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Abstract

Trust in experts and institutions is declining. In order to interrogate this, we must distinguish between, on one hand, irrational responses to otherwise trustworthy institutions, and, on the other hand, rational responses to evidence of institutional untrustworthiness. In this paper we do two things: first, we briefly review some recent socio-psychological results brought to explain increasing distrust in expertise, and show that the explanations on offer suffer from two main weaknesses: the underlying conceptual frameworks are deficient, and the hypotheses put forth have low prior plausibility, in that they imply highly implausible levels and spread of epistemic and practical irrationality. Second, we argue for an alternative hypothesis: often, distrust in expertise is the result of unjust hearer epistemic exclusion. This form of injustice occurs in cases in which, intentionally or negligently, hearers are not put in a position to come to know the content of the performed speech act. 


1.  Introduction

Knowledge is our ultimate resource: it enables us to understand and successfully navigate the world. Today, our knowledge is under threat. We are facing a global knowledge crisis that the United Nations has deemed to be ‘an existential threat to humanity,’[endnoteRef:1] and that the World Health Organization has declared an ‘infodemic.’[endnoteRef:2] This is an epistemic crisis: it is a crisis threatening our knowledge, the rationality of our beliefs and decisions, and the resilience of our trust networks, affecting our personal and societal wellbeing and the stability of our democracies. It is rooted in two main, mutually reinforcing knowledge threats: first, the rising resistance to evidence and distrust in expertise (Simion 2024a); second, the widespread sharing of misinformation, accelerated by recent technological advances. Crucially, these two major threats are not independent from each other (Ecker et al.2002): distrust in expertise is amplified by the availability of misleading evidence, and disinformation campaigns are more efficient when there is no trusted expertise to rely on. Furthermore, this crisis is underpinned by a deep-seated epistemic problem: our cognitive systems and social reliance mechanisms struggle to adapt to our complex and polluted information environment (Korte 2020). Since our cognitive and social capacities have not evolved to perform well in the high-density, high-choice information environment that we now inhabit, they have difficulties coping: we do not know whom and what to trust, how to update our beliefs in light of the overwhelming influx of information and misinformation, and how to engage in epistemically responsible inquiry. The current knowledge crisis is, thus, the result of a complex epistemic interplay between our cognitive capacities and the rapidly evolving landscape of social and political interaction, technology, and the flow of information. [1:  United Nations. (2023). Our Common Agenda: Policy Brief 8 Information Integrity on Digital Platforms. https://www.un.org/sites/un2.un.org/files/our-common-agenda-policy-brief-information-integrity-en.pdf]  [2:  World Health Organization. (2024). Infodemic. https://www.who.int/health-topics/infodemic#tab=tab_1] 

It is public knowledge that trust in experts and institutions is declining.[endnoteRef:3] In order to interrogate this, we must distinguish between, on one hand, irrational responses to otherwise trustworthy institutions, and, on the other hand, rational responses to evidence of institutional untrustworthiness. In this paper we do two things: first, we briefly review relevant recent socio-psychological results brought to explain increasing distrust in expertise, and show that the explanations on offer suffer from two main weaknesses: the underlying conceptual frameworks are deficient, and the hypotheses put forth have low prior plausibility, in that they imply highly implausible levels and spread of epistemic and practical irrationality. Second, we argue for an alternative hypothesis: often, the infodemic is the result of a mostly ignored variety of epistemic injustice: unjust hearer epistemic exclusion. This is an underexplored form of injustice (Fricker 2007, Simion 2019a) perpetrated by speakers on hearers in their capacity as knowers; it occurs in cases in which hearers are unjustly excluded (intentionally or unintentinally/negligently) from the receiving  audience of a particular speech act via epistemic or conceptual tools which make it so that they are not put in a position to come to know the content of the performed speech act.[endnoteRef:4] Finally, we employ a case study to support our hypothesis. We focus on the case of low vaccine uptake in African, Carribean, and Black (ACB) communities in Scotland. Although data showig that  vaccine uptake is distinctively low among ACB communities is not new, our research is the first to combine statistical and theoretical analyses to provide an understanding of the root cause of this phenomenon.  [3:  Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2024). OECD Survey on Drivers of Trust in Public Institutions – 2024 Results. https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/trust-in-government.html
Pew Research Center(2022)https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2022/02/15/americans-trust-in-scientists-other-groups-declines/ ]  [4:  See Williamson 2000, Simion 2024.] 



2. The Widespread Irrationality Hypothesis

Extant results in the social psychology of distrust in expertise give little reason for optimism (Simion 2024a, 2024b). A dominant hypothesis (e.g. Kahan 2013; 2016; Lord, Ross, and Lepper 1979; Molden and Higgins 2012; Taber and Lodge 2006) principally explains the data underlying scientific knowledge resistance with reference to widely spread irrational beliefs arrived at via politically motivated reasoning. Under the banner of this wider hypothesis, we find various research results that have been taken, in various ways, to support the view that a thinker’s prior political convictions (including politically directed desires and attitudes about political group-membership) best explain why they are inclined to reject expert consensus on matters of fact when they do (Kahan 2013, Kahan et al. 2011). On this account, then, e.g. low vaccine uptake will be associated with a political identity that is such constituted that vaccine scepticism gets thumbs up.
Early studies in the psychological literature that set the groundwork for this explanatory thesis focused initially on how political ideology influences the evaluation of evidence. For example, Lord, Ross, and Lepper (1979) report a study in which subjects were provided with the same set of arguments for and against capital punishment and were asked to assess the strength of these arguments. Subjects’ assessment of the strength of the arguments then strongly correlated with their existing views about the rights and wrongs of capital punishment. In short, subjects already disposed to object to capital punishment were more persuaded by the arguments against it, and the opposite was the case for those initially predisposed to favour capital punishment. (See also Kunda 1987 for discussion of how political ideology seems to have a bearing on causal inference patterns).
A second wave of research in this area, led largely by Dan Kahan and his colleagues, has suggested that political ideology influences not only how we think about the persuasiveness of arguments for and against those ideologies themselves, but – even more – that our inclination to accept (or reject) scientific consensus across a range of areas is highly sensitive to what political ideology we already accept. For example, Kahan and his collaborators present studies aimed at demonstrating that background political ideology impacts whether we align with, or go against, expert consensus on topics ranging from global warming to the safety of nuclear power (Kahan et al. 2011; Kahan 2016, 2014; cf., Carter and McKenna 2020).
In light of this second wave of research, the received thinking takes the data underlying distrust in expertise to be principally a manifestation of irrational belief formation sourced in politically motivated reasoning (Kahan 2013).
This position, while challenged in social psychology, has been mostly taken as a datum in philosophy: for the most part, philosophers who have explored the consequences of this empirical hypothesis while taking its merits at face value (e.g., Carter and McKenna 2020; Ancell 2019, Talisse 2019). However, on closer and recent inspection, the hypothesis is both empirically and epistemically problematic (Simion 2024a, 2024b). Empirically, there are worries that in extant studies political group identity is often confounded with prior beliefs about the issue in question; and, crucially, reasoning can be affected by such beliefs in the absence of any political group motivation. This renders much existing evidence for the hypothesis ambiguous (Tappin et al. 2021). Epistemologically, the worry is (e.g. Simion 2024, Gluer-Pagin & Wikforss 2024, Gluer-Pagin & Spectre 2024)) that the interpretation of the data is ineffective in making crucial distinctions among a number of phenomena, such as: (1) Concerning epistemic status: between epistemically impermissible resistance to evidence on one hand, and justified evidence rejection on the other; (2) Concerning triggers: between instances of motivated reasoning on one hand, and epistemically deficient reasoning featuring cognitive biases and unjustified premise beliefs on the other; (3) Concerning emotive status: between subjects engaging in politically motivated reasoning on one hand, and subjects being merely motivated to reason (to justified conclusions) on the other hand. 
Furthermore, any explanation that posits widely spread irrationality in a highly cognitively successful species suffers from low prior plausibility. While our occasional apparent cognitive failure is very salient to us (both as theorists and as cognisers), it is important to remember that what underlies this presentation as salient is the exceptional status of these occasional failures, against our overwhelming general cognitive success.
The philosophy literature on the epistemic normativity of expert testimony and, in particular, on the evidential status of expert judgments for laypeople, features two main competing theories: the Total Evidence view (TEV, Fricker 2006; Lackey 2018), according to which experts are heavyweight epistemic sources  whose judgments have a high evidential weight relative to a layperson’s own reasons. On the alternative view, experts are (preemptive) authorities (the Preemption View, Zagzebski 2012; Constantin and Grundmann 2020). Their judgment does not only deliver a strong reason for the layperson to follow suit, it also normatively screens off all the other evidence which the layperson may possess with respect to the issue at stake.  While disagreeing substantively on what the epistemically permissible response to expert testimony may be, what these theories have in common is that they too threaten to predict widely spread irrationality in the target population as underlying distrust in expertise. For paradigmatic layperson-expert interractions, both these theories treaten to predict that distrusting expert testimony is irrational for laypeople. It should be easy enough to see why this may be so on the Preemption View: after all, there is no evidence that laypeople could have that does not get screened off. The Total Evidence view also  risks making this prediction because, on this account expert testimony carries very high evidential weight, non-trivially outweighed by other evidence possesed by the audience. If so, given widely-spread expert consensus on the toipcs at hand – e.g. vaccine safety, climate change – TEV may predict that responding with less than belief to expert testimony on this topic is irrational. 
Figuring out the correct explanation for increasing distrust in experts and institutions is a very high-stakes affair, affecting the choice of strategies for addressing this problem: i.e., the choice between strategies targeting individual irrationality on one hand,  and strategies targeting an unhealthy epistemic environment on the other.  If disinformation uptake and distrust in expertise have one main source - for instance, a particular type of mistake in reasoning - the strategy to address this problem will be unidirectional and targeted mostly at the individual-level. In contrast, should we discover that a pluralistic picture is more plausible, whereby this phenomenon is, e.g., the result of a complex interaction of social, emotive, and cognitive phenomena -  we would have to develop much more complex interventions, at both individual and societal levels.

In what follows, we offer an alternative diagnosis of the phenomena underlying distrust in expertise, one that does not predict widely spread irrationality: on our view, often (albeit, of course, not always), distrust can be a rational  response in the face of undercutting and rebutting defeat, further amplified by epistemic exclusion in science communication.


3. Case Study: Vaccine Uptake in African, Caribbean, and Black (ACB) Communities in Scotland

The unified, widespread irrationality prediction is called into doubt by our recent interdisciplinary, qualitative social scientific - epistemological studies investigating the rationales for rejecting expert testimony in vaccine hesitant communities. 
Research conducted across two years (2021 and 2022) by Public Health Scotland (PHS) on the Equality of COVID-19 vaccination uptake has considered the difference in vaccine uptake among five different ethnic groups: White, Asian, Caribbean or Black, African and Mixed or Multiple Ethnic groups. The main upshot of this research is that COVID-19 vaccine uptake in African, Caribbean, or Black ethnic groups in Scotland is the lowest on all counts across the years of study — lowest uptake of 1st dose and 2nd dose, lower continuity rate between 1st and 2nd dose, and lowest consistency of uptake across age groups— and, conversely, that White ethnic groups have scored the highest. PHS research has found that Scottish adults' uptake of the first dose of the vaccine is highest in White ethnic groups (89%) and lowest in Caribbean or Black ethnic groups (68%). This is 84% and 60% for the second dose, respectively, and the lowest uptake (59%) is found among African ethnic groups. In 2021, the difference between White and African ethnic groups is most stark in the 75-79 age group, reaching 21.5% (97.7% of White ethnic groups and 76.2% of African ethnic groups). Within ethnic groups, White groups tend to have the most stable uptake range across all ages, with a variation of 20.2% between the age range with highest uptake (75-79 yo) and lowest (18-29). This contrasts sharply with Caribbean or Black groups, where the range is almost twice as wide as in White groups (from 93% in the over 80s to 56.6% among those aged 18-29). Another essential figure brought to light by the 2021 study is that not only vaccine uptake among African ethnic groups is consistently lower compared to other ethnic groups, but that so is also the proportion of those who drop off —i.e., those who do not continue after the first dose. 9.7% of people of African ethnic background who received their first dose didn't get the second, compared to 4.8% of the Scottish White population.
The latest report submitted by PHS (15 November 2022) shows that the gap between White and African ethnic groups in the following year has worsened. Throughout 2022, the average difference in vaccine uptake between White and African ethnic groups has more than doubled —from an average of 17% between the uptake of the two doses in the two communities in 2021 to 35.1% in 2022. In other words, this means that for every three people from a White ethnic background who have received two doses by the end of 2022, there is one person of African ethnic background who is not vaccinated. Despite consistently being lower across all ethnic groups in Scotland, COVID-19 vaccine uptake in 2022 remains highest among Whites (57.9%) and lowest in African ethnic groups (22.8%). 
We (Adekola 2022, Adekola et al. 2022) have investigated African, Caribbean, or Black (ACB) communities' perception of COVID-19 risks and their attitudes towards the health and safety, as well as towards the necessity of COVID-19 vaccinations.[endnoteRef:5] Data was collected from February to April 2022, has been obtained with a method of triangulated research including: a survey (408 participants), one-to-one interviews (25 participants), and tfive focus groups (involving 30 people) to ensure traingulation and minimise bias. The survey participants in this study, were from four main Scottish centers (77% from Glasgow, 10% from Edinburgh, and 13% from Dundee, Aberdeenshire, and other Scottish towns) identify as either African ethnic background and Caribbean or Black (89%). Only a minority was from mixed or multiple ethnic backgrounds (11%). Nearly half identify as female (45%), and the rest (55%) as male. The most common faiths among our participants were Islam (51%) and Christianity (44%), with only 5% shared between Hinduism (2%), Buddhism (1%), and other faiths. Participation was completely voluntary, and all participants gave consent to participate in the study by completing the approved consent forms or the survey.  [5:  The study was partly funded by BEMIS Scotland and the University of Glasgow (UofG) and  approved by the UofG’s ethics committee.] 

Our results show that vaccine hesitancy persists within Black and Caribbean communities in Scotland despite the vaccination programme being viewed positively regarding access and use (Adekola 2022, Adekola et al. 2022). Our study has taken into account several influential factors on vaccine decisions, from ACB communities' vaccine user journey to the ease of access to information regarding COVID-19 and their experiences with the COVID-19 vaccine. 
The first striking result regards the relationship between participants' access to and the status of their vaccination. According to the study, a substantial majority of participants in the survey (86%) have reported being willing to support the fight against COVID-19. Despite this, only 47.6% of them are fully vaccinated. One may suspect that a natural explanation for this result would be that participants' failure to get fully vaccinated is due to administrative or organizational obstacles independent of their desire. However, the study offers good evidence against this hypothesis. The majority of the participants have reported that getting vaccination appointments has been easy (only 1% has found it difficult) and that their vaccine user experience has been smooth and unproblematic (only 9% have reported a delay in taking up either the first, second or third dose of their vaccines). Overall, less than a sixth (15%) of all participants found the method of COVID-19 booking appointments influential for their vaccine uptake. Crucially, then, the data excludes that there is a connection between low vaccine uptake in ACB communities and administrative or organizational barriers to their vaccine access. 
In the quantitative research, vaccine hesitancy was evidenced to be linked to factors such as scepticism regarding the speed of vaccine development, its safety and efficacy, and distrust in testimony by health authorities. The study highlights the importance of two factors for explaining vaccine hesitancy among ACB communities: (1) Lack of trust in scientific research, government regulations, and the assertions of health officials. (2) The channels that are used to get information regarding COVID-19 and the means used to understand it. In turn, distrust in health authorities within these communities was shown to be amplified due to historical distrust of the community in public health authorities derived from historical racial discrimination (Swords & Sheni 2002, Kapadia et al, 2002,  Brandt 1978) and poor communication (other reasons for vaccine hesitancy are contracting COVID-19 before a vaccine appointment and the perception of increased immunity following infection). This is similar to qualitative studies, where additional factors were identified, including medical professionals' perceived inability to answer questions about side effects.
There is consensus in the epistemological literature on testimonial justification[endnoteRef:6] that one should not trust a testifier that has a known track record of unreliability. Thus, any theory that predicts that it was irrational for these agents to distrust the expert view of institutions that have historically discriminated against them, will be hard pressed to dismiss these data.   [6:  See e.g. Simion 2021c for a recent overview.] 

If these results are correct, the following plausible hypothesis for explaining the widespread skepticism towards the COVID-19 vaccine emerges: despite the ease of availability of good evidence regarding the health and safety of the COVID-19 vaccine coming from official sources (like PH authorities and officials, as well as scientific studies), the evidence is often undercut by evidence of unreliability of the expert source (e.g. inductive evidence coming from a history of e.g. institutional discrimination), and outweighed by misleading competing evidence from non-expert sources. 


4. Epistemic Exclusion The Way Forward in Policy and Practice

The study utlined in the previous section evidences the vital link between ACB communities' vaccine skepticism and their lack of trust in PH measures and officials, government leaders, and scientific experts. Two triggers for rationally justified evidence rejections are most common in these communities: rebutting and undercutting epistemic defeat. Rebutting defeat to expert testimony from a history of institutional unreliability, and undercutting epistemic defeat from non-expert sources. A consequence of this is that those members of ACB ethnic groups who came to be skeptical about the effectiveness of COVID-19 vaccines did so rationally since they (1) distrusted sources that they know to have a history of unreliability in previous interactions with ACB community members, and (2) trusted community internal sources of information that they know to be generally reliable (although getting wrong on this particular topic: reliability is not infallibility). 
To address the challenge of vaccine hesitancy in ACB communities at the root, then, it is necessary to clear out the epistemic environment from polluting defeaters. A promising way of doing this is to build a network of rational trust that guarantees the successful transmission and uptake of expert testimony in ACB communities. 
In broad terms, rational trust requires that there be no defeating evidence to the trustworthiness of the trustee (Kelp and Simion 2020). In turn, trustworthy agents are agents that have a disposition to comply with one's contextually-determined obligations (Kelp and Simion 2023, Hawley 2019). In this way, the degrees of trustworthiness of an entity can be measured against a contextually-set threshold by measuring the disposition of norm-compliance of the relevant entities across two dimensions: its breath (number of contextually-determined obligations that the entity has the disposition to comply with) and depth (the strength of the disposition for norm-compliance).
For groups and communities that have been, and still are, victims of institutionalized oppression, rational trust in the testimony sourced in those very institutions (e.g., government, education, healthcare) is very hard to come by —and rightly so, due to overwhelming defeat, i.e. evidence of untrustworthiness. For this reason, the mere testimony from, say, PH officials that vaccines are safe will not be sufficient to generate rational trust in members of ACB communities, who inhabit an environment where undercutting evidence against the reliability of PH testimony or against the safety of vaccines is very common (and rightly so!). In these environments, for the PH to qualify as a trustworthy testifier (and thereby be in the game to be rationally trusted), the PH has to shoulder the obligation of defeating misleading evidence present in the communities it aims to reach, via engineering enhanced social epistemic environments. Epistemologically, it is predictable (Simion 2024b) that this will require: (1) Quantitatively improved reliable p-evidence flow: this is a purely quantitative intervention aimed to outweigh rebutting defeaters to the proposition that is asserted (e.g. p = ‘Vaccines are safe’) in the agent's environment. More evidence in favor of the scientifically well-supported facts will, in rational agents, work to outweigh the misleading evidence they have against the facts. (2) Qualitatively enhanced reliable p-evidence flow: this is a qualitative intervention that aims to outweigh misleading evidence against p via evidence for p from sources that the agent (rationally) trusts. (3) Quantitatively and qualitatively enhanced evidence to combat undercutting defeat: flooding evidence-resistant communities with evidence from sources they trust in favor of the trustworthiness of sources they fail to trust due to misleading undercutting defeaters. 
All this might look like a complicated thing to do, and one might wonder, at this stage, why think that it is an obligation on the shoulders of PH officials to engage in such comlex epistemic environmental design. 
The answer of what grounds these obligations, however, is pretty straightforward: it is an instance of the obligation that all communicators shoulder: in everyday terms, the obligation to tailor their message to their audience (Simion 2021a, Adekola 2024). (Note also that NH’s status as communicator, and thus as the right target for this normativity, is hardly uncertain: after all, communicating relevant health information is a constitutive part of health provision). Or, in Gricean terms, it has to do with the quantity maxim, dropping straight out the background assumption of cooperation:  make your contribution as informative as possible. What is informative or not, however, varies from one audinece to another: telling our biologist colleague that the closure principle for knowledge is controversial is less informative to her than telling the same to our undergraduate students (because they (hopefully), but not her, have all the relevant concepts), but more informative to her (since she is now in a position to know that whatver ‘closure principle’ picks out, holds) than  our telling the same to our epistemologist colleague Adam. 
	There is another important normative difference here: When we tell Adam that closure is controversial, we merely bore him, or, at worst, we offend him (or he may wonder why we tell him such a well known fact about the literature). However, when we tell the biologist that the closure principle for knwoledge is controversial, there is an important sense in which we epistemically exclude her from the conversation: we know well that the biologist doesn’t have all the concepts required to understand what we just said, and we go ahead and say it anyway. What we inflict on her is an epistemic injustice: via employing concepts that we are well aware she lacks in the process of addressing her, we are harming her in her capacity as a knower – in particular, in her capacity as receiver of testimony – via epistemically excluding her from the audience of a message that is addressed to her. 
	Epistemic exclusion consists in debaring subjects from fully participating in the audience of a message via epistemic tools. In turn, unjust epistemic exclusion occurs when the subjects in question have a right to fully participate in the audience of the relevant message.
	The biologist’s case is a case of epistemic exclusion via exploiting a conceptual gap. But epistemically excluding a hearer from the audience of a particular communicated message need not work via the conceptual route: after all, lack of the concepts involved are just one possible epistemic barrier against informativeness. 
The most starightforward way to epistemically exclude a party from the proper audience of a communicated message is via exploiting known differences in the evidential backgrounds of the audience to this effect. Jenny Saul’s (2024) examples of dogwhistles in political speach are an intentional incarnation of this phenomenon: they paradigmatically serve to disguise messages that would otherwise be rejected as unacceptable by the audience addressed, while, at the same time, allowing them to be transmitted surreptitiously to audineces that would approve of them. Other dogwhistles work by influencing people in ways that they are not aware of, and which they would likely reject were they aware. Saul argues that these devices are important for the spread of racist discourse. These devices harm members of the addressed audience in thier capacity as knowers either by full exclusion from the audience (in the first case), of by inducing uncritical acceptance in the second.
	Crucially, however, epistemically excluding audience members through taking advantage of their evidential backgrounds need not go via intentionally disguising content: like all injustices, epistemic exclusion need not be intentionally inflicted. The same variety of epistemic injustice can be inflicted unintentionally. When this is so, the injustice is not inflicted via adjusting content such as to obscure it from view for a target audience (as in the cases above), but rather via negligently not not duly adjusting the content of one’s messaging to the (known) evidential backgrounds of members of the audience. The case of the biologist and the closure principle is a case in point. Similarly, when we are invited ot give a public talk to a non-specialist audience and we just lazily pick some slides that we’ve given at a professional philosophy talk, we are epistemically excluding a vast majority of the members of the group we are addressing from the audience of the talk. 
Similarly, when authorities and expert groups put in place an epistemically unified communication strategy for all target communities, in spite of the very different evidential profiles in place, they inflict epistemic injustice on audiences inhabiting environments known to be populated with heavy defeat, via epistemically excluding them from the audience of the messaging put in place. To be sure, in the best of cases, health authorities appear to be sensitive to the different evidential backgrounds at stake in audiences of vaccine safety communication. For instance, in Scotland, the Public Health Covid-19 communication strategy was aimed specifically to be inclusive of various audiences. [endnoteRef:7] Strategies to this effect included leaflets in several languages, and videos addressing known practical concerns of particular communities.[endnoteRef:8] However, while linguistic and prudential diversity was well addressed by these strategies, epistemic diversity seems to have been mostly ignored, or misunderstood, in both quantitative (concerning amount of evidence) and qualitative (concerning type of evidence) terms. For instance, quantitatively, vaccine information was uniformly distributed, ignoring differences in local levels of rebutting defeat that needed to be defeated for the messaging to afford rational uptake. Furthermore, while leaflets recommending the Covid vaccine were multilingual, they came with a uniform message, ignoring diversity of evidential needs. Finally, videos distributed explaining the safety features of vaccines were, to a large extent, featuring demographically non-diverse experts, thus ignoring that undercutting defeat from historical untrustworthiness will render such testimonies evidentially void. Trustworthy voices from the communites in question (community leaders, community experts) were not brought to support the communication efforts, thus ignoring and not utilising the qualitative epistemic superiority of such testimony for communities’ members.  [7:  Note that if the diagnosis that we ofer is right, both philosophical views on expertise will have resources to escape the prediction of irrationality: on some versions of the Preemtion View, that is because the relevant testifiers will not count as experts for the audiences at stake; for the Total Evidence View, because of the way in which evidence and defeat work at these contexts.]  [8:  Scottish Government Report 2002 (https://www.gov.scot/publications/vaccine-inclusion-phase-one-covid-19-vaccination-programme/pages/3/) ] 

We submit that when authorities and expert groups put in place an epistemically unified communication strategy for all target communities, in spite of the very different evidential profiles in place, they inflict epistemic exclusion: audiences inhabiting environments known to be populated with heavy defeat are victims of injustice in their capacity as knowers, in that these communities of agents are excluded from partaking in the proper audience of their communication. In this, the duty to be as informative as possible at the context is breached.

5. Conclusion

We have argued that the assumption that recent high-profile cases of distrust in expertise are underlied by epistemic irrationality is too quick: epistemic rationality and irrationality in speech act uptake notably varies with evidential background. Whether it is rational or irrational for one to belive what one is told depends on one’s other evidence having to do with both the asserted content, and the reliability of the source of testimony. Straighforwardly, audiences who have undercutting defeaters to expert testimony are rational to reject said testimony. In turn, in cases in which the audience is entitled to recieve the testimony in question, and the speaker has an obligation to ensure its availability to the audience, mutatis mutadis, the speaker shoulders an obligation to provide defeater defeaters – on pain of unjustly epistemically excluding hearers from the proper audienece of the testified content.
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