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			Abstract      In examining epistemic injustice as outlined by Fricker, I highlight its conceptual shortcomings and propose a synthesis that includes class-based inequalities. Philosophical ideas and sociological theories share similar notions of power, as found in Foucault’s analysis, Fricker’s concept of epistemic justice, and Marxist critical theories. Yet discourse on epistemic injustice too often neglects the experiences of subordinated social classes, necessitating a framework that acknowledges how they are excluded. While most research focuses on colonialism, ethnicity, and gender, class remains underexplored. Fricker argues that certain groups face discrimination through the availability of limited conceptual resources, stigmatization, and marginalization. This hinders their understanding of political conditions. If class epistemic injustice is widely condemned, do we also grant credibility to manual workers and those living in precarious circumstances? Deliberative democracy presupposes rational communication and consensus on discussion rules, but these can exclude subjugated classes lacking the education that transmits dominant communicative skills. Consequently, they remain marginalized. A political-sociological approach would address structural inequalities and highlight the ways dominant classes sustain privilege. By acknowledging and integrating the contributions of all social class, we can build more equitable frameworks that advance our understanding of epistemic injustice across the board.
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			Epistemic Injustice and Sociology

			The opinions of certain social classes are ostracized; they are left exploited and subordinated. Interpretations of this phenomenon vary. There are various terms that work as placeholders for epistemic injustice. Broader parts of Western societies “radicalize” themselves and form enclosed groups or echo chambers with their own truth and media canals (Nguyen 2020). Groups of people with specific political stances are labeled as emotional, irrational, or unprofessional. In contrast, these labels symbolically restrict them from being agents in political deliberation either by restricting them from entering it or not taking their opinions seriously (Barnes 2008; Campbell 1994; Eklundh 2020; Mitchell 2020; Nelson et al. 2011). These labels are spatiotemporally conditioned, yet the social characteristics of their holders remain identical over time (e.g., Case 2021).

			These exclusion actions are performed on the assumption of the insufficiency of one’s ability to know, usually due to the non-discursive expression of political will. More abstractly put, victims of epistemic injustice have their own epistemological principles consisting of assumptions, restrictions, and overall criteria for the evaluation of testimonies, while these are not recognized as valid by the dominant class (Giladi 2018). I argue that the radicalization of certain subordinate social groups is compounded by excluding their statements and opinions from public debate (e.g., Vegrichtová 2019). Given that radicalization is one of the main causes of the disintegration of the public sphere, epistemic injustice at the class level is all the more significant (see Alexander et al. 2020). These dynamics highlight the pressing need to situate epistemic injustice within a broader theoretical framework, drawing on foundational insights from critical theorists like Marx, Gramsci, and Foucault.

			Foundations of the discourse that Fricker terms epistemic injustice (2007) were laid much earlier by these thinkers, who explored the intersections of power, knowledge, and domination. Marx identified a social phenomenon in the cognitive realm by means of his concept of class appearance; dominant classes control the production and circulation of ideas, and that enables them to rule without resistance (Mills 2017). Gramsci developed Marx’s ideas by defining “hegemony” as rule through consent. He analyzed epistemological control from a superstructural perspective, focusing on the concepts of collective, class, and national consciousness and groups characterized as leaders, public intellectuals, and subalterns (Gramsci 1967, 1973). Epistemic injustice is a normative description of hegemony’s implications, yet the conjunction of these two concepts can be rather contradictory, as the concept of justice has a long bourgeoise history; it can be perceived as another hegemonical construct. Foucault’s reasoning is more concrete considering epistemic injustice; Allen even writes that he proposed this concept avant la lettre through his research on discourses of truth (Allen 2007; see Foucault 2009). I compare the theories to propose a framework capable of analyzing class-based epistemic injustice.

			I focus on a political-sociological account of epistemic injustice, which includes class-based inequalities. I proceed by reconstructing the genealogical dimension of the discourse on epistemic injustice. To make this synthesis as extensive as possible, I combine two conceptions of power: Althusser’s non-human conception developed by Foucault and the class-based conception developed by critical theorists and Gramsci. Reconsideration of the theories can lead to further research, legitimated by normative presuppositions, yet still objective in Weber’s understanding of sociological research’s legitimacy (2012a).

			Fricker’s Epistemic Injustice

			Fricker’s epistemic injustice occurs when certain social groups are subordinated and their knowledge devalued, leading to testimonies being deemed less credible. This stems from restricted access to legitimate knowledge and results in discrimination by those perceived to have higher epistemic authority. Consequently, this undermines the self-interest, autonomy, and political freedom of these subordinate groups (Fricker 2007).

			Fricker analyzes how social power affects knowledge practices, leading to ethical and epistemic harm. She identifies two forms: testimonial injustice, where prejudice reduces a speaker’s credibility, and hermeneutical injustice, where a speaker lacks the concepts to express their experiences. For example, rape was often incomprehensible before it was recognized as a concept, leaving marginalized groups unable to articulate their suffering or have their contributions acknowledged (2007, p. 6). This results in a cycle where epistemic deficits reinforce social subordination. Fricker’s theory has a positive and constructive part – virtue epistemology, urging individuals to cultivate intellectual virtues like open-mindedness to combat epistemic injustice, suggesting that the eligibility requirements for epistemic actors are less stringent than those of Habermas (2015), ensuring that hermeneutically disadvantaged groups are included.

			Fricker critiques postmodernism for overemphasizing social power in shaping knowledge, leading to a reductionist viewpoint. She emphasizes reason and ethical responsibility in epistemic practices and introduces the concept of the “economy of credibility” (2007, pp. 40–59), asserting that credibility judgments should be based on reasonable factors rather than identity prejudices in order to achieve fair epistemic exchanges. While acknowledging Foucault’s insights on power, she contends that power can also exist passively, such as when men are unconsciously privileged by gender norms (2007, pp. 10–15). Her approach considers both structural and agential dimensions of power and suggests that not all power is harmful, as education can serve collective interests (2007, p. 13). Ultimately, Fricker’s theory seeks to balance the political and ethical dimensions of knowledge, advocating for justice in understanding and sharing it.

			

			Gramsci’s Hegemony

			Hegemony is a concept rooted in radical intellectualism and ideological critique, closely tied to Marxist and critical theories. It parallels Althusser’s theory of ideology as mediated through state apparatuses (2008) and the Frankfurt School’s critique of reification and false consciousness (Horkheimer and Adorno 1971; Lukács 1971). Mills contextualizes hegemony within the broader theoretical debate, noting its shift from exposing ideology’s influence on cognition to being replaced by postmodernist approaches, which have since been critiqued from materialist perspectives (2017, p. 100). Gramsci advanced hegemony by considering it a tool for the comprehension of intellectual and moral leadership, particularly in the context of class domination in rural-urban divides (1973, p. 94).

			While he envisioned hegemony as a pathway for the emancipation of subjugated classes, efforts to mobilize industrial workers and rural peasants often faltered due to the persistence of religious and cultural beliefs that resisted transformation (1973, p. 102). It could be that the invisible and indirect nature of hegemony, coupled with uncertainty about the attribution of the origins of epistemic beliefs, seems to have played into the workers’ inability to see through it. For Gramsci, hegemony replaced coercion as the dominant form of societal control, creating a consensus around inequalities. Intellectual hegemony fostered a “contradictory consciousness” rather than a false consciousness, wherein subordinate classes were aware of their exploitation but unable to challenge it effectively: “a contradictory state of consciousness does not permit of any action, any decision or any choice, and produces a condition of moral and political passivity” (1973, p. 333). 

			Gramsci brought the practical dimension of epistemic injustice into a rather abstract model presented in German ideology (Marx and Engels 1998). He was frustrated by both the testimonial and hermeneutical inability of the subjugated to claim their own rights and wanted to break the chains of epistemic injustice. But, here, the congruency with Fricker ends. His conception does not align closely with understanding the role of intellectualism and cultural spheres in perpetuating social hierarchies in Fricker, who does not engage extensively in analyzing how the elites enact such discriminatory practices. Fricker primarily examines individual instances of epistemic harm, focusing on interpersonal dynamics rather than the broader structural mechanisms that perpetuate social hierarchies. When defining her central analytical distinction, which is certainly useful, she writes “the speaker suffers a testimonial injustice insofar as she is wronged specifically in her capacity as a knower” (2007, p. 20). This definition focuses primarily on the perspective of the individual. Similarly, Fricker describes hermeneutical injustice as arising when “a gap in collective interpretive resources puts someone at an unfair disadvantage when it comes to making sense of their social experiences” (2007, p. 148). While this acknowledges a collective dimension, her analysis predominantly addresses how these gaps affect individuals’ understanding and communication rather than exploring the systemic origins of these interpretive lacunae. The collective is an all-encompassing body, a collective consciousness of Durkheim, but it does not have a class dimension. 

			In no way should we perceive disadvantaged epistemic actors as inferior in their capacity to conceive truth. On the contrary, their social positions grant them a unique vantage point from which to recognize societal realities. Mills (2017) identifies a paradox: while dominant classes dismiss their epistemic contributions as inferior, these marginalized perspectives are often closer to the truths of social life. However, because these perspectives are ostracized, they lack the agency to drive societal change. Foucault recognized the value of these subjugated forms of knowledge, advocating for a focus on the histories of marginalized groups, such as manual laborers, to challenge epistemic and social inequalities (Eribon 2012). 

			Foucault’s and Gramsci’s Account of Epistemology and Power 

			Foucault’s account of the configuration of power shed light on the relationship between testimonial and hermeneutical injustice. His genealogical method, which should work as a counter-memory of subjugated forms of knowledge, provides a means of resistance to epistemic injustice. Foucault, though, does not operate with the concept of justice; his central concept is power. He defines it in many ways. Considering epistemic injustice, Allen defines it as “the name that one attributes to a complex strategic situation in a particular society” (2017, p. 187). Through his analysis of power, Foucault defines the relation of power and knowledge as indivisible (1990). The participation of individuals in overcoming their misfortune, which is difficult for Gramsci to articulate, is explained by Foucault’s concept of active subordination (Foucault 1986a, 1986b). 

			Power, for Foucault, has life on its own; it is the power that acts through institutions, structures, and individuals; most importantly, power can also enhance one’s self-determination. Gramsci connects power directly with social classes and domination, which they exercise for their own purposes; on the other hand, however, his theory does not try to reveal the locus of power. Foucault gives greater agency to those in the sub-sphere. In his later works, Foucault shows that the process of the subject’s self-formation is irreducible (1986a, p. 28). He interprets this capacity as a positive form of power “that one brought to bear on oneself in the power that one exercised over others” (Foucault 1986a, p. 80). Gramsci’s concept of hegemony is similarly abstract, flexible, and relatively unreceptive to the ravages of time, but he attributes greater restraining power to hegemony as indicated by contradictory consciousness. For Gramsci, the medium that ruling classes use to control others is the state and its intellectuals, not power. Hegemony is not a quasi-concept that is constructed without respect to social bodies. The role of the state is essential and central; it is the protective armor for hegemony, in comparison to Foucault’s power reductionism (1967, 1973, pp. 396–397).

			So, Foucault focuses too much on the explanatory potential of the concept of power, sacrificing classes as such. This move can be explained by his effort to rid himself of his communist affiliation (Eribon 1992). However, classes are empirically observable social facts, unlike power, which cannot do much without defining sub-concepts. Yet, in the last instance, it is people understood as individuals who punish, restrict, or devalue the knowledge of the dominated by inflicting symbolic violence on them. Microanalysis of such interactions can be helpful in deconstructing institutionalized dominance and compensating for Gramsci’s centripetal conception. That gets us back to Foucault, who focused rigorously on an “ascending analysis” of social structures and institutions. Notwithstanding the fact that he abandoned the concept of class, he helps us understand epistemic injustice by using individuals as an object of study – remember his example of Damiens (1995, pp. 3–13). To be fair to Foucault, he recognizes collective bodies enacted by dominant groups – labeled as mentally ill, for instance — and he also acknowledges the agential force of such discursive constructs (2013).

			Considering methodology, Gramsci formed his views by seeing and living through the phenomenon under study, while Foucault analyzed it vicariously through text. His methodology was “ascendant,” as he put it, the result of a discursive analysis of thousands of mainly bureaucratic documents, occupying a micro perspective (1997, p. 506). Fricker criticizes this, saying that Foucault sees power from the individual level, not only as an abstract concept that explains every part of social reality (2007, pp. 10–13). Still, there is an intersection; his description of subjectivation explains how epistemic injustice is internalized and constituted in the individual. The conjunction of micro and macro perspectives in Foucault is useful from the perspective of interpretative sociology; the macro theorization about epistemic injustice, the discriminating structures, and the micro-factual interpretations of individual agencies are essential for constructing a maximal causal explanation in this field of study (see Reed 2011). Thus, Foucault could again prove the fruitfulness of his approach to cultural sociology, especially in studies that take epistemic injustice as a core concept (see Shmidt and Jaworsky, 2021).

			Interpretive sociology builds on Weber, who coined the term (2012b), but Weber is also known for his dismissive approach toward normativity in sociology (2012c). Foucault and Reed also occupy a neutral position in considering normativity; however, any research on epistemic justice should contribute to the emancipation of the subjugated, as it is a fundamental aspect of this concept. Leaving its ethical dimension would leave it insensitive to the legitimacy condition of social research, which Weber also espoused; if norms are an inevitable part of society, research must be done with respect to them, while not being distorted by them (Weber 2012c, p. 104). The essential assumption for Gramsci and the political-philosophical Frankfurt school was that all research must help emancipate; this principle stood behind the construction of all of its theoretical assumptions (Ibsen 2023). The incentive for the normative legitimization of research is becoming relevant again, as evidenced in Alexander’s civil sphere, a “critical normative theory” (2006, p. 24). 

			Finally, the question of truth is discussed in depth by all three authors (Foucault 1997; Fricker 2007, pp. 109–119; Gramsci 1973). Allen writes that for Foucault, social power, knowledge, and truth are entangled (2007). For Foucault, the problem is not in the conception of truth itself. So truth is not a negative concept, although some may ascribe such negativity to Foucault. With respect to freedom, the negative aspect is that truth is harnessed by political economy, which dominates the scientific discourses and institutions concerning the disciplinary production of the conditions for the possibility of truth, and the operation of education and informal apparatuses such as the media and universities. In the end, the goal of his analysis is not to emancipate truth from every system of power but to detach it from forms of hegemony, and economic and cultural modes (Foucault 2002). Although Foucault distanced himself from Marxism, his account of social epistemology resembles Gramsci’s. His repudiation of Marxism did not delete all vestiges of it. Furthermore, a certain degree of complementarity between Foucault’s work and critical theory is demonstrated by the efforts of Honneth and Fraser (Ibsen 2023).

			Mainly, Foucault shares with Gramsci the notion of historical contingency. Gramsci argues that any “truth” that is considered eternal and absolute has practical roots and represents only a provisional value (1973, p. 406). Truth is linked to hegemonic struggles in society. Each class that seeks to gain hegemony must assert its own interpretation of reality as truth. Gramsci shows that truth is not only a matter of knowledge but also a tool of political struggle. New truths emerge when a class asserts itself as a hegemonic force, thereby creating a new “common sense” (1973, p. 423). The combination of these two approaches, one describing class, power, and knowledge and the other providing conceptual and methodological tools to examine these, could provide for a broader view of the issue.

			Fricker’s conception of truth is in contrast to this: truth is a virtue, similar to justice. Rather than being put into Hegelian dialectics, these concepts are complementary and can stand together without negatively interacting with each other. She assumes a certain normative definition of truth, which is linked to an internalist epistemological framework, similar to that of Habermas. This definition of truth is timeless and results in the ostracization of other truths, by its very singular nature. Ad absurdum, it rules out democracy as a process based on the reconciliation of singular and particular values. These are all to be subsumed under a single definition of truth. For her, it is necessary to distinguish between “reliable” and “unreliable authority” (2007, p. 121). She does not consider context-specific knowledge of the subjugated as valuable, in opposition to black feminists, for instance (e. g. Hill Collins 2000).

			Conclusion 

			In this article, I argue that we must reconceptualize epistemic injustice by embedding it within class-based inequalities. While Fricker’s framework effectively highlights identity-based harms, it fails to address the structural mechanisms that perpetuate epistemic injustice through socioeconomic hierarchies. I believe that understanding these mechanisms requires recognizing how systemic inequalities marginalize the knowledge and contributions of subordinated classes. This approach challenges the philosophical tendency to isolate epistemic concerns from their sociological and structural contexts. I see the intersection of philosophy and sociology as essential for addressing epistemic injustice effectively. By combining Fricker’s philosophical tools with sociological critiques of class and power, I aim to uncover hidden mechanisms of domination and propose pathways towards their dismantling. This interdisciplinary synthesis is not just theoretical; it also provides a foundation for emancipatory research that actively challenges systemic injustice.

			To develop a broader framework, I draw on critical theories to examine the structural dynamics of epistemic injustice. Gramsci’s concept of hegemony shows how dominant classes actively control knowledge production and dissemination through intellectual leadership and cultural hegemony. Foucault complements this by exposing the historical and institutional conditions that reinforce these inequalities. Epistemic injustice operates both at the interpersonal level and as a deeply entrenched structural problem. I contend that we must shift our focus from individual remedies to structural interventions. While Fricker emphasizes virtue epistemology and individual responsibility, the solutions provided in her approach are insufficient for addressing the entrenched systems that sustain epistemic hierarchies. Dismantling and revealing the modes of epistemic injustice requires the inclusion of a broader theoretical-methodological perspective. 
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