
Feminist Epistemologies

Testimonial Injustice: Fricker

Dr. Clea F. Rees Feminist Philosophy (Wednesday/Friday)

1. In discussing the development of ethical ‘sensibility’, Fricker comments that

The deliverances of an individual’s sensibility, then, are shaped by a set of background

interpretative and motivational attitudes, which are in the first instance passively

inherited from the ethical community but thereafter actively reflected upon and lived

out in one way or another by the reflective individual. Ethical responsibility demands

that there be an appropriate critical link between the traditional moment in which

the individual gains her ethical socialisation and the experiences life offers her —

experiences that may sometimes be in tension with her ethical socialisation so as to

prompt critical reflection on the sensibility which she has otherwise simply inherited.

(Fricker 2003, p. 160)

(i) How might an agent come to experience such tensions?
(ii) What grounds could she have for privileging her new experience over her

existing ethical sensibility?
(iii) Might ethical responsibility sometimes require an agent to set experienced

tensions aside and stick to her existing ethical sensibility? If so, how might
she be able to distinguish such cases?

2. Fricker argues that although our ‘testimonial sensibility’ is initially learnt pass-
ively and, so, entirely at the mercy of the stereotypes in our environment,

. . . once light has dawned for a hearer, she will come to find that sometimes her

experiences of testimonial exchange will be in tension with the deliverances of the

sensibility she has passively taken on, in which case responsibility requires that her

sensibility adjust itself to accommodate the new experience. (Fricker 2003, p. 162)

(i) How might a hearer come to experience such tensions?
(ii) What grounds could she have for privileging her new experience over her

existing testimonial sensibility?
(iii) Might doxastic responsibility sometimes require a hearer to set experienced

tensions aside and stick to “the deliverances of the sensibility she has
passively taken on”? If so, how might she be able to distinguish such cases?
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3. Fricker claims that

. . . it could not be controversial to presume that all epistemic subjects possess in their

motivational set a general motivation to aim at truth, and a fortiori to aim at more

proximal ends which are in the service of that general motivation (such as correcting

for prejudice in one’s habits of trust, for instance). (Fricker 2003, p. 171)

Is Fricker right about this?

4. What role does affect play in the two examples of testimonial injustice examined
by Fricker?

5. Should we agree that although “the Herbert Greenleafs. . . were always at fault. . . ,
. . . they were not culpably at fault until the requisite critical consciousness of
gender became available to them” (Fricker 2003, p. 170)?

6. What is ‘reflexive critical openness’ and is it (i) an epistemic and (ii) an ethical
virtue?

7. Fricker claims that her view retains the appeal of both the ‘uncritical-receptivity’
and the ‘inferential’ model of testimonial knowledge, while avoiding their pitfalls.
How successfully does her account resolve this conflict?

8. Is ‘credibility deficit’ a more or less pressing problem than ‘credibility excess’
(Fricker 2003, p. 165)?

9. Does the virtue Fricker identifies correct for credibility inflation as well as
credibility devaluation? If not, is another virtue required to deal with the
problem of credibility excess?

10. Is epistemic injustice fully captured by the analyses of ‘oppression’ we examined
earlier in the course? If not, should we reject Fricker’s claim that it is a form of
oppression or should we modify our analyses?
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