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Abstract:  Digitalization has long been a stable trend in the development of global society. New digital technologies are 

widely used in areas where information is a key component of activity. Since digital technologies simplify 

the access, dissemination, storage and creation of information, it is considered as an ideal means of 

overcoming epistemic injustice in the field of education.  In general, epistemic injustice can be defined as a 

socially conditioned restriction of an agent in access to the dissemination, acquisition or production of 

knowledge.  Active digitalization of education makes it possible to overcome such limitations and provide an 

opportunity for poorly represented social groups to gain access to knowledge. However, at the same time, 

digitalization opens up other forms of epistemic injustice that are not overcome by the availability of 

education. Based on the conducted questionnaire surveys of students of Russian universities in 2021 (n=6953) 

and in 2022 (n=5720), the authors found that senior students are less interested in studying. At the same time, 

the vast majority of students surveyed are satisfied with the conditions and organization of the educational 

process. The authors argue that the current situation is natural for the modern model of the university, in which 

knowledge is valued in its practical application in order to increase capital. The authors demonstrate that such 

a value orientation of the university and society creates conditions for epistemic injustice. Technological 

progress in the field of education associated with the introduction of digital technologies is not an effective 

solution to this problem. On the contrary, digitalization turns into an external appearance of epistemic justice. 

On the one hand, society provides the agent with limitless opportunities for learning, but on the other hand, it 

forms such value orientations that make these opportunities meaningless for him. 

1 INTRODUCTION  

Miranda Fricker introduces the term epistemic 

injustice into the broad academic context of 

discussion. According to Fricker, epistemic injustice 

consists "in a wrong done to someone specifically in 

their capacity as a knower" (Fricker, 2007). It is 

obvious that this may be part of a general injustice 

when a certain social group is limited in access to a 

wide list of benefits, among which may be 

epistemological benefits. However, epistemic 

injustice arises precisely with respect to knowledge. 

Fricker distinguishes two types of specifically 

epistemological types of injustice: testimonial and 

hermeneutical. Testimonial injustice is a distrust of 
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the agent's level of knowledge, due to his belonging 

to a social group. For example, when a person's 

testimony is less likely to be trusted because he is a 

representative of an ethnic minority. Hermeneutical 

injustice manifests itself when the lack of knowledge 

in the social environment leads to a disadvantage for 

representatives of a certain social group. For example, 

when the absence of gender studies or the omission of 

the results of these studies leads to the monopoly 

dominance of theories of gender inequality in the 

public consciousness. As a result, the oppressed 

individual may describe his situation as "natural" and 

"normal".  

Anderson notes that social equality and the 

absence of segregation in the educational process is 
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an important step towards epistemic justice: "When 

social groups are educated together on terms of 

equality, they share equally in educational resources 

and thus have access to the same (legitimate) markers 

of credibility". In this context, the epistemic virtue of 

social institutions becomes a necessary condition for 

general social justice. Following this thought, digital 

technologies in education should reduce epistemic 

injustice. For the digital space of online education, the 

geographical place of residence of an individual, his 

race, ethnicity, age and gender does not matter.  The 

digital world erases all physical markers of 

segregation and allows creating a potentially fairer 

place for access to knowledge (Anderson, 2012). 

Digital education, from this point of view, is more 

fair, because it allows you to treat any opinion with 

the same degree of confidence. At the same time, 

technologies make it possible to access almost any 

information, allowing to overcome the gaps of 

hermeneutical injustice. Many scientists 

comprehensively investigate the impact of 

digitalization on the inclusiveness of the educational 

process (Daniela, 2022). 

However, not all scientists are so optimistic about 

the epistemic justice of digitalization. Origgi and 

Cirana note new threats to epistemic justice, which 

are generated by total digitalization (Origgi, Ciranna, 

2017). Their essence can be reduced to the fact that a 

person loses full control over the information that he 

leaves in the digital space, which creates a lack of 

knowledge about himself in the face of rapidly 

developing digital technologies.  

Ben Kotzee defines that one of the most important 

problems for education in the context of epistemic 

justice is the question of the criterion for 

distinguishing hermeneutical injustice from simple 

ignorance: "The point is that we will need criteria to 

distinguish between when someone is suffering a 

hermeneutical injustice and needs to be helped to 

express their point of view and when they simply 

stand in need of what we have always called 

‘education' and to help them develop their point of 

view in a positive direction" (Kotzee, 2017). The 

problem is deeper than it may seem at first glance. 

Epistemic justice lies not only in the fact that an equal 

opportunity is not provided for the articulation of 

knowledge and education, but also in the fact that lack 

of education in some cases is a consequence of 

socially reproducible devaluing of the entire learning 

process (learning) or individual ideas and theories. 

Not only are there no criteria for distinguishing 

between epistemic injustice and a simple need for 

education, but also that the lack of awareness of the 

need for education is also a consequence of epistemic 

injustice. The complexity of such a situation lies in 

the fact that a person is hermetically isolated from 

knowledge, since awareness of the need for training 

is possible only in the form of training, i.e. a vicious 

circle arises.  

According to Gaile Pohlhaus, Jr., the forms of 

epistemic injustice can be divided into two large 

groups: injustice, which is created as a consequence 

of inequality in the structure of relations of the 

knowers, and inequality, created as a change in 

epistemic attention to serve the dominant interests 

(Pohlhaus, 2020). The situation of epistemic injustice 

associated with the devaluation of the learning 

process can be attributed to the second group. This 

situation is a set of the following propositions: 

a) X is oppressed; 

b) X considers his oppressed position to be 

"normal" because he has no knowledge 

of Y; 

c) For X, the highest value is Z; 

d) X believes that Y does not entail Z; 

e) X believes that Y's knowledge is not 

valuable. 

X continues to be in a state of oppression because 

he considers it "normal". The knowledge that would 

allow X to change the unfair state of affairs turns out 

to be inaccessible, since it is excluded from his 

socially formed system of values. Both the learning 

process itself and a single theory can be invaluable, 

since it is not correlated by the agent with the 

dominant values.   In this case, the oppression itself 

may have a variety of causes and may not at first 

glance be associated with education. However, it is 

the limitation of a person in knowledge that 

normalizes injustice and contributes to its 

stabilization as acceptable social practices. In other 

words, injustice of the most diverse nature persists 

and becomes stable due to epistemic injustice.   

2 METHODS 

As an empirical base, data from questionnaire surveys 

conducted in November 2021 and October-

November 2022 among students of 1-5 courses of 

bachelor's degree, specialty, postgraduate full-time 

studies at Russian federal universities were used. The 

sample population of the first survey was 6953 

respondents, the second survey – 5720 respondents. 

The answers to the following questions are analyzed: 

"Do you have an interest in learning?"; "Are you 

satisfied with the quality of teaching specialized 

disciplines?"; "Are you satisfied with the 

convenience of classrooms, the quality of laboratories 



and computer classes?"; "What are the criteria for a 

quality learning outcome in your opinion?".  

3 RESULTS  

In the XX century, the attitude of the university to the 

cornerstone value of knowledge is significantly 

transformed. In Modern times, during the formation 

of secularized university education, the main value 

orientation of learning was knowledge in itself, or 

truth as reliable established knowledge (Webster, 

1998). This is seen as a legacy of the Middle Ages, 

when the highest truth was thought to be identical 

with the divine nature, and its achievement was the 

main religious virtue. Since the XVI century, the idea 

of the self-sufficient value of knowledge has been 

formed. However, along with the Industrial 

Revolution, knowledge becomes an integral factor of 

capitalist production. Knowledge is transformed into 

a utilitarian tool for increasing capital. In the new 

conditions of market relations, education is valued 

only to the extent that it can be converted into capital. 

A modern university turns out to be embedded in the 

business process of production (Bell, 1976). The 

knowledge that the university discovers, preserves 

and distributes is evaluated relative to the benefits for 

the industry.   

The realities of Russian higher education are no 

exception. Questionnaire surveys of students of 

Russian universities in 2021 and in 2022 clearly 

demonstrate this trend. In 2021, 79% of the surveyed 

students (n=6953) of the 1st-5th courses of bachelor's 

degree, specialty, postgraduate full-time studies 

answered "Yes" or "rather Yes than No" to the 

question about their interest in studying. In 2022, the 

aggregate of "Yes" and "rather Yes than No" answers 

made up 81% of the total number of students 

surveyed (n=5720). From this we can conclude that 

the majority of students are interested in learning. 

However, if you look at the dynamics of how the 

answers are distributed in different courses of study, 

the situation will be different. So, in 2021, among 

first-year students, the aggregate of "Yes" and "rather 

Yes than No" answers to the question of interest in 

learning was 86%. Among the second-year students, 

the aggregate of these answers was already 78%, 

among the third-year students - 72%, and the fourth - 

62.5%. A similar trend is found in the 2022 survey. 

The answers "Yes" and "rather Yes than No" were 

found in 87% of first-year students, 82% of students 

answered in a similar way in the second year, 76% in 

the third, and 70% in the fourth. From this we can 

conclude that senior students are less interested in 

learning than junior students. At the same time, it 

should be borne in mind that many students who lost 

interest in learning were expelled from the university 

and did not participate in the survey, i.e. the real 

percentage of students who were disappointed in 

learning would be higher.  

It can be assumed that the trend of loss of interest 

in learning is related to the learning conditions and 

the level of teaching. However, this is not confirmed 

by the respondents' answers. In 2021, 91% of the 

surveyed students were "satisfied" or "partially 

satisfied" with the quality of teaching specialized 

disciplines. In 2022, 93% of students responded in the 

same way. At the same time, the share of positive 

assessments of the convenience of classrooms, the 

quality of laboratories and computer classes in 2021 

amounted to 82% of the total number of respondents, 

and in 2022 – 87%. Thus, it can be concluded that the 

poor quality of teaching and poor infrastructure are 

not the reasons for the decrease in students' interest in 

learning.  

If we look at what criteria students are guided by 

when assessing the quality of learning outcomes, the 

picture of declining interest in the learning process 

will become a little clearer. In the 2022 survey, 

students gave the following answers to a multiple-

choice question about the results of quality education 

(as a percentage of the total number of respondents): 

"Professional competence" – 35%, "Successful 

employment" – 26%", "Salary level" – 14%, 

"Satisfaction of graduates with the education 

received" – 13%, "SoftSkills development" – 6%, 

"Prestige of the diploma from employers" – 5%, 

"Other" - 1%. From the answers received, it can be 

seen that students determine the results of successful 

training relative to the success of subsequent work. 

Training seems to be a transitional stage of 

accumulation of skills, abilities and knowledge 

necessary for future professional activity. The success 

of a career determines the success of training. For 

students, learning does not have an independent 

value, it acquires significance in relation to possible 

implementation in the profession. To a direct question 

about priority values in 2022, the majority of students 

91% called "Material Wellbeing". Thus, a decrease in 

interest in learning can be associated with the 

achievement of the set utilitarian goals. Senior 

students are less interested in learning, because they 

have already acquired some competencies that allow 

them to start working, and continuing their studies is 

associated with postponing the start of a career. The 

more a student receives professional skills and 

knowledge, the less interested he is in continuing his 

studies, as he strives to use them in the professional 



field as soon as possible. At the same time, the salary 

level will demonstrate the relevance and value of the 

acquired knowledge. 

4 DISCUSSION  

It can be concluded that the value orientation of 

students is the reason for the decrease in interest in 

learning in the process of learning itself. Since, in the 

students' view, the result of training should be the 

beginning of professional activity, the very desired 

result of training makes further training meaningless. 

Why continue studying if the main goal of learning 

has already been achieved? One should not see this as 

a disadvantage of a single university or a national 

system of higher education. As we can see, the value 

orientation of students corresponds to the established 

mission of the university in the post-industrial world. 

The students' focus on acquiring knowledge for the 

sake of successful professional activity is fully 

consistent with the historically established role of the 

university as an element in the business process chain.  

It should not be assumed that the utilitarian 

motivation of students in getting an education 

contradicts the established values of a modern 

university. Consequently, university education itself 

is arranged in such a way that it creates conditions for 

a consistent loss of interest in learning. 

It is obvious that the reason for this is the objective 

socially formed value orientations of capitalist 

society, in accordance with which the idea of both the 

role of the university and the individual value 

orientations of students is formed. In itself, this is not 

a negative phenomenon, on the contrary, such a 

fusion of education, science and industry gives 

tremendous results in the field of scientific and 

technological progress. The rate of turnover of 

industrial revolutions speaks for itself. However, 

these socially formed epistemic values create 

conditions for epistemic injustice that cannot be 

eliminated by technological progress, i.e. the 

introduction of digital technologies into the learning 

process.  

Digital technologies make the educational process 

more accessible, and ultimately more equitable. In 

practice, this was demonstrated during the COVID-

19 pandemic, when educational systems around the 

world found themselves in a situation of forced 

limitations. Studies show that those universities that 

introduced digital technologies into the educational 

process before the pandemic did a better job of 

organizing training in conditions of total lockdown. 

The introduced digital technologies allowed using the 

remote format of conducting training sessions 

without significant loss of the quality of training 

(Safonov, Mayakovskaya, 2020). This gives reason to 

consider technological progress in the field of 

education associated with the introduction of digital 

technologies in the learning process as a step towards 

epistemic justice. Digital technologies are seen as a 

tool capable of making education more accessible and 

inclusive. However, as it has been shown, the 

digitalization of the learning process is not able to 

affect the epistemic injustice that exists in conditions 

of devaluation of knowledge. The problem lies in the 

fact that socially formed value orientations create 

stable conditions for the existence of epistemic 

injustice even in a situation where, it would seem, 

there are no external restrictions for access to 

knowledge. This paradoxical situation can be 

described by a set of the following propositions.  

a) X is oppressed; 

b) X considers his oppressed position to be 

"normal" because he has no knowledge 

of Y; 

c) X has access to the knowledge of Y; 

d) For X, the highest value is Z; 

e) X believes that Y does not entail Z; 

f) X believes that Y's knowledge is not 

valuable. 

It is obvious that the proposition "C" has no effect 

on the situation of epistemic injustice associated with 

the devaluation of knowledge. Consequently, digital 

technologies in education cannot completely 

eliminate the epistemic injustice that is created by 

socially formed value orientations. On the example of 

the survey data, it can be seen that the highest value 

for students of Russian universities is "Material 

Wellbeing". Therefore, students are not interested in 

the knowledge that does not serve to achieve this 

goal. If among these knowledge there are those that 

would allow them to overcome a potentially existing 

oppressed situation, then this situation would remain 

unchanged. From this it can be concluded that 

students primarily suffer from epistemic injustice.  It 

is the devaluation of the learning process that limits 

the ability to overcome an unfair situation, which in 

itself can have a very diverse nature. In addition, we 

regard this as an epistemic injustice, and not just a 

lack of education, since the value orientation of 

students occurs due to the established stable social 

values. Value orientation, which excludes the 

importance of knowledge in itself, in this case is not 

the individual motives of individual students or the 

particular principles of specific universities. It is not 

difficult to notice how the historical transition to an 

industrial society and further to a post-industrial one 



changes the mission of the university. Therefore, the 

devaluation of knowledge as a self-sufficient value is 

largely due to trends in the development of society.   

5 CONCLUSION 

The danger of epistemic injustice, which arises from 

the devaluation of the learning process, is caused by 

the following factors. Firstly, this form of injustice 

makes it possible to normalize other types of 

injustice. Due to lack of knowledge, the agent is 

inclined to see the natural order in an unfair state of 

things, and, therefore, does not seek to change it. 

Therefore, epistemic injustice contributes to the 

stability of injustice in society. The lack of knowledge 

does not allow the agent to detect injustice as an 

injustice. Secondly, this type of epistemic injustice is 

not eliminated by simply providing access to 

knowledge. Technological progress in the field of 

education associated with the introduction of digital 

technologies provides unlimited access to any kind of 

knowledge, but does not affect the motivation of 

agents to use this access. It is also dangerous because 

digitalization turns into an external appearance of 

epistemic justice. On the one hand, society provides 

the agent with limitless opportunities for learning, but 

on the other hand, it forms such value orientations 

that make these opportunities meaningless for him. 

Thirdly, overcoming this injustice falls into a vicious 

circle. Getting rid of epistemic injustice requires 

training, but since training goes beyond the 

boundaries of the agent's value orientations, he is 

hermetically isolated from the way to overcome his 

unfair position. The logic here is simple: training has 

no value for the agent; in order to demonstrate the 

value of training, training is necessary; but training 

has no value for the agent, etc.  

The dangers described above can be avoided only 

by transforming social and cultural values. The 

problem is that values are formed in a long process of 

historical development of culture, they cannot simply 

be implemented by an administrative decision. In this 

sense, it is impossible to return to the ideals of 

modernism about the self-sufficient value of 

knowledge, since this is a historical stage that has 

already been passed. In addition, the modern problem 

of epistemic injustice is mediated by the ideals of 

modernism, and, consequently, their restoration will 

inevitably lead to a repetition of the problem, and not 

to a solution.  The way out is seen in the very 

discussion of epistemic justice. The value of learning 

can be justified by the fact that it is a way to achieve 

epistemic justice. Therefore, obtaining knowledge is 

valuable not only for utilitarian benefits, but also 

because it is a way to achieve justice. Thus, epistemic 

justice, as an independent value, can give importance 

to learning. Training will then have not only an 

epistemological goal of acquiring knowledge, skills 

and abilities, but also an ethical and axiological one, 

since it will create conditions for creating a more just 

society. It is obvious that the formation of epistemic 

justice as a self-sufficient value will require a long 

period, so the very fact of discussion about this 

problem is an important step towards its solution.  

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The work was carried out at the expense of a grant 

allocated to Kazan Federal University for the 

implementation of project No. FZSM-2023-0022 

"Digital socialization and digital competence of youth 

in the context of global systemic changes: regulatory 

technologies, risks, scenarios" within the framework 

of the state task 

REFERENCES  

Fricker, M., 2007. Epistemic injustice: power and the ethics 

of knowing. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Communication from the Commission to The European 

Parliament, The Council, The European Economic and 

Social Committee and The Committee of The Regions, 

2023, 25April. Digital Education Action Plan 2021-

2027. Resetting education and training for the digital 

age. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0624 

Anderson, E., 2012. Epistemic Justice as a Virtue of Social 

Institutions. Social Epistemology, 26:2, 163-173. 

Daniela, L., 2022. Inclusive Digital Education. Springer 

Cham.  

Origgi, G., Ciranna, S., 2017. Epistemic Injustice: The case 

of digital environments. In  Ian James Kidd; José 

Medina; Gaile Pohlhaus. The Routledge Handbook of 

Epistemic Injustice, Routledge.   

Kotzee, B., 2017. Education and epistemic injustice. In Ian 

James Kidd; José Medina; Gaile Pohlhaus. The 

Routledge Handbook of Epistemic Injustice, Routledge.   

Pohlhaus, Jr., G., 2020. Varieties of epistemic injustice  In 

Ian James Kidd; José Medina; Gaile Pohlhaus. The 

Routledge Handbook of Epistemic Injustice, Routledge.  

Webster, C., 1998. Hilde de Ridder-Symoens (ed.), A 

history of the university in Europe. Volume II: 

Universities in early modern Europe (1500–1800). 

Cambridge University Press. pp. xxv, 693.  

Bell, D., 1976. The Coming of the Post-Industrial Society. 

The Educational Forum, 40:4, 574-579. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0624
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0624
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315212043
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315212043


Safonov, A.S., Mayakovskaya, A.V., 2020. Post-digital 

world, pandemic and higher education. International 

Journal of Higher Education, 9(8), 90–94.    

 

 


