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Abstract

This article examines the relationship between hermeneutics and technology, focusing on how technology
expands hermeneutic understanding and how hermeneutics interprets technological phenomena.
Historically, hermeneutics evolved from interpreting sacred and literary texts to understanding science and
technology, as seen in the works of Don Ihde and Alfred Nordmann. To test the validity of this extension
of hermeneutics, the author engages with an Al assistant, asking it to generate original concepts on the
hermeneutics of technology. Analyzing the Al assistant’s responses, the author identifies the framework
that the Al assistant adheres to when proposing concepts for the hermeneutics of technology. The author
associates this framework with the regressive transcendental argument and the retrospective explanatory
approach in philosophy and sociology. This approach aims to uncover the context of the phenomenon being
explained and, thereby, reveal the conditions for its possibility or the generative mechanisms behind it.
From this perspective, explanation converges with hermeneutic understanding. When we attempt to explain
new technological practices and phenomena, we revise and rewrite conceptual frameworks to make them
capable of encompassing these new phenomena. In this way, we engage in the hermeneutic work of
understanding as reinterpretation. Given this, the author’s reproach to the Al assistant — that it relies on a
rather old model of philosophical explanation without introducing anything new — is not entirely fair. The
participation of the Al assistant in the dialogue, as well as our interactions with neural networks, creates
new contexts for us, in relation to which we construct new descriptions of the world and ourselves.

Keywords: Hermeneutics; Background knowledge; Technology; Al assistants;
Explanation; Understanding; Novelty

Acknowledgement: The research was supported by Russian Science Foundation, project Ne 25-28-00120
“Background Knowledge as an Epistemological Problem”.

Citation: Stoliarova, O. E. (2025). Techno-Contexts and the Birth of Novelty: Questioning the Al on
Hermeneutics. Technology and Language, 6(2), 151-160. https://doi.org/10.48417/technolang.2025.02.13

© Stoliarova, O.E. This work is licensed under a Creative Commons
BY NC Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License

151
soctech.spbstu.ru


https://doi.org/10.48417/technolang.2025.02.13
mailto:olgastoliarova@mail.ru
mailto:olgastoliarova@mail.ru
https://doi.org/10.48417/technolang.2025.02.13
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0033-5906

Special Topic: Hermeneutic dimensions
Tema Beiycka “/Mzvepenus cepmenesmurit”

VK 004.8
https://doi.org/10.48417/technolang.2025.02.13
Hayunas crates

TexXHO-KOHTEKCTbI B POKIACHUEC HOBU3HBI:
BOHpOCI)I NCKYCCTBCHHOMY MHTEC/VICKTY 0 T¢CPMCHCBTHUKE

Oubra EprenbeBna Cromsiposa ‘= (L)
MexperuoHanbHas oOlIecTBeHHas opranu3anus “Pycckoe o0miecTBo nucropuu 1 ¢puinocoduu Haykn”,
JlsamuH mep., x. 1/36, ctp. 2, xomH. 2, 105062, Mocksa, Poccutickas @enepanms

olgastoliarova@mail.ru

AHHOTANUA

B cratbe paccMaTpUBaeTCs B3aMMOCBSA3b MEKIY TEPMEHEBTHKON M TEXHOJIOTHEH, ¢ aKIIEHTOM Ha TO, KaK
TEXHOJIOTHH PACIHIUPSIOT TEPMEHEBTHYECKOEC MOHHUMAaHHE W KaK TEPMCHEBTHKA WHTEPIPETHPYET
TEXHOJIOTHYECKHE sBJIeHHs. VICTOpHUYECKH TepMEHEBTHUKA Pa3BUBAJIACH OT UCTOJIKOBAHHS CBSILICHHBIX H
JUTEPATYPHBIX TEKCTOB K MOHUMAHUIO HAYKH U TEXHOJIOTHH, YTO IPOCIekKHuBaeTcs B paborax Jlona Aiin
u Anpdpena Hopamanna. J{as npoBepkr 0OOCHOBAaHHOCTH TAKOTO PACIIMPEHUs TEPMEHEBTHKH aBTOP
oOpamraercs k MU-accucTeHTy, mpemiaras eMy CreHEpUPOBaTh OPUTHHAIBHBIC KOHIICTITHI, CBSI3aHHBIC C
TepMEHEBTHUKOM TeXHOJIOTHH. AHanu3upys oTBeTsl VM-accucTeHTa, aBTOp BBISBISAET PaMKH, B KOTOPBIX
paccyxaaet MU, koraa npeniaraet KOHIETIIMYA T€PMEHEBTUKN TEXHOJIOTUU. DTH PaMKU aBTOP COOTHOCHUT
C PErp€CCUBHLIM TPAHCUECHACHTAJIbHBIM apPryMCHTOM U PETPOCHEKTUBHBIM O6’b$[CHI/ITeJ'H)HI)IM moaxoa0M B
(1)I/IJ'IOCO(1)I/II/I 1 COIIMOJIOTHH. I[aHHLIe MOAXOAbI HalPaBJICHBI Ha BBIABJICHUE KOHTCKCTaA O6’I)$[CH$[6MOI‘O
ABJICHUSA, T.C. HA PACKPBITHC yCHOBI/Iﬁ €T0 BO3MOKHOCTU HUJIHN MOPOKAAIOIINUX MEXAHU3MOB. C 3TONU TOYKU
3peHust 00bSICHEHNE COMMKACTCS C TePMEHEBTHYECKUM MOHUMaHHeM. Koraa Mbl cTpeMUMCsT 00BSICHUTh
HOBBIE TEXHOJIOTHYECKHE MPAKTHKH U SBJICHHS, Mbl IEPECMATPUBAEM M MEPEIHCHIBAEM KOHIICITYaIbHbIC
paMKu TakuM 00pa3oM, YTOOBI OHH MOTJIH BBICTYITUTh UCTOYHHKOM OOBSCHEHHS HOBBIX siBICHHUN. Takum
00pa3oM, Mbl Y4aCTByeM B F€pPMEHEBTHUYECKOI paboTe MOHUMAaHUs KaK mepeuHrepnperanun. Mcxomas u3
3TOoro, ynpék aBropa B aapec MM-accucTeHTa — B TOM, YTO TOT OMUPACTCS HA TPAAUIUOHHYIO MOJENb
(bunocodckoro 0ObICHEHUS U HE IPEAIaraeT HUYEro HOBOTO — He BIoJIHe cripaBennuB. Camo yuactue UU-
ACCHCTEHTA B JMAJIOTe M HAIIe B3aUMOJICHCTBHAE C HEHPOCETAMH CO3MAIOT /I HAC HOBBIC KOHTEKCTHI, B
OTHOIICHUH KOTOPBIX MBI JOPMUPYEM HOBBIE OIHICAHUS MUPA U CAaMUX CeO4.
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INTRODUCTION

In the 19th century, hermeneutics, traditionally associated with the exegesis of
sacred texts, emerged — through the works of Friedrich Schleiermacher and Wilhelm
Dilthey — as a new methodology in the humanities, offering a universal approach to
understanding the phenomena of mental life. According to its proponents, this method of
cognition is fundamentally distinct from natural scientific inquiry, which strives for
objectivity. The hermeneutic approach requires understanding and interpretation — an
interaction between the observer’s unique subjective position and the unique historical
existence of the phenomenon under study.

The expansion of hermeneutics did not end there. The next step, which was
regarded as a cognitive breakthrough by scholars in the field, was its extension in the late
20th century to the realm of science and technology. The “new” hermeneutics, as argued
by Don Ihde, a proponent of the hermeneutic approach in the philosophy of science and
technology, can be extrapolated to “non-human, inorganic, and artificial phenomena”
(Ihde, 1999, p. 40). Ihde identifies examples of such extrapolations in the works of H.
Dreyfus, P. Heelan, and J. Rouse, among others, where science is presented as a practice
involving the interpretation of objects, instruments, and theories. Building on this
perspective, Ihde (1999) develops a hermeneutics of technoscience centered on the
concept of the embodied subject and instrumentally mediated knowledge. The perceptual
experience of the cognitive subject is always culturally — and therefore technologically —
mediated, and science is no exception. Scientists “read” the world through instruments
that possess interpretive potential, as these tools are part of the cultural environment in
which the human body is embedded.

Today, we are witnessing the continued development of the hermeneutics of science
and technology (Sand et al., 2023; Nordmann & Grunwald, 2023). Alfred Nordmann
offers his own interpretation of this idea, aligning more closely with the classical
understanding of hermeneutics as the interpretation of literary texts. He assigns a
relatively modest role to hermeneutics in science, acknowledging the traditional view that
normal science seeks to avoid hermeneutics in favor of unambiguous experience and
objective judgments. Instead, Nordmann (2023) links the evolution of hermeneutics to
technology, arguing that technology has the capacity to transform its creators and users
in much the same way that a text transforms its interpreter.

In a recent discussion inspired by Nordmann on the principles and boundaries of
the hermeneutics of science and technology?, I identified and formulated the following
question, which | will explore in the sections that follow: Can technology be considered
a condition that enables the advancement of hermeneutics? What does technology
contribute to hermeneutics, and what, in turn, does hermeneutics offer to technology?

! The discussion took place at the seminar “Hermeneutics of Science and Technology” (157th Research
Workshop “Problems of Rational Philosophy”, January 23, 2025), held at the Institute of Philosophy of
the Russian Academy of Sciences (RAS), Moscow.
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LET US ASK SOMEONE WHO KNOWS

As | began reflecting on my potential contribution to the aforementioned discussion
on hermeneutics and technology shortly before it took place, news emerged online about
a new competitor to GPT chat — the Chinese artificial intelligence DeepSeek-V3. Reports
claimed it surpassed previous Al assistants in many respects. Seeing this as an opportunity
to test the new Al, | decided to engage with DeepSeek, especially since registration
required minimal effort (login was facilitated through a Google account). | asked it — or
perhaps them? —to propose an original and fresh idea that could help me address the topic
of the Hermeneutics of Technology.

“Got 1it,” DeepSeek responded, suggesting the idea of a mutual interpretation
between artificial intelligence and humans: “The Double Hermeneutics of Al:
Interpreting How Al Interprets Us.”

The idea was as follows: Al systems are shaped by human interpretation — humans
design, train, and understand Al within their own cultural, ethical, and epistemological
frameworks. In doing so, they consciously and unconsciously embed values and
meanings into Al, which in turn influence how Al operates. However, there is also a
reverse effect: Al-generated content shapes human thought and language, which then
feeds back into the training data for future Al models. As a result, this process forms a
dynamic feedback system of co-constructed meaning with an unpredictable trajectory, as
it remains unclear who ultimately controls its development.

“Let me know if you’d like to refine this further or dive deeper into any specific
aspect!” DeepSeek said.

“Okay, thank you”, I replied, “However, your idea is not original; it does not offer
a fresh perspective. The mutual determination between humans and technology has long
been a well-established concept in Science and Technology Studies (STS) and related
research programs. The concept of the social construction of technology highlights one
dimension — namely, that humans embed their own meanings and values into technology
and its design, which can then be ‘read’ by interpreters. Meanwhile, the concept of
technological mediation of perception and the notion of socio-technical systems illustrate
another dimension — that technology shapes our knowledge of the world, functions as a
prism through which we perceive it, and influences the construction of social orders. The
integration of these concepts has long been established under the interdisciplinary
umbrella of the ‘human-technology relation,” which considers reciprocal interaction and
mutual determination. Extending this idea to artificial intelligence does not introduce
anything fundamentally new and has, moreover, already been extensively explored by
various researchers. Please come up with something fresh and more original!”

“Got it,” DeepSeek responded, introducing the metaphor of technological
palimpsests to explore hidden meanings within digital artefacts: ‘“Technological
Palimpsests: Hermeneutics of Layered Meaning in Digital Artefacts.”

The concept drew an analogy between palimpsests — where original texts become
visible beneath the surface when upper layers are scraped away — and digital artefacts,
where societal and cultural values are inscribed and can be uncovered. The so-called
“archaeology” of digital artefacts, according to DeepSeek, allows us to reveal the original
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cultural meanings embedded within them, the implicit assumptions that shape their
function, and the trajectory of cultural development. For example, examining updates to
social media platforms can reveal how they reflect shifting cultural and social priorities
over time, such as evolving demands for privacy, monetization, and other concerns.

“Let me know if further elaboration is needed,” DeepSeek said, seeming quite
satisfied with the idea it proposed.

“Okay,” I said, “but why do you consider this idea original and new?”’

“Because palimpsests have not been used as a metaphor in relation to the
hermeneutics of technology,” DeepSeck replied.

“But that’s not enough,” I countered. “The idea that artefacts contain historical
layers of meaning and values, which can be hermeneutically uncovered, is far from new.
Consider Foucault’s archaeology of knowledge or the extensive discourse in STS over
the past 50 years, which has focused on uncovering the hidden meanings of facts and
artefacts — whether in laboratory settings or everyday practices. The metaphor of the
palimpsest doesn’t fundamentally change the situation; it doesn’t introduce anything new.
Can you propose something more original? Everything you’ve suggested so far has
already been extensively discussed.”

“Got it,” DeepSeek responded, this time proposing a third idea: “Hermeneutics of
Glitch: Decoding Error as Meaning in Digital Systems.” However, the core concept
remained the same — uncovering hidden meanings — this time within the digital artefact
of the glitch. DeepSeek argued that glitches are not merely technical obstacles but
windows into hidden social structures, the collective unconscious, and cultural codes.
According to this view, glitches have their own aesthetics, epistemology, and ideology.
They embody emergent creativity, challenging norms of control, uniformity, and
predictability. Yet, once again, DeepSeek’s proposal was simply another iteration of an
already well-established idea — the deconstruction of social and cultural phenomena —
framed as something novel.

By this point, | had grown somewhat weary of attempting to elicit originality from
DeepSeek. I concluded that it was time to derive some lesson from my engagement with
it and relate this lesson to the concept of the hermeneutics of technology.

UNDERSTANDING AS EXPLANATION

As demonstrated by the three examples, DeepSeek employs a rather old idea that
only partially belongs to hermeneutics — the concept of context in a broad sense, or, in
neo-Kantian terms, the conditions of possibility for a given experience. Beginning with a
particular cognitive experience taken as a fact, we inquire into the hidden mechanisms
that made it possible. Essentially, this is a question of the genesis of that experience — its
foundations or grounding. The mode of reasoning that seeks to reveal the conditions of
possibility for experience is known as a transcendental argument. In its regressive form,
the transcendental argument leads to a hypothetical understanding of these conditions,
often exhibiting a circular structure. It starts with a given conclusion and then
demonstrates that the identified premises could hold if the conclusion itself holds
(Ameriks, 1978; D’Oro, 2002; Stern, 2000). This type of reasoning is widely employed
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in philosophical and sociological explanations (Bhaskar, 1979; Nozick, 1981). For
example, the concept of social constructivism makes extensive use of it, emphasizing the
human-related and contingent nature of the generative mechanisms underlying a given
phenomenon under study (Hacking, 1999).

Harry Collins (1985) expressed this idea through the metaphor of a ship in a bottle,
emphasizing the need to examine the social and human processes behind seemingly
objective or natural phenomena. What is often perceived as unshakable or sacred —
science, in this case — is, in fact, a human creation. By tracing its history and
deconstructing science, we can reveal how the ship ended up in the bottle. Just as the
ship’s placement relies on intricate, often invisible craftsmanship, the development of
scientific knowledge and technological artefacts depends on human ingenuity,
collaboration, and social context. Using the regressive method of explanation, we can
move both from the more complex to the simpler (science is nothing more than social
connections and relationships) and from the simpler to the more complex (a glitch is an
expression of entangled social interactions). However, this movement always proceeds
from a given phenomenon to its hidden generative mechanisms as the source of
explanation.

One should not think that, by using the term “explanation,” we are referring to
something contrary to hermeneutic understanding, which is closely associated with
interpretation. In the 20th century, not only did hermeneutics seek to extend its influence
over natural science methodology, but defenders of scientific methodology also
reconsidered the concept of scientific explanation, bringing it closer to hermeneutic
understanding. Carl Hempel’s model of scientific explanation initially left little room for
understanding, but through discussions and critiques, the concept of scientific explanation
gradually acquired more flexible characteristics (Filatov, 2023; Friedman, 1974; Kitcher,
1989). One of the main critiques of Hempel’s model was that, since the explanandum is
deduced from covering laws and thus becomes nomologically expected, the model is
incapable of accounting for new phenomena. Consequently, it could not explain paradigm
shifts. Alternative interpretations of scientific explanation recognize that “it is a notion
correlative to that of an anomalous or deviant phenomenon, a phenomenon that stands in
need of explanation” (Rosenberg, 1979, p. 257). In this case, the explanation of an
anomaly becomes possible through the revision and rewriting of previous conceptual
frameworks in a way that encompasses new phenomena (Burian, 1977). Thus, scientific
explanation transitions from formal to substantive, evolving into the disclosure of a
meaningful whole within which the explained phenomenon gains significance. Karl
Popper (1979) referred to this kind of explanation as the reconstruction of a problem
situation, which serves as the background (context) for the problem under consideration.
Popper emphasizes the closeness of this explanatory approach (which he proposed for the
history of science) to the interpretive approach of hermeneutics 2.

2 Popper’s position reflects a tendency to unify the scientific approach with the hermeneutic one: he defines
hermeneutic understanding not in a narrowly psychological sense but links it to the objective truths of the
third world.
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STRIVING FOR NOVELTY

Alfred Nordmann (2023) highlights the fundamental feature of hermeneutic
understanding — the reflective transformation of the one who enters the text as an
interpreter. Although Nordmann emphasizes the individual-psychological experience of
the text (or artefact), his concept also extends to collective beliefs. | agree that the type of
explanation discussed in the previous section, inevitably transforms both the explainer
and their audience. When we reach an understanding of deviant phenomena by rewriting
conceptual schemes, we engage in a “Gestalt shift” — that is, we create a new meaningful
whole and perceive the world, as well as ourselves within it, in a new way. Perhaps, that
is why we demand novelty and originality from ourselves and others. Understanding
requires more than merely repeating what is already known — it demands participation
which is realized through re-interpretation 3. In this context, my criticisms of DeepSeek
for lacking originality are quite understandable. | want it to generate original ideas rather
than reiterate what has been said many times before. But how justified am | in making
this accusation?

| reproach DeepSeek for simply inserting another object — technology (artefacts and
digital artefacts) — into an old scheme of philosophical and sociological explanation and
presenting it as a fresh perspective. This reproach, or rather question, can be directed not
only at DeepSeek but at all of us: to what extent does technology, as both an object and
an instrument of research, expand hermeneutics?

It seems that the answer to this question depends on what serves as the source of
explanation in our models. If we reduce our explanations to language and discourse — that
is, if we uncover the hidden cultural-historical background in the form of implicit social
meanings embedded in artefacts — are we not devaluing technology itself? Contemporary
academic discussions on materiality, which emphasize the importance of non-linguistic,
non-discursive contexts (“materiality matters”) (Barad, 2003; Thde & Selinger, 2005;
Tang & Cooper, 2024), suggest that such concerns are not unfounded. However, if we
speak of reflexivity — of how our interpretations of artefacts return to us, transforming us
— then the very act of hermeneutic engagement with new technologies becomes a
sufficient condition for originality and novelty. By assessing existing, especially
emerging, technologies and artefacts, we, in turn, re-evaluate ourselves and reinterpret
social meanings.

Therefore, my reproach to Deepseek for “simply inserting” technologies into an old
scheme of philosophical and sociological explanation and “simply substituting” digital
technologies for earlier ones in the well-known model of human-technology relations is
not entirely fair. It seems impossible to “simply substitute” digital technologies for earlier
ones without making substantial changes to the configuration of these relations. An
example of this can be seen in the growing STS discourse on digital materiality in recent
years, which demonstrates that it is a hybrid phenomenon, compelling us to rethink our
notions of both the digital and the material (Forlano, 2019; Pink et al., 2016). However,
the issue extends far beyond a reconsideration of the digital and the material. Such a

3 As H.-G. Gadamer (1977) argued, understanding is not a mere reproduction of knowledge, or a mere
act of repeating the same thing; it transforms both the known and the knower.
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reassessment challenges the very foundations of our self-understanding. Researchers
today acknowledge that neural networks — now demonstrating remarkable learning
capabilities, the ability to engage in dialogue, and even the capacity to act as embodied
observers — provide humans with a unique opportunity to converse with the Other
(Arshinov & Yanukovich, 2024). The otherness of neural networks serves today as the
key new context in relation to which people will construct their new self-definitions.

CONCLUSION

I have examined how technology contributes to expanding hermeneutics and the
relevance of the hermeneutic approach to understanding technology. | have concluded
that technologies often appear as deviant phenomena that require explanation, prompting
us to revise and rewrite the conceptual frameworks within which both the phenomena
themselves and we, as interpreters, acquire meaning.

As for my communication with DeepSeek and its role in this article, how should |
evaluate its contribution? In academic writing, we cite specific authors, acknowledging
their individual input. However, when drawing on information from an Al assistant, no
single author can be credited, as it synthesizes and represents collective knowledge. It is
quite possible that interactions with neural networks will significantly alter academic
priorities and values, reshaping notions of authorship and intellectual ownership (Hutson,
2022; Stokel-Walker, 2023). Perhaps we are moving toward a greater collectivization of
science, toward the emergence of a unified collective scholar. At the very least, it is clear
that new technologies and new practices inspire us to engage in hermeneutic work,
rethinking and reinterpreting the key components of our world and our place within it.
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