard
University, Ch. 2, pp. 33.

167Nussbaum, C. M. (2007). Frontiers of Justice. Disability, Nationality, Species Membership.
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The list ircludes the following ten capabilitﬂ-:@

1. Life. Being able to live to the end of a human life ofmal length.

2.Bodily Health. Being able to have good health; to be adequately nourished; to have
adequate shelter.

3. Bodily Integrity. Being able to movedely from place to place; to be secure against violent
assault; having opportunities for sexual $atison and for choice in matters of reproduction.
4.Senses, Imagination, and Thought. Being able to use the senses, to imagine, think, and reason
+and todo these things a way informed and cultivated by an adequate education. Being able
to use imaginatioand thought in connection with experiencing and producing works and
events of onV RZQ FKRLFH %HLQVY PEQB WR XNVVW Q- WHG E\
freedom of expression with respect to both political and artistic speech, and freedomaigelig
exercise. Being able to have pleasurable experiences and to avoid non beneficial pain.

5. Emotions. Being able to have attachments to things and peagideourselves.

6. Practical Reason. Being able to form a conception of the good and to engateah cri
reflection about the planning of ofiev OLIH

A. Being able to live with and toward others, to recognize and show concern for other human
beings, 6 engage in various forms of social interaction; to be able to imagine the situation of
another.

B. Having the social bases of seffspect and non humiliation; being able

to be treated as a dignified being whose worth is equal to that of others.

(nondigrimination on the basis of race, sex, sexual orientation, ethnicity, caste, religion,
national orign)

8. Other Species. Being able to live with concern for and in relation to animals, plants, and
the world of nature.

9. Play. Being able to laugh, to play,dajoy recreational activities.

10.Control OverOnglV (QYLURQPHQW

A. Political. Being able to partipate effectively in political choices that govern §n¢ O LI H
having the right of political participation, protections of free speech and association.

168 hid.

84



B. Material. Being able to hold property (both land and movable goods), and hawpaytpr
rights on an equal basis with others; having the right to seek employment on an equal basis
with others; having the freedom from unwarranted seanchseizure.

The listed capabilities reinforce and support each other, but are to be seen a.separa
NussbaunrfV FDSDELOLWLHY DSSURDFK KROGYV WKDW WKH FDSI
guality, not only in quantity and cannot be reduced tonglsinumerical state. Capabilities
represent a8 FRUH KXPDQ HQWLW O HiespexiaadvandhiglbrvéntdtKidy Xne G E H
governments of all nations, as bare minimum of what respect for humany diggitires

(2006: 70). The fundamentadlea of Nussbaurfi VapBbilities list is the idea of human

diversity, given that the capabilities stand as the sourceobfigal principles for a liberal

pluralistic societﬁ69 She critically reflects upon social contract thinkers, both classical

theorists and modern exeram, because despite their contribution to political philosophy,
they fail to properly recognize coatting agents. Namely, the classical theorists all imagined

a man as their contracting agent, while women, children and elderly people were omitted
from the discussion. Those limitations were rectified to some degree in the contemporary
contract doctringsbut Nussbaum insists that they still fail to recognize people with severe
and atypical physical and mental impairments as those by whom basic pofitcgllps are
chosen. People with mental disabilities, for example, are often marginalized frory $ocie

the point of complete exclusion. Moreover. societies even treated such persons as
incompetent and inadequate for society, which was reflected in é¢kelusion from the
educational system, the epistemic sphere and political life. Therefore, ttssinpoising that
modern contract theories did not recognize a person with mental disabilities as members of

society who are equal in capacities.

The capbility approach presented by Nussbaum (2006) aims to lay the foundations
for social justice, one thansures the inclusivity of oppressed and marginalized groups in
discussions about distributive justice. Nussbaum understands the list of ten centmnal huma
capabilities as opportunities for functionings that she believes the whole society can agree are
necessary for flourishing life. The motivation, as stated, is to give marginalized groups of

society the same opportunities that will allow them to leadaiftied human life. In this

169 Nussbaum, 2006: 70.
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manner, the list stands as central requéests of life led with dignit3}.70 In such a group of

marginalized individuals, Nussbaum is particularly interested in cases of persons with
cognitive impa&aments. She stresses that political theories have not recognized the need for
providing an adequataccounts of social justice and equality for those who differ from the
majority of society membersthose whose conditions are considered to be a de\sdtiom
normality.171 Such individuals are not being treated as equal members of the society.

Moreover we can say that they are victims of epistemic injustices, namely, of testimonial
silencing, because WKHLU YRLFHV DUH QRW EHLQ@g attHtlboseB ZKHQ
(Nussbaum, 2006: 15).

Nussbaum, therefore, strives to provide such an accountyithédcus on capabilities that a

just society should provide to all its members. Namely, the list of ten central human
FDSDELOLWLHVWR @&@rtitiiedtheGame opportunities up to an appropriate
threshold level. In such fashion, Nussitmavecognizes that the basic (political and social)
needs of persons with cognitive impairments are the same as of the persons who are not
impaired namely,gathered in the list’? Hence, the list is the same for all citizens, followed

by the threshold lesl of each of the capability, which is taken to be a minimum beneath

which a dignified life is not possibie/3

However, | raise my concern with the insiveness of the list and the forms of dignified life it
propagates. Namely, while the underlying mation for Nussbaum's list of inclusion of
marginalized groupsespecially those with cognitive impairments that include autistic persons

- and wants to dér a theory that will provide equal opportunities for all members of society,

| find her approach mdequate for discussion on the autistic wiedling. Moreover, as | will

argue, her list represents a certain conception of asseh dignified life thatutistic
persons, due to a lack of biological predisposition to action, cannot attain. The bditiefsa

is not, as | understand it, broad enough to encompass those forms of life that are valuable to
all members of society. More specifically, my aie is directed towards the threshold of

capabilities, under which a subject cannot lead a digrifigdan life.

170 Nussbaum, 2006: 71.
7 1pig, 5.

172 Not all people with mental impairments could be included in the group of political choosers, especiallyltbss
impairments are severe. Nevertheless, Nussbaum assess their potential for such con2QGibns)(

173 bid, p. 179.
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5.3.2. The threshold level; cases of Kesha, Arthur and Jamie

The question of the level of threshold and the one listafbrcitizens both with and
without cognitive impairment is of crucial importance for the understgndinNussbauny V
motivation. Her starting point is the political notion of human being in general and of a dignified
human life. She states that no sociahttact doctrine has yet included people with atypical
physical and mental impairments in the grofihose who choose upon basic political principles.
Such people were, rather, stigmatized and excluded from the society all together, let alone from

the paticipation in the choice of political principlejfg.4 Such omission of people with

impairments and dabilities contributed to deeper stigmatization and exclusion from the
conversation about basic principles. Wanting to make a more inclusive politicgt thabwould
set foundations for social justice, Nussbaum offers an account she believes is theobbje

overlapping consenst® among people who have different comprehensive conceptions of the

good.l76

Her intuitive idea of human dignity is pursuedaihgh the idea of ¢hreshold levebf
each capability. There is no genuine human functioning belewhiteshold level, and it is the

task of society to ensure that all its members reach levels above this capability thré&hold.

The threshold level is werstood imaccordance to NussbailV. QRWLRQ RI KXPBQ QDWX
ethically evaluativewe selecsome features of a characteristic human form of life as normatively

fundamental to extend that life without the possibility of exercising one of thermt ia fully
human life!’® Once the basic level of threshold is identified, Nussbaum aims at sele&itayeél

where thegood lifebecomes possible, focusing on the social conditions of that life. Note that by
introducing the ten capabilities, Nussbaum ggpes the human diversity, as the list provides
enough space for different kinds of human flourighiAt the same time, however, she insists the

list to remain single, not because the span of human

1741hid. 9-15.

175The overlapping consensus is the itlegt people with different metaphysical and religious conceptions can agree upon
the core of the pdical conception.

178 hid, p.70.

Y77 \bid. As Nussbaum continues; her goal is not to provide a complete account of social justice. She refers
exclusively on ingualities of those below the threshold and provides instructions for just society on how to
bring these members above the threshold. However, it does not say anything about the inequalities above the
threshold. The goal is, hence, to provide an accoumiifnum core social entitlements.

178Ibid, p.181. For example, permanent vegetative state is a conttitiba person from living a fully human life.
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flourishing is narrow or single, but because it is reasonable to agree on a single set of the
fundametal opportunities for a fully lived dignified life.

It is important to understand that the cap&pi equivalent to opportunities, thus the list of

the ten central human capabilities serves as a list of ten central human opportunities that a just
socety should ensure to its members. In a such society an Amish who does not want to vote
has a full rignt not to exercise the given opportunity to be political active, while at the same

time he preserves and respects such an opportunity for the rest d)fsaq'iﬂﬂ;y.l?g In the

same fashion, for example, if a person is a misanthrope and does not wantiseexe
capability of having relations with others, she can rightfully chose to continue in her
misanthrope. However, even though it is not an impoftarter fulfillment, she understands

that this opportunity is vital for human flourishing of othermbers of her society. Now, let

us see if the same can be applied to those individuals who have cognitive impairments.
Namely, should the threshold or thst litself be the same to those who, generally, lead a

different life than those who are not bornafiected with any impairments.

Nussbaum starts her discussion of social inequality, for which she offers a capability
account, with cognitively impairedndividuals, whose states she discusses through the
examples of three individulasSesha, Arthur andamie.

0] Sesha, daughter of philosopher Eva Kittay, is a girl in her late twenties diagnosed
with contingental cerebral palsy and severe mental retand&&sha, despite her
impairments, enjoys music and beautiful dresses, affectionate reacts todms par
and is happy when surrounded by other people. But despite the capacities for
delight and affection, Sesha cannot take care of herself, at all tirneseshkls

substantive support and custodial care.

(i) Arthur an eightyearold NussbaunfV QHSKHZ efdek® Ksyrblko@e. In the
chapter above, | cited Nussbaum's testimony of her conversations with Arthur, who is
obsessed with machines of all sorts and tieoty of relativity. Despite his high
intelligence, Arthur is not able to learn in the public classrcand cannot be left
unsupervised. He is clumsy and he cannot master the games that younger children

adopt at an early age. Arthur is educated in a miyatwned specialized school

179\piq.
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funded by the state in which he resides and who carefpplyoaches his gifts and
disabilities.

(i) Jamie is a boy with Down Syndrome who requires constant care from his parents
and professionals. Due to additiomaédical problems, he must be fed through a
tube. Jamie, on the other hand, is a very curious cHild enjoys the company of

his peers.

NussbaurfV SURSRVDO LV YHU\ FORVHO\ OLQNHG WR WKH
presented in the previous chapt8pecifically, in the above quote, it is clear that Nussbaum is
referring to the demining of the ef@snic status of persons with cognitive impairments. On the
basis of stereotypes and prejudices, society rejects their epistemic authority and declaass them
"dumb", just because they deviate from the established ones. But, as Nussbaum warns, such
treatmet prevents the development of the (epistemic) potential of such persons but also prevents
society from understanding these potentials in terms of eptsélynivaluable sources. This
almost mirrors the proposed problem of epistemic treatment of autsticiduals who are
subject to epistemic injustice and epistemic silencing. The implementation of social injustice, in
the form of the Nussbauf VvV W K HR4ely linkél to the pursuit of epistemic justice. It is the
task of society as a whole to correxuch injustices and to enable persons with cognitive
impairments to develop the capacity for the need for a higher level of functionings. In that sense, |

completely agree with Nussbaum's initial hypothesis.

However, there are two issues | would likeattdress regarding Nussbaum's account.
The first problem, which | will present and discuss in the next section, is the issue offhé list
inclusivity. As is evident from the example of Sesha, persons who, due to their inborn limited
abilities, cannot reacthe threshold level are actually not only living an undignified human
life but are not, Nussbaum insists, livinghaman life at all. By this, | am refemg
specifically to autistic persons who, because of their biological predispositions, cannot reach
the threshold for certain capabilities. The second problem | will elaborate is the problem of
treatment of those persons who at a given moment cannot tteachreshold. Nussbaum
believes that for the persons below the threshold whose impairments camrdmtedoby
medicine or genetic engineering, the state needs to provide enough resources so that they
could be "corrected" and abled to meet the conditieqsired for a dignified life.
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5.4.The inclusivity of the list
5.4.1. The motivation behinthe list

In order to understand Nussbaum's motivation for a list of competencies that will ensure
equality for all citizens, with particular emphasis varinerable groups such as people with
cognitive and physical impairments, it is necessary to rezegdussbaum's philosophical
foundations. Specifically, the capability account proposed by Nussbaum is based on an
Aristotelian project to promote human diashing. Recently, however, Nussbaum has
embraced Rawilsian liberalism, which focuses on the autormdnmglividuals and the theory
of righteousness that avoids "being dictatorial about the gjc§9drherefore, its purpose is
not to create or endorsing amsprehensive conception of the good. On the contrary, the
capability approach seeks to enaBI8 H Re&S8dDdH liberty to pursue theiown conceptions of
value" 1XVVEDXP 7KH GHYHORSPHQW RI VXFK DQ DS
idea that allindividuals deserve equal substantive opportunities to lead a decent human life.
By focusing on capaltties as opportunities, the approach suggested by Nussbaum avoids

SSXVKLQJ FLWL]HQV LQWRIFSIUWDLQ YDOXHG ZD\V

The proposed list, therefores, not designed to set the concept of good, but to set the minimum
conditions that just society shauprovide for its members. The stated minimum conditions
expressed through capabilities as opportunities for functionings are equated with the realfization
human potential and human flourishing. Access plurality is derived from states for which,
accordimg to Nussbaum, it is possible to achieve overlapping consensus on those functions we can
agree to be necessary to a flourishing life. However, sincegthis kingle and definite, it seems

that some functionalities that are more valuable than othersthdoeeselected. My concern goes

in the direction of concern for those persons who do not value, but more specifically, who cannot
perform, and central funtioning Nussbaum represents as an integral element for a valuable life.
More specifically, in this leapter, | will explore whether we can consider autistic lives as
dignified and good human lives, although they cannot perform certain functions becthese of

inborn inabilities to develop abilities for functionings.

180 Nussbaum, C. M. (2000yomen and Human Development: The Capabilities Approach, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

181 Nussbaum, C. M.1092), Human functioning and @al justice. In defense of Aristotelian essentialism.
Political Theory 20(2): 202246.
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5.4.2. The inability for capability

Autistic individuals have difficulties with social interaction behaviors, including
establishing and maintaining relations$i reciprocating social interaction, and
communicating with others. These include deficits in sigaiterests with other people, in
using norverbal communication (such as making eye contact), and in developing and
maintaining relationships (such as nmakfriends). With respect to the latter, one of the most
enduring psychological theory tends to exgpghe triad of impairment by adding a key deficit
to all autistic individuals sharethe impaired*WKHRU\ RI7RIOQGRU D FRQGLWL
SPL@IBdNess 7KLV DFFRXQW FDQ H[SODLQ ZK\ FKLOGUHQ ZzZLW

simple behaviors sucts goint attentioﬁsz, pretend p|a§/83, and telling lied®4

The Theory of Mind (ToM) is a cognitive capacity to attribute mental states to self and
otherslBSNamer, bys WKH WKHRU\ RI PLQG ZH PHDQ EHLQJ DEOH WR

states (beéifs, desires, intentions, imaginations, emotions, etc.) that cause “actiznD CoRep
2001: 174). The most famous empirical discovery about the devetb@h&oM is the discovery

by Wimmer and Perner (1983) of a cognitive shift in children between #meééour years. The
research showed that children at the age of three fail aldalgd task, having, at the age of four,
children tend to succeed oretkest. Difficulty in understanding other people's beliefs, intentions,
and emotions is a core cogwé feature of autism spectrum disorders. Some studies have shown
that autistic children, regardless of 1Q, are "mind blind", meaning that they are "tlivet it

comes to understanding other people's intentions. Studies have shown that most autiistit chil

fail false belief tasl&?e, to understand the distinction between appearance

182 30int attention or indicating behaviolsL QY RO YH W K Hunéd/(d.gRsho@iddra-tblyE to coordinate
attention between interactive social partners with respeabjicts or events in order to share an awareness of
objectsorevents 0XQG\ HW DO

183Autistic children exhibit deficits to engage in imagipacenarios or to understand pretend play. Chan et al. (2016)

conclude that autism severity levellirgnces the ability for pretend play performances, with respect to diminished theory of
mind.

184\williams et al. (2015) study the correlation between thedmyind and lietelling behaviors of autistic children in comparison
to typically developing childrerand conclude that theory of mind limits the ability of autistic children to purposely deceive other.

185Margolis et al. 2012.

1861he classic false belief teghe 36 D@Dk test VKRZV 6D OO\ S Omatagkat adreawing dedml While

she isaway, Anne removes the marble from the basket and hides it in a box. Participants are theh:&kedH ZLOO 6DOO\
look for the marble? 7KH S D U \khiBiltBdD Qdghitive capability of mindreading if they answer that the Sally will
look in the basét. The participants who answered correctly understand that

SallyfV EHOLHI GRHV QRW UHSUHVHQW WKH UHD O L WhoRed thektarbleL W XDW LR Q
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and reality, and to not understand the complex causes of behavior suctiet=eln

addition, the lack of theory of mind affects the ability to imagine. More specifically, autism
symptomatology indicates impoverished creatiaiyl inability to engage in pretend play and
scenarios. Baro@ohen (1995) insisted that autism shibbe interpreted through the lens of

the theory of mind hypothesis, and viewed mindblindness as a core autistic deficit. His
motivation is to make "widelaccepted that individuals with autism are impaired in the
intuitive understanding that people haventa¢ states” (Hill and Frith, 2004: 6). Nonetheless,
the BarorCohenfV K\SRWKHVLV ZDV QRW ZLWKRXW FULWLFLVP

Interestingly, not all research result urcedly exhibits that mindblindness is the key
mechanism underlying social interaction impairments s@enASD. The degree of
understanding of intentional behavior in autistic children is thus uncertain, as experimental
results do not match: one researcteatn claims tha®t DXWLVWLF L QdhtivélyGXDOV
unableto understand (Gallese, Eagle, and Migen2007: 152), the intentions behind one's
action,while the other stream shows that the majority of children with autism understand that

others have inteittins and behave toward reaching thEiiThese studies conclude that what

autistic children lack areot the skills to understand the intentional behavior of others, but the
motivation and capacities for sharing psychological states with others. Theslatter of the
diagnostic criteria for ASD, given that the capacities for intenatgading and the ativation

to share psychological states with adults or peers interact during the first year of life. Thus, it
was concluded that what autistic childrenra understand is not the intentions themselves,
but it is the decisiomaking process behind the émtional activity. These implies that
autistic children and adults have some basics of the theory of mind (i.e. they are not

completely3 E O L Q & X WdiffidDIyeld in using it appropriately ithin social engagements.

These criticisms have pushed Bax@ohen (2002) to complement and comprehendhéery of

mind hypothesis, by making the introductionesftrememalebrain theory of autism.

This undestanding of other peoplebkliefs is called firsbrder belief attribution. See. (Happe and Fii@96:
13774400).
187 Charman et al. 1997: 784789.

188Some studies concluded that autistic children, in fact, understand other $&bpleQ W H Q W L R& &killsEaXkdV ODF N
motivation for sharing mental states, as well as the interest in other pefsoB'sbidgiCal states. Foexample, a study

performed by Carpenter et al. (2002) showed that autistic children imitated[AHUKQFRQYHQWLR Q@I FWLRQV
the light with the head), but also that they understand the intentions of the unconvertional (ghey looked at the light

with anticipation).
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Specifically, according to this theory, people with autism have a male brain that has a
strongersystematic ability, but a reduced empathizing ability, in relation to a female brain.
Since autismd more common in men than in women, Ba@when concluded that autism is

an extreme form of the cerebellum. It is because of such brains that autistiduat$i are
extremely talented at detecting patterns and systematizing large groups of inforfFation.

However, equally, such a brain is the reason why autistic persons have difficulty or cannot
perform the metal tasks of imagining that they are in the skianother subject, that is, of
identifying with another persons and their perspective. The Igitevents them from
nurturing feelings of empathy towards others. From the +hlmi#iness hypothesis came the
theory that autism disorder can be interpretegart asempathy disorderEmotion enables

us to be simultaneously ourselves and the other,2h&bm our own position, to understand

and affectionately respond as if we were in the position of another. To do this, an
understanding of another's enooial state is required. According to Frith (198BWKH PRV W
general description of social impairmeantAutism is lack of empathy. Autistic people are
noted for their indifference to other people's distress, their inability to offer comfort, even to
receve comfort themselves 6LPLODUO\ <LUPL\D HWRQMHORI
the most stking characteristics of autistic individuals appears to be their inability to share
emotional states with others1992: 150).

The most interesting accouof autistic inability to engage in emotional states of empathizing
was offered by Baro€ohen (2011 According to him, autistics share zerodegree
empatly. However, their lack of empathy is not correlated with cruelty. B&ohen
emphasizes that natl the absence of empathy is negative: there are at least one condition in
psychiatry, that is, anusism spectrum condition, where individuals have thecated

positive zero degree of empathy. The prefix positive in the positive lack of empathyesdicat

that such a lack does not pose a danger either to themselves or to the people arotitl them.

Let us now return to the central capabilities that Nussbaum holds to be the kind of conditions

of a good life, more specifically the capabilities for imagmat empathy and affiliation.

Note that she takes affiliation, alongside practical reason, as oélsjeerest, as these two
capabilities?V XIIXVH DOO WKH RWKHU FDSDELOLWLHVM&DNLQJ W

189 BaronCohen, S. (2002). Thexeeme male brain theory of autism. Trends in Cognitive Science, 62248

190p82r0n Cohen, S. (2011)ro Degrees of Empathy: A New Theory of Human Cruelty and Kindness.
Penguin Books, New York.
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feel uneasy when adult citizens want to function in & that ignores these very prominent
capabilities, though we are convinced they still have tfeml1skaom 2000: 92)

As presented above, autistic individuals lack the capacity for empathy, and for imagination,
the two capabilities of Nussbaum stresses @ntral to human flourishing and dignified
human life. Moreover, due to their social communicatdeficits, autistic persons have
difficulties in and are often unable to perform a functioning affiliation. Note that some high
functioning autistic personsot only cannot perform functionings, but they do not have the
biological predispositions to develdpe capabilities required for capabilities understood in
terms of functionings opportunities. In this regard, autistic individuals do not seem to have
the capabilities for functionings that enable them to lead a dignified and human life, thus

potentiallyimplying that their lives are not counted as valued and dignified.

Unlike in the case of an Amish who has the capability but does not practice iicawltshot
simply choose not to perform a functioning, but they are incapable, due to their cqrafition
possessing such an opportunity in the first place. They do not want the affiliation to be
accounted for as central human capability (in terms thatotizgs are essential to a dignified
life). Hence, | raise several concerns with Nussb§um Y L HtAe Wirkdbod beel is the line

that distinguishes human from nrboman life:

(i) capability for affiliation should provide autistic individuals with "su#rgtal" freedoms,

but they cannot be provided with the freedom to engage in social interactionsmwiaet)

they are incapable of engaging in this practice;

(ii) does the last withdrawal that autistic lives are not fulfilled or flourished?

(i) the ten centralapabilities theory recommends society to ‘help' those who do not possess
the capabilities, but it saes that autistic individuals do not want this help, as it does them no

good, as they have a different conception of the good life.

5.4.3. The potential gticism of the neurodiversity movement

The lack of biological precondition for a certain actioropportunity could not, at least
in some cases of autism, be understood as a deviation from normality, but rather a difference,
or as the neurodiversity wdcates claim, as a different way of being. Neurodiversity

proponents essentialize autism as caugdaidiogical factors and celebrate it as a human
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variation. They reject the idea that autism should be cured and advocated for celebrating
autistic rhaviors and ways of communication.

Many autistic individuals believe that their lives are fullyufishing and dignified, even if

they do not possess capability as an opportunity to perform certain functions. It seems that
they would not accept (and wdurightly be offended) that without having the latter they
cannot lead a decent human life, giveatttaccording to central capabilities theory, it is an
essential component of a good life.

The neurodiversity movement, as well as autistic persons vithough not possessing
capabilities for functionings, still lead a dignified life, are a problenNiassbaum's list of central
abilities. Nussbaum would probably, as an answer to the neurodiversity, insitis on the following:
SLI ZH VWDUW | Br¥ e ¢ pbalticalentityiive lose a strong incentive
... for making every effort we can develte capacities of people with disabilities to the
point at which they are able to exercise these entities on their own '(2008).363

| find the latterdeeply problematic, especially in terms of imposing the capability of an
affiliation on autistic indsiduals as something that would make their lives fulfilled.
Neurodiversity movement advocates and activists for autism rights would reject Nussbaum's

ideathat society needs to "help" them to develop affiliations (in Nussbaum's rich concept),
especially vinen this help does them no g&%(high level of stress and anxiety in every new

social situation), on the one hand, and, on the other, they could (pfesktlike their autistic

traits are recognized as traits of having a bad life, and that suchduawineed to be
normalized. It seems that Nussbaum fails to preserve her initial idea of human diversity by
creating a list that is, for some individuais)posed upon and discriminatory. As | see it,
Nussbaum falls into the trap that she's been tryingvtmd. Namely, the reason why she
insists on the single list and the same level of threshold for every citizen is that enabling each
and every citizen tdulfill her potentials and not be restrained by a list that corresponds to
what society thinks an ingired person can achieve. However, while trying to achieve
equality for all citizens, the list ends up discriminating against certain groups of people, by
claiming that their lives are cases of bad luck and an unhappy state of affairs.

191 agree with Aneson who recognized that "justice according to the capability approach obliges society to

'help' [people] in ways that do [them] no good by [their] owghts" (‘Perfectionism and Politics, p.61).

Promoting one form of life as valuable, while statingttbther forms of life are not human is inevitably

damaging to a persshV ZHOO EHLQJ 6XFK DSSURDFK SURPRWHY DQ 4PDJH RI I
person from living a fully human life, and as such, it needs to be eradicated through the Inelgtatet
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The latter critiques are already, to some degree, recognized in the literature. Namely, Richard
Arneson critically commented Nussbadinv &dit$ theory as follows:

3, GRXEW WKDW D OLVW DV H[SDQVLYg$alDoVwkdhEeny LV UHL
person must achieve at some threshold level if her life is to count as attaining a decent

or adequate level of welleing... one can iagine lives that are high in wdleing

despite failing to attain any positive amount of some itemsNassbaunfV. G LV W
(Arneson 2000: 48).

ArnesonfV REMHFWLRQ SUHYVXPH\E REIBY RCKHKWL QXVLVEDRE® I XQFWL
valued way, in a marer that a person needs to realize all the items of the list in terms of
exercising all the functiongs in order to lead a good and dignified human life. However, as
stressed elsewhere, NussbaiM DSSURDFK GRHV QRW LQVLVWNRQ WKH

the capabilities which are to be understood as opportuﬁﬂ?es.

5.4.4. The Humoruless Warior arttle Autistic

Another critical remarkon Nussbaun§ capability approach can be found in Rutger
Claassen (2018). Referring to Eric Nelson and his critiojuéhe list of ten capabilities,
Classen stresses that Nussbaum expects the state to guarante¢raheagzabilities of each
citizen by defending W& Kiew of the good life that her theory is supported to be applicable to
all humanbeings,everywhere arund the world +RZHYHU WKLV GRHV (
be the case the real world:

37 K H UcHrtdirNy no sense in which [Nussbaum's list] ésitnal with respect to the
good. It's not rational to want the things on the list ‘whatever else orig' w&auppose

| am celibate, and | believe sexual satisfaction is sinful; or suppose | am a misanthrop
who does not see any value in associating with other humagsbéNelson 2008:

99; in Claassen 2018: 25).

19237KH FRQFHSWLRQ G RyHpvodQdm/pedjhl®wBoiunGibiib Gertain ways. It aims, instead, at producing
people who are capk of functioning in these ways, who have both the training and the resources so to function, should
they choose. The choice itself is left to thém. 1 ¥bdum 1990: 214).
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The problem is, Claassen continues, thatYHQ LI D WKHRU\ Bi@&\(h&deRYLGHV
leaving the choice to individuals as their functions), it still relies upon a specific theory of the

good to select these capabilities 18: 25). In the paperhe Foundations of Capability

Theory: Comparing Nussbaum and Gewir@laassertnad a similar concern in mind, which

he presented through an example of an imaginary creature calletlitherless Warrior

Apart from other normal huméeatures, two things are peculiar about him: he utterly
lacks the capacity for humor, he rarely Vfee laughs, nor does he make jokes; he is just a
very, very serious fellow. He is also aggressive; he usually does not have the patience to
resolve conflits peacefully but fights them out instead; he is predisposed to using physical
force against othersWe take it that we can recognize these two features as human:

seriousness and physical aggression seem to be fairly common among us. Nonetheless, the

capaliity to laugh is on Nussbaum'’s list while the capability to fight i,

The example of the Huourless Warrior posits two purposes: first, to critique the presence of
human capabilities on the list, and second, to critique the presence of a chsicrdthat is
important about this matter is the second critique, that is, imposing a Humorlessr\iveatri
capability to laugh is central to a fulfilled life. Even though Nussbaum might reply that the
majority of society likes to laugh and that this daipty is only guaranteed by the state as an
opportunity, not as functionings, the Humourless Wartuld, nevertheless, state thayv K H
fact that it is on the list means that the political community values capability to laugh as part
of a theory of thegood; the Warrior rightly feels that this does not represent his views
&ODDVVHQ DQG 4927)HICaQree with Claassen that Nussbaum's list aims at
promoting capabilities that do not necessarily form one's conception of the good. However, |
propcse that the case of autistic individuals portrays the latter in a better manner than the

example ofthe misanthrope or the example of the Humourless Watrrior.

In the case of an autistic person, not only does she not see the value in associating with
otherhuman beings (as is the case with misanthrope), but she has no biological predisposition to
developthe ability to associate with other human beings as required by Nussbaum's rich concept

of affiliation. Furthermore, not only does such a person want extleded from social

193&ODDVVHQ 5 'eZHOO O 7KH )R XQ G D peiing Rugsiaun®eDEEeiktid EWd ThéolR U\ &R P
Moral Prac, Vol 16, pp. 49810
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relations (just like the Humorous Warrior does not want to laugh), bulssmgagement is
something that threatens her weding (followed by high levels of stress and atyie
Therefore, | believe that autistic individuals present a good case for rejecting Nussbaum's
rigid list, much because they are not some thought expatjnbut a real example of how
central human capabilities can, while trying to achieve equalitylifaitaens, end up in the
discriminating certain group of people. Furthermore, | will present in the next paragraph that
the NussbuarfiV O LV W Q kraHsGppleeénG.LThell&ter is proposedrimyrid Robeyns

and Miranda Fricker. Robey?‘%{ in this sase, recognized the list's inadequacies in relation

to the wellbeing autistic persons, while FrickeP stresses that Nusshaum's list ignores the

relevane of epistemic contribution for the processes of human flourishing.

5.5. Autistic wellbeing and adlitional capabilities

Ingrid Robeyns (2016) stretches the notion of human diversity and calls for capabalitarian
approach with core idea of human neuvedsity +the idea that conditions like Autism Spectrum
and ADHD are results of normal variationstie human genome, and not diseases or disorders.
The neurodiversity movement promotes subjective-veilhg of autistic individuals, rather than
typical functioning. In their attempts to function as neurotypicals, autistic individuals often use
various stategies to3 F D P R X1 érJddnditions, which lead® increased stress, anxiety,

depression and decreases their seihg.

She recognized the needr foeurodiversity framework in the capability literature, and by
guestioning the usefulness of the abitity approach for autistic welleing, recognizes the three
major strength the capability approach has: (1) pluralistic approach (autistics livesraneegx
diverse, due to their different conditions, abilities, and their environment); (2) humasitgive

(different people have different needs); (3) the resonation with the phenomenological account
found in (aute) biographies and narrative accouhte.The strengths have their own place when

we discuss welbeing from an autism point of view. Robeypsoposes the extension of
NussbaunfV OLVW VR LW ZLOO GR MXVWLFH WR DXWLVWLF LQGLY

P45REH\QV , 0 $ lisihgRVReDlieigfaY Kistic Persond -RXUQDO RI OHGLFDO (WKLFV
(6), pp. 383390.
195¢icker, M A(SLVWHPLF &RQWULEXWLRQ DV &XQW UDO HEBPDIKKITREDOLW!

Society: Essays on Equality in Theory and Practice. lgggimBooks, Lanham, Maryland, pp.-98.
196 Robeyns, 2016.
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is also needed for the na@utistics. he first additional capability Robeyns advocates is the
capability to3DYRLG VHQVRUYKRYDEORDGEH RI VHDyRUMpBiahtel ORD G |
for autistic weltbeing, as atypical sensory experience occurs in 90% autistic individuals. Thus,

the unerstanding of the importance of sensory difference in autism has strong implications for
autistic weltbeing, as well as for creating autigriendly envionment. The second additional

capability is the capabilty ofFEHLQJ DEOH WR FKRRFN XOsHib&dyrelated to
NussbaurfV. WK FOXVWHU RIWHD $IMBIDAHWLMI W DIUHR XY IRUPV RI V
where the question of commuaton is not made explicit. Hence, Robeyns stresses the need for

the distinguished capability to conumicate, especially since enabling proper communication for
autistics requires special efforts. In addition to the capability to communicate are thdityagfabi
SEHLQJ SURSHUOD QG GWHKH/ WBEREEQ D FWURG 1R UKBQRD R ¥ HGL W \
SEHLQJ SURSHUOXDXQ GRUWRHREWLRQHG SULRU 5REH\QV LQ WKH&
its importance for both autistics and Raatistics. Autobiographical narratives describe how

autistics do not feel like they are understood by-aotisics, primarily by caregivers, social

workers and other public officers.

This capability is, | argue, central for autistic weding and for fulfilment § not only

social, but also epistemic justice. The need for being properly understood is clcsely tel

the need of being counted as a knower, a person who possesses knowledge about the world
and about oneself, and participates in the sharing ofn@tion. The general prejudices

about autistic individuals questions their ability to make sensesofdivn experiences, and,
consequently, the ability to contribute to the process of sharing information. These prejudices
reflect the history of mistreatmg wrong diagnosis, and marginalization directed against
anyone who does not fall under the categufrpeurotypicals. Any deviation from normality

is positioned within a structure of social powers that reinforces the standar@ BfUPD O L W\
and marginaiesanyone who falls short to this standard. The consequences of such hierarchy

of social power arente exclusion from both social and epistemic community.

Concerning about the correlation between being an equal member in an epistemic
community and welbeing, Miranda Fricker (2015) stresses the importance of belonging into
epistemic community for the rpcess of human flourishing. She identifies consequences
marginalization and exclusion have on the vbgling of an individual, and, in addition to
NussbamfVv OLVW SURSRVHV WKH FDSDELOLW\ RI HSLVWHPLF
capability. Frickernotices that two items from Nussbaum capabilities list are directed towards

human capacity for reason: the firsPigactical reasonand the second Berses imagination,
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thoughts However, no special place is given to our rational functionings,theoretical

reason, responsible for our functionings as contributors to shared information and
understanding. The rational functiogi is of great impdance for human flourishing and
individual |V Zd¢i@gDas we need our reason to make sense ofxpariences and shared

social lives. Nussbaum, unlike Fricker, seems to sees individbkesWaKk H SHUVRQ " DV D UH
which was criticced byWolff and De Shalit:

3IIXVVEIVXOLVW RI IXQFWLR Q Lifflidhced/byidhbk 8dn by ¢alled O\ R Y F
3W Kuhfuage of justice ZKR JHWV ZKDW LQ WKH SURFHVV RI C
SODQJXDJH RI OLEHUDOLVP Z kdWasiz €3 Hhel pénsHa® &/ L W O H G
receiver, seeking to expand his or her possessions and as an individual promoting his

or hermaterial weltbeing (Wolff and DeShalit, 2007: 45 in Fricker, 2015).

They underline the need for a more diverse view of the person, a person wheas. &gtker
welcomes these critiques and argues for introduction of another capability that will be
fundamental for human flourishingepistemic contribution. The latter is to be understood as a
individualfV . SDUW RI FR Q potl loEskated @ptercRnfuYrkatlon, and as a relation
between epistemic giving and epistemic receiving. Epistemiogis divided into two groups:

(1) informational materials (e.g. information, evidence, hypothesis, argumentation, critique)
and (2) interpretive material®.@g. justification, reasonability, making sense of the social
world). No matter the cultural contextyho will be included into epistemic giving of
informational and interpretive materials is a locus of human flourishing. Furthermore, Fricker
insists on onsequences the exclusion from epistemic contribution has on indifidua H O O
being, in forms of egtemic frustration, loss of epistemic courage and stigmatization.
Systematic and persistent exclusion from the epistemic pooling of knowledge based on
prejudices and stereotypes is what Fricker identifies with epistemic injustice.

For people diagnosed thi some kind of disorder or disability, the risk of getting excluded from
epistemic community is very high. Marginalized and stigmatized because of tbeicain

conditions, these individuals are victims of epistemic silencing that affects their speglific w

being and the way they understand themselves and the world arount’ft@uch is the case

197 The concept of epistemic silencing can be also fourdlim Stuart MilfV FULW2Q XH BHUKMHUH KH FODLPV WK
SWKH SHFXOLDU HYH[G RHWIRHOQFRODYRLQLRQ « >OHDGV WR@ UREELQJ WKH K
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of autistic persons whose experiences are largely obscured because of the dominant
stereotypes about autism. Treated as persons who lack sense of their own self, autistics are
systemadtally and persistently being excluded from the pooling of knowledge. Therefore, we
need to focus on what autistic individuals can do and what are thetstarather than
focusing on their impairments and difficulties. Being acknowledged as diversedumi

could provide autistic individuals a chance to be included into the process of epistemic
giving, particularly of giving of interpretative materialBhe autistic voices should not be
mistreated and rejected as untrustworthy, or as meaninglesseliatkee heard and accepted

by neurotypical society. Autistic individuals can provide interpretative materials in a form of
making sense of their own expances, and sharing those experiences with others, in order to
raise an awareness of their conditibmthis manner, autistic individual will be accepted, on

the social and epistemic basis, as an individual who is different then most members of the
societ, but equally valuable. Such a picture is much more inclusive than the one Nussbaum
proposes with s list of abilities, since the former recognizes the pluralism of needs and
cognitive contributions. The problematic nature of Nussbfym O L VW Vis\clhseundds RP L
(as recognized by Robeyns and Fricker) and strong evaluative components rooted in
oppotunities for functionings fundamental for the notion of the human life (recognized by
Anderson and Classessen). Namely, Nussbaum sets a limit above weffVoOLIH FDQ EF
characterized as human. Below the threshold, by contrast, there is no possibilityari
flourishing since below the bare minimum a person does not lead a human life, but leads a
different form of life. Those who are below the threshtddk the capability we as a society
agree is of great importance, to extend that we agree thatvthosgo not possess it does not

lead a human life. The role of society is to bring such individuals who lack distinctively
human characteristics (capalidg) to at least a minimum of threshold, by investing resources

in their education, treatments, drdigcovery, and, if available, genetic enhancement.

56.&DQ DXWLVWLF OBORIEHH D AKXPDQ

5.6.1. The3GLJQL IQHIG

Nussbaum's philosophical thght regarding the capability approach is divided into two
phases. The first period of Nussbaum'dgstuphical activity (1988997) was marked by

of the opportunity of exchangingrer for truth” ,Q VXFK UHVSHFW WHH QRWLRQ
political exclusion are inextricably linked.
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strong liberal perfectionism. At that timeliat of ten central human abilities emerged as a
kind of theory of the good. Perfectionism in moral and political philosophy is associated with
theories ®human flourishing based on some form of good. It inevitably ties in with the issue
of a good and wkled life, human nature and wdiking, and political conclusions over the
past. Therefore, in the moral and political philosophy, the concept of aéipahd discussed

in relation to the aristotelian project. As Nussbaum sees it, ethics should duk drashe
essentialist concept of human nature that underlines the idea of understanding human life

through the prism of its defining featurE® In this idea, Nussbaum finds the starting point

of her project, to pursue a "historically sensitive accotith@® most basic human needs and
human functions" (1992: 205).

It is not surprising, therefore, that Nussbaum's approach is based on the Aristotedept con
of dignity, in the way that the theory of entitlements for functions and just society should
provide for its members. The Aristotelian background in the capability approach is evident in
the dichotomy between capabilities and functioningNicomactean ethics Aristotle sets

out to postulate the human good, one that serves as a goal in life ttf€hesldound in the
notion of eudaimonia that equates happiness, human progress, flourishing abnelingglbut

such a notion is subject to disagreemesifice not all members of society can agree
unanimously on the criteria for happiness. Aristotekttesolve the latter problem by calling

for understanding about the ergon (function) of human life. The justification for eudaimonia
interpreted throughte ergonis as follows:

SBUHVXPDEO\ KRZHYHU WR VD\ WKDW KDi&s,la@dHaVYV LV W
clearer account of what it is is still desired. This might perhaps be given, if we could

first ascertain the function of man. For just as &eflolayer, a sculptor, or any artist,

and, in general, for all things that have a function or agtithte good and the " well "

is thought to reside in the function, so it would seem to be for man, if he has a
function. Have the carpenter, then, and thnner certain functions or activities, and

has a man none? Is it naturally functionless? Or asybghand, foot, and in general

each of the parts evidently has a function, may one lay it down that man similarly has

a function apart from all these?HENL..7 1097b2233)

198Nussbaum, M. C. (1992). Human Functioning and Social Justice: In Defensistotélian Essentialisniolitical
Theory 20(2), 202246.
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The human function is, he continuesbQ DFWLYH OLIH RI WKH HOHPHQW
principle” B4). Nussbaum takes on Aristotle's reflection ondhgonand states that
human bengs want a life that uses all our capacities, as such a life both involves the exercise

of reason and requires a rational directiofNussbuam, 1976: 10)’699. Therefore,
justification of the list of abilities is derived from the thought that all humangbeshare
basic needs for certain functions, that is, from the positiomefal essentialismNussbaum
notes that for Aristotle, the question of whatha certain function is a part of our human

nature is a special sort of evaluative question. Namsebluative standard lies in the question

of whether the relevant function is to that degree important that a being who lacks it would

not be judged to bleuman at alf%0

Nussbaum, on the other hand, sharply rejects interpretations of Aristotle's adisserds

external, by claiming that human nature cannot be validated from the external perspective,
because human nature is just an inside persp(—?&?vExternal essentialism, in this sense,
advocates for the formatioof the facts about what is esselidouman to be3sD PDWWHU R
natural scientific facts, not of ethical value 1 XVVED XP IXVVEDXP FRC
internalist essentialism with fiors of essentialism that are fundamentally externalist, arguing

that the latter interpretations of AtotlefV ZRUN DU KOt QDFFXUDWH

The notion of human dignity is interpreted in terms of value inherent in human nature.
Accordingly, Nussbaum argues thatl human beings ought to acknowledge and respect the
entittements of others to live lives commeraar with human dignity" (2006: 53). It is
problematic, however, to clearly define what the concept of human dignity encompasses, since it

is an 3 L Q W XatidhlthaHs by no means utterly cléar , Q VWaH Dighityshxurd

be understood irelation to a set of three other notions. Dignity, Nussbaum states, is

199 Nussbaum also acknowledges Aristotle's uniformity of the good human lifehwid understands as
following: When | imagine a picture of a good or valuable life, and think dfimgsit for myself or for another,

| ought to get clear about the relationship between that valuable life and the conditions of my (my friend's)
continuedexistence. | ought, that is, to ask closely whether this imagined life is a life that could beylisteech

a being as | amby a being, that is, who shares all those characteristics that | consider to be truly constitutive of
my (my friend's) identity”. See. Nussbaum, 1976.

200N yssbaum 1988, p. 177.

201 Nusshaum 1995, p. 121.
202 Nusshaum specifically argueganst externalist interpretations such are those by Bernard Williams and

Alasdair Maclintyre, who offered a justification of Aristofl&/ Y L U W X Hinvbking ltd- & mgtaphysical
biology. Such attempts seem to interpret tatiefV D S S U R D F KstDriamilly \&sHap i@ &gy Lto external
facts that came traced in human nature and detected by science.
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related to respect. A person living a dignifiife must lead a life that demands respect from
other members of a shared society. Alongside, tligaiagency related, or what people are
able to do and perform in order to make their lives valuable. Finally, dignity is related to
equality, given thaall members of society should enjoy equal rights. All three are contained

in capabilities that represt political entities that the society must ensure and pr%qgct.

As already mentioned, for the capability project as presented so far we say that the
result is Nussbaum's earlier work. Her later work ((p83ent) is characterized by a move
to political liberalism, deeply influenced by John Rawls. The difference, roughly, is that
Nussbaum finds justification for her capabilities list in her work papethe basis of 8§V H O |
validatingg DUJXPHQWDWLRQ VWUDWHJ\ ZKLOH thjustifitabow HU ZR U
through overlapping consensus. In later works, Nussbaum argues that the list can be justified
by overlapping the consensus, but not thealist is the subject of a current consensus. We are
not asking individuals what they think is nea@gsfor a good life, but the list is based on the
assumption that all individuals, when asked if they agree that these capabilities are key to a
good life, will come to a consensus. However, as can be seen from the example of autistic
individuals, who haveno predisposition for certain capabilities or functions, that not all
individuals will agree and that consensus will not be reached. Autistic people aniggyit
that the capabilities for empathy and imagination are important for the development & cultur
in general, and that it may be very valuable to some neurotypical individuals, but they will
not accept the thesis that a life without the capacity rigqpaghy or creative expression is a
life not worth living, or, even more strongly put, a life thatrmatnbe characterized as human
life. Nussbaum seems to be calling for justification through potential overlapping consensus,
in fact, requiring members obsiety to agree that some capabilities are essential to human
life, even if they themselves cannotsgess those capabilities.

5.6.2. The role of a just society in providing a dignified life to its citizens

Nussbaum argues that individuals should agrnedahe role of society in promoting these
same capabilities. Here we come to the question of tleeofadociety towards those individuals
who are below the threshold level. Nussbaum's whole approach -es®rit based, since the

capability approach meaies justice in terms of society's ability to secure all its members and

203Nussbaum, 2011.
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a list of central capabilities up to a suitable threshold 1698INussbaum emphasizes that

every decent society must provide protection for people likbe&akmie, and Arthur by
addressing their needs for care, education,-resffect, activity, and frship. Social

contract theories focus on fully cooperative members of society, while those who do not
exclude it from the conversation. It is crucial feociety to recognize those members of

society who have some form of impairment so that it can adsguatidress their needs.
Nussbaum notes that impairment raises the problem of social justice in the face of fair
treatment for people with impairments wheed varieties of care and help in ordering to live

fully integrated and productive lives. The stagtipoint of the latter is to d&tigmatize such

individuals and rectify the unjustly attributed prejudices: naméWw KH SUHMXGLFH WKI
children wergust 3GXPE QG LQHGXFDEOH SUHYHQWHG DQG DQ DFF
they could achievée : 189). In this sense, he refers in particular to Arthur, who
speculates that he would have been interpreted fifteen years ago by society as an extremely
smart child by parents messed up emotionally. A just society is a society that takes care of all

its members, regardless of their cognitive or physical conditi®@lsR XOG QRW VWLJIJPDWL
children and stunt their development: it would support theirtihea&ducation, and full

participation in social and even, when possible, politital (2006: 100).

Nussbaum herself states that for Sesha, the possibility to vote is nothing to her, not because she
holds a comprehensive conception of value that ferhiet to vote (as is the case of the Amish),

but because her cognitive capacities will never allowtbeinderstand the concept of voti%fbs.

Is it really fruitful and fair to claim that the same threshold level and the same list should be the
level thatmakes a dignified human life? Nussbaum claims the latter and the stresses that this
practice will enare that all individuals reach their potential. In a society that limits children with

Down Syndrome and allows them the capabilities that society thimkg ¢an achieve, the

potential that differs from that list may not be recognized. She particulatbsghat

SSUWKXU RLbhkEMWprdmBtiirely judged to be a child who could simply not form
good relationships with other children and who would neeealile to be a member of

society. But because parents, educators, and, ultimately, the law plaaeengphasis

204Nussbaum, 2006: 281.
205 Nussbaum, 2006.
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on sociability in the public conception of education, Arthur (...) learned good social
skills and has madeéends” (2006: 190).

The very threshold level is thus needed to provide a rigiel lelzgood life, a3sVHW RI QRQ
negotiable social entitlemerits WK D W H WHsbiduld- &dhdvgH Those with cognitive
impairments, Nussbaum continues, \ebbe dependent upon the help of the state that would
3ZRUN WLUHOHVVO\ WR Eéablit@gd up 0 e vy threstditif Zdpabikty G L V
that we set for other citizeng190). More specifically, Jamie and Arthur can achieve the
prerequisites foa good human life with the help of the state in forms of educational and

health policies.

Educaton is of particular importance, asDOO >LQGLYLGXDOV ZLWK LPS
impedimentsthat education must address, in an individualized way where pasaiid all,

given suitable care, can become capable of central functions distth@91). If, howeer,

education fails to prepare the individual for the attainment of capahiliien3W KLV LV DQ
unhappy state oéffars” 1RWDEO\ 6HVKied 2ogmive &bHtles Caniot learn

how to exercise her abilities, is also excluded from theHistvever, if there is a cure for

Sesha's condition, the state must cure her impairments and lift her up to the threshold, but no
matter the costs. Nussbaumre makes a clear statement that just society should invest in
care, treatment, education, and, va#able, cure, for its cognitively impaired members, in

order to denigrate their competencies and potential contributions to society. The public space
shauld, Nussbaum continues, be adequately designed to support individuals such as Arthur

and Jamie, sdat they could fulfill their potentials.

What is particularly interesting, however, is the way in which Nussbaum perceives the role of
society in theirdask of enabling everyone to reach the threshold. | would like to mention here

that |1 consider Nussbaus motivation to be extremely valuable in the discussion of the
inclusion of people with mental impairments in social and political life. Namely, Nussbaum
believes that such persons are too often dismissed as unworthy members of society, while
their potemials and abilities are negated. This is precisely the aim of this paper, to point out

that autistic persons have epistemic potential that representblealasight for society as a

whole. In that sense, NussbafitY DQG P\ PRWLYDWLR QrécRiOOdg@Ekty % XW Z
and empowering people with cognitive impairments to fulfill their potential and actualize

themselves as valuable participants in theveosation about choosing basic political
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principles, Nussbaum goes a step too far in argthiag if possible, the state must allow such
individuals to be® F R U U'H FOVR 1 @ificaByHwhen talking about Sesha, Nussbaum insists
that the societyif possible, should provide all the resources to cure SE$haFRQGLWLRQ D
bring her up to the capdities threshold. Strong emphasis is put on the society which have an
obligation to pay such a treatment once it becomes available. We can all agrdasthat
recommendation, without going into the resource problem, is highly altruistic. Also, we can
agree that most citizens would agree that for people like Sesha, who needs substantive
support and, in essence, suffers from their impairment, should bel@dowith the means

that will enable them to alleviate or eradicate their difficulties. Moreoverhdfet are
available technological achievements that would enable genetic engineering in the womb in
order to eradicate or decrease the severity of the impat, a decent society would provide
such an opportunity. However, Nussbaum hints a rather prolemsstie of applying the

same principles for individuals like Jamie and Arthur as well, in cases where such individuals

cannot attain central human capdia$ from the list:

3ZH GR QRW VD\ WKLY DERXW -DPLH RU $UW RKr¥sgectSUHFL V|
that they will attain the capabilities that we have evaluated as humanly central. Thus, the

view does not entail engineering Down syndromeyawa AspergefflV.- RU EOLQGQHVYV
deafness, although it does not clearly speak against this é{t@056: 193).

Therefore, while Jamie and Arthur have a real possibility that attain the listed capabilities,
correction througtcure or genetic engineerg is not recommended for their conditions, but

only allowing them to reach the threshold throughicadion and treatment. However, as |
described in detail in the previous paragraph, Nussbaum does not take into account that
Arthur does not have the bioliegl capacity to develop certain capabilities for functionings.

If she saw Arthur's lack of empatlas a lack of capabilities that cannot be learned, then
Arthur would have the same problem as Sesha, who would never be able to learn the concepts
of voting and political engagement. In this sense, it seems that Nussbaum would say that
Arthur, like Sesha,tould, if available, should be cured from his impairment. As presented,

such conclusion would do great harm and unjustice to the neurodivegent population.
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5.7. The capability approach as the disability model?

Nussbaum's theory of human capgies$ can be interpreted as a theory about what it
means to live a life worth living, that is, what human life means. The list of capabilities, therefore,
ams to ensure that all those with biological predispositions reach the level of threshold are
suppoted by their society and the state in terms of securing the necessary resources. No one
disputes the contribution of Nussbaum's theory that recognizesysiemstic exclusion of
persons with cognitive or physical impairments from conversations aboudb&met and political
ideas that treat all citizens as equal and free. However, there also afipdssnegative
consequences regarding the Nussbfwn D SI5 WRiEh are seen in dismissing some of
conditions as essentially human. This implication is linteethe belief that some life forms are
simply not worth living. Such attitudes are often linked to a range of mental and physical
impairments, although Nabaum urges us to look for criteria at the threshold level. However, as
we have seen, in order fomarticular individual to reach the minimum required by the threshold
level, he or she must possess the biological prerequisites to develop such capabditie
example, Sesha will never reach the level of understanding of political life and votingsprowe
due to severely impaired mental ability. However, as | have shown in the previous chapter,
Nussbaum does not realize that the same applies to autdividirals who cannot reach the
threshold level in terms of capacity for affiliation, empathy andgimation, due to their
impairments in biological functions in relation to such abilities. Therefore, like Sesha, Arthur
leads a life that is not a humanelifnor is it a life worth living. A counterbalance to this
conclusion can be extracted from the realrld; namely, can be found in the testimonies of
disabled people who testify that good life, and life worth living, is also possible with impairment.
In this regard, | refer primarily to the neurodiversity movement, although the same thought holds
true anong other disabled people's movements. Hence, | conclude that the notidriHdfeiag”
cannotbe universalistic, but needs to be pluralisticmaans tht it recognizes diversity among
people, the conditions and environment they live in, and theitiabito make their lives the best
possible. The element of diversity is crucial, for it recognizes that different people have different
needs. In this mamm, the element of newdiversity has a large role in creating a pluralistic
notion of 3 Z Hit@i@g” that would describe what is the best life not only for neurotypicals, but
also for autistic individuals. Instead of treating their conditions as tragealigistic sel
advocates understand their condition as an aspect of human diversity. Such dnatrsityy
implies the existence of different ways of functioning in daily life, but also suggests a broader
understanding of human flourishing and of a gbfad Namely, proponents of the neurodiversity

movement believe that in their lives

108



they mayattain human goods in an atypical way, or even some new goods specific to their lives.
They do not consider their condition an impairment that prevents fiteem leading valuable

lives, but, moreover, nurture a special sense of pride, thus interpretingifgnostic image as

their personal identity. Such individuals share the resentment of being born with autism and
promote affirmative attitudes regardimgitism as a worthwhile diversity. However, a kind of
recruiting is perceived in relation to the smcenvironment, which is systematically perceived

and treated as less valuable, ableisting prejudices and stereotypes about autism. Such prejudices
reinforae social and epistemic wrongs towards autistic individuals, deepen the exaggerated sense
of impact o the bearer's webeing, and prolong the inability to see the potential of such
individuals. Clearly, such injustices also affect the social perceptioastistic persons and the
political and moral attitudes associated with the practices of findogethat could determine

the unwanted and tragic condition called autism.

In this sense, calling for a cure which would allow an individual to live aldide is a
problem for those conditions, such as kighctioning autism, whose carriers do not sider
themselves leading less valuable lives than most of society. The statement that only a cure
will give them a dignified life implies that such persasnot lead a dignified life and that
their conditions do not allow them to flourish humanly andlavelng, or, more accurately,
present their conditions as harmful to their widing. It is interesting to look at this
evaluative approach to mental diders through the question of what we define as mental
disorders, mental illness and mental disorttethis respect, the question arises whether the
list of capabilities could present a pe of a disavility model? It should be noted that
Nussbaum hersetfoes not seek to define illness and disease, but aims to offer an approach
that includes those members of society with mentdlghysical disabilities in the spectrum.
Therefore, this approach is not metaphysical (as Megone's approach to mental ithgss, w

is, like Nussbaum's, grounded on Aristotle's philosophy), but strictly political, with the aim of
promoting a list of abilies that society must provide to all its members. In line with the
above, Nussbaum uses the concept of human flourishingelieg on human nature in the
sense of fully realizing the egon. Such an approach is purely evaluative, in the sense that the
concept of function is positioned in a way that is related to the question of whether that
function is so important that a creatuso lacks it would not be judged to be properly
human at all. Therefore, although Nussbaum does not enter into the debdteedinig
SLOOQRENVVR W& Hheory clearly implicates theormative criteria that are key in
defining the concept othuman life’
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5.8. Conclusion

Unfair epistemic practices, as well as social structures and relations, have a significan
impact on the welbeing of autistic people and their quality of life. In this chapter, | have
presented one of the significazdntemporary political theory based on the concept of-well
being as a fundamental criterion of a justisgc Martha Nussbauiy FDSDELOLW\ DSS
tackles the question of how a just society can taflaits members as free and equal. The
answer is offeed through a list of ten human abilities that make up the determinants of a
human life. The problematic nature of the list eegsed in the chapter relies on the
limitedness of the list and the impossibility of including pluralism of values. Namely,
Nusstaum's line of argumentation introduces the possibility of leading a life that is not a
human life, which can also be attributiedcases of autistic lives. However, as neurodiversity
movement testifies, lives led with autism are inherently human and laluab will be
shown in the following chapters, all reasonable and rational agents can agree that an autistic
life is worth living. But before we analyze the normative criteria for evaluating autistic life, it
is necessary to clarify what makes autismtha first place, an undesirable, pathological
condition that, even according to Nussbaum, needs to be cured.
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6. THE '~ LEH6"
6.1. Introduction

The correlation between mental illness and social exclusion isggreeinforced by
prejudice, stereotypes and general fear of the mental patients. Stigmatization is caused by a
social structte in which a person with a mental disorder is a negation of a normal member of
the society. It is the society itself that detares what is normal, typical, and what is
pathological, atypical. In this sense, the global politics of disability rightsectehe social
explanation of disability the social model. In order to understand what this model recalls for
and what are theonsequences for health policies, | shall first describe what is the role of
modelling in general. Second, | will present thedimal model of disability, and third, its
counterpart the social model of disability that is somewhat of the grounding frankeafor

the neurodiversity claims.

6.2. The models of disability

Smart (2004: 239) points out that models of disability play role in several
processes and are to be understood as the following: models of disability provide definitions
of disability; nodels of disability provide explanations of causal attribution and responsibility
attributions; models of disability are basedh (perceived) needs; models guide the
formulation and implementation of policy; models of disability are not value neutral;lsnode
of disability determine which academic disciplines study and learn about disability; models
of disability shape the seiflentity of persons with disability: models of disability can cause

prejudice and discrimination.

Such models of disability strohygaffect the lives of those individuals who are mentally or
physically disabled. It is important to mention that even thougdlsra is not defined as a
mental disability, the medical professionals use the medical model of disability, while the
autistic s#é-advocates use the social model of disability.

According to the medical model, the patient is the embodiment of the mediegjory,

which must receive adequate medical intervention so that it can, at least to some extent, adapt

to society, More precddy, disability is understood as a medical and biological problem that
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resides exclusively within the individual, i.the patierﬁ%. The nature of such medical

model is perceived as defect or a failure of a bodily system, which makes such as state
abnormal and pathological. Medical professionals, in this sense, share the goals of
intervention in forms of cure, amelidian of physical disability to the best possible extend,
rehabilitation or psychological treatments. Any deviations from norynaktre considered to

be pathological states that negatively impact the lives of their carrier.

The medical model was calledtanquestion precisely because of its correlation with the
stigmatization of people with medical disabilities. Namely, becaysesients disability in a
negative way, the medical model also referred to as*tBeH UV RQDO P\/R@IﬁiEDG\
personal tragdy for both the individual and her family, something to be prevented and, if
possible, cured & D U OV R Persons with nmeal or physical disability are, according

to the medical model, a deviation from normality, that needs to be treated orlduzedain
objection is that the medical model treats people as problems, without taking into account

personf] perspective, needs general life qualit)?.o8

As the opposing force to the medical model of disability, which primarily takes into account
medially determined impairment and the need for adequate intervention, a different awareness of
disability, disorders and iliness gaally arises through the social model of disability. The aim of

this shift was to take control of one's life and to expressaportunities that persons with
medical disabilities have when it comes to adequate participation in s%%?dfyle emphasisro

the inability and disability supported by the medical model shifts to the capabilities and potentials
of the person who is tlught to be impaired. The social model thus presupposes that disability is

not a feature that disables an individual, but thit ihe society the one who disables (physically

impaired peopleﬁz.10 Contrary to the medical model which targets disability

206 Persons with disabilities are expected to avail themselves of the variety of services offered to them and to spend time in
the ole of patient or learner being helped by trained professional2 O N L Q

207Thomas, and Woods, 2003.
208 Barnes, MercerG. and Shakespeare, 2010.

209 ojiver, 1981.

2101he Union of the Physically Impaired Against Segregation (UPIAS) was an early dyseghits organisation in the

United Kingdom. In 1976 they published ti¢ XQGDPHQWDO SULQFLSOHYV Rsicglly mpadd@gaidt 8QLRQ R
Segregation ZKLFK FR Qawf BehbhifestRaDthe disabilitights movement. In thiletter, he UPIAS stressed that

the physical disability should not be accounted for as a disability if there were a society thaespatdiradequately to

their specific needs and constraints. Namely, if people with physical disabilities could live in a dwtietpdld enable

them to move freely, by changing their infrastructure of physical space (disabled ramps, parking plagesssmdniy full

participation in social structures (adequate schooling, employment, housing), their physical condition woléd not
considered as disorderdering or disabling.
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within an individual by focusing on her bodily and biological system, sheial model
promotes3 G L V DE DO iVikpbdked on top of an actual biological impairment. Namely,

the proponents of the dat model claim that such term has a pejorative force to
unnecessarily isolate and exclude the impaired members form tharfidigation in society.

Union of the Physically Impaired Against Segregation (UPIAS), in this respect, strongly
advocates thahe disabled members of ®Q RUPBWRFLHW\ DUH DQ RSSUHVVHG
marginalizes certain members of society who diffenrfrthe majority in their physical
characteristics, imposing upon them the medical classification of disorder as a state that is
bad in its nature, abnormal and pathological. The oppressing mechanisms derive from the
misconception that impaired members loé society are disabled. Namely, UPIAS clarifies

their understanding of their own conditions as following:

37R XQGHUVNID Qdagesy¥diy Lty grasp the distinction between the physical
impairment and the social situation, calledG L V DJE LROI LIB/NiEY Such impairment.

Thus we define impairment as lacking part of or all of a limb, or having a defective limb,
organism or rachanism of the body; and disability as the disadvantage or restriction of
activity caused by a contemporary social organisatvbich takes little or no account of
people who have physical impairments and thus excludes them from participation in the
maingream of social activities (UPIAS 1976:43 14).

The most interesting feature of the social model is the change in inatiqumedf disability
and impairment. According to the social model, persons with disabilities are not disabled for

the sole reasonf their impaired bodies, but because of the barriers that exist in S%Hety.

Inevitably, the paradigm shift reflected iretarea of mental health care as well, where the so

%12

called 3 D gp8ydhiatry movemerit~“occurred. Within such an approach, thepbasis is not

on medical impairment, but on social injustice that marginalizes and damages individuals
who do not fit into thesocially normative concept of normality. Therefore, we can understand
the social model as a progressive political movement igfatisfagainst the medical model as

the most used model in the health professions.

211Swain, and French, 2000.

212Anti-psychiatryis a movement based on the view that mental disorders do not exist as biological facts, but as socio
cultural constructs. Such rmovement advocates the abolition of psychiatric treatments, which are considered to be more

often damaging than helpful to paits. For a review of anfisychiatric ideology see. Nasser, 1995.
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The arguments of the social model can be explainedghrtve hypothes?sl?*.

(i)

(i)
(iii)

(iv)
v)

there is a sharp distinction between impairment and disability, as the impairment
is the functional imitation within the individual caused by physical, mental or
sensory impairment. Disability is the loss or limitation of oppaties to take part

in the normal life of the community on an equal level with others due to physical
and sociabarriers %nBsJ1991: 2);

impairment is culturally and socially constructed concept;

the exclusion of disabled people from their full papiation in mainstream social
activities is a result of specific social and economic structures;

disabled people are an opgsed social group;

disability is not to be understood as a personal tragedy, nor disabled person is to

be understood and perced/as a victim.

Many social activists embrace this consent, arguing that the medical model is a part of the social
establishrent. As they clam3PRGHOV DUH zZD\V RI WUDQVODWLQJ LGHDV

underpinning the individual [medical] modelas that of personal tragedy, while the idea

underpinning the social model was that of externally imposed restrictio2.0O L 2064U19). In

this fashion, the social model of disability presents a practical tool, rather than a theory.

The dominant modeh autism research and studies is the medical model of disability.

However, as Richard Woods (2017) notes,

SWKH VRF LcBrObePuRed bGachieve autism emancipation by creating positive
societal attitudes towards autism and shifting the imbalancet&bwf adapting away
from autistic individuals (...) [which] can prevent damage to autistic individuals
mental health, helpgto prevent the undue loss of autistic lives and leading to the full

emancipation of the autistic population

Similarly, RunswickCole, disability researcher and a mother of a child witwW KLV WKLQJ FDO
MDXWLVWUHVVHV Vddvantageduk EspBdR df\the social model of disability is the

possibility of interpreting autism in a different, roanventionalmanner. Namely, the social
model indicates that D XWLVP LV QRW WKH SUREOHP LW ZDV WKH V\VW

213 armes and Mercer (2004).
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that disable people with autism 7KH VRFLDO PRGHO RI GLVDEL
emangpatory role that can be used as a political tool for claiming policy changes, rights and
recognition. Thus, it is not unexpedtéhat the social model served as a framework for the

newly emerged neurodiversity movement.

In relation to autism research, )se authors critically reflect uporautism expert§
achievements for whom they claim are reluctant to acknowledge that theeseaeches are
done and the more studies are published, the further away we seem to be from the goal of

isolating a biological nr&er of autisnf14 Following this line of thought, neurodiversity
proponents argued that the reason for failed attempts ahdrimological underpinnings of

autism lie in the fact that autism does not exist at the biological level. They assume, rather,
that autism is nothing more than a socially constructed phenomenon.

6.3. The D in ASD- Disorder or Difference?

6.3.1. What s mental disorder?

The effects of mental disordérs are pervasive. They can be traced in suffering,

diminished weHbeing, los of life opportunities, disadvantageous positions in educational
systems, job employment, etc. Such effects are resultingtirermternal aspect of the disorder,

namely, the mental disturbances caused by biological damage, but also from the exteobtal asp

seen in the light of marginalization and stigmatization within social structures. Typically, labeled

by a diagnosis, an dividual is encountering with positive responses in the light of the provision

of adequate care and treatment, but equally, metpative responses, associated with the negative

public conceptions about individuals with any psychiatric diagnosis. Bol@@8fZecognizes the

latter as the tension between the conceptsS R UPD OIMP\E QRUP DOKHMUH QRUPDO
mental functioningis equivalent with making sense of your own experiences and world in
general, along with belonging to a community of sharedtjpes, emotions, and beliefs. By

contrast, abnormal mental functionings refers to

214RunswickCoIe, K., Mallet, R. amd Timimi$. (eds) (2016). Rthinking autism: Diagnosis, identity and equality,
London: Jessica Kingsley Publishers.

21hespH Q'WLDEmRl disorder is especially significant in discussions of the intentionalitatess such aseliefs and

desires, and normag standards of justification and rationality. However, it should be emphasized that in this sense
SPHQWDROH YV Q R \as ddglthsl Es Bpposed to res extensa, that is, that there is no need to treat the mind and the brain
as two separate substances
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inability to make sense of o0&V H[SHULHQFHV EHKDYLR4R0nteRRWLRQV

professionals label orfeV RaHd@ndition as abnormal, the society at large seems to fail to
perceive such an individual as a valuable informer, an agemauo® In this chapter, | am
primarily interested in the standards or norms that divide the groups of people who are
considerechormal and those whose mental functionings are considered abnormal. My main
concern is whether such norms are strictly scientifiare they postulated in relation to social
norms and expectations.

In a broad sense, psychology investigates mental ahdvioral functioningg.17
Such research is always relational to the concept of "normal” functioning and the principles
of such tinctioning, which makes it possible to adequately detect those cases that deviate
from standardized norms. After detection, ttask of psychology is to normalize such
conditions rather than pathologize. The term mental disorder itself, as well as the
classification and criteria of certain conditions, has changed greatly throughout the history of
psychiatry, but today practitioreare advised to use the definition provided by the American
Psychiatric Association the DSt

30 H QW Dder (s b ¢ywdiomeharacterized by clinically significant disturbance in
an individual's cognition, emotion regulation, or behavior that reflactlysfunction

in the psychological, biological, or developmental processes underlying mental
functioning. Mental disorders areswally associated with significant distress or
disability social, occupational, or other important activities, an expectable or
culturally approved response to a common stressor or loss, such as the death of a
loved one, is not a mental disorder.

Socially deviant behavior (eg political, religious, or sexual) and conflicts that are
primarily between the individual and society avet mental disorders unless the
deviance or conflict results from a dysfunction in the individual, as descal@e

(APA 2013,p. 20).

216 Bolton, D. (2008). What is Mental Disorder?: An essay in philosophy, science, and values. Oxford, UK:
Oxford University Press.

27/ xR -XQ -RVp /XLV %HUP~GH] 3KLORVRSK\ Rl 3V\IFKRORJ\ $ &RQWH
Corntemporary Introduction to Philosophy Series. Minds and Machines.
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The aforementioned definition has been significantlyagxled over the definitions of mental
disorder in the previous DSMs as the recent definition lists three potential etiologies:
psychological processes, biological processes and developmental processes. These three
potential etiologies are the potential sm of dysfunction in three domains: cognitions,

emotional regulation, and behavil® The differences between the individuahginostic
marks are so blurry that there is no presumption that each diagnostic category is an entity in
itself. 212 The problemtc aspect of the diagnostic manuals is that the norms of mental

functioning are descriptive and relative to the average refergmap occupying the position

of normal. It is not clear, however, why all deviations from the reference group should be
labekd as disorders. Also, it is not entirely clear whether diagnostic manuals rest solely on
reliable medical knowledge, or whethitwe definition of a mental disorder is based on the
cultural settings of social norm functioning.

Thus, how should be undemsththe term3PHQWD O "G YKRIUIGHVW DSSURDF
understand the term as referring to the state of damage within thetadlareds in mental
functioning manifested by emotional dysfunction (lack of emotion or excessive emotion),
unfounded and unjufied beliefs, or behaviors that are unwillingly controlled or inconsistent

with the person's goals and beliéfd The criticismof such an approach is that not every

behavior that matches the above should be classified as a disorder, since it is {wofaible
and ascribe the meaning of the relevant behavior if we understand the context in which some
interruption of meaningfulrss took place.

Another approach for explaining mental disorder focuses on the observation of the mental
dysfunctioning as a selt of structural or functional lesion within certain nervous proc@szges.

The problem with this approach is the inability tuquely identify the lesions in clinical settings.

The third approach is to explain mental disorder as balsvage functionig relative to the
statistical average of normal functioning, which raises the question of the reference group with
which we compee the test group. Finally, the fourth approach calls for an evolutionary
explanation of mental disorder as a departure froendisign principle of mental functioning.
Neither the latter can be adequately examined in clinical settings. Furthermorkdrawi

2185tein, et al. 2010.
219 Fulford, et al. 2006.
220 Bolton, 2008.

221 hig.
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the greater problem of begging the quastirelated to the correlation between the

evolutionary design (nature) and environment (nurt%ﬁé).

There are many controversieelated to attempts of defining and explaining mental disorders,
leading to the question of whether, and if so, how we danatzout mental disorders. One
major difficulty, for instance, is the inseparability of a specific mental functioning from the
historical and cultural stigmatization of the mentally ill. The question arises as to whether
mental disorders, with the accomparg problems of treatment and classification, can be
explained solely through the prism of psychiatry and medicine, or whé@nportance of

social and cultural characteristics is necessary for an adequate explanation. Equal concerns
are evident in th divide between the medical and social model of disability. The question is
whether the same could be mapped to the psychsfiies of mental disorders. Specifically,

in the social model of disability, it is clear how society renders certain membsogiety
disabled, in the sense that it does not provide adequate ramps in relevant and frequent
positions. However, can the sammeodel be applied to people with impaired mental
functionings? Are the standards by which we classify someone as mentallyaitter of

social agreement and evaluative standards? Notably, the history of psychiatry indicates that
such practices existedoFexample, behaviors that did not conform to public standards for

appropriate behavior of women were once diagnosed as Icyﬁ;td'ra’sorder2.23 Similarly,
homosexuality was considered a mental disorder for a long time and was even introduced in
the diagnosic and statistical manual as a disease of abusive and deviant sexual bettavior.

It is therefore clear why the concept of mted disorder is approached with caution, but it is
also evident why there is so much criticism at the expense of explainingpticept of
mental disorder. Bolton (2008) extracts three relevant criticisms: psychological, sociological,

and evolutionary thary of mental disorder.

6.3.2. The S PHQWDO GWXKRIBRGHHYV

Psychological theory of mental disorder relies on psychologyclwaims to normalize
mental states rather than pathologize them. The pursuit of normalization of mental states requires,

first and foremost, a change in the discourse and way of understanding the concept of

222 i

223\/oren, 2009; Willoughby, 2018.
224 prester, 2015.
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abnormality. In line with the above, psychological theory advocates an approach to
understanding all the divaty of behavior through understanding the overall scope of
behavior. Such a reflection would be derived from a statisticaloapprthat looks at the
curve of one's behavior: for example, socially maladjusted behaviors of autistic persons

would be undetsod in this sense as the more extreme point of such £4raithat is

particularly significant about this approach in relatiorthe above is that it does not proclaim

the treatment and pathologization of the endpoints of a particular ability cuty&oposes a
change in the paradigm of mental disorder that will be directed toward understanding rather
than normalization anddatment.

Such an approach should change the implications derived from the concept of mental
disorder. Above all, abnormaligs a concept is not vakmeutral, but moreover evaluatively
negatively charged. In this sense, the concept of abnormalityscarnermative weight that
characterizes and stigmatizes the person suffering from it. The mechanisms of stigmatization
are effetive because the mentally disordered represent a minority, that is, because the

occurrence of a mental disorder-im the stastical sense rarity.226 The detection of these

cases occurs at the level of binary oppositions according to which thedulilabels herself

as abnormal compared to normal, ill in relation to healthy. All members of society who come
under the concepptf SQRUPDO PHQWDOVKPQHWERQRQJLQJ LQ WKH
mentally normal people, while everyone else, i.e. thosk impaired mental functionings,

are outside this realm. A psychological approach, as social theories claim, undermines such

an urderstanding of a mental disorder.

The social critigue of mental disorder develops in the 1960s, characterized by anti
psychidric movements and fierce opposition to the psychiatric concept of mental digdfder.

Specifically, social critique emerged asritique of the medical model, which, as stated in the
previous chapter, emphasized the pathologization of mental statesei®aicontrary to social
standards. In this sense, this critique is identical to the social model described above. The theory
that marked the beginning of critical analysis of established practice within psychiatry was the
controversial theory of Thomas Szawho offered a series of argument lines for the purpose of

"exposing" the concept of mental illness. Specifically, Szasz drina¢ mental iliness is

225BoIton, 2008: 54
226\1id.

227 \hid., p. 51

119



merely a socioculturally conditioned mﬁﬁ? His epochal article,37KH O0\WK R IlI@ssQ WD O

begins with the question "is there such a thing as mental illness" and immedifiéely a

negative answer. Sza§2¥ DQDO\VLV VWDUW\W olhieRaMdiBorleX & Geliridus W D Q G L C
condition or intoxiation of the brain that manifests in the peculiarities of thinking and behavior.

In this regard, mental illness is no differemorh other physical impairmen@g.9 Szasz

emphasizes that the primary problem of this theory is the equalization of ments Witk brain

disease: deviation in the functioning of the central nervous system would be evident in symptoms
such as blindnessr paralysis of some part of the body rather than disruptions in emotions or

behaviors?3° Furthermore, Szasz emphasizes thastemological component of complex

psychological behaviors that are treated as symptoms of neurological functionings:

3, Q RWbKIBl, il is an error pertaining not to any errors in observation ormeaso

as such, but rather the way in which we orgarand express our knowledge. In the
present case, the error lies in making a symmetrical dualism between mental and
physical (orbodily) symptoms, and a dualism which is merely habitat of speech and

which no known observations can be founddarespond (1960: 114).

Szasz states that dualism is evident in the following. When we talk about physical disorders
we use medical ternmike sign (e.g. fever) and symptoms (e.g. pain). However, when we talk
about mental symptoms we refer to the patient's statsnaout himself and the world
around him. Further, if the patient speaks of himself as Napoleon, such communication will

be regaded as a mental sympto%ﬁ.l However, Szasz states that, unlike physical

disturbances that exist independently of medical peimals (e.g. the patient's pain exists
even if there is no doctor to indicate that it really exists), the statement thatex nsental
symptom of disturbances involves rendering a judgment from psychiatric professionals. Such
judgment is inseparabledim the social context of the patient's society. Therefore, mental

illness cannot be equated with physical ilngs.

228Szasz,'l'.S. (1960). The myth of mental illne§the American Psychologjst5: 1131118
229 |bid., p. 113.
230 5 ([ WHQGLQJ W K Hisé¢abel Y thalfrrigtioRd oGthe body to malfunctions of the human mind

introduces a fatal infection into the materialist medaefinition of disease. The mind is not a material object;
hence it can be diseased only in a metaphorical Seng&]D V] ).

23 1hid., p.114.
232 hig.
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Rejecting mental illness as a brain disease, Szasz argued that what psychiatry calls mental
illness and dysfunction are life's difficulties and "personal problems of living" that do not
require medical treatmefitS Szasz fuher emphasizes that the concept of illness, physical
and mental, implies deviation from some defined norm. In the case of ahymdily illness,

it is clear that this norm is prescribed by the concept of health, which relies on anatomical and
physiologcal terms. However, it is unclear what constitutes a defined norm regarding mental
illness. Although the norm cannot be deteminunequivocally, Szasz states that in
psychiatry, there are mental conditions and behaviors that can only be characterized as
deviant from a perspective of legal and moral practices or generally accepted epistemic

principles.234 Moreover, Szasz believelsat what people call mental illness are for the most

part expressions of unacceptable ideas, often framed in usualddrom.

In this way, psychiatry classifies some mental conditions as disorders according to social values
and categories of social poweSuch classification aims at controlling the social structures of
power. Bolton (2008), in the context of antipsychiatric movetsiecites the example of a 19th

century psychiatric burst that used the diagnosis of "drapetomania” to American slaves who
wantel to escap@?GAn example of similar practice is also found 3luggish schizophreniaor

slow progressive schizophrenia apglto political dissidents in the Soviet Union, and diagnosed
even in patients who showed no symptoms of schizophrenia on shengtson that these
symptoms would appear later in life. As mentioned above, the classification of conditions that
society conslers unacceptable on the basis of normative judgment is found in the recent history
of psychiatry, in cases of classificationfaimosexuality as a mental disorder. In relation to such
practices within psychiatry, there is a clear skepticism that hanaegarding the validity and

authenticity of the notion of mental disorder.

The same concern is recognized in Robert Kenedil stated that the fundamental issue in

psychiatry has become the question of whether the concept of mental disorder mnbesed

233In this sense, Szasz emphasizes that psychiatry is much more tied to the problems of ethics than is medigne, and
problems of living are not problems of neurology but problems of human relations that need to be investigated within a
socil and ethical context.

234 57as7 lists states such as chronic hostility, vengefulness, suicidal tendencies, states judgedegglusing
and ethical concepts as mental health norms. (Szasz, 1960: 115)

235 hid. p. 116.
236 golton, 2008: 87.
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judgments or valuéree scientifically based on facts! He represented the latter, that is, he
believed that it was possible to establish a nsdmodel of mental disorder that would
satisfy the criterion of objectivity. In defining mental disordee, conffers to the nion of
SELR O WRisddvebt@gé $ Fdigy to him, the condition is biologically disadvantageous if

it is broughtto increasednortality and reduced or impaired reproductive capgc?l%/Such

an analysis of mental states, Kendell believed, providestexion for the objectivity of a
medical explanation of a disorder by setting medical norms and criteria that differentiate
mentaldisorders from other mental conditions through an analysis that includes the biological
disadvantage factor. More specificaligendell posits an objective fact to diagnose a mental
disorder that consists in recognizing those abnormalities that cadisesladitening or impair

the reproductive potential of the individ fa°

Bringing mental disorder into correlation with biologl disadvantage has allowed Kendell to
break the normative standards from the definition of mental disorder and to estabéshyahat

will be independent of the values of the medical community or society at large. Kendell is,
however, critical towats psychiatry practices. Notably, he acknowledges that there are certain

mental states, such as personality disorders, that&smamilbe classified as a mental disorder,
since there is no clear correlation between that condition and biological disa@?a%‘?tag

Kendell's explanation of mental disorder appears to be a major step forward in psychiatry,
recognizing the need to classinly those conditions that are subject to the criteria of biological
ineligibility. But, on the other hand, the criteria lidtby Kendell do not seem to be sufficient to
determine whether a mental condition is in fact a disorder. Kendell's criterigénohly two
symptoms- reproductive failure and reduced life expectaneyd are not sufficient to classify a
condition as a athology that needs be treated. An example of such an inadequacy of Kendell's
criteria is precisely the example that has causedtgcontroversy in psychiatric practieean
example of classifying homosexuality as a mental disorder. Namely, accordingnidelks
criteria, homosexuality should be considered as biological disadvantageous, since it directly

affects a person's repratdive capacity, that is, diminishes

237 endell, (1986: 25)
238 Kendell 1975: 309

239Wakefield J. C. (2007). The concept of méuligorder: diagnostic implications of the harmful dysfunction analysis.
World psychiatry : official journal of the World Psyctria Association (WPA), 6(3), 14856.

240 Kendell, R. (2002). The distinction between personality disorder and mental ilinesBrifith journal of psychiatry :
the journal of mental science. 180. 13.0
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reproductive succe€d! There is a crucial pblem with the incompleteness of Kendell's

theory, which allows some conditions to be considered disorders or diseases aygérttiby

are not. In other words, it seems that Kendell's theory must incorporate some value judgments
in order to recognize thaalthough some conditions do fit the criteria for disorder, society
does not consider them to be pathological. Thus, Kendglpknation of mental disorder has

no correlation with current illness attribution practices. The example of homosexuality clear
indicates that the definition of mental disorder cannot be separated from the social definition
of illness. Furthermore, treame example indicates a need for consideration of the additional
criteria for identification of a disorder, such as the hariterga. An important criterion by

which homosexuality would not be classified as a mental disorder seems to be that such a
condtion does not constitute a detriment to the person of such orientation or a detriment to

his or her environment.

Both Szasf &¥nd Kendelf V WKHRULHY SURYHG IODZHG LQ WKH VHQVH
(Szasz) or a social component (Kendell)omfation of the concept of mental disorder. There are
several influential authors who have interpreted the concept of mentedatisbrough a hybrid

model of the naturalistic approach, and here | will highlight Christopher Boorse and Jerome
Wakefield in particular. Both authors accept that the concept of mental disorder must include
both scientific and social norms. However, thiéyd their task in attempting to explain

psychological dysfunctions in the biological sense, therefore, extricated from ihlevahices.

Boorse's contribution to the debate primarily consists in highlighting the relevant
difference between the concepmifiliness and disease. He states that the theoretical concept of
disease is applied indifferently to organisms to all spesiase it is analyzed in biological, rather
in ethical terms. lliness, on the other hand, is a subclass of disease that hasosoate/e
features shared by members of an institution that practices medicine. As such, disease is used as a
term that encomgsses physical impairments that are defined using medical terminology, that is,
deviations from the biological functions of theganism. In this sense, disease is valeatral.

On the other hand, illness is a serious condition with incapacitating

241This problem is recognized in Wakefield, 1992. Namely, he states the follo#iBgd ODWLYH UHSURGXFWLYH ILWC
distinguisted from possession of some reproductive capacity; the ability to have children is commonly considered a benefit and its
deprivdion is commonly considered a disorder, although even this has been disputed because of its implications for the
classification 6homosexuality. S
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effects that makes it undesiraB It is precisely for the sake of invoking undesirabitityat
"theterm LOO KDV D QHIJDWLYH HYDOXDWLRQ EXLOW LQWR LW

lists three criteria for wterstanding a disease as an illféds
() undesirable for its bearer;

(i) a title to special treatment; and

(i) a valid excuse for noratly criticized behavior.

Boorse sets these criteria keeping in mind physical health, but states that the same criteria apply
when it comes to "mental illness". With respect to criterion (i), Boore points out that there are
obstacles in transferring tlgeneral argument about the desirableness of physiological health to

the psychological domain, since mental states are not neutfa choice of actions, as opposed
to physiological state€ The latter is manifested in the specific role of desirespatérences

that can play a significant part in determining the condition as an illness. To explain the above
criteria, Boorse wess the example of homosexuality. On the one hand, it is undeniable that the
normal function of sexual desire is to promote oglpiction. In this regard, we can say that there

are reasons why homosexuality would be a dysfunction in normal biological funBtib these
reasons are not enough to classify homosexuality as a mental illness. For such a classification,
Boorse continueghere must be strong moral reasons in support of the claim that homosexuality
is undesirable for its bearers, or that they repné the right to special treatment and to claim
reduced responsibility. Boorse believes that such reasons do not exist, emaforé)

homosexuality cannot be classified as a disease. He concludes as follows:

3, KDYH VXJJHVWHG W KyDdnanEnstRi@énhthl fathed tharikdd ihdirgic
good. (...) If it were possible, then, to maximize intrinsic goods such as hagpgdores

the ousevers and others, with a psyche full of deviant desires and unnatural acts, it is
hard to see what practical signdnce the theoretical judgment of unhealthiness
would to." (p. 63).

The value of Boorse's theory lies precisely in thellaBpecifically, there is a clear need to

understand that the explanation for the notion of mental disorder is a combinatiologichl

242 Boorse, C. (1975). On the Distinction between Disease and IllRbéssophy & Public Affairs, @), 4968.
2431hid., p. 61.
244 1bid., p. 62.
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and social features. If the range of features is approached appropriately, we can set adequate
criteria for distinguishing mental states from illness. In doing so, they emphasize the
positivity of the medical model, whids a necessary factor in the theory of mental disorder,
since the question of what separates a mental state from illness cateivtd the normative
judgements. On the other hand, equal importance is attached to social values. Both features
combined, Borse believes, form a key in psychiatric practice. The similar is found in Jerome
Wakefield.

Wakefield's motivation stems frothe concern whether the concept of mental
disorder can be separated from social norms and values, and interpreted in &vdistinc
medical and scientific sense. He is particularly interested in what constitutes a certain mental
condition a disorder. He pms his analysis by formulating two key problems: (1) the
guestion of what do we mean when we say that a mental conditiatisigrder, and not some
other form of human suffering, and (2) the question of classifying mental conditions as
pathological mera disorder€4® The disorder binds to the dysfunction from which results a
certain harm in the sense that a mental disordarhiarmful failure of a natural function. In
line with the previous, his theory is often called "harmful dysfunction™ anaﬁ’fgié'.he
notion of a3QRUPDO 1xtéensWarR @ understanding of functioning in the way
designed in evolution. His theory imporates a value component in termshafm and a
factual component in terms dfsfunctionHis 3 K\E U L G D ENWRWXIQBNQIlawipgW K

3, bDUJXH WKDW GLVRUGHU OLHV RQ WKH ERXQGDU\ EH
constructed social world; Aisorder exists when the failure of a person's internal
mechanisms to perform their functions are designed by nature impingefihaon

the person's welbeing as defined by social value and meanings. The order that is
disturbed when one has a disorderthus simultaneously biological and social;

neither alone is sufficient to justify the label disorder

Accordingto his account, Wakefield places emphasis on value criterion, but attaches the equal
value to the objective component as weldiming that the damage itself, in value, is not enough

to declare a condition disorder. For a certain harmful mental contlitioa classified

245Wakefield, J.C. (1992) The concept of mental disorder: on the boundary between biological facts andlsesighm
Psychol. 47:7388.

246 Murphy et al. 2000.
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as a mental disorder, there must be some kind of objective dysfuictielation to natural
functioning designed in evolution. He concludes that "all disorders must involve failures of
naturally ®lected mechanisms" (1992: 383). Accordingly, problematic and undesirable
behaviors, in the absence of dysfunction, would notclassified as mental disorders.
Moreover, Wakefield believed that certain conditions described in the DSM have not
undergone tb harmful dysfunction analysis. He considered the psychiatric manual to be

overinclusive and mistakenly identified certain cammhs as disorder&*’

Neither Boorse's nowakefields theories are without criticism. Namely, both theories
successfully sepat@ social values from biological facts. However, it can be argued that these
facts are not as separable from social normgesthey are also not value neutral. Neither the

concept of "biological disadvantage" nor the concept of "harmfulness" can beddadur value
neutral notion of biological function, which makes them value laden thetFies. this direction,

Bill Fulford's line of argument argues that the discussion of mental disorders is completely
misguided by the assumption of a dichotomy betw#e value judgments related to mental
disorders and physical illness. Fulford states that it is not the case that mentiddisre value
colored, whereas physical illnesses are characterized solely bynetral scientific terms. He

emphasizes, curary, that the concepts of mental and physical iliness are a kind ofc@red
concept of ilnes€*® In a similar fashon, Christopher Megone (1998) develops a theory of

mental disorder based on the evaluative standards he derives from Aristtitles and
metaphysics. Namely, his approach recognizes the necessity of defining the notion of health, and
therefore of disea&s in order to determine the function of an organism that can be classified as
healthy or ill. But his account is Aristotelian that it is a concept of function based on a
metaphysical rather than biological view. Accordingly, Megone maintains thatitiséidn of a

particular organism should be defined according to the question

247 \Nakefield (1992) noted thatD O O W K kéhtalLdibburd®& Ipresuppose a common pretheoretical concept of mental

disorder, as expressed in DINI-R TV W KeuiRdl defition. The concept specifies the domain of conditions that such
theories must explain if they are to be theories specificaltgenftal disorder. The concept thus provides the glue that holds
together the mental health field. Because the concept is tieortyal, it can serve as a basis for the creation of an
atheoretical manual. To accomplish this, the set of criteria for eaebocgtof disorder listed in the DSM-R must
possess validity as an indicator of disorder when judged by the shared awfimoeypttal disorder alone, independent of any
additional theoreticadssumptions S

248See, for example, Bolton 2008; Fulforél@d
249 Fylford, K. W. M. 1989. Moral Theory and Medical Practice. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
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of what makes aanticular organism a good specimen of its spe%?gsﬂis account, in this

sense, is callechedical aristotelianisfP, Megone elborates on his position in three main
claims:

3 WKDW LW LV SDUW RI1 Wkat BrHt® gdEs@stadp Ithat@@ QH VYV W
concepiof iliness is essentially evaluative; that if a person has a mental illness, that is

a fact about him; and thahe same concept of illness is applicable in the case of

mental illness as in that of physical illness. "

Megone, with histheory, wants to point out errors in the theories of Szasz, Wakefield, and
Fulford, that is, to prove that the concept of biobadjifunction is always evaluative, and that the
judgment about impairments of mental functions is normative in nature. Thé'ftanctions” is
explained as follows: Megone considers that humans, like members of any other natural species,
possess functiorthat can be explained by purpose: "fundamentally the function of a thing is that
aspect of the thing's behavior (whether thiedg is a whole or a part) that is open to teleological
explanation. OHJRQH . More specifically, he argues thée cacept of a functional

human organism should be understood as the realization of a natural goal or purpog®ttht is

Sincethe judgment of the function of the organism in relation to the attainment of the goal

involves a normative component, it is ewative 22 The basic idea is that function is goal

oriented, which can be considered good from some perspective. For ingt@nftection of the

heart, i.e. pumping the blood, can be understood as achieving such a goal if it contributes to the
persistencef the species. Megone, following Aristotle, continues to be "a function of the human

being ... the life of a fully rationanimal” (2000: 56). The tetrAUDW LR @BIQIRWAHY WKH DE
to reason and draw conclus& Thus, the proper functionimd the human being is equivalent to

the use of the ability to rationally form beliefs and judgment, followed by the ability to #ot i

right way. Consequently, the term "illness" should be understood in the context of failure to

realize / actualize this humémnction.253

250Megone, C. 1998. Aristotle's Function Argument and the Concept of Mental |IRteksophy, Psychiatn&
Psychologyd: 187201.

251Glackin, S.N. 2016. Three Aristotelian Accounts of Disease and Disabilgpl Philos 33: 311326
252 Megone, C. 2000. Mental lliness, Human Function and Values. Philodegythiatry & Philosophy: 45+
65.

253pid.
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Rachel Coper raises several concerns with the latest account presented. Firstly, she states
that Megone's definition of illness is too jnsive 2> By offering an example of a lazy

person who does not want to get out of the bed and actualize her potentialsroteira
prosperity of her life, Cooper wants to emphasize that not all failures of actualization
understood in Megone's sense moas illness. Furthermore, Cooper questions the issue of
illness as a conditionthat SED G IRU W KH L B KSR G$Rid(giRthree examples: a

black person suffering from racial discrimination, a gay person wanting to have children, and
an ugl person unable to find a partner. She notes that all three cases raise the question of the
role of society and evaluative stiards in the processes of disord#ribution:

3 LQ WKDW WKH\ FDQ SRWHQWLDOO\ EHOM®OYHG H
making changes to society. Black people could have their skin bleached or society
could stop being racist. The gay masuld have sex with a woman, children could be
obtained through artificial insemination, or changes in adoption law could alkbw hi
becoming a parent. The ugly person may have plastic surgery or social notations of

the beautiful or qualities required irpartner could shift.

Cooper points out that impaired prosperity is not a sufficient criterion for defining disprder
since there are social undesirable conditions that also impede the individual's prosperity.

In the same fashion, Shane Gim criticizes Megone's account using the example of Deaf
communities. Specifically, Glackin states that it may seem difficulu$oto imagine that there is

a society in the hearing community that, although not belonging to that community in teres of it

deafness, is not considered socially of functionally disadvantageous. But the fact is that such a

minority exists?>° Deaf commuities do not see their condition as a tragedy or as something that

limits them to fulfill their prosperity. Moreover, they @afe their condition with that of persons
belonging to another linguistic minority. In this sense, Deaf communities have struggled
develop their "minority" language, literature, specific facilities and a politically active agenda.
They completely rejeatlaims that their condition is ilness or disability, which diminishes their
chances of achieving a good life, and even advodaikshing cochlear implants. In line with the
latter efforts to prevent hearing impairment, the members of Deaf communédiesramitted to

changing the public image of deaf persons so that the hearing

254Cooper, R 2007. Aristotelian accounts of diseaget are they good forPhilosophical Papersvol 36, no. 3, pp. 427
442.

255Glackin, 2016.
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majority understands thakimg deaf is a good thing for them and that their condition does
not withdraw negative evaluative judgme?nr.’é.ln relation to Megne's theory, the presented
example points to the problem of judging certain conditions as mental illnesses. Namely.
such judgments cannot be a subject of public decision making, since there are different
perspectives on the conditions that are necedsarfljuman prosperity. In this sense, the
hearing majority does not have the same perspective on "the human good" and '#eading
good life", compared to the perspective of the deaf minority gathered in Deaf communities.

The stated aspirations of Deaf commmties are similar to the aspirations of autistic
individuals gathered around the neurodiversity mover%‘gnt.Namely, just lke Deaf
communities, autistics are committed to changing the paradigm of interpreting autism as a tragic
condition which makes foits bearer impossible to lead a good life. In the wake of activist
minority groups, the neurodiversity movement is committedocial change, as they believe that
the interpretation and understanding of the term autism, especialbyfumgtioning autismis
based on the exclusively evaluative standards of the majority. In this way, we could say that
neurodiversity claims relgn externalist theories about mental disorders.

Specifically, explanations for the terfPHQWD O "GGVRHQG HULQ WsKdd lthé HP SKD
internal or biological components of dysfunction within the organism, or orexternalor

social, evaluative compents. The former includes Megone and Nussbaum, who promote

their internalist interpretation of the good human life through thgstotelian projects. On

the other hand, externalist theories hold that a comprehensive understanding of the term
"mental di®rder" must include external components, that is, "an individual's psychiatric
condition and her social, cultural, and materialimmment." (Roberts, Krueger, Glackin,

2019: E51). In our discussion of autism and the neurodiversity movement, socialasisier

and epistemic externalism in relation to the mental disorder are of particular interest.

6.4. Externalism in relation tothe notion of the mental disorder

Positions of externalist approaches occur primarily within the philosophy of the mind
as acounterbalance to those theories that do not include aspects of the influence of social and

256 hid.

257 The same is recognized kmiedner and Block (2017).
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material environments in explaining psychological phenomena (beliefs, desires, thoughts,
emdaions). Externalist approaches in this regard argue that cognition is not limited to

neurological processes, but that it is embddiembedded, extended and enactive. The latter

is summarized in the literature under the headin@n‘:ognition258

Recognzing that mental phenomena depend on externatnearal components soon tuned

the question of defining the concept of mentabdisr, that is, to the fundamental questions

of the classification and differentiation between mental states and mentad.ilfresn the
perspectives of 4E cognition, psychiatry found a tool to develop a new understanding of the
nature of psychiatric disders, especially in terms of how the mind relates to the body and

the world. In the 1990s, Varela, Thompson and Rosch sstdfge for such an approach with

their seminal book37KH (PERGLHGA QLAKEAFK WKH\ SXW -bbB\Ss KDV LV
environmentouping. Their basic idea, within their enactive approach to cognition, was that
human beings are sgifoducing and selustainng beings with a cognitive process that
belong to the3aUDWLRQDO GRPDLQ RI WKH OLYLQJ ERG\ FRXSOHG
xvii). Note that such an approach greatly differs from the reductionist and functionalist

approaches to cognition (and psythy) that are brahoriented in terms of oversimplifying
understanding of cognition, reducing it to mere biological functionéﬁ?yTheories of 4E

cognition have enabled psychiatry to recognize the importance of understanding the
psychological propertgewithin organized social settings that have implications for defining
what is a mental disorder in the first place, but alsbénimpact of treatment and care.

Externalist approaches to psychiatry have, as elaborated in Roberts, Krueger, and Glackin
(2019), two fundamental tasks. The first is in determining the conditions under which it is
appropriate to attribute mental ilinessan individual. The authors refer to the latter asstatus
guestion i.e. the question of "what must be true of an irhlial if she is reasonabBttributed to
the status of having a particular psychiatric condition?". Further, the second quekties to

material underpinnings of mental illness and is referred to asotisitution

258Newen et al. 2018.

259Thoma Fuhs & Hanne De Jaegher in this respect argue that even the investigatt RFFLD O EQOGLQ

particularly mirror neuron favoured thirdperson paradigm of social cognition as a passive observation of $thers
behaviour, attributing it to internal processthe individual brain, detached from her social environment. See. Fuchs
and De Jaegher, (2009).
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guestion i.e. the quesbin of "what is the physical basis for a person's individual psychiatric
condition, if there is one?" (2019: ES%Q

Externaism could provide, as will be presented below, a valuable framework for understanding
the specific psychiatric condition of autismamely the conditions of higlunctioning autism in

the first place. With respect to the neurodiversity movement and tiedimation for promoting

their conditions in terms of difference, rather in terms of disorder, | align with externalist
approacheto disorder exclusively for the case of high functioning autism. Namely, as | described
above, the neurodiversity proponergsee mostly individuals who were, before the DSM
diagnosed withAspergelf V. V\Q GURP H HRuhctiohivg kKautisin.J 8uch indiguals, with
respect to the DSM, would match the threshold of the severity level 1. Having such individuals

on mind, | call ér externalist approach to autism attribution.

Autism is a heterogeneous condition that includes various conditions diffexamityze
As a disorder, however, autism cannot be traced withdividual { Wrain. The biological
underpinnings for autism thavould match all the individuals with autism does not exist. The
main problem regarding biological description of autism is pedgithat not everybody with an
autism diagnosis have the same underlying conditions. There are, as | have shown, thadries abo
autism that invoke the definition of autism through dysfunctions of certain brain's functions.
Although there is no consensus the particular biological marker of autism, we find in the
literature 3SWKH ELJ)LLIWAK LQIO XHQ wd.tbeGolIMiNg:RULHYV 7KH\

(1) theory of mind®! (interprets autism as a dysfunction of understanding and
'mentalizing’ the states of othgrs

(2) weak central coherence the#t§ (autism as a dysfunction in understanding

the overarching context and being able to beebig picture,

(3) executive functions theori®® (autism as frontal lobe dysfunction and its
executive functions that include, at minimum, inhibition, memory, attention,
flexibility, planning, and problem solving),

2601he distinction between these twstgs Roberts et al. explain through the example of the passport: the status question

for the passport example refers to the issiugocial and legal structures and conventions that make the passport a means of
facilitating international travel; on the @hhand, constitution question refers to the physical constitution of a passport,

namely the card, paper, and ink.

261 BaronCohen, S(1997). Mindblindness: An essay on autism and theory of mind. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

262 . pss p ) :HDN & HWhJ\bRmé&r RH&ds) @ncyclopedia of Autism Spectrum
Disorders. Springer, New York, NY

263Geurts, H., de Vries, M. and Berdh, (2014). Executive Functioning Theory and Autism. 10.10071978148106
5 8.
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(4) broken mirror neuron hypothe&?$ (auism as dysfunction in mirror neural
system that underlies everything from speech perception to social interaction),

(5) the social mtivation hypothesf® (autism as dysfunction in processing of
social and nonsocial rewards).

Even though all these theaosiglescribe certain impairments that occur in some cases of autism,
none of them provide a comprehensive account of autism thagmees biological markers
specific to autism, that is, which can be identifiable in all cases of autism. Therefore, daeh of t

above theories is incapable of providing a comprehensive account of autism spectrum

disorder?®® Also, none of the aforementied theories can successfully respond to criticisms and

pointed deficiencieg®’ Further, | raise my concern regarding the ésthat none of the theories,

even if we neglect its shortcomings, proves that autism is a pathological condition, but merely
offers a description of conditions that differ from the normalized behaviors of a particular society.
To specify, theories offer @escription of dysfunctions to explain that the causes of inconvenient
or disordered behaviors are found in the brain. Howevetheary provides an adequate answer

to the question of why these described conditions represent the dysfunctional and
disadvamtageous position. The latter is the most clearly visible crisis of weak central coherence
theory. Namely, according to this theputism was primarily presented as a core cognitive
deficit in the adequate grasping of wholesomeness of perceived dasmobuthe weak central
coherence became recognized as a cogrstiyle different from the typical cognitive style in a
detailed ad localized approach. Therefore, it seems that the difference in the understanding of
weak central coherence as an abilityather a disability lies in the external, social judgments by

which we evaluate and judge desirable behaviors.

My claim is, thus the reason for the inadequacy of these theories lies in the obsession with
neurocentric individualism which reduces any elifinces to neural malfunctions. The similar

thought can be find in De Jaegher (2013), who argues that autistic conditions gretbdiad

and defined in methodologically individualized fashion, making no, or very IfeRQFHUQ IRU

the embodiment andtgatedness of the autistic person ci3elyHeven studies on

264 Ramachandran and Oberman, 2006.

265 Chevallier, et al2012.
266 gee Gallagher and Varga, 2015.
267 see Boucher 2012; Lopez, Leekan & Arts, 2008; Frith 2008, Mottron 2011.
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socialimpairments in autistic individuals were considered exclusively as individually based
deficits.

Contrary to the above presentéedries, the comprehensive theory of autism should include
heterogeneity of autism condition§ZKRVH RXWFRPH L Wtetplay of di@erde\ W KH
factors operating at different tirszales (evolutionary, cultural, social, individual
psychological) and ieels of description (biological, cognitiMeehavioral, phenomenological,
socioculturd ~ 5 RS, Hklieger & Glackin, E59).

By the time being, no genetic or neurological basis for autism has been established, which

enables autism, as diagnostic categaoy,carry out implications about the aetiology of the

disorder, or to provide indications for treatm@At Autism spectrum aaditions are not identified

through any specific biological marker, but through clusters of atypical befiViahe failure

to pin any specific biological or psychological marker that identifies autism implies that the
attribution of the diagnosis is, #ast to some extent, evaluative. | wish to stress that in this sense

| refer exclusively to high functioning autistics withinvég 1 severity threshold. To claim that
some autistic conditions (namely, hifimctioning autism) are results of evaluativecisl and
cultural standards is by no means to claim that autism has no biological dysfunctions whatsoever,
but that the diagnosisf autism is, to some extent, evaluative. Specifically, the behavior of high
functioning autistics who, for instance, fail tmderstand sarcasm or humor, are evaluated in
comparison to the same abilities as exhibited in her peers. Thus, such praetiegtearalist,

given that the practices of attributing a diagnosis of autism are grounded on evaluating atypical
behaviors incomparison to behaviors of typical majority. The same line of thought can be found
in Roberts, Kruger and Glackin (2019), who arerested in externalist position in psychiatry

and its applicability to autism disorders. Namely, relying on the DSMs,uttheis agree that the
answer to the status question lies in the symptoms described, whose degree of abnormality is
manifested in elation to the wider population. In this sense, the status question in relation to
autism corresponds to two theories of exédism: population externalismaccording to which

the mental state of an individual is analyzed and evaluated on the basisdefviswgon of his

mental states from the statistical norm; a@odial externalismaccording to which the attribution

of menta illness is a socially entrenched practice. As such, it rests on social customs,

conventions, folklore, but also

268 Happe et. al2016..
269 pean: 2018: 116.
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prejudices, biases and stigmas shared by society at large. Therefore, it is appropaiate for
individual to receive a diagnosis of autism in cases where society evaluates its conditions and
symptoms as impairments, inabn to its peers and statistical norms. Such practices can be
linked to above described models of stigmatization mechanidMsh respect to
neurodivergent individuals, | claim that the attribution of mental disorder to high functioning
autistics is a rault of the dominant cultural beliefs, shared normative standards and practices
of segregation of labeled persons into didticategories- namely category of mental
disorder. Once in such categories, the individuals experience social, but also, ategresen

beforehand, epistemic status loss.

The epistemic status of an individual, along availability to epistemic resourcgsapla
significant role in diagnosis attribution. Bolton, in this respect, recognizes that the exercises

of social power and sociatadus have to be accounted as relevant components in the
discussions of health and disease. Precisely, the thenggeugf colesionandallocation of

resources as Bolton emphasized, have to be recognized as crit§@ UWV RI WKH ELRO
environmentakocialpsychological whole picture RI WKH DGHTXDWH GLVDELOL
91). Socialrelations and social power cultivateeagy and, oft, control the interaction in a
disqualifying way. Bolton states the followindD JHQF\ FDQ EH GHQL$és& &\ YDULF
psychosocial exclusion: if a person is not noticed, not consulted, not listened to, has no place

at the table when ingotant decisions affecting them are being nfatteen, so far, they have

no opportunity for agency in the social group. -92). Note that such social
disqualification is, in fact, rooted in practices of epistemic injustices, and, ultimately,

epistemc disqualifications from the discussions on headtlated matters. The role of

epistemic disqualification in theorising healtbks, however, has still to be worked 602,

A valuable contribution on this matter, with particular attention to autedared epistemic
practices, can be found in Roberts, Kruger and Glacin. Their attempt to provide a
comprehensive account of autismpeothat will recognize the importance of situated
environment the autistic individuals live and function within, starts frafia@her | V

notion of social forms as external vehicles of cognition. Namely, Gallagher argues that legal
systems, scientifi research, social structures and many other sundtaral practices, which

he collectively callss PHQ W D O LQ \DauterwlX @nhaRe@ig of cognition. The authors

210B4ton 2019: 91.
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complement his theory and explore how mental institgtiafiect the way we think about
autism and offer an account on how mechanisms of autistic dysfunction may extend across
both internal and external factors in both a synchronic and diachronic sense. They claim the
following: mental institutions hold tracken established social standards and their normative
character. Over time, we repeat certain socially standardized behannars,iwturns shapes
long-term habits and skills that become part of general repertoire of embodied social
capacities. With respecto autism, the authors report that autistic individuals are
disadvantaged, in relation to neurotypical majority, insofathayg lack, due to their social
impairments, fluent synchronic and diachronic access to the mental institutions shared by
neurotypcals. Without an access to external cognitive support, the autistic individuals cannot

realize the epistemic gain which enabfesurotypicals mutual understandﬁ?gl.

Hence, such an account puts emphasis on the individual's position within a web of
interpersonal relations and social conventions. Consequently, disadvantageous position within
such structures impacts individu§l®gnitive and affective condition.hErefore, in order to
understand the complexity of autism, we need to see a broader pictitbabis not focused

only on neural functionings. Note that such diminished access is harmful to both neurotypical
and neurotvergent parties, as while the neurodivergent individuals lack access to
neurotypical mental institutions, the neurotypical pedidewise lack fluent access to the
mental institutions of those with autism. The latter can create strong tensions between
medical experts and professionals and autistica¥focates who acknowledge themselves as
exclusive autismexperts. The stumblingplock of these two currents is the question of

defining autistic states and, consequently, the question of treating andamwirsrg.

The discourse on disorders is inevitably linked to the issue of the cure; that is, there is an
unbreakable link betwedreing a disorder and being a condition that should be treated

271gych externalist account invokes the classic argumenkfeneed mind thesis according to which the mind extends into

the physical world. The argument is as as follows: Otto, a pershrAidheimer, and Inga are traveling to a museum. Otto,
because his condition, has written all of his directions, includingitieetions to museum, in his notebook which he carries
everywhere with him. The notebook, hence, serves the function as

Otto § Vefory, so he needs to seek for the directions towards a museum within his notebook. Contrary, Inga is
able to recall the dir¢ions to museum from her memory. They will, eventually, both find a way to a museum.

The argument shows that the only differenetneen Inga and Otto is that her memory is internal, while his is
extended to the notebook. The authors conclude that jus?a8f(WRPHPRU\ PLJKW EH DWWHQXDW!
suffer obstruetd access to the stored contents of his notebook, so an impairnentndividualfV 1OXHQF\ LQ
everyday interpersonal forms of thinking might reflect a failure to successfully negotiate abutistt,
participatory space of rulgoverned practices, andcancomitant failure to exploit these resourffe= RJQLWLYH
potential (2019: E63).
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(Wilkinson 2000). In this regard, we can refer to Wakefield, who believes that the correct
definition of mental disorder can help demarc&% SHFLDO UHVSRQVLELOLWLHYV
professionals from those of other professional$ sisccriminal justice lawyers, teachers, and

social welfare workers

Why is it crucial to offer a clear explat@n for the term mental disorder, especially in terms

of autistic disorder? The nature of this dissertation highlights the ifisaearise from the
mechanisms that are associated with the social picture of mental disorder, but also the
numerous conseqoees that inadequate classification of certain mental states can have for
the wellbeing of individuals. Specifically, we need tearly delineate the extent to which we
talk about mental disorders or illnesses about biological dysfunctions that affpetitrg in

a diminish wellbeing way, or talk about the sociocultural phenomenon of making judgments
based on established valuelgiments. A proper definition of a mental disorder should allow
us to set adequate goals in psychiatry that specifically althieselimination of biological
disorders. In this regard, we refer to mental disorders as conditions requiring medical
interventon and for which such intervention is justified. On the other hand, the issue of
intervention becomes a burning problem if domcept of mental disorders is based on social
standards and social structures of power. In this case, the practice of medivanition

may be ethically and politically questionable.

6.5. Conclusion

In this chapter, following Nussbaufnv D V S tols& WfiteRa(Fordignified human
life ’, I analyzed theories of mental disorder. At the core of the debate over mentalrdisorde
its definition, diagnosis, and treatment, lies the problem of the inseparability of scientific
facts and sociocultural nosnAs | have shown in the chapter, the question of autism must be
viewed through the prism of such inseparability, that is, wet iImeigware that the definition

of autism is, at least to some extent, of an evaluative nature.
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7. NEURODIVERSE BIOLOGICAL CITIZENSHIP

7.1. Introduction

Contemporary society is increasingly cultivating a picture of the diversity ofatabers,
recognizing that the status of its members different from the majority is conditioned by negative
prejudices and steotypes deeply rooted in social imaginary. The reason for such a paradigm

shift lies in the raise of thought that even margirizmembers of society have a voice, often
gathered around the movement to fight for their rights to be treated as %7(fljal$his sense, we

are talking about activist tendencies of feminist movements, racial and national minorities, queer
movements, anthe like. The point of an activist nature was to break away from identity policies
that placed them in the position of opmed members of the society. The same impetus arose
among people with physical and mental impairments and illness, gathered alisahiity

activist groups who fought to change the paradigm of iliness as a tragedy that makes it impossible

273

to lead a dignikd life.”"~ In this way, persons with physical or mental illnesses seek minority

status, with all associated social and politidghts. Within such a practice, a neurodiversity
movement has emerged while advocating for a cognitive pluralism in ternesagnizing and
valuing mental states that differ from the established norm of what the society considers to be a
normal mental factioning. The emphasis on cognition, and more specifically, the brain, is a
phenomenon of contemporary twentieimtury soaty. In this sense, we recognize a new kind

of citizenship, formulated by disability groups, which links citizens to their bicédgionditions.
We refer to such form of citizenship as a biological citizen%Fﬁ‘pln this manner, the

explanations of ideittes and personhood are all braiar, broader, biology based. More
specifically, citizens identify themselves with their biat®j conditions (whether they are
congenital biological defects or acquired forms of biological deficiency), by demanding that
society recognize them as carriers of such conditions and, as such, value them and allow them to

practice specific rights and frsdoms.

272For an overview of the rise of autistic activist voices which began on the online platforms, see. Tisonaik, Laur
(2020). Autistics.Org and Finding Our Voices as an Activist Movement. 10.100981783-8437-0_5.

273For a comprehensive overwieof disability activism in the neoliberal society, see. Berghs, M. (Ed.), Chataika, T. (Ed.), El

Lahib, Y. (Ed.), Dube, K. (&). (2020). The Routledge Handbook of Disability Activism. London: Routledge,

274Petryna, A. (2004). Biological Citizenship: Thei&we and Politics of Chernobkixposed Populations.
OSIRIS, 19 2565.
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7.2. The biological citizenship275

The basicthesis of biological citizenship is that their specific biological conditions
affect their selperception and their identity whhicis constructed on the template of the
biological state they carry. They became biological citizens through the mechanikds ca
making up peopleelaborated by lan Hacking (2002) as the set of practices that make people
who they are. Hacking relies onidhel Foucaulf V. QRWLRQ RI WKH WHFKQROR
Foucault's defines the technologies of self as techniques thatiatloxiduals to transform

themselves.

The notion of making up people was further elaborated in Nikolas Rose and CarlosfINovas
work on biological citizenship and investigation dfQ HXUR F12|76 e LaL poRverful
ideology. The identification as a citizen ®&d on her biological conditions was firstly
developed by Ariana Petryna (2002) in her study of the-@bhstnobyl Ukraine. Suchigly

was conducted with the aim to achieve justice for those citizens affected by the Chernobyl
tragedy, in terms of acquiratkficiencies on their biological bodies. The government of the
newly independent Ukraine based its claim to a right to governhendémocratically
expressed will of its citizens. And those citizens who have been exposed to the radiation
effects of the nuear explosion at the reactor, believed that they had rights to health services
and social support from the governm%m.ln this context, Petryna argued that such political
activism has changed the perspective of what it means to be a citizen, witht respe
negotiation of economic and social inclusion of population affected by the Chernobyl
tragedy, by3XVLQJ WKH YH batterRQifeWLWXHQWLDPHO\ VXFK SRSX
fight for their rights by relying on theidamaged biological bodies, thigt by invoking to

their biological damage as a foundation for rights and freedoms.

Rosa and Novas recognize the same practiithén disability groups. Namely, thePDNLQJ XS
techniques were iptpreted as strategies for creating the biological citinamely, as toolfor
shaping the way in which a person with a certain biological condition is perceived and
understood by authities. In this sense, they refer to all types of authorities, be they political

authorities, medical personnel, legal andgiemofessionals, potential employers, or insurance

25The notion of the biological citizenship was previously disscussed ioretatthe reliability democracy, in
/IHNRADUXQpLU

276 Neurocentrism is a set of theories that interpret human experience and behavior from the predominant or even exclusive
perspective of the brain.

21 Petryna, A. (2002) Life Exposed: Biological @ins After Chernobyl. Princeton, Praton University Press.
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companies. The reasons for the change of the public perspectives lie in the biased attitudes
towards people with certain biological impairments, who were perceived through their biological
label, namely in terms of categorigsch as the chronically sick, the disabled, the blind, the deaf,
the child abuser, the psychopath. Thus, the malgrigiologicatcitizeny Yractices refer to
making a change in public perception, within framework bhtis considered to be unwanted
condtions, changing the relation between those who posses that condition and those who do not.
Namely, biological citizens primarily demand that society change the way a person with
biological impairment is perceived. Suahperson is most often marginalizeddastigmatized
because of their medical condition. The biggest criticism is directed at the medical authority,
which treats any behavior that in some way deviates from the established norm, as a disease that
requires teatment and cure. Medical authoritiagiate the process of stigmatization by labeling

the individual and thus differentiating her from the rest of society. Such a label affects a person's

wellbeing in a way that prevents her from enjoying certain siginid resources, such as the right
to education, job employment, political activity, and the rerzg.Hence, their goal is to de

stigmatize their biological conditions, with respect to changing the social imaginary. However,
while using the strategies ofaking up biological citizens to chantfee public perceptions, such
strategies affect the relation of persons with specific condition to themselves and their identities.
Namely, such group of citizens will use the terminology from natural sciences in@ugscribe
aspects of themselves, or some cases, to describe their identities. Such practices are best
understood through the insistence of disability groups on the use of identity or disorder fist
language which gives primacy to their biological etderistics (e.g. an autistic persamstead a
person with autism). By using a language of medicine or psychology, biological citizens are
condition by it, insofar as they use it to make judgements of how could or should act, what can
they expect from |&, what should they adhere to, etcl & the above takes part in shaping
citizens] XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI WKHLU FRQGLWLRQV EXW DOVR RI

278lInterestingly, such practices have been recognized by the EU Committeésargsdd how to tap into the potentél

"neurodiversity". At the January 2019 meeting of the Section for Transport, Energy, Infrastructure and the Information

Society (TEN), the members of the European Economic and Social Committee (EESC) discussadmavia the

potential of these scalled cognitive minorities to integrate socially. They report thattBeHRSOH ZLWK MXWLVP D KLJI
hyperactivity, and dyslexia find it difficult to fit into society due, mairntygeneral prejudices and their peutar verbal

communication difficultés. Nevertheless, although they may not have standard social skills, they are able to acquire highly

technical skills. This could undoubtedly help many European companies bridge the technological gap, providiagnat the

time an opportunity for socialfegration”. )RU UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV RI LQFRUSRUDWLQJ QHXURGLY|
market, seghttps://www.eesc.europa.euliewsmedia/news/digitalisatioopportunityunlockpotentiatcognitive |
|minoritieslAccessd 14th Feb 2020).
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The key comppoent that unites biological citizens is of an activist nature. As people who
consider themselves oppressed, biological citizens call for active change. Activism primarily
refers to changing the way biological indiuds perceive themselves to the'G D @ J

bodies, by puttingtLPSDLUMPMOQWKH IRUHIURQW LQ RUGHU WR GHPIL
changes in social structures through such a political identity.

In this sense, Petryna defines biological citizenshipAd®assive demand for, but selective

aceess to, a form of social welfare based on medical, scientific and legal criteria that both
acknowledge biological injury and compensation for it 7TKXV ZKDW LV DW
of the biological citizenship pregt is a demand for particular proiect for particular

policies and/or actions and access to special resources. Biological citizens, as opposed to
being oppressed and silenced, are gathered around an active form of citizenship that produces
new identites, claims to expertise and accessepurces oriented around biological claims

related to their condition.

7.3. Patient-experts

As Rose and Novas affrmedAELRORJLFDO FLWL]JHQVKLS UHTXL
engagementztit is a manner of becoming litical. A certain amount of educatioand
technical administration is required in order to make¥phe LQGLYLGXDO DQG FROC
heard 7KH DFWLYLVP VWDUWYV ZLWK HGXFDWLRQ RQ
Rose and Novas emphasibhe importance of the processes of-®elucation through reading
and immersing oneself in the scientific literature, but also through active quest for knowledge
through the Internet. By gaining a better understanding of their biological condition,
biological citizens engage in the processbamedical sekshaping, but they are also-re
shaping the public image of their biological condition.
The goal of education is primarily individual, that is, it refers to the collection of information
about one's biogical state, the course of developmemd the various possibilities for therapy.
On the other hand, the goal of education is collectivizing, that is, it is about disseminating

information, raising awareness, campaigning for rights and combat stigma shemihg
experiences with other citime with whom they share a specific biological condifiéR.The

ultimate goal of the processes of education andeskltation istcGHPDQG WKHLU RZQ VD\

279 Rose, N. and Carlos N. (2004). Biological Citizensliip,A. Ong/S. Collier (eds.) Global Asmblages.
Technology, Politics, and Ethics as Anthropological Problems, Malden
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in the development and deployment of medical expertis® RV H dv43,&005: 144). The

latter is the next step of makiup citizens; once sefhaped, the biologicalitizens shape

health policies and form the so called patient expertise.

Theterm3H[SHUW SDUWMW @W¥SHDUHG LQ WKH 8. aiv&JtO hdlpfedlQW L Q
with chronic illness, based on developing timotivation of patients to use thewn skills and
knowledge to take effective control over their lives. In this manner, active biological citizens
exhibit scepticism about the medical professional authority, as they claim that lived experiences
of a peson with certain biological conditioamre more insightful and more complex than clinical
assessments. Distrust of experts is the result of systematic practice of silencing patients and their

experiences. Biological citizens feel that medical authorityedethieir unique access to patient
expeiences, which they believe is the only true expe?t?ge.

In order to regain their epistemic authority related to the biological conditions they carry,

biological citizens adopt the language and terminology of thagicaleprofession so that they

can engge, as equal parties, in conversations with medical experts. Such efforts stemmed
from the intricacies of medical diagnostic practice that would use complex terminology that

deviates significantly from the patient'scabulary. It is through the acquistiof language

that the patienexperts have striven themselves as credible. Notably, as Epstein (1996)

recognizes, biological citizens have successfully presented themselves as representatives, i.e.
the legitimate, orgnized voice of people with certaimhlgical state€®1 The clear example

of the latter is to be found in the neurodiversity movement activism which claims expertise on
the basis of experientiddnowledge of living with autism. The movem&nV JRDO LV WF
demonstratdhow medical, psychologicapolitical and educational elites of experts entirely
exclude autistic perspectives, giving the privilege to parents or caregivers as if the dutistics
testimonies areuntrustworthy. They claim that an autistic tesiimg needs approval and
validation fromneurotypical person, and too often it has been rejected completely, provoking
misunderstandings and stereotypes about autistic identity. Autism activists want to reclaim
trustworthiness and reframe the public imagaotism as a devastating tragedy.

Advocates of this perspective believe that autism is a unique way of being that should be
validated, supported and appreciated rather than shunned, discriminated against or eliminated.
They believe quirks and uniquenedsaatistic individuals should be tokged as the differences

of any minority group should be tolerated and that efforts to eliminate autism should not be

280Rose, 2006.
281 Epstein, 1996.
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compared, for example, to curing cancer but instead to thguatéd notion of curing left
handednss.

As | have claimed above, autistic persons are victims of persistent and systematic testimonial
injustice. Many experts in the position of power completely ignore autistic voices and treat
their testimonies as Iss/aluable or completely silence thdrased on prejudice that autistic
individuals cannot make sense of their experience. Cases in which autistic persons have their
epistemic credibility canceled in the circumstances of trust assessment by medical and
psydological professionals are especiatlymmon in psychiatric treatments. Most autistics
report that they feel like their medical professional does not understand them, or do not take

them nor their testimonies seriously. As reportedrbguatistic person® G R F &URed tdJtalk

to me becausk did not understand anythir‘l*gTZS2

Such treatment has led to the development of mistrust not only for medical professionals but
also for a society that reinforces autistic stereotypes and deepens the stigmaéndtio
marginalization of such individis. In such circumstances, neurodiverse biological citizens
demand respect and recognition, whilst pointing out how medical, psychological, political
and educational elites of experts entirely exclude autistic peérsggagiving the privilege to

parents caregivers and medical experts as if the autistics' testimonies are untrustworthy.
Needless to say that nautistics] SDUHQWY DQG FDUHJLYHUV XQGHUVWI
experiences of persons on the autisnectum are often poor and sometimeserev
inadequate, which can reflect in challenges in accessing appropriate treatments. The strongest
criticism of neurodivergent biological citizens directed at experts is that they fail at exhibiting
trustworthiness towds autistic individuals. In other was, experts fail to treat autistic
people as authentic sources of knowledge. Autism advocates claim that an autistic testimony
needs approval and validation from a neurotypical person, and too often it has beed rejecte
completely, provoking misunderstangs and stereotypes about autistic identity. Thus, the
ultimate goal is to reclaim trustworthiness, alter the public image of autism as a devastating
tragedy and converse frofY L F W L BAY R W-dx ety W

Although it may seem strange to claim thia¢ tonly real experts are those who share the states
about which certain decisions are made, this practice is not lone. Specifically, a paradigmatic

example of patient activism, opposed to the medical profession, geekhange in treatment

282SequenzipA. 2013.3 , YW DER X W 8 B{MEB:IvmW.thinkingautismguide.com/2013/01/about |

espect.htmiAccessed 4 March 2020).
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practice is found in AIDS activists in the United States in the1880s. The members of the
AIDS activist groups have established their credibility as people who le@tyrggeak the

language of medical sciee, even though they were Iaypeo%ﬁg.Through mass and highly

publicized demonstrations, AIDS activists (also know &X\HUV FOKEMOOHG DJDLQ
paternalistic medical policies of drug regulation and tejacof experimental treatments.

They felt excluded from the polieynaking table, so they fought to reclaim their role of
citizens, of patients and of true experts on living with AIDS:

3:LWK LQGHSHQGHQW LQIRUPDWLRQ DGsSirétQiz@ty LV ZH
get experimental trésments handled properly. So far, there has been little pressure
because we have relied on experts to interpret for us what is going on. They tell us
what will not rock the boat. The companies who want their profits bilreaucrats

who want their turf, anthe doctors who want to avoid making waves all have been at

the table. The persons with AIDS who want their lives must be ther€, toeD P HV

1986 in Epstein, 1995:416, emphasis added).

By taking a seat at the demnmaking table and entering intosdussion, activiseéxperts
want their testimony as people with lived experience to be considered essential, to reclaim
their positions of representatives, and to have a prominent role in the dexekong

processesetated to their conditions.

Can neuntypical persons be experts on autism matters? On the one hand, we can reasonably
assume that medical professionals who have adequate education, training, and experience
(alongside resources and body of evidence) agitidhately claim autism expertise.
However, on the other hand, we can also reasonably assume that the lived experiences and
testimonies of autistic individuals are an integral part of the knowledge about autism and its
manifestation. Although the two presptions seem separate and opposiegpmciliation

might be reachable if we consider the possibility of social mechanisms and procedures that
will include neurodiverse biological citizens, their testimonies, claims, and needs. Such
practices involve strggthening communication between expeaisl citizens, one that does

not do epistemic injustice but treats all participants in the conversation as equals with equally
valuable, albeit different, knowledge.

283 Epstein, 1995.
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First of all, | strongly sggest that both parties must be gdidey intellectual virtues, in
particular, opermindedness and intellectual humility, in order to properly take into account, the
views of the opposite party. Clearly, disagreements among neurodiverse biologicat atizen
experts on whether autism is sarder or an identity and consequently whether autism should be
cured or accepted as a difference will vary depending on what conception of autism one
acknowledges. In this manner, Ortega (2009) recognizes that aatiatic individuals agree that
autism should not be treated, referring to those who are on the lower end of the spectrum, i.e.
those who have severe autism, with severe behavioral problems or suffering. Considering the
heterogeneity of the autism spextr, it seems very hard, and even ingbke, to establish who

has the authority to speak on behalf of all people with autism. It is clear that the raise of the
distrust towards the community of experts is present because of the systematic discrimination
against autistic persons regarding theiedibility and the ability to understand their experiences
and their states. The upsurge of autism activism and the neurodiversity movement is a result of
the desire for empowerment, but such empowerment of thdi@wutisnmunity must focus on
establishmg a doctotpatient relationship in which patients will not take the position of either an
expert or a passive patient.

Neurodiverse biological citizens, must carry out the role of assessing which experts deserve
trusworthiness and whether reliable megisans truly succeed in preserving it. It is up to them

and to other citizens to establish to whom will they acknowledge expertise, which knowledge
claims are to be accounted as credible and to collect enough evidengettze reliability of
procedures tlmugh which experts will make their decisions. Experts, on the other hand, need to
consider the testimonies of autistic persons as valid and relevant to decision making processes.
Given that autism is a specific conditi because of its heterogeneous spetfrit is false to

claim that all autistic individuals are trustworthy and that all cases of distrust are cases of
epistemic injustice. Individuals with lowdunctioning autism may not be included in the process

of information exchange, based on the vakdsons of his or her current individual medical
conditions and abilities. What is important, however, is for experts who enter into testimonial
exchange with a neurodiverse biological citizen not to hold prejudiaeykind, but to estimate

the trustwaothiness of an autistic speaker without their assessment being infected by prejudices
and stereotypes about autism. The AIDS community activism presented above can serve as an
example of a requirement for such a praetiSpecifically, once they were alled to enter
information pooling, AIDS activists urged experts to reconsider previously established treatment

practices and drug regulation. The role of citizens must be
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active rather than passive, especiallycommunicating with experts and settiggals.
Equally, not only do | see room for such collaboration between neurodiverse biological
citizens and experts, but | find such practice to be present. Namely, it was the activism of the
neurodiversity movement dh advocated for the recognition of grutive strengths and
abilities related to autistic conditions (some of which being abilities for kgymstemizing,
detailoriented perception, local information processing, etc.), which was further investigated
and aopted in the form of policies practid by medical professionals, psychologists,

caregivers, and educational workers.

Establishing a conversation in which an autistic speaker and a neurotypical hearer practice
epistemic virtues can result in changegha treatment of medical profession&dsvard autistic
persons, in the sense that they will be more open to their testimonies, that they will recognize and
eliminate the prejudices they have about autism, that they will provide autistic patients with
adequate environmental settings, etc. Howgvl am quite skeptical about the contribution that
such talk can have to the treatment of autistic conditions. Namely, as | have already shown in the
chapter above, autistic people gathered around the neurodivesigment interpret autism as

their pesonal identity that distinguishes them from other members of society. They invite
neurotypical individuals to recognize their conditions as positive variations, not pathological
conditions that need to be cured. Ondkieer hand, medical experts unequialbctreat autism as

a pathological condition described in the diagnostic manuals, with prescribed symptoms and
impairments. Such an image of autism is based on functionalized postulates of health, which
defines any déation from the norm as a patholodicandition. Therefore, the inability to reach

a consensus on the cure of autism, | believe, stems primarily from the difference in conceptual
understanding of the term "autism" itself.

With the strengthening of theearodiversity movement and the incredsvisibility of high
functioning autistic persons in the public sphere, a debate has been sparked among autism experts
on how to properly understand the differences between autism in general and high functioning
autign in particular. Barof€Cohen, who adwates a critical rethinking of the established topics
used in healthcare, has made key assumptions here.-8atmn (2017) argues for a clear
distinction between the terms disorder, disability and difference. Cliracal scientific
researchers often ugbese terms loosely, with a strong consequence for the discussed target
groups- labeling and stigmatization. According to BafGohen (2017) disorder should be used
when there is nothing positive about the conditisnwdnen the person is unable to funatio

properly despite trying different environmental modifications. This is why the term
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SGLVRUGHBUREOHPDW.L Ry, Igvven haf AuLismPitselRi$ hatl all negative in

termsof cognitive differencerbm neurotypicals. While the teriiGdrder LV LQFRPSDWLE
with neurodiversity, the termPFGLVDELQLWRPH ZD\ FDQ EH FRPSDWLEO
describes the condition below and the average level of psychological or physical functioning.

The most thoght-provoking term that is closely akd to the neurodiversity framework is
theterm3GLIIHUHQFH

S'LITHUHQFH VKRXOG EH XVHG ZKHQ D SHake&QsLY VLPS
relative to a population norm, but where this difference does natllysaffect
functioning or wellbeing ©~ % DCoRep 2017: 746).

In postulating that the concept of difference must enter the debate about mental states, Baron
Cohen explicitly advocates a paradigm shift that will recognize-higbtioning autism as a
difference, rather than a disorderoMover, in the article "Neurodiversitya revolutionary
concept for autism and psychiatry”, BatGophen is committed to recognizing the concept of
"neurodiversity". Primarily, he believes that the concept of neuessity indicates that there

IS no singe way to a brain to be normal. Rather, there are different options and different paths
for the brain to be wired up. If one's braet is different or if one's brain functions
differently, it does not imply that suehbrainrset or such way of functiongnis pathological.
Second, Baroi€Cohen believes that the language used to refer to and describe mental
disabilities is valudaden. Contrary, such language must be more ethical and non
stigmatizing since the diagnostiabel labels individuals and ultimdyeaffects his social
status and well being. Accordingly, we must find an adequate framework for discussing
mental disorders and differences, one that will not focus on conditions as pathological
phenomena, but whichwith impairments, will recognize theopitive outcomes of the
condition in question. Finally, regarding neurodivergent conditions, Baodren concludes

that: "Genetic or other kinds of biological variation are intrinsic to a person's identity, their
senseof self and personhood, which is séénough a human rights lens, should be given
equal respect alongside any other form of diversity, such as génder -77).

7.4. The validity of the movement

Autism self- advocates promote autism as a "vediybeing"”, a "difference", opposed to

care and medical practices that ignore the specific needs of autistic persons, focusing only on
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"normalizing" those persons. Neurodiversity proponents essentialize autism as caused by
biological factors and cdbeate it as a human variation. Thejet the idea that autism should be

cured and advocate for celebrating autistic behaviors and ways of communication. Autistic self
advocates premise their condition as a part of their being, inseparable from the person
condition that should be respectby a neurological / neurotypical majority. In its core, the
neurodiversity movement orients consciousfregsng, but its ultimate goal is to establish an

autistic community involved in social, medical, and jurididalcourses on autism. Even though

the neurodiversity movement is often compared to the civil right movement, especially women's

and queefflV ULJKWV PRYHPHQWYV , U Dncludiityp ThErR Qré Blid tMIDE R X W L\

potential problems with the neadiversity movement: (1) anthedicalzation / antitreatment

problem and (2) undeepresentation of the heterogeneity of the autism spe&%m.

Behind the idea of autism as a natural human variation lies the idea ef anti
medicalization. The movement lisoadly speaking, opposed to cumgented scientific research
and activism, as it presents autism as a variation that cannot be treated or cured. It is in the very
line of thought that they claim that autism is a crucial and integral part of autisiongev
identity, and therefore, it canh be extracted from a person. The neurodiversitvement
framework is grounded in the social model of disability, an idea that normality and abnormality
are not objective facts, but socially constructed categoribs. sbcial model of disabilities
attemps to depathologize psychiatric conditions and illnesses, claiming that society of
neurotypicals created categories of abnormalities based on prejudices and stereotypes erected by
society. Advocates claim that autissiniot an iliness, but a difference ths due to stereotypes
and prejudices, being socially constructed in an attempt to exclude individuals with these
differences from society. Furthermore, they urge that an attempt to cure autistic traits of
individuals is a violation of autistic rights. RE harmful consequences of such attempts to
depathologize autism are vast. The drgatment attitude insists on the rejection of all medical
interventions, as such are considered not needed in the lives of awdistig | strongly raise
my concern twards these antreatment propagandas. The severity of autism varies from one
individual to another. Some autistic individuals suffer from extreme deficits in language
communication, enduring social communication peots, aggressive and atdggressive
tantrums, troublesome regulating emotions and intellectual disabilities. No person diagnosed with

autism spectrum disorder is the same; Each person on the spectrum presents a unique set

284 identified the mentioned pPREOHP V +%D/BINQE L G
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of more or less visible autistic traits, and can deal effectively or less effectively with those
traits. Antitreatment propaganda makes sense only when patients ardéumatjoning
autistic individuals whose autisttraits allow them to function propgiin terms of everyday
activities and selpreservation. As Sue Rubin, a ldunctioning autistic who was the subject

of the documentarputism in a Worldstrongly emphasizes:

38V D SHUVRQ ZKR OLIY Bnd vdllLnat KveDaxhwvrhaV Ife, @ridl people

who are high functioning and saying society should not look for a cure is offensive.
They have no idea what our lives are like. Killing autism lets me enjoy life with great
friends and lets me go to colledgaut | must never fly down my guard autism will

take over.” 5XELQ

People diagnosed with, what is prior to DSMalled, Asperger's Syndrome or any other form of
high-functioning autism, are the driving force behind the neurodiversity moveethtas Rubin
stresses, they cannonhderstand the experiences of those who are on the lower end of the
spectrum. This is where | raise my second concern over the neurodiversity movement and its
understanding of the spectrum. Movement is led by peopledtigher end of the spectrum and

there is a potential threat of oveepresenting such individuals. The concern is that movement
does not represent the full range of the autism spectrum and its heteroﬁ%%ﬁw.educing the

spectrum to only higiiunctioning autistic experiences, the movent can easily fail to include

the experiences of those who are on the other scale of the spectrum, falling into the trap of
testimonial injustice toward people with severe autism. The threat of the neurodiversity
movement is the overgeneralization of iaot, and the marginalization of the needs and
experiences of those autistic individuals who are not on thedndtof the spectrum. With this in

mind, we should also approach the issue of treatment. Specificallyetimediversity movement
demands thanidividuals be allowed to choose whether or not to treat their autism, but also some
movement members are even seeking to discontinue research into finding a cure for ending
autism. As is well known, there is no curer fautism. However, for supporters ofiet
neurodiversity movement, the search for a cure that will normalize that their condition is a serious

attack on their identity and deepens the presumption that autism is a

285gimilar is found in Russell, who statést *\WKH VWDUW R P\chigizStatapplf @ Qéntiymliics more

broadly: that they dichotomize allied groups into factions (this prevents smaller identity groups from linking up, causing
rivalries and discord). Russell G. (2020) Gites of the Neurodiversity Movement. IKapp S. (eds) Autistic Community
and the Neurodiversity Movement. Palgrave Macmillan, Singapore
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pathological condition that needs to be cured. However, as | stated earlier, the neurodiversity
movement runs o the problem of marginalizing andlesicing individuals who occupy the

other, lower, end of the spectrum. Notably, there is a serious harm if treatment decisions are made
on their behalf. Proponents of the neurodiversity movement are mostly on the dnghef the
spectrum, with symptoms @futism that do not impair their quality of life. On the other hand,
there are autistic persons like Rue on the other end of the autism spectrum, and whose condition
prevents them for leading a good life. Therefore tteatment debate that the neurodiitgr
movement wants to bring to the scene must first and foremost be clearly defined within the
framework of action. To say that the entire spectrum of autism does not need to be treated is
unreasonable and dangero@n the other hand, it seems that ahhifyinctioning autistic
individual may have reasonable reasons to reject the cure for her condition. Therefore, it is
necessary to define which persons can be accounted for as a neurodivergent person. Following
BaronCohen's recommendation, | believe thla¢ tconcept of neurodiversity and the ideas that
have integrated into the autism community through this movement can only be applied to
individuals belonging to a higfunctioning group of autistics, that is, those withld autism
symptoms that correspond Level 1 on the severity scale. In this context, we can talk about the
idea of diversity, not disorder, since there is no harm or relevant dysfunction in cases of high
functioning autism. On this view, the differenieplies a different cognitive stylen terms of
HappefV LOWHUSUHWDWLRQ XQGHUVWRRG LQ WHUPV RI DOWHU
functioning could be a result of natural variation, but | shall not speculate about the origin of such
differences in this paper. Further, in tisisnse, | acknowledge that points about curing autism

apply to some conditions and not others.

The core argument of the neurodiversity movement is that their autism is not a barrier to well
being or that autism is day them harm. The difficulties theyeounter are, rather, resulting

from societal structures arranged to suit neurotypical needs exclusively. Therefore, they
believe that the resources spent on attempts to locate the biological markers of autism and,
corsequently, the search for a cure, dbobe altered and used for providing educational,
professional and social opportunities for neurodivergent members of society. The reason for
the latter, they argue, lies in the fact that it is the society who prodhares to autistic

individuals, not theutism itself.

7.5. Conclusion

149



Biological citizenship is a phenomenon of a modern society whose citizens demand rights
based on their biological bodies. Although in the literature there is no correlatiwvaenethe
neurodivergent autistic caens and the aspirations of biological citizenship, | believe that such a
connection is strong and is manifested in the demands, both political and social, of the
neurodiversity movement. In this chapter, | thematihedpolitical demand of the neurodisay
community for the refusals of treatment and cure imposed by the neurotypical majority.
Treatment policies are linked to the question of the value of autistic lives, that is, to the policies of

reproductive practiein cases where the eptbduct is ahild with autism.

8. CHOOSING A CHILD WITH AUTISM

8.1. Introduction

In the nottoo-distant past, the means of medicine were not sufficiently developed to

adequately indicatpotential damage to the embryo duge But in modern medicine, such
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practices are possible, accessible and very commonirNasive screening and testing methods
have proven to be a safe and reliable option for prenatal information gathespgcially in the

field of testing anddetecting damage to human genomes. In this way, screening enables the
parent to receive information about actual or potential impairments on embryo (prior to in vitro
fertilization) or the fetus (in ongoing pregnancfue to the availability and reliablesults,

many parents opt for such tests to find out the course of pregnancy and its consequences. As a
result, parentso-be, in cases where screening and additional diagnostic tests indicate the
presence of some tgpof impairment, are faced with diftitt decisions about the further course

of pregnancy or fertilization. Such decisioraking processes are related to the moral
responsibility of parentto-be. It is up to them to make a joint decision, with the adeitce
medical experts, to select the bestbryo possible (that is, one that will have no damagejhe

case of in vitro fertilization, or termination of pregnancy

- if ongoing pregnancy. The emphasis, in both cases, is on théeuwed of the potential

child, which rests on the premise thagaod life is a life without suffering and pain, which

are the potential consequences of damage.

Biological citizens believe that a general misconception about mental and physical differences
has led to the promotioof wrong values in reproductive prazgs. Specifically, since the focus

was placed on impairments as a disadvantageous condition, the question of parental moral
responsibility arose. Parents, in this sense, hold themselves morally responsible fordtee chil
well being and quality of life. Acording to some authors, wotltegd parents have the moral
responsibility to opt for having a child without an impairment, rather than a child with some type
of impairment, given that the former child would have more ooppmities to fulfill their
potentialsand enjoy weHbeing. Note that decisiamaking processes are specifically negative
selections, i.e. selection against the disabled child. What are the reproductive consequences of
such practices, and, more specifigalvhat are the consequences of santidisability paradigm

on the lived lives of people with disabilities, will be central questions of this chdpsaall
investigate the former issues through the recommendation of Savulescu and Kahane, who
explicitly argue for the negative selectionasf embryo with tendency towards developing
AspergefV . VIQGURPH JLYHQ WKDW VXFK D FHa&i@Ginddistz QRW C
flourishing and wellbeing. Note that the same recommendation would follow fassbauny V
capability threshold levggiven that it distinguishes human life from other forms of living, and
confer that those below the bare minimum level of the threshold cannot experience human
flourishing. However, we learn from the neurodiversitgy@ment proponents that autistics can

and do live a valuable, flourishing life, through the exercise of their autistic potentials and
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talents. Hence, autistics claim that their lives are valuable, not in spite of their autism, but in
fact, becausefat. As | shall claim in this chaptethere are reasons for justifying autistic life

as a life worth living that every member of the society can reasonably accept.

8.2. The principle of procreative beneficence®

Julian Savulescu and Guy Kahane (2088l)eve that parents who are plannofésprings
must provide certain conditions that will allow the future child to lead a good life. Most often,
these conditions relate to a stable financial situation, material and emotional resources. But the
authors ote that in the same line of thougbhe can claim that the potential parents must ensure
the health of the child. The latter refers to the selection of embryos based on the most favorable
biological set. Potential parents thus have the task of chodstngmbryo that is realistic to
expectto lead a good life, in terms of the biological health. The authors note that such a task rests
on moral responsibility that parents have towards their potential child. Therefore, the authors
conclude that parents hawgoral reasons to choose, in the psscef genetic selection, the most
advantaged embryo, and thus ensure their future child a good life and wellbeing. The authors term
this moral suggestion dlse principle ofprocreative beneficence (PBJhe principlesuggests that
if a couple, or singleeproducer, hathe ability to choose an embryo, then they have significant

moral reasons to select an embryo that can be expected, in light of available information and
predictability factors, to lead a good 1if€87 The principle of PB is not an absoluteoral

obligation, but a claim that potential parents haignificant moral reason$ select the child

who is expected to have the most advantaged life. The selection of the best possible embryo
would greatly affecthe life the future child, by deterniimg the best possible genetic structure,
such that is not biologically defected. Hence, Savulescu and Kahane give authority to parents to
choose for their future child. They do not tackle the general framework of gs#ioiei genetic
interventions and manipation, but speculate that a good life is a life led without biological
impairments. The authors do not offer a specific definition of what stands for good or the most
advantaged life, but asks us to apply in proeveadecisions the same concepts obadlife we

employ in our everyday lives. The principle of procreative beneficence, hence, implies that when
the selection of, for instance, a ndisabled child is possible, we have a significant moral reason

to choos

286The practices of the principle pfocreative beneficience in the cases of autism, alongside to the questiorabf
SHUPLVDELOLW\ RI JHQHWLF HQJLQHHULQJ RI DQ DXWLWXWQHHA HPEU\R LV GLVFXV

52018).
87Savulescu and Kahan2009: 274.
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a child who does not have the condition that is recognized as a disability. Note that it does not
claim that potential parents have moral reason to select the child who-tisabled, but
gives reasons to select the most advantagéd cht of the possible children a couple can

select?®® The key to the discussion is the following. Namely, Savulesnd Kahane,

enumerating some conditions that prevent an individual from leading a good life and which
should be avoided in the procességienetic selection, specifically mention states of autism.
More specifically, they argue that potential parentsukhoin the processes of genetic
selection, prevent choosing an embryo with disposition towards autism, or, in the processes of
natural repoduction that could end with a child with autism, prevent such an outcome.
Reproducers, in their opinion, have asty moral reasons to prevent even an innate tendency
towards conditions that include impairments, and specifically call upon in vitrbzgran

(IVF) in cases where natural reproduction could result in child having AspekeV \Q GURP H
Savulescu and Keane classify autism, and Asper§je¥ VIQGURPH LQ SDUWLFXOD
impairment in social skills which endanger the quality of life.bEyos with tendency to
develop such impairments can never have the best chance for the best life. Hence, the
potentid parents, the authors recommend, should not choose embryos with autism, nor should

they proceed with the pregnancy that will end in chiith autism.

Embryologists, in the process of IVF, use the basic kinds of selection of embryos by choosing
those erbryos who are most likely to survive and to be healthy. However, survival and health are
not the only criteria for a good life. Buchananakt discussing about what makes human life
valuable, introduce the concept of general purpose means, i.e.,hHetitye valuable no matter

what kind of life a person lives. Some of the putative goods they mention such are intelligence,
memory, seHdiscipline, and patience are goods that persons with autism can have. They also
mention goods that autistic personslack such are sense of humor, empathy, sympathy and the
capacity to live socially with others. Some of the putative goods such as imtedljgmemory,
self-discipline, and patience are capacities that persons with autism can have. However, autistic
persoms lack some of the mentioned goods such as a sense of humor, empathy, sympathy and the
capacity to live socially with others. Does the dattnake autism, and particularly gerger| V

syndrome, a condition characterized by impairments that does not

288 this sense, from the group of embryos who have dispositions towards various biological defects, the potential parents are
advised to sele the embryo with the least severe condition.
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allow a potential child to lead a valuable life? More spedlficare decisions of negatively

select an embryo with autism justified?

8.3.The meaning of the3JRR G  OLIH

Parents are advised to ds® an embryo with genetic features that will not prevent
them from leading a good life. But the weak conceptiorhefgood life that Savulescu and
Kahane use without providing a clear definition, but ask readers to recognize the features of
the good lifein everyday relationships, is a problematic component in their general theory.
Thus, the question of the choice bietgenetic features of an individual is related to the
guestion of what society considers desirable traits. However, reliance on sof@etnmes
and characteristics that society considers advantageous in genetic selection processes will
result in the emination of all conditions that could, in a sense, be disadvantageous to the
future citizen. Social conditions and practices have yieldetbus features that are, at least
in some situations, disadvantageous. For example, in employment situations, e\gztern
society, it is disadvantageous to be a woman. Clearly, it would be illegitimate to recommend
potential parents to negatively sel@an embryo that would develop in a female child. The
reason for this lies in the fact that the property of beingiman is recognized as valuable by
most people, although it is potentially disadvantageous in various social situations and
cultural contess. But the property of being a woman is not disadvantageous because of the
characteristics of IHP L QL QREMR Plidb@" EXW EHFDXVH RI WKH VRFLDC
identity policies that condition the position of women in social structures. Therefang, dei
woman is not disadvantagegoer se but due to social conditions that need to be changed. In
a society that tiats women as equal to men with equal rights and freedoms, the property of

being a woman would not be disadvantageous.

Therefore, it is edent that measures of social preferences are not legitimate reasons for
negative selections of certain embryos, siffcwe adopt the thesis that a potential parent
should choose an embryo that can be expected to lead a good life in terms of having

predigositions that society will recognize as valuable characteristics, then we come to the

case of negative embryo seleatbased on its genetic markers for being male or feffidle.

289Pier Jaarsma and Stellan Welin use this argument to argue againsvifes@aand Kahane principle of procreative
beneficence. Precisely, they conclude that: In other parts of the wayldn countries where women
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A potential critique of the latter could go in the direction of objecting that the negative
selectionof embryos to develop in a female child is not equivalent to the negative selection of
embryos with hearing impairmemn In this sense, the objection suggests that in embryo
selection the emphasis is on quality of life in terms of biological health avesdit rather

than in terms of opportunities within social structures. If we understand that it is justified to
choosea negative embryo with hearing impairment, and, however, it is not justified to choose
a negative embryo of the female sex, then we allentp about disabilities that are
disadvantageous independent to the social and cultural situation.

However, the ojection is not strong enough, in the sense that it does not take into account
that certain states of disability are precisely due to spcagtices. In this context, | envoke to

the social model according to which the society is what makes individsalslell in a way

that it doesnot meet their specific needs. In discussing justice distribution with particular
interest in citizens with disdiiy, Wolff (2009) emphasizes that there is a key difference
between the terms$ L P SD L U ACHEGB\W V D E L (ightvaf this, Wolff considers that
impairment is genetically reduced capability (for instance, reduced capability to hear is an
impairment), vinile disability is its manifestation. Crucially, Wolff concludes that society and
social structures are resporisilior creating disability out of an impairment. Clearly, there

are certain impairments that are biological harms to their bearers, sucmas#ioia or

severe mental retardation. Such impairment we consider to be, regardless of social and
cultural conéxts forms of disabilities that prevent an individual from leading a good life
given that such a life is led with enduring pain. But if weehsvmind some other conditions,

such as deafness or hifimctioning autism, it seems that we cannot accounn tias
examples of disabilities that are completely independent of social standards, nor as forms of

disabilities thatlisablesan individualfrom leadng a good life.

| have shown above how the Deaf community insists on its authenticity, in terms ofrmgurtu
its aulture, language and literature. Members of the deaf community do not perceive their
deafness as a disorder that prevents them from legdiog lives. On the contrary, equating

themselves with members of other linguistic minorities, membetseddéaf coxmunity feel

and gays are still discriminated, PB would rule against female and gay embryos. For an elaborate argument
against the PBeg. Jaarsma, and Welin, 2013.
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that society should provide them with the resources to fulfilt {petientids within their Deaf
culture?%°0n the other hand, hearing community treats deafness as disability and seeks ways

to correct it medicallyor genetically. In this sense, the hearing majority does not have the

same perspective on "the human goadd "leadng a good life", compared to the perspective

of the deaf minority gathered in Deaf communities. The clash of these two "cultures" is most
visible in the context of reproductive polici%%l. OnefV SHHWVBQVDELOLW\ FDQ EF
personf] Qulture, so findng a line by which we can determine which conditions should be

chosen in genetic selection is a challenging 28k

Equally, the same igpplied in reproductive practices in which the positive or negative choice
of embryos with predispositiorte autismis decided. Primarily, in this context, it should be
emphasized that there are no genetic markers for autism, nor, as shown in thespreviou
chapter, is there a biological determination of specific autistic conditions. Therefore, the
discussion bthe posility of selecting or rejecting an embryo with autism rests on the
assumption of applicability at a time when the latter is possibls. the impossibility of
unambiguously defining autistic states through biological dysfunctions that Isasl rthie
guestion of the strength that the components of evaluative judgments have in the processes of
defining autism as a mental disorder.

Similar to the Deaf community who see their deafness as a gift, instead of disability, the autistic
community, throaigh the cacept of neurodiversity, nurtures autism as a neurological difference
that should be respected in the range of respect for other differenck as gendesex race or
sexual orientation. Therefore, we can assume that the neurodiversity propaght ®nsider

that negative embryo selection with predispositions for autism is equivalent to an illegitimate
decision of negative embryo set®n with genetic markers for female gender. The reason for this
lies in the assumption that autism is notrhful in itself, that is, it does not in itself represent a

disadvantageous condition. Rather, it is the society that reinforces the

290Grodin and Harlan, 1997.

291 pance, 2017.

292The debate focused on whether to choose an embryo with genetic markersfriessiéaexpanded to the issue of

enabling deaf potential parents to undergo PGD methods to ensure that their child, like them, will bepedficAase of

such practice is described in Savulescu (2002); namely, as reported in the article, sbdeattagpé have deliberately

created a deaf child, in accordance to their beliefs that deafness is not a disorder or defective condities. tHat staine

may 3VHH GHOLEHUDWHO\ FUHDWLQJ GHDI EDELHV DV WiKhdbiesRNowevBrHiyY HUVH P D C
discussion is limited to the practices of negative selection; thus, the question of legitimacy of intentional desigrsng bab

not in the scope of this paper.
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disadvantageous position of the autistic in society, in a walynttarginéizes all states that
deviate from the norrfi>>

Clearly, it is necessary to distinguish which autistic conditions are in questions,titais
necessary to approach the issue of autism with some caution since it is a heterogeneous
spectrum ofconditiors that include more and less severe conditions. Not all autistic
conditions are harmful to the carrier, but some certainly are. Forpdgarnis legitimate to

claim that a person with severe autistic impairments involving severe impairmestsiah
communication, underdeveloped speech, lowered IQ, etc. autism is harmful to a substantially
greater extent than it is for people diagnoseth mild autism. For conditions of severe
autism, since they represent an impairment regardless of the idagialccaotext, we can
reasonably agree that severe autism represents a condition that greatly affects the quality of
life of an individual andtte ability to lead a good lie>* But the same is not true for a person

who corresponds to severity levelsince hercondition is disadvantageous in relation to the
society she belongs to. In particular, due to the stigmatization of autism and uirsi@méap
treatment, autistic individuals who respond to highly functional or mild autism (level 1) are
denied @portunites for human flourishing. Kapp and Méd P D Qedd [tBeir concerns
regarding thentroduction of a severity scale for the ASD diagnasssits outcome

3ZRXOG OLNHO\ UHVXOW LQ FOLQLFLDQV LQDSSURSUL
emphasi of intery HQWLRQ « UDWKHU WKD QkillREAHK Vib@J RQ X
directimpacts on quality of lifé

8.4. The importance of he autistic talents

Autism is related to the special talents, abilities and savant skills, such are calendar
calculaton, perfeciperspective drawing, persistence, extraordinary memory for facts, instant
multiplication and precise attention to detailbeTlist of the talents found in mild autism goes on,
as recent studies discovered the connection with autistiditiors and the following abilities:

high level of focus, creating ruleased systems; system analysis and evaluation,

293\v/e find the similaposition in Glackin who argues that the concept of medical illness in terms of mental illness is
a social consuct. Heenotesthat all judgments of medical dysfunction reflect soclel F R O Wilkingiveds Ytd1
tolerate and accommodate the conditionguastion.

294 s with other severe disability that is disadvantageous regardless of social circumstancesintpoasttat such a

condition affects the ability to lead a good life does not draw an evaluative judgment about the negative value oésuch a lif
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recognizing repeating patterns in a complex system, exceptional attention to details, excellent
recordkeeping ad memory, the ability to perceive and process a large quality of information
from multiple sensory modes, high ability to excel at téipe tasks, understanding the world

as a rulegoverned; problersolving skills (logic), react very well toigh-level technology

because of the controllable predictable environment and multisensory stimafion.

These talents and skills are far mooenenon in autism spectrum than in any other g?8ﬁp

and should be put into spotlight. Howlin et al. (2009)uar that wer a third of individuals

with autism show unusual skill that both above population norms and above their own overall
cognitive functiming. The autistic abilities and talents are to be found across the spectrum,
primarily within the category ofevel 1 d impairment severity classification. This is why |
advocate that the autistic persons who do not suffer from the severe autism anthdoll
disorders can achieve good life by practicing their skills and talents. These compensating
abilities ovecome thei difficulties, which presents, | shall argue, a reason for choosing an
embryo with autism instead of rejecting it for the faaristicone.

I find the heterogeneity of autistic conditions to be a key element in the discussion of
reproductive plicies, sich as that on the genetic selection of embryos with autism. It is in this
segment that | see the failure of Savulescu and Kahaneut® assecommendation to potential
parents to negatively select a child witlspergeffV VIQGURPH 6 Rahxn® khakFaX D Q G
error of generalization. Namely, they understand autism as a homogenous condition and reduce
the complexity of the spectrum to theonditions of mere social impairment, neglecting
remarkable talents that persons with this diagnosis ext8bith an eor leads to the wrong
conclusion that all autistic conditions should be treated in the same way, that is, it implies that all
autistic conditions should be negatively selected in the embryo. Alongside, Savulescu, and
Kahane make the mistake adducing mid autism to exclusively impairments, not taking into
account the epistemic gain that society can derive from its autistic membeilisiBigling their
epistemic status, Savulescu and Kahane make an epistemic mistake, insofar as they dail to tre
autistic persons as valuable precisely because of their unique epistemic position, that is, insofar as
they fail to treat them as knowers. Raththe authors focus on the impairment of social

communication as a trait that prevents autistic individirats leadng a good life. But

295 ermelin (2001), Joseph and Tagdusberg (2012).
296How|in, et al. 2009.
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they do not take into accountethcognitive talents and abilities of autistic people that are
valuable, not only to society, but to their gtalof life and welbeing. Furthermore, we can
conclude that with such treatment the authors make testimonial injustice, namely, by postulating
their recommendation for a negative selection of a child with autism, the authors do not take into
an account osimply reject the testimonies of those individuals who report that their lives are

valuable not despite, but precisely because of autism ancthaanying talents.

With regards to justificatory concern of such practices, | invoke Richard PP¥an

thoughts egeriments. Namely, Dean sets up two thought experimentise ifrst, thesociety
consists of individuals with highly functional autism, in #eeond, thesociety consisteut of
individuals who occupy a different position on the autism spectifeor the first society,
Deancontinues, we have plausible reasons to argue that society as a whole would function
without the need for members of society to heal. relognizes that a society of highly
functional autistic people would be very differembrfi our society, in terms of @l
communication, organization of educational institutions and workplaces, but also with
specific structures that our society does hate, such as a quiet room with a sensory
function. But regardless of such differenctégere is no obvious reason toubt that high
functioning autistics could maintain a society that served their needs in an appropriate
manner. Contrary, for the sogredf autistic individuals who occupy a different position on

the autism spectrum (i.e. whare on the lower scale), Deaontinues, there are obvious
reasons tahink that such a society wouldll DFH G LV IDMb® ldif¥eRo coordinate their

action, toorganize their lives due to the intellectual limitations of its menbirs.

The examp@ of a society of highly funainal autistic people points to the implication
that the social environment has in creating autistic lives. In a society that creates an
environment where an autistic person can lead a good life in terms of providing her bette
opportunities for affirming ér values and achieving goals, highly functional autism is not a
disadvantageous condition. Additionally, highly autistic citizens lifferent sets of talents

and abilities that the society recognizes as valuable.

Hence,l believe that the principle gfrocreative beneficence, in the case of autism, should be
revised. The potential child with disposition to mild autism (Level 1) witlkeaompanying

297pean, 2018: 131.
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disorders (such as learning disability, menttiardation, epilepsy, and otfieshould be
chosen by her potential parents. Although the potential child in question will have social
impairments to some degree, tladents that child will exhibit can reasonably be constituent
of a good life. The taleatand skills that embryo withild autism will have once born can be

reasonably constituent of the most valuable life, especially because there are ways of

improvementheir quality of life298

It could be assumed that the latter claim stems from theteftd the Deaf community
descibed above. But there seems to be a significant difference between cases of highly
functional autism and deafness, which relates t@tssibility of a persoffi V FDSDFLW\ LQ W|
of her talents. Both conditions are treateddasability, and following Treor Johnston's line

of argument, "insofar as deafness is a disability, it is to be avoided, if possible." (2005, p.
429). But we also siwed how members of the Deaf community, as well as the autistic
community, consider thegondition a gift and a differee, as opposed to disability. Also, it

is clear that in both cases the quality of life of individuals with these conditions to some
extend is conditioned by social structures and collective values and preferences.

However, cases of autism appear to beegfic because, in addition to impairment, an
individual with the condition exhibits some talent that could be valued by society as an
advantageous, in the cases of a child with Asperger's syndrome, the advantages ouéweigh th
disadvantages. On the othamid, it seems that for the Deaf community we cannot say that in
addition to hearing impairment they possess a talent or ability thiaaveereason to claim to

be valuable. Hence, for autistic people we can claim that, despgairments, they have
abilities and talents that any reasonable individual can accept as valuable.

Pier Jaarsma and Stellan Welin came to a similar conclusigingeheir argument on the
differences between Savulescu and Kalfgie SUL QF L S Giive RéneBddiRE artdl
Nussbaun§ capability approach which they interpret in terms of the principlegéometic
selection of embryos. Criticism against the princidi@mcreative beneficence relies on the
problem of the social situations and structules tmpose certain standardsigreferences.

In this sense, the property of being a woman can be interpreted as an undesirable property. On
the other hand, Jaarsmadawelin hold that NussbaufnV SULQFLSOH RI KXPDQ FDS

be an adequate framewdik discussing genetic seleat, as it relies on intrinsic good,

298E.g. by providing them a proper education surroundings or a proper dtigagiy environment \were they can
excursive and improve their social skills.
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independent of social dncultural contexts. In lightfahis, they conclude that Nussbaum's
position would accept mild autism as a desirable condition, since an individual with this
condition can achieve human flourishing by using capabilities, while deafness would be an
undesiable condition, since a deafdividual has no senses one of the fundamental human
capability. They also recognize that even autistic individuals do not have lity tabieach

the threshold level for certain capabilities, but they do hawatrary toindividuals with

hearing inpairments, compensating capabilities such as hyper systemizing ability or detall

oriented information processir%&.9

However, | believethat the use of the principle of human capability is insufficient in the
process of genetigelection, for the reasossated in Chapter Fiv&lussbaunfV OLVW RI FHQ\
humancapabilities is based on social preferences and evaluative standards, thosngrom
only those values that society considers more valuable than others. The singuldrity an
definiteness of such atipromotes certain values as criterias for leading a good life, in a way
that rejects some other values that an individual might cansaleable for his life. More
specifically, the list is, | believe, discriminatory as it da®ot take into account défent
perspectives on the values of the good life. With this in mind, we can conclude that
Nussbaum would not accept that autistic indlinalsy F R P S H @&pBhilitle® Bave the
same value as the ten central hurnapabilitiesfrom the list. The mere extsion of the list
indicates that the list is insufficient and does not include pluralism of values. Therefore, just
as the list is notdequate for defining the state of the disease, | believe that the list is not
adequate forhe principle by which poteiatl parents should be guided in the processes of
genetic selection. Conversely, although | agree with Jaarsam and Welin that mild autism
should be treated as a condition that, along impairments, has advantages for whiclhasciety
reasons to hold valuahlebelieve that the principle of human capabilities is not an adequate
framework to offer public justification for such claim. Rathehink it is necessary to offer a
different justificatory framework, one that will show hawe cases of mild autism rca

represent examples of overall human lives that we can reasonably judge as valuable.

29pye to the compensating capabilities redpgd in autism studies, Jaarsma and Welin claim that mild autism should be
accepted by theosiety as a difference, raththan a disorder. The conditions of mild autism could vary in severity because
of the entanglement of the external and internal cistantes of the person with mild autism. External circumstances should
be understood in théght of social, cultural oeconomic standards, while internal circumstances should be understood in
terms of quantity and quality of compensating capabilitiesl3ZE20).
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8.5. The principle of public justification

| approach the justificatory gston by placing the emphason the special abilities
and talents shared by autistic individuals that should be judged as valuable by the society.
This means thdtadvocate for justificatory framework that exhibit how the talents of a child

with mild autsm can be reasonably judgasl constituents of a valuable life.

Rawls fSROLWLFDO WKRXJKW LV JURXQGHG RQ WKH YLHZ WKL
grounded in reasons for which we can reasonably expect all citizens, as free and equal, to
accept. Such a model of publjustification is consensual, in terms that it confers legitimacy

on grounds of what can be reasonably expected to be endorseddiypallrcitizens as free

and equal (Rawls, 2005). In this sense, a just society is reglatacpublic conception of
justice, given that each member of such a society acknowledges the same principles of
justice. The main premise of Ravl/ F R Q F Hj8afitk RsQhaR éach member of a just
society has an interest in protecting and advancimgwe moral powers: of rati@lity and
reasonableness. To preserve these powers, individuals voluntarily agree to live in a society
that runs on reciprocal and fagrms of cooperation. Such a society is, further, the site of the
practices of an overlapmy consensus among the plityaof reasonable worldviews and
comprehensive doctrines. The members of a just soédyK R V HvienRad Re&sonable for
everyae to accept and therefore as justifiable to them; and they are ready to discuss the fair
terms hat others propose 5als, 1996:54). Furthermore, a reasonable member of a society
will also accept the idea gdublic reasonthat is, he will agree thatfahe fairness of social
cooperation there must be a justification by appeal to reasons alhab#sgersons can
accep. In that sense a reasonable member of society will refrain from appealing controversial
and doctrinal claims (e.g. religious idea)dappeal to those public ideals (e.g.the idea of

citizen as free and equal) for which it can dssumed that all perseras reasonable and
rational will agree upoﬁpo Such practices in which citizens provide public reasons when

justifying laws and poli@s present the ideal of public reason. Namely, Rawls considers

public reason as a characterisifa democratic people,

SWKH UHDVRQ RI FLWL]HQV RI WKRVH VKDULQJ WKH VW

their reason is the good of the public: wttee political conception of justice requires

300 pawls 1995, 143
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of societyq V si€ Bructure and institutiogy and of the purposes and ends they are to
servee 5DZOV

Even though the public reason thesis was intended by Rawlhdospecific domain of
constitutional matters, | extend its application to various normativeidesis society; more
gpecifically to the identification of values relevant for decisiaking policies in the genetic
selection practices. Hence, public jtisation by the public reason does not apply only to
issues of political ideals, i.e. to the gtiens of the foundatioof the constitution. Rather, the
scope of the application extends to issues of fundamental rights and freedoms, with particular
emphas on issues of equality and opportuniti%%l.

Namely, the application of the public reasonsiken the question sklection of autistic embryo

is that, in order to have a valid public reason for selecting an autistic child, one must have a
reason forwhich we can reasonably expect that it will be accepted by each agent as free and
equal. This rles out controversialemsons, i.e. reasons about which agents can disagree as free
and equals. The opposite concepf& X E O L F* LN DW RIPN RRR$M CeBtbHakeasons

are related only to the values, norms, beliefs, preferences, etc. agjeah and they justify
decisions for an agent that regard her personal life, but not public decisions. | am particularly
interested in the justification praatis through public justification. The application of the public
reason to the embryselection pratices could provide uwith a valid reason to justify public
decisions. Note that the emphasis of such proposal rests on reasonable pluralism, which implies
that justification of public decisions should not be made for sectarian reasons, but for reatsons t
can be accepted W@l rational agents. By applying such broad framework of public justification

by the public reason, we make sure that every membeeddtiety has an equal access to the
decisionmaking process, with assurance that her perspestivbe respected inhe formulation

of public policy. Such a justificatory framework will allow us to encompass what McCarthy calls
"the irreductible pluram of modern life," with respect to "the question of the good life ... the
guestion of happinesand virtue, charactemd ethos, community and tradition" (1992:-viii).

In such a society, pluralism of perspectives specifically, in the context of dpisr,prefers to
different views on what it means to live a good, valuable life. Specificallyqulstion is about

which fundamental characteristics we can agree to form the fundamental constituent of a good

life. The possibility of reaching a

301 The narrowness of the scope of RawisS X E O bri-thelsi$ Rpplication was recognized in Baccarial an
Malatesti (2017). Therely on Gauss, for whom they feel he has recognized the importance of the diversity of
perspectives, with his model of justificatidrat the value of different manifestations of the lives of individuals.
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consensus on thissue can be considerddough public reason, i.e. reasons to lead a good
life that can be accepted by all rational and reasonable citizens.

In addition to Rwls's model of public justification, | further invoke to Gerald Ghvs
distinction between valighublic reasons and Mmrious public reason®? The former are

legitimate reasons to justify a public decision, but frequently they do not lead to unanimous
decisions, i.e. to decisions that all reasonable agents need to choose. A victorious (best)
reasm leads to a justificadn that all reasonable agents must endorse.

My proposal is that, in order to recommend potential parents which embryo to choose
or rgect, we must have a victorious public reason, one that would be endorsed by all
reasonable agentIn this sense, theripciple of procreative benefit should apply only to
those cases in which the end result of such reproductive practice, namely aapoteiati
would not have criteria that all reasonable agents can agree to be a constituestdfite.g

Is autism sule a state?

In virtue of the complexity of mild autism, | claim that there is not a victorious public reason for
negatively selecting ehild with mild autism. Specifically, if the potential child has a disposition
to mild autism dagnosed with the seveyrilevel 1 without accompanying disorders understood in
terms of biological rooted dysfunctions (such as learning disability, meraatla¢gion, epilepsy,

at the like), then there is no victorious public reason to suggest to teatipbtparent to
negatvely select that child. Although the potential child in question will have social impairments
to some degree, the talents that the chiltl exhibit can reasonably be constituent of a valuable

life. Hence, | advocate that even thbugmbryos with mild aigm will, when born, not have the
goods such as empathy, sympathy, and the capacity to live with%er&re iS no victorious

public reason to offer to the potential parents to reject the embryo with mild autism. The talents
and skills that the embryavith mild autism will have once born can be reasonably judged as

founding an overall judgment about a valuable life.

302Gaus, 1996.

3031 their discussion on the constituents of a good human life, Buchanan et al. introduced ¢ipé afogeneral

purposemeans, i.e., traits that are valuable no matter what kind of life a person lives. Some of the putative
goods they mention such are itigence, memory, seldiscipline, and patience are goods that persons with
autism can have. Hower, they also mentiogoods that autistic persons do lack such are sense of humor,
empathy, sympathy and the capacity to live socially with others.
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Thereason behind such a conclusion is that such a child has capacities and talents that can be
judged as having high valu®y agents as free and equal. Likewise, agents can judge that there

iS no victorious reason to say that a life with specific talentsyedlsas with impairments
characteristic of mild autism, is less valuable that a life deprivdubitf the talents andhé

impairments.

8.6. Conclusion

The chapter thematized reproductive policies in which the end result is a child with
autism. More secifically, | problematize Savulescu and Kahfné YLHZ WKDW $VSHUJHU
is a condition thah potential parent skitd avoid, that is, that should be negatively chosen in the
processes of selecting the best possible embryo. Their thesis is thainifliittoa causes deficits
in quality of life and as such is an undesirable condition. | have showrthe authors basbsir
recommendation on the generalization of autistic disorder and on stereotypes about life led by
autism. Also, precisely because thdry not take into account the experiences and testimonies of
people with autism, | find them t@nostitute testimoniahjustice as well as epistemic silencing of
autistic speakersTheir PB, as well as Nussbaynv FD SD E L O Lfél$ t® iscotpdrdiah«
pluralism of perspectives. Therefore, | believe that, in discussions of reproductive piolicies
relation to autismwe must invoke a justificatory framework that will take into account the
perspective of all citizens. As | have shown, | consider sufrtamework to be the principle of

public justification offered by Rawls and, in part, Gaus.
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9. CONCLUSION

The motivation behindthe doctoral thesis stems from the propensity to connect
philosophical concepts with realorld problems. More specifically, the lived problems of
autistic people have not entered into tealm of philosophical disca®ns in an appropriate
manner, although they represent a valuable-sas#y, especially in terms of the scope of
realworld epistemolgy. The starting and fundamental point is to indicate the systematic and
persistent biasedepistemic treatment that astic individuals face in everyday social
interactions. Their credibility is suspect and often completely denied based on the stereotypes
and prejudices that rest in the social imaginary.

The consequences of such epistemictineats are primarily epistemiin a manner of loss

of epistemic courage, deprivation of new (autistic) insights, doubt in systematically silenced
autistic experienes, and, finally, the exclusion of valuable perspectives from the process of
gaining knowlelge. Epistemic injustice caed by negative stereotypes and prejudices is tied

to corrupt moral attitudes society holds on autistic individuals, which makes tlaesees
inseparable from ethical discussions about the well being of the individual.

Hence the consequences of epistennjustice are moral, in so far as they support the
unfounded stereotpyes about autism, but also influence the formation of nonuaddgrents

about autism as a pathological condition that deeply affecbélagerf V T X &f Gfe.Vih\
accordance withhe latter, the paper focuses on the issue of autisticbegily, through the
analysis of autistic redife experiences and pluralismf @alues in relation to different
perspectives on the criteria for a good human Iifiee rotion of 3Z Hit2i@g FD Q@ RW
universalistic, but needs to be pluralistic, in means that it recognizes diversity among people,
the conditions and environment thiye in, and their abilities to make their lives the best
possible. Hence, the element a¥eatsity is crucial, for it ecognizes that different people
have different needs.

Moral attitudes towards autistics often rely on scientific descriptions accdaimgich autism is

an undesirable, pathological condition that needs to be treated /lizednaHowever, no
scientifictheory of autism manages to capture the complexity and heterogeneity of autistic states,
nor the peculiar talents and abilities thatwcwithin the spectrum. Throughout the history of
psychiatry, the notion of mental illnessgs been interpreted in difent ways, but the key
assumption is that the classification of a mental state as a mental disorder is, at least to some
extent, basedn the evaluative criteria of a society. In this light, | analyze the-foigttioning

autism that has entered the peldind political scene through the activism of the
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neurodiversity movement. The pursuit of recognizing autism as an identity loased
biological (and nofpathological) differences is a fundamental postulate of the neersdy
movement that seeks thange the concept of autism as it exists in social imaginery, but also
to dvelve into the practice of political decisions and peir@king.

Persistent epistemic discrimination of autistic persons is related to the wtohgtian of

values of autist lives, as the neglect of epistemic potential of autistics causes some
discrimination of the eugenic type and influences the heallibigm of the potential cure
treatment of autistic states, as well as reproductive desitfiaih end with an autistiditd.

The literature on the above discussions lack the understanding of autism as a condition that is
not consisted exclusively of defis, but is linked to numerous valuable talents and abilities
that all reasonable and maial persons can agree todmnstituents of a good life. Therefore,

in this paper | have put emphasize on autistic talents and abilities as fundamental reasons for

valuing autistic lived lives, their experiences and their unique epistemic status.
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