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Editorial

This issue completes the third volume of the journal “Biocosmology — neo-
Aristotelism”. At the same time, this is a kind of anniversary edition of the Journal,
for it is the notable tenth issue. In this context, summing up the results, we can note
that (so far) 89 scholarly essays were selected and published (the total amount of
papers is over 100). 60 authors have made their contributions to the development of
this chief (bilingual) edition of the Biocosmological Association (BCA). They
represent 21 countries and 53 research centers. All this clearly shows - the
Biocosmological project (scientific perspective) is receiving a real interest and
support from scientists around the world. In turn, this fact confirms the
appropriateness and relevance of Biocosmology (neo-Aristotelism) to contemporary
cultural (scientific) development.

This notable issue opens with the article of Igor A. Lantsev (co-authored with
K.S. Khroutski). Its title is “New Physics and the philosophy of Aristotle”. This work
Is written in Russian language, but includes the extended synopsis in English. This
work explores the fundamental issues of the New (vacuum) physics, in its relation to
the philosophical foundations of the (super)system of Aristotelian knowledge (just in
its original significance of scientific Organicism).

The next work, of Anna Makolkin, entitled as “Aristotle, Aristotelianism(s), and
neo-Aristotelianism — wisdom therapy”, justifies “the 2Ist-century recourse to
Aristotle and relevance of his knowledge and wisdom in the post-modern era”. In the
beginning of this paper, a distinction between, “Aristotelism” (accepted in the BCA)
and “Aristotelianism” is given. This work uses a thorough comparative analysis, but
this is likewise a broad, substantial, synthesizing, and penetrating exploration of
numerous cultural-historical issues. Author arrives at the conclusion that Aristotle’s
texts (Corpus Aristotelicum) are to be re-read (in Greek) and retranslated — now, in
the full correspondence with the original meaning of Aristotle’s philosophical
(super)system of knowledge. The genuine Aristotelian philosophy, A.Makolkin
substantiates, is the essential element in forming the basis for the safe and favorable
development of contemporary culture. In other words, as author concludes, we (in
contemporary postmodern time) desperately lose our basic (vital) interrelations with
the foundations (natural roots) of modern (global) culture, thus pathologically
generating a direct threat to the trouble-free development of mankind.

The following essay is contributed by Cristian Suteanu, its title “The causal
network of In-Betweenness”. This work explores the fundamental subject of
Information. The latter is considered as “an intrinsic component of the world seen as
a system.” (p.608) Substantially, in his approach, C.Suteanu involves Aristotelian —
hylomorphist — principle in understanding “information”. Another valuable feature of
this profound work, the author addresses the issue of Aristotle’s aetiology in tackling
the problem of (currently dominating, rather — dictating) — “deepening and gradually
all-encompassing fragmentation” (p.616) that destroys the wholeness of
contemporary science (while natural reality is evidently universal), and thus leading
the contemporary (global) culture to chaos. In this (warning) conclusion, both works
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(of Makolkin and Suteanu) are profoundly interrelated. Another essential moment,
the notion “information” as it is substantiated by Suteanu — serves as a cosmological
basis for the substantiation of an Integralist realm (and the Integralist science
methodology, accordingly) thus contributing to the Triadologic approach which is
basically accepted and developed in the BCA.

The next work belongs to Camilo Vega Gonzalez, its topic “Aristotle’s Division
of Theoretical Sciences.” Therein, author thoroughly explores the texts of Corpus
Aristotelicum, aiming at reconstructing the division of theoretical sciences made by
Avristotle.

Two following papers touch upon medical issues. The work of Hisaki Hashi
studies the phenomenon of “Morita Therapy as a ‘conceptus cosmicus’ for Psychosis
Influenced by Zen Buddhism™. In her approach, author realizes “a comparison of the
principles of Mahayana Buddhist philosophy (East Asia) and the cognitive thinking
of M. Schlick (Vienna Circle)”. “Morita therapy” was developed by Dr. Masatake
Morita (1874-1938). Substantially, Dr. Morita used in his therapy (and scholarly
method) the cosmological principles of Zen Buddhism, including the issues of self-
healing. An essential discovery of H.Hashi’s research is that “the Morita therapy
transmits the micro-cosmic unity of the human body to the macro-cosmic fulfilment of
human mind and achieves an integration of both in our real life, in another word as
the “mezzo-cosmic reality”.” (p.635)

Masayuki Kodama’s work realizes the “Preliminary research into the spiritual
backbone of Vietnam for an investigation of Vietnamese reproductive medical
(surrogacy) ethics”. Significantly, this research takes into account the Integralist
standpoint, precisely in the light of the contemporary Biocosmological (neo-
Avristotelian) approach.

Another work is done in Russian by Stanislav V. Dmitriev. Herein, the author
develops his own concept of the individual-oriented kinesiology. Title of the work:
“The world of ‘live movements’ in the sphere of language consciousness and self-
consciousness of the man-actor”. S.V. Dmitriev describes his reasoning as “polemical
notes”. In fact, however, he has prepared an in-depth study, which also contains the
Integralist features, for it is the synchronous — holistic — (and broad) use of the
concepts and patterns of both cognitive poles: essentially of Platonic dualism and the
modern mathematic-physicalist method of research; and (often implicitly) the forms
that are based on Aristotle’s Naturalism and his philosophy of scientific Organicism.

The issue is completed by the two reviews of monographs (which we could not
ignore) — Karl W. Kratky’s “Complementary Medicine Systems: Comparison and
Integration”; and David Roochnik’s “Retrieving Aristotle in an Age of Crisis”. The
first of them is prepared by Hisaki Hashi. It concludes that the book of Karl Kratky
realizes the way “of crossing cultures and thinking disciplines”, and results in the
unique thought of “a new system for a holistic integral medicine”. Reviewing of this
profound multifaceted book will be continued in the next issues of the Journal.

In the second review, Anna Makolkin primarily emphasizes the author's
conclusion that “in our age, an age of crisis, Aristotle offers a great philosophical
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resource” (p.686). In general, A.Makolkin’s review is a good finale for the entire
issue, in particular her utterance is appreciable: “If Plato and Aristotle, had been
living today, they would have been total strangers — Plato on the side of the mindless
technomaniacs, and Aristotle with the thoughtful and caring intellectuals.”(p.687)

March 6, 2014

Konstantin S. Khroutski,
Editor
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Pepakropckas crarbs

JIaHHBIM BBIIIYCK 3aBEPIIAECT TPETUM TOM XKypHana “bHokocmonorus — Heo-
Apucrorenusm”. OTHOBPEMEHHO, 3TO CBOETO poja FOOWICHHBIN (AECATHIN) BBITYCK
XKypnana. B 3Toil cBsi3u, MOABOJS HEKOTOPbIE UTOTHU, MOXKHO OTMETHTh, 4TO 89
Hay4YHBIX cTaTel ObLIM OTOOpaHbl M OMyOJMKOBaHBI (a oOIIee KOJUYeCTBO paboT
npeBbiciwiio 100). 60 aBTOpOB cieiiaid CBOM BKJAJbl B Pa3BUTHUE 3TOTO TJIABHOTO
(6bwmmHrBaNpHOTO) M3AaHusa bukocMonoruueckoit accounanuu (bBKA), npencrapisis
21 ctpany u 53 HayuyHbIX IeHTpa. Bce 3TO OTYETIMBO JAEMOHCTPUPYET —
buokocMonornueckuii mpoekT (Hay4yHasi IEPCHIEKTURA) MOJy4aeT peaabHbId HHTEPEC
U TIOJJICP’KKY CO CTOPOHBI YUEHBIX BCETO MUpPA, YTO MOJATBEPKIAET aKTYyaJIbHOCTh U
BOCTpPEOOBAHHOCTh bHokocMonorun (HEO-ApHUCTOTENU3MA) JJII  COBPEMEHHOIO
KyJIbTYPHOTO (HAyYHOT'O) pa3BUTHA.

JlanHbiii (roOMIICHHBIN) BBIMYCK, OTKphIBaeT crtaThsid Wrops A. JlanmeBa (B
coaBropcTBe ¢ K.C. Xpyukum). OHa HamucaHa Ha PYCCKOM SI3bIKE, HO BKIJIIOYAET B
ce0s1 aHrMICKUN U pycckuil pedepatbl cBoero cojaepxanusi. Ee Hazpanue “Hosas
¢uszuka u dunocodus Apucrorens’. DTOT TpyHd H3ydaeT (PyHIaMEHTaIbHBIC
Borpockl HoBoit (BakyymHO#) (u3uMku, B €€ OTHOLIEHWH K duiocodpckum
OCHOBaHMSIM (Cymep) CHUCTEMbl ApHUCTOTENEBCKOro 3HaHUs (Kak pa3 B €ro
OpUTHHAIBHOM 3HaYeHHH HaydyHOro OpraHuiusma).

Caenyromias pabora, npeacrabiennas Anxor Maxkonkua (Anna Makolkin), ¢
HazBanuem “Aristotle, Aristotelianism(s), and neo-Aristotelianism — wisdom
therapy”, obocHnoBriBaeT “the 21st-century recourse to Aristotle and relevance of his
knowledge and wisdom in the post-modern era”. B Hawaie craThu, maercs
OObSICHEHHE  pa3JIMuyui0 B  MPUMEHSEMBIX TEPMUHAX —  OOIICHPUHSITOrO
“Aristotelianism” u nmpunsitomy B BKA “Aristotelism”. Jlannas pa®oTta mpoBOIUT
TIIATENbHBIA CPaBHUTEIbHBIA aHaIu3, HO BMECT€ C TEM OTO OOCTOSITEIBHOE,
rIy0OKOe, MIMPOKOMACIITA0HOE U CHHTE3MPYIOIIEE HCCIEIOBAHUE, BBISICHSIOIICE
MHOTHE KYJbTYPHO-UCTOPUUECKUE BOMPOCKHI. ABTOP NPUXOIUT K BBIBOAY, YTO TEKCThI
Apucrorens (Corpus Aristotelicum) momkHBI OBITH TepedHMTaHbl (HAa TPEUSCKOM
S3BIKE) ¥ 3aHOBO IEPEBEICHBI, TENEPh — B MOJHOM COOTBETCTBUU C OPUTMHAILHBIM
3HaYeHUuEeM (ustocodckoit (cymep) cucTeMbl ApHUcTOoTelIeBCKOro 3HaHus. [lommHHas
ApucroreneBckass ¢puiocodpus, Kak 000CHOBbIBaeT A.MakoJIKWH, SBISETCS
HEOOXOJAMMBIM 3JEMEHTOM B (OPMHPOBAHWU OCHOBBI JUIsi 0O€30MacHOTO U
0JIaroMpPUATHOTO PA3BUTHUSI COBPEMEHHOW KyNIbTYyphl. [[pyrumMu cioBamu, COTJIACHO
aBTOPCKOMY BBIBOJlY, Mbl (B COBPEMEHHOE IMOCTMOJIEPHUCTCKOE BPEMs) OTUASIHHO
TEpSEM CBOM OCHOBHBIE (PKMU3HEHHO BaXXHbIE) B3aWMOOTHOIIEHUS C OCHOBAMU
(ecTecTBEHHON YKOPEHEHHOCTBIO) COBPEMEHHOM (r100aibHOM) KYJIbTYpbI, TaKUM
00pa3oM TMAaTOJOTUYECKH BBI3BIBAS MPIMYIO YIrpo3y OJaronoiydyHOMY pPa3BUTHIO
YeJI0BEYECTBA.

Crnenyromee scce npenocrabieHo Kpuctusnom Cytsny (Cristian Suteanu), ero
nassanue “The causal network of In-Betweenness”. Dta pabora ¥MeeT OCHOBHBIM
MpPEAMETOM HCClIeIoBaHus moHaTue ‘“‘uHdopmarmn’”. [locnenuss paccMmarpuBaeTcs
Kak “an intrinsic component of the world seen as a system” (c.608). CymiecTBeHHbIM
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oOpazom, B cBoeM moaxone, C.Suteanu wucmonb3lyeT ApPHUCTOTEICBCKUN —
eunemopgucmcexkuti — TPUHIUN B MOHUMaHUM ‘“‘wuHpopmarmu’. Jpyroi LEeHHOI
OCOOEHHOCTBIO ATOW OCHOBATEIbHOW pabOTHI SBJISETCS oOOpalleHHe aBTopa K
BOIIPOCAM 3THOJIOTUU APHUCTOTENS — B pEUICHUH MpoOJeMbl (B HACTOSIIEE BpeMs
JTOMHUHUPYIOIIEH, HO, CKOpee, HUMEIOIIeH XapakTep AMKTaTa) — “yriayOJeHus Hu
IIOCTEIIEHHO BCEOXBATHIBAIOIIEH (parMeHTalluu HaydHoro 3HaHus  (c.616), dro
pa3pyliaer IeJIOCTHOCTh COBPEMEHHOW Hayku (B TO BpeMs Kak HpHpOAHas
peaNbHOCTh SIBJSIETCS OYEBHJIHBIM 00pa3oM YHUBEpCAIbHOW), W, TaKUM 00pa3om,
BeAylied  COBpeMEHHYIO (roOalibHyl0) KyJIbTypy K  Xaocy. B »Tom
(mpemocTeperatomeM) BbIBoAe, o0e paborel (Makonkun u CyTsaHy) TIyOOKO
B3aMMOCBSI3aHbl. Jlpyrol BaXHbIW MOMEHT COCTOMT B TOM, 4YTO TIIOHSITHE
“uadopmaru’”’, Kak 3TO 000CHOBBIBaeT CyTsSHY — CIY)XHT KOCMOJIOTHYECKOM
OCHOBOM i1  00OCHOBaHMS WHTErpaiuCTCKOW peambHOCTH (M METOIOJIOTUU
WNuTerpanucTckoii  HayKH, COOTBETCTBEHHO), TaKUM 00pa3oM, BHOCS CBOM
CYILIECTBEHHBIN BKJIaJ B TpUaONOTUYECKUM TOIXO0, KOTOPBIM SIBISETCS OCHOBHBIM
B pa3Butuu bKA.

Crnenyromas pabora npuHamiexur Kamuino Bera Ioncanec (Camilo Vega
Gonzalez), ee Tema “Aristotle’s Division of Theoretical Sciences”. 3nech aBTOp
TIIATEIBHO UccheayeT TekcTbl Corpus Aristotelicum, ctpemsch k npeoOpa3oBaHKIO
pazlieJIeHUs] TCOPETUYECKUX HAYK, CIETTAaHHBIX APUCTOTEIIEM.

JIBe crenyromye CTaThu KacaroTcs METUIMHCKUX BompocoB. Pabora Xucaku
Xamm (Hisaki Hashi) uccienyer “Morita Therapy as a ‘conceptus cosmicus’ for
Psychosis Influenced by Zen Buddhism”. B cBoem moaxoje aBTOp OCYIIECTBIISIET
cpaBaenue “of the principles of Mahayana Buddhist philosophy (East Asia) and the
cognitive thinking of M. Schlick (Vienna Circle)”. “Morita Therapy” (“repamnus
MopuTtsl”) paspaborana jgokropom Macatake Mopurta (Dr. Masatake Morita, 1874—
1938). CymiecTBeHHO, 4TO JOKTOP MoOpHTa HCIIOJNB30Bal B CBOeH Tepamuu (U
HAy4YHOM METOJ/Ie) KOCMOJIOTMYECKHE TMPUHIIUIBI J3€H-OyIau3Ma, B TOM 4YHUCIE
3HaHHE BO3MOXKHOCTEH CaMoOWCIIeNIeHUs. BaXHBIM OTKPBHITHEM B HCCJIEIOBAHUU
Xwucaku Xaly MOXKHO CUMTaTh, uTo “the Morita therapy transmits the micro-cosmic
unity of the human body to the macro-cosmic fulfilment of human mind and achieves
an integration of both in our real life, in another word as the “mezzo-cosmic reality”.
(c.635).

PaGora Macatoku Komama (Masayuki Kodama) peanmsyer Preliminary
research into the spiritual backbone of Vietnam for an investigation of Vietnamese
reproductive medical (surrogacy) ethics”. BaxHo OTMETUTbH, YTO 3TO HCCIIEIOBAHUE
VYHUTBIBACT MO3UIHI0 VHTErpaqncTCKOrO MO3HAHKS, HMEHHO B CBETE COBPEMEHHOTO
buokocMonornueckoro (He0-ApHUCTOTEIEBCKOTO0) MOX0/1A.

Eme opna pabGora BbIMOJHEHa Ha pycckoMm s3bike CranuciaBom B.
JmutpueBbiM. 371€Chb aBTOP pPa3BUBAET COOCTBEHHYIO KOHIIEMIMIO aHTPOITHO-
OpUEHTUPOBaHHON KuHe3uosioruu. Hazpanue tpyaa: “Mup “XKuBbIX IBHXKEHUN B
chepe S3BIKOBOTO CO3HAHHUS M CaMOCO3HaHHWs denoBeka-aestens’. C.B. Jvmutpuen
XapaKTepu3yeT CBOU PACCYXKJCHHS Kak ‘“nosiemuyeckue 3ameTkn’’. Ha camom nene,
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OH TOATOTOBWJI  TJIyOOKOE  WCCIEOBAaHWE, KOTOPOE  TaKXKe  OTIMYaeT
WNHurterpanucrtckuii  xapakrep, T.€. OJHOBPEMEHHOE (M IIMPOKOE) IIEJIOCTHOE
UCIIOJIb30BAaHUE KaK TMOHSATUW M NATTEPHOB U3 TMO3HABATEIBLHOIO IOJIOCA
[InaTonoBckoro Jlyanusma ¥ COBPEMEHHOIO MaTeMaTHKO-()U3MKAIUCTKOIO METOJa
MO3HAaHUS, Tak U (HEPEeIKO UMIUTMIUTHO) (OpM, OCHOBaHHBIX Ha Hatypanusme
Apucrorens u ero punocoduu HaygyHoro Opranunusma.

Brinyck 3aBepiiaioT JiBe pelieH3ud Ha MoHorpaduu (KOTOpble Mbl HHKaK HE
moriau oboitu BHMManueM) — Kapma Kpatkoro (Karl Kratky, “Complementary
Medicine Systems: Comparison and Integration”), u /I»Buma Pyunwmka (David
Roochnik, “Retrieving Aristotle in an Age of Crisis”). [lepBast uX HEX MOATOTOBJICHA
Hisaki Hashi. 3necs nemaercs BeiBoa, uto kHura Kapma Kparkoro peanu3syer myTh
“of crossing cultures and thinking disciplines” u nocturaer yHUKaIbHOTO pe3yabTara,
CO3/1aBasi HOBYK) CHUCTEMY MBIIUICHUS UIS  XOJMUCTUYECKOM HWHTETPaJIbHOU
MemuiuHbl.  PaccmoTpenue 3Tod TiyOOKOW W MHOTOTPAHHOM KHUTH Oyner
MPOJIOJIKEHO B CIAEAYIOIIMX BbIycKax JKypHana.

Bo BTOpoOil penen3un, AHHa MakoJIKUH NPEXIE€ BCETO MOIYEPKUBAET BBIBOJ
aBTOpa O TOM, 4YTO ‘B Halle BpeMms, Bpemsi Kpusuca, Quiocodpuss ApUCTOTENs
MpEACTABISICT COo0OWM BakHeWmmid pecypc,” (c.686). B uenom, peneH3us
A.MaKoJIKHH SIBJISIETCSI XOPOIIIUM 3aKJIIOUUTETBHBIM aKKOPJIOM JIJIsi BCETO BBIMYCKa, B
yacTHOCTU ee yTBepkaeHue 3ametHo: “If Plato and Aristotle, had been living today,
they would have been total strangers — Plato on the side of the mindless
technomaniacs, and Aristotle with the thoughtful and caring intellectuals.” (p.687)

6 mapma 20142.
K.C. Xpyyxuu,
Peoaxmop
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