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Introducing the first issue of a new journal “Biocosmology — neo-Aristotelism'”, we
would like to clarify the issues posed by the spelling versions: we choose to capital
letters> and would like, first, to emphasize that the terms “Biocosmology” and
“Aristotelism” are synonymous — Aristotle perceived the real world as the Organic
Cosmos, the fact would be later confirmed by the discovery of the structure of DNA
by James Watson and John Crick (1953). We would like also to state our approach
that lies in rehabilitating the original meaning of the concepts “cosmology” and
“cosmological studies” — they embrace four main areas: 1) fundamental world-view
based on the perception of the Cosmic Whole (Weltanschauung); 2) the issue of
causality in Cosmos or its active driving forces; 3) defining the fundamental universal
laws in the given cosmological sphere; 4) clarifying the place and role of Homo
sapiens (the individual) in the given Cosmic Whole.

Using this approach, “Bio” mainly signifies Bio-Universality, i.e. universal
essence of all organic processes on Earth and the universal laws for all levels and
processes of life — biological, ecological, anthropological, individual, sociocultural
and cosmistic global evolutionary processes’. This approach dictates the primary task
of discovering the fundamental universal principles, applicable on all levels of life
and in all life processes.

In contemporary science, we actually utilize only the fundamental laws
articulated by physics, ie. the laws which describe the realistic® fundamental

! The meaning of the term “Aristotelism” that is used instead of the habitual “Aristotelianism” is
given below.

* To highlight precisely the Biocosmological meaning of the notion or term.

3 Nicolas O. Lossky defined “cosmology” in his famous book, “History of Russian Philosophy” this
way: “Moreover, the world-whole, studied by the branch of metaphysics called cosmology, contains
concrete individual elements of such significance as for instance, the biological evolution, the
history of humanity — and philosophy must answer the question as to their meaning and their place
in the world-whole.” (1951: 402).

* Currently, there is a lot of notions and meanings of “realism”, often incompatible with each other.
Herein, however, in the general (Biocosmological — neo-Aristotelian) context the term “realistic”
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interreaction between the tangible (material) particles or bodies such as, for instance,
gravitational ones in physics or the affinity between the molecules in (bio)chemistry.
However, all these laws, naturally, neither reflect, nor explain the universal laws of
the Organic (life) processes and phenomena, such as the principle of universality. The
other example is the principle of cosmism which is no less evident — the origin of life
on Earth in all cases comes of the cosmic energy, matter and information. Therefore,
any process of life, including the individual’s (of human personality) ontogenesis, —
is always the subject to Biocosmological exploration’.

It is imperative to stress again that we primarily require a (Bio)cosmological
methodology since Aristotelian Cosmos is always Bio-Cosmos, i.e. fundamentally
organic — and ultimately implying “organon” or function, leading to causa finalis and
entelecheia in Aristotle’.

§

The formula of Biocosmological activity was worked out at the First
International seminar on Biocosmology (Veliky Novgorod, July 21-24, 2010) —
“% E R ” — which suggested that it might be actualized, having exclusively the neo-
Aristotelian cosmological basis in mind. Here, in addition to % LuRiversality, the
notions of “ 7 K U-tHriknsionality” and ) R Xddusality” are introduced as the
essential bases of scientific activity. The “three-dimensional” approach to the study
of life processes implies the understanding and presumption ofthe synchronous
(equal) existence of the three autonomous — independent from each other —
spheres: two polar, and the third — intermediate, but fundamental. The latter is of
utmost significance for the entire organizational system — realizing the processes that
ensure the physiological homeostasis and dynamic equilibrium between the organism
and the environment. Precisely for that reason, the transition from the domination of
one pole (and, accordingly, — realization of the inherent life cycle, for example, — a
physiological cycle of Awake purposeful behavioral activity of the individual) — to
the subsequent occurrence and domination of the other pole becomes possible (and,
accordingly, to the domination of the processes of Sleep, which accomplish
assimilation of nutrients, accumulation, regeneration, recovery, growth and
development of the organism). Finally, — the “Four-causality” means a return to the

relates to the philosophy of Aristotle, i.e. basically has the Biocosmological essence and
categorically differs from the Platonist realism. Likewise, having the Aristotelian essence, — our
“realism” does not spring from the medieval scholastic philosophy and its “realism /nominalism”
debates, or modern and contemporary forms of realism (from Francis Bacon and John Locke to
Alfred Whitehead and Bertrand Russell, et al).

> In the article «All-Embracing (Triune) Medicine of the Individual’s Health: A Biocosmological
Perspective» (it is placed on the site: http://en.biocosmology.ru/the-second-international-seminar-
on-biocosmology) — an attempt is made precisely to identify 16 basic laws (similar to the law of
universal gravitation, but in relation to the processes of life — Organicist realistic (naturalistic,
cosmistic) universal principles.

% The term “organon” has the original meaning of “instrument”, i.e. of "Function", hence,
ultimately leading to the meanings of causa finalis and entelecheia in the philosophy of Aristotle.
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scientific cognition of all 4 main aetiological’ causes of Aristotle: material, formal,
efficient and final, at that the latter again acts the chief part in the whole organization
of the life processes under study (of the given subject of life) and its/her/his effective
interaction with the environment.

§

In this light, it should be noted immediately that the notion “Biocosmology”
categorically has no relation to the SETI (Search for Extra-Terrestrial Intelligence)
or, to the second common interpretation of the notion “biocosmology”, which means
the scientific discovery and explanation of the origin of life in the universe. Here,
incidentally, in both cases, a more appropriate term (that is also used) is
“astrobiology”, which is purely “astrophysical” in nature. In fact, with respect to the
modern perception of the world (i.e., Cosmos), — the Earth and all its processes,
including all life processes and the ontogenesis of a man in particular, — all of them in
all cases (ultimately) have the cosmic origin and are definitely the integral part of the
one whole cosmic evolution; each scientist should always remember about this truth.
In other words, a modern “cosmos”, in astrophysics, — is considered purely from the
standpoint of dualistic worldview (cosmology), which basically separates the self-
transcendental human mind from the physicalist cosmos (i.e. — from the empty space
filled with material bodies and physical processes, which confront the person).
Essentially, this approach represents a consensus (the current generally accepted
position of the scientific community), but it does not reflect in any way the reality (in
a finite value), because — it reflects the world only from the standpoint of some
idealistic constructions of individual scientists and their communities.

§

Similarly, in the journal’s title and text, the term “Aristotelism” deliberately
replaces the generally accepted “Aristotelianism™. The chosen orthographic method
of signification emphasizes a fundamental point — in our Biocosmological approach
we aim at the use of a true meaning of Aristotle's philosophy, founded on the inherent
cosmological basis — with the leading value of Aristotle’s cornerstone principle of
immanent teleological essentialism (fundamental functionalism). In general, this is
certainly a more difficult task — to provide a reader with brief and accessible
explanations of a new (true) perception of Aristotle’s philosophy in the
Biocosmological light. If, nevertheless, to attempt to do this, — we should start from
the premise that the modern perception of the integral philosophical system of
Aristotle is found to be in a terrible state. First of all, the essence and meaning of his
great philosophical edifice (taken as a whole) usually is not taken into account — for
the purposes of cognition and practical activity. However, the ugliest moment boils
down to the interpretation of Aristotle’s philosophy as a theological doctrine, and this
relation is accepted and maintained directly in the current academic milieu (and,
hence, everywhere). As a result, the name of Aristotle today is strongly associated
with the notion of “the old metaphysics — a purely theological in its nature”.

7 Inasmuch as aetiology is the science about the real cosmic causes — aetiology is the main section
of cosmology, hence, per se, — we are speaking here about the return to the scientific knowledge ‘of
all 4 major causes of Aristotle's cosmology’.
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For example, Kant used to associate the Copernican monumental turnover in
philosophy with his own convictions and his notion of the Transcendental, which, in
its turn, caused another critical metamorphosis. Following the conclusions of the
renowned Russian Kant scholar, T.I. Oizerman, Kant turned philosophy “into the
realm of the pure, allegedly experience-free Reason, forming a separate and quite
independent unity” (1964). From then on, as Kant assumed, the ‘old metaphysics’
(into which he included Aristotle as well), claiming to possess the beyond-
experiential, and striving towards the Transcendent knowledge, was doomed to
destruction. Kant included into transcendent, by the way, not only the mystical
fictional reality but also the objective one, the point of the materialistic departure.
And he saw old metaphysics being displaced by his Metaphysics of Pure Reason,
“which has the same [remote] relation to the accepted metaphysics as chemistry to
alchemy or astronomy to astrology” (1964:18).

At present, due to the development of such guideline — already at the current
mature stage of contemporary modernism and postmodernism — the philosophy of
Aristotle is widely regarded as a kind of the “old metaphysics”. However, this is done
already not at the demonstrative level (of arguments), but by the unconditional
(automatic, involuntary) application (as something, taken for granted) — that
decidedly does not reflect the true state of affairs! A distinguished expert in the area
David Charles, in his “Aristotle on Meaning and Essence” (Clarendon Press, 2000)
argues that Aristotle's actual account is distinct from the one often described and
attacked as “the Aristotelian essentialism.” He states: “Aristotle’s account of
essentialism is, I argue, distinct from that offered by its major competitors (whether
conventionalists or Platonists, as these are characterized in Chapter 1), and is immune
to some of criticisms developed by (for example) Descartes, Locke, and Quine.
Aristotle is not, in my view, the type of Aristotelian essentialist they attack. Indeed,
the form of essentialism he defends is preferable (in certain major respects) to the
alternatives currently available.” (p. 3).

Another renowned specialist John Herman Randall Jr. asserts that modern
philosophers (including him himself) “have come at Aristotle from the standpoint of
the later medieval developments and problems.” He also seriously doubts, “whether
Aristotle can survive translation into the Latin substantives of the scholastic tradition,
or whether it is possible to state his fundamental functionalism in the Latin tongue.””
The latter statement is in accord with the conclusion of Alexander Herzen, which was
made in the 1845, about the “revolt against Aristotle” because of the “originality of
the new thinking” and that “one must not forget that Aristotle of the Middle Ages was
not the true Aristotle, but the one transcribed to Catholic morals, ... Descartes and
Bacon, alike, denied him as the canonized pagan” (Herzen A.l., 1946).

This is exactly the situation, using the metaphorical expression (and examining
this phenomenon" from an evolutionary perspective) — that, in essence, the result was
achieved of a kind «a baby has been thrown out from the bath together with water».
At least, we fully agree with the judgment of Ayn Rand: “If there is a philosophical
Atlas who carries the whole of Western civilization on his shoulders, it is Aristotle.

® Randall J.H.Jr. Aristotle. Columbia University Press, New York. 1960. P. iv.
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He has been opposed, misrepresented, and — like an axiom — used by his enemies in
the very act of denying him. Whatever intellectual progress men have achieved rests
on his achievements.”” In the expression of Ayn Rand, the modern Western world has
returned the effectiveness of a cognitive human mind “back into the cave of his
(Aristotle’s. — K.K.) antipode — Plato.” In turn, Prof. Anna Makolkin concludes: “The
post-Christian man had turned the Aristotelian world upside down, having adjusted it
to the politically correct Belief”'’. As a result, in the epoch of Enlightenment, as V.I.
Vernadsky wrote, “Copernicus, Kepler, Galileo, Newton split during several decades
the relationship (established in centuries) between man and the universe.”
(Vernadsky, 1940).
§

In general regarding the development of scientific activity, the true state of affairs
should be viewed as an undivided entity whose parts are equally indispensable for
one another: on the one hand, empirical (objective) evidence is absolutely necessary
for a scientific research; but, on the other hand, — realistic rational bases and
constructions that perform the role of the foundation for the entire scientific-based
edifice is equally indispensable; the latter functions as a conceptual framework of
references, that integrates and organizes scientific data in the given field of research
activity. Aristotle created the realistic and rational philosophical foundation — the
unsurpassed integral edifice, substantial for the realization of universal cognition
(equally for philosophy and science). Throughout its cultural (scientific) progress,
humanity effectively uses this constructional material — for the erection of new levels
and the implementation of new stages of its evolutionary ascent. However, in the
process of this development, the parts (elements) of this grandiose conceptual design
have been used many times and further utilized for the construction of already
different, no less majestic, rational cognitive systems.

It means herein that, in the course of historical development, the parts of
Aristotelian philosophical system (which originates as the colossal construction)
permanently were extracted and utilized already as a building (structural) material,
usually — for the different functional application, i.e. — with the loss of its original
meaning. Eventually, it came to the point (already in the times of Descartes, Locke
and Kant), that grand cognitive system of Aristotle gradually vanish from sight (was
diluted) in the minds of modern scientists (philosophical and cultural workers) and
their communities. At the same time, in the present, we urgently need Aristotelian
philosophy (as a whole) — to realize a truly universal cognitive activity and resolve
the global crises of our time.

In this respect, while conducting their original study of the “history and theory of
psychology”, A.V. Petrovsky and M.G. Yaroshevsky had arrived at the valuable
conclusion. At first, they found that the teachings of Aristotle present "the acme" in
the development of ancient knowledge, and that Aristotle rethought the concept of

? Rand, Ayn. (May, 1963) Review of J.H. Randall's Aristotle. New York: The Objectivist
Newsletter.

19 Makolkin, Anna. (2008) Biocosmology as a possible sign and its possible meanings. E-LOGOS:
Electronic Journal for Philosophy. 2008. P. 6. URL: http://e-logos.vse.cz/index.php?section=8
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causality (having substantiated the leading role of the “final cause” and, thus, —
explained the behavior of living bodies). This way, Aristotle had realized primarily
the cosmological exploration, for, the issue of the causes that act in and rule the
whole world — refers to the aetiology and is the first cosmological issue.
Nevertheless, as Petrovsky and Yaroshevsky stressed, “Later on, due to the socio-
ideological reasons — Aristotle’s original ideas were transformed into the religious
context. The postulate of the indivisibility of body and soul has been rejected.
Henceforth, soul was interpreted as the independent primary essence and the role of
the regulator of life was attached to it. This meant a break with determinism and the
hegemony of teleology in the other sense, different from the Aristotelian one and
hopeless for the development of science.” (Petrovsky and Yaroshevsky, 1996).

In this important conclusion, the authors precisely substantiate and demonstrate
the mechanism of the artificial transformation of the Aristotelian coherent
philosophical system. We see that certain fundamental cosmological conceptions of
the Greek thinker (as the functional blocks of his original integral construction —
such as the fundamental concept of causa finalis for each subject of life) were
extracted from Aristotle’s coherent system and used with a new cosmological
meaning for the building of new (next in the history) conceptual systems. It is
important to stress, in this example, that all the transformations in relation to the
Aristotelian concepts were performed at the different cosmological (in the medieval
scholasticism — dualistic) basis and with the different (ideological) purpose of its
application — but everything was done (that is the focus) — on behalf of Aristotle!

Actually, a matter of fact and the state of affairs in world culture and scholarship
is that the theoretical and all-embracing construction, equaling in its sophistication
that of Aristotle, does not exist. However, this is a completely incomprehensible
moment. Why did European thinkers who adopted and appropriated whole
conceptual blocks from the Aristotelian philosophy for their own production of the
new conceptual constructions, — why did they further establish them on the new
cosmological foundations and, eventually, — bring about the appearance of new
ideological systems in the history, but doing all this — ‘on behalf of Aristotle’, i.e.,
thus, — “splashing out the baby with the bathwater!?

In essence, if to consider this issue from the objective historic point of view —
Immanuel Kant is generally recognized as the greatest modern philosopher whose
ideas contributed greatly to the development of the contemporary sociocultural
epoch. Kant actualized the two Copernicus-type revolutions, having the magnitude of
the Aristotelian system. First, he created his great anthropocentric transcendental
philosophy. Second, Kant definitely contributed to the confusion of Aristotle's
philosophy with the theological scholasticism of the Middle Ages (and, thus,
“splashed out” a philosophical system of Aristotle from the arsenal of global cultural
development). In other words, and this is the basic principle for the modern Western
philosophy (including Kant and other leading Western philosophers) — the treatment
of the processes of global culture is realized in the mode of linear historical
development — ‘from naive and simple forms of antiquity up to the mature and
crowned forms of the present time’. Thus, the principle of natural cyclic (Triadic
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evolutionary) development of world culture has been completely discarded,
remaining unclaimed up to the present time.

In other words, the philosophical system of Aristotle, in the course of a long
historical development (and in respect to its cosmological and theoretical content) — it
had been consistently and completely dismantled and used as a building (the
constructional conceptual) material. As a result, this philosophical system as a whole
(and the value of its individual conceptual parts) had been completely distorted, i.e.,
both Aristotelian philosophy as a whole and its constituent conceptual elements have
been given a totally different meaning or interpreted differently. In the end, —
Aristotle's philosophical system had been used in parts and distorted as a whole.
Therewith, Aristotle's system was not only forgotten but discarded as useless and
antiquated agenda. Now, an urgent task is to return to the place all the Aristotelian
conceptual elements (in their true realistic meaning, as parts of the integral organic
system), i.e. — to recreate Aristotle’s essential actual basis on the evolutionary new
level of the global culture.

Until today, Aristotle is still treated as a rather naive, albeit a very significant,
thinker and the founding father of analytical thought, philosophy and world culture,
whose genius and originality are universally recognized. Substantially, however, his
place is artificially determined (by Western thinkers) precisely at the beginning of the
linear ascending line of the global cultural history (while the natural course of
sociocultural evolution has the cyclical — Triadic — essence). As a result, pursuing
every time ‘good intentions’ and solving ‘pressing problems’, but, in the end, we
found ourselves (using the medical term) in the state of ‘cosmological insufficiency6 —
when one of the three global cosmological types (Aristotle's cosmology) had been
completely removed from the scope of modern scientific activity (and, therefore,
equally, — from practical and socio-cultural activities). In turn, since Organicist
cosmology of Aristotle is precisely the realistic rational type of the global
methodology, — then an Integral (a fundamental intermediate) type of cosmology,
which is now most often associated with a systemic approach — this type of Integral
(Holistic, Systemic) cosmology cannot be (in the absence of a clear rational
perception of the second — Aristotelian — pole of the cosmological organization of our
knowledge) — cannot be rationally designed and outlined (for the further construction
of the methodological bases and organization of the corresponding
philosophical and scientific activities).

§

At the present time, we are already to speak about a sort of ‘decoding’ of the
wrong (in the cosmological and evolutionary sense) attitudes towards the philosophy
of Aristotle, which had been developed and strengthened over the past centuries — a
kind of ‘awakening’ of our consciousness. Herein, the remarkable judgment of
Francis Bacon (which is given in the epigraph) is appropriate to be mentioned, once
again. As already stated above, the cosmological basis of the philosophical system of
Aristotle (and its constituting conceptual elements) was substantially distorted and
this perverted state is already placed on the subconscious — automatic — level of
human mental activity. In fact, this result has the consistent development. The point
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is that in a short (historical) period the progressive for their time principles of Galileo,
Bacon, Descartes, Locke, Kant, and other leading Western thinkers (but which are
false with respect to Aristotle's philosophy, inasmuch as correlating it with theology,
that 1s, — with the other cosmological basis) were accepted and recognized as the
adequate grounds for the new goals of socio-political and cultural development. Thus,
they permanently entered the canon, becoming the part of textbooks and literary
works, educational curricula and dissertation topics, committees etc. The new
academic canon has been built, legitimized and put into operation for the creation of
the one (single) world-view (Weltanschauung). Naturally, after lengthy learning and
countless repetition — all these cosmological operative principles have moved
(concerning everyone, including experts in philosophy and science, not to mention
other cultural workers) from the conscious sphere into sub(un)conscious level of
mental activity (which is a natural psychological law), that is, — on the fundamental
level, which (in contrast to the conscious sphere) is not the subject to change (in the
case of a reasoned critical analysis and explanation of the issue). It is essential that
precisely this subconscious — practically immutable — fundamental level of the human
mentality basically determines the man’s attitude toward the world, her/his behavior,
and the directed activity.

Therefore, as it is clearly seen — today we really need an active decoding (the
‘awakening’) of human psyche (and thus — her/his life activities) and a clear
perception of all three (equivalent) types of cosmological relation to the world.
Substantially, the dominant cosmological perceptions at present (and the derivative
theoretical and ideological foundations that realize them) have exhausted their
evolutionary role. Consequently, in their continuing dominant role — they pose a
certain threat for the present and future development of the modern man and
mankind. Indeed, today we have the right ad libitum to interpret the sources of
cosmic evolution and the origin of life (in the Input). However, we have long ago
established the objective reality, after the discovery of DNA structure by Watson and
Crick, that is — the actual result (in the Output) is the one undivided Evolutionary
Process — our real Cosmic universe exists as the single organic universal EvoProcess.
The evidence is, therefore, that all life phenomena and processes of our living
Cosmos or Universe are based on the universal fundamental realistic principles. We
can no longer ignore this serious (grand) scientific truth. In the issue, we urgently
need to restore the rights of Aristotle’s (Bio)cosmology and his Organicist universal
philosophical system as a whole — for the realization of a true realistic approach and
the urgent resolution of current global crises in the present-day social and cultural
development.

§

Our first motto, therefore, is obvious — to restore the true meaning of Aristotle's
philosophy, on its own (Bio)cosmological basis. As a point of departure, we may
argue that Aristotle’s Cosmos and cosmology decidedly differs from our modern
(astrophysical) perception of the universe as the empty space, filled with small or big
pieces of matter. Similarly, the essential point is that “Physics” of Aristotle — that is,
the scientific study of “physis” — nature of the Earth (the Cosmos as a whole, for, the
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Earth is always the integrated and constituent part of the Cosmos) — Physics of
Aristotle categorically (on a cosmological level) differs from the (astro)physics.
Essentially, Aristotelian Physics is based on the Organicist fundamental laws of life
phenomena and processes, but not on the physicalist universal laws, that are
fundamentally inherent to inanimate — Non-Organicist — objects of scientific study.
Therefore, the physics of Aristotle — is Biocosmology, but not (astro)physics.

In any case, the cornerstone of the Aristotelian Cosmos implies not only a
planetary model, but also the basic integral world-view, including life activity of the
man in this world-whole, as well as the rational understanding of the operating
(driving) causes of this real world, i.e. of its aetiology. Indeed, Aristotle's astronomy
has established the geocentric and geostatic model of the cosmos that existed in
science only until the time of Copernicus, Galileo and Newton; and therefore may
serve just as an example of naive and transient conception in the historical
development of astronomy. But on the other hand, Aristotle's cosmology is an all-
embracing worldview that strongly differs from the modern understanding of the
universe (infinite, quantitative and homogeneous), wherein space, time, matter and
the causes are absolute and uniform. In contrast, Aristotle's Cosmos is finite,
hierarchical, and qualitative — heterogeneous, wherein each thing has its own form —
the purpose of existence, according to which receives its species, genus, and
substantial expression in hierarchically differentiated structure. There is no space in
Aristotle’s Cosmos, but there is the place; therein matter (passive material) really
cannot exist without the form (active purpose of development), and therein
movements and changes are based on all 4 (aetiological) causes: material, formal,
efficient and final.

It 1s remarkable that the components of the Aristotelian cognitive system, i.e. his
physics as the second philosophy and metaphysics as the first philosophy have
basically the same meaning. They differ only in relation to the degree of
generalization of the empirically positive material that reflects the single integral
organic universal world (Cosmos). This means that the philosophical system of
Aristotle (in its true sense) ensures the execution of the realistic (Organicist)
cognition, standing as the necessary foundation for the integration of modern
scientistic and humanitarian paradigms (which are considered as completely
incompatible at present). Therefore, our Biocosmological/neo-Aristotelian analytical
approach is directly relevant to all the areas of philosophy and science. The starting
point, however, is always the cosmological clarification of the subject under research.
Where required, the clearing up of the metaphysical, epistemological,
methodological, axiological and praxeological conditions for the study of a subject-
matter is fully exercised. All this is needed to pursue the issues of effective
sociocultural organization and development; and, ultimately, — to settle the issues of
the individual’s health (well-being) throughout her/his life (ontogenesis).

§

Here we see a rather striking analogy between our, i.e. Biocosmological method,
and the theory of sociocultural dynamics, proposed by Pitirim A. Sorokin — the
eminent Russian-American sociologist. Sorokin is known to have proven the
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inefficacy of the one-dimensional perception of sociocultural reality (meaning,
primarily, the tools of philosophy and science). Instead, Sorokin substantiated the
synchronous (Three-dimensional) existence of the three "supersystems" (in Sorokin’s
term): two polar (opposite to each other) supersystems — Sensual and Ideational; and
the third intermediate (fundamental) — Integral supersystem. In turn, each
supersystem embraces all the existing sociocultural processes and institutions, for
example, as Sorokin demonstrated, — “the Sensate supersystem is made up of: sensate
science, sensate philosophy, sensate religion of a sort, sensate fine arts, sensate ethics,
law, economics and politics, along with predominantly the sensate types of persons
and groups, ways of life and social institutions.”'' Likewise, the Ideational and
Integral supersystems are respectively composed of Ideational and Integral types of
all these systems.

According to Sorokin’s conclusions, there are always “millions of singular
sociocultural phenomena that make the superorganic world of reality appear to us in
the form of the integrated systems and unintegrated congeries.” At the same time, as
Pitirim Sorokin found out by virtue of his phenomenal investigation (for example, he
and his associates processed over 100.000 scientific papers and empirical sources)
and ultimately discovered that there are only three types of the vast superstructural
systems, embracing all the meaningful sociocultural phenomena and processes, as
well as only three basic ideologies, underlying them. The latter, in their turn, are
“based upon certain major premises or certain ultimate principles.” Exactly the all-
embracing (cosmological) organization of the given sphere or the evolutionary
process of life (for example, the individual’s ontogenesis) that is based on the “basic
— ultimate — principles” (and their cyclic alternation in the dominating influence) — is
the primary subject-matter of Biocosmology. In other words, precisely the initial
clarification (in a rational way) of these “basic principles”, which give rise to a
coherent organization of the entire sociocultural (or any other area of) life and
determine the position and behavior of the individual (any subject of life) in the given
environment — is the subject matter of (Bio)cosmological study with respect to the
given process or phenomenon of life.

§

In conclusion, introducing the first issue of our new scientific Journal, — it is also
appropriate to say a few words on the history of its creation. It would be appropriate
to quote Aristotle who stated, — “Philosophy starts from wonder.” In this light, we can
assume that the year 1987 became the starting point in the process of preparing and
creating the journal “Biocosmology- neo-Aristotelism". It is when three outstanding
works of Russian scholars appeared: “The collective manual of the functional systems
of the organism” (Eds. K.V. Sudakov. — Moscow: Medicine, 1987), which developed
“general theory of functional systems” by P.K. Anokhin; “The natural technologies
of biological systems”, by A.M. Ugolev (Leningrad: Science, 1987); and “Motivated
Brain”, by P.V. Simonov (Moscow: Nauka, 1987).

' Characterizing the achievements of P.A. Sorokin, I have used several points from the site «Pitirim
A. Sorokin Collectiony», section «Major Fields of Sorokin's Philosophy of History» —
http://library2.usask.ca/sorokin/about/bio/philosophy

«BUOKOCMOJIOI'MA (BIOCOSMOLOGY) — NEO-ARISTOTELISM» | Vol.1,No.1,Winter
2010




To a large extent, these works have made an outstanding contribution primarily to
the development of biomedical science — and all the three were essentially
constructed on the foundations of Aristotle's cosmology. In fact, the basic notions of
these works are grounded in the Aristotelian causa finalis — P.K. Anokhin’s inner
“result of functioning”; A.M. Ugolev’s evolutionary “effect”; P.V. Simonov’s
inherent “needs”. Shortly after the subsequent study of the issue — it became evident
that the homothetic fundamental (for the entire research process) conceptions that
have the essence of Aristotle’s hylomorphism'*— similar methodological foundations
are typical not only for the above three authors, but also for the Russian academic
tradition as a whole. Therefore, by analogy with the concepts that denote the cultural
(scientific) traditions, such as “Eastern holism”, “Greek universalism”, “British
empiricism”, “French rationalism”, “German idealism and materialism”, “American
pragmatism” — these are now quite legitimate terms to speak about the “Russian
organicism” (synonyms may be Russian cosmism or Russian functionalism).

In fact, the main and distinctive feature of these works by Russian scientists is their
basic premise , i.e. a certain ‘primary inherent immaterial substance, which
determines the whole functional - goal-directed — organization (subject, body,
structure, systems)’: as “the beginnings of a civilization” by N.Y. Danilevsky;
“sensible egoism” by N.G. Chernyshevsky; “internal inhibition” and inner
“aspiration” by .M. Sechenov; “unconditioned reflex” and “goal reflex” by LP.
Pavlov; “organizing design" by A.A. Bogdanov; intrinsic regulating principle in the
theory of “nomogenesis” by L.S. Berg; “teleological unity” by N.D. Kondratyev;
conceptions of “functional organ”, “dominant” and ‘“chronotop” by A.A.
Ukhtomsky, “inner activity of living matter” by V.I. Vernadsky; “immanent
determinism” of sociocultural systems by P.A. Sorokin; “intuitionism” by N.O.
Lossky; “result of functioning” by P.K. Anokhin; evolutionary “effect” by A.M.
Ugolev; inherent “needs” by P.V. Simonov, “passionarity” by L.N. Gumilev and
others. They all signify exactly the inner acting, immanent substances (homogeneous
to the Aristotelian causa finalis and entelecheia), which are independent from human
consciousness, but are accessible to intuitive cognition (“grasping") by the intellect of
an explorer. An important point is also that all these inner (immanent teleological)
substances have the definite significance both as (directly) for the natural — normal,
wholesome, healthy — development of the subject of life under study, and (indirectly)
for the incorporating body (organ, organization, civilization, global process in
general).

§

Let us thus stress again a particular significance and timeliness of the revived
Biocosmological method for modern scholarship. As it was mentioned above, —
Aristotle’s “Cosmos” categorically (decidedly, crucially) differs and is diametrically
opposite to the present (dominant) physicalist and subjectivist approaches in the
realization of scientific activity. Biocosmology, as a form of neo-Aristotelism,

'2 That is based on the intangible goal-directed causes (Aristotle’s causa finalis), but, substantially,
which agency is possible exclusively in the unity with the other three major aetiological causes
(material, formal and efficient).
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primarily actualizes the postmodern renewal of Aristotle’s cosmology (at the current
level of cultural development and in respect to all life processes and phenomena) and
gives reality to the basic principles of the Aristotelian philosophy:

— organicist universalism;

— hylomorphism (the unity of substantial tangible and intangible factors, that
realize life processes);

— immanent teleological essentialism;

— restoration in full meaning of the Aristotle’s aetiology (i.c., of the unity of all 4
major cosmic causes, including the leading role of the causa finalis and entelecheia);

— rehabilitation of the meaning of cosmic organic hierarchy and of the cyclicity
of life processes in the natural organization of life phenomena (as opposed to the
modern physical homogeneity and isomorphism), wherein each level and process of
life has its own laws of construction and self-realization, as well as the evolutionary
emergence — spontaneity and autonomy (immanent determinancy) — in their
occurrence. Therefore, the laws of a higher level are not deducible from the laws
of the underlying layer, as it is stated in modern physics and biology.

— rehabilitation of the meaning of Aristotelian “topos” (place) and “teleos” (aim
— result of functioning), as opposed to the modern physical notions of homogeneous
“space” and “time”, — which directly signify the unity of intangible goal-directed
(mind, soul, spirit) and tangible (physically perceived and recorded) processes and
phenomena; i.e., first of all, — of the unity of psyche (mind), soma (body) and the
outer world (environment) for each subject of life, especially for the individual'*;

— the principle of ethical eudemonism, etc.

§

Finally, after the exposition of the necessary “introductory” points — here comes
a glad time for the presentation of the selected works, which constitute the first issue
of the journal “Biocosmology — neo-Aristotelism”. The authors of these works are
also members of the Editorial Board of the journal, and therefore, according to the
rules (see website — http://en.biocosmology.ru/) — they not only reveal their ideas and
scientific achievements in their articles, but also outline the prospects for the
development of scientific-research directions of the Biocosmological Association
(BCA), which are led by them.

The paper by Prof. Anna Makolkin entitled “The dawn of cosmology: Sumerian,
Egyptian and Phoenician concepts of the universe” opens the parade of articles. Just
as the title implies, this work explores questions of cultural history. At the same time,
if to take into account the cyclic essence of the world sociocultural processes, — the
results of this substantial study of the origins of modern rational attitude to the issues
of cosmological investigation have a direct relevance to the present and future
development of Biocosmology (which, actually, is the personal position of the

13 To the point, the last principle — of the unity of mind, body and environment — is the cornerstone
foundation for the representatives of the Russian neurophysiological school — Sechenov, Pavlov,
Vvedensky, Ukhtomsky, Anokhin, Ugolev, Simonov, et al.
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author). Likewise, as a member of the Editorial Board, — Anna demonstrates a true
sample of the research work in the area of “Semiotics / History of culture”.

The next glad moment is the appearance of the article by Prof. S.N. Grinchenko
entitled “Teleological approach to modeling the Universe”. Therein, the author
reveals the results of his in-depth study of the issue and, that is no less important, —
creates initial conditions for the unfolding of the process of physical and
mathematical expanding of scientific horizons and development of the issues of
Biocosmological cognition (the direct exploratory area that is headed by Sergey
Nikolayevich is “Informatics-cybernetic modeling”).

Three topical convincing works go after, accomplished by Prof. Victor K.
Kozlov — the president of BCA (his work is entitled as the “The universal principle of
Triadicity and the unity of the integrative-regulatory supersystem of an organism:
Methodological and practical aspects of their application in modern biomedicine”;
Prof. Georges Chapouthier (“Reflections on the consequences of Biocosmology in
modern biology”), and Dr. Arthur Saniotis («Evolutionary medicine: A
Biocosmological approach for informing future biomedicine»). All three works are
executed in the field of biomedicine, which can be regarded as one of the main
research areas at early stages of Biocosmological Association’s development. It
should be noted that Victor Konstantinovich leads the sphere of “Systemic
medicine”; Georges directly is at the head of the fundamental area of "Biology,"
while Arthur is responsible for the research of the issues of ‘“Evolutionary
biomedicine” development.

The next area of exploratory activity is the study of processes of social and
cultural development. Here, coming forward as a follower of the genius Pitirim
Sorokin and the pioneer in the investigation of Biocosmological (Organicist) issues, —
Prof. V.I. Franchuk realizes his contribution, in the article “On the issue of improving
the governance in Russia — from the standpoint of modern organicism” (directly,
Viktor Ivanovich is in charge of the “Theory and practice of social development”).

Finally, we always want to have philosophical (ethical) evaluations of the
processes under study, our attitudes and efforts in terms of their apprehension, as well
as the appraisal of the results obtained in the course of our research and practical
activities. In this regard, we are pleased to have two first, but essential works in this
exploratory direction, prepared by Prof. Hans-Martin Sass and Prof. Jitendra Nath
Sarker (in our functionalist structure, Hans-Martin leads the global trend of
“Bioethics”, while Jitendra heads the area of the ‘“Philosophy of divinity and
evolution”. There articles are entitled, accordingly, “What is and to what end do we
study Biocosmology?” and “Emergence of Divinity in Man through Bio-
cosmological Evolution™.

My personal experience of communication with the authors of the presented
papers and thorough knowledge of their scientific achievements allow me to state that
in the given case we are dealing with serious interesting exploratory results, which
are the outcome of a long, thorough and in-depth research process, with the use of
modern full array of data on the issues under study. In general, we very much hope
that these and subsequent works will meet responsiveness and enthusiasm from as the

«BUOKOCMOJIOI'MA (BIOCOSMOLOGY) — NEO-ARISTOTELISM» | Vol.1,No.1,Winter
2010




members of BCA, as our readers. In this case, of course, all presented works will

contribute effectively to the progressive realization of a successful movement

towards the implementation of the tasks that are founded in the development of the
BCA.

Konstantin S. Khroutski

Veliky Novgorod,

19.12.2010
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