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Abstract. The article includes a presentation and analysis of the discussions on
epistemic coercion in the journal “Epistemology and Philosophy of Science” (Vol. 61,
No. 3) in 2024. On this basis, the main philosophical and epistemological features of
epistemic coercion were investigated. First, the views of a number of philosophers on
the concept of “epistemic coercion” of the American philosopher Steve Turner are
briefly outlined. On this basis, the different positions of the philosophers participating
in the discussion are explained. Specific examples are selected from their ideas. The
problem is analyzed against the background of different approaches. As a result, a
comparison of different positions regarding the philosophical meaning of epistemic
obligation allows us to draw a number of general conclusions. The article puts forward
the thesis that the meaning of the concept of “epistemic obligation” in the
understanding of S. Turner carries a certain paradox. This paradox is associated with
the need to carry out scientific creativity regardless of the individual and within the
framework of certain a priori conditions in each historical period. That is, the creative
personality in all cases is naturally influenced by factors that depend on the nature of
a specific individual, social and collective coexistence. This is how any situation of
awareness arises. Therefore, it seems more appropriate to speak of “epistemic
necessity” rather than “epistemic compulsion” in light of modern scientific demands.
This is the main thesis of the paper. The studies of P. Feyerabend and S. Fuller, within
the framework of social epistemology and the epistemology of cognitive distribution,
occupy a special place in the scientific basis of the study. It is the interplay of cognitive,
social, political and scientific-organisational aspects that constitutes the scientific and
theoretical basis of the whole article under a common epistemological “umbrella”. To
achieve the scientific goal set in the article, an interdisciplinary approach was used. At
this time, such methodological principles as intersubjectivity, synergetic formation and
dissemination of knowledge were applied. In accordance with these methodological
principles, the method of synergetic integration was used.
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InucTeMuYecKoe NPUHYKACHUEC U DMMUCTEMHUYECCKAasA HCOﬁXOI{I/IMOCTb

3yandyrapos B. P. "
yabgyrap B HAYYHOM NO3HAHMU: Ppujiocopckuii aHaan3

Wuctutyt ¢punocopun u counonorun, Harmonansnast Axanemust Hayk Azep0aiimkana,
I'. JloxkaBuz np., a. 115, r. baky, AZ1073, Azepb6aiimkan; vzulfugarov@gmail.com

AnHoranusi. CraThsi BKIIOYAeT MPE3CHTALMI0O M aHaIU3 JTUCKyccHil 00
AMHUCTEMHYECKOM MPHUHYKICHUU B KypHaJe « JMUCTEMOJIOTUS U PHIIOCODUS HAYKI
(r. 61, Ne3) B 2024 romy. Ha »oTOoii OcCHOBE OBUIM WCCIIEIOBAaHBI OCHOBHBIC
¢unocopckue U IMHUCTEMOJIOTUYECKHE  OCOOCHHOCTHM  JIMUCTEMHYECKOTO
npuHyxaeHus. CHauanza KpaTKo U3JI0KEHBI B3IIISIBI psiia PriiocopoB Ha KOHIIETIIHIO
«OIMHACTEMUYECKOT0 MPUHYKICHH» aMmepukaHckoro ¢uiocoda Ctusa Tépuepa. Ha
9TOM OCHOBE OOBSACHSIOTCS pa3Hble MO3ULIKUU (GUIOCO(OB, YUYACTBYIOIIHUX B
nucKyccun. [IpuBOISTCS KOHKPETHBIE PUMEPHI, TIPEUIOKeHHBIE (rtocodhamu s
wittocTpanuu cBoux uaen. [Ipobnema ananusupyercs Ha (OHE pa3HBIX MOIXOIOB.
CpaBHEHHE pa3MYHBIX TO3MLIMH  OTHOCHTENBHO  (PHUIOCOPCKOTO  3HAYCHUS
SMUCTEMHYECKOT0 0053aTeNbCTBA MO3BOJISIET CAENAaTh Pl OOIINX BBIBOJIOB. B cTathe
BBIIBUTAETCSl  CIEAYIOIIMM  TE3UC: 3HAYEHHE  IMOHATUSA  «IMIUCTEMUYECKOE
o0s3arenscTBO» B moHuManuu C. TépHepa HeceT B cebe OmpeeeHHbI mapaaokc,
CBSI3aHHBIN C HEOOXOJAMMOCTBIO OCYIIECTBIEHUSI HAYYHOTO TBOPYECTBA HE3aBUCHUMO
OT JIMYHOCTM M B paMKaxX OIPENENCHHBIX AalpUOPHBIX YCIOBUA B KaxKIbli
uctopuueckuii nepuoa. To ecTb TBOpueckas JIMYHOCTH BO BCEX CIydasx
€CTECTBEHHBIM 00pa30M HAaXOAUTCS IMOJ BIUSHUEM (HPaKTOPOB, KOTOPHIE 3aBUCAT OT
XapakTepa KOHKPETHOTO WHIUBUAYaJIbHOTO, COLMAIBHOTO U KOJJIEKTUBHOTO
cocymecTBoBaHus. Tak Bo3HUKaeT ro0ast cutyanust oco3Hanus. [loatomy pasroBop
00 «AIMUCTEMUYECKON HEOOXOAUMOCTH», a HE 00 «3MUCTEMUYECKOM MPUHYKICHUN
caMm o ceOe mpencTaBisgercss 0ojiee aJeKBaTHBIM B CBETE€ COBPEMEHHBIX HAayUHBIX
TpeOoBaHUIl. DTO OCHOBHOI Te3uc craThu. B HayuyHOl 0a3ze uccinenoBaHus ocoboe
MecTo 3aHuMaroT pabotel 1. Deifepabenna u C. Odymiepa B pamMkax COLUAIBHON
AMUCTEMOJIOTMM ¥ ANUCTEMOJIOTMM KOTHUTUBHOTO pacnpezeneHus. VMeHHO
B3aUMOJICICTBUE  KOTHUTHUBHBIX, COLMAIBHBIX, TOJUTUYECKUX M  HAYYHO-
OpraHU3aI[MOHHBIX ACTIEKTOB COCTAaBJISIET HAYYHO-TEOPETUYECKYIO OCHOBY CTaThbH B
LEJIOM T10/1 OOIIIUM THOCEOJIOTHUECKUM «30HTHUKOM». [[11s ToCcTHXKEeHUsl Hay4HOH 11emH,
MOCTaBJIICHHON B CTaTh€, MCIOJB30BaH MEXIUCUUIUIMHAPHBIN MOAX0A. bbln
OPUMEHEHbl TaKuWe METOJOJOTMYECKUEe MPUHIUMBI, KaK HHTEPCYOBEKTHOCTH,
CUHepreTHyeckoe (popMHUpOBaHUE U paCIPOCTPaHEHUE MO3HaHUA. B cooTBeTCTBUU C
3TUMU  METOJOJOTMYECKMMM  TNPHUHUMOAMH  OBT  HCHONB30BaH  METOA
CHUHEPreTHYeCKON MHTETPaluH.

KualoueBble cioBa: pacnpeneieHue TMO3HAHMS, COLMalIbHAas AMHCTEMOJIOTHS;
HAyYHOE 3HaHWE; MHTEePCYOBEKTHBHOCTB; AE3MH(OpMAIINS; HaydHas JKCIEPTHU3a;
cB000/1a HAYYHOT'O TBOPYECTBA; KOTHUTUBHAS Cpefla; AMUCTEMUICCKUN yIIepO

Jast uurtupoBanusi: 3yasdyrapos, B. P. (2025), «3nucremMmuueckoe MpuHYKIEHUE U
AMHUCTEMHYECKass HEOOXOJMMOCTh B HAyYHOM TMO3HaHUM: (PUIOCO(PCKHNA aHATU3Y,
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Introduction. In recent years, one of the
issues that has been widely discussed in the
philosophical understanding of scientific
cognition is the concept of “epistemic
coercion”. In 2024, a comprehensive
discussion on this topic was opened in the
journal Epistemology & Philosophy of Science.
Epistemic coercion is analyzed within the
framework of social epistemology. American
philosopher Steven Turner examines the
problem in the context of a cognitive situation
that encompasses both “belief” and “scientific
knowledge”. He argues that epistemic coercion
“harms” both belief and scientific knowledge
equally.

According to his conclusion,
philosophers should neutralize this “harm”. He
considers this duty as a natural “epistemic
responsibility”. This is also because, in
Turner's view, “disinformation has turned this
into an institutional practice”. (Turner, 2024:
21).

Continuing his thoughts, S. Turner
writes that COVID-19, even in free societies,
led to “a broad pressure on knowledge both
within science and in terms of expert
opinions”.

This is already a very serious claim in the
context of philosophical thought on scientific
cognition. Because in fact it means that
epistemic coercion in scientific cognition
becomes a rule, a norm, not only on an
individual, but also on an institutional scale. In
a broader epistemological aspect, it can be
attributed to the essence and nature of
scientific understanding in general. S. Turner
considers this natural and puts the issue as
follows: epistemic coercion and resistance to it
are “an integral part of science and discourse
as a whole” (Turner, 2024: 21).

Finally, the American philosopher also
emphasizes a factor that is highly important for
the modern era in the context of epistemic
coercion. He writes, “The development of
digital technologies (such as the emergence of
social networks) has created new epistemic
possibilities and forms”. This process
“necessitates a re-examination of the
possibilities of resistance against the coercive

powers of new technologies” (Turner, 2024:
21).

These ideas clearly show that epistemic
limitation refers to the “boundaries of
understanding” created by various factors
arising from both the internal standards and
norms of science and the socio-cultural
environment. In other words, the researcher,
regardless of their will, cannot step outside, the
figuratively speaking “cognitive corridor” that
arises from the interaction between the internal
characteristics of scientific cognition and the
socio-cultural environment in two aspects. In
other words, this can be called “epistemic
coercion”.

One of the interesting aspects of the
formulation of S. Turner's problem is related to
the impact of disinformation on scientific
cognition as a whole. It is important to
philosophically understand that this aspect of
the issue is related not only to its purely
cognitive aspects, but also to the practical
application of knowledge and information.

Naturally, philosophers cannot have a
unanimous stance on such a serious claim.
There are different approaches and positions.
Their comparative analysis allows for drawing
a number of conclusions that are significant for
contemporary philosophy. At the same time,
the formulation of the scientific problem in this
way requires an appropriate methodological
approach.

The article prioritizes an
interdisciplinary approach for this purpose.
Within this framework, the methodological
principles of intersubjectivity, synergetic
formation, and distributed cognition are
applied.

The method of synergetic integration is
used according to the chosen methodology.

The Scientific-Theoretical and
Methodological Basis of the Article. The
study is based on the approaches to the
problem of P. Feyerabend (Feyerabend, 1978),
S. Fuller (Fuller, 2018), S. Turner (Turner,
2024), B. Miller (Miller, 2024), 1.T. Kasavin
(Kacaeun, Cromsposa, 2024), R. Sassover
(Sassover, 2024).
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In the 1970s, P. Feyerabend criticized
the epistemic “attempts to erase compulsion”
from the history of science. He did not accept
“the denial of the elements of compulsion in
expertise”. His position can be briefly
characterized as follows: science and expertise
are fundamentally political and compulsory,
and therefore it is impossible to erase them
from the account (Feyerabend, 1978: 74-90).

Philosophers accept this thesis of
P. Feyerabend as a prerequisite and therefore
the question “if there are a priori and
fundamentally binding epistemic constraints,
how can political regimes and cognitive norms
be optimally adapted to them in each historical
period?” becomes relevant.

To answer this question, they focus on a
point that is characteristic of the modern stage
and emphasized by S. Fuller in the context of
social epistemology. This point, as a unity of
the cognitive and socio-cultural aspects of
scientific knowledge in general, has a relevant
impact against the background of the “post-
truth stage of thinking” and the concept of
“disinformation” that has become more
apparent recently. S. Fuller argues that
philosophers presenting themselves as seekers
of truth is, to some extent, a form of
“disinformation”. This is because philosophers
view “truth” not as objective reality, but as a
“brand”, and in this sense, they are “searching
for customers for their truths”. Therefore, both
“truth” and the concept created around it are
inherently refutable. As a result, philosophers
will always be in different positions when it
comes to proving what is true and what is false
(Fuller, 2018: 25).

Based on S.Fuller's approach,
philosophers characterize “post-truth” as a
“strong difference between the visible and
reality”. Since this contradiction can never be
fully resolved, they ultimately present the
image as reality. The main issue in philosophy
is related to the search for an answer to the
question, “Does the frequent change or
stabilization of these images lead to ‘truth’?”.
Therefore, “post-truth” is a phenomenon that
expresses the widespread nature of the
boundaries of substantiated truth. It is precisely

in this context that S. Fuller compares the
relationship between politics and science
(JTucantok, ITepora, 2020: 225).

S. Turner, based on the emphasized
positions of P.Feyerabend and S. Fuller,
approaches the issue in the context presented
in the introduction. B. Miller, on the other
hand, focuses more on the sources of the
expert's ability to epistemically compel others.
Specifically, in times of crisis, granting experts
exclusive rights to determine the truth
constitutes a specific epistemic compulsion
(Miller, 2024: 70).

I.T. Kasavin, on the other hand,
approaches epistemic coercion in a broader
perspective — in the context of the scientific
community's search for internal and external
freedom. His main thesis is that the modern
scientific community, striving for autonomy in
creativity, constantly “hesitates between
responsibility in the face of social challenges”.
In this dynamic, science is formed and the
search for scientific truth continues endlessly
(Kacasun, Cronsipoa, 2024: 7-19).

R. Sassover, on the other hand, looks at
the problem more from a socio-political
perspective. In his approach, “a contradiction
arises between the power of politicians and the
desire for freedom of individuals”. This
determines the main content of epistemic
coercion. It is interesting that R. Sassover
prefers to follow the recommendations of state
experts when resolving this contradiction
(Sassover, 2024: 39).

Thus, the theoretical basis of the
scientific problem investigated in the article is
the interaction of cognitive, social, political
and scientific organizational aspects. The
methodological basis of research in this
direction is such methodological principles as
intersubjectivity, synergistic formation and
distribution of cognition, which have their own
content and functions.

Inter-subjectivity implies that the
interaction of cognitive subjects is an absolute
condition for the philosophical understanding
of epistemic constraint.
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The principle of synergistic formation
reflects the self-organizing nature of the
process as a whole.

Finally, knowledge distribution refers to
the way in which knowledge is actually
distributed among different subjects (these can
be research groups and creative teams)
belonging to the cognitive and socio-cultural
sphere.

In the understanding of complex
systems, this rule is primarily demonstrated. In
the article, this rule itself is also considered as
an epistemic constraint.

For this form of philosophical
understanding of the issue, the synergistic
integration method is preferred, as it allows for
the formation of a unified logical picture of the
propositions.

Research results and discussion. The
discussion over epistemic coercion is based on
the content of the concept of “scientific truth”.
Because it is assumed that in the conditions of
epistemic coercion, it is impossible in principle
to speak of objective scientific truth. In all
cases, it will be debatable whether scientific
knowledge is objectively true or not. In
S. Turner's approach, he even discusses the
inevitable harm to scientific knowledge. He
supports this by referencing P. Feyerabend's
thesis, which asserts that, in general, human
scientific activity in society is inevitably
influenced by political, cultural, and other
factors. At the current stage, the formation of
scientific knowledge has become a more
complex and contradictory process.

S. Turner believes that this is due to the
institutionalization of disinformation. The
boundaries of this problem have significantly
changed as a result of events that have occurred
in recent years. Among these, during the
COVID-19 pandemic, a large number of false
information and disinformation emerged.
Despite all this being explained by some
security argument, its main essence is
“interference in changing the cognitive
environment”. That is, forces outside the
scientific community, under various pretexts
(for example, ensuring “cognitive security”,
etc.), put pressure on the objective formation

of knowledge, in a way “extinguishing” it. This
has increased even more in the era of
digitalization (Turner, 2024: 24).

As a result of all these changes,
according to S. Turner, the overall picture is
that, alongside the political conditions that
always affect the outcome of scientific activity,
the influence of the virtual information
network has also strengthened in the digital
environment. With this, the boundaries of
epistemic necessity have expanded further, and
the methods of influence have increased.

For example, according to studies
conducted in 2022, social networks have a
greater impact on teenage girls. Their ability to
resist is more limited compared to boys. Boys
can distance themselves from social networks
(as a virtual information space) by engaging in
sports. However, girls, due to their habits, tend
to fall under the influence of virtual realities,
and as a result, their “cognitive environment”
is distorted (Twenge, Haidt, Lozano,
Cummins, 2022: 2-9; Turner, 2024: 36-37).

All of this ultimately makes epistemic
necessity even more relevant, and the need to
resist this situation in the name of scientific
knowledge arises.

However, it is not entirely clear
philosophically who will form this “resistance”
and how. If we are talking about total control
and information influence, then this is, first of
all, a seriously developed and is a system with
specific purposes. In what ways can the
scientific community influence a highly
systematic and complex process, the purpose
of which is clear only to the “clients”? If the
political regime stands behind them, the
situation becomes even more complicated. It
seems that it is under the influence of such
moments that philosophers try to understand
the problem philosophically from various
aspects.

Boaz Miller emphasizes one aspect of
S. Terner's approach. He writes that S. Turner
discusses various forms of epistemic coercion.
The key point here is to identify the source of
epistemic  coercion.  B. Miller,  further
concretizing his approach, argues that
epistemic coercion in the digital environment
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IS even stronger in crisis situations and in this
capacity actually turns into an “epistemic
Leviathan”. The state stands at the source of
this and implements it through experts.
B. Miller writes: “Experts have given the state
the right to take away the freedom of its
citizens. They strengthen this with the
authority and objectivity of science. In return,
the state has granted experts the right to
determine the truth and has ensured its
enforcement” (Miller, 2024: 71).

In this way, B. Miller puts forward the
idea that in the modern stage, epistemic
coercion primarily stems from the state-expert
relationship in critical stages, likening it to a
“dragon”.

I.T. Kasavin and  O.E. Stolyarova
approach the problem in a broader
philosophical context. This approach also
encompasses S. Turner's position. Because
I.T. Kasavin and O.E. Stolyarova view
epistemic coercion as a component of
scientific epistemology in general, in the
interaction  between the freedom and
responsibility of researchers. They approach
science in a synthesis of two aspects. First,
science is a phenomenon that, as a responsible
rational choice, “bears responsibility for
supporting stability and order”. Second,
science is a “field of freedom” in which the
search for new knowledge, the creation and
discovery of new possibilities for theoretical
and practical activity are of the highest value.
Therefore, in science, there has always been a
search for a “balance between the internal
order of scientific research and the external
orientation  towards order” (KacasuH,
CromnsipoBa, 2024: 7-8). In this sense, the
authors explain U. Beck's idea that “science is
a constructor of prohibitions” (Bek, 2000;
Kacasun, CrossipoBa, 2024: 8).

However, I.T. Kasavin and
O.E. Stolyarova are convinced that, against the
backdrop of epistemic coercion, modern
scientific ~ cognition opens up  new
opportunities for research freedom. Among the
signs of this, they point to the concepts of
“distributed” and “postnormal” science.
Overall, “science, as a leading social

institution, shows society the path to creativity
and freedom” (KacaBun, Cromnsposa,
2024: 19).

R. Sassover transforms the issue in the
discussion by focusing on the nature of the
relationship between the authority of the
scientific community and the independence of
individuals. According to his conclusion, it is
more appropriate to approach epistemic
coercion in the modern stage within this
context. In this prism, R. Sassover writes that
S. Turner draws conclusions "with intuitive
feelings" without sufficient justification. He
also states that S. Turner's term “epistemic
autonomy” is a “myth” (Sassover, 2024: 40).

In reality, the issue matter is about the
balance between individual freedom and state
responsibility in modern societies. There may
be certain differences between different
countries. However, in no case can an
individual act completely freely, because he is
a citizen of the state. Therefore, at all times
“the individual must be limited by the social,
political, moral, epistemological boundaries
within which he exists” (Sassover, 2024: 49).

Against this background, it is more
accurate to speak of “collective research”
(J. Dewey) (Brown, 2021: 210-212).

Thus, the discussions conducted show
that epistemic coercion is relevant for modern
philosophy and epistemology, and the process
of its reflection continues. The different
approaches of philosophers indicate that, in
addition to the complexity of the problem, it is
more related to modern socio-cultural and
spiritual dynamics. In this regard, we can talk
about an increasingly intensive philosophical
understanding of epistemic coercion. In the
highlighted context, it is possible to draw
several conclusions.

Discussions around epistemic coercion
show that there are several controversial points
both in the formulation and in the explanation
of this problem. On the one hand,
philosophers, including S. Turner, naturally
accept that the norms of science, the historical
period, and the political regime influence the
cognitive aspect of the scientific creativity
process and the organization of scientific
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activity. Overall, this has been the case
throughout human history (P. Feyerabend),
and even some philosophers are of the opinion
that science is essentially a system of
prohibitions (U. Beck).

At the same time, the philosophers
engaged in the discussion accept epistemic
coercion, but also speak of resistance against
it. S. Turner discusses the types of this
resistance. The paradox arises from here.
Because if the existence of epistemic coercion
in every historical period and in every
cognitive situation is not dependent on the
individual, then how and why should there be
resistance to it?

Therefore, for example, M.S. Kochin
considers such a formulation of the problem
superficial. According to his position, firstly,
in all cases, by controlling the people who
speak and write, we can generally “control the
discourse”. This means that forbidding
someone to speak is not a scientific approach.
In other words, epistemic coercion in scientific
cognition cannot take on a specific content — it
creates an endless landscape of discussion and
debate. Secondly, we can control “superficial
points” through the method we call “epistemic
coercion”. This, in turn, means that someone,
by some means, is attempting to “subjugate
and mobilize” a certain cognitive process. So,
on what grounds should we consider this kind
of “coercion” as scientifically more objective
and consistent? (Kochin, 2024: 77-79).

A number of philosophers, however,
generally argue that “resistance” by
“compulsion” does not have an absolute
meaning. For example, epistemic resistance in
one aspect gives the impression of being a type
of epistemic compulsion when approached
from another aspect. In this case, the three
types of resistance identified by S. Turner —
informational (severe restriction or complete
elimination  of cognitive  possibilities),
normalization (pre-imposition of certain
cognitive taboos, “stops”, “stigmas”, cognitive
idols) and legitimization — as concepts with
relative semantic meaning, can perform an
epistemological function depending on the

method, form and direction of the approach as
a whole (Kostina, 2024: 62-67).

An epistemological comparison of the
above discussions and the last two conclusions
shows that, although the issue of epistemic
coercion is interesting and thought-provoking,
its philosophical formulation does not seem
constructive. In general, it is difficult to
conclude that epistemic coercion can be
philosophically effective in S. Turner's
presentation. Because there are many
paradoxical and contradictory philosophical
and scientific points here.

In our opinion, in the philosophical
aspect, we can speak of “epistemic necessity”
rather  than  “epistemic ~ compulsion”.
“Epistemic necessity” means that every
process of understanding takes place within
predetermined conditions. The semantic field
of this concept essentially acquires its
philosophical meaning in the “realm” that
includes any cognitive process. If the subject
falls into the state of a scientific process of
understanding, he “carries”  “epistemic
necessity” in himself. The concept of
“compulsion” means falling under the
influence of factors of various nature in the
course of the process (understanding). The root
of being influenced by such factors cannot be
determined in the specific cognitive situation.
This is because what is considered “necessity”
actually expresses the necessary conditions
that are predetermined, independent of the
subject, before the cognitive situation. In this
sense, “epistemic necessity” can be intuited
aprioristically, but logically understanding it
within the cognitive process is not possible.
That is, the subject cannot realize how the
cognition is carried out within all the
conditions of the situation. For this, they must
transcend the temporal cognitive realm. This,
however, requires the establishment of
different epistemological conditions. It seems
that philosophers need to create a new
epistemological concept.

Conclusion. Several conclusions can be
drawn from the discussions surrounding the
philosophical-epistemological problem
examined in the article.
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It seems that the discussion of the issue
of “epistemological coercion” in philosophy
remains relevant. Philosophers are trying to
achieve its philosophical understanding
against the background of a large number of
factors.

However, there are researchers who do
not agree with the current framing of the issue.
Therefore, it is also possible for the discussions
to be conducted from different aspects.

The current management of the problem
of “epistemic coercion” is paradoxically posed
in the prism of the epistemological method and
methodological  conditions of  modern
scientific cognition, which leads to a logical
purification. The solution to this paradox can
be thought of as “extracting” the entire analysis
to a broader and different level.

From this perspective, it is possible to
formulate the thesis that the expression
"epistemic necessity" proposed in the article is
more adequate.

Finally, we can conclude that the concept
of “epistemic coercion” is highly relevant to
contemporary philosophical, epistemological,
and scientific discourse. We emphasize the
need for further philosophical research in this
direction.
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