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Summary

The dissertation primarily focuses on rethinking contemporary philosophical problems in
relation to the new social perspective emerged within the neurodiversity 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 socio-epistemic practices of testimonial 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 often being key elements in 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 conditions - Autism Spectrum Disorder. The
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 courage and deprivation of new
(autistic) insights, but they also delve into practices of political decisions and policy-making.
Persistent epistemic discrimination of autistic persons is related with the wrong attribution of
values of autistic lives, as the neglect of epistemic 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 corrupt moral attitudes society holds on autistic individuals, which makes these
practices inseparable from ethical discussions about the well being of the individual. Notably,
autistic well-being is affected by said epistemic treatment, as advocated by proponents of the
neurodiversity 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 complexity of philosophical 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; second, to tackle the
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 aims are connected to 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 society that begins with 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 virtues, quality of life, health policies, moral attitudes.



ProSireni sazetak

Disertacija se primarno fokusira na preispitivanje suvremenih filozofskih problema, skrecuéi
pozornost na probleme koji nastaju u odnosu na novu drustvenu perspektivu koja se
pojavljuje pokretom neuroraznolikosti. Konkretnije, disertacija istrazuje filozofske
perspektive autizma kroz tri filozofske discipline i tri povezana temeljna problema.

Prvi problem se pronalazi u nasim svakodnevnim druStveno-epistemoloSkim praksama
razmjene svjedoCanstava i procjene povjerenja. U procesu pripisivanja vjerodostojnosti
epistemickim subjektima Cesto su kljuéni elementi u ocjeni neopravdani stereotipi i
predrasude vezane za odredene drustvene skupine, njihov socijalni status i njihove (ne)
sposobnosti. Slucajevi epistemickih nepravdi koje su u sredi$tu zanimanja doktorskog rada su
oni u kojima informatori podlijezu epistemi¢noj nepravdi na temelju svojih zdravstvenih
stanja - poremecaja iz spektra autizma. Nepravde se odituju prije svega u zanemarivanju
kognitivnih potencijala osoba s autizmom, stigmatizaciji i epistemi¢kom utiSavanju.
Posljedice takvog postupanja ponajprije su epistemicke, na nacin gubitka epistemicke
hrabrosti i liSavanja novih (autisti¢nih) uvida, ali iste prodiru i u prakse reproduktivnih odluka
i donoSenja politika. Trajna epistemicka diskriminacija autistiénih osoba povezana je s
pogresnim pripisivanjem vrijednosti autisti¢nih Zivota, budu¢i da zanemarivanje epistemickih
potencijala autisti¢nih osoba uzrokuje odredenu diskriminaciju eugenickog tipa te utjeCe na
reproduktivne odluke. Nadalje, epistemic¢ka nepravda uzrokovana negativnim stereotipima i
predrasudama povezana je s korumpiranim Kkolektivnim moralnim stavovima prema
autisticnim osobama, zbog ¢ega su ove prakse neodvojive od etickih rasprava o dobrobiti
pojedinca. lzvjesno je da navedeni epistemicki tretman utjeCe na blagostanje i kvalitetu
autistinih osoba, §to posebno napominju zagovornici pokreta za neuroraznolikosti. U srzi
pokreta je misao o autizmu kao neuroloSke raznolikosti, §to jasno povlaci pitanje zdravstvene
politike i rastuce rasprave o tome treba li se autizam lijeciti.

Uzimajuci u obzir slozenost filozofskih perspektiva o autizmu razradenih u ovoj disertaciji,
mogla bi se izdvojiti tri cilja: prvo, istraziti praksu epistemicke nepravde usmjerene prema
autisticnim osobama i posljedice takvih tretmana; drugo, rjeSavanje moralnih posljedica
diskriminacije autisti¢nih kognitivnih potencijala vidljivih u vrijednosnoj prosudbi zivota
autista; trece, povezati moralne stavove o autizmu s politickim praksama kreiranja politika u
zdravstvenom sektoru. Gore navedeni ciljevi povezani su s idejom predlozene devalvacije

autisti¢nih kognitivnih potencijala ukorijenjene u neprimjerenim epistemickim praksama, Sto



povlaci op¢i cilj disertacije: pokrenuti raspravu o integraciji autisticnih osoba u drustvo koje
zapoc¢inje njihovom integracijom u epistemicku zajednicu te vrednovanjem njihovih

epistemickih doprinosa i potencijala.

Kljuéne rije¢i: autizam, epistemicka nepravda, pokret neuroraznolikosti, epistemicke vrline,

kvaliteta zivota, zdravstvene politike, moralni stavovi.
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1. INTRODUCTION

We are living in an era of brainhood - proclaimed philosopher Fernando Vidal, trying to
explain how the brain and brain-based sciences are at the heart 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 of TV shows and movies that portray neurodivergent individuals,
but also in the attachment of value and legitimacy to every area that has a prefix -neuro in its
name (neuroeconomics, neurolaw, neuroeducation, neurotheology, neuromarketing, etc.). This
phenomenon affects how we understand the person
- brain relation, as well as how we understand ourselves in accordance with the brainhood
era. Vidal (2009) stated that brainhood and the cerebral subject have become major
anthropological figures of the contemporary culture, in a sense that they represent a statement
of the self - body relation and show that the question of the correlation between self - body -
brain is that of knowing what aspect is fundamental for our personhood. The term brainhood,
specifically, refers to “the property or quality of being, rather than simply having, a brain” (Vidal,
2009: 22), exhibited in the notion of the cerebral subject as a subject defined by his ‘brain
characteristics’. In this sense, all the attention is attributed to the brain and brain - situated
cognition. Within such a framework, even though not directly tied to the era of brainhood, the
neurodiversity movement, a movement for the acceptance of neurological pluralism, emerged.

The neurodiversity movement’ beginnings are tied with the growing popularity of the
online spheres specialized for people diagnosed with autism spectrum disorders. Such “autism
friendly” platforms were founded as a response to the long-term, persistent and systematic
exclusion of autistic perspectives from the general public conversation about autism. Under the
motto "Nothing about us, without us," autistic self-advocates, eager to change public perceptions
on autism matters, sway their autistic voices, and struggle to earn themselves a status of equal
members of the society. Equality to which they aspire is associated with the shift of paradigm in
terms of understanding autism. Namely, proponents of the neurodiversity movement argue for
recognition of autism as a neurological difference and natural human variation that should be
respected by society in a manner of respecting differences 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 neurodiversity recognition and acceptance expanded to some

sort of new form of the politically active minority group.



The exclusion of autistic persons from the public conversation about autism is a
consequence of prejudice and stereotype about autism as a disorder that prevents a person
from understanding their (autistic) experiences and the world around them. Thus, my focus
will be on exploring and discussing informal socio-epistemic attitudes toward autism and
autistic people. Notably, social attitudes shape our relationships with autistic people, but also
shape the way autistic people perceive themselves, due to decreased social acceptance and
diminished sense of belonging. Epistemic and moral attitudes involving autism are among
special highlight of this dissertation. Such attitudes interfere with a person’s self-respect,
well-being and self-development, 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 epistemology, the dissertation specifically focuses on
such socio-epistemic deviations that occur in the form of epistemic injustices. In the process
of attributing credibility to epistemic subjects, categories of social identities are often of
crucial importance. We, almost automatically, judge someone’s credibility through
unjustified stereotypes and prejudices related to certain social groups and their social status.
Such practice generates epistemic errors and results in a reduction or subtracting of the
chance of participation in epistemic and social processes. Epistemic injustice manifests itself
through two forms - testimonial injustice and hermeneutical injustice. In the first form,
injustice is done in the sense of underestimating the speaker's credibility and his 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 understanding. More specifically, in testimonial injustice
the subject’s credibility is abolished due to prejudice 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 interpretations.1

Particular attention is paid to cases Miranda Fricker (2007) claims to be 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 conversation and discrimination of her cognitive abilities.
Relationships in which we acquire 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 subject.2 The epistemic injustice cases that are at the center of the thesis’

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 precisely, based on their diagnosis of autistic spectrum
disorders. The topic of epistemic injustice presents a fruitful ground for discussion on
authority, trust, value judgments, social justice and political power, from the perspectives of
epistemology, ethics, political philosophy and philosophy of mind. Given that the problem of
epistemic injustice 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

framework for discussion on neurodiversity activist movement.

My hypothesis is that within 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 and unjust epistemic treatment of autistic knowers, (ii) the problem of
wrong attribution of values to life led with autism, based on a wrong presumption of
fundamental criteria for normative conclusions about autistic well-being, (iii) the problem of
the moral and political adequacy of recommendations on treatment practices and reproductive

policies regarding autistic lives.

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

loss of confidence of a person in her experiences in general.

Further, epistemic injustice 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 some discrimination of the eugenic type, for example, in reproductive decisions and

health policies.



Interestingly, the exclusion of the autistic perspective is even visible in the relationship
between medical and/or psychological professionals and autistic individuals, with autistic
testimony being accepted only if approved and validated from a neurotypical person, often a
parent or a caregiver. Needless to say that non-autistics’ (parents and caregivers)
understandings of needs and lived experiences of persons on the autism spectrum are often
poor and sometimes even inadequate, which can reflect in challenges in accessing appropriate

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

The dissertation has two fundamental aims: theoretical and practical. Primarily, the
theoretical goal tests and places the thesis of epistemic injustice at the center of reflection and
understanding of social phenomena influenced by stereotypes and prejudices. Among the latter,
those scientific views on autism that incorporate prejudices and evaluative criteria from the social
imaginary stand out. In this respect, we are interested in scientific objectivity in defining and
diagnosing autism. Furthermore, through the analysis of the demands of the neurodiversity
movement and the elaboration of the issue of autistic testimonies, the assumption of epistemic
injustice and its consequences for the well-being of autistic individuals is upgraded. The second,
practical goal of the dissertation touches on the pursuit of real-world philosophy related to the real
problems of autistic 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. The structure of the dissertation

The dissertation will be divided into nine chapters. The next chapter begins by laying
the key philosophical problem of epistemically irresponsible behavior derived from the acts
of epistemic injustice that indicates the deviations in the process of attributing credibility to
epistemic subjects, related to socially rooted prejudices and stereotypes. The epistemological
framework and analysis of the problem of epistemic injustice is related to the question of the
epistemology 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 and social discrimination
based on sex, gender and race is carried out. Friker’s approach represents the starting point of

my hypothesis that epistemic injustice is a tool for exploring and analyzing the realm of other

4



stigmatized, discriminated, and marginalized groups — e.g., individuals diagnosed with an
autism spectrum disorder. Hence, in the third chapter, | will present the basic theoretical
assumptions related to autism, especially the scientific theories consolidated in the diagnostic
manuals. The second part 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 involving a number of cognitive and other talents and abilities. Analysis of such
talents will lead to the conclusion that there is no objective neuro-scientific basis for
epistemic injustice.

The fourth chapter, consequently, explores the experiences of autistic persons through an
epistemological framework; that is, this chapter applies the theoretical assumption of epistemic
errors and injustices to real-world cases of rejection of autistic testimonies based on stereotypes
and prejudices related to autism. The latest edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual has
received disapproval from the autistic community and the neurodiversity movement that has
rebelled against the misrepresentation of autistic conditions and the exclusion of real autistic
experiences. | 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; namely, | am interested
in the question of does the latter implies different epistemic criteria or different treatment in the

assessment of the trustworthiness of an autistic individual.

Given that unjust and misinformed epistemic attitudes towards autism deeply affect the lives
of autistic people and have consequences of epistemic pooling of information, 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 understand their experiences, how to look past
social stereotypes and prejudices, and, finally, how to learn from them. Implementation of

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

Misconduct epistemic behavior produces consequences that relate to person’s well-being. Hence,
in the Chapter Five, | analyze Martha Nussbaum’s theory of the ten central human capabilities.
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 certain states as necessary 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 marginalized members into the society
(especially those with mental impairments), as the foundation of the disability model established

on the threshold level of the ability for possessing capabilities.



Nussbaum’s capability approach sets the stage for the discussion on the meaning of the term

“disorder”, I analyze in the Chapter Six.

The interpretation of the term “autistic disorder” collides with the growing issue on whether
autism should be treated at all. Such initiatives are resulting from the neurodiversity
movement claims that autism is a natural human variation, rather than disorder, and that
autism should be celebrated, rather than cured. As presented in the seventh chapter, the
problem with health policies, including autism treatment and research for cure, is the
following. On the one hand, it is harmful and disrespectful towards 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 independent and autonomous life precisely due to
their autism. On the other hand, it can also seem 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 highlighting their impairments and not recognizing their talents.

The issue of treatment and 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 an
autistic child. I shall discuss the issue of reproductive choices involving autism in 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, one that could have the best chance to lead the best
possible life. Savulescu and Kahane (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 autism, 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 implicating that
their lives are not worth living. | shall discuss the issues of reproductive decisions involving
autism in the eight chapter and argue against Savulescu and Kahane’s principle. As I understand
it, the principle fails to recognize the epistemic potential of autistic persons. Due to the abilities
and talents present in autistic people 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 who fall under the diagnostic criteria of mild autism. Public policies are important for
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, 1 will endorse John Rawls and Gerry Gaus’

models of public reason.



Finally, in the last, ninth chapter, I will summarize the problems and results of the
philosophical analysis of the previous chapters in order to derive a real-world-philosophy that
specifically deals with autistic lived experiences and their real problems. Autistic individuals
have epistemic qualities that make them credible and reliable informers, but are still often
perceived by society through the prism of exclusively negative states and unwanted behavior.
| point out the epistemic value of recognizing autistic talents and 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 persons, with consequent wrong normative
conclusions about the quality of life led with autism and its impact on creating justifiable
health policies regarding autism treatment. Therefore, this approach allows us to apply
philosophical problems to real, marginalized, and stigmatized agents, and to derive justified

and reasoned conclusions about social phenomena and practices related to autism.



2. EPISTEMIC INJUSTICE

2.1. Introduction

Social epistemology is a relatively new area in epistemology that investigates social
relations in the processes of formation, retention and change of beliefs of individuals. The
dissertation starts from the characteristics of the so-called ,,true or real social epistemology. As
part of the themes of social epistemology, this chapter will specifically focus on socio-epistemic
deviations that occur in the form of epistemic injustices. In the process of attributing credibility to
epistemic subjects, categories of social identities are often of crucial importance; more precisely,
we judge someone’s credibility through unjustified stereotypes and prejudices related to certain
social groups and their social status. Such practices generate epistemic errors and epistemic
injustice to the informer. Epistemic injustice results in a reduction or subtracting of the chance of
participation in epistemic and social processes. Such practices are performed on a marginalized
group determined in the social imaginary by negative stereotypes and prejudices. Clearly, such
groups are always a minority within the society and share disadvantageous position/status.
Miranda Fricker, who introduces the notion of epistemic injustice, recognizes that deviations in
the assessment of an agent's epistemic abilities are found in everyday social relations, which
indicates the deep-rooted epistemic errors in social and epistemic practices. Such practices have
been investigated in the literature to date within groups determined by their gender, sex, race, or
sexual orientation. 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. Namely, for further discussion on the
epistemic status and treatment of autistic persons, 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 neurotypical majority and for answering the question of whether

autistic people are victims of epistemic injustice.

The chapter begins with a brief overview of the development of epistemological thought. The
transition from traditional epistemology occurred with a change in the values that were the center
of interest of epistemologists. More 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 way towards the epistemology of virtue. The novelty



of this subdiscipline was the orientation towards the epistemic evaluation of people, their
intellectual abilities and character traits. The discussion of epistemic evaluation, which is based
on everyday social practices, has paved the way for the analysis of deviations that occur in
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 committing epistemic injustice.

2.2 The value-turn 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 sense, the epistemology was
understood as a theory of knowledge. It’s main aim, consequently, was to properly define
what does knowledge consist in. The main criteria for knowledge formation and acquisition
was recognized in the value of truth. Therefore, the question of what makes a belief a true
belief was put in the spotlight of epistemological thought.

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

Precisely, Plato in the Theaetetus, defined knowledge as a true justified belief, thereby
distinguishing knowledge from mere beliefs.® The question of justification 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 of justification are outside or within the consciousness of the
knower. The result of 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 externalist approach in the analysis
of knowledge as a true justified belief. Epistemological debates that had hitherto been solely
focused on the conceptual analysis of knowledge have been saturated by epistemologists who
have opted for a new approach - one that puts emphasis 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 epistemology,

3 In a well known Platonic dialogues, Socrates and Theaetetus discuss about 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 form, retain and change
beliefs, cognitive products that are not beliefs (doxastic states, hypotheses, assumptions), the
influence of society on epistemic outcomes, and the like. The broad interpretation of

epistemology, in this sense, is interested in pluralism of epistemic values, as opposed to

former monism (truth). Accordingly, epistemology experiences a so-called “value furn”™,

Within such a reversal, a sub-discipline called virtue epistemology emerged. The main
interest of this new sub-discipline transfers to the epistemic evaluation of people, their
intellectual abilities and character traits. The epistemic assessment of the epistemic

(intellectual) virtues® of agents are fundamental determinants of the virtue epistemology.

2.2.2. Virtue epistemology

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 the latter is
only possible with an adequate understanding of intellectual virtues. The interest in
intellectual virtues prompted epistemologists to seek inspiration in the domain of ethics from
which they drew ideas and applied them to epistemological problems. More specifically,
virtue epistemology captures the fundamental presumption of virtue ethics that moral
properties in general can be explored and defined in terms of moral properties of persons. As
a consequence, virtue epistemology considers a character with virtues as a bearer of special
values, and epistemic properties in general are explained 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 virtue. Epistemologists have interpreted epistemic
virtues in different ways: in a 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 result, virtue epistemology has developed two fundamental analysis of intellectual

virtues: virtue reliabilism and virtue responsibilism.

Virtue reliabilism is based on the work of Ernest Sosa, who introduces the notion of
intellectual virtue in epistemology in the article The Raft and the Pyramid. He interprets

4Riggs 2006; Pritchard 2007.

®In the literature, and in this dissertation, the terms “epistemic virtue” and “intellectual virtue” are
used interchangeably.
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epistemic virtues as the cognitive traits of an agent. Representatives of such an understanding

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

7

are understood in a broad sense, that is, as cognitive abilities and powers’, such as good

memory, reliable perception, developed introspection, and the like. Therefore, epistemic
virtues are all those stable traits that reliably attain true beliefs. These include hard-wired
cognitive faculties or acquired cognitive skills, or a person's specific character. For such
intellectual characteristics to be epistemic virtues, they must be a channel 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 processes is reliable, which is why the above theory
is called virtue reliabilism. According to this theory, in short, intellectual virtues are the
dispositions for producing valid epistemic ends. According to reliabilists, almost every
reliable disposition, whether hard-wired or acquired, can be an epistemic virtue.

Virtue responsibilism, on the other hand, believe that such a conception of epistemic virtues is too
broad. Specifically, responsibilists regarding virtue epistemology8 understand epistemic virtues as

acquired character traits, for which we are, to some extent, responsible. The character of the
person plays an important role in the pursuit of true belief, alongside with traits such as open-
mindedness, perseverance, motivation, conscientiousness. In this way, intellectual virtues are the
qualities of a responsible knower. Lorraine Code and James Montmarquet, proponents of virtue
responsibilism, equate epistemic virtues with character traits such as open-mindedness and
intellectual fairness, and emphasize the importance of being a responsible believer. Linda

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

Interestingly, her approach equates 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 action toward a

goal, and as Zagzebski states, each virtue has a separate motivational component with

6 Sosa 1980, Greco 1999, Goldman, 2001.

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

8 Code 1987, Zagzebski 2003.

9 Unlike Sosa's merging of naturalized epistemology, Zagzebski does not reduce epistemic evaluative properties
to natural properties, but, in Aristotle's fashion, regards virtues as connected to the way humans are constructed
by nature.
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its own goal.10

However, unlike ethical virtues that have other ultimate goals, the ultimate goal of
most'! intellectual virtues is truth. According to Zagzebski, a successful goal is knowledge, and

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

The topics in virtue epistemology have changed the direction of the epistemological
approach to knowledge and evaluation of the epistemic 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 epistemically responsible, that is, in accordance with epistemic virtuesl3,

in the process of belief formation. In this sense, an agent who exercises epistemic virtues in
cognitive processes (for instance, makes careful observations, evaluates and analyzes
different hypotheses, 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 sense, should be
understood as a form of an umbrella term under which all other epistemic virtues, such as
epistemic righteousness, truthfulness, curiosity, courage, integrity, etc., fall.

The issue of epistemic responsibility is inseparable from the question of practicing epistemic
justice, since both concepts involve conscientious epistemic treatment of evidence in
decision-making processes. Therefore, virtue epistemology opens the space for discussion of
epistemic deviations, that is, epistemic injustices and epistemically irresponsible behaviors

created by social conditions explored by social epistemology.

2.3. The real-world epistemology

Social epistemology is a relatively new branch of epistemology that investigates the role

of social relations in the processes of gaining and obtaining knowledge. Instead of standard

10 7agzebski, 2004: 133.

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

12 72 gzebski 2003, 2004,

B3Virtue epistemology can be traced back to Aristotle’s intellectual virtue, as shown in the influential aristotelian
account of epistemic virtue in Zagzebski (2006).
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epistemic resources, such as perception, memory, introspection, etc., oriented toward the
individual, social epistemology turns also to sources of knowledge commonly found in

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

the "real" social epistemology. Representing the middle path between traditionalism and
reductionism in epistemology, the field of social epistemology deviates 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 the value of truth and the reduction of

belief to measures of social relations.® Real social epistemology, therefore, retains the basic

concepts of traditional epistemology, such as beliefs, truths, justification and rationality, but
in the research of the value of beliefs also includes the influences of society on epistemic
subjects. At 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 as it recognizes 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 epistemology focuses on the issue of
epistemic evaluation of belief and the process of acquiring and retaining knowledge, in
relation to the social environment in which the epistemic agent is located. The concept of

knowledge, alongside the concepts of justification and truth, is mind-independent property,

i.e. it is not subjective but rather objective.16

The topics of social epistemology are discussed within different theoretical approaches, and in
this respect | align with the expansionist approach to social epistemology. Expansionism retains
the foundations of traditional epistemology, but, within the framework of social epistemology,
expands the subject to questions of the relationship between cognition and society. Specifically,
Priji¢-Samarzija (2018) recognizes two major topics of expansionism: (i) evaluation of the

epistemic properties 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 Epistemology, Oxford University Press, 2010., pp. 1-29.

15 Traditional epistemology has avoided researching doxastic attitudes within social settings, practices, and
systems. In contrast, many theoretical approaches, such as postmodernism and cultural studies, have directed
their research solely on epistemic practices within the social environment, thereat completely discredited and
rejected traditional epistemology and its principles. Richard Rorthy (1979), in this respect, proclaimed the
“death” of epistemology, for which he claims should be replaced with conversational practices. Rorthty and
revisionism, a theoretical approach against the traditional epistemology, held that truth and knowledge were
social constructs defined within social and cultural contexts.

16G0Idman, 2010.
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properties and consequences of social practices, social systems and their policies.17 Such
topics are related to the real life situations and epistemic practices.

As part of the themes of social epistemology, the dissertation specifically focuses on socio-
epistemic deviations that occur in the form of epistemic injustices. In the process of attributing
credibility to epistemic subjects, categories of social identities are often of crucial importance;
more definitely, we judge 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 cases that are at the
center of the thesis' occupation are those in which subjects are vulnerable to epistemological
injustices based on their diagnosis of autism spectrum disorder. Influenced by prejudices and
stereotypes, we often judge a person's testimony as false by considering solely information about
the informant and his or her social status, 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, social,
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, society often fails to
detach a stigmatized individual from her stigma, with the following 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, the socially situated subjects suffer from systematic
and persistent credibility deficits, to the extent of their total exclusion from the credibility
economy. Fricker’s account was based on the influence that society has on everyday epistemic
practices. She suggests that if we want to see the extent to which society, and especially social

power relations, interfere in epistemic practices, we must imagine minimal epistemic practices in
circumstances that are minimally social.'® This refers to Edward Craig and his "epistemic state of

nature” described in the next section. Craig's proposal is crucial 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 the knower exits from the realm of the “epistemic state of

nature” her epistemic status

17Prijié Samarzija, S. 2018. Democracy and Truth: The Conflict between Political and Epistemic Virtues. Milano, Udine:
Mimesis International.

18 Fricker, M. 1998. Rational authority and social power: Towards a truly social epistemology. Proceedings of
the Aristotelian Society 98 (2), pp. 159- 177.
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diminishes due to identity power and epistemic errors deeply rooted into everyday social

relations.19

2.4. What happens when the knower exits the epistemic state of nature?

2.4.1. State of nature and the idealized knower

Edward Craig’s philosophical method incorporates science-based modeling techniques, by
using methods of hypothesis testing and by focusing on providing genealogical framework. Such

approach traces the development of the concept of knowledge from a concept of good informant,
which, in turn, occurs within the “state of nature™??, Craig argues that the most fundamental and

universal human needs can be traced within the model of idealised small community of language-
using, communicative, co-operative 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
other, i.e. they are information-dependent creatures. The information is vital for their lives, as
they guide them to successful actions. Hence, human beings need sources of information that will
“yield true beliefs” (1990: 11). Social practices of attributing knowledge that people exercise in
their everyday interactions plays a crucial part in human cooperation. Notably, when we use the
concept of knowledge and state that some individuals in our community posses certain

information, that they “know” information that other members of the community cannot obtain,
we recommend a good source of information to the rest of the members of community.21 Thus,

epistemic evaluation is an integral element of the knowledge attribution social practices. Craig
recognizes that inquirers, 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 possesses and offers
knowledge, i.e. a good informant will reliably track the truth (will claim that 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 the hearer that the informant is to be trusted.

Craig also recognizes that “some informants will be better

19| ig.

20Craig, E. 1990. Knowledge and the State of Nature — An Essay in Conceptual Synthesis. Oxford: Clarendon
Press.

2L bid., p.11.

15



than others, more 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.” (Craig, 1990: 11). Here Craig explicits that the concept of
knowledge is such concept, namely, that the concept of knowledge is used to “flag approved
sources of information.” (Craig, 1990: 11). Such practice of flagging reliable sources of
information is pertinent to human life in general, cooperation and flourishing. Since we
cannot get all information about the world first-handedly, 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 such properties as foIIowingZZ:

The informant tells one the truth on the question;

The informant is as likely to be right about P as one’s concerns require;

The informant is detectable by one as likely (enough) to be right about P;
The channels of communication between oneself and the informant are open;
The informant is accessible to one here and now.

Craig’s practical explication of the concept of knowledge, thus constitutes the core of

concept of a knower, through a prototypical reliable informant.

Fricker recognizes that Craig’s account of good informant can be a great tool for
demonstration of the flaws of both traditionalist and postmodern extremes in epistemology.23

She notes the following: given that Craig’s state of nature depicts that “the fundamental
human need to form a collective strategy for the pursuit of truth is a feature of any epistemic
practice, than the implications that may be drawn from the basic features of such strategy are
necessary features of epistemic practice” (Fricker, 1998: 166). She continues by suggesting
that some of these necessary features alter when we move away from the idealized minimally
social state of nature to real-world social settings. In such placement, “some of the necessary
features take on a distinctly political character” (opt.cit.).

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

16



Fricker distinguishes three features of a good informant as presented by Craig:
competence, trustworthiness and indicator-properties.24 “Competence” is understood as the

necessity for the informant to face the question of whether p should believe that p if p is
indeed, and should not believe that p if non-p. "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 information, and reluctance
to deceive and lie. Finally, a third feature - “indicator-properties”- indicate whether a
potential informant is probably right about p. For Craig, this condition is fulfilled if the first
two properties are satisfied, that is, if the informant really owns the information and the
communication channels are open. However, in interpreting indicator-properties Fricker
differs from Craig by suggesting that a third feature should signal the existence of both
competence and credibility of the informant. Furthermore, Fricker distinguishes between the
internal and external factors of the notion of a good informant. Competence and
trustworthiness provide for external demands, that is, the requirement for a potentially good
informant to tell what is 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 has credibility, while a good informant is one who possesses both rational authority
and credibility. Fricker states that inconsistencies are possible if (i) someone possesses

rational authority without attributing credibility to her or (ii) someone appears to be rational
authoritative but is not.>> The former instances are those of epistemic injustices, as the

epistemic practice within a social context are likely to have

“some social pressure in the direction of the norm of the credibility favoring the powerful
in its control over who is picked out as credible, and thus who is picked out 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 social power. Where that
imitation brings about a mismatch between rational authority and credibility

- 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 phenomenon of

epistemic injustice.” (1998: 170).

24 \bid., p. 167.
25 Ibid., 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 knower.?® 1t is irrepressibly tied to social power, since socially

disadvantaged groups are treated unfairly - being the victims of unjust credibility deficits with
diminished chance to attend to epistemic activities. According to Miranda Fricker, such

discriminatory practices are resulting from poor judgements infected by socially generated

prejudices and stereotypes that occur within our social imagination27.

Her interest is particularly oriented towards cases in which forms of social stereotyping cause
a hearer’s ascription of less credibility to a speaker belonging to a stereotyped group than he
or her would ascribe to a member of a non-stereotyped group. To simplify, those are the
cases in which the hearer fails to ascribe trustworthiness to the speaker on the accounts on her
social status. In such cases, the hearer’s epistemic assessment is deviated by the infliction
with prejudices or stereotypes he holds on the behalf of the speaker. The main consequence
of such deviation is, simply, “missing out on knowledge as a result” (Fricker 2007: 17). By
making a collective error of undervaluing the subject’s insights, the society (or, more
specifically put, the dominant group) fails to acquire new knowledge, broaden horizon or

swap errored assumptions for truth.

Fricker begins her investigation of the types of epistemic injustices by analyzing the broader
social structures 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 world” (2007: 2),
which can only be exercised within functioning social world with social alignment. The exercise
of such power is, as Fricker recognizes, highly problematic due to the “shared imaginative
conceptions of social identity” (2007: 7). For instance, shared imaginative conceptions shape a
public expectations and criteria of what 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 the “identity power”, which can be understood an

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

grounds of stereotypes and prejudices. Precisely because

26F
p.l.

27Fricker defines social imagination as ,,shared imaginative concepts that individuals often ascribe to individual or a
group without conscious awareness . (2007: 14).

28 bid, p. 9.

ricker, M. (2007). Epistemic Injustice: Power and the Ethics of Knowing, Oxford University Press, Oxford,
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of identity power, the hearer could unjustifiably fail to ascribe credibility to a knower to
whom he attaches negative identity stereotypes or prejudices. The latter are to be understood
as the following: stereotypes as ,,wieldy held association between a given social group and
one or more attributes* (Fricker, 2007: 28), and prejudices as judgments that are resistant to
counter-evidence as a consequence of an ,affective investment on the part of the subject*
(Fricker, 2007: 35). Further, Fricker recognizes two types of the epistemic injustices:

testimonial and hermeneutical.

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 prejudice of a person’s
group. For example, the stereotypes that women tend to be hysterical or irrational, that men
are extremely logical and analytical or that people with mental impairments should be
institutionalized. Fricker’s signature example is the scene from the “Talented Mr. Ripley”, in

which Marge Sherwood, whose husband has been missing, expresses her strong suspicions of
Mr. Ripley’s involvement in this event.2? Employing prejudicial stereotypes about female

intelligence, Herber Greenleaf dismisses her concerns, stating to Marge that “there are female
intuitions, and then there are facts”. Another example Fricker uses is of a panel of scientists
who all possess a prejudice against a certain research method, which, consequently, leads to
prejudicial credibility deficit towards any scientist whose research relies on these
methodologies. However, contrary to the case of credibility deficit of Ms Marge’s testimony,
in the example of the mentioned scientist, “the prejudice in question (against a certain
scientific method) does not render the subject vulnerable to any other kinds of injustice (legal,
economic, political)” (Fricker, 2007: 21). Fricker’s central case of testimonial injustices is
“identity-prejudicial credibility deficit” case in which “the speaker sustains such a testimonial
injustice if and only if she receives a credibility deficit owing to identity prejudice in the
hearer” (2007: 28). Such cases are systematic, as they occur “by those prejudices which
‘track’ the subject through different domains of social activity- economic, educational,
professional, sexual, legal, political, religious, and so on” (2007: 21), and persistent, as they
occur repeatedly. Fricker further stresses that systematic testimonial injustices “are produced
not by prejudice simpliciter, but specifically by those prejudices that ‘track’ the subject
through different dimensions of social activity—economic, educational, professional, sexual,
legal, political, religious, and so on” (2007: 27).

29\bid, p. 14.
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Cases of practicing epistemic injustice result in at least two harms.30 First, epistemic
injustice leads to harm in truth-seeking 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. Accordingly, the identity prejudice
rooted in the exercise of epistemic injustice “presents an obstacle to truth, either directly by
causing the hearer to miss out on a particular truth, or indirectly by creating blockages in the
circulation of critical ideas” (Fricker, 2007: 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 social and epistemic
self-creation in such a way that she is deprived of the chance to actualize herself by denying
her epistemic status of an informant. Lassening someone’s epistemic status by judging her
capacities as a knower inflicted by stereotypes and prejudices entails 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 subject’s well being - both at the psychological and the epistemic level. Being
unjustifiably declined of your capacity as a knower affects the subject’s intellectual courage
and her trust in her own reasoning. This renders the assessment of credibility both ethically
and epistemically culpable: it is both epistemically irresponsible and ethically accountable

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

aims at justice and truth.31

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

violence and testimonial quieting.32 Epistemic violence® presents “a failure of an audience to

communicatively reciprocate, either intentionally or unintentionally, in linguistic exchange
owning to pernicious ignorance” (2012: 242). Pernicious ignorance, in this sense, refers to any

30 1t was argued by some author that the wrongfulness of epistemic injustice is not just a matter of bad
consequences (see Haslanger, S. 2014. “Studying while Black: Trust, Opportunity, and Disrespect”, Du Bois
Review: Social Science Research on Race 11 (1): 109-136).

31According to Fricker, epistemic justice is neither an intellectual nor ethical virtue, but are to be considered as
belonging to hybrid virtue. The ultimate aim of intellectual virtues is to postulate truth, while the ultimate aim of
ethical virtue is directed towards some form of good. Hybrid account combines such aims, making hybrid
virtues oriented towards both truth and good.

32 Dotson, K. 2012. A Cautionary Tale: On Limiting Epistemic Oppression. Frontiers 3,1, pp. 24-47.

33The term “epistemic violence” was primarily used by Gayatri Spivak in her text ,,Can the Sub-altern Speak?“,
to mark the silencing of marginalized groups.
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reliable ignorance that, in a given context, harms another person.34 Namely, testimonial

exchange practices are grounded in reciprocity, i.e. on the relations of dependence between

the speaker and the audience. For a successful linguistic exchange, in the light of reciprocity,

the speaker and the audience must meet their effort ‘‘halfway’’ in a linguistic exchange.35

The position of the speaker in the exchange is characterized by her vulnerability. Specifically,
for a successful linguisting exchange the speaker’s linguistic needs have to be met: “a speaker
cannot “‘force’’ an audience to ‘‘hear’’ her/him” (Doston, 2011: 238). Thus, for achieving a
proper communication the speaker needs an audience that is willing and capable of hearing
her. The epistemic violence, consequently, 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 violence are often consequences of epistemic ignorance and
insensitivity towards the needs of the speaker. The practices of testimonial quieting are closely
related to ones of epistemic violence as they both occur when an “audience fails to recognize a

speaker as a knower” (2014: 242). Just like in the practices of linguistic exchange, the speaker

needs an audience to recognize her as a knower in order to offer her testimony.36

Dotson’s account is important for the discussion on epistemic justice as it stresses different
needs that some groups may have, which, in turn, makes them vulnerable in linguistic
exchange because an audience does not meet their linguistic needs. Clearly, when the speaker
is being systematically and persistently silenced, the threat of epistemic silencing lies not
only in the loss of confidence of a person in her own 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 persistently dismissed, loses confidence in it.

The different problem is, however, 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 testimonial 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 experience of a sexually

harassed woman who did not have hermeneutical resources to properly

34 Dotson, K. 2011. Tracking Epistemic Violence, Tracking Practices of Silencing. Hypatia 26, pp. 236 — 256.

35 |bid.

36Dotson recognizes testimonial queting, alongside with testimonial smothering, as testimonial oppressions that
produces harm. According to her account, the process of determining which kind of harm results from
testimonial oppressions is a context-dependent exercise (Dotson, 2011: 242).
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understand this experience.37 Namely, given that they did not possess the resources that would

enable 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 are in fact
victims.3® In discussion on hermeneutical injustice we need to differentiate the 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 hermeneutical resources within other people. Notably,
following the first, a subject is unable 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 diagnosis 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 understanding but is
not able to explain those experiences to other people who lack the conceptual resources because
they have not had these experiences. Alike testimonial injustice, hermeneutical injustice is

resulting from the asymmetry in power relations.

Miranda Fricker uses the practices of epistemic injustice to point out discrimination and
stigmatization of individual members of society, while focusing on issues of gender, sex and race.
These factors produce stereotypes and prejudices by which individuals with these characteristics
are judged and treated. | believe that such an epistemological framework can also be applied to
the area of other stigmatized, discriminated and marginalized groups - that is, to autistic
individuals. The diagnosis of autism is associated with practices of stigmatization and the creation
of stereotypes that are deeply incorporated into the social imaginary. Such stereotypes affect the
epistemic evaluation of an autistic person and their testimonies. In order to adequately apply the
epistemological framework to real-world cases of epistemic mistreatment of autistic agents, 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 pathological condition that needs to be cured /

normalized, the neurodiversity movement,

37Fricker, M.2006. ,,Powerlessness and Social Interpretation “, Episteme: A Journal of Social Epistemology 3,
pp. 96 — 108.

38\vith respect to hermeneutical injustice, there have been a lot of critical remarks on the monism that Fricker’s
position implies. Namely, several authors (Mason 2011; Medina 2012) claim that Fricker fails to recognize the
pluralism of interpretative practices through which marginalized groups may have access to alternative
interpretations of their experiences. In this manner, Dotson (2011) recognize another epistemic injustice - the
contributory injustice that occur when the marginalized group possesses epistemic resources required to make
sense of their own experiences, 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 spotlight on autistic talents and

abilities.

2.6. Conclusion

The expansion of the domain of epistemology caused by the value-turn, enabled
epistemology to become a theoretical and normative framework that will offer an adequate
analysis of everyday epistemic processes. 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. Epistemic success 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
surprising that epistemologists have pointed out the importance of recognizing the real world
relations as an influential epistemic factor. Such, real-world epistemology investigates the
role of social relations in the processes of gaining and acquiring knowledge. The real
epistemology focuses on the issue of epistemic evaluation of belief and 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, points out that social relations,
phenomena, and opportunities influence the subject’s epistemic status and assessment. Her
thesis relies on Craig’s analysis of the epistemic state of nature which yields the criteria for
the knower. Namely, Fricker recognizes that once the knower exits from the realm of the
“epistemic state of nature” her epistemic status diminishes due to identity power and
epistemic errors deeply rooted into everyday social relations. In this chapter, | have set out a
fundamental epistemological framework for investigating socio-epistemic deviations that
occur when an epistemic 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 discussion of society’s epistemic behavior toward autistic individuals. As shown in
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
schizophrenia to clusters of neurodevelopmental impairments grouped under the umbrella
term Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD). The term “Autism” was initially coined by Leo
Kanner, a Swiss psychiatrist who reported “infantile autism” in 11 children who exhibited a
lack of responsiveness and failure to initiate social contact from an early age. In 1944 Hans
Asperger describes a syndrome “autistic psychopathy”, while in 1955 M. Rank introduces the
terms “atypical child” and “atypical development” referring to early psychotic conditions in
children with infantile autism. Today, autism is understood as a heterogeneous group of
lifelong neurodevelopmental disorders, described in the recent Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disorders, 5th edition. The autistic symptoms group into two categories:
deficits in social communication and restrictive patterns of behavior and interests, while its

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

Before the DSM-5, autistic disorders were differentiated with diagnostic labels that
indicated different autistic conditions and their severity, some of them being Asperger’s
syndrome, Pervasive Developmental Disorder - Not Otherwise Specified, Rett Syndrome and
Autism Disorder. The DSM-5 brought all these labels under the name Autism Spectrum
Disorder, which caused both scientific 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 that I find the most problematic, especially in the realms of scientific
explanation of autism per 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 of taking care of
themselves, leading an independent life, using language or making sense of their experiences,
but also, applies to those individuals who are highly functional, possess autistic traits but are

fully capable of living independently and realizing their 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 generalization of certain views about the severity, on the
one hand, and well-being of autistic 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 applied to all individuals across the spectrum. Therefore, | find that the same
practice is necessary in my research work. By referring to Autism, | limit myself to non-
intellectually disabled people with fewer or mild autistic traits, often called high-functioning
autistic persons or persons with mild autism. With the awareness that the language we use has the
power to shape general perceptions of autism, | wish to stress that the distinction between High
and Low Functioning Autism does not withdraw any kind of value judgment where “high”
specifies something good and “low” something bad. In our everyday language, low and high
denote values, but this is not my intention. Nevertheless, because of the lack of more neutral
terms, in this dissertation, | will use the distinction between High and Low functioning autism,
only to indicate the level of severity of autistic conditions.

As the voices of those at the center of research and treatment - those diagnosed with
autistic disorders - increased in the public domain, a shift in the judgment of the value of
autistic conditions happened. Autism traits became recognized as states that are not all
negative but could be understood as talents or cognitive strengths when practiced in a proper,
autism-friendly environment. The image of autism as a fatal tragedy has been reshaped, all
thanks to large 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 cognitive pluralism, a neuro - diversity as a positive and natural human variation
that specifies the person in such a way that it completely affects the person’s identity. This
variation, i.e. autistic trait, is inseparable from the person, making the autism type of
identificational factor. The pursuit of understanding autism as an integral part of a person's
identity has led to a change in language, specifically, from person-first language (e.g. a
person with autism) to identity-first language (e.g. an autistic person). Most of the autistic
communities prefer identity-first 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 people with respect to their wishes, | will use the identity-first
language, often referring to an individual diagnosed with autism as an autistic individual or
autistic (autistic persons/autistic people or autistics).

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

to the problems of stigmatization and labeling of autistic individuals. To do so, I will first
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provide much-needed background information on Autism, starting with the history of Autism,
and proceeding with the recent diagnostic description of heterogeneous autistic conditions
under one diagnostic mark “Autism Spectrum Disorder”. | later on discuss the by-product of
systematic and persistent mistreatment of autistic individuals — the neurodiversity movement
— a type of a political movement that struggles for autistic recognition and autistic rights. As
will be shown, the neurodiversity movement fights against the epistemic injustices, especially
against the epistemic silencing the autistic voices in the processes of policy-making decision
that affect their autistic communities.

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

The term “autism” was developed by German psychiatrist Eugen Bleuler®® in 1911 to

describe the behavior of schizophrenic patients who show withdrawal, create their own inner
world as an escape from reality. In 1943 Leo Kanner, a Swiss psychiatrist, described eleven
cases whose common characteristics he described with the term "Autistic Affective
Disorders". Disorders have been found in children who, from birth, withdraw into the fantasy
world and refuse to make social and emotional contacts. Kanner’s description of autistic

disorders included extreme autism, obsessiveness, stereotypy, and echolalia.*® The autism

traits participants of Kanner’s study exhibited are understood as inborn inability to establish
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 people enter a room), that
they tend to use language in a literal manner only, and fail to establish relations with peers.

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

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

|41

general™~, (2) delayed development 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. Nervous Child 2, pp. 217-50.

*Licanner recognized the lack of social interest as a primary, distinctive symptom of autism affective disorder,
observing that the children with autism are, according to their parents, “happiest when left alone”, “self-sufficient”,
“like in a shell” (Kanner, 1943: 242). He referred to the latter symptom as “an extreme autistic aloneness” (1943:
242). In the case report of Frederick W., a six-year-old boy with maladaptive behavior in social settings, Kanner noted
the following: “The most striking feature in his behavior was the difference in his reactions to objects and to people.
Objects absorbed him easily and he showed good attention and perseverance i playing
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communicative way (echolalia, metalalia)42, (3) institing on repeating and stereotypical games,
followed by obsessive rigidity to respecting a certain order43, (4) lack of imagination, (5) above

an average memory44, and (6) normal physical appearance. These central symptoms occur within
the first three years of life, three to four times more often in male than in female children.

Interestingly, Kanner believed that children with autism disorders were normal or above-
average intelligence45, but because the world was not properly adapted to their communicative

needs, they were failing to function properly. The assumpted reason for maladaptiveness of
autistic children was found in a negative roles of parents, especially mothers, who were overly
professionally active and/or emotionally cold. The discovery of the symptomatology of this
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, a psychiatrist who
introduced the "refrigerator mother" theory. The children who were the test group for Kanner's
autism research were mostly children of educated upper-class parents, with mothers who had a
college education and were employed. Bettelheim saw the latter as an opportunity to develop
detached affections and autistic behaviors 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 an environment 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 discredited 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 little attention as they
permit” (Kanner, 1943: 224). For a patient called Paul G., the social deficit was exhibited in complete lack of
interest in people: “He behaved as people as such do not exist. It made no difference whether one spoke to him
in a friendly or a harsh way. He never looked up at people’s faces. When he had any dealings with persons at
all, he treated them, or rather parts of them, as if they were objects.” (Kanner, 1943: 228).

42“He seemed to have much pleasure in ejaculating words or phrases, such as “Chrysanthemum”; “Dahlia, dahlia, dahlia”;
“Business”; “Trumpet vine”, “The right one is on, the left one is off”; “Through the dark clouds shining”.

Irrelevant utterances such as these were his ordinary mode of speech. He always seemed to be parroting what he
had sheard aid to him at one time or another.” (Kanner, 1943: 219).

Sa 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 new game, the settings, the order and the verbal
outcomes must be exactly the same as the first time they confronted with it. (Kanner, 1943: 246).

44 ponald T., achild at the age of five and Kanner’s first case of autism affective disorder, was reported to have
“an unusual memory for faces and names, knew the names of great number of houses (...) and even learned the
Twenty - Third Psalm” (Kanner, 1943: 218).

45“They all have strikingly intelligent physiognomies. Their faces at the same time give the impression of serious-
mindedness and, in the presence of other, an anxious tenseness, probably 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 recollection of complex patterns and sequences,
bespeak good intelligence in the sense in which the word is commonly used.” (Kanner,

1943: 247-248).
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appears to have been keen to the Bettelneim theory, though he blames the both parents
equally, stating that "in the whole group, there are very few really warm-hearted fathers and
mothers” (1943, 250). Such hypotheses were discredited with the shift of the medical field
from purely psychological to biologically-based studies. However, societal prejudices against
employed 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 DSM-5

Almost at the same time as Kanner wrote his influential papers on autism, in 1944,
Hans Asperger, a pediatrician and psychologist, noted in his postgraduate thesis a term he
called "Die Autistischen Psychopathen im Kindesalter” (“autistic psychopathy in childhood”).
Asperger regarded the latter as a personality disorder, with features of difficulties in two-way

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

“I will describe a particularly interesting and highly recognisable type of child. The
children 1 will present all have a common fundamental disturbance which manifests
itself in their physical appearance, expressive functions and, indeed, their whole
behaviour. This disturbance results in severe and characteristic difficulties of social
integration. In some cases, the social problems are so profound that they overshadow
everything else. In some cases, however, the problems are compensated with a high

level of original thought and experience” (Asperger, 1944: 37).

Interestingly, his patients displayed different properties from the patients Kanner described,
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. With the need to verbally
crawl on their peers, children with autistic psychopathy were abusing other children, hitting and
knocking objects over and frequently lashing out. Asperger considered the indecent and
aggressive behavior of such children a pleasure, inasmuch as they did not understand or take into
consideration that their actions had any consequences. In this fashion, he understood that children
with autistic psychopathy do not understand the concept of empathy and responsibility.
Moreover, Asperger reports 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 information.*® In one of his later paper (1979),

Asperger somewhat modifies the original theory of autistic psychopathy, as he emphasizes the
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 have remained
unknown to English-speaking psychiatry had it not been for Lorne Wing, a British psychiatrist
who reviewed and supplemented Asperger's work. Wing coined the term “Asperger’s Syndrome”,
drawing upon Asperger’s description of patients as of normal intelligence, yet impaired in their

ability to relate to others.* Wing was among the first to suggest that the syndrome Asperger

described was a continuum of the autism spectrum, as she named it:

“The autistic spectrum consists of a group of disorders of development with life-long
effects and that have in common a triad of impairments in: social interaction,
communication, imagination, and behaviour (narrow, and repetitive pattern of
behaviour). The spectrum includes, but is wider than, the syndromes originally
described by Leo Kanner and Hans Asperger.” (Wing, 1997: 1761).

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 intellectual
abilities. Stressing that each element of the triad of impairments (namely, the deficits in social
communication, language impairment and restrictive interests) has a range of manifestation,
Wing argued for recognizing the number of additional influences that affect the clinical picture,
some of them being age, sex, personality, social and physical environment, as well as
educational, psychological and medical interventions. Setting her theory on the grounds on
uniqueness of autism traits in each autistic individual, she fought against arbitrary criteria for
identifying and distinguishing specific syndromes within the autism spectrum, which will be a
strong critique against the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM), 4th
edition. Videlicet, according to DSM-IV (1996) and DSM-IV-R (2000), autistic spectrum of
disorders included Autistic disorder, Rett’s disorder, Childhood Disintegrative Disorder,
Asperger’s disorder and Pervasive Development