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 Abstract. The article analyses the relationship between philosophy 
and science at the present stage through the prism of 
interdisciplinarity and scientific progress. Generally, the 
philosophical meaning of "scientific progress" is considered - the 
position of T. Sokolova, which caused a comprehensive discussion, 
is analysed considering the different points of view on this matter.  

It is shown that, in general, consideration of this problem from the 
point of view of interdisciplinary interactions and the formation of 
interdisciplinary new knowledge has heuristic potential. In particular, 
the philosophical and epistemological "measurement" of scientific 
progress becomes relevant at this time.  

The discussions confirm that determining an adequate criterion for 
scientific progress is one of the main problems when considering the 
problem in the selected context. Various and different proposals and 
theses appear. This difference in positions is related to the issue's 
complexity.  

Considering the diversity of opinions noted above, the article 
expresses a unique approach to the problem. In particular, the thesis 
has been put forward that the philosophical understanding of the 
concept of "now" can play a significant role in determining the 
criterion of scientific progress from an interdisciplinary position. The 
novelty of "now" was studied in synthesising cognitive and practical 
aspects.  

It is shown that in the cognitive aspect if each subsequent stage of 
the formation of interdisciplinary knowledge can simplify the 
cognitive situation compared to the previous stage (creating a more 
precise picture), we can talk about scientific progress.  

At the same time, if the practical application of new interdisciplinary 
knowledge is assessed as innovation, this means scientific 
progress.  

In conclusion, the following thesis is formulated: the criterion of 
scientific progress can be determined based on a synthesis of the 
purely cognitive novelty of interdisciplinary knowledge and an 
assessment of its application in the sociocultural environment as 
innovative.  

An interdisciplinary methodology was used to achieve the scientific 
goal.  

In particular, such methodological principles as nonlinearity, 
intersubjectivity, formation and synergy were applied.  

Complexity simplification and synergistic synthesis were used as a 
method. 
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Scientific novelty is associated with the thesis that the synthesis of 
aspects 1) "now" of scientific progress "translates the cognitive 
situation from complexity to simplicity as a purely cognitive criterion" 
and 2) "is innovative as a result of its practical application to society as 
new interdisciplinary knowledge "can be a criterion of scientific 
progress at the present stage in general. 

Keywords: nonlinearity; intersubjectivity; formation; synergy; new 
interdisciplinary knowledge; criterion of progress; simplification of 
complexity; synergetic synthesis. 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The modern era of scientific research indicates 
the rapid development of scientific progress 
and the consolidation of knowledge in various 
fields. This phenomenon requires special atten-
tion and philosophical and epistemological 
analysis to understand its essence and influ-
ence on our understanding of the world. This 
article examines the issue of scientific progress 
and interdisciplinarity using an intellectual and 
epistemological approach. The emphasis is on 
the importance of integrating various scientific 
disciplines and their interaction in the context 
of the modern scientific picture of the world. 
This analysis will provide a deeper understand-
ing of the nature of scientific progress and 
identify new perspectives for further research 
in the interdisciplinarity and philosophy of sci-
ence. 

The philosophical conceptualisation of the pro-
gress of science stands out as one of the press-
ing problems in philosophical literature. Over 
the past few years, philosophers and method-
ologists have widely discussed this topic in the 
context of interdisciplinary research. Concep-
tualisations of scientific progress are primarily 
explored in the context of philosophy of science 
and epistemology. In this regard, the article by 
T. Sokolova is of interest [19, p. 23-34]. 

The philosopher presents the problem as fol-
lows. Organising and conducting "successful 
inter- and transdisciplinary research" can help 
overcome the problem of disciplinary separa-
tion (scientific divisions). If in the 19th-century 
specialisation was considered a sign of scien-
tific progress, then at the end of the 20th cen-
tury, the scientific perception of the structuring 
of sciences is seen as an obstacle to adequate 
research of "complex and complex objects." In-
terdisciplinary research is considered a "neces-
sary condition for scientific progress." This au-

tomatically presupposes philosophical reflec-
tion on this type of research [19, p. 23].  

Of course, the history of approaching philoso-
phy-science relations in the context of scientific 
progress and interdisciplinary knowledge is 
extended. Here, T. Sokolova actualises the cur-
rent problem in a specific direction. Philoso-
phers and methodologists have actively re-
sponded to it, and serious discussions are un-
derway. We have expressed our approach to 
the issue in light of those discussions in this ar-
ticle. 

Specifically, we argue that the approach to the 
problem of the concept of "now-now" in the 
context of interdisciplinary knowledge in the 
prism of philosophical and epistemological un-
derstanding is helpful in terms of modern sci-
entific criteria. 

Interdisciplinary methodology is applied for 
this. Nonlinearity, intersubjectivity, formation 
and synergism were chosen as the main meth-
odological principles. The complex application 
of the methodological tenets has made it possi-
ble to philosophically reflect on the dynamic 
renewal system of the problem and the innova-
tion of knowledge in the integrative aspect. 

The article used complexity simplification and 
synergistic synthesis as methods. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The epistemological specificity of overcoming 
the disciplinary limitation: in the prism of a pro-
ject proposal. Against the background of the 
problem presented above, T. Sokolova puts 
forward such a thesis: to eliminate the discipli-
nary separation, it is possible to take advantage 
of the "French version of historical epistemolo-
gy" proposed by Gaston Bashlyar. According to 
G. Bashlyar's historical epistemology, 1) pro-
gress is an integral property of scientific cogni-
tion; 2) the functional specificity of science it-
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self causes scientific progress. To put it con-
cretely, scientific progress stems from the his-
toricity of science. This means that, according 
to G. Bashlyar's interpretation of historical 
epistemology, it is necessary to abandon the 
explanation of scientific truths as timeless, ab-
solute and universal mysteries [2, p. 7-198; 19, 
p. 23-34].  

On this basis, T. Sokolova considers it relevant 
to examine the issue in three aspects. First, 
"disciplinary separation is a philosophical 
problem". Second, there are "approaches to the 
conceptualisation of scientific progress". Third, 
"French historical epistemology can be a possi-
ble philosophical platform to overcome disci-
plinary separation" [19, p. 23].  

Interestingly, the Russian philosopher tries to 
explain that there is a specific disciplinary limi-
tation in modern philosophical understanding 
in the context of interdisciplinary research. 
Specifically, he shows Federico Rousseau's the-
sis about English-language philosophy as an 
example: English-language philosophy is still 
"characterised by strict disciplinary separa-
tion" [18]. In his preface to F. Russo's mono-
graph, M. Boon emphasises that the work is 
practically an innovation in combining the phi-
losophy of science, technology, and STS [4]. In 
other words, there is no "scientific bridge" be-
tween the highlighted research directions, and 
F. Russo tries to create it. F. Russo seeks a new 
epistemology where "human and artificial epis-
temologies are combined" [4]. Here, "human 
epistemology" is the subject of scientific activi-
ty, and "artificial epistemology" is the "cogni-
tive tools" used by the scientist. Then Rous-
seau's main idea is this: human and artificial 
epistemologies create knowledge in synthesis! 

Let's explain a concept that is important in 
terms of the scientific purpose of the article. 
We mean the STS program. "STS" generally re-
fers to the study of science and technology. In 
the 90s of the last century, a strong STS pro-
gram was developed at Virginia Tech Universi-
ty in the USA [23]. In that program, they ex-
pressed the scientific goal as follows. Its anno-
tation states that STS is a developing field en-
compassing all the social and humanities disci-
plines. The aim here is to examine how science 
and technology, on the one hand, and society, 
politics, and culture, on the other hand, mutual-
ly shape each other [23]. 

I. Kasavin presents the Science and Technology 
Studies (STS) program as "...one of the leading 
world trends in philosophical-interdisciplinary 
studies". STS can contribute to science-society 
interactions in this capacity. One of the main 
tasks is to examine the interrelationships of 
philosophy and other disciplines that study sci-
ence in an interdisciplinary context. At the 
same time, it is necessary to maintain a balance 
between the norm of cultural autonomy of sci-
entific research and the existence of science as 
a social institution. With this, the "technologi-
calism" inherent in STS can be reduced [7, p. 6]. 

What is interesting here for researchers is F. 
Rousseau's appeal to the classical type of 
French historical epistemology as a possible 
unification project within the philosophy of 
science. What is interesting and surprising is 
the promotion of disciplinary separation within 
philosophy itself, corresponding to the discipli-
nary division of natural science within French 
historical epistemology. Such a situation allows 
us to imagine that it is more logical that French 
historical epistemology can propose discipli-
nary division from natural science to philoso-
phy of science rather than unification in the 
philosophy of science [19, p. 24-25]. 

However, it is theoretically possible to ap-
proach this situation differently. If interdisci-
plinary and transdisciplinary research ulti-
mately "...leads to the unique re-separation of 
disciplines in new areas of scientific under-
standing, can't this process be seen as a new 
stage in the development of science as a whole, 
or at least a certain marker of a new kind of 
progress?" [19, p. 25]. 

Philosophers conclude from these that it is a 
particular paradox. For example, I. Kasavin 
looks at that problem through the prism of the 
interaction between the "metaphysics of pro-
gress" and the "disciplinary structure of sci-
ence" and puts forward the opinion that 
T. Sokolova talks about two paradoxes. This 
paradox originates from the intention to re-
solve the disciplinary divisions of scientific 
knowledge based on a theoretical comparison 
(or explanation, description) of the differentia-
tion and integration of scientific knowledge. 
I. Kasavin considers this critical for under-
standing modern science [6, p. 35]. 

At the same time, I. Kasavin disagrees with the 
solution approach proposed by T. Sokolova. He 
justifies this position because it is not entirely 



Path of Science. 2023. Vol. 9. No 11  ISSN 2413-9009 

Section “Philosophy”   6004 

correct to put the issue in the context that 
modern science has a disciplinary suture, and 
the research object does not correspond to this 
disciplinary division. Because "that contradic-
tion disappears when we add the third charac-
teristic of progress that is actually observed". It 
is "the integration of knowledge, interactions of 
several interdisciplinary fields in the form of 
disciplinary institutionalisation". For example, 
the cognitive sciences presented by T. Sokolova 
as differentiation mean the integration of more 
sciences. From this point of view, we can talk 
about the institutionalisation of psychology, 
physiology, linguistics, sociology, philosophy 
and computer sciences against the background 
of researching cognitive technologies with 
long-term cross-disciplinary effects. These dis-
ciplines found a common language by creating 
an "exchange zone" [6, p. 36]. 

This point occupies a separate place in the dis-
cussion of the problem. However, despite the 
paradox highlighted in light of the diversity of 
approaches, researchers are united in the fact 
that the philosophical-scientific meaning of the 
concept of "progress" is the main line of discus-
sion. T. Sokolova writes, "The central concept 
of this discussion is progress (more precisely, 
its constantly repeated meaning both in science 
and philosophy)". 

Therefore, T. Sokolova considers it relevant for 
him to accept historical epistemology as a 
"possible theoretical platform" to overcome 
and re-understand the philosophical reflection 
of scientific progress, as well as the disciplinary 
separation of interdisciplinarity [19, p. 26]. Let 
us emphasise that the Russian philosopher us-
es the term "transdisciplinarity" here, which in 
the considered context does not differ from in-
terdisciplinarity or is a part of it [21].  

The meanings of scientific progress and scientific 
rationality: an epistemology of interrelation-
ships. Philosophers and methodologists of sci-
ence actively reacted to the above statement of 
the issue and turned it into an object of broad 
discussion. Let's dwell on some of them in the 
context of the topic we are looking at. First, 
look at the general meaning of "scientific pro-
gress". The researchers point to the definition 
in the Oxford Dictionary as the primary content 
of the concept of "scientific progress". It says 
that the word "progress" means 1) develop-
ment towards a better or more advanced state 

and 2) moving forward or ascending to a speci-
fied place [14].  

The concept of "scientific progress" is ex-
plained in the literature on this basis. Here, the 
main point for us is that "scientific progress" 
means "innovation" or "unprecedented signs" 
when certain conditions are met. However, in 
the philosophical aspect, the main issue is re-
lated to explaining "innovation". Researchers 
agree that scientific progress is innovation, but 
there is a difference of opinion in determining 
the philosophical, epistemological and scien-
tific criteria (signs, parameters) of this "innova-
tion". The same thing happens during the epis-
temological meaning of scientific progress. 

Therefore, discussions and debates of philoso-
phers and methodologists about scientific pro-
gress are not related to this phenomenon's ex-
istence or lack thereof but to an adequate phil-
osophical-scientific explanation. For example, 
several researchers believe that the first defini-
tion of progress is descriptive (specific quality 
change regardless of direction), and the second 
is normative (analytical) [19, p. 26]. Other re-
searchers, while emphasising that the concept 
of "scientific progress" has a dual nature (de-
scriptive and normative), claim that the Oxford 
Dictionary does not give a descriptive but a 
normative definition because they write that 
the phrase "to improve" already emphasises 
the direction [22, p. 65]. This feature again 
shows that clarifying what is "new" plays a 
fundamental role in the philosophical under-
standing of the concept of "scientific progress".  

For the philosophical understanding of innova-
tion in the context of scientific progress, phi-
losophers consider it essential to compare "sci-
ence" and "non-science". This side of the issue 
was included in the discussions. I. Niiniluoto 
believes that science differs from other fields of 
human activity precisely because it has a "pro-
gressive character". Art, religion, philosophy, 
morality, and politics are different. In addition, 
there are clear, precise standards or "norma-
tive criteria" to clarify scientific achieve-
ments [12]. 

An interesting conclusion was reached in the 
discussions. From the above position, it is chal-
lenging and perhaps impossible to see scientific 
progress as a particular case of the general 
progress of humanity. This forms different 
views on science and human activity in the 
human-humanity, society-nature interaction. 
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That is, "Is there no interaction between scien-
tific progress and other types of human activi-
ty?" the search for an answer comes to the fore. 
Against the background of this idea, the ques-
tion of whether science is historical becomes 
relevant. If science is historical, it has a past. 
When his past exists, his attitude to the soci-
ocultural environment of that period is fasci-
nating. Because historical stages differ from 
each other, at the same time, scientific para-
digms also differ from each other. Is there no 
connection between science and different types 
of human activity? In this regard, imagining 
progress as a transition from knowing less to 
knowing more is interesting. Because then pro-
gress is necessarily based on the historicity of 
science. Therefore, to determine scientific pro-
gress, there must be such decisive points (fac-
tors, parameters, etc.) in the past that "relative 
progress is recorded" [19, p. 27]. In particular, 
T. Nikles writes that in the "cumulative ap-
proach to progress", it is possible to talk about 
the historicity of science, that "progress can be 
defined as the quantitative increase of 
knowledge and facts about the world" [11].  

T. Sokolova talks about the possibility of an ad-
equate philosophical understanding of scien-
tific progress within the French historical epis-
temology in the light of such ideas. In this re-
gard, it is based on J-F. Braunstein's thesis is 
that French epistemology is a scientific reflec-
tion and a "critical reflection of history". At the 
same time, it expresses a thesis that is im-
portant for us: the critical reflection of the his-
tory of science is also a reflection of the history 
of rationality [3, p. 923]. There is no strict dis-
tinction between epistemology, philosophy of 
science and technology. 

Interestingly, this point causes misunderstand-
ing in English-speaking scientific circles and 
requires further explanation. In this regard, 
T. Sokolova shows the ideas of B. Boer as an 
example [5, p. 171]. 

The following conclusion can be drawn from 
them: in the modern philosophical sense, pro-
gress can be determined according to some fac-
tor, parameter, or sign, which indicates that 
progress is related to the direction. That is, the 
conversation here should not be descriptive 
but normative. Progress can be understood 
philosophically within an analytical approach. 
If not more specific, scientific progress is a 
normative term relative to a particular goal. 

Here, "norm" and "goal" express the essence of 
the philosophical-epistemological meaning of 
progress. Even several philosophers perceive 
progress as an "exceptionally normative" phe-
nomenon [22, p. 67]. Its epistemological and 
scientific meaning should also be related to this 
point. 

At the same time, the issue of philosophical un-
derstanding of the mutual relations between 
progress and scientific rationality automatical-
ly becomes relevant here. If science is histori-
cal, scientific rationality is also historical and 
changes from stage to stage. In this regard, 
what about the epistemology of the connec-
tions between scientific progress and the mul-
tidimensionality of scientific rationality? 

This point also took a severe place in the dis-
cussions. V. Porus analysed the interesting 
philosophical points of the issue. The philoso-
pher analyses what contribution interdiscipli-
nary and transdisciplinary methodology can 
make to determine scientific progress and sci-
entific rationality [16, p. 58–64]. According to 
V. Porus, "construction of large-scale concepts" 
occupies a special place in sociocultural epis-
temology. There are "complex and 'multidi-
mensional' approaches" to such creation of un-
derstandings. The practical application of these 
theoretically constructed concepts is carried 
out with the same logic. It turns out that meth-
odological, psychological, social, etc. "theoreti-
cal-methodological measurements" cannot 
form a universal idea about those concepts. 
However, it can play a guiding role in using 
those concepts in epistemology and philosophy 
of science. It should also be taken into account 
that the progress of science within the frame-
work of "multidimensional rationality" can be 
considered progress in one assessment and re-
gression in another. Taking all this into ac-
count, V. Porus concludes that the philosophy 
of science, on the one hand, "should avoid 
dogmatic universalisation of the criteria of ra-
tionality, and on the other hand, the extremism 
of relativism" [16, p. 58]. 

In the highlighted context, the following ques-
tions are also relevant for us. So, can the transi-
tion of scientific research to interdisciplinarity 
be called a "new type" of scientific rationality? 
If so, how do the criteria for scientific progress 
change? [16, p. 58]. V. Porus does not object to 
calling the transition to interdisciplinary re-
search "new rationality" in principle. That is, 
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there is such a point of view that the rationality 
used in interdisciplinarity can be accepted as 
"new". This point of view is justified when ap-
proaching scientific rationality through the 
prism of "multidimensionality" [15, p. 5–16; 17, 
p. 416–432]. 

But again, firstly, the question depends on 
which rationality prism to look at scientific 
progress. Secondly, it is related to defining pro-
gress according to what factors and based on 
what criteria. For example, let's look at the mu-
tual relations between philosophers and scien-
tists in the context of the concept of "progress" 
within the framework of interdisciplinary ra-
tionality. The need for philosophy to be inter-
disciplinary, similar to natural science, emerg-
es. This means that, for example, the philoso-
phy of physics, the philosophy of biology, the 
philosophy of culture, the philosophy of math-
ematics, and others should interact within the 
framework of interdisciplinarity in natural sci-
ence, corresponding to physics, mathematics, 
biology, and others. In that context, expressions 
such as "autonomous epistemology" and "plas-
tic epistemology" used by several researchers 
can also be considered. But in all cases, in the 
epistemological aspect, the issue comes down 
to the specific scientific criteria of "measuring" 
progress, where one of the main questions is 
"how to determine scientific innovation?". 

In the highlighted context, V. Porus puts for-
ward the issue of the unity of the result ob-
tained in application with the theoretical-
inventive aspect of progress [16, p. 62-63]. In 
the true sense of the word, scientific progress 
should give positive results in the direction of 
"service to humanity" in addition to purely 
cognitive innovation. The unity of these two 
aspects can allow us to talk about scientific 
progress. At this time, V. Porus also mentions 
that it is not right to blame the damage of sci-
entific innovation on humanity, only on politics 
and morality. Let us emphasise that the same 
position was expressed by H. Kissinger, D. Hat-
tenlocker and E. Schmidt in their last work [8]. 

The study of scientific progress in the context 
of interdisciplinarity raises many epistemolog-
ical and methodological questions. Summaris-
ing them, we can identify several main points. 

First, scientific progress is a concept with com-
plex content and meaning, and its philosophical 
understanding requires a separate approach. 

Secondly, scientific progress can be defined 
relative to "scientific innovation" in all cases. At 
this time, the philosophical-epistemological 
meaning of "innovation" in science is essential. 
This point has a special meaning and relevance 
in an interdisciplinary approach. 

Third, the understanding of scientific progress 
is closely related to rationality. Rationality in 
that context should be considered as a "multi-
dimensional complex". The fact that rationality 
is multidimensional gives reason to imagine 
scientific progress as a "multidimensional con-
cept". In this regard, interdisciplinarity can 
contribute to the philosophical reflection of 
scientific progress as a new rationality. 

If we compare these results, we will see that 
the philosophical understanding of the con-
cepts of "scientific innovation", "new 
knowledge", and, in general, "now" is relevant 
for the intellectual reflection of scientific pro-
gress in an interdisciplinary context.  

Philosophical reflection of the concept of "now" 
in the prism of an interdisciplinary approach. 
Let's look at the synergetic explanation of the 
issue in light of the provisions we have high-
lighted above. There may be different ap-
proaches to the philosophical and epistemolog-
ical definition of innovation in science. Here, 
we take as a starting point a thesis of E. Moore. 
The French philosopher and methodologist 
tried to bring philosophy and science to a sin-
gle theoretical-methodological level using 
complexity [10; 1, p. 64; 9, p. 4-18]. Of course, 
other philosophers could have taken the same 
position. But E. Moren's approach is essential 
for us in an interdisciplinary and synergistic 
context. Here, the proposed method to ensure 
the unity of philosophy and science is interest-
ing, and we believe that it gives grounds for 
drawing specific conclusions based on the dis-
cussions presented above.  

This is the logic of this approach. According to 
E. Moore, each cognitive situation is a "loop of 
consciousness" that interacts with complexity 
and simplification when passing from one stage 
to another. The human mind tries to simplify 
every complex cognitive situation in its way. 
These transitions transition the mental process 
from one loop of consciousness to another He-
stalt (not fragmentary, but holistic, whole). At 
the last stage of the process of understanding, a 
"loop of universal consciousness" is created, 
which includes the previous stages. 
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According to V. Frobel and C. Timashev, the 
cognitive process understood in Moren's sense 
results from the fractality of consciousness 
(self-similarity with certain intervals). That is, 
according to this approach, time is fractal. At 
each new stage, cognition returns to the situa-
tion of perception at the previous stage ("re-
entry"), and the cognitive process as a whole 
continues in that order [20]. Then, at each 
stage of understanding, the content of the con-
cept of "now" becomes relevant to the philo-
sophical epistemological problem we are look-
ing at. In general, by determining the relation-
ship between the content of "now" and a specif-
ic scientific innovation ("scientific now"), we 
can answer the question "What is scientific in-
novation?" it is possible to find an answer to 
the question. 

Against the background of the fractality of time, 
in the synergetic (interdisciplinary) sense of 
the issue, every "scientific-now" takes the con-
tent of the temporal (in the sense that each 
cognitive situation has its content and rhythm 
of progress) discourse of the problem of inter-
subjective communication of consciousness. 
Against this background, we can discuss a spe-
cific criterion for evaluating scientific progress 
as new knowledge. 

The temporality of scientific knowledge acqui-
sition can be considered as an intersubjective 
temporal discourse, in addition to determining 
that knowledge has its content within each 
fractal dimension and the transition from one 
fractal dimension (the limit of self-similarity) 
to another (in the sense of the transition from a 
specific rhythm of self-similarity to another). At 
this time, any change considered as "new scien-
tific knowledge" (invention, discovery, innova-
tion, information, etc.) ensures the transition of 
the cognitive situation from complexity to a 
simpler one (in the sense that the overall cogni-
tive picture becomes more apparent against 
the background of new knowledge), then it is 
scientific in the mental aspect can be consid-
ered as progress. In the sense of E. Moore, un-
derstanding manifests itself as simplifying a 
complex cognitive situation at a new stage. 

In other words, here we are talking about new 
scientific meanings (concrete; we can also say 
"scientific truths" within the framework of ra-
tionality). From here, the importance of talking 
about the projection of scientific progress into 
the "intersubjective cognitive zone" (interdis-

ciplinary cognitive field) at the modern stage 
automatically emerges. So, we can talk about 
scientific progress in the interdisciplinary cog-
nitive field, where new scientific meanings 
emerge. At this time, the ability of new 
knowledge to transfer the overall cognitive sit-
uation from a complex picture to a more pre-
cise (in the sense of simplicity) situation can 
act as a cognitive criterion of the progress of 
science. If new knowledge can make the cogni-
tive situation (or picture) more transparent 
and more straightforward than the previous 
stage, we can talk about scientific progress in 
the mental aspect. 

However, the problem in the interdisciplinary 
context is not limited to this. Here, a second 
factor (or parameter) is necessary. Specifically, 
new knowledge in the cognitive aspect should 
also be evaluated as an innovation due to its 
practical application because modern societies 
are "scientific societies", "information socie-
ties", and "knowledge societies" to a large ex-
tent. This means that now social-cultural, mor-
al-cultural values are "scientific". Therefore, it 
is necessary to accept the scientific activity and 
the scientific knowledge that is its direct result 
in the synthesis of cognitive and sociocultural 
aspects. 

Thus, scientific progress in the context of in-
terdisciplinary knowledge at the modern stage 
can be defined in the cognitive and practical-
applied innovative unity of new knowledge. 
Here, as a cognitive criterion, new knowledge 
can change the overall cognitive situation from 
the existing complex picture to a simpler, 
clearer one. Here, an essential condition is con-
sidering scientific progress in the interrelation-
ship of all previous and subsequent stages. 
That is, here, scientific progress can be imag-
ined as the fact of theoretical evaluation of sci-
ence at a later stage compared to the previous 
stage. 

At the same time, scientific progress is closely 
related to evaluating new knowledge as inno-
vation due to its practical application in the 
context of interdisciplinary learning. If the cog-
nitive (in the sense of simplification of the 
mental situation compared to the previous 
stage) sign (parameter, criterion) of scientific 
progress and its sociocultural criterion (per-
ceived as innovation as a result of practical ap-
plication) are united, then it is possible to talk 
about scientific progress as a whole. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Philosophical reflection of scientific progress in 
philosophy-science relations at the modern 
stage is complex. When the issue is approached 
from an interdisciplinary (interdisciplinary) 
position, the need for philosophical and epis-
temological "measurement" of scientific pro-
gress arises. Discussions conducted by philos-
ophers and methodologists in that direction 
show that the main issue is determining scien-
tific progress's adequate criterion (parameter, 
sign). Here are various suggestions. 

We put forward the thesis that the philosophi-
cal understanding of "now" can play a signifi-
cant role in determining the criterion of scien-
tific progress in an interdisciplinary prism. We 
state that two aspects are vital in this concept's 
philosophical and epistemological meaning in 
multidisciplinary knowledge. First, the purely 
cognitive criterion of "now". Second, confirma-

tion of the innovativeness of "now" as a result 
of its practical application to society as a new 
interdisciplinary knowledge. 

In the unity of these two aspects, we can talk 
about the criterion of scientific progress in an 
interdisciplinary context. 

Taking these into account, we can express the 
conclusion as follows: the philosophical-
epistemological criterion of scientific progress in 
an interdisciplinary context is innovative as a re-
sult of its practical application, with the peculiari-
ty that knowledge can further simplify the com-
plexity compared to the previous stage (in the 
sense of creating a clearer picture of the object 
within the scientific criteria of the time) can be 
determined based on the unity of determining its 
capabilities. At this time, as an essential condi-
tion, it is possible to accept the synthesis of in-
terdisciplinary knowledge and its application to 

the sociocultural environment as innovation. 
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