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In the article, the phenomenon of technoscience is investigated in the context of a mixed rela-
tionship with digitality at the modern stage in a philosophical-scientific aspect. The analysis reveals
that "technoscience™ represents a novel cognitive phenomenon, closely intertwined with the funda-
mental mechanisms of scientific comprehension as a whole. Therefore, it is essential to investigate
technoscience by considering both its cognitive and socio-cultural dimensions within the philosop-
hical-scientific framework. Adopting an interdisciplinary approach that harnesses synergies can
prove beneficial in this endeavor. In that context, the possibility of using the cognitive principle cal-
led "paradox of creativity" defined by one of the authors of the article is considered. For this, the
principle of "double contingency" introduced by T. Parsons and also investigated by N. Luman and
Y. Hui is applied.

Scientific Purpose: The primary objective of the study is to attain a philosophical-scientific
comprehension of the relationship between technoscience and digitality.

Methodology: In the article, synergetic-centered interdisciplinary methodology was used. In
this framework, the methodological principles of non-linearity, intersubjectivity, synergetic synthe-
sis and formation are taken as the basis.

Method: Differentiation of differences, synergistic synthesis of subsystems and double contin-
gency methods are applied.

Scientific Innovation: The study introduces a novel investigation of technoscience-digitality
relations, employing the "paradox of creativity" as a guiding principle and viewing these relations
through the lens of the "double contingency” rule of understanding.

Keywords: creativity paradox, double contingency, NBIC-convergence, polysubjectivity, ref-
lexivity, multiparadigmality, number, implicit knowledge, codification of knowledge.
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INTRODUCTION

As we entered the 21st century, philosophical-scientific understanding embraced the domi-
nance of the sophistication paradigm. The notions of "complexity" became prominent in scientific
cognition during the latter half of the previous century. Within just a few decades, these concepts
assumed a dominant role in the field. Towards the end of the 20th century, the renowned physicist
Stephen Hawking's prediction that "the next century will be the century of complexity” became fre-
quently cited in contemporary philosophical and scientific literature. Philosophical-scientific cogni-
tion is already recognized as a "complex phenomenon™ in nature and essence. From a philosophical
standpoint, "complexity" has been defined in various ways, reflecting its distinctive nature and how
it is perceived in scientific contexts. However, in this article, we take the synergistic understanding
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of complexity in the context of Edgar More's complexity or “thinking in formative complexity" pa-
radigm, following V.1.Arshinov and V.G.Budanov, without referring to its other meanings [1, 2, 3].
On a more concrete philosophical-scientific level, it means "thinking in differences”. Or it means
accepting the existence of differences in thinking, provided that the unity and mutual relations of
different thoughts are maintained. This understanding of complexity entails creating a comprehensi-
ve network of knowledge, fostering close interactions between different scientific fields at a theore-
tical level. Complex and complexity thinking is formed "actively in the problem- and innovation-
oriented cognitive-project practices of the 21st century” [1-2, p. 50-51]. So, for us in this article, the
meaning of increasing complexity in the conditions of increasing diversity is more important. This
principle serves as a fundamental aspect of biological, technological, social, and cosmological evo-
lution. In this context, "the synergistic convergence of knowledge, research, and project practices,
along with information-communication, nano, bio-technologies, and cognitive sciences (or NBIC-
Convergence-F.G., V.Z.)," emerges as one of the primary factors contributing to this growth [1, 2].
This includes social and humanitarian sciences.In turn, the integration of socio-humanitarian know-
ledge into the framework of synergistic convergence (characterized by synergetic synthesis and
knowledge integration) demands careful consideration of its inherent ambiguity, polysubjectivity,
reflexivity, multiparadigmality, and heterogeneity [1, 2]. The article primarily examines complexity
within the context of the interconnectedness of cognitive and socio-cultural, scientific and technolo-
gical processes, emphasizing their unified interactions. This theoretical-conceptual expression is ob-
served through interdisciplinary projects, socio-humanitarian expertise, and the interrelations of
technoscience. At a broader level, the article delves into the philosophical-scientific understanding
of the global anthropo-socio-technological co-evolution, wherein the transdisciplinary research stra-
tegy for comprehending such intricate realities becomes crucial. In light of these considerations,
philosophers discuss "the emergence of a new type of thinking - complexity thinking"” [1-2, p. 6-8].
Thus, in this article we approach the understanding of “human-dimensional” systems in the conditi-
ons of Digital Culture against the background of the formation of Technoscience at the general le-
vel, the convergence of Natural Science and socio-humanitarian sciences through the prism of the
content of complexity thinking. In this case, the synthesis of anthropo-socio-technological coevolu-
tion in the framework of a single theory on the basis of interdisciplinary, multidisciplinary and
transdisciplinary study of knowledge is considered as the main epistemological condition. Such a
setting of the issue requires a synergistically focused interdisciplinary approach. We utilize metho-
dological principles such as non-linearity, intersubjectivity, and synergistic synthesis to frame our
research. Within this interdisciplinary framework, we implement differentiation of differences,
synergistic synthesis of subsystems, and double contingency methods to address the emphasized
principles effectively.

MAIN PART

Devi Kevin, in his article "What's Kun's problem?", highlights in his article - there is a point
of view in scientific understanding that " makes coming to see the world differently a deliberative
process that". In this view, it is not considered correct to imagine this or that paradigm as an immu-
table system, on the contrary, it is considered as an "object of discussion” that calls into question the
inclusion of the existing canon in the future paradigm [4, p. 112]. There are positions similar to this.
For example, the Swiss philosopher Paul Hoyningen-Huene believes that "...there are situations in
the history of science in which the conviction of scientists about a certain hypothesis is so strong
that they treat it as fact. Nevertheless, this hypothesis may be abandoned at later times™ [5, p. 69].
Philosophers connect paradigm innovation with a person's cognitive attitude towards the world as a
whole. It goes beyond the realm of intra-science or the interaction between science and culture as
separate systems. The ontological context of human cognitive activity, and even the universe at lar-
ge, plays a significant role in this understanding. Canadian philosopher Nick Overduin introduces

102 JOURNAL OF YOUNG RESEARCHER, 2023, Ne 3, ISSN 2409-4838



V.R.Zulfugarov et al.

>

the term "post-religious peace" to explain paradigmatic innovations in general. He sees scientific
paradigms as attributes of a unified cognitive process, encompassing both cognitive and social as-
pects. He writes that for the formative aspect of human knowledge"” the ongoing development of
contemporary cosmization, a new epistemological paradigm of post-religious humility is replacing
religious versions". The main philosophical concept here is that a person's scientific activity is not
only shaped by their human existence but also heavily influenced by the context of "cosmization.”
In this sense, "post-religious peace” can lead a person's relationship with themselves and the world
to a path free of creative contradictions. As a result, “ new stance of post-religious humility therefo-
re summons humanity to relinquish being anthropomorphic” [6, p. 145]. One of the important po-
ints in the context of the emergence of new sciences in this approach is that, according to N.Over-
duin, "The question as to which paradigm is "better" is ultimately inexpli-cable " [6, p. 146]. That
is, against the background of D.Kevin's approach, the emergence of new knowledge, theories, sci-
entific paradigms, and sciences as a whole are not relevant in the logical context of slogans such as
"which one is better in the end"”, where the main thing is deliberativeness and deliberativeness, such
as gestalt proceduralism. Within the context of these conversations, we can consider "technoscien-
ce" to be an emerging phenomenon on a human scale. For us, the epistemological and methodologi-
cal significance of this element of the issue is significant, because there is an opportunity to synthe-
sis the concept of perpetual innovation with scientific-epistemological succession in the constructi-
on of technoscience. They claim that French philosopher Gaston Bachelard first coined the term
"technoscience™ in 1953. The popularity of this word is credited to Belgian philosopher Jilber Ottua
[7, p. 46]. But in 2018, J.Ottua emphasized in the article he wrote about the origin of the term tech-
noscience and its meaning at the modern stage: "l have a long-standing relationship with the noun
"technoscience.” In recent years, | have been concerned with its evolution and connotations, since
the period when 1 first thought it up” [8, p. 121]. It is a fact that J. Ottouan's ideas about technosci-
ence are given a wide place in the philosophical and scientific literature. J. Ottua separates the con-
cept of technoscience into 4 major aspects: 1. Technologies play a crucial role in modern science
and they are widely applied; 2. Man's attitude towards the world and space changes, man aspires to
constant transformations and manipulations; 3. The attitude towards the future changes, it is imagi-
ned openly and transparently; 4. Technoscience is such a force that it is infinitely "written" and ex-
panded into the past, the future, and also through space [8, 9]. J.Ottua underlines the fact that tech-
nology is a multifaceted reality. It can no longer be described using the "science-technology" com-
bination. He cites the absence of demarcation between basic and applied research in scientific labo-
ratories as the explanation for this. This indicates that in technoscience, science and technology are
naturally integrated and hence constitute oneness, according to J.Ottua. Science and technology can
theoretically be separated in technoscience. It turns out that a completely new science has emerged
in terms of quality and function, capable of having its own essence and functions within the context
of digital culture. Because digitality has a direct impact on and even "creates™ science and techno-
logy.

In the underlined context, J. Ottua states that the objectivity of modern science is in its effecti-
ve technical actuality [8, p. 261-265].

In conclusion, we can state that technoscience, as defined by J. Ottoya, is the mutual penetra-
tion of science and technology to the point where they are inseparable and constitute a single entity
[7, p. 46]. In the Great Oxford Dictionary, as an example of the penetration of science and techno-
logy into science, technoscience is indicated that "a single discipline has emerged": fundamental
problems are applied in solving technical problems, and technical knowledge is applied in solving
fundamental scientific problems [9, 10]. There is an intriguing philosophical generalization of such
viewpoints as well. V.E.Terekovich's generalization is of significance to us. He suggests a "ontolo-
gical pluralism model conditional on existence inheritance.” "Every essence is a derivative of some
structure and, in turn, creates new essences and structures,” according to this definition. Finally,
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structures and essences at each degree of complexity acquire the potential to partially operate and
exist to some extent independently of previous levels' structures and essences [13, p. 149-150].
Upon applying these philosophical theses to the notion of "technoscience,” it becomes evident that
this novel discipline has assimilated aspects of existence and functionality from preceding levels of
structure and essence. At the same time, the unity of science and technology in technoscience has
introduced new nuances to philosophical and scientific thinking in this area. This cognitive, socio-
cultural, and methodological approach transforms technoscience into a subject of analysis within
the realm of philosophical-scientific cognition at large. The discussions of modern philosophers on
this side of the matter show that our caution is not accidental.

The crux of the matter is that within the broader tradition of philosophical-scientific thinking,
science has long been regarded as the primary path of rationality. Science actually programs the
public consciousness in the course of epistemic and technological optimism. In light of this context,
there is a growing emergence and spread of "non-critical belief in technoscience as the ultimate
method for resolving all challenges and problems confronting humanity" [13, p. 7].

Indeed, this phenomenon can be seen as a manifestation of "scientific imperialism.” The un-
derlying causes of this issue are related to profound scientific and socio-cultural factors. Researc-
hers characterize technoscientific imperialism as the expansion of scientists' influence into spheres
beyond their own spheres of interest. Expanding this thesis further, we can envision "techno-scienti-
fic imperialism™ as the aspiration of the scientific and technocratic worldview to exert dominance
over all of humanity. A significant issue also arises in this situation: it is hard to predict in advance
the risks caused by the politicization of scientific knowledge, including the great influence of scien-
tists on political decision-making! Because of this, opponents of "scientific imperialism™ advocate
for a "broad expertocracy." However, supporters of "scientific imperialism™ argue that science can
protect society and cognition as a whole from populism. H.Collins and R.Evans write in this regard:
“The risk of populism is ever-present in democratic societies. Herewe argue that science provides
one way in which this risk can bereduced. This is not because science provides a superior truth but-
because it (a) preserves and celebrates values that are essential for democracy and (b) contributes to
the network of the checks and balances that constrain executive power” [14, p. 200].

Those in the opposite camp consider that restricting scientific professional expertise to delibe-
rative processes is more appropriate. It is possible to discern openly "what is close to the truth and
what is far from the truth in the opinions of professional experts” because to the deliberative nature
of expertise [15, p. 763].

The position between absolute faith in technoscience and distrust (scientific absolutism and
populism) is considered more correct. It is believed that in addition to absolutizing science, it is pos-
sible to get rid of denialism, which is opposite to it (denial of the existence of scientific consensus
outside the normative framework of scientific discipline) [13, p. 8]. According to this perspective,
the viewpoint of V.E.Terekovich that was previously mentioned can "eliminate™ both extremes.
Overall, it is evident that understanding the phenomenon of technoscience in the framework of
anthropo-socio-technological co-evolution is possible from both a philosophical and scientific
standpoint.

Other aspects of technology can be emphasized. However, given the context of the principles
discussed above, it is sufficient to limit ourselves to the theories of French philosopher Bruno Lato-
ur and American Alfred Nordman. According to B. Latour, technoscience is a "union of heterogene-
ous actors." Heterogeneous, that is, it is used in the system of elements with different composition.
People, science, nature, society, economy, and politics are all seen as heterogeneous players by B.
Latour [16, p. 7-34].

According to A. Nordmann, technoscience "caused an epochal shift in research culture.”
Technoscience, according to the American philosopher, is a hybrid phenomena that "throws down
the gauntlet” to the old dichotomy of nature and culture. Therefore, theoretical concepts in techno-
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scientific research cannot be separated from the material conditions of knowledge creation in prin-
ciple [17].

In the background of all these discussions, a number of philosophers advanced theses about
the essence and purpose of technoscience in digital cultural conditions (the most contemporary sta-
ge of creation of computers, artificial intelligences, robots, etc.) within the framework of human-
science relations by delving deeper into philosophical, sociocultural, and psychological-spiritual
perspectives. The Korean philosopher Y.Hui had some intriguing views at the time. J. Smonden,
one of the founders of the philosophy of technology, asserts that "we cannot understand the relati-
onship between man and machine until the concept of machine is reduced to an economic category"
[32]. He bases this claim on his belief that understanding technology itself is at the core of unders-
tanding the phenomenon of technoscience.

In other words, there is a need to consider the philosophical implications of relationships bet-
ween humans and machines, computers, and artificial intelligence. A more delicate situation is de-
veloping as a result of the greater and deeper application of digital technology to society. Therefore,
"creative destruction” (J.Schumpeter) occurs when common people have access to such cutting-ed-
ge technologies.

Its tangible manifestation is the formation of a contradiction, or at the very least an inconsis-
tency, between the rate at which new digital things are created and the philosophical understanding
of their potential repercussions. In the framework of that logic, one can think that every serious ac-
hievement of technoscience in the era of digitalization, on the one hand, creates society (develops,
creates progress), on the other hand, destroys something somewhere.

The convergence of science and technology in the age of digitalization, it turns out, actually
generates a new sociocultural environment where numbers become the primary means of communi-
cation. Y.Hui refers to this concept as "cosmotechnics” in general. Y. Hui provides the following
explanation of that concept's primary ideas: As new technologies are adapted by other cultures, tho-
se cultures develop them in line with their conceptions of space and man. By mastery, Y.Hui impli-
es embracing contemporary technologies in a way that allows us to turn them into a "function of in-
telligence"” and a part of ourselves [11, 12, 26]. This already means the adoption of new technologi-
es, Digitalism, as an immanent element and function of existence on individual, public and cosmic
scales.

This concept can be interpreted in the context of the cosmotechnical epistem. In reality, this
means developing a new epistemology. The concepts of space and man are entirely different in this
epistemology. For that epistemology, relationships with space are replaced by a desire to explore it,
and myth is swapped out for computers (and narratives for algorithms). Digital technologies, in ot-
her words, qualitatively transform how a person views himself and the rest of the world [18, 32].

Several studies have explored the evolution of cultural practices within the realm of technos-
cience, referring to it as the "digital trend of culture.” According to this perspective, the impact of
information technologies on culture is considered to be widespread. With the application of digital
technologies, "new socio-cultural phenomena and practices are emerging™ [19, p. 70-71].

All of this brings to the center of techno-science-digital culture relations in the context of the
problem we are interested in, the issue of mutual relations between the phenomena of scientific
creativity (creativity) and digitality. Before delving into an examination of these interactions, let's
first understand the definitions of these terms.

The term "creativity" encompasses diverse interpretations and perspectives. It is commonly
regarded as being synonymous with innovation. In more comprehensive analyses, some philosop-
hers view creativity as a psychological process or an expression of cognitive capabilities. Conver-
sely, other philosophers conceptualize creativity as an outcome and groundbreaking innovation that
gains recognition from the scientific community and society at large. Consequently, there exist
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psychological, historical, and historical-epistemological accounts seeking to explain the concept of
creativity [20, 21, 22].

I.T.Kasavin emphasizes that the idea of creativity or creativity is always based on a concrete
way of understanding a person, his connections with society and nature. Along with this, the con-
cept of creativity (and hence creativity at the moment) performs the function of normativity, sho-
wing a person a way to form a certain attitude towards his environment. In this sense, creativity is in
the status of Western culture and other universal concepts of technogenic civilization. In the context
that we highlight, the concept of creativity and the concept of creativity can be taken as synonyms
[22, p. 20].

That is why A.Kurri understands the creation of knowledge as "group-level activity". He wri-
tes: "... science involves the coordination of groups with different abilities to achieve common epis-
temic goals™ (that is, "to science, to the essence of scientific activity" - F.G, V.Z.) [21, p. 2].

These concepts lead to the conclusion that it is essential to consider the communication prin-
ciples and relationships between the scientific community, scientific infrastructure, and society in
order to comprehend scientific creativity, or how new, valuable knowledge is produced in science
[22, p. 58].

We agree with this viewpoint and would like to make one point: in this context, creativity and
creativity are synonyms. For us, creativity is not only sociohistorical, but also cognitive-anthropolo-
gical and methodological. At each socio-historical stage, we see innovation in the synthesis of soci-
al-practical verification and individual aptitude. At this point, the innovativeness and utility of the
resulting outcome might be used as a creative criterion.

In this article, we adopt the viewpoint that creativity and innovation are synonymous con-
cepts, and we place significant emphasis on exploring their connection with digitality, which is cru-
cial to our research topic. Within this perspective, digitality represents the epitome of creativity, sig-
nifying the highest level of expression for innovative ideas. The extent to which digital technologies
can embody knowledge in the contemporary era is recognized as a pertinent philosophical, scienti-
fic, and epistemological issue. Here, there is relevance both in terms of the formation of knowledge,
its social functions, and the prediction of its possible effects on the social environment.

In light of this, we wonder whether creativity can be fully expressed by digital technology.
More specifically, philosophers and scientists from various disciplines ask if knowledge can be co-
dified to what extent. In this connection, the philosophical-epistemological understanding of the
concept of "implicit knowledge" introduced by M.Polanyi takes a new direction [17]. According to
M.Polanyi, new knowledge always occurs in conditions that are not completely clear. Figuratively,
M.Polanyi expresses the non-obviousness of knowledge as follows: " we can know more than we
can tell" [17, p.4].

Numerous researchers have elaborated on M. Polanyi's concept, exploring the idea of "impli-
cit knowledge™ across various fields. Among them, a comparative analysis of symbolically expres-
sed (including digital) and non-symbolically (including digital) knowledge was also conducted (for
example, R.Cowan and J.Kimble). R.Cowan refers to this knowledge as being "not codified" [23, p.
212]. This means the existence of non-formalized (including digital) knowledge. Codification me-
ans codification of knowledge. It turns out that there is knowledge in modern sciences that is not co-
dified. Because their full content is not clear or expressed. This situation always exists according to
modern scientific approaches. That is, it does not depend on the approach in general, it is directly
related to the peculiarity of human cognition.

C.Kumple summarizes what is said about non-obvious knowledge and concludes that: “Tacit
knowledge is usually described as knowledge that is either (a) inarticulable, that is, it is impossible
to describe in propositional terms, or (b) implicit, that is, articulable but only with some difficulty”
[24, p. 5].
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Philosophers have recognized various categories of non-obvious knowledge and defined
which of them are associated with creativity by taking a more comprehensive approach to the issue.
According to G. Collins' classification, the collective type of non-obvious knowledge is associated
to creativity. G.Collins writes that the collective non-obvious knowledge is basically “contextuali-
zed in the language of collectivism™ [27, p. 29]. Specifically, this implies the existence of underl-
ying factors deeply embedded within the collective experiences of human societies, which form a
part of their knowledge. In essence, this knowledge remains unexpressed and undisclosed, making it
challenging to quantify or represent in numerical terms. "The language of collectivism™ is clearly
related to the spiritual, moral, psychological and other features of society. It is impossible to fully
algorithmize them. Numerous philosophers draw the conclusion that the collective non-obvious
knowledge is "...impossible to digitize" from all of this [25, p. 38].

But can the relationship between creativity and digitality from a cognitive-methodological
perspective be explained by a mechanism or a theoretical-methodological tenet? Many significant
features of relations between technoscience and digital technology in general may be understood
philosophically and scientifically thanks to the solution to this issue. We suggest a guideline we re-
fer to as the "paradox of creativity" as such a concept. Thus, scientific inventions appear rapidly,
but the philosophical-scientific understanding of their socio-cultural impact is delayed. That is, in
the cognitive aspect, the "speed of creativity" and the "speed of creativity" of the philosophical-sci-
entific understanding of the results of the socio-practical application of discoveries (inventions) are
in a paradoxical relationship. The paradox of creativity can be briefly expressed as follows: "We
can evaluate the contradiction between the creative power of scientific cognition and its creative at-
titude to its own product as an internal paradox" [28, p. 49].

This rule and G. Moore's law are related in several ways. In contrast to Moore's law, the para-
dox of creativity refers to the epistemological expression of the contradiction in the interaction of
two parts of the cognitive process that are in unity with each other. Moore's law relates to the pecu-
liarity of a certain characteristic of scientific inventions being related to the time factor [29, p.1-4].

A cognitive rule known as "double contingency" can explain the creative dilemma. This con-
cept was introduced into current philosophical and scientific literature by Talcott Parson. It explains
the cognitive, logical-psychological, and behavioral aspects of communication participants' behavi-
or. According to T.Parsons, one of the communication participants ("ego") chooses one of the avai-
lable alternatives. The reaction of the second party (“alter”) is related to both the choice of the first
party and its own choice. That is, concretely, it is a synthesis of these two options. T.Parsons calls
this a "situation of double dependence” [30, p. 437].

Expanding on this concept, Niklas Luhmann contends that reciprocal relations involve a "do-
uble contingency” [31, p. 151]. He also refers to a "double dependence on circumstances.” Accor-
ding to the German sociologist, the "ego™ possesses the capacity to select from various available al-
ternatives. The alter's response is influenced by both the ego's choice and its own decision. Conse-
quently, the choice made by the alter represents a synthesis of the ego's decision. N.Luman gene-
rally applies this mechanism to culture samples. As a result, the decisions made and conclusions
made are "conventional” in nature. The German sociologist sees a connection between double con-
tingency and the mixed relationship of concepts of system, complexity, self-reference and meaning
[31, p. 152].

In light of this, Y.Hui's concept of "algorithmic contingency” has an intriguing effect. Accor-
ding to a Korean philosopher, there are scientific objects that "do not fit recursive calculation.” If
the number is not recursively calculated, then we have encountered the phenomenon of algorithmic
contingency. If any number is given, the recursive algorithm used to express it must be shorter than
the number itself. Algorithmic contingency arises when algorithmic compactness is impossible.
Thus, contingency "becomes an expression of unpredictability and uncalculability” [32, p. 168-
169].
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Thus, when considering the ideas of T.Parsons, N.Luhmann, and Y. Hui, it becomes evident
that the paradox of creativity can be philosophically and scientifically explained within the context
of techno-science-digital relations and double contingency. The mixed relationship between techno-
logy and science constitutes one aspect of contingency, while the digital expression of these con-
nections represents the other side. If we accept these sides as "ego™ and "alter” in the sense of T.Par-
sons and N.Luman (such a reduction is possible because those concepts are universal in the sense of
N. Luman and Y. Hui and can be attributed to the cognitive mechanism of thinking as a whole), we
can say that technoscience-digital relations are formed and contented within the framework of the
rule of double contingency.

Finally, all of these studies lead to the conclusion that in the digital cultural environment,
technoscience becomes content under the conditions of double contingency in contact with digita-
lity and evolves in the unity of uncertainty and certainty. This, in turn, demonstrates that, along with
the cosmization of modern scientific thinking, it is always doomed to take into account the specific
situational aspect. As a result, the paradox of creativity, i.e., the discrepancy between the rapidity of
scientific discovery and the creative comprehension of its socio-practical application, will always be
present.

CONCLUSION

The analysis conducted reveals that in the modern era, technoscience represents the next evo-
lutionary stage of human cognition as a whole.

In fact, technoscience encompasses the overall content and nature of scientific cognition
dynamics.

To gain a comprehensive understanding of technoscience, the element of digitality must be ta-
ken into account.

The philosophical-scientific comprehension of technoscience in digital conditions can be ac-
hieved through the lens of the "paradox of creativity" and the principle of "double contingency."

For the philosophical-scientific understanding of technoscience, the concept of "algorithmic
contingency" can play a heuristic role.
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SOCIAL SCIENCES

TEXNOELM VO ROQOMSALLIQ: QARSILIQLI 9LAQOLORIN
EPISTEMOLOJi TOHLILI

V.R. Ziilfiigarov, F.M. Qurbanov

Moaqalodo texnoelm fenomeni miiasir morholodo rogomsalligla garisilighh slage kontekstindo
folsofi-elmi aspektdo arasdirilir. Gostorilir ki, “texnoelm” 6zliyiindo yeni idraki hadisadir vo
biitovliikds elmi derketmonin timumi mexanizmloari ils six alagsli olaraq meydana golmisdir.

Bu bagliligda texnoelm falsofi-elmi idrakin koqnitiv va sosial-modoni aspektlorinin
vohdatindo todqiq olunmalidir. Bu zaman sinergetik osasli fonlorarasi yanagsma faydali ola bilor.
Homin kontekstdo moagalonin miislliflorindon birinin miioyyoan etdiyi “kreativlik paradoksu” adli
kognitiv prinsipindon istifado etmoyin miimkiinliiyli nozordon kegirilir. Bunun {i¢iin T.Parsonsun
daxil etdiyi, N.Luman vo Y .Hui torafindon do arasdirilan “ikiqat kontingentlik™ prinsipinin totbigino
bas vurulur.

Elmi maqgsad: Texnoelm-rogomsalliq miinasibatlorinin falsofi-elmi dorkins nail olmag.

Metodologiya: Maqaloda sinergetik morkozli fonlorarasi mtodologiyadan yararlanilmigdir.
Bu corgivads geyri-xaottilik, intersubyektivlik, sinergetik sintez vo tosokkiil metodoloji prinsiplori
osas gotiirilmusdiir.

Metod: Farqliliklorin forqlondirilmasi, altsistemlorin sinergetik sintezi va ikiqat kontingentlik
metodlar totbiq edilir.

EImi yenilik: Texnoelm-rogomsalliq miinasibotlori “kreativlik paradoksu” ¢orgivasindo
“ikiqat kontingentlik” derketma qaydasi prizmasinda todqiq edilmisdir.

Acar sozlar: kreativlik paradoksu, ikigat kontingentlik, NBIC-konvergensiya, polisubyektlilik,
refleksivlik, multiparadigmalliq, raqgam, qeyri-askar bilik, biliyin kodifikasiyasi.

TEXHOHAYKA U IIA®POBU3AIINA: SITMCTEMOJIOTMYECKUN AHAJIN3
B3AMMOJIEMCTBUM

B.P. 3yab¢yrapos, ®.M. I'yp6anoB

B cratbe (¢eHomMeH TexHOHAyKHM B (PHIOCOPCKO-HAYYHOM aCMEKTe MCCIEAyeTCs BO
B3aUMOCBSI3H C UG POBU3AIIUEH HA COBPEMEHHOM DJTarie.

[Toka3wpiBaeTCsl, YTO «TEXHOHAYKa» TMPEACTaBIsET COOOW HOBOE IMO3HABATEIHHOE SIBJICHUE
camo 1o ce0e U BO3HUKJIIA B TECHOH CBSI3H C OOITMMH MEXaHU3MaMU HAyYHOTO MIOHUMAHUS B I[EJIOM.
B cBs3u ¢ 3TUM TexHOHayKa JOJIKHA M3y4aThCA B €JUHCTBE KOTHUTUBHOTO U COIMOKYJIBTYPHOTO
acnekToB Pr1ocodCKO-HAYIHOTO TOHUMAHUS.

J1J1st 5TOTO MOKET OBITh MOJIE3EH CUHEPTeTUIECKII MEeKIUCIIUILIMHAPHBIN Toaxo. B nanHOM
KOHTEKCTE paccMaTpUBAEeTCS BO3MOYKHOCTh MCMOJb30BaHUS KOTHUTUBHOIO MPHUHIMIA O]
Ha3BaHUEM «I1apaJIOKC KPEaTUBHOCTHY, ONPEACIICHHOTO OJTHUM M3 aBTOPOB 3TOU cTaThbu. s aTOTO
MPUMEHSIETCS MPUHIUIT «IBOMHOW KOHTHHIEHTHOCTH», BBeAeHHBIM T. Ilapconcom, a Ttakke
uccaenoBanubii H. Jlymanom u 1O. Xysewm.
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Hayunasa wean: Joctmwxkenne @uiocohcko-HAyyHOTO OCMBICIACHHS TEXHO-IU(POBBIX
OTHOLIECHUH.

MertopoJiorus: B cTarbe HCIOIB30BaHA MEKIMCLAIUIMHAPHAS METOIO0JIOTUS, OPUEHTUPOBAHHAS
Ha CHHEPTreTHKY. B 3TUX pamkax 3a OCHOBY OepyTcsi METOI0JIOTHUECKUE TTPUHIIUITH HEIMHEHHOCTH,
UHTEPCYObEKTUBHOCTH, CHHEPTeTUYECKOT0 CUHTE3a U (HOpMOOOpa30BaHUS.

Metoa: IlpumeHnstorcs MeTOIbl pa3ivu€HUE Ppa3IUYCHHUN, CHHEPreTUYECKOr0 CHUHTE3a
MOJICUCTEM H JIBOMHASI KOHTUHT€HTHOCTb.

Hayunble uHHOBamuM: B3aWMOOTHOIICHHWE TEXHOHAYKHM W LU(POBU3AIMU B HAy4YHO-
bUIT0COPCKOM acTeKTe BIEPBBIE UCCICAYETCS B paMKaX «MapajoKca KPeaTUBHOCTHY Yepe3 MPU3My
HAYYHO-TI03HABATEIHHOrO (heHOMEHA «/IBOITHAS KOHTUHIECHTHOCTHY.

KiroueBble cjioBa: napadoxc kpeamugnocmu, 08ouHas Konmuneenmuocms, NBIC-
KOHBep2eHYUsl, NOAUCYObEKMUBHOCIb, PEIEeKCUBHOCTb, MYTbMUNAPAOULMATILHOCTb, YUCTO, HEABHOE
3HaHUe, KOOUpUKAYUsL SHAHUSL.
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