The Intellectual Justice Scale: Development and Validation of a Self-
Report Measure

Abstract

Intellectual justice, the disposition to engage fairly with knowledge and those who produce fit,
has received growing attention in philosophy and education, yet no validated self-report
measure exists. This research describes the development and validation of the Intellectual
Justice Scale (1JS), a 9-item measure with three subscales (Testimonial Justice, Hermeneutical
Justice, and Intellectual Action) grounded in the framework of epistemic injustice (Fricker,
2007). Being able to measure individual differences in intellectual justice is an important step
toward studying whether this virtue varies across people and whether it can be cultivated
through education or targeted interventions.

Scale development followed established guidelines (Carpenter, 2017; Hinkin, 2005; Morgado
et al., 2017). An initial pool of 66 items was developed based on Fricker’s (2007) theoretical
framework, refined through expert input from philosophers specialising in intellectual justice,
and evaluated through several rounds of iterative review. A pilot study (N = 100) further
reduced the pool using descriptive item statistics and qualitative judgment, resulting in 22 items
carried forward for the main studies.

In Study 1 (N = 404), exploratory factor analysis supported a three-factor structure. Item
selection was conducted independently by two researchers, one using statistical criteria and
one using conceptual criteria, and both selections converged on the same nine items, three per
subscale. The 9-item scale showed good internal consistency (a = .84, @ = .87), with subscale
reliabilities ranging from o = .72 to .74.

In Study 2 (N = 401), confirmatory factor analysis was used to evaluate the factor structure in
an independent sample. A higher-order model, in which Testimonial Justice, Hermeneutical
Justice, and Intellectual Action are the dimensions of a single overarching intellectual justice
construct, showed good fit (robust CFI = .964, robust TLI = .946, robust RMSEA = .068,
SRMR = .037). All factor loadings were significant (p <.001). The scale again showed good
reliability (o = .82, ® = .85).

To assess construct validity, participants additionally completed the Intellectual Humility Scale
(Leary et al., 2017), the HEXACO-60 personality inventory (Ashton & Lee, 2018), the Social
Justice Scale (Torres-Harding et al., 2011), and the Justice Sensitivity Short Scales-8
(Groskurth et al., 2023). As expected, the IJS showed positive associations with all validity
measures. The strongest associations were found with social justice attitudes (r = .82) and
intellectual humility (r = .67), reflecting meaningful conceptual overlap with broader justice
orientations and related intellectual virtues. Associations with personality traits were moderate
(Openness to Experience: r = .50; Agreeableness: r = .49) to weak (Honesty-Humility: r = .29;
Conscientiousness: r = .21), and justice sensitivity showed a similarly weak association (r =
.27), suggesting that intellectual justice is not simply a reflection of broader personality
dimensions. Discriminant validity analyses indicated that the IJS remained empirically distinct



from all included measures, with a theoretically interpretable marginal overlap with social
justice attitudes.

Taken together, these findings offer the first validated self-report measure of intellectual justice
attitudes. The three-subscale structure provides empirical support for Fricker’s theoretical
distinction between testimonial and hermeneutical injustice, while the Intellectual Action
subscale extends this framework by capturing active epistemic engagement. The 1JS has
potential applications in research on epistemic fairness, educational interventions aimed at
cultivating intellectual virtue, and motivational attitudes related to critical thinking in Al
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