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THE CONCEPT OF EPISTEMIC INJUSTICE AND ITS EXTENSIONS

The concept of epistemic injustice describes situations in which people
from different social groups face recurrent obstacles to being recognized as
knowers due to systemic biases, power imbalances, or structural exclusions
in knowledge production and transmission. This concept was introduced
in Miranda Fricker’s seminal work, where she sought to describe the var-
ious ways in which epistemic exclusion occurs. According to Fricker’s re-
search, epistemic injustice does ‘not prompt thoughts about distributive
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unfairness in respect of epistemic goods such as information or education”
(Fricker, 2007: 6); hence, it is not strictly related to the digital or cognitive
divide. The term “cognitive divide” generally refers to differences in per-
ception, understanding, or interpretation of complex information among
individuals or groups. This process, unlike epistemic injustice, is not directed
at the bearer of knowledge; rather, it presupposes gaps in perception on
the part of the recipient. It occurs at the moment of recognizing someone as
a reliable or unreliable source of knowledge, whose testimony can be taken
into consideration or rejected. Epistemic injustice manifests in several ways:
people are not recognized as being able to know anything; their knowledge
is not recognized as reliable; their ability to know is questioned; or their
knowledge is not understood (ibid.).

Fricker outlines two key variants of epistemic injustice: testimonial and
hermeneutical injustice. Testimonial injustice is the situation in which
a speaker’s credibility is unfairly diminished due to prejudiced perceptions
of their social identity, such as race or gender: “Testimonial injustice occurs
when prejudice causes a hearer to give a deflated level of credibility to
a speaker’s word” (ibid.: 8). A certain systematic bias arises on the part of
the one who assesses the reliability of the judgment: “The basic idea is that
a speaker suffers a testimonial injustice just if prejudice on the hearer’s part
causes him to give the speaker less credibility than he would otherwise have
given” (ibid.: 17). From the point of view of epistemic logic, the situation of
testimonial injustice appears as an assessment of the degree of reliability
of sources a and b by some observer O. Such an observer demonstrates
a gradation of epistemic trust as a subjective assessment of the reliability
of the source of information. This means that the same proposition, with
an equal truth value, can be judged as true or false depending on who utters
it, if @ and b belong to different social (or other) groups.

Hermeneutical injustice is a state of affairs in which marginalized groups
lack access to shared interpretative frameworks that would allow them
to articulate their lived experiences: “Hermeneutical injustice occurs at
a prior stage, when a gap in collective interpretive resources puts someone
at an unfair disadvantage when it comes to making sense of their social
experiences” (ibid.: 8). Essentially, what is at stake is that some experiences
are not considered important or visible enough to be recognized as worthy
of understanding and study. Hermeneutic epistemic injustice is not simply
based on the fact that certain subjects are ascribed some inability to act as
bearers of articulated knowledge, but on the some impossibility to play by
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the hermeneutic rules of the dominant group. Here, we can recall, for exam-
ple, Foucault’s studies, which brought topics such as sexuality, corporeality,
and marginalized mental states entered academic discourse. Hence, overcom-
ing hermeneutic injustice serves not only the purpose of giving oppressed
subjects the opportunity to declare themselves but also broadens the fields
of knowledge. At the same time, contradictions obviously arise that go back
to the traditional subject-object dichotomy, in which, in order to become
a worthy and significant object of research, it is necessary to alienate one’s
own experience from oneself. As we will see later, this contradiction will
also arise when attempting to solve the problem of epistemic injustice.

The phenomenological approach to the problem of testimony reveals how
epistemic injustice manifests itself not only as a theoretical problem but also
as a phenomenon that affects the very structure of human experience and
interaction. Concerning hermeneutical injustice, it means that witnessing
attempts to express “that which cannot enter into language or cannot be
said because it is banished, forbidden, and removed from it, but nevertheless
touches the very heart of human existence” (Heiden & Marinescu, eds.,
2025: 84). This approach points to the necessity of recognizing witnessing
as a process of creating a “common world” that includes experiences that
initially “have no common measure,” thus counteracting epistemic injustice
and understanding knowledge as always a shared form of knowing.

Obviously, the concept of epistemic injustice is rooted in Foucault’s
concept of power-knowledge and intersects with Fuller’s social epistemology,
feminist epistemology, etc. However, Fricker’s concept has a number of
distinctive features, which we will examine further through the prism of
veritistic social epistemology.

Because of the complexity of this problem, there are several accompanying
concepts that have been suggested by other researchers who picked up
the idea of epistemic injustice. Building on Fricker’s work, K. Dotson
offers the concept of epistemic oppression — the systemic exclusion of
marginalized epistemologies (e.g., indigenous traditions) from dominant
knowledge systems. Dotson also emphasizes the interrelation between several
phenomena:

Epistemic oppression, here, refers to epistemic exclusions afforded positions and
communities that produce deficiencies in social knowledge. An epistemic exclusion,
in this analysis, is an infringement on the epistemic agency of knowers that reduces
her or his ability to participate in a given epistemic community. Epistemic agency
will concern the ability to utilize persuasively shared epistemic resources within
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a given epistemic community in order to participate in knowledge production
and, if required, the revision of those same resources (Dotson, 2012: 25).

Such additional concepts allow us to explicate the complex structure and
intrinsic mechanisms of epistemic injustice.

Similarly, N. Berenstain’s concept of epistemic exploitation highlights
how marginalized individuals are unfairly burdened with educating others
about their lived realities, framing both neglect and over-extraction as
oppressive dynamics. Epistemic exploitation “occurs when privileged persons
compel marginalized persons to produce an education or explanation about
the nature of the oppression they face. Epistemic exploitation is a variety of
epistemic oppression marked by unrecognized, uncompensated, emotionally
taxing, coerced epistemic labor” (Berenstain, 2016: 570). We can argue that
this concept is highly controversial in the epistemological context because it
significantly increases the imbalance between knowledge and social justice
in favor of the latter and also introduces into the epistemological plane
only one area of knowledge, namely knowledge related to the experience
of discrimination. Within such a framework, the whole scheme begins to
look like this: knowledge about personal experience is always alienated;
this alienated knowledge is used by privileged groups; that is, there are no
and cannot be any purely epistemic goals for the integration of a certain
experience into the epistemic context.

J. Medina suggested a rather radical concept of hermeneutical death,
which represents the most extreme form of hermeneutical injustice. It occurs
when “subjects are not simply mistreated as intelligible communicators, but
prevented from developing and exercising a voice, that is, prevented from
participating in meaning-making and meaning-sharing practices” (Medina,
2017: 41). This radical form of injustice involves the loss or severe curtailment
of one’s voice, the destruction of interpretative capacities, and the anni-
hilation of one’s status as a participant in meaning-making communities.
Medina gives a historical example:

A good illustration of measures that contribute to hermeneutical annihilation

can be found in slave traders’ practice of separating African slaves who spoke

the same language to maximize communicative isolation and in US slaveholders’
practice of punishing slaves caught speaking African languages. This illustrates
the deliberate strategy of hermeneutic destruction: slave traders separated African

slaves who spoke the same language in order to maximize their communicative
isolation (ibid.: 47).
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Much of the research on epistemic injustice focuses on how it manifests
itself in areas where personal experience is important, such as medicine
and health care. Patients frequently experience testimonial injustice when
healthcare providers discount their testimonies due to stereotypes about
illness affecting cognitive reliability and emotional stability:

Agential testimonial injustice is generated by culturally prevalent stereotypes of ill
persons, the majority of which build in negative accounts of their epistemic abilities.
The ill are often stereotyped as, inter alia, cognitively impaired, overwrought,
unable to “think straight,” existentially unstable, anxious, morbid, and so on, due
either to their condition or their psychological response to it. Such attributions
are liable to prejudice how others perceive and evaluate their epistemic abilities
(Carel & Kidd, 2017: 338).

Healthcare systems create knowledge asymmetries that privilege medical
training over patient experience, effectively limiting epistemic authority to
practitioners. On the other side, women medical students report having
their knowledge and experiences discredited based on their gender (Blalock
& Leal, 2023).

The literature describing epistemic injustice focuses heavily on medical
applications and often fails to extend to broader natural science contexts.
But it is reasonable to suggest that epistemic injustice also exists in other
scientific fields. For example, scientists from non-European countries may
face prejudices regarding their research results because they allegedly lack
the relevant competence. At the same time, specific ways of interpreting
reality inherent in non-European cultures, which could introduce a heuris-
tic component into scientific research, may be ignored by local scientists
themselves because they do not have the hermeneutic resources to integrate
this component into their scientific work.

Several additional concepts of epistemic injustice reinforce each other,
creating a comprehensive picture of this complex problem. Together they
show that epistemic injustice is not just an ethical problem for individuals
and their biases, but a deeply rooted political problem that requires not only
virtues but also a radical transformation of knowledge institutions. Institu-
tional restructuring should dismantle the epistemic hierarchies embedded in
science, education, media, legal systems, healthcare, and other domains. But
without understanding the diverse mechanisms through which epistemic
injustice is reproduced, without studying how the systems of inclusion and
exclusion work in the field of knowledge production, how in principle it is
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possible to solve the problem not only at the social but also at the episte-
mological level, all these postulates will remain only declarative statements.

ADDITIONAL KINDS OF EPISTEMIC INJUSTICE

Let’s turn to the case of epistemic injustice described in the article “Incline
and Admonish: Epistemic Injustice and Counter-Expertise” (Shevchenko,
2020). In autumn 2019, several users in an online community reported
complaints about the smell of sewage in Saransk, a city in Russia. A user
representing one of the regional government agencies responded that the hu-
man olfactory threshold might be lower than the maximum permissible
concentration of substances. According to the comments, community mem-
bers interpreted this statement as implying that their experience was not
credible. The key issue here was not that people doubted the accuracy of
the measuring instruments, but rather that their personal, phenomenological
experience was being dismissed. The government representative was effec-
tively denying the validity of citizens’ sensory experiences by prioritizing
instrumental data over their lived reality.

The author compares this situation to telling a patient with chronic
pain to stop seeking medical help simply because an MRI hasn’t detected
any pathologies. This case illustrates what the author identifies as a rad-
ical form of epistemic injustice— the “derivatization” of another person’s
experience, where someone’s phenomenal experience is treated merely as
a derivative of measured parameters rather than as a legitimate source
of knowledge in itself.

What’s interesting for us in this situation? In such a situation, people of
different identities (for example, men and women) suffer because of common
circumstances, and none of them possess critical privilege to be heard. Here,
we can see that there is a distrust of the evidence and sensory experience of
people from different social groups, placed, however, in shared situation of
epistemic injustice. It is obvious that distrust was expressed not only toward
to representatives of a more deprived stable group (for example, women)
but also toward men. This suggests that in addition to stable patterns of
epistemic injustice based on stable identity, there may also be a form of
epistemic injustice that can be designated as situational epistemic injustice.
It arises when an agent situationally finds themselves in a position in which
he or she is not given epistemic trust, although in another situation it might
well be granted. This approach to the issue of epistemic injustice resembles
the concept of T.J. Spiegel (Spiegel, 2022), who believes that the class
dimension should be at the center of the study of epistemic injustice instead
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of race or gender identity. But still, the concept of class is more stable than
that of situational epistemic injustice.

Of course, within situational epistemic injustice, we can also observe
its more stable forms, which arise when representatives of deprived iden-
tities find themselves in a situation of double mistrust. In addition, there
is a special kind of testimonial injustice, which is called intragroup tes-
timonial injustice (Tobi, 2023). This kind of testimonial injustice occurs
when members of the same marginalized community dismiss or devalue
each other’s credibility due to internalized biases or hierarchical divisions
within subgroups. By fracturing trust from within, it perpetuates epistemic
vulnerability even among those ostensibly united against systemic exclusion.

Finally, we can imagine the most controversial situation of epistemic
injustice. Let us imagine that we have an actor whose judgments are
distrusted not because of their marginalized, but, on the contrary, because
of their privileged social position. It is assumed that such an actor is
automatically biased towards, for example, representatives of a marginalized
group and the knowledge, experience, etc., they exhibit. At the same time,
this actor may indeed be biased, or, on the contrary, may reflect on their
prejudices, for instance through an act of phenomenological reduction, and
be completely unbiased. Let us call this state of affairs inverted epistemic
injustice. This situation is connected with the general tendency to distrust
expert institutions, since, on the one hand, critical approaches really reveal
the bias of experts, while on the other hand, the inconsistency of expert
assessments demonstrates the complexity of knowledge production practices
and the problems associated with it. The most illustrative example of this
situation was the Covid-19 pandemic, which clearly demonstrated many
epistemic difficulties.

And here we reach a state where there is a situation of mistrust towards
experts simply because they are experts. On the one hand, it is implied
that an expert always occupies a privileged position based on his or her
identity. But what if the expert is, for example, not a white, middle-aged
heterosexual man, but a Black woman? On the other hand, expertise is
questioned because there are examples of blatant political bias among
experts. Mistrust generated by individual cases of bias seems to cast doubt
on any institutions related to the search for knowledge, problem solving, etc.
“Epistemic injustice is not one-sided, with a division between victims and
the guilty, but general and mutual” (Tishchenko, 2020: 43). Thus, we can
see another type of epistemic injustice, mutual epistemic injustice, when
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the discrepancy in social and expert positions causes the actors to mistrust
each other.

Thus, we have a complex and ambiguous structure of epistemic injustice,
based on the diversity of epistemic actors and forms of their interrelations.
Some of them will suffer more from testimonial injustice, others from
hermeneutic injustice. We ultimately arrive at the conclusion that epistemic
injustice can have not only a stable (based on stable identities) but also
a flexible, situational character, and also lead to situations when the very
possibility of expert knowledge is questioned. Therefore, we can postulate
the necessity that models for overcoming epistemic injustice cannot assume
simple solutions associated, for example, with a straightforward distributive
allocation of epistemic trust.

THE WAYS OF SOLVING THE EPISTEMIC INJUSTICE PROBLEM

Naturally, most authors who study the problem of epistemic injustice offer
various solutions to this problem. And these solutions depend heavily on
which component worries the researcher more: social injustice in relation to
the knowledge-producing actor or the improvement of epistemic practices.

One of the leading approaches builds on M. Fricker’s already-familiar
work, which proposes the development of personal intellectual virtues as
a strategy for overcoming epistemic injustice (Fricker, 2007). Fricker argues
that testimonial injustice can be addressed by cultivating epistemic virtues
such as humility, integrity, and fairness in listeners. This requires people
to actively consider the biases that distort their assessment of a speaker’s
testimony. For example, healthcare professionals could be trained to rec-
ognize how their stereotypes can lead to the dismissal of certain groups
of patients’ reports of pain, thereby addressing the trust deficit in health-
care. However, this solution is insufficient because of the deep and systemic
nature of epistemic injustice.

Complementing this individual-focused approach, J. Medina has developed
strategies for expanding hermeneutical resources to address hermeneutical
injustice (Medina, 2017). Medina emphasizes the importance of creating
inclusive interpretive frameworks that empower marginalized groups to ar-
ticulate their experiences. His concept of “resistant imaginations” describes
collective efforts to challenge systemic gaps in understanding, such as recog-
nizing systemic racism. In extreme cases, Medina advocates for more radical
approaches, including epistemic disobedience (using tactics like strategic
lying when existing language fails to capture experiences of oppression)



202 [STUDIES| EKATERINA ALEKSEEVA [2025

and epistemic insurrection (revolting against oppressive expressive norms
through counter-discourses).

Some researchers prefer to talk not about solving the problem of epistemic
injustice in general but about overcoming it in certain areas, primarily
in the field of health care (which is not surprising, since this is where it
manifests itself most clearly). For instance, Carel and Kidd have documented
how healthcare systems can address testimonial injustice through targeted
training programs that help medical professionals recognize the biases
that arise in assessing patient testimony (Carel & Kidd, 2017). Similarly,
Sullivan has examined how legal systems can combat epistemic injustice by
diversifying juries and judges, improving education on credibility biases, and
ensuring that marginalized testimonies are not dismissed due to gendered
stereotypes (Sullivan, 2017).

As for the question of how epistemic injustice in the process of knowl-
edge production can be overcome, several solutions are also proposed here.
First, it is about paying special attention to ensuring the visibility of non-
mainstream epistemic communities. These are epistemological communities
formed by marginalized groups, such as Indigenous knowledge communities,
that generate counter-narratives and are often forced to resist hermeneuti-
cal marginalization. For example, African American communities creating
alternative historical narratives to counter dominant Eurocentric histories
exemplify this approach. A similar situation may arise in other regions
where processes of the displacement of local cultures by imperial cultures
have taken place.

Other studies highlight the need to work on building epistemic trust.
This implies another institutional solution, according to which strength-
ening epistemic trust requires democratizing knowledge production and
ensuring institutional recognition of marginalized epistemologies (Ander-
son, 2012). This might involve reforming scientific peer-review processes
to include Indigenous ecological knowledge, thereby rectifying credibility
imbalances, or similar measures. Concerning academic science, it is also
necessary to ensure fair crediting marginalized scholars’ work and to avoid
their instrumentalization, such as citing Indigenous researchers as primary
authors in environmental studies rather than merely as local informants
(Berenstain, 2016).

From the point of view of an intersectional approach, epistemic injustice
cannot be addressed without considering how race, gender, and class in-
tersect and reinforce each other’s effects (Dotson, 2014). Ignoring class or
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treating identity categories as additive rather than co-constitutive perpetu-
ates hermeneutical injustice, leaving entire dimensions of lived experience
unarticulated and structurally invisible within dominant knowledge systems.
Therefore, a truly intersectional epistemology demands not only pluralistic
recognition, but also a radical restructuring of epistemic institutions to
center the complex, overlapping realities of multiply marginalized knowers.

A less radical but also effective approach is counter-expertise, which
refers to grassroots efforts by non-professional actors— such as activists,
patients, or local communities— to challenge, reinterpret, or co-create scien-
tific knowledge. Counter-experts engage with scientific facts through three
primary modes: adopting existing facts to demand accountability (such
as communities citing radiation studies to pressure regulators); unpack-
ing “black boxes” by exposing the networks behind scientific claims; and
initiating new knowledge creation when official science ignores emerging
issues (Filatova, 2020).

These approaches collectively represent a multifaceted strategy for ad-
dressing epistemic injustice. They range from individual virtue cultivation
to institutional reforms, from community-based resistance to epistemic soli-
darity, and from educational interventions to radical epistemic insurrections.
Each pathway recognizes that overcoming epistemic injustice requires not
only correcting individual prejudices but also transforming the structural
conditions that produce and perpetuate credibility deficits and hermeneu-
tical marginalization. By implementing these strategies in complementary
ways, societies can move toward more just epistemic practices that value
diverse ways of knowing and ensure that all voices receive the credibility
they deserve.

Here, we can distinguish at least three types of strategies for overcoming
epistemic injustice. Firstly, there is the most radical decolonial approach,
which argues that epistemic injustice is implemented in the structure of
standards of Eurocentric culture and science. Here, a rather radical option—
rejecting these standards and even replacing European (originally colonial)
science with indigenous and local knowledge systems— becomes conceivable.
The second strategy consists of cultivating individual sensitivity to prejudices
within the framework of institutionalized practices. Finally, the third type
of strategy is focused on the inclusion of alternative expert opinions and
counter-expertise in the system of knowledge production. But if we are
not ready to reject the standards of rationality and continue to continue
to affirm the effectiveness of science, then which strategy will we choose?
And an even more complex and dangerous question: isn’t this this type of
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epistemic injustice— and can it be called injustice— a practically inevitable
component of the processes of knowledge production?

EPISTEMIC INJUSTICE FROM THE POINT
OF VERITISTIC SOCIAL EPISTEMOLOGY

Most concepts of epistemic injustice have focused primarily on injustice
in the social sense and the epistemic aspect here has seemed more like
an auxiliary way of describing another version of power imbalances and
oppressive practices. Fricker emphasized this as follows: “there is nothing
very distinctively epistemic about it, for it seems largely incidental that
the good in question can be characterized as an epistemic good” (Fricker,
2007: 1). But let’s try to shift the focus somewhat and approach the topic
of epistemic injustice from a more epistemological rather than a social
perspective. Moreover, it’s possible that a radical rejection of attempts
at epistemic interaction between bearers of privileged and marginalized
knowledge, out of fear that representatives of the former will engage only
and exclusively in the appropriation of someone else’s experience for their
own purposes, cannot ultimately benefit the deprived groups. By contrast,
the adaptation of proven knowledge systems to one’s own needs, or even
the demand for such an adaptation, seems like a more constructive way of
acting. Finally, let us assume that we are pursuing epistemic goals first and
foremost, and that achieving justice also depends on achieving them.

In order to interpret the problem of social justice in a more epistemological
than social key, we will consider it from the point of view of veritistic social
epistemology of A. Goldman. Although the roots of the concept of epistemic
injustice clearly go back to non-veritistic social epistemology, we will try to
reconsider this situation. Besides, we will use the concept of perspectival
realism of M. Massimi and K. Barad’s agential realism.

At first glance, Goldman’s and Fricker’s approaches may seem to be
opposites: Goldman aims to maximize truth (veritism) (Goldman, 1999),
evaluating social practices by their ability to produce true beliefs, while
Fricker focuses on fairness, analyzing how social prejudices and structural
inequalities distort our treatment of knowledge holders. Goldman uses
the definition of knowledge as justified true belief and, based on this, defines
the goal of veritistic social epistemology:

Veritistic epistemology (whether individual or social) is concerned with the pro-
duction of knowledge, where knowledge is here understood in the “weak” sense of
true belief. More precisely, it is concerned with both knowledge and its contraries:
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error (false belief) and ignorance (the absence of true belief). The main question
for veritistic epistemology is: Which practices have a comparatively favorable
impact on knowledge as contrasted with error and ignorance? (Goldman, 1999: 5).

In this sense, he softens the strictly realistic interpretation of knowledge.
Fricker herself directly criticizes postmodern relativism:

A crucial attraction of postmodernist philosophical thought was that it placed
reason and knowledge firmly in the context of social power... But this turned out
to be largely a vain hope, for the extremist bent in so much postmodernist writing
led too often to reductionism, and the driving force behind the postmodernist
spirit emerged as more a matter of disillusionment with untenable ideals of
reason than any real will to bring questions of justice and injustice to bear in
reason’s entanglements with social power. Suspicion of the category of reason
per se and the tendency to reduce it to an operation of power actually pre-empt
the very questions one needs to ask about how power is affecting our functioning
as rational subjects for it eradicates, or at least obscures, the distinction between
what we have a reason to think and what mere relations of power are doing to
our thinking (Fricker, 2007: 2).

Although Fricker is a feminist philosopher, her approach differs from
the more “non-veritist” forms of feminist philosophy, which are incompatible
with Goldman’s approach (Pinnick, 2000). She uses feminist critiques of
power and stereotypes not to reject objective truth but to defend the right
of oppressed groups to engage in a rational search for truth. Although it
is perhaps precisely this moderate position that has led her followers to
propose more radical options for overcoming epistemic injustice.

It turns out that Fricker’s and Goldman’s projects are in many ways
complementary. Goldman seeks to identify the social mechanisms that
lead to truth. Fricker shows that one of the main obstacles to this path
is bias and epistemic exclusion. Fighting epistemic injustice is thus not
a distraction from the pursuit of truth but a necessary condition for achieving
it. When we ignore the knowledge of a patient, a woman scientist, or
an indigenous person, we do more than commit a moral error; we deprive
ourselves of valuable evidence that could bring us closer to a fuller and more
accurate understanding of reality. Goldman’s veritist goal of maximizing
truth requires the epistemic inclusivity advocated by Fricker. As Coady
(Coady, 2010) notes, even if a marginalized group is unfairly denied access to
certain knowledge (e. g., professional) and cannot interpret its experience in
the relevant categories, it still has unique experiential knowledge. Ignoring
such experience is not only a social injustice but also an epistemic error.
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To justify the epistemic value of knowledge diversity, we can turn to
M. Massimi’s concept of perspectival realism (Massimi, 2022). Massimi
offers a realistic, but not naive, view of science. She argues that scientific
knowledge is produced through “modally stable phenomena”— stable events
that manifest themselves in different experimental and theoretical contexts.
The key idea is that different perspectives (including local, “profane” knowl-
edge) are like different “windows onto reality,” different angles of view on
the same phenomenon. Local knowledge (for example, indigenous ecological
knowledge) is not “pre-scientific.” It represents a unique perspective that
can reveal aspects of reality that are inaccessible to more “global” science.
Cutting off such knowledge (“epistemic cutting”) is not just an injustice; it
is an epistemic misery that leads to an incomplete and distorted picture of
the world. Integrating these perspectives allows science to better identify
“modally stable phenomena” and build more reliable models.

Finally, the agential realism of K. Barad provides an ontological justifica-
tion for the epistemic value of all forms of experience (Barad, 2005). She
introduces the concept of “material-discursive practices” in which knowledge
and reality co-emerge: “In fact, agential realism offers an understanding
of the nature of material-discursive practices, such as those very practices
through which different distinctions get drawn, including those between
the ‘social’ and the ‘scientific’” (ibid.: 201). Entities (including the knowing
subject) do not exist independently but “intra-act” with each other, pro-
ducing phenomena. This means that there is no neutral, objective observer.
All knowledge is knowledge from a position shaped by specific material-
discursive configurations. The experience of a different (not fitting into
the mainstream discourse) bodily subject is not a “subjective opinion,”
but a legitimate form of knowledge generated by a unique configuration.
When dominant systems ignore these experiences (committing, in Fricker’s
words, testimonial or hermeneutic injustice), they are not simply biased;
they are committing an ontological error, depriving themselves of access
to entire layers of reality that could be materialized through these alter-
native practices. Barad shows that epistemic justice is not just an ethical
imperative, but an epistemological necessity. Without “ontological humility”
and the inclusion of marginalized voices, our collective understanding of
the world remains fundamentally incomplete and inadequate.

Thus, comparing the positions of Goldman, Fricker, Massimi, and Barad
allows us to rethink the problem of epistemic injustice. It is not just a social
problem that requires ethical correction of individual biases. It is a profound
epistemological problem that undermines the very possibility of obtaining
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reliable and complete knowledge. The struggle for epistemic justice is not
a departure from the search for truth but an integral part of it. One
of the most obvious and at the same time most difficult to implement
approaches to solving this problem is the principle of epistemic diversity.

THE PROBLEMS OF EPISTEMIC DIVERSITY

Epistemic diversity is a broad epistemological and practical approach
of including different types of epistemic agents in the field of knowledge
production. It encompasses differences in how individuals or communities
form beliefs, validate knowledge and approach problem-solving (Pinto &
Pinto, 2023). This synthesis of perspectives illustrates that epistemic diver-
sity is not merely about inclusion but about fundamentally reshaping how
knowledge is produced, validated, and applied across different epistemic
agents and communities. This approach is consistent with the principles of
perspectival realism, as well as with the principle of diversity and the ma-
terial foundation of epistemic practices. Moreover, if epistemic diversity is
a necessary component of epistemic activity, the question arises of how to
relate it to the presence of epistemic inequality, which may also turn out
to be one of the components of our epistemic practices.

Epistemic diversity is possible in several interconnected forms (Leonelli,
2022). A primary form is found within disciplinary and epistemic communi-
ties, where individuals’ affiliations (for instance, engineers, social scientists,
or indigenous knowledge holders) shape distinct epistemic standpoints. This
diversity can be analyzed across three levels: the individual (personal be-
liefs), the working (contexts shaped by one’s occupation), and the group
(shared perspectives forged through collaboration).

Closely tied to this is the critical dimension of linguistic diversity. Lan-
guage profoundly influences how knowledge is articulated, structured, and
validated. Monolingual environments, such as English-dominated academia,
can actively suppress epistemic diversity by marginalizing non-dominant
languages and the unique conceptual frameworks they carry. Conversely,
ensuring linguistic equality and allowing participants to use their preferred
language fosters a much richer and more authentic exchange of knowledge.

Another vital form is the diversity of cultural and traditional knowledge
systems. Indigenous and local knowledges, for instance, often emphasize rela-
tional, experiential, and context-specific understanding, which can contrast
sharply with more universalizing scientific paradigms. These differences
in cultural practices and values fundamentally shape how knowledge is
produced, shared, and deemed credible.
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Finally, epistemic diversity is expressed through methodological diversity
in research and inquiry. This encompasses the classic variations between
quantitative and qualitative approaches, reductionist and holistic frame-
works, and empirical versus interpretive paradigms. Underpinning these
methodological differences are divergent validation criteria: different episte-
mologies prioritize different standards for what counts as valid knowledge,
whether it is empirical evidence, communal consensus, or spiritual authority.

Epistemic diversity seems like an obvious way to overcome epistemic
injustice, but in trying to establish it in theoretical and practical areas we
inevitably encounter a number of both epistemological and organizational
problems. The first of these problems is the question of the closed nature of
epistemic systems, their hermeneutic opacity. The question arises of how
to overcome this closed nature, when different epistemic subjects literally
speak different languages. A simple solution — asserting the equivalence of
epistemic systems while leaving each confined to its own local framework—
does not solve the problem of increasing knowledge through diversity. After
all, in the ideal case, for example, not only should the epistemic experience
of Indigenous cultures be integrated into the structure of scientific research,
but the Indigenous cultures themselves should adjust or recalibrate certain
ideas under the influence of scientific discourse. At the same time, it is
necessary to maintain the difference and disagreement between the ways of
obtaining knowledge, otherwise the necessary diversity will not be observed.

Another point is associated with the risk that the epistemic exploitation
and alienation of knowledge from the personal experience of its bearer
will not disappear. For example, residents of countries with a sufficiently
high level of digitalization can constantly voluntarily agree to have their
personal digital monitoring data on their health (pulse, number of steps
taken, etc.) transferred to specialized campaigns. Moreover, they can take
part in specialized surveys on their personal experience, that is, they literally
provide evidence of the states they experience, etc. Yet how this data will
be used and what kinds of research results will be produced on its basis,
remains largely opaque to them (Zuboff, 2019).

One more problem is related to the question of whether the principle
of epistemic diversity will not, on the contrary, lead to a situation of
inverted epistemic injustice. Distrust of scientific expertise, or the inclusion
of epistemic actors in any contexts solely on the basis of the principle of
epistemic diversity, may not be justified in all contexts. As some studies show,
in some tasks a homogeneous group of experts copes better than a group
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observing the principle of diversity, whereas in other context the opposite
may well be true.

Finally, is it possible in principle to reach some agreement on the truth of
a certain judgment in groups where the positions initially do not converge
and all of them have absolutely equal epistemic weight? Should epistemic
trust be distributed equally, or is there a need for differentiation based on
areas of competence and the degree of trust in epistemic agents. To address
this question, let us turn to the possibilities offered by computer modeling
of a specific epistemic case.

COMPUTER MODELING IN SOCIAL EPISTEMOLOGY

To build the model of epistemic diversity we will use a multi-agent com-
puter simulation. Multi-agent modeling (or multi-agent system modeling)
is a computational modeling approach used to simulate the actions and
interactions of multiple autonomous agents (which can represent individuals,
groups, organizations, or even abstract entities) within an environment.
The primary goal is to understand how the behavior and decisions of these
individual agents, often following relatively simple rules, give rise to com-
plex, emergent system-level phenomena, patterns, or outcomes. Multi-agent
modeling is becoming a fairly common modeling method in contemporary
computer epistemology. NetLogo is one of the most useful programmable
environments for modeling complex systems consisting of many actors and
changing over time.

Multi-agent modeling is a relevant method of epistemological research,
since

modeling human-machine interactions, as well as the implementation of multi-
agent systems, can be improved using philosophical approaches, while philo-
sophical hypotheses about cooperation and collective activity can be tested by
implementing them in artificial systems (Misselhorn, 2015: 3).

Multi-agent modeling, as the most noticeable trend in the field of com-
puter epistemology, is most applicable within the framework of the social-
epistemological approach. This is due to the fact that social epistemology
studies processes that lend themselves well to interpretation by means of
multi-agent systems: group beliefs, the dynamics of discussion and agree-
ment, the formation of shared conclusion, or the distribution of confirmation
across many actors, etc.

Let us consider how multi-agent modeling is used to study problems
related to the topic of epistemic diversity. The first research “Yes, No, Maybe
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So: A Veritistic Approach to Echo Chambers Using a Trichotomous Belief
Model” (Baumgaertner, 2014) is devoted to the problem of echo chambers
effect. This effect is based on the fact that the opinions of actors confirm
and reinforce each other in a closed community; such a situation creates
a unified internal position on certain issues and does not allow alternative
information to enter into the system. As a result, actors become uniform in
their abilities to perceive and produce information, which, accordingly, leads
to a decrease in intra-group diversity, and this is considered as a negative
phenomenon, because it suppresses the diversity of views needed to make
good decisions. The study proposes to evaluate an alternative strategy of
impartiality, that is, seeking interaction with different people, where agents
allow their opinions to be shaped by others.

The study uses agent-based modeling with NetLogo: agents randomly
move through space and interact when they encounter each other, updating
their beliefs and their embeddedness according to specified rules. The key
findings are that the practice of impartiality (random encounters between
agents in the model) alone is insufficient to reliably prevent or destroy echo
chambers. The ability to mitigate this effect depends on the embeddedness
of beliefs, including false ones. Therefore, the lower the embeddedness of
agents’ beliefs, the greater the likelihood that the echo chamber effect will
be destroyed. On the other hand, low embeddedness of the beliefs of some
agents (capable of impartiality) indicates that such agents lack a stable
position and may subsequently succumb to the influence of agents with more
embedded beliefs. Taken together, this demonstrates that the problem of
establishing diversity in the practices of acquiring and producing knowledge
and information is even more complex than it might initially appear:

...sometimes the echo chamber effect may even be desirable under certain condi-
tions. For example, if some agents are “designated” as possessing the truth, then
all other agents may have to join them... However, if there are enough “dissenters”
around (ordinary agents with sufficiently ingrained attitudes opposite to the des-
ignated agents), then they can counteract the effects of the designated agents
by meeting each other between meetings with the designated agents. If agents
could distinguish between each other and thus control whom they meet, this
would provide a way to maintain dissent. But this is precisely what the practice
of impartiality is intended to avoid (ibid.: 2562).

L. Hong and S. Page mathematically prove that, under certain conditions,
a collective of randomly selected but functionally diverse agents outper-
forms a group of the best individual performers in their paper “Groups of
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Diverse Problem Solvers Can Outperform Groups of High-Ability Problem
Solvers” (Hong & Page, 2004). The authors model solvers as agents with
unique “perspectives” (ways of conceptualizing the problem) and “heuris-
tics” (solution-finding algorithms). The key finding— that “diversity trumps
ability”—is based on the fact that in a large population, the “best” agents,
selected based on individual performance, become too similar in their ap-
proaches and tend to get stuck in the same local maxima. In contrast,
a random group, thanks to a greater diversity of strategies, covers a wider
search space and is more likely to find the global optimum. As the authors
note, “Their relatively greater ability is more than offset by their lack of
problem-solving diversity” (ibid.). Computer experiments confirm this: for
example, with parameters [ = 12 and k = 3, a group of 10 random agents
achieved a collective score of 94.53% versus 92.56% for the top 10, while
the corresponding average diversity was 9o.99% versus 70.98%.

This result has profound practical and theoretical implications. The au-
thors emphasize that an individual’s value in a team is determined not so
much by their absolute ability to solve a problem alone, but by the unique-
ness of their approach relative to other team members. They write:

Thus, even if we were to accept the claim that 1Q tests, Scholastic Aptitude Test
scores, and college grades predict individual problem-solving ability, they may not
be as important in determining a person’s potential contribution as a problem
solver as they would be measures of how differently that person thinks (ibid.).

The article offers a powerful argument for encouraging functional diversity
in organizations, especially in innovative industries, where success depends
on the continuous search for new solutions. The authors clearly distinguish
between functional diversity (differences in thinking) and identity diversity
(race, gender, age), warning that the former does not always correlate
with the latter, and that the latter can create communication barriers. In
conclusion, they call for the creation of organizational structures that “take
advantage of the power of functional diversity” and even suggest encouraging
“even greater functional diversity, given its advantages” (ibid.).

In the other research, “Diversity, Ability, and Expertise in Epistemic
Communities” (Diversity, Ability, and Expertise..., 2019), the authors show
that the success of the results is compared across different “epistemic envi-
ronments” (landscapes). In particular, on smoother (structured) landscapes,
where success on one task predicts success on another, expert groups (highly
skilled agents) begin to outperform diverse groups. The authors argue that
agents who perform “best” on a single, randomly generated problem should
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not be considered true experts. Genuine expertise implies the transferability
of skills as the ability to perform well not just on one isolated task, but
across a range of related problems within a domain. In the original Hong
and Page model, problems are represented as ‘random landscapes,” where
the value (or correctness) of a solution at any one point has no correlation
with the values at neighboring points. In such an environment, an agent’s
success on one problem is purely coincidental and offers no predictive power
for success on another. The “best” agents in these simulations are therefore
not experts; they are merely “lucky” individuals whose specific problem-
solving strategies happened to align perfectly with the arbitrary structure of
that one particular landscape. To create a more realistic model, the authors
introduce a parameter called “smoothness.” A “smooth” landscape is one
where the value of solutions at nearby points is correlated; in other words,
good solutions tend to be clustered together. This mirrors real-world prob-
lems, where effective strategies (like “hill-climbing”) can be incrementally
refined and applied to similar challenges.

We are interested in two aspects of these articles. First, the idea of using
an epistemic landscape allows us to model not just some agreement among
agents regarding the truth of judgments, but also the search for the best
solution to a problem. Second, the demonstration that achieving epistemic
diversity is a rather complex solution and requires not just the equality of
epistemic agents but also close attention to the situational context.

The potential of computer modeling as a basis for philosophical, including
epistemological, research even leads to the conclusion that computer model-
ing should become the main philosophical method (Mayo-Wilson & Zollman,
2021). It is assumed that computer simulations, primarily multi-agent mod-
els that study interactions between actors , should be used as a more
accurate alternative to thought experiments. For example, one can imagine
how the thought experiment “Trolley Problem” is modeled at the level of
a multi-agent model, where agents “make a decision.” The authors argue that

simulations should not displace other philosophical methods. Rather, simulations
should be a tool in the philosopher’s toolbox that can be used along with thought
experiments, careful analysis of arguments, symbolic logic, probabilistic analysis,
empirical research, and many other methods. But simulations are particularly
useful in several philosophical fields, including social epistemology, social and
political philosophy, and philosophy of science (ibid.: 32).

Thus, computer simulations may eventually become a key component of
social epistemological research. Another question is whether the accuracy
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of simulations is a complete substitute for the imprecise assumptions of
thought experiments, or whether both approaches should continue to exist
in parallel in epistemological research.

THE AGENT-BASED MODEL OF SPECIFIC EPISTEMIC SITUATION

One of the key questions concerning epistemic diversity: can representa-
tives of different epistemic groups come to some common decision that can
be recognized as the best possible decision of some problem? This complex
issue forces us to raise a critical question: when we recognize something as
rather reliable knowledge, but it is in contradiction with everyday group (or
personal) experience and tends to ignore this experience should we reject
such knowledge? Or should we think of this knowledge as potentially repres-
sive and consider the epistemic equality of different ways of knowing and
different types of “knowledge”? One of the most illustrative examples of such
situation is discussion about evidence-based medicine and making decisions
about the relevant method of treatment, the effectiveness of a drug, etc.,
based on some consensus of interested actors.

Evidence-based medicine is a general term for an approach to medicine
in which medical practice is based on the results of studies of the efficacy
and safety of drugs, treatments, etc., carried out according to the principles
of scientific rationality and using relevant scientific methodology. There are
a number of research methods that comply with the principles of evidence-
based medicine (for example, a placebo-controlled study), but there is no
need to dwell on them in detail at this stage. This kind of medicine is
rooted in the principles of colonial European science, rejects the everyday
peoples experience, and is supported by many (but not all) governments,
international organizations, and farm companies, etc.

At the same time, there is widespread rejection of evidence-based medicine
among both among medical specialists— who on the one hand must adhere
to clinical recommendations, and, on the other hand, rely on their own
professional experience— and among patients. At the same time, clinical
recommendations accepted by specialists in the field of medical management
are themselves far from always grounded in the principles of evidence-based
medicine; but there we are already talking about the influence of external
factors, such as the distribution of resources. The rejection of the principles
of evidence-based medicine by patients is often based on ignoring their
personal experience and an insufficient level of epistemic trust in them. Here
we are faced with an example of situational epistemic injustice.
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Let us try to model a situation in which we have four types of epistemic
agents interacting, who are in a situation of making a common decision,
which is the best possible solution to a problem (for example, the best
therapy option for treating a certain disease). Each type of agent has
specific competence in their own domain.

(1) Patients— have knowledge of their own bodily experience but do not

have specialized medical expertise.

(2) Doctors— have specialized medical knowledge and clinical experience.

(3) Experts— have knowledge of the results of medical research conducted

using evidence-based methodology.

(4) Managers— have management experience and organizational interests,

and are guided by expert opinion as well as resource constraints.

It should be noted that at least agents of types 1 and 2 can have character-
istics of marginalized groups in a situation of epistemic injustice, therefore
bias must be included as one of the model’s parameters. It is assumed that in
a situation where the degree of competence in several significant parameters
of each type of agent is taken into account, continuous interaction and
mutual adjustment of their local knowledge becomes possible.

We propose an agent-based model implemented in NetLogo 6.4 that simu-
lates generalized medical decision-making as an epistemic situation through
the lens of Bayesian epistemology. The model integrates dynamic belief
updating with considerations of epistemic injustice, aligning with the formal
framework for integrating diverse information sources and updating degrees
of belief that Bayesian models provide. This type of model can also be
applied to other epistemological situations with appropriate correction.

Interaction between agents occurs within an epistemic landscape, which
represents a space of possible solutions, each characterized by a value V(x),
which determines its effectiveness or quality. The goal of the agents is to
find the global maximum of this function, i.e., the best solution z*, for
which V(z) = mazV (z)*. In computational experiments, the landscape is
modeled as a random function, where V(z) for each x € X is generated
independently from a uniform distribution on the interval [0, 100].

Each agent has a degree of trust, both in itself and in its area of ex-
pertise. This level of trust influences the weight with which information
received from one agent is considered by another. This allows us to model
the differentiated perception of information depending on role, reputation,
and area of expertise. During interaction, agents exchange decisions and
update their beliefs based on a Bayesian approach, in which new data (in
this case, decisions and their values) update the probabilities that a given
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decision is the best one. This simulates rational belief updating, in which
the credibility and authority of the source play a key role. The model takes
into account the competence of agents, which influences the accuracy of
information exchanged during interaction, and allows agents to make more
informed decisions based on trust and information quality.

The agent interaction mechanism is implemented as a probabilistic process
in which an agent selects a random partner, compares the quality of the part-
ner’s proposed solution with its own, and updates its belief if its trust in
the partner and their area of expertise is sufficiently high. This approach
reflects real-world knowledge exchange processes, where people and profes-
sionals argue, discuss, and adjust their beliefs based on trust, authority,
and credibility. The model includes the ability to configure the number of
agents of each type, the level of trust in them and their areas of expertise,
and the number of simulation steps. This allows us to explore how differ-
ent trust configurations influence belief dynamics and the achievement of
consensus among agents on the best solution. The goal of the model is to
demonstrate the conditions under which the maximum number of agents
converges on the global maximum of the epistemic landscape — that is,
the best solution— and achieves consensus.

During the experiment, we will consider three situations of modeling
the level of trust in agents interactions. It is possible to flexibly configure
the values of parameters such as trust in agents in NetLogo. We will use
100 agents of each type in the model, which interact with each other and
with agents of other types over 300 iterations.

The first situation is that of limited epistemic diversity. In the model, this
denotes a fairly high degree of trust in each agent in his area of competence,
and at the same time preserving clear differences in the level of trust in
each of the areas.

distribution
personal clinical evidence-based | of health
experience experience medicine care resources
(0.5) (0.7) (0.9) (0.3)
ay (Patient) 0.9 0.1 0.1 0.1
a2 (Doctor) 0.1 0.9 0.5 0.3
as (Expert) 0.1 0.5 0.9 0.2
a4 (Manager) 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.9
Table 1. The situation of the limited epistemic diversity
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The study found that, for given levels of trust in domains of knowledge
and agents (0.9 in evidence-based medicine and 0.9 in experts in their
field) and a population of 100 agents of each type (patients, physicians,
experts, managers), approximately 75-85% of agents (primarily experts
and physicians) reached agreement on the best solution to the epistemic
landscape within 300 iterations. Patients and managers, possessing high
trust in their domains but having lower relevance to identifying the optimal
solution, had a limited impact on convergence. This leads to the conclu-
sion that maximum consensus efficiency is achieved under the conditions
of dominant expert influence in evidence-based medicine, whereas trust
in personal experience and resource management does not contribute to
convergence to the best solution.

The second situation is that of epistemic injustice. In the model, this
denotes a fairly high degree of trust in each agent within their area of
competence, while at the same time introducing systematic differences in
the level of trust assigned to each area of expertise.

distribution
personal clinical evidence-based | of health
experience experience medicine care resources
(0.1) (0.7) (0.9) (0.3)
a1 (Patient) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
a2 (Doctor) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
a3z (Expert) 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
as (Manager) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Table 2. The situation of epistemic injustice

In the second model, constructed under conditions of epistemic injus-
tice— when patients are distrusted even in their area of expertise (personal
experience) — the system exhibits a fundamental cognitive dysfunction: al-
though physicians, experts, and managers actively interact and can formally
converge on a point that maximizes a given alignment score, this “highest
point” proves illusory, as it is based on incomplete data and an artificially
low weight of personal experience (0.1). Without access to genuine patient
knowledge, professionals optimize decisions within an information bubble,
which leads either to a local rather than a global maximum, or to divergence
within the group of “authoritative” agents themselves— especially if their
initial preferences differ and patient feedback is absent. As a result, not all
300 professionals reach even formal consensus (approximately 65-70% of
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agents), and the truly best solution— one that reflects reality — remains un-
attainable for the entire system. Thus, epistemic injustice not only excludes
patients from the cognitive process, but also undermines the rationality of
the expert subsystem itself, making complete and meaningful convergence
to the true optimum impossible.

The third case describes a situation of epistemic equivalence across all
domains and all agents without any restrictions. This is a situation in which
expertise loses its significance, as every judgment becomes equivalent to
an expert judgment.

distribution
personal clinical evidence-based | of health
experience experience medicine care resources
(0.9) (0.9) (0.9) (0.9)
ay (Patient) 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
a2 (Doctor) 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
as (Expert) 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
a4 (Manager) 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9

Table 3. Epistemic equivalence

With uniform trust (0.9 across all agents and domains), when expertise is
not taken into account, the model loses the ability to discern the reliability
of information, leading to a blending of beliefs, slower convergence, and
a reduction in the number of agents achieving the best solution. This
demonstrates that differentiated trust is a key factor for effective agent
interaction and rational agreement.

As we can see, a situation in which limited epistemic diversity exists
allows for a better solution to the epistemic problem in a greater number of
cases. A situation of epistemic injustice, however, reduces this figure, but not
significantly. This may indirectly indicate that some degree of inequality may
be present in epistemic practices without significantly reducing their success.
At the same time, the absolute absence of inequality makes it difficult to
find better solutions in principle. However, it should be understood that
this model is highly simplified. Ideally, one should model the interaction
between unique agents with a larger number of variable parameters. In
that case, the results of such modeling could help reveal the more complex
structure of epistemic diversity and illuminate pathways for overcoming
epistemic injustice.
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[IPOBAEMA SIIUCTEMUYECKON HECIIPABEAAUBOCTHU
N MHOT'OATEHTHASA MOAEAMAD
SIIMCTEMHNYECKOI'O PASHOOBPA3UA

[ToaydeHO: 06.08.2025. PelleH3npoBaHo: 01.09.2025. IIpuHsTO: 18.10.2025.

AHHOTanus: B AaHHOW cTaThe SMUCTEMUYECKAsT HECIPABEAAMBOCTD DPACCMATPUBAETCSI KaK
dyHAAMEHTAABHAS SMACTEMOAOIMIECKAS TPODAEMA, TIOADPBIBAOINAST BO3MOYKHOCTD ITOAY IE€HNST
AOCTOBEPHOT'O ¥ IIOAHOT'O 3HaHUSI. ABTOP PaCCMATPUBAET PA3AUNYHEIE (DOPMEI SIUCTEMUIECKOH
HECIIPAaBEAAUBOCTY, BKAIOYUAS CBUAETEABCKYIO, T€PMEHEBTUYECKYIO, CATYATUBHYIO, HHBEPTH-
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POBAHHYIO I B3aANMHYIO, AEMOHCTPHUPYSI, KAK STH SIBACHUS IIPOSIBASIIOTCS B MEAUIIMHCKOM KOH-
TEKCTe I 32 €T0 IpeAeAaMu. B craThe IpeACTaBAEHA MHOTOAr€HTHAs BEIYMCANTEABHAS MOAEA,
pearnsoBarHast B NetLogo, KOTOpasi MMUTUPYET HIPUHSTHE MEAUIMHCKAX PEIIEHU IIOCPEA-
cTBOM 6aiteCOBCKOM 3MMCTEMOAOTHH C yYaCTHEM YETHIPEX THIOB 3IUCTEMUYECKUX areHTOB:
IIAI[MeHTOB, Bpadeil, S5KCIEPTOB M MEHEAKEPOB. Pe3yABTAaTEI IOATBEPIKAAIOT apIyMEHT O TOM,
YTO BMUCTEMUIECKOE PasHOobpasme — 3TO He MPOCTO IpobaeMa COIMaAbHOM CIIpaBeAANBOCTH,
a SIUCTEMOAOIIYECKAsT HEODXOAUMOCTD, CONAACYIOIAsICS C BEPUCTCKOM COIMAABHON SIMCTeE-
monorueii (loapMaH), mepcneKTUBHEIM peaansmoM (Maccumu) u areHTHEIM peaamsmoM (Ba-
paa). B craThe AeaaeTcst BBIBOA O TOM, YTO IIPEOAOAEHHE SIUCTEMUYECKO HECIPABEAANBOCTH
TpebyeT He TOABKO STUIECKON KOPPEKINE NHANBUAYAABHBIX IPEAYOeXAeHNI, HO 1 6oaee pa-
AMKAABHON TpaHCHOPMALAyX MHCTUTYTOB 3HAHUS AASL HHTErPAL[AY Pa3ANIHBIX TOYEK 3PEHMST
IIPU COXPAaHEHNN KPUTHIECKOH AuddepeHnranuy SIICTEMIIECKON KOMIETEHTHOCTH.

KaroueBble cAOBa: aNUCTEMUYECKAS HECIIPABEAAMBOCTD, SIUCTEMUYECKOE pasHoobpasue, baii-
€COBCKasl 3MUCTEMOAOTHSI, MHOTOAareHTHOEe MOAEAMPOBAHUE, BEPUCTUIECKAST COIIMAAbHAST SIIH-
CTEMOAOTHS, IEPCIEKTUBHEIN PeaAr3M, areHTHBIA Peaau3M, IPUHITIE MEAUITNHCKAX PEIIEHWIA.
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