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Article 27 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights [Ass48] mentions
the “right [...] to share in scientific advancement and its benefits.”, and Arti-
cle 15 of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights
[Ass96] establishes the right to “take part in cultural life;to enjoy the bene-
fits of scientific progress and its applications; to benefit from the protection
of the moral and material interests resulting from any scientific, literary or
artistic production of which he is the author”. The so-called right to science
has aroused growing interest in philosophers and jurists in recent years [see
BR18, PM21, Mas21b, Mas21a, for an overview], but the relationship between
the right to science and alethic rights [d7] – that is, rights to truth – and epis-
temic injustice [Fri07] – and in particular whether and to what extent the right to
science is a right not to suffer epistemic injustice (as Franca D’Agostini seems
to suggest in [d7]) – has not yet been thoroughly investigated. In the present
work, we aim to tackle these questions.

Rights to Truth, and the Right to Science

Truth should be considered a source of (political, societal) goods: it plays
a fundamental role in the establishment of conventions and in the cooperation
between social agents [Lew08, d7], it is a substantial component of informa-
tion [Flo13] and scientific progress [Nii14, Psi05, LC22, Mas16], it is the aim
of criminal justice [Mar07], and its systematic distortion can damage people
and community [d7]. As a source of political, societal goods, Franca D’Agostini
convincingly argues in [d7], truth should be politcally defended, and everyone
has alethic rights – i.e.: rights to truth.

But what does it mean to have rights to truth? Here our perspective slightly
differs from the one of [d7].
According to our favorite view on the subject matter, truth is a fundamen-
tal semantic property of sentences (in context) [Gla15, Fie72]: the truth of a
sentence is determined compositionally (i.e.: from certain semantic properties
of the parts, including its subsentences) by facts about satisfaction, reference,
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fullfilment [Fie72] (which are semantic notions). As a semantic concept, the
condition of possibility of a felicitous, useful, and refined use of it are granted
by the possession of a good semantic capital. The notion of semantic capital is
due to Luciano Floridi [Flo18]: according to Floridi’s definition, the semantic
capital of an agent is any content that can enhance the agent’s power to give
meaning and to make sense of (semanticise) something. if truth is a semantic
concept, and possession of good semantic capital is a prerequisite of the felici-
tous semantic enterprise of an agent, then the protection of truth requires, and
could be a product of, the protection of semantic capital of agents.

In fact, semantic capital is at risk, and nees to be properly conserved, di-
versified, and updated, in order not to be underused or used in unproductive
ways, not to be misused, depriciated, or lost (these are the risks that Floridi
[Flo18] individuates). Such a protection of semantic capital really is, indeed,
protecti[on] [...] [of ] truth against falsehood [Flo18].

We think that we can really concieve as the protection of semantic capital of
an agent as a right of the agent as the foundamental alethic right of the agent.
We also think that such a right should be systematically linked to the human
right to science: in fact, given the foundational role truth plays in the scientific
endeavour and scientific progress, it can play a foundational role with respect
to it from a conceptual point of view; but it can and should be positively rein-
forced by the right to science, since science plays an important role in allowing
for refinement, precisification and update of semantic capital.

Epistemic (in)justice and the Right to Science

The Human Right to Science is recognised by the UN among the human
rights. But what is the role of such rights and why should they be protected?
We could ask the same question concerning the rights to truth. A possible foun-
dation and justification for the Human Rights to Science is the prevention of
forms of epistemic injustice. As we shall see, having a refined semantic capital
and its usage can prevent specific forms of such injustices.

The study of epistemic injustice is a field of philosophy that links together
epistemology, ethics and political philosophy, and considers how systems and
institutions of knowledge can be damaging or beneficial for those engaging in
knowledge related activities, such as truth and science. More in detail, epis-
temic injustice refers to forms of wrongs that are perpetuated against agents
qua “knowers”, where with knowers we mean anyone engaged in activities re-
lated to knowledge. These include, among others, wrongs to particular knowers
as knowers, e.g. disregarding a knower’s testimony, not providing access to what
is in the interest of the knower to know; wrongs that cause epistemic dysfunc-
tion, e.g. the distortion of understanding or the prevention of given inquiries;
and wrongs that come inside or via epistemic institutions and practices such as
the scientific ones. In the case concerning the Right to Science, we could ask
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whether these rights can prevent forms of epistemic injustice. In particular, we
focus on two aspects of the right to science: the first is the right to benefit from
scientific method and knowledge, and the second is the right to have access to
science and scientific method and knowledge. We argue that these rights can
prevent at least some forms of two kinds of epistemic injustice: testimonial in-
justice and hermeneutical injustice.

Testimonial injustice is a form of injustice for which a knower’s testimony
is not given the appropriate level of credibility, owned to non-relevant param-
eters such as forms of prejudices based on race, class or gender. While this
form of injustice can be easily seen in trial setting, it also happens in other
institutional contexts when a given source of knowledge or a given knower is
not deemed a reliable source in virtue of non relevant parameter. In parallel, a
form of testimonial justice is preserved when a knower’s testimony is evaluated
and considered for its epistemic value. Hermeneutical injustice represents a less
intuitive notion. Forms of hermeneutical injustice occurs when a given knower
lacks the conceptual, epistemic and hermeneutical resources to understand their
experiences or given field of knowledge or discipline. These forms of injustice can
happen because the conceptual tools are absent or not provided or because the
knower is prevented from having access to them. This form of injustice might
lead to forms of hermeneutical marginalisation, when there is a group that is
blocked whether intentionally or unintentionally from access to knowledge, or
access to communicating knowledge due to a gap in hermeneutical resources.
On the opposite, hermeneutical justice can be maintained when the knower is
given the hermeneutical resources and tools to interpret different domains of
knowledge and experience.

The two aspects of the right to science aforementioned can prevent these
forms of injustices. The right to benefit from scientific method and knowledge
can prevent forms of testimonial injustice, as all knowers would be recognised
with the relevant level of credibility to speak, interact and act on the base of
having access to scientific method. This right also prevents forms of hermeneu-
tical injustice because the different knowers would be able to gain and use the
relevant hermeneutical tools to interpret scientific concepts and to make per-
sonal and public decisions related to scientific matters, while contrasting forms
of hermeneutical marginalisation. Also, the right to have access to scientific
method and knolwedge has a role in contrasting the two aforementioned forms
of epistemic injustice. This right prevents forms of testimonial injustice because
all knowers would have access to scientific knowledge and so they are in the
position to be considered and consider themselves valid testimonies in terms of
scientific matters, if needed. This right also prevents forms of hermeneutical
injustice as it considers the accessibility to the conceptual, hermeneutical and
epistemic tools to interpret and understand scientific knowledge. In this case,
forms of hermeneutical marginalisation can be prevented.

Concluding, we believe that the discussion and connection of the debates
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concerning epistemic injustice with the right to science can have a series of
benefits. The first is a pragmatic benefit, as the prevention of forms of epis-
temic injustices seems a good pragmatic reason to implement such rights. The
second is a foundational benefit, as it offers a reason and justification for why
these rights should be protected and are present in the among the human rights.
The latter is a communication benefit, as the categories present in the debate
concerning epistemic injustice can offer tools to communicators devoted to pre-
senting the importance of the right to science. Moreover, these discussions can
lead and inform many other aspects related to the links between science and
our societies.
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