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Editorial

Our modern world is undergoing major changes in its rational (scholarly)
foundations that are essential for the further coherent (safe and holistic, of varied
nature and good future, global and local) sociocultural development. At the same
time, the current foundational bases of the world — of rational human activity —
remain basically Dualist (Platonic), laid down back in the 17th century, in modern
European time. Thus, at present we are dealing with the obvious and unacceptable
paradox (an obvious discrepancy) of the current foundational principles, core values
and strategic priorities — to the existing challenges and realities of the current
(Integralist) era, which (the existing ‘cosmological insufficiency’) creates a
potentially hazardous situation and dangerous threat to our future — all this is
absolutely unacceptable!

BCA and its Journal strive to make their positive contribution in this direction —
of overcoming the crisis of the existing cosmological insufficiency. In this regard, in
the submitted Issue — it is important to note immediately the article of the outstanding
contemporary philosopher and environmentalist — John Cobb, a prominent researcher
in the field of process philosophy (follower of A.N. Whitehead). In his article entitled
“The Whitehead community” much interesting information is given, including the
ideas of neo-naturalist development.

In the same vein, in the Issue, but in line with the adopted (in BCA)
rehabilitation of the genuine significance of Aristotle's (super)system of knowledge
(as the Type of Organicist rationality, Biocosmology) — multidirectional works of
other authors are represented (which aim chiefly at the development of new —
autonomic multifaceted effective — Integralist approaches): “Aristotle 's Biocosmology
— teleological Functionalist naturalism — as the Type of rationality”, by K.S.
Khroutski; “Aristotelian Organicism, Yin Yang Theory and our Representation of
Reality”, by Marianna Benetatou; “Towards Engineering 4.0: A contemporary
expression of Biocosmology and neo-Aristotelism”, by Xiuhua Zhang; “Chekhovian
neo-Aristotelianism and idea of a perfect man in the age of anxiety”, by Anna
Makolkin; “From the discovering of reality to creating multiple realities: The
Aristotelian roots of modern anthropocentricism”, by Abdul Wahab Suri; and
“Entelecheia as the synthetic multidimensional concept of the inner space of
individual, artistic, sporting and educational activities”, by Stanislav V. Dmitriev.

In 2015, an important event was the holding of the 10ISBC in Beijing, which
has become an important impetus to the fruitful development of Biocosmological
explorations. We are pleased today to welcome our new authors (and who were the
active participants of the conference) who presented original studies for the Issue:
“No-boundary emergence and Book of change” in the co-authorship of Sheng Sun
and Jianhui Li; and “Research on Marx’s theory of relationship between human and
nature”, by Shang Li. In the future, we look forward to the emergence of new and
interesting works of our colleagues from China and other Asian countries.

Another important point is the emergence of new works of our major
contributors — Sergey N. Grinchenko and Victor B. Kudrin. The former has prepared
two articles, the first is realized in co-authorship with Julia L. Shchapova, on the

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM




topic of “Archaeological epoch as the evolutionary sequence of intersecting “with
overlap” generations of developing subjects — the carriers of arearchaeological sub-
epochs”; other is devoted to the topic of “Bipolarity and Triadicity: Cybernetic view
of the problem”. The work of V.B. Kudrin studies the matter of “Complexity of prime
numbers and correlation informatics”.

In the section “Criticism and bibliography” three works are placed: the response
of Vladimir N. Alalykin-lzvekov on the article of K.S. Khroutski (from the previous
Issue), which analyzed the significance of Pitirim Sorokin’s great discovery — the
Triadological approach to the studying of sociocultural phenomena and processes;
review of the book by Slovak scholar Ladislav Kova¢, entitled “Closing Human
Evolution: Life in the Ultimate Age”, which is written by Georges Chapouthier; and a
review of the collective monograph (authors: Jean Audouze, Georges Chapouthier,
Denis Laming, et Pierre-Yves Oudeyer), its title is “Mondes Mosaiques: Astres,
Villes, Vivant et Robots” (Mosaic of the world: stars, cities, living entities, and
robots), the reviewer — Jean-Philippe Uzan.

February 18, 2016
Konstantin S. Khroutski, Editor

Pepakropckas crarbs

Ham coBpeMeHHBII MHp B HACTOAILEM MPETEPIEBAECT CEPbE3HbIE CIBUTH B
CBOMX MHPOBO33PEHUYECKHX (pallMOHAJIBHBIX HAYYHBIX) OCHOBAHUSAX, HEOOXOIUMBIX
ULl JTaJbHEHIIero  MocieAoBaTelbHOrO  (LEJIOCTHOTO M OJaronoixy4yHoro,
€CTECTBEHHOI'0 M Pa3HOIUIAHOBOTO, TJI00AJIBHOTO U JIOKAJIBHOT'O) COLIMOKYJIBTYPHOTO
pa3BuTHs. B TO e Bpemsi, TEKyIIMM pabOYyuM OCHOBAaHWEM MHUPOBOW palIMOHAJIBLHOM
NEATEIILHOCTH 4YeJloBeKa ocTarorcs Jlyanmuctckue mnpuHOUIBL (OTHOCSIIMECS B
KOHEYHOM HTOTe¢ K cucreme 3HaHui Ilmarona), 3amoxeHHbIe emie B 17-M Beke, B
HOBOEBpoOIIelickoe BpeMsi. Mbl B HACTOSIIIIEM UMEEM JIEJ10, TAKUM 00pa3oM — C SIBHBIM
U HEJIONMYCTHUMBIM I1apaJOKCOM — OYEBHMJIHBIM HECOOTBETCTBUEM — COBPEMEHHBIX
WHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHBIX ~ OCHOBAaHW, TIJIaBHBIX [IEHHOCTEH M  CTPATErMYECKUX
MIPUOPUTETOB K CYIIECTBYIOIIMM BbI30BaM U peanusim Tekymied (MuTerpamucTckoit)
AIOXH, YTO CO3JAET ONPEAECICHHO HEJOIYCTUMOE U OIACHOE MOJIOKEHHUE BEILIEH.

bKA u ee JKypHain nmbITatoTCs BHECTH MOCHIIBHYIO JIENTY B IUIAHE TO3UTUBHBIX
CABUIOB U OTOM HANpaBIE€HUUM — TPEOAOJEHUS KpHU3HMCA CYIIECTBYIOIIEH
‘kocmonoeuueckou Heoocmamounocmu’. B 3Toi cBs3H, B peacTaBiasieMoM Beimycke,
BAKHO Cpa3zy OTMETUTh CTaThl0 M3BECTHOIO COBPEMEHHOro (pusiocoda u 3kosora —
Jlxonna Ko66a (John Cobb), Beigarorerocst uccnenosatens B 00aactu Grirocodun
nporecca (mocnemoBatenss A.H. VYaiitxema). B ero crarbe, o3ariaBieHHOW «The
Whitehead community», naeTcst MHOTO HHTEpECHOMN MH(DOPMAIIUH, BKITIOYAs pa3BUTHE
UJIEU HEO-HATypalu3Ma.

B sTom ke kitoue, B Beintycke, HO yxe B pycie npuHsAThiX (B BKA) ycranoBok
Ha BOCCTAHOBJICHME HCTHMHHOIO 3HAu€HUs APHUCTOTENM3Ma — Kak (CyIlep)CHCTEMBI
sHanuit (1 Twuma OpPraHUIKUCTCKOW — PAlMOHAIBHOCTH, DBHOKOCMOJIOTHH) —
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pa3HOHAINpPABJICHHBIE PaOOThI JAPYTUX aBTOPOB IMPEACTABICHBI  (CTpemsiiuecs,
[JIaBHBIM 00pa3oM, K pa3pabOTKe HOBBIX — AaBTOHOMHBIX Pa3HOIUIAHOBBIX
sbdekTuBHBIX — MHTerpamucTckux moaxonoB): «Aristotle’s Biocosmology —
teleological Functionalist naturalism — as the Type of rationality», aBrop Konstantin
S. Khroutski; «Aristotelian Organicism, Yin Yang Theory and our Representation of
Reality», aBrop Marianna Benetatou; «Towards Engineering 4.0: A contemporary
expression of Biocosmology and neo-Aristotelism», atop Xiuhua Zhang;
«Chekhovian neo-Aristotelianism and idea of a perfect man in the age of anxiety»,
asTop Anna Makolkin; «From the discovering of reality to creating multiple
realities: The Aristotelian roots of modern anthropocentricismy», asrop Abdul Wahab
Suri; u «Oumenexusi kax cunmemuueckoe NOHAMUE MHO2OMEPHO20 GHYMPEHHE20
NPOCMPAHCMBA JUYHOCIU, XYOOIHCECMEEHHOU, CNOPMUBHOU U 00paA308amMenbHOU
oessimenvnocmuy, C.B. JImutpuesa.

B 2015r. BaxubIM coObITHEM siBUioCch TipoBesieHue 101SBC B Ilexune, koTopbIit
CTaJl BaXXHBIM HMITYJICOM K IUIOJIOTBOPHOMY Pa3BUTHUIO BHOKOCMOJIOrHYECKUX
ucciaenoBaHuii. Mbl paabl CErojiHs MNPUBETCTBOBATH HAIIUX HOBBIX aBTOPOB (M
KOTOpbI€ ObLIM AKTUBHBIMU Yy4YaCTHUKaMH KOH(EPEHIMH), MPEACTABUBIINX CBOU
OpUrMHaJIbHBIC McciaenoBanus s Beimycka: «No-boundary emergence and Book of
changey, noaroToBieHHyo B coaBTopcTBe: Sheng Sun u Jianhui Li; u «Research on
Marx’s theory of relationship between human and nature», ee aBrop —Shang Li. B
TaTbHEHIIIEM MBI PACCYMTHIBAEM Ha TOSIBICHHE HOBBIX WHTEPECHBIX PAOOT HAIMX
koJuer u3 Kurast n npyrux crpan Asum.

Eme onuH cymmecTBEHHBIIT MOMEHT COCTABIISIET TIOSIBJICHHE HOBBIX PabOT HaITUX
ocHOBHBIX aBTOpoB — C.H. I'punuenko u B.b. Kynpuna. I[lepBbiii mpeacraBun ase
pabotsl, B coaBTopctBe ¢ FO.JI. IllamoBoi, 1o TeMe «Apxeonocuueckas 3noxa Kax
960TIIOYUOHHASL Yepeoa NepeceKawjuxcs «B8HAXIECM» NOKOJEHUU pa36UBAIOUUXCS
cyOvekmog-Hocumeneu  apxeonocudeckux — cyoonox»; U OTACIBHO  TPYyI
«bunonsprnocms u Tpuaouunocmo: Kubepnemuueckuti 832150 na npobaemy». Pabota
B.b. Kyapuna uszyuaer temy «CroocHocmb npocmulx uucenl u KOppersyuoHHAs
uHgpopmamura.

B paznene «bubmuorpadust u kputuka» pasmenieHsl Tpu padoTsl: oT3bB B.H.
AnanbikuHa-M3BekoBa Ha cratbio K.C. Xpyukoro (M3 mpeasiIyliero BHITYCKa), B
KOTOpOW aHaJIM3UPYETCs 3HaueHWe BeIMKOro oTkpbiTusi Ilutupuma Copokuna —
Tpuamonoruaeckoro TOAX0Ma K HM3YYCHHUIO CONUOKYJIBTYPHBIX SIBICHHA U
MPOIIECCOB; PELICH3Ms Ha KHUTY cioBarkoro ydeHoro JlagucnaBa Kopaua (Ladislav
Kovac), ozarnasnennyro «Closing Human Evolution: Life in the Ultimate Age», ee
BeimoaHmwI Georges Chapouthier; m peneHsuss Ha KOJUIGKTHBHYIO MOHOTpaduio
(aBroper: Jean Audouze, Georges Chapouthier, Denis Laming, et Pierre-Yves
Oudeyer), ee nasBanue «Mondes Mosaiques: Astres, Villes, Vivant et Robots»
(Mo3arka mMupa: 3BE3/bl, TOPOJIa, KHUBBIC CYIIECTBA U POOOTHI), pEIiCH3eHT — Jean-
Philippe Uzan.

18 ghespans 2015e.
K.C. Xpyykuii, Peoaxmop
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THE WHITEHEAD COMMUNITY

John B. COBB, Jr.t

ABSTRACT. When universities were open to questions about humanity, its relation
to the natural world, and its destiny, Whitehead’s thought was recognized as relevant
and important. The shift of universities from centers of intellectual reflection to
collections of narrowly-focused value-free research has excluded it. A few thinkers
have kept it alive and developed its implications at the fringes of higher education
and public discussion. Since it is unlikely that a livable planet will be reclaimed with
the pattern of thinking that is now working against that goal, the need for an organic,
nondual neo-naturalism is greater than ever.

KEYWORDS: value-free scholarship, neo-naturalism, radical empiricism, causality,
prehension, Rene Descartes, David Hume, Immanuel Kant, William James, Alfred
North Whitehead, University of Chicago, Buddhism, Christianity, ecological
economics, eco-feminism, industrial agriculture, perennial grain

Contents
1. The Roles and Fortunes of Whitehead’s Thought
2. Some Major Ideas of Whitehead
3. Relevance to Saving the World

Alfred North Whitehead was a revered teacher at Harvard University from 1924-
37.During that period and for some years thereafter he was regarded as one of the
leading philosophers in the United States. A good many people would have listed him
as the most important. His role in the United States extended beyond the university to
a segment of the general public.

Today there is no interest in his thought at Harvard or, indeed, at the great
majority of American universities. Those of us who appraise Whitehead as one of the
great philosophers of all time constitute a tiny ghetto with few participants in major
academic centers. Why has this change occurred?

1. The Roles and Fortunes of Whitehead’s Thought

I think | can say without fear of contradiction that the change did not result from
the refutation of Whitehead or by improvement on his work. If that were the case, the
small ghetto of which | wrote would not exist. The change has been in the nature of
philosophy and of the university as a whole.

The Center for Process Studies, Claremont, CA.
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When Whitehead flourished, universities understood themselves to be places for
intellectual reflection and conversation about the issues of concern in the wider
culture. Among the most important such issues were those stimulated by
developments in biology and physics. In different ways these developments raised
questions about the relation of human beings to the rest of the world and the place of
values and of religious ideas including the reality of God. Cartesian dualism was
disrupted by evolutionary theory. Kant offered an epistemological dualism to replace
it, but many Americans were not satisfied. Other options were considered. Whitehead
directly addressed all of these issues in original ways. This conversation seemed
relevant to much of the university community, but it had its home in philosophy.

Already there were other philosophers who wanted to redefine their task. Some
followed Kant in assuming that “knowledge” is limited to what is empirically known.
This can give us only a phenomenal and deterministic world. They disagreed with
Kant’s talk of another kind of reflection, one about practical affairs. They were not
interested in the inevitably uncertain speculations that played a large role in the
discussion in which Whitehead took part. For them philosophy’s task is largely
limited to showing why that kind of talk is useless and meaningless. The growing
edge of philosophy limited it to analysis. The sort of synthesis that Whitehead sought
was no longer considered a proper goal. In the forties and fifties many philosophy
departments were still somewhat open to including those who sought synthesis, but
by the sixties analytic philosophy was clearly dominant and often exclusive, and it
remains so today.

In fact Whitehead made contributions to analysis as well as synthesis, and a few
philosophers, such as his students, Bertrand Russell and Willard Quine, appreciated
that. But in general the new school simply ignored or dismissed Whitehead. As
philosophy had been newly defined, Whitehead was not a philosopher.

The victory of this type of philosophy was supported by changes in the
university as a whole. It ceased to be a place for intellectual activity and focused
instead on scholarly research. Most universities now define themselves as “research
universities”. They judge that research is best done when one approaches the task
within the confines of a narrowly defined academic discipline and without any
judgments of better and worse. So they describe themselves as “value-free.” Since
most of the questions raised by the culture cross all such disciplinary boundaries and
concern the relation of facts and values, the research contributes only information to
the discussion of action or policy or humanistic understanding. Clearly there is no
place for traditional philosophy in a value free research university. Philosophical
analysis can have a small claim to a role in the research university by supposedly
bringing greater clarity to the issues. But whereas Whitehead’s type of synthetic
philosophy was central to the intellectually-oriented university, it has no place in the
research university. Even analytic philosophy is marginal.

That Whitehead survived at all in higher education is because it includes
professional schools. These have to pay some attention to real world issues. They did
not immediately or wholeheartedly subscribe to value-free research in narrowly
define disciplines. Schools of education, that is, those that prepared teachers took

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM




some interest in ideas excluded from the research university. When one thinks of how
to teach children, it is hard to exclude questions of better and worse altogether.
Whitehead wrote a book about education that had some influence among educators
even after philosophy departments excluded his work.

Theological schools are given the task of preparing people to serve the churches.
Here too it was not possible to be completely free from questions of better or worse.
Also the sorts of questions that Whitehead dealt with were asked by people in the
pew. Whitehead continued to play a role in a few schools of theology, especially at
the University of Chicago Divinity School.

However, even in the professional schools, most courses came to be taught
according to the model of the academic disciplines created for specialized valued free
research. The Divinity School at Chicago now prides itself on the excellence of its
work in these disciplines. Whether they serve the needs of pastors is not a major
concern. Whitehead has disappeared from the curriculum.

This means that to maintain an interest in Whitehead is to be a critic of higher
education, particularly of the abandonment of any effort to provide a comprehensive
understanding of human life and its place in the natural world. We believe that the
university has structured itself and understood its purpose based on bad philosophical
assumptions that it is incapable of discussing. We believe that we must witness to a
different possibility. This requires us to build on a movement that flourished briefly
in universities and then was excluded.

When | studied at Chicago 1947-49 this movement was called neo-naturalism.
My faculty in the Divinity School believed that it was clear that since we now knew
that human beings are fully natural, we could not continue to think of nature in purely
objective terms. Nature includes subjects as well as objects. In the previously
dominant understanding of nature, building on Descartes, nature is exhaustively
understood as a material mechanism. Human beings know ourselves as something
more than that. Re-thinking nature so that we could understand ourselves as part of it
seemed to be the central intellectual task posed by the new evolutionary
understanding.

The faculty was especially interested in scientists who shared this view and
made helpful suggestions. They recognized Whitehead, the mathematician, logician,
and physicist, as one who was doing this. They appreciated the work of Charles
Hartshorne, who was teaching in the philosophy department at Chicago. Hartshorne
had been an assistant of Whitehead and was inspired by him as well as by C.S.Peirce,
who’s collected writings he co-edited with Paul Weiss. A few of the neo-naturalists
became serious Whiteheadians. Most of the followers of Whitehead in my generation
were students of this faculty.

One reason that intellectual activity flourished in Chicago during those years
was that it was strongly favored by the chancellor, Robert Maynard Hutchins.
However, Hutchins left Chicago a few years later, surrendering to the rising tide of
scholarly research through self-enclosed academic disciplines. Our professors at
Chicago, of course, continued to teach neo-naturalism for some years under the
leadership of Bernard Loomer. However, after Hutchins left, the neo-naturalist
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faculty dispersed and retired, and the University of Chicago ceased to be a center for
this kind of thinking. Indeed, the issues with which this faculty had dealt ceased
being discussed in North American universities. They did not fit into any of the
academic disciplines developed for research purposes. The term “neo-naturalism” has
also largely disappeared.

However, before the dispersal, Loomer had introduced another label used
especially for the neo-naturalist thinking influenced by Whitehead. He called it
“process thought.” Loomer’s leadership was such that this term was quickly picked
up and adopted. The word “process” was already prominent in this community since
the title of Whitehead’s magnum opus was “Process and Reality.”

Those of us who, while studying at Chicago, learned the importance of
intellectual life were distressed that the Chicago Divinity School faculty was no
longer providing the leadership we had appreciated. Whitehead’s own students kept
some interest alive quite independent of Chicago, and in their diaspora some of the
Chicago neo-naturalists continued to influence students. But these rather isolated
influences were barely keeping the memory of Whitehead alive.

To resist the continuing decline of what some of us considered a crucial
dimension of thought, we created a journal, Process Studies, and (in 1973) a Center
for Process Studies in Claremont, California. The Whiteheadian process movement
has not recovered the status in the United States that it had during Whitehead’s life or
for a decade after his death, but it has survived, developed, and achieved some
international visibility.

In Europe interest in Whitehead developed largely independently of what we
had done in the United States. Isabelle Stengers, in her work with Prigogine, became
interested in Whitehead’s contribution to science, and she was joined in this regard
by Bruno Latour. Stengers’ Thinking with Whitehead is one of the most important
studies of his philosophy. However, the opening of European universities to
Whitehead resulted chiefly from his importance being recognized by Deleuze.

What is appreciated in European universities is primarily the early, less
speculative, and less radical Whitehead. For secular European intellectuals to take
Whitehead seriously requires the denial of his theism, whereas Process and Reality
gives a major role to what Whitehead calls “God.” The fact that the Center for
Process Studies is located at a school of theology makes Whitehead suspect on both
sides of the Atlantic. That it does not prevent the Chinese from being uniquely
receptive is an ironic twist.

However, there has been a third strand of interest among Catholic philosophers,
who have a center in Leuven. This was has been connected closely with the
Claremont center. Leuven has attracted students from around the world and its
graduates have taken process theology to Congo, India, and the Philippines. The
Catholic strand has been influential in creating some interest in Poland and perhaps
also in Romania and Bulgaria. The International Whitehead Network, which grew out
of a CPS conference, keeps this global reality alive and visible through international
conferences every other year.
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2. Some Major Ideas of Whitehead

To deal with questions raised by scientific and intellectual developments of the
nineteenth century, Whitehead actually broke with the dominant Western tradition.
He developed a metaphysics and cosmology more similar to classical Buddhism than
to any preceding Western thinker. But he developed this vision in dialogue with
Western science, philosophy, and religion far beyond what any Buddhist has done.

The great majority of Western thinkers from the Greeks to the present time have
thought that our basic relation to the world was mediated through the sense organs,
and most have focused on vision. Hume made clear for all time that if we begin with
this assumption we are limited to a phenomenal world. The phenomena are all given
as objects. That is we have no direct relation to subjects, and their existence cannot be
“known” in the Kantian sense.

Whitehead rejected this starting point. Obviously the senses are very important
in giving us clear conscious knowledge, but this is not primitive. The experience of
sight begins with the world impinging on our eyes and brain. This is prior to our
projecting patterns of color. It is true that we are far more clearly conscious of the
colors we project than of the primitive experience of being impacted by the world.
But that we experience this relationship also, even if only at the largely non-
conscious level, is evidenced throughout. We do not really doubt the existence of a
world. Babies are convinced very early. Indeed, we do not doubt the existence of
other subjects. It is foolish to suppose that we arrive at these conclusions by
reasoning from sense experience.

William James taught us radical empiricism, that is, that we should examine
experience radically to bring out elements other than sense data. For example we all
know that our experience in the present moment is affected by past experience, most
of all by immediately preceding experience. We do not infer that this is the case from
sense data. In each moment we experience the causal efficacy of the past experience.
Similarly we do not arrive at the idea that we are embodied through examining sense
experience. We experience our bodies apart from any sense experience.

Whitehead thus analyzes two dimensions of human experience. There are
perceptions in the mode of “causal efficacy.” | have been discussing these. There are
also perceptions in the mode of “presentational immediacy.” These include touch and
vision. Most philosophers have begun with the latter, and if they are fully consistent,
they are thereby led in the direction of solipsism of the present moment. However, if
we actually analyze our experience, we will find that perceptions in the mode of
causal efficacy ground the perceptions in the mode of presentational immediacy. We
begin in a social world, not an individual one.

Whitehead goes to some trouble to explain how presentational immediacy arises
out of causal efficacy. To deal with these in detail he invents a new word,
“prehension.” A prehension makes something given a participant in a new instance of
becoming. Perception in the mode of causal efficacy makes an aspect of some
preceding event a participant in the new becoming. So there are prehensions in the
mode of causal efficacy. These are called physical, because their data are already
actual and are felt as such.
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But clearly the patches of color presented to us immediately are not objectively
there before we see them. Their reality is bestowed on them in the seeing by the new
occasion. Therefore, the prehensions of these shapes and colors are not physical in
this sense. These data are felt as potentials for actualization. These potentials are not
limited to visual data or even to sensory data as a whole. They may be emotional
tones and urges and anticipations. Whereas the potentials actualized in vision are
largely determined by what happens physically in the sense organs and the brain,
some of the potentials are what we call ideas and ideals that shape our action.
Whitehead calls all of these prehensions of potentials “conceptual.” They constitute
the mental aspect of each moment of becoming. Every instance of becoming has both
a “physical pole” and a “mental pole.” This polarity replaces a dualism of physical
and mental substances without minimizing the importance of either physicality or
mentality.

Using the term “causal” in naming the most primal perceptions is an indication
that Whitehead rejects both the Humean and the Kantian view of causality. We know
what a cause is because we experience ourselves as deriving what we become from
others. In a causal feeling the present reenacts what is give in the past or incorporates
that past within itself. The simplest feelings are deterministic. The present necessarily
prehends and in some part reenacts what it prehends. This is why the world holds
together and so much can be predicted with confidence. It is why so much has been
accomplished by Cartesian science employing a mechanistic model.

It is important to see that in order to understand causality, we must distinguish
subjects from objects. Every event in the process of its own becoming is subjective. It
subjectively prehends past events. These were subjects, but they have now become
data or objects for the new event. Here, too, dualism is rejected. There is not one kind
of thing that is inherently subjective and another that is inherently objective. In its
moment of becoming everything is subjective. As soon as in has become, it is an
object for its successors. We cannot have any understanding of causality if we
abstract the world from its moment of subjectivity as science insists that we do.

If the physical feelings that | have described were all there is, then the scientistic
model would work for everything. But Whitehead is analyzing subjects rather than
objects as primary. The subjects do reenact what they receive. But they also integrate
the many things they receive into a new unity. This integration is quite simple for
simple occasions but very complex for complex ones such as human experiences. It
always involves potentials as well as what is actual. It actualizes some potentials but
not others. Whitehead calls this a “decision” which means a cutting off. Not all
potentials can be actualized. This role of potentials constitutes the germ, in even the
simplest occasion, of what becomes mentality in complex occasions.

| will take this discussion one step further. Causal feelings are feelings of the
physical feelings of antecedent occasions. The causality of the past is mediated
through contiguous experience. But there are other influences on the coming to be of
an experience that are not as scientists anticipate. The mental aspect of earlier
experiences can also be prehended. Whitehead calls this the physical feeling of a
feeling of what is potential. The feeling of these past “conceptual feelings” is not
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limited to contiguous events. There is, therefore, action at a distance both at the
quantum level and in animal experience. At the quantum level physicists call it
“entanglement”. At the human level we are talking about our sense of the feeling tone
of a whole group of people or memory of past experiences or telepathic
communications.

Rather than eliminating purpose from nature, Whitehead affirms that every
event arises out of the aim to become and to become whatever value is possible in the
given situation. This aim is derived from the ordering of potentials relevant to the
situation. This is the way God enters into every event. In every moment of our
experience, we are called to actualize those potentials that provide the greatest value
in the momentary event and in its relevant future. In fact we often fall short and this
leaves us humans with the sense that we often “miss the mark.”

My formulations have assumed some things that need to be made explicit. For
Whitehead, actuality consists of events rather than substances. The quanta of which
the world is made up are not substances. They happen. Whitehead applies the same
notion to human experience. There is no underlying experiencer who remains the
same while experience changes. Nor can experiences be viewed as substances. They
are events.

Like William James, Whitehead thinks that the flow of our experience is not
continuous. Instead it consists in successive experiences. The descriptions above
presupposed this. They talked about the becoming of a single moment of experience.
The most important contributor to this event is almost always the previous moment of
experience, the one that we identify as the same person’s. But in each moment we
take account of data that were not available in the preceding moment. A person is not
absolutely self-identical through time. A person is a process. Whitehead calls this
kind of process a macro-process.

This macro-process can be analyzed into the micro-processes that make it up. It
is these micro-processes that are the “atomic” units that ultimately make up the
world. These units are atomic because they cannot be broken up into smaller events.
Their analysis is the account of the process through which they came into being as an
indivisible whole. For Whitehead, each of these indivisible actualities is an ‘“actual
entity” or an “occasion of experience.”

| began by referring to similarity to Buddhism. The Buddhist analysis of what
we are likely to consider enduring substances is similar. Also, in Nagarjuna we have
a clear account of what he calls pratityasamutpada. Every entity is an instance of
this, and this is the way all things come together to constitute us in each moment.
Whitehead’s formulation is that each actual entity is an instance of creativity, and
creativity is the many becoming one and being increased by one. Most of what takes
part in constituting me now also takes part in constituting other people.

Of course, we cannot live without discrimination, and we need to identify, with
regard to every decision, what is most important. But Whitehead reminds us that this
is always an abstraction. In fact everything is relevant to everything. We cannot avoid
ignoring a great deal, but decisions to ignore need to be open to constant revision.
Again, this points in exactly the opposite direction from the organization of the
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university in more or less airtight academic disciplines. Whitehead shares this with
Buddhists although he emphasizes the positive role of concepts, with all their
limitations, more than most Buddhists.

Whitehead emphasizes, much more than Buddhists, two things. First, every
actual entity “decides” just how it will synthesize all the elements that the world
contributes to it. Most of what it will be is decided for it, but it participates in its own
creation. Second, every entity aims to actualize value. It organizes around that aim.
The aim is to achieve the most value possible in itself and in its effect on the future. It
may decide accordingly, but it may refuse to fully accord with that aim. It derives that
aim from the divine ordering of potentialities.

In other words, Whitechead’s metaphysics is Buddhist, but his theology is
Christian. In Japan process thought plays its most important role in the
Buddhist/Christian dialog — a conversation in which Japanese intellectuals are often
interested. This discussion is also increasingly important in the United States.

In the Abrahamic scriptures, clearly, God is an actual entity. However, most
philosophers assume that God must be “ultimate.” Thomism has tried to identify God
both as Supreme Being and as Being Itself. Whitehead regards creativity as the
ultimate, that is, what plays the role of Being Itself in the West. But he agrees with
the scriptures that God is an actual entity, not creativity as such. Thus whereas
Buddhists aim to realize their true nature, called Buddha nature, Christians want to
respond fully to the call of God. For a Whiteheadian these goals, oriented
respectively to creativity and to God, can be viewed as complementary.

3. Relevance to Saving the World

For us, the need to keep this kind of thinking alive was intensified by the global
environmental crisis. The victory of value-free research disciplines has rendered
universities more part of the problem than part of the solution. With few exceptions,
they have not addressed the issues facing humanity or even recognized that they
should try to contribute to saving the world. An influential book is directed to
faculties, entitled “Save the world on your own time.” It makes clear that professors
are hired to teach and do research on whatever they can get the money to investigate.
They are not hired to work for bettering the human condition.

We in the Whiteheadian community feel the need to muster thinkers to the task
of considering how the biosphere can be preserved and how the earth can be kept
habitable for humans. These questions are, of course, shaped by our valuing of life.
The refusal to acknowledge such values seems to us to be absurd and even demonic.
We believe that most people in universities agree, but that their graduate studies have
socialized them to prioritize research and through their teaching to socialize the next
generation of teachers to avoid allowing their values to influence their academic
work. Few can even imagine another way to teach and learn. To some of us it seems
quite clear that the dominant Western philosophy has contributed extensively to bad
actions and bad policy. It is difficult to have much hope for the needed changes being
made while these ideas remain unchallenged.
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The most obvious example is economic theory. Economists are extensively
consulted by governments and corporations, and over recent decades their advice has
generally supported moves in the wrong direction. There is now much more self-
criticism among economists than there has been in the past. Many realize that the
extreme gap between the very rich and the very poor, to which the policies they have
encouraged contributed, is not desirable. But the even more serious problems
resulting from their encouragement of increasing market activity have barely been
acknowledged. Almost all economists continue to encourage governments to work
for economic growth. At best they seek to balance economic considerations,
assuming this focus on growth, with questions of sustainability.

Around the edges, people who are not part of the guild have proposed that we
should seek to develop economies that aim at meeting human needs without
increasing the pressure we place on the natural environment. To Whiteheadians this
seems to be a question economists should be asking but refuse to ask. If we reflect as
to why economists cannot consider changing their discipline to fit the needs of the
time, we quickly run into deeply entrenched commitments of a sort historically
discussed by philosophers. The economists’ descriptions of the nature of the human
being qua economic actor fit the individualism and indifference to values that the
university as a whole encourages.

Before 1970 a Whiteheadian economist, Herman Daly, proposed that, given the
location of human activity in the context of a larger natural system, growth
economics should be replaced by steady-state economics. He is now recognized as
the father of ecological economics. He was, of course, excommunicated by the
economics guild and has not been allowed to teach. But among environmentalists and
church people he is widely recognized and admired. There is, | think, only one
university in which ecological economics is taught, but the topic is widely discussed
outside the university.

Let me make it clear that ecological economics could have been developed by
someone who knew nothing of Whitehead’s thought. If so, we Whiteheadians would
still support it wholeheartedly. We are not sectarian in the sense of only wanting to
promote our own work. But I think it is not an accident that Daly was influenced by
Whitehead and is part of our circle. This is also true of Mark Anielski who has
published a book on “The Economics of Happiness.” The only country that aims at
human happiness rather than enlargement of the market is Bhutan, a Buddhist
kingdom.

Our habit of critiquing the dominant economic and political practices has made
us highly critical of the increasing takeover of American democracy by corporations
and especially by Wall Street. We are strongly opposed to American imperialism. On
the whole we are less taken in by American propaganda than most academics,
religious leaders, and political pundits. The world leader in exposing the
government’s lies about what happened on 9/11 was a process theologian, David
Griffin.

| hardly need to say at this point that a Whiteheadian view of education calls for
drastic changes. There are a few liberal arts colleges that have developed the sort of
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curricula for which a Whiteheadian hopes. There has been some influence of
Whitehead’s thought, but our support for such experiments does not depend on that.
In Beijing there is a Whitehead kindergarten, indeed, a group of kindergartens that go
by that name. In Korea there is a grade school being developed on Whiteheadian
lines. Whiteheadians have developed a few programs in American universities. But
we support also many other experiments that are taking place. | keep hoping that the
absurdity of value-free education and research in a desperately needy world will soon
be widely recognized.

Agriculture is an area in which many people recognize that we have gone in the
wrong direction. There has been very little truly sustainable agriculture in human
history, and many regions that once were fertile are no longer productive. Now we
are dealing with the whole planet and the need for sustainability is global and urgent.
But our actual practice is becoming worse as we continue to shift from small farms to
industrial agriculture.

This shift is the result of the influence of economics on agricultural policy and
practice. Increasing “productivity” is now the key goal, and this is measured in terms
of output divided by labor. Slow loss of soil is not considered a problem because of
the habit of economists to discount the future. Social costs are not factored in, nor are
the consequences of increasing the dependence on oil products. Since the calculations
of economists are favorable to the interests of agricultural corporations, they support
one another. The schools of agriculture in the United States teach nothing else.
Governmental departments of agriculture at state and national levels join the schools
in serving the corporations.

Outside of these schools there is interesting work being done. Wes Jackson has
devoted his career to creating perennial grains that are as productive as annuals. He
has had significant success, now recognized even by schools of agriculture. If a
polyculture of perennials can succeed the monoculture of annuals, the production of
food can be accompanied by the maintenance and even improvement of the soil. We
would, of course support such moves regardless of the philosophy of the leaders, but
I do not think it an accident that Jackson is a Whiteheadian.

China has been particularly receptive to our initiatives. In the area of agriculture,
most of the professors were educated in the United States, and China was on its way
to replacing thousands of villages with industrial agriculture. A few Chinese, mainly
those affirming traditional Chinese values, were opposing this and seeking village
development instead. We threw ourselves in with these, especially with Sheri Liao,
begging the Chinese not to make the mistakes that have done so much harm in the
United States. We have been surprisingly successful. President Xi now supports the
development of eco-villages rather than replacing villages with industrial plantations.
Of course, the project may yet fail, but it stands a much better chance than once
seemed possible. In China this change is associated with the goal of ‘“ecological
civilization” that has been written into the Chinese Communist Party constitution.
Both the goal of eco-villages and that of the broader “ecological civilization” are
associated in China with Whitehead, partly because many Chinese have come to
Claremont to the conferences we have held on these topics.
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For our contribution to healthy change in American society, the most important
development has been eco-feminism. A good many eco-feminists are consciously
Whiteheadian. The teaching of the others is so congenial to Whitehead that it matters
little to us whether those who teach these ideas are interested in Whitehead’s thought.
Because of the pressure on universities to include more women, eco-feminists have
penetrated universities more successfully than any other spokespersons for
Whitehead-type thinking. They are under enormous pressure to conform to the
disciplinary norms, and to a large extent departments of “women’s studies” have
done so. One leading feminist, Mary Daly, complained of “methodicide.” But many
of the women who do the teaching still constitute a potentially subversive group
inside the university walls. In business, government, and churches the effects of
feminism have been enormous, and much of this has included rethinking the relation
of human beings to nature.

A relatively bright spot is the status we now have in the old-line Protestant
churches. Of course, they are aging and dying, so that success within them does not
mean a great deal. In the first decades of my career, these churches considered
continental neo-Reformation theology, especially that of Karl Barth and Emil
Brunner, to be the norm. Obviously process theology was not taken seriously. Those
theologians who wanted to do philosophical theology, despite the opposition of the
dominant school, turned to Paul Tillich, who was also regarded as part of the serious
theological dialogue. He was much less uncongenial to Whitehead, but he dealt very
little with the issues of neo-naturalism. Those who looked for other philosophies as
partners in their work usually wanted to relate to philosophies that had prestige in
universities. Whitehead was, of course, excluded.

The situation began to change when Black theology and Latin American
liberation theology captured North American theological attention. We joined in
supporting these, but we were treated with suspicion because of our commitment to a
philosophy that was seen, with some justification, as responding to the intellectual
problems of the North American white bourgeois, rather than to the suffering of the
oppressed. We gradually overcame the suspicion and now work closely with the heirs
of liberation theology in Latin America. We have been helped by the fact that one of
the major biblical scholars of the liberation movement, George Pixley, identified with
process theology.

Gradually, issues of science and religion and of the relation of Christianity to
other wisdom traditions reasserted themselves. Feminist critique of patriarchal
institutions and culture were typically quite similar to ours. And in ecological
theology, we were recognized as leaders. A little book I wrote in 1970, entitled “Is It
Too Late?” is recognized as the first book on ecological philosophy and theology.
The theologies that once marginalized process theology have faded, and in a sense we
are the “last man left standing” in the rather small and largely ignored field of
progressive theology. This is not a great achievement, but it puts some responsibility
on our shoulders.

| fear that celebrating what success we have had may give the impression that |
think we are significantly affecting the fate of the planet. I know all too clearly that
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we are not. Except in China, | realize that the decision-makers do not know or care
about our existence. In the university and in the media the issues are not posed in a
way that makes our contribution even relevant.

If there is a real cultural awakening to the need for drastic change, we stand
ready to make proposals and enter into the very different discussions that would then
take place. | look with hope to the remarkable leadership of Pope Francis. But thus
far our efforts, and the more important efforts of many others, have not prepared
people even to consider the changes that are needed. American political life is
irrelevant or worse — much, much worse. When | get up in the morning, it often
seems foolish to continue the effort. But not trying seems worse.

Conclusion

To mobilize thinkers and academics to help guide the world away from self-
destruction, we need a deep understanding of the intricate interrelationship of “facts”
and “values.” We need also a deep and widely agreed on commitment to gaining and
sharing wisdom. This requires overthrowing or undercutting the models and images
derived from Descartes and Kant and the prejudice against synthetic thinking. Our
best hope is to be found in the neo-naturalist movement and especially in the form
given the new naturalism by Alfred North Whitehead.
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ARISTOTLE’S BIOCOSMOLOGY -
TELEOLOGICAL FUNCTIONALIST NATURALISM —
AS THE TYPE OF RATIONALITY

Konstantin S. KHROUTSKI!

ABSTRACT. The author strongly urges to rehabilitate the genuine significance of
Aristotle’s supersystem of knowledge as the autonomic (one of the Three) Type of
rationality — Type of (Bio)cosmology. First and foremost, we need to reinstate the true
meaning of Aristotle’s Organicistic (Four-causal) aetiology, wherein all Four causes are
telic (teleodriven): hyletic (which is called nowadays as ‘“material”); organic or
morphogenetic (“‘formal”); generative (“efficient”), telic or Functionalist (“final”). As we
substantiate, modern perception (and conventional apprehension) of “material” and
“formal” causes, as well as the removal of telic causes from modern scientific environment
demonstrates a bad misinterpretation of Aristotle’s (Bio)cosmology — the (super)system of
scholarly Organicist knowledge — and the autonomic atemporal (one of the Three) Type of
rationality (of Functionalist naturalism). Likewise, an attempt is to introduce the Bipolar
and Triadic essence of Aristotle’s teleological (Functionalist) naturalism that
comprehensively encompasses (substantiates) all the domains of science and philosophy,
thus uniting the knowledge of all kinds into the one overall scheme (Biocosmology or
OrganonKosmology). However, during the long time of cultural history — Aristotle’s
rational heritage had been badly misinterpreted and is out of use at present. This is an
absolutely unacceptable state of things — a culturally ‘sick-world’. Therein, progression of
the current ‘cosmological insufficiency’ takes place, which occurrence makes impossible at
present time the further realization (even planning) of a satisfactory intellectual and
cultural life, first of all the safe and wholesome global sociocultural evolution. In this light,
therefore, the author’s work (within the general activity of the Biocosmological Association)
— is the impetus to start (relying on Aristotle’s Biocosmology) the process of overcoming the
specified ‘cosmological insufficiency’.
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Introduction

Greek greatest geniuses (Aristotle and Plato) occupy the unique position in the
history of world culture, for their systems of knowledge have been taken as
foundations and patterns — the Types of rationalities — for the contemporary
educational systems and institutional organization of science and other sociocultural
activities. In this, Plato's Type of cosmology currently dominates (or dictates), while
Aristotle's Type fall into a disadvantage state of deep stagnation through the relation
of global scholarly community. In very deed, we strongly urge to rehabilitate the
genuine significance of Aristotle’s supersystem of knowledge as the autonomic (one
of Three) Type of rationality — Type of (Bio)cosmology — of Functionalism
naturalism essence.

The contents of the “second circular” for the Congress “ARISTOTLE 2400
YEARS?” is substantive in this aspect. Prof. Demetra Sfendoni-Mentzou, President of
the Congress — justly emphasizes that Aristotle is “the universal philosopher,” whose
work “spreads over the broadest range of topics, covering all major branches of
Philosophy such as Logic, Dialectic, Syllogistic, Metaphysics, Political-Moral
Philosophy, Rhetoric, Poetics and extending in an impressive way into areas related
to all fundamental scientific fields, such as Physics, Biology, Zoology, Botany,
Taxonomy, Mathematics, Meteorology, Astronomy, Geology, Psychology, Medicine,
Economics, Humanities, Law and Political Science, Economics, Health Sciences and
even Technological Sciences.”

All this clearly represents the evidence that the rational heritage of Aristotle has
not merely the value of a great philosophical or scientific system, but this is precisely
the (super)system of knowledge — all-encompassing (Bio)cosmology — the Type of
rationality (which essence is the teleological Functionalist naturalism). Not less
significant is the realness that Aristotle’s (Bio)cosmology is the polar supersystem of
rational (scholarly) knowledge — polar to the currently dominating (or dictating)
Plato’s Dualist Type of rationality — and which both represent (in the best possible
way) the atemporal (time-independent) polar Types of rationality — of all-
encompassing knowledge, Types of (Bio)cosmology — which are permanently active
and actual in all times and epochs.

1. The Biocosmological approach

In 2010, in Veliky Novgorod, Russia, the Biocosmological Association (BCA) —
of the neo-Aristotelian approach — was launched. BCA’s approach has a deep
correlation with the dynamic cyclic (Triadologic) theory of the Russian-American
outstanding scholar Pitirim Sorokin (mainly realized in his phenomenal magnum
opus “Social and Cultural Dynamic”, 1937-1941). In general, Sorokin made a
phenomenal discovery — sociocultural reality has the dynamic cyclic and Triadologic
essence, i.e. is constituted of the Three autonomic Types of sociocultural
supersystems (T _SCSS). Thereupon, characterizing the BCA’s approach, it could be
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mentioned that together with the rehabilitation of the neo-Aristotelism? — another
basic tenet is the viewing of the cultural history as the naturally dynamic and cyclic
evolutionary process (as it is substantiated in the cyclic dynamic theory of Pitirim
Sorokin) — as the domination by turns of the T_SCSS.

From the standpoint of both Aristotle’s Biocosmology — as the Type of
rationality (of teleological naturalist essence); and Sorokin’s theoretical Triadologic
dispositions — we have every right to consider both Plato and Aristotle (referring to
their monumental rational cosmologies) as (both) Fathers of Philosophy and Science?,
I.e. Fathers of different polar cosmologies — the all-encompassing (super)systems of
rational knowledge. That is to say, Plato and Aristotle have created the supersystems
of knowledge (cosmologies) — which are polar (opposite to each other) and which,
nowadays, form the foundation (for) and the contemporary supersystems
(frameworks and matrix) of rational knowledge. Thus, basically, we consider
contemporary philosophical and scientific knowledge as, in essence, naturally
heterogeneous, at least, of Triadic essence — constituted of the Three autonomic
cosmologies: two polar; and the third intermediate — Integral — Type of cosmology.

In the Vol.5Nol-Issue of the BCA’s “Biocosmology — neo-Aristotelism”-
journal, starting with the work of Marianna Benetatou* — we have started the
development (and the discussion over) the study of Plato’s and Aristotle’s
(super)systems of knowledge as the autonomic (independent, in their whole
organization) cosmologies — the polar Types of rationality — i.e. which have their own
foundations and frameworks (aetiological, gnoseological, methodological,
anthropological, etc.), and own conceptual matrix. Our general aim is to define and
substantiate clearly both poles of knowledge (polar Types of rationality), thus
advancing the foundation for the true Integralist (in-between the two poles) studies,
which have their own cosmological foundations, but equally and essentially use the
scholarly means from both poles, thus “uniting the opposites” and maintaining the
“golden mean” (‘homeostasis’) states of harmonious being.

Primarily, however, our primary goal is to rehabilitate the significance of
Aristotle’s supersystem of knowledge — as the all-encompassing (Bio)cosmology and
the Type of (Organicist) rationality. However, as we give evidence — the latter
(genuine Aristotelism) currently is removed from the actual spheres of philosophy

2 Due to the specific approach, we have decided to introduce the neologism ‘Aristotelism’, instead
of the conventional “Aristotelianism”. Therefore, our (Biocosmological) developing of Aristotelism
is an attempt and endeavour to evolve the genuine Aristotle’s theory (of the significance of
Biocosmology, i.e. with the essence of teleological Functionalist naturalism and the Organicist
Type of rationality), which, thus, is radically distinct and independent from the modern dominating
Platonist cosmological Dualism — the basis for currently dominating (or dictating) mathematical
physicalism, accepted as the only possible contemporary scientific approach.

3 At present, Aristotle is generally recognized as the Father of science, while Plato — as the Father of
philosophy.

4 See: Benetatou, Marianna (2015). “Does Plato outline a mathematical-reductionist model of the
physical world? The creation of the world in the Timaeus and Aristotle’s criticism in De Anima.”
Biocosmology — neo-Aristotelism. Vol. 5, No. 1 (Winter 2015): pp. 6-19. URL:
http://en.biocosmology.ru/contributors
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and science. From our point of view, this is an absolutely unacceptable state of
things. In our thinking (in medical metaphor), this is a kind of ‘cosmological
insufficiency’ — we currently live in a unipolar cognitive world (instead of naturally
Bipolar and Triadologic realm), i.e. within the solely Plato’s cosmology, thus in a
cultural ‘sick-world’: of both the long-running modern prosperous material progress
and (but) failure to thrive in intellectual (noetic) development — inevitably resulting in
general confrontation (with permanent world wars and global crises).

2. Current ‘cosmological insufficiency’ and the urgent need to reinstate
Aristotle’s genuine hylomorphism and telic aetiology

All this is a consequence of long existing activities and domination (since
Modern era) of societal institutions of education and science (and the Sensate Type of
sociocultural supersystems®, in general), which intermix Plato and Aristotle, but with
ultimate reduction of all to the bases of Plato’s Dualist cosmology, including the
derived and developed foundations of (modern) mathematical physicalism — so-called
“scientific method”. The other widely accepted (and equally misinterpreting form) is
the mixture of Aristotle and Thomas Aquinas (in the Aristotelian-Thomistic tradition
— of theological essence).

Nowadays, we need urgently to reinstate the true significance of Aristotle’s
philosophy — as the substantive autonomic (super)system of knowledge -
(Bio)cosmology or (Organon)Kosmology of the teleological naturalism (of Bipolar
and Triadologic essence), which comprehensively encompasses (substantiates) all the
domains of science and philosophy, which thus are united into the one overall
scheme. WM. E. Ritter rightly emphasized (in 1932) that “Aristotle seems now to be
recognized by everybody as the founder of the science of living nature. The "father of
biology" (or, rather ‘father of Biology’. — K.K.) is a common short characterization of
the man.”® Therefore, we strive to propose a contemporary exploration of the basic
Avristotelian science theory (and, firstly, his teleological physics), but of all taken as a
whole (as the true Aristotle’s Type of rationality — Biocosmology — Organicist
science), independently from the modern partial points of view, either formal or
material, and which ultimately are reduced to Plato’s Dualism and Idealism.

However, at present, in respect to his teleological naturalism — Aristotle is
totally misinterpreted. The notions “hyle” and the derived “hyletics”, “hylozoism” and
“hylomorphism” can be examined in this relation. For instance, at the Merriam-
Webster dictionary — hyle is the synonym of matter and means “whatever receives
form or determination from outside itself”’; in Collins dictionary — “hyle is matter;

® “Type of sociocultural supersystems” — T_SCSS — is the cornerstone concept of Pitirim Sorokin’s
dynamic cyclic theory. Due to the Russian-American scholar — there are three main atemporal
(independent of a historical epochs) T_SCSS, which always exist synchronously and are constituted
of the Three main types: two polar (opposite to each other: Sorokin called them Sensate and
Ideational); and intermediate — Integral (Idealist).

6 See: Ritter, WM. E. (1932). “Why Aristotle invented the word Entelecheia,” The Quarterly
Review of Biology Vol. 7, No. 4 (Dec. 1932), pp. 377-404.

" Q.v.: http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/hyle
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everything with a physical form”. In turn, in Wiktionary — “Hyletics is the study of
matter or raw impressions of an intentional act; the abstraction from the form™®; while
“hylozoism”, in the American Heritage Dictionary — is “the philosophical doctrine
holding that all matter has life, which is a property or derivative of matter”. Finally,
hylomorphism (from Greek hyle, “matter”; morphe, “form”™) , in Oxford dictionary —
is “the doctrine that physical objects result from the combination of matter and
form”®, while Encyclopadia Britannica define it as the “metaphysical view according
to which every natural body consists of two intrinsic principles, one potential,
namely, primary matter, and one actual, namely, substantial form. It was the central
doctrine of Aristotle’s philosophy of nature.”*°

Notably, the terms ‘“hylozoism” and “hylomorphism” refer to the modern
history, i.e. have a fairly recent origin. Referring to Soren Brier!!, the English term
“hylozoism” was introduced by Ralph Cudworth in 1678; although the doctrine of
hylozoism is considered to be especially characteristic for the Ancient Greek
philosophy. In turn, referring to Danie Strauss and his study of “Hylozoism and
Hylomorphism” — the term “hylomorphism” came into use only by the beginning of
the XX-th century??,

Hylozoism and hylomorphism, and their scientific forms (scientific hylozoism
and scientific hylomorphism) are radically distinct from both panpsychism and
animism (and Whitehead’s panexperientialism), and are the polar alternatives to
(against) a mechanical view of the world (wherein the term matter is appropriate),
and which upholds the idea of a unity of organic and inorganic nature, and derives all
actions of real (tangible, empirically verified) things from natural causes and laws.

Substantially, in Aristotle’s genuine meaning — hyle and morphe do not refer to
“matter” and “form” (shape), in principle. In very deed, hyle and morphe do not
receive “determination from outside itself”; nor that they are any “abstractions”, and
never they are “derivative of matter”, as well as hyle and morphe are not the parts (or
principles) of which “every natural body consists”. Essentially, hyle is as much
substantial as the “substantial form”. As Francis Peters showed in his work®®, “Hyle, a
purely Aristotelian term, does not have its origins in a directly perceived reality... (p.
88). Hyle, then, is the primary substratum of change (hypokeimenon, g.v.; Phys. 1,
192a), the ‘thing” that receives the new eidos (Meta. 1038b)... [p. 89]. But to call it a
“thing” is misleading. Hyle is like a substance....” [Ibid.] Therefore, the introduction
and use (replacement) up to now the terms matter and form (as the “synonyms” of

8 Q.v.: https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/hyletics

% Q.v.: http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/us/definition/american_english/hylomorphism

10 Q.v.: http://global.britannica.com/topic/hylomorphism

11 See: Brier, Soren. (2009). “Levels of Cybersemiotics: Possible Ontologies of Signification”,
Cognitive Semiotics, No.4, pp. 28-62.

12 Referring to: Strauss, Danie. (2014). “Hylozoism and Hylomorphism: a lasting legacy of Greek
philosophy.” Phronimon, Vol.15, No.1, pp. 32-45.

13 peters, Francis E. (1967). Greek Philosophical Terms: A Historical Lexicon. New York: New
York University Press.
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hyle and morphe) is badly misinterpreting and misleading Aristotle’s basic notions
(and, thus, his supersystem of knowledge on the whole).

Aristotle was the first to use the terms hyle and morphe. In this, many scholars
assume that Aristotle equally uses the terms morphe and eidos (in an interchangeable
mode). On other words, the accepted view is that morphe and eidos are
synonymous!*. In turn, Plato’s eidos and Aristotle’s eidos are radically distinct.
Francis E. Peters speaks about the Aristotelian vs. Platonian “dilemma of immanence
vs. transcendence” [p. 50]; wherein the former is “the Aristotelian eide as immanent
formal (morphogenetic. — K.K.) causes with an orientation toward matter (hyle. —
K.K.)”; and the latter is the Platonian “eide as the thoughts of God, a position that
continues down through Plotinus (see Enn. v, 1, 4) into Christianity,” [Ibid.]

Genuinely, due to  Auristotle’s  philosophy  (Biocosmology  or
OrganonKosmology) — his hylomorphism is not the combination of the two principles
(“of matter and form”), as the modern scholarly definitions say, but it is just the
expression of the essential Bipolarity and (dynamic cyclic) Triadicity of each living
thing. In truth, hyle and morphe do not refer to “matter” and “form”, but are the
integrated elements and stages of the hierarchical ontogenetic — dynamic cyclic —
Organicist process of the given Function (telos, organon) self-realization. Put
differently, hyle and morphe (equally, but consistently) contribute to one the same
whole Functionalist process that is aimed at the satisfaction of the basic needs of a
natural thing.

In general, the ontogenetic process of a thing’s inherent Functioning is
essentially Bipolar and Triadic (dynamic, cyclic). In each case, the two polar
autonomic stages are realized: of gaining the Functional ability (potency), i.e.
producing the structural-functional organ (morphe) — the Functional(ist) tangible
organ; and this Functionalist organ’s (morphe’s) actual exercise of the given function,
thus producing the needed Functional effects (results) — for satisfaction the primary
causative need. In other words, every Biorhythm of life activity is constituted of the
cycles (and polar stages): of gaining — in the hierarchical ontogenetic process — the
Functional(ist) ability (potency), i.e. generating the structural-functional tool —
Functionalist organ(on); and the successive (but polar) stage of this Functionalist
organ’s use and the actual exercise of the given Function — by producing the needed
Functional effects (results).

An interesting comment, in this respect, is given in Gareth B. Matthews’s book
on “Thought's Ego in Augustine and Descartes”, concerning the sincere utterances of
Thomas Aquinas, that “Thomas was struck in reading Aristotle's Physics how a term
like morphe, whose obvious meaning is the external shape or contour of an object, is
used in graded ways to mean any property of a thing, then its constituting essential
element. All this in the first book of the Physics.” [1992, p. 92]*. It can be concluded,
in this respect, that Saint Thomas Aquinas treated (and used) Aristotle’s conceptual

14 Therefore, the synonym of hylomorphism is ‘hyloeidetism’ (but the latter is evidently less
appropriate in linguistic relation).

15 Matthews, Gareth B. (1992). Thought’s Ego in Augustine and Descartes. Cornell University
Press.
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constructs exclusively from theological (but not from the Aristotelian themselves, as
they originally are) dispositions.

The overall outcome, however, in terms of cultural historical impact — for the
contemporary sociocultural milieu (educational, scientific, philosophical) — is that
hyle was is equated with matter, and thus Aristotle’s aetiological hyletic principle
(hyletic cause) nowadays is called (and understood) as material principle (material
cause).

Essentially, however, all four Aristotle’s aetiological forces: hyletic (“material”),
organic or morphogenetic (“formal”), generative (“efficient”), and telic or
Functionalist (“final”) — all the Four are essentially teleological and cosmologically
distinct from the four that are accepted at present (c.materialis, c.formalis, c.efficiens,
c.finalis). First proof, in this respect, can be found in the fact that Aristotle’s
cornerstone notion entelecheia (under the conditions of materialistic reading of his
works) is not translated (by modern commentators) in its original sense but is
replaced by the term “actuality” (we discuss this moment below).

We are fully in agreement with the statements of Helen S. Lang*® who stresses
an important thing that “although the term «teleology» is regularly applied to
Aristotle, it is a modern one, and is quite definitely fixed in meaning by
contemporary use.” [p.36] Thus, due to this misinterpretation, “Aristotle’s teleology
is often i1dentified with his account of «final causesy as if, apart from them, the rest of
his physics (or philosophy more generally) were not teleological.” [p.274]. Indeed,
essentially — all the Four causes of Aristotle’s actiology (hyletic, organic-
morphogenetic, generative and Functionalist-telic) are equally teleodriven and
subdued to the natural inherent telic forces.

In reality, each natural body does not ‘“consist” or “combined” of the “two
intrinsic principle” but both (hyle and morphe) are teleodriven within the natural
body — Organ(on) — in actualizing the first entelecheia of the given Functionalist
potency (and which is ontogenetic and hierarchical) — thus starting the process of
generating the actual Functionalist organ (morphe) — on the inherent hyletic basis,
which (morphe — the actual Functionalist organ) is already the realization of the
second entelecheia (of the given Function actualizing) — of all organized within the
natural body as the inseparable (OrganonKosmological) unity, but which
incorporates the autonomic and polar (opposite to each other) substances?’ that are
carried out within the changeable Triadic (dynamic cyclic) reality of the given thing
and the surrounding world.

In all cases, evidently, Aristotle’s hyle is not the chaotic mechanical matter as
the constructional elements (‘bricks’) for the creation of new constructions ‘from
without” — due to divine or anthropocentric activities. Quite the opposite, hyle means
the predisposed “functional blocks”*® with their intrinsic (‘from within’) power to

16 We cite her book “The Order of Nature in Aristotle's Physics: Place and the Elements.” (1998).

17 And, spheres (and Types — cosmologies) of life activities.

18 The notion of “functional blocks” is introduced into science by the Russian scholar (physiologist)
Alexander M. Ugolev (1987) — author of the conceptions of “New functionalism” and “Universal
functional blocks”“. A.M. Ugolev’s main works are: (1985). Evolution of Digestion and the
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contribute to the processes of self-organization and production of the need-driven
functional structure — for the further actual exercise of the needed effects (results or
products of life activity).

Another essential moment is that hyle has the direct relation to steresis
(privation). F.Peters’ characterization is: “Steresis, which Aristotle defines (Meta.
1011b) as the “negation of something within a defined class,” is one of the three
essential elements in Aristotle’s analysis of genesis in Phys. I: the permanent
substratum (hypokeimenon) and the passage of one form to its opposite (enantion)
demands the existence of a lack of that second form in the substratum (Phys. I, 191a-
191b).” [Peters, 1967, p. 180].

Nowadays, we need urgently to reinstate the true significance of Aristotle’s
philosophy — as the substantive autonomic (super)system of knowledge -
(Bio)cosmology or (Organon)Kosmology of Functionalist naturalism (of Bipolar and
Triadologic essence), which comprehensively encompasses (substantiates) all the
domains of science and philosophy, united in the one whole (Bio)cosmology.
Notably, yet in 1960, John Herman Randall Jr., renowned specialist in Aristotle,
asserted that modern scholars “have come at Aristotle from the standpoint of the later
medieval developments and problems” [Randall, 1960, p.iv]; and that the early
modern scientists (including Bacon, Descartes, and Kant) had discarded Aristotle in
rebellion against his religious interpreters.” [Ibid.] He also seriously doubts, “whether
Avristotle 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.”
[Ibid.] These statement are 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]

In a similar vein, David Charles [in his “Aristotle on Meaning and Essence”,
2000] argued 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, | 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. [p. 3]
He concludes, “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.” [Ibid.]

At any rate, Aristotle’s hyle (and, thus, his basic principle of hylomorphism)
does not have the meaning of the Latin notion matter which belongs to another Type
of cosmology*®, and which refers to the external physical (mechanical chaotic) world,

Principles of Evolution of the Functions. Modern Principles of Functionalism, Leningrad: Nauka
(In Russian); (1987). “The Natural Technologies of Biological Systems”, Leningrad: Nauka (In
Russian).

9 In the BCA Triadologic approach (which establishes the independent existence of the Three
Types of cosmologies — two polar: of AntiKosmism and RealKosmism; and the intermediate
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upon which external constructive effects are materialized. In contrast, the meaning of
hyle is akin to the potential substance — first entelecheia of a thing — capable of
organizing (generating) the specific Functionalist unity (entity — morphe) of the given
(living) thing; in turn, morphe is the ready for actual exercise Functionalist organ or
organon (structural-functionalist system) — second entelecheia — ready for the telic
(tropic) activity (energeia), i.e. Functionalist generation of inherent effects.

Again, referring to the substantive analysis of Francis Peters: “Hyle, a purely
Avristotelian term; does not have its origins in a directly perceived reality — as is true
in the case of extension or magnitude (megethos, g.v.) — but emerges from an analysis
of change (Phys. I, 190b — 191a); it is not known directly but by analogy (analogia,
ibid. 191a8) [Peters, p. 88]. Thus, naturally, Aristotle’s hyle has no relation to the
modern meaning of matter. Peters concludes: “In Meta.990b Aristotle has maintained
that the logic of Platonists’ arguments would require them to posit an eidos of every
individual thing. Aristotle escapes this necessity, as we have seen, by making hyle the
cause of individual differences.” [Ibid., p. 91]

3. Aristotle’s Bipolar and Triadologic approach (physics)
In Physics?°, Aristotle writes:

It is clear then that if there are causes and sources of the things that are by
nature, from which first things they are and have come to be not
incidentally but what each is said to be in virtue of its thinghood, then
everything comes to be out of something underlying and form. (190 b 18—
22)

But while the underlying thing is one in number, it is two in kind. (190 b
26-27)

Hence, there is a way in which one must say that the starting points are two,
and another in which they are three; and there is a way in which they are
contraries; (190 b 31-33).

But this is also resolved by the underlying thing’s being something
different, for this is not a contrary. So, the starting points are in a certain
way not more than contraries, but two in number in this way of speaking,
but neither are they altogether two in account of the being different from
them of the underlying thing, but three. (190 b 37 — 191 a 2)

...1t 1s clear that something must underlie the contraries and the contraries
must be two. But in another way this is not necessary, for it would be

AKosmism) — the notion “matter” refers to the AntiKosmist Type, and “hyle” — to the RealKosmist
(of Functionalist naturalism) Type, while the AKosmist Type accepts both.

20 As it is clearly seen, privation (otépnon) — deprivation of form, in Avristotle, is the active natural
cause.

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM w::wtgr ?5’161




sufficient if one of the contraries were to bring about the change by its
absence and presence. (191 a 4-8)

And the underlying nature is knowable through analogy: (191 a 9).

This then is one starting point (though it is not one thing, nor is it at all in
the same way as a this), and one starting point is the articulation that
belongs to it, and further there is what is contrary to this, its deprivation.
(191 a 12-15).

It was said first that only the contraries were starting points, but later that
something must also underlie them and that they must be three; (191 a 17-
18).

But whether the thinghood of the thing is the form (in Aristotle’s text —
eidoc®t — K.K.) or what underlies it, it is not yet clear. But that the starting
point are three, and in what way three, and what their character is, is clear.
(191 a 21-23)

The aforementioned judgments of Aristotle clearly point out to his Bipolar and
Triadological perception of the natural order of the world (cosmos). At the same time,
Aristotle’s hyle absolutely does not acquire (in the modern English translations) its
intrinsic — immanent telic causal — meaning and reflection. Instead, the term matter is
used at present, which is clearly extrinsic in relation to transcendent patterns or divine
ideas (or human conscious) — elementary, chaotic and mechanical. The same applies
to the other cornerstone concept of Aristotle — entelecheia — a neologism introduced
in the scientific life precisely by Stageirite.

4. Entelecheia — Aristotle’s (Father of science) crucial notion that is withdrawn
from modern scientific life

From this place and further on — we need to focus on Aristotle’s foundational
theory of potentiality (dunamis — duvauig) and actuality (energeia — evépyeta), which
are the principles of an important dichotomy that is essential for the Bipolar, dynamic
and cyclic existence of each real natural (evident, tangible) Organic thing. Dunamis is
the Greek word that is translated as capability, potency, potential, ability, power,
strength, force. Energeia® is a word based upon ergon that means “the product of
work” (result of action). In turn, kinesis is translated as movement (motion, change),
used by Aristotle as a particular kind of energeia. In this context, the notion of

2L Aristotle’s eldoc (again referring to Peters, 1967, p.50) means “the Aristotelian eide that are
immanent in matter (hyle. — K.K.) and direct the entire teleological structure of the individual
existents...”.

22 “ONLINE ETYMOLOGY DICTIONARY” explains that the word “energy” originates from
Greek energeia “activity, action, operation,” and that it was “used by Aristotle with a sense of
"actuality, reality, existence" (opposed to "potential') but this was misunderstood in Late Latin and
afterward as "force of expression," as the power which calls up realistic mental pictures.”
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entelecheia (which is crucial in Aristotle’s potentiality-actuality theory) is the issue of
our special attention. Significantly, at present, entelecheia is hardly applicable in the
practice of a modern scholar; and, moreover — its genuine meaning is badly
misunderstood (precisely, it usually has the theological or spiritual meaning, but
essentially not the original — Aristotelian — significance).

Noteworthy, entelecheia® is the word that is constructed of several semantic
units. Following (and appreciating) the conclusions of Mikko Telaranta®*, they
include: a) the prefix “en” (Greek em-), which is indicated with “internal
functioning”, that is “the functioning of the organism according to its own nature”;
and which is “crucial for all Aristotelian teleological thinking”; b) the process of
internal functioning which leads to the end that is also internal, thus “having the telos
within”. Thus, studying the laws of nature, Aristotle discovered and kept in mind the
purposive unity of living things. The third part of the term entelecheia, herein we use
Joe Sach’s explanation, enteles is combined “with echein (= hexis, to be a certain way
by the continuing effort of holding on in that condition, while at the same time
punning on entelecheia (persistence) by inserting telos (completion)?. This is a three-
ring circus of a word, at the heart of everything in Aristotle’s thinking, including the
definition of motion.” [Sachs, 2004, p.245] Sach emphasizes that “some
commentators explain it as being-at-an-end?®, which misses the point entirely, and it
is usually translated as “actuality,” a word that refers to anything, however trivial,
incidental, transient, or static, that happens to be the case, so that everything is lost in
translation just at the spot where understanding could begin.” [Ibid.]

We can now assert that the loss of Aristotle’s philosophy as the whole
(Bio)cosmology (and the atemporal Type of Organicist rationality) had led to the
basical unacceptability of Aristotle’s entelecheia (and his other original notions) in
the (post)modern systems of knowledge, which are based on Plato’s cosmology
(Plato’s Type of Dualist rationality), i.e. which have the Dualist foundation and
mathematical-physicalist (mechanistic-constructive) approach to the study (of) and
impact on the surrounding world (objects under study). In this, in Plato’s approach,
an essential moment is that all pre-existing materials — for a divine (Transcendent), or
anthropocentric (Transcendental — analogy to divine Demiurge’s) creative and
constructive activities — are characterized as material (or physical) “chaos”; and that
all the constructive efforts are realized on the basis of knowing (likewise pre-
existing) idealist “eternal patterns” (“immortal forms”), approaching to which is
possible exclusively on the basis of mathematical achievements. Thus, essentially, all

23 The terms entelecheia and energeia are the neologisms and notions introduced into the world of
rational knowledge originally by Aristotle.

24 See the web-publication: Telaranta, Mikko. (2012). Aristotelian Elements: In the Thinking of lbn
al-‘Arabi and the Young Martin Heidegger. URL: https://helda.helsinki.fi/bitstream/handle/10138/
32903/aristote.pdf?sequence=1 (retrieved 28.03.2015)

%5 Yourdictionary.com, dealing with the etymology of entelechy, states that it originates from
Classical Greek entelecheia - from en, in + telei, dative of telos, end, completion + echein, to hold
(see: http://www.yourdictionary.com/entelechy )

26 But this (semantically) — “being-at-an-end” — is an obvious Functioning.
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is done ‘from without’, following an ‘external’ epistemology, thereby constructively
(due to the use of mathematical abstract laws) reorganizing and shaping of (putting
into order) the physical world. Precisely as it is noticed by Richard McDonough?’:
“By ‘chaos’ Plato does not mean the complete absence of order, but a kind of order,
perhaps even a mechanical order, opposed to Reason”. Substantially, this primordial
“chaotic order” survives the imposition of Form and is “always threatening to break
out and undermine the rational order of the world.” [Ibid.]

In general, during the long history of Western civilization, Aristotle’s
(Bio)cosmology on the whole and the notion entelecheia as its constituent (in its
genuine sense) was factually deleted from the milieu of modern scholarly endeavors.
This is not surprising, for, repeatedly, Western civilization is substantially enrooted in
Platonic type of mentality (rationality). “The safest general characterization of the
European philosophical tradition is that it consists of a series of footnotes to Plato”
[Whitehead, 1967, p.39]%%. Due to this foundation, it is typical that the notion
entelechy (entelecheia) is not used, for, in principle, it is inacceptable and cannot be
used in the Western mind-set wherein the world (cosmos) is the space filled with
material bodies that are (primordially) subdued to a mechanistic chaotic order and are
the objects to divine (of a Demiurge) or anthropocentric (of a human mind, analogy
to divine Demiurge’s) active intervention (‘from without’, following an ‘external’
epistemology) and constructive (due to mathematical abstract laws) reorganization
and shaping of the physical world.

Therefore, it is not surprising that M.Benetatou does not mention entelecheia (or
energeia, or topos) in her valuable analysis, for she is (as we all are) the products of
the existing (Western, globalized) type of education and institutional setting of
(modern) scientific activity that are foundationally set exclusively on the Platonic
(Dualist) Type of mentality?®. Equally, in the result, it is not surprising that modern
translators and commentators of Aristotle do not use entelecheia (and other
cornerstone notions of Aristotle’s Type of rationality, as aforementioned hyle or
morphe) as the inconceivable and unacceptable notions. We can note that this
practice grows to a greater extent, over the time.

In this context, hereafter, two translations (excerpts) of Aristotle’s De Anima
(412a21-412a28) are exemplified: the first is made by Robert Drew Hicks, from his
monumental edition of Aristotle’s De Anima (1907); editor of the second translation
and commentaries is the distinguished scholar Jonathan Barnes [1984]. Both
translations are placed below. The original term entelecheia is returned into the text
(and marked in bold) in those places where it was replaced by translators onto

27 See: McDonough, Richard. Plato: Organicism. URL: http://www.iep.utm.edu/platoorg/
(retrieved: 28.03.2015)

28 See: Whitehead, Alfred N. (1978). Process and Reality. New York: Free Press.

29 Notably, Plato himself realized his conceptual constructions in the Integralist realm (of his
sociocultural epoch), but having substantially formed the rational bases and general vector (of
global significance) precisely of (to) the Dualist pole and type of knowledge. Significantly, this
direction (in its full meaning) nowadays is completely realized and has the total characteristics of
P.Sorokin’s Sensate T SCSS.
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“actuality” (significantly, in this passage of De Anima Aristotle speaks about the
polar Sleeping and Waking cycles of life activity):

Such substance is actuality [entelecheia]. The soul, therefore, is the
actuality [entelecheia] of the body above described. But the term ‘actuality’
[entelecheia] is used in two senses; in the one it answers to knowledge, in
the other to the exercise of knowledge. Clearly in this case it is analogous to
knowledge: for sleep, as well as waking, implies the presence of soul; and,
whilst waking is analogous to the exercise of knowledge, sleep is analogous
to the possession of knowledge without its exercise; and in the same
individual the possession of knowledge comes in order of time before its
exercise. Hence soul is the first actuality [entelecheia] (all italics are mine.
— K.K.). of a natural body having in it the capacity of life. And a body
which is possessed of organs answers to this description. [Hicks, 1907]

But substance is actuality [entelecheia], and thus soul is the actuality
[entelecheia] of a body as above characterized. Now there are two kinds of
actuality [entelecheia] corresponding to knowledge and to reflecting. It is
obvious that the soul is an actuality [entelecheia] like knowledge; for both
sleeping and waking presuppose the existence of soul, and of these waking
corresponds to reflecting, sleeping to knowledge possessed but not
employed, and knowledge of something is temporally prior.

That is why the soul is an actuality [entelecheia] (all italics are mine. —
K.K.). of the first kind of a natural body having life potentially in it. The
body so described is a body which is organized. [Barnes, 1984]

We see that both commentators do not use (conventionally) the original term
entelecheia in the main text (replacing it with “actuality””)*®. More nearly, instead of
the original “soul is the first entelecheia” — the authors use: “soul is the first actuality
of a natural body” (Hicks); and, “the soul is an actuality of the first kind of a natural
body” — thus dissolving the Bipolar and Triadic essence of Aristotle’s scholarly
approach. Especially, J. Barnes (predictably for the postmodern scholar) melts the
fundamental notions of “first entelecheia” (potency) and “second entelecheia”
(actuality) into the external notion — for a human consciousness’s “reflecting”
knowledge — that is based on the Dualist relation to the external physical (primarily
mechanical) world under study. In reality, however (and as it is stated above) — we
clearly see that first entelechy refers to dunamis (i.e., which formation takes place
purely within the realm of Potency), while the second entelechy — to energeia (i.e.
which is put into operative activity), which thus is manifested in the realm of
Actuality.

At the same time, in 1907, Hicks used “entelechy” (in its proper sense) in the
Introduction and Notes. In general, Hick’s translation (in the beginning of the 20™
century) is evidently nearer to Aristotle’s theory of motion (kinesis) and his

% Notably, in the Russian four-volume edition of Aristotle’s works (including the edition by
Valentin Ferdinandovich Asmus, 1976), the original notion entelecheia is essentially used.
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foundational potentiality and actuality theory. In the Notes, he discloses the essential
features of entelecheia (soul, formal cause) referring to their Bipolarity. Hicks stated:
“Of whatever exists potentially the entelechy is the notion, essence or formal cause.”
[p.342] His another substantive conclusion is: “In Aristotle the body is the natural
instrument of the soul,” while “In Plato body is opposed to soul.” [Introduction,
p.xliv] Likewise, in the Introduction, Hicks emphasized:

In other words, the soul is the power which the living body possesses and
the lifeless body lacks. This is first actualization or first entelechy. Again,
the actual possession of faculties unused still stands to the exercise of these
faculties in the relation of potency to act. Life itself, the use of actual
power, is the second stage, energy. The actual use must be preceded by
actual power. [Introduction, p.xliv]

In the light of aforesaid, we might conclude that Aristotle clearly set the bases of
Bipolar and Triadic approach in scholarly knowledge — of the universal existence of
two polar (opposite to each other) autonomic realms; and the third intermediate —
basic Integral sphere — Organism’s axis for its/her/his natural (normal) ontogenesis.
From this perspective, we can claim — Aristotle’s soul (entelecheia, organic cause)
itself is truly the natural function (instrument, organon) of the comprising Kosmic
organic world.

The more valuable, therefore, is the following conclusion by R.D. Hicks (in his
Notes), “This being so, the first entelechy, whether it is or not operant, equally gives
form to matter, and is soul in both cases alike.” [p.313] Aristotle’s expression, herein,
could be — to organize the functional organ out of the hyle elements (primary
functional blocks®'), and which are inherently (naturally) predisposed to organize the
given Functional(ist) organ®?, i.e. to organize the structural-functional organ that is
hyletic (corporeal and tangible, but Organic) in its wholeness and readiness to execute
effectively the given function.

In general, from above stated, we clearly see that first entelechy refers to
dunamis (i.e., which formation takes place purely within the realm of Potency), while
the second entelechy — to energeia (i.e. which is put into operative activity), which
thus is manifested in the realm of Actuality. Paul Fearne® uses the definition to
entelechy (taken in the Oxford English Dictionary) that it is “a move from
potentiality to actuality” [Fearne, p.26]. Fearne also notes that, in De Anima, Aristotle
propounds a conceptual framework which commentators (on the work) have called
‘entelechism’. Hugh Lawson-Tancred (translator of De Anima, 1986) is one of them.
The first part of his Introduction to De Anima is titled Entelechism3*,

31 The scientific notion of A.M. Ugolev (1987).

32 “Functional organ” is the cornerstone notion of the Russian physiologist Alexey A. Ukhtomsky,
introduced in the 1920s.

33 We cite his book: Fearne, Paul. (2013). In relation. Bell-Bird Press.

34 See the Introduction in: Aristotle. De Anima (On the Soul), trans. Hugh LawsonTancred. London:
Penguin,1986.
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Normally, at present (as the scholarly convention) — Aristotle’s principles of
potentiality and actuality are understood as opposed and separated to each other.
However, as it is stated above, Aristotle basically unites (within the thing’s whole
living activity) the opposite poles of Potentiality and Actuality, for that end
introducing the notion (neologism) of Entelecheia. In turn, if Aristotle’s entelecheia
naturally integrates both poles of Potentiality and Actuality (respective to the thing’s
given organon-function), then the entelecheia of the whole individual naturally has
the hierarchical ontogenetic essence (substance and structure), and the dynamic cyclic
process of its/her/his self-actualization, in this consistently implementing the stages-
cycles of the first entelecheia (with the result of forming the potential abilities) and
second entelecheia (with the result of self-realizing the actual activity).

5. Aristotle’s teleological Functionalist naturalism as the Type of rationality

Substantially, Aristotle’s Kosmos (or Biocosmos, thus the scope of
Biocosmology) is originated ‘from within’, and is primarily qualitative
(Functionalist), hence — finite (dynamic cyclic) and basically heterogeneous (Bipolar,
Triadic and, in Functionalist relation — hierarchically differentiated). In this Kosmos
there is no space (as in Plato’s biocosmology) but only place, and everything is ever
the unity of hyle® and morphe (hylomorphism®), while any change (movement and
development in Kosmos) is based on the Four telic causes (hyletic, organic,
generative, Functionalist) and the dynamic (cyclic Functionalist) interrelation of the
synchronous but polar and autonomic (independent in their organization) and
successive realms of Potentiality and Actuality. On the contrary, Plato’s
(bio)cosmology is essentially Static, basically dealing with a created (from without)
world — within the space (with its dimensions of height, depth and width, within
which all things chaotically exist and mechanistically move), but not in relation to the
active search of one’s inherent place. Essentially, therefore, Aristotle’s principle of
hylomorphism reflects the unity (of hyle and morphe)®” of each thing and living
being.

In turn, obviously, and in the light of aforesaid — without the essential
consideration of Aristotle’s cornerstone notions and principles as entelecheia,
dunamis, energeia, hyle, morphe, topos telos, organon, etc. — of all from his original
(Bio)cosmological standpoint; as well as his basic principles of Potentiality and
Actuality, and their natural organic dynamic interrelation) — an adequate

% Let us stress, once again, that modern term “matter” (which replaced hyle in the contemporary
scientific milieu) has the essentially extrinsic significance in relation to the dominating transcendent
patterns (divine ideas or human consciousness), i.e. is elementary, chaotic and mechanical; and,
categorically, has no relation to Aristotle’s hyle that is, regarding aetiological standpoint — is
essentially intrinsic: of immanent nature and telic causality.

3 Or hyloeidetism (see the section 2).

37 Emphatically, we need to use precisely these terms — hyle and morphe (stressing their inherent
teleological meaning and the belongingness to the ‘intrinsic’ gnoseology) — but not the usual
“matter and form” (clear representatives of the ‘extrinsic’ epistemological approach), and which
significantly distort the value of the Aristotelian concepts.
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understanding and application of Aristotle’s supersystem of knowledge
(Biocosmology) is impossible in principle. Likewise, besides entelechism — it is
impossible to characterize in full (and, further, to analyse) Aristotle’s conceptual
frameworks without taking into consideration his cornerstone principle of
hylomorphism and the essential notion of place (témog, an innermost — individual,
first — position in the world, which is inherently used by the thing). Substantially,
Aristotle’s Kosmos (Biocosmos and Biocosmology) is finite, (primarily) qualitative
and inherently changeable (dynamic cyclic), and hierarchically differentiated. In this
Biocosmos, based on the telic hylomorphist foundations — the notions of entelecheia
and topos point to the unity of the thing and its/her/his surroundings (environment),
and the organic unity of the thing and Kosmos on the whole.

Contrary to Plato’s approach, Aristotle’s teleodriven causes (all Four) are the
originative sources in all things’ self-realization of their kinesis, primarily of their
Functional(ist) organs appearance — thus their organon (opyavwv) in realization the
given Function — ultimately for generating and presenting the results (products) of
their inherent and effective Functionalist activity — to the one whole Kosmic all-
embracing (Biocosmist) dynamic whole. All this is fully opposite (polar) to Plato’s
approach wherein the organic order (with the single — for everyone — divine
Righteousness and Goodness) is implanted by a Demiurge (from without) into the
elemental (chaotic, mechanistic) space, and is based on the transcendent “eternal
patterns” (“immortal forms”). In other words, in Plato's approach both divine and
human agencies are (also) necessarily telic or goal-oriented beings, but they are
aesthetically (outwardly) determined and, herein, in all cases — telic-orientation and
relations are either divinely, or humanly prescribed, and they have no natural inherent
(Organicist) origination.

In this line or reasoning, we fully agree with Helen S. Lang (and the conclusions
of her “The Order of Nature in Aristotle's Physics”, 1998) wherein she emphasizes
that Aristotle’s teleology deals with an “immediate active orientation in the moved,
the element, for its actuality, to which it is moved — its natural place.” [p.192]; and
that Aristotle’s teleology is, properly speaking, “nothing other than this immediate
intrinsic relation of moved to mover.” [Ibid.] On the contrary, Plato’s approach
realizes a divine (Transcendent) and anthropocentric (Transcendental) interventions
(into) and constructive shaping of the global (or local) world, which is elementally
chaotic (mechanistic) — “Aristotle’s teleology is incompatible with any form of
mechanical explanation.” [p.57]; and that “Aristotle’s physics is not proto-
mechanistic physics with teleology added on.” [p.146]

As Helen Lang continues and concludes, in Aristotle’s teleology, indeed, “there
is no difference between the order of nature and teleology of nature.” [p.274] In
respect to Aristotle’s central notion of an intrinsic force, she adds that “in natural
things, matter is never neutral to form, and form never needs to impress itself or be
impressed (by another) upon matter.” [p.53] This order presents “the teleology of
nature: all natural things (and artifacts insofar as they are made of natural things) are
oriented toward its proper place, and hence activity, by an intrinsic relation that never
fails (but can be hindered from the outside).” [p.278] Essentially, the author refers to
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Aristotle’s theory of potentiality and actuality. She stresses “the active orientation of
potency toward actuality”, and that it is crucial to the account of “things that are by
nature.” [p.47] This is a cornerstone for Aristotle’s teleology of nature being
“everywhere a cause of order,” [p.47] including “his account of elemental motion.”
[Ibid]

Therefore, in Aristotle’s theory, “what is potential is not thereby passive: in
natural things what is potential is caused by its proper actuality because it is actively
oriented toward it.” [p.64] H.Lang concludes that “this active orientation of the
potential for the actuality that completes it lies at the heart of the order and teleology
of nature.” ® [lbid.] Likewise, the author argues that “this position stands in sharp
contrast not only to Plato but also to later philosophy, including the Stoics and
Philoponus.” [Lang, 1998, p.64]

The current misinterpretation of Aristotle (the dissolution of his realistic
Hylomorphist supersystem of knowledge in Plato’s Dualist realm; we call it the
contemporary ‘cosmological insufficiency’) — caused the misunderstanding of
Aristotle’s teleology and organicism. Indeed, as Marianna Benetatou states, for Plato,
the world is a “living animal, endowed with reason and movement.” [Benetatou,
2015, p.15] In response to her substantive paper, we stated, making a general
conclusion, that Plato’s Dualist and Transcendent (Idealist, theological) Static
biocosmology, including his organicism and teleology — all this is radically (fully)
distinct (polar) to Aristotle’s Biocosmology that is naturally Hylomorphist and
Immanent (Functionalist), and essentially Dynamic — Bipolar and cyclic (regarding
the alternation of the cycles of Potentiality and Actuality, united by the thing’s
entelecheia), and thus naturally Hierarchic and Heterogeneous.

However, on the one hand, while modern scholars have realized the full (or
over-full) potential of Plato’s (bio)cosmology — on the other hand (in their
unintentional immense passion), modern science organizers and scholars did erase
(cancel, delete — from the sphere of scientific activity, in institutional aspect) the real
potential of Aristotle’s Biocosmology. This unfavorable process started yet in the
Middle Ages (mainly due to the works of St Thomas Aquinas, although which have
their own indisputable cultural and historical reference point and great significance).
At present, we likewise criticize an idea to focus on the exceptional importance of
Descartes (or any other modern European scholars) and their exceptional
contributions to the emergence of modern foundations of science. On the contrary,
we stress the present urgency of moving back to the original texts of both Greek
geniuses — aiming at the rehabilitation and reinstatement the initial and originative
existence of the two independent polar (opposite to each other) great cosmologies’
initial existence — Aristotle’s and Plato’s — that gave birth to the two essential
atemporal Types of rationality (of Functionalist Hylomorphism-naturalism and of
Idealist Dualism that further brought about modern mathematical physicalism).

Indeed, we have nowadays (in medical term) the ‘cosmological insufficiency’
and a really dangerous state of affairs in respect to sociocultural development. In fact,

38 Italics is mine. — K.K.

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM




Aristotle’s Biocosmology (as Functionalist naturalism) is the polar, but essentially
equal (to Plato’s) supersystem of knowledge — polar Type of Organicist rationality
(polar T_SCSS, hence — the autonomic type of scholarly endeavors). Without the true
understanding and (equal) use of Aristotle’s Biocosmology (as the Type of
rationality) — contemporary cultural figures (including men of science) cannot, in
principle, effectively respond to development issues and crises challenges (while they
possess only the knowledge of Plato's methodology). Indeed, due to Plato’s approach
— they need every time (as a starting point) to ‘create’ the situation of a “primary
chaos” (mechanical order) — for their further studying the case and realizing the
eventual (re)constructive activities (using mathematical laws and bringing the
situation into a sought-for organic order).

It is not surprising, in this light, that we have already two world wars in the 20"
century and the coming third world war in the 215 century. We do need to agree with
Anna Makolkin: “Aristotle is more than relevant to the current reality — he is urgently
needed to lead us away from the pathway of our own destruction.” [Makolkin, 2013,
p.686] The point is that Plato’s Dualist ‘external’ (bio)cosmology has its essential
imperative (in the case of facing a living body with the inherent organic order) —
always to restore the ‘primary’ chaos (for the subsequent constructive intervention
from without) and the eventual (re)construction of the desired order. Therefore, if we
persist (in keeping on and developing the modern tradition and general disposition) of
rendering exclusively Plato’s Dualist cosmology and the derived mathematical-
reductionist (‘scientific’) method — we then, on the one hand, will continue the
celebration of technological progress; but, on the other hand (bringing forward the
complete dominance or dictate of Plato’s Dualist (bio)cosmology) — we shall
inevitably achieve the disastrous disruption of natural harmonic (‘homeostatic’)
existence and evolution, with (instead) induction of crises, wars and catastrophes into
the global sociocultural realm. Certainly, we are to do our best to avoid this
disastrous self-destructive way of global wars and catastrophes (although with
concurrent technological progress), which reasons lie in our current cosmological
insufficiency.

Therefore, we do need to urgently accelerate and achieve the clear
understanding and permanent right balance of interaction between the two great polar
(Types of) cosmologies (Aristotle’s and Plato’s). In this way, naturally, our first aim
is to rehabilitate the vital significance of Aristotle’s Biocosmology, thus overcoming
the existing cosmological insufficiency. In a predictable manner, only further (on) we
could count on finding out the optimal variants of harmonious (local and global)
sociocultural evolution (chiefly, by developing the Integralist approaches), i.e.
effectively synthesizing means taken equally from both polar (bio)cosmological
Types of sociocultural (including scholarly endeavours) activities: of Plato’s Dualist
Static (of external epistemology and mathematical physicalism); and Aristotle’s
Hylomorphic Telic (Bipolar, Dynamic, Triadologic) Organicism and Teleological
physics (Functionalist naturalism).
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Conclusion: To overcome the current ‘cosmological insufficiency’

Essentially, these are the polar cosmologies: Plato’s supersystem of knowledge
(all-encompassing cosmology) is ultimately reduced to the Transcendent (nowadays —
Transcendental anthropocentric) Static world of idealistic prototypes (exemplars,
patterns); and Aristotle’s supersystem, which ultimately is reduced to the Dynamic
Functionalist (natural inherent Organicist) essences of the particular things and the
dynamic Organicist (Biocosmist or RealKosmic) reality on the whole. Conceptually,
both great thinkers achieved brilliant (phenomenal) results having created effective
(foundational for the world culture) rational cosmologies (supersystems of
comprehensive knowledge) but which are essentially polar (opposite) to each other.
Essentially, in their mutual polarity, both two supersystems-cosmologies (Types of
rationality) — naturally provide the foundation(s) of the really all-encompassing
(scholarly) knowledge. However, during our long cultural history — we have run
eventually into the current misinterpretation of Aristotle — the dissolution of his
realistic Hylomorphist Teleological supersystem of knowledge in Plato’s Dualist (and
modern Anthropocentrist) or Thomistic theological realms; and which have led us to
the result of ‘cosmological insufficiency’, which essence is the current loss of
Aristotle’s supersystem of knowledge as the Type of Organicist rationality (one of
the Three) with the essence of teleological Functionalist naturalism and scientific
Organicism.

The cornerstone of BCA's initiative is that in the case of effective rehabilitation
of the original, true significance of Aristotle's Functionalist naturalism (Organicist
science) — we acquire both real poles of rational knowledge (opposite Types of
rationality), and, therefore — the real perspective of creating and building functional
(meaningful) Integralist sociocultural systems, thus substantively realizing our hopes
(and needs) for a better, safer and more prosperous (Organic) future for all. Due to
the current global sociocultural reality (and in accordance with the main findings of
Pitirim Sorokin's dynamic cyclic theory) — our expectations of positive changes in our
lives relate solely to the realization of powerful Integralist approaches. In turn, the
latter (true Integralism) is impossible without the rational Triadologic approach in
science and philosophy, thus — without the rehabilitation of other pole of Aristotle’s
Biocosmology (its genuine significance as the all-encompassing Type of Organicist
rationality), thus reinstating Stagereite’s principles of natural Kosmos’
Hylomorphism, Bipolarity, Dynamicity and cyclicity (changeability — Triadicity),
Hierarchical order, Functionalist heterogeneity, etc.

We do need urgently to rehabilitate Aristotle’s (super)system of knowledge — his
(Bio)cosmology — as the Type of rationality (of teleological Functionalist naturalism).
Still, however, in the currently existing situation of ‘cosmological insufficiency’, i.e.
under circumstances wherein the contemporary global scientific and philosophical
academic milieu conventionally accept exclusively Plato’s Dualist approach, and
forbid the application of Aristotle’s Biocosmology within the scope of scholarly
activity — a present-day researcher has no other choice than to follow Plato’s Dualist
cosmology. This is the entirely unacceptable state of affairs! Therefore, the pressing
challenge is to overcome the existing cosmological insufficiency — to decisively
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rehabilitate Aristotle’s teleological naturalism and the Biocosmological Functionalist
approach, and to reinstate generally the natural status of Aristotle’s Biocosmology as
the equal pole and Type of contemporary rational activity. In fact, the latter is
essential and crucial in resolution the topical issues of current sociocultural
development. In this perspective, special and primary importance® is laid to the
development of Integralist (system, complex, holistic, etc.) methodologies — which
are intermediate and posed in-between two poles, and which, although
cosmologically autonomic — equally use the means from both poles: Aristotle’s and
Plato’s.
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ARISTOTELIAN ORGANICISM, YIN YANG THEORY
AND OUR REPRESENTATION OF REALITY

Marianna BENETATOU!

ABSTRACT. The paper discusses Aristotelian organicism and the yin yang theory
from the view-point of their overall adequacy to provide a comprehensive conceptual
context to aspects, at least, of our contemporary representation of reality. The context
may refer to specific fields of scientific research, to our everyday mode of thinking
and acting, or to both. As the survey goes on, it is increasingly made clear that we
deal with two different types of conceptuality. The yin yang bipolarity may be defined
as a pattern of change with a practically unlimited field of applicability. The
Aristotelian organicism outlines a model of change which stirs our rational faculties
to search for a purpose amidst the accumulated data. In the first case the pattern may
be creatively used within a vast variety of contexts. In the latter, the theory creates a
conceptual context based on the four causes as first principles.
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Introduction

The paper discusses Aristotelian organicism and the yin yang theory from the
view-point of their overall adequacy to provide a comprehensive conceptual context
to aspects, at least, of our contemporary representation of reality. The context may
refer to specific fields of scientific research, our everyday mode of thinking and
acting, or both. As the survey goes on, it is increasingly made clear that we deal with
two different types of conceptuality. The yin yang bipolarity may be defined as a
pattern of change with a practically unlimited field of applicability. The Aristotelian
organicism outlines a model of change which stirs our rational faculties to search for
a purpose amidst the accumulated data. In the first case the pattern may be creatively
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used within a vast variety of contexts. In the latter, the theory creates a conceptual
context based on the four causes as first principles.

1. All-Pervasiveness of the Yin Yang Bipolarity

| start from the observation that the yin yang bipolarity, in its endless
declinations, currently seems to gain in popularity at the most heterogeneous fields,
from medical science to interior decoration. Notwithstanding the fact that European
thought most frequently favors a binary conceptual pattern, the reason for such a
“rush” may well be due to the practical aspect of the Chinese bipolarity.

First, the yin yang theory describes natural processes by spontaneous alternance
of pairs of opposites. It advances a model of becoming ruled by automation (ziran, lit.
self-so) characteristic of nature. Laozi and subsequent philosophers, both Daoists and
(Neo-) Confucians, underline the impersonal character of the activity of opposites. In
the Laozi, we read that “Heaven and Earth [the archetypal pair of opposites] are not
humane [pu ren]; They consider the myriad things to be straw dogs” (Laozi, 5). The
characteristic of the Confucian virtue of humaneness is caring, loving, taking care of,
fostering and preserving. By omitting such functions from the workings of the
paradigmatic pair of opposites, Laozi rejects both the idea of purpose, even
unconscious instinctive, and that of a conscious agent as creator or regulator of
natural processes. The incessant alternance of successive pairs of opposites suffices
to account for reality as becoming. Wang Bi comments the passage in these terms:
“Heaven and Earth engage what is natural to things. They accord with ‘non-action’
and ‘non-creation’ and the myriad things order themselves of their own” (cited in
Chen, 1981, 69). The contrast between human purposefulness and natural automation
is explicitly illustrated in another significant passage: “Thirty spokes converge at one
nave, but only when there is non-being does the function of the carriage exist; We
mould clay in order to fashion a vessel, but only when there is non-being does the
function of the vessel exist” (Ibid., 11). The commentarial tradition explains that
being designates utility and non-being designates function (Chen, 1981, 90). Without
contesting this interpretive line, | point to the tension introduced by Laozi between,
on the one hand, human intentionality and production, and, on the other, natural
creation coming from spontaneity, non-action, non-intention. In the Daoist context, a
realistic and pedagogic account of natural processes stirs clear of any idea of nature
as planning, going on by trial and error and ultimately of evolution or progressive
change.

Neo-Confucianism, following the path of classic Confucianism, conceives
nature as self-changing and self-organizing. The metaphysical principle of li might
provide a platform for a reflection on natural finality, either on the individual level of
natural beings or on that of nature as a whole. Far from that, Neo-Confucians have
focused on the impersonal quasi automatic arranging or organizing capacity of Ii.
Although it is immaterial and precedes forms, i.e. physical things, it is immanent in
their manifestation as individual beings. A. C. Graham explains it thus: “[Li] is itself
conceived as a vast three-dimensional structure which looks different from different
angles. In laying down the lines along which everything moves, it appears as the Way
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(Dao); in that the lines are independent of my own personal desires, it imposes itself
on me as Heaven (tian); as a pattern which from my own viewpoint spreads out from
the sub-pattern of my own profoundest reactions, it appears to me as my own basic
Nature (xing)” (in Angle, 2009, 35). S. Angle sums up the situation as follows: “Li is
indeed a kind of pattern or network of interdependencies, a pattern that is constituted
partly by my own ‘profoundest reactions’” (1bid.). The component of ‘profoundest
reactions’ introduces subjectivity in the heart of the structuring process of reality. It is
only one aspect of li; the other one is the objective conditions of the environment, of
the external context to which | respond. An intelligible world cannot leave aside
Important aspects of subjectivity, such as emotions. When we speak of emotions we
speak of aspirations and pursuits. Therefore, Neo-Confucian analysis does not discard
personal aspirations and intentionality as co-factors of the structuring process of
reality. It is equally true that a certain degree of suspicion surrounds human affects in
the sense that more often than not they express egotistic tendencies. Instead of
establishing networks of cosmic dimensions, they isolate to monad-like closed
milieu.

Such instances, easily multiplied, point to a conception of nature and naturalness
that rejects any idea of purposeful direction. Nature and natural beings are not goal-
oriented; they just make the most of the present circumstances and when everything
works well, i.e. to the mutual benefit of everybody involved, then harmony is
achieved. Even personal emotions and intentions are not the driving forces of
humanity. No-action in Daoism or humaneness in neo-Confucianism is beyond the
sphere of personal or collective drives. They express a more fundamental level of
depersonalization, expressed as return to the original nature and pristine naturalness.

In these terms, the yin yang bipolar model of change appears as automated and
purposeless. There is no teleology; just the alternance of opposites. It is equally
significant that the yin yang theory enjoys a tremendous momentum in contemporary
Western literature. It well coincides with the current denial of any idea of teleology in
the natural processes. This is a long persistent reaction to Christian dogma of divine
providence; the denial of providence has also banned any idea of searching for
purpose or goal in the natural world. Science describes and explains processes and so
does, in its own idiomatic manner, the yin yang pattern. In fact, the yin yang pattern,
ready to put forward opposite extremes, may facilitate the propagation and
understanding of some aspects of modern science which seem too abstract or abstruse
to the average reader. The super symmetry cosmological theory, for instance, has
attracted much attention by Daoist scholars. Matter and anti-matter may be rendered
in terms of being and non-being, the foundational pair of opposites preceding Heaven
and Earth (Laozi, 1). Such combinations of Western scientific theories with the yin
yang tangible and easily perceived pattern of change are made possible by the shared
idea that it suffices to give an account of natural processes in order to explain how
nature works.
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2. Aristotle’s criticism of pairs of opposites as principles of change

With Aristotle we come to an entirely different conception of nature. Here
teleology plays the first role and organizes beings-not processes or events- as
finalizing or goal-oriented individuals. The vocabulary also expresses a person-
oriented conception: Beings are accounted for as interactive living entities inasmuch
as they pursue natural goals. They thus are naturally endowed with a purpose in
contrast to the previous view which explains functions and events. Aristotle perceives
an innate inner perception of every living being to pursue excellence. Living beings
have focus whilst living delineates such focus to so many pursuits. Pursuits vary,
change, come back and obsess. There are infinite declinations to the theme of
aspirations and goals and all of them define and structure every single individual life.

Avristotle is familiar with the pattern of change by means of pairs of opposites.
His Greek predecessors had thoroughly delved in such theories. He singles out
Parmenides on the one hand and the so-called — by him- Naturalists, as Democritus,
on the other. In Physics I, he surveys their views in order to advance his own theory
on the principles of natural change. In main lines, he does not reject the explanation
of change by pairs of opposites. Indeed, change is the transition from one extreme to
the other or to the intermediate; in any case, the extremes or the intermediate must be
clearly determined. Accepting the general pattern, does not mean that Aristotle
accepts his predecessors’ various theories. He finds them simplistic and erroneous:
Bad reasoning based on bad premises. So, let’s survey briefly his main points of
criticism. First he remarks that all of them take as principles the opposites. This is all
too understandable inasmuch as principles cannot come one from the other or from
other things, whilst everything must come from the principles. This concerns the first
pair of opposites which come neither from other things, nor from each other (Physics,
I, 188a 27-32). As a general rule, Aristotle concludes that things born and things
decayed come from opposites or end in opposites or intermediates. The intermediates
do not create any difficulty as they come from the opposites, as, for example, colors
come from white and black (188b 25-28). “Therefore, all beings becoming naturally,
are opposites or come from opposites” (188b 28-30). Aristotle finds out that his
predecessors may well agree on the general idea of opposites as principles, they
nevertheless diverge as to the content of opposites. In his view, this is a futile
discussion, as the standard of choosing one pair of opposites rather than another is
entirely arbitrary, based on subjective criteria (188b 30-189a 11).

The discussion takes a fresh turn with a seemingly incongruous question: Are
the opposite principles two, three or more (189a 12-13)? They definitely are neither
one nor -as advanced by Anaxagoras-infinite (189a 12-23). They are finite and at this
point Empedocles was right (Ibid.). Here comes the Aristotelian twist, which changes
everything. “But if they [the opposites as principles] are finite in number, one
reasonably may not conceive them as two; for one may wonder how density may
naturally act somehow upon thinness or thinness upon density. Likewise for all other
opposition; for friendship does not mix up with hatred, neither creates something
from it, nor does hatred from friendship; but both [act] in another third [term]” (189a
24-30). Naturally, the third term is none other than the subject-substance-matter,
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whilst the opposites are the predicates-form. A further argument makes clear that
whatever becomes is composed of subject (matter) and form (190a 15-190b 22-23).
Now, the introduction of the subject transforms the idea of opposites. Opposites do
not need to be two in order to bring about change: “because it suffices one of the
opposites, with its absence or presence, to bring about change” (191a 7-9). At this
point, Aristotle advances that matter is one of the principles and form is another.
Matter, as subject cannot have an opposite and the opposite of form is deficiency
(191a 13-15).

Avristotle takes great pains in order to adapt the concept of change to
hylomorphism. Pairs of opposites as principles of change become obsolete. They
explain all right, but-as we shall soon see- they are inadequate to give precise
information on the modality of change. They merely describe the general framework
wherein change takes place. They don’t explain what changes and for what reason.
According to Aristotelian substantialism, what changes is a subject; it changes either
by itself or moved by some external force (192b 12-14). The line of arguments points
to a major innovation in the field of natural movement, namely purpose. Form is
primarily the organizational principle of life. Beings exist, but they don’t just drift
about, left in a thoughtless stream of growth and development. They have a purpose,
a goal. Aristotle makes the distinction between the end and the goal, for “not every
end is a goal, but only the best” (194a 37-38). Imagination and instinct in animals,
reason and intention in humans, even the drive to nourishment and growth in plants,
go far beyond mere function. All, in their personal manner, pursue what is best for
them; some do it quasi-instinctively, others need deliberation, decision and choice.
The what for (to hou heneka) is the driving force of natural beings and the great
contribution of Aristotle on what a living being individually and collectively really
means.

The distance taken from pairs of opposites as explanatory principles of nature
and natural beings leads to another important consequence: It conditions the space of
initiative and goal-oriented action — purpose again- where beings evolve according to
natural tendencies but with more or less freedom. The main objection of Aristotle to
the pairs of opposites seems to focus on the issue of necessity and randomness versus
freedom and self-determination. Let’s follow the argument.

According to the representatives of pairs of opposites, natural phenomena are
not driven by a telos but by necessity (arnagké). For instance, the warm is so by nature
and likewise the cold, etc. Such things happen by necessity (198b 13-18). Such
explanations give an impersonal, ‘“scientific” account of phenomena, seemingly
unassailable. Nature may well act not in view of a certain purpose or for the best, but
in the manner of Zeus who rains by necessity and not for maximizing harvest. For
when vapors ascend they cool down and the cold turning to water returns to earth.
The maximization of harvest is just a consequence (198b 20-28). Teeth likewise grow
diversely and accidentally their different shapes respond to different functions (198b
29-34). “And naturally, the beings to which all happened as if there were in them a
teleological destination survived, for they were found adequate; the others, which
were not made in this way, disappeared and disappear, as Empedocles says about
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cattle with human face” (198b 35-40). Aristotle raises two objections. First, natural
phenomena are always or most often as they are. Random and spontaneous
phenomena appear exceptionally and cannot claim to constancy and permanence.
Much rain in winter and heat in summer cannot be accidental phenomena or simple
coincidence. Therefore, they exist in view of some purpose. However, such things
exist by nature, as the proponents of such ideas advance. Therefore, purpose is within
change and within natural beings (198b 42-199a 7). The second argument is based on
the idea of time sequence, or prior and posterior. Nature works as we do; rather we
work as nature does, but it is easier to start from the human level in order to
understand the workings of nature. We make things for a certain purpose and
likewise natural creation serves a certain purpose, “for the prior and the posterior
entertain the same relation to each other in both artificial and natural things” (199a
19-20). This is particularly evident in the flora and fauna. Leafs are made for
protecting fruits, swallows make their nest and spiders their web and all such
phenomena prove that teleological causality exists within natural beings and changes
(199a 27-32 ). Nature being the compound of matter and form, and form being the
goal, for all else is made for this goal, it (form) is the teleological cause (199a 33-35).

Avristotle further mentions that the issue may concurrently be studied according
to the bipolarity dynamis and entelecheia. Matter is no being by accident, whereas
deprivation is no being in itself. Deprivation as no being cannot be essence, whereas
matter being closer to being is in a way essence, but deprivation is absolutely not
essence (192a 4-8). In sum, Aristotle points that previous philosophers who explained
natural phenomena and change by pairs of opposites confused ontological categories,
such as no being by accident or no being in itself, as on a parity with each other and
with being.

3. And our Representation of Reality

Modern scientific theories wisely abstain from pointing to any purpose in
natural phenomena. Having recourse to purpose in order to explain natural
phenomena would be taxed as infantile fixation. As | have stressed earlier, the yin
yang theory well accords with an impersonal order of things governed — as Aristotle
has pointed out- by necessity.

In my view, goal oriented scientific explanations abound without being
expressly taxed as such. The most prominent case is without doubt the theory of
evolution by natural selection. Darwin defends his theory as an entirely hazardous
series of occurrences which all concur in the most inexplicable and marvelous way to
promote the survival and continuation of the fittest by the transmission of their
characteristics to their descendants. Darwin follows a method of analogy reminiscent
of the one familiar to Aristotle. He observes the way humans proceed to breed
domestic races in order-as he prudently puts it- to perpetuate their favorite stock and
then extrapolates to the workings of nature. As humans select the best animals to
breed, natural selection permeates to the fittest individuals to transmit their
characteristics to their descendants. Nature works in the manner of humans, therefore
by observing the way humans work, we may understand the way nature works.
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More than two thousand years before Darwin, Aristotle had firmly established
the analogy in his discourse on the four cause theory. The human paradigm
concerned a sculptor and his sculpture. The material corresponds to the material
cause, the idea of what the sculpture will look like corresponds to formal cause, the
agent/sculptor corresponds to efficient cause and the sculpture as a finished work of
art corresponds to the final cause. Aristotle explained thus that human activity is
always goal-oriented even if the goal is not always as obvious as in the case of a
sculpture. Therefore, concludes the argument, nature works towards a direction.
Natural beings have goals and aspirations and are goals in their own right. Darwin
took up the same analogy human activity-natural process but denied to the latter part
of the comparison the existence of purpose. He firmly denied any idea of
evolutionary direction. However, it is hard to pass unnoticed the ascending direction
from simple to complex organisms culminating — one is tempted to conclude
naturally— to us, lucky humans.

Recent research recognizes the importance of teleology in Aristotle’s scientific
writings, such as De Partibus Animalium, etc. There Aristotle applies the principles
of his philosophy in a manner adequate to the subject-matter. He gives an account of
organisms and their function. More specifically, he delves mostly in the workings of
the nourishing soul — to be explained shortly- which corresponds partly to the
biological level. This properly functional teleology constitutes scientists’ favorite
field of glossing over.? The so-called “scientific writings” reflect partially the
teleological cause in its full philosophical development. In order to understand what
Avristotle implies by teleology, we need to consult his philosophical writings. Due to
time constraints, | shall focus on one major text from De Anima. In the discussion of
the nourishing soul, the most basic and common to all living beings, Aristotle
explains its purpose as follows: “Her [the nourishing soul’s] work is to give birth and
nourish, for the most natural work of animals/living beings, those which are perfect
and not imperfect, nor spontaneously born, is to create another being similar to them,
animal to create animal and plant to create plant, in order to participate as much as
they can to the eternal and divine. For all desire this and do for its sake whatever
they do according to nature. The goal [lit. the for its sake] is of two kinds, the one is
the final cause and the other is the whereby the end is achieved. As living beings
cannot participate to the eternal and divine by their permanent individual existence,
for none of the perishable may remain the same, inalterable and numerically one,
each participates to the divine in the way it can, other more other less. It does not
remain the same but similar to it, not numerically one, but one in species” (De
Anima, 11, 415a28-415h8).

The passage is not a marginal note, but a foundational text giving a precise
definition of what the teleological cause means in respect to living beings. Its scope
far exceeds the functional accounts of the zoological writings by determining a
metaphysical perspective to all forms of life with the exception of imperfect or self-

2 For an updated account of Aristotelian science, see the highly readable and encyclopedic in scope
Armand Marie Leroi. 2014. The Lagoon. How Aristotle invented Science. Bloomsbury. London.
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born beings. In seeking to participate to divine eternity, beings seek to mate and
reproduce another being similar to them but quite distinct. What persists and
participates to eternity are not individual beings but species. In other words,
individual beings are perishable, but the various species are imperishable. The
transmission of form from parents/father to children receives an almost sacred
significance, inasmuch as it carries the print which permeates to parents to partake of
immortality.

Avristotle equally makes provision for the final cause within the limits of an
individual life. Individuals are the final cause of their creation and pursue ends and
aspirations within their finite life span. Happiness is, for instance, an individual goal,
the final cause of a rational human being and therefore its pursuit mobilizes all the
resources of an individual. It may well be that these individual goals are species
determined with personal and temperamental variations, as we may observe in the
properly human goal of happiness and its endless modalities among its aspirants.

The philosophical development of the final cause introduces two important
variants: first, the continuity of personal aspirations and behavior and the
continuation of the species. As individuals aspire to immortality, they reproduce in
order to persist in their descendants and thus contribute to the continuation of their
species. The individual failure to become immortal becomes the inception to persist
on a collective level. Personal choice, natural characteristics and proper behavior are
the conditions for the continuity of life on earth. Whether species are literally
inalterable or may gradually modify is a question left ambiguously unaddressed by
Avristotle. The central idea is how the individual transmits the form and inversely a
species depends on the performances and good health of its members.

The second variant is the value attributed to each and every living being. All
living beings are defined as directional beings and as goals in themselves. Unlike
human artifacts, living beings have or are capable of conceiving and pursuing specific
purposes. They are not defined by their functions but by their goals. A goal is what
seems best for its aspirant. Aristotle establishes the dignity of living beings on their
absolute value as self-ends.

Conclusions

Today, the yin-yang theory attracts more attention as an overall pattern of
describing practically all phenomena from inorganic matter to complex living
organisms and from the supersymmetry theory of cosmology to the nanolevel of
molecular biology. One is tempted to wonder whether a ubiquitous pattern provides
an adequate explanation or merely perceives phenomena as the interaction of two
opposite forces. In any case, it accords with the contemporary tendency to
impersonalize scientific data.

Avristotle creates a detailed theory of finality and perceives all beings as goal-
oriented. His theory has never seriously inspired intellectuals, let alone scientists.

The introduction of finality in the natural and man-made world changes
priorities. Technology has arrived at a crucial point where questions of ethical and
existential order are pressing. The question of finality and purpose are discussed in
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the form of ethical doubts, regrets, wise warning, etc. It is all too clear that there is
absence of forethought. Further, the question of purpose as inherent coefficient of
growth and activity comes to the foreground with the advent of a new era in the
production of artificial intelligence. Robots accumulate an enormous amount of data,
comparable, before long, with human intelligence. The question of purpose,
independently from their makers’ planning, starts raising doubts. If robots are
complex enough to compare with human activity, they may or may not develop a will
of their own. The final cause is clearly inherent to the product without having been
introduced by external agency. It all seems to work as if the accumulation of data
comports by its nature its proper finality. What this entails in real situation is yet to
find out.
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TOWARDS ENGINEERING 4.0:
A CONTEMPORARY EXPRESSION OF BIOCOSMOLOGY
AND NEO-ARISTOTELISM*

Xiuhua ZHANG?

ABSTRACT. Facing contemporary crisis of existence in pollution of environment and
ecological deterioration, we have to reflect human engineering again and question that
how engineering paradigm ought to be selected, in order to let artificial world can
organically be embedded natural ecological system. According to methodologies of
phenomenology and morphology, general human modes of engineering evolution can be
described in the positions of organism, holism and process theory as follows: being-in-
itself engineering, being-for-itself engineering, being-in-itself and being-for-itself
engineering. With the trend of developing Industry 4.0, it is necessary that Engineering
4.0 will be present, because industry is grouping on engineering projects. Therefore, we
can describe above general human modes of engineering evolution as: Engineering 1.0,
Engineering 2.0, Engineering 3.0 and Engineering 4.0. Moreover, the both of general
human modes of engineering evolution are consistent. These engineering modes
respectively have shaped agricultural civilization complying with nature and industrial
civilization dominating nature, and will enable mankind enter ecological civilization
seeking to harmony between man and nature. Chinese practice of engineering is shaped
by the general modes of engineering evolution in the way of time-space compression
from 1840 to nowadays, and it is facing challenge of new industrial revolution. Matching
with the Self-Aware Industry 4.0, Engineering 4.0 or being-in-itself and being-for-itself
engineering will insist the principle of ethical priority and transcend Engineering 3.0 or
being-for-itself engineering only seeking to utility and benefits, so it is a new expression
of contemporary Biocosmology and Neo-Aristotelism. Then, we should pay attention to
interaction, inter-interpretation and inter-response between engineering modes and
ethical modes, select two paths of engineering ethics studies from engineering to ethic
and from ethic to engineering, and construct whole system of engineering ethic including
micro, middle and macro engineering ethics from different ethic subjects. Meanwhile, we
regard engineering ethics as paradigm of practical ethics, and see engineering ethical
praxis as a key research project to guide social shaping of Engineering 4.0.

KEYWORDS: phenomenology, morphology, Engineering 4.0, engineering mode;
engineering evolution; engineering ethic, Biocosmology,; Neo-Aristotelism
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Introduction

Facing contemporary crisis of existence in pollution of environment and
ecological deterioration, according to the positions of holism, organism, evolutionary
theory and process theory [Whitehead, 1978], I had made a strong judgement in my
academic book of History and Praxis: Introduction to Engineering EXxistentialism
[Zhang, 2011:1-32] in the perspective of phenomenology and method of morphology,
namely, comparison with science and technology as ways of holding the world,
modern engineering gradually begins from hidden backstage to apparent proscenium,
so 21 century will be an age of engineering. However, the engineering has to be a
new engineering mode which transcends traditional engineering only seeking to
utility and benefit in the logic of capital. In general, nowadays contemporary
engineering is still in the stage of engineering 3.0, then with the incoming forth
industry revolution — Industry 4.0 as a kind of great trend [Sendler, 2014],
Engineering 4.0 will become a new mode of engineering in 21 century. This situation
is decided by internal relationship between industry and engineering, because
industry is grouping on engineering project (by Yin Ruiyu). Therefore, facing to this
great trend of Industry 4.0, China as a huge state of engineering has to catch up with,
and hard work in order to transcend Engineering 3.0 and consciously goes toward
Engineering 4.0, thereby seeks to the harmonious relations between man and man,
human beings and nature, and realistically promotes construction of ecological
civilization. Therefore, we can say that Engineering 4.0 is not only necessary
expression of engineering ethic but also a contemporary expression of Biocosmology
and Neo-Aristotelism. It is very clear that any organic cosmology can’t be actualized,
if we are lack of organic engineering in human practice. This means that how to
construct organic artificial world and embed it into whole ecological system by
organic engineering is becoming an extreme important and urgent.

1. From Engineering 1.0 to 4.0: The Evolution of General Engineering Modes
Engineering is the closest human way of existence. We always create our own
all life necessities by organized order labor according to engineering way. Moreover,
human beings transform objective world and also change themselves in the practice
of engineering. Meanwhile, people constantly confirm and promote their own
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essential power in the activities of engineering, as well as construct and shape the
universal civilization. Tracing back to human engineering history, we can find that
engineering has been being in the process of movement and development, and
possesses organic and evolutionary characters. Seeing from larger scale, human
engineering development generally possesses some regularity, according to
morphology, human engineering evolution can be described as follows:

(1) Being-in-itself engineering complying with the nature in pre-industry
society, pre-modern times or agricultural age.

(2) Being-for-itself engineering dominating and controlling the nature in
industry society, modern or industrial times.

(3) Being-in-itself and being-for-itself engineering seecking to harmonious
relation between man and nature in post-industrial society, post-modern or
information age.

These engineering modes respectively have shaped agricultural civilization and
industrial civilization, and will enable mankind enter ecological civilization in the
future.

Not only that, we also can divide general human engineering modes in the
perspective of relation between engineering and technology, namely:

(1) Attached on technology, weak or as a life substitute and complementary
Engineering 1.0, this is an initial engineering mode. Of course, the technology is not
modern technology here, but refers to technique or art of experience in the pre-
modern society.

(2) It want to differentiate with technology (modern technology) and emphasize
the uniqueness of engineering, but it is regarded as technological application or
extension, so that technology also plays dominant role on aspect of engineering, thus
it is a kind of engineering mode in the perspective of engineering view of
technicalization which enter into next stage of Engineering 2.0 as self-knowledge.

(3) It lets all things belongs to engineering, and insists on the preferential
principle for utility and benefit of engineering, moreover, and selecting technology is
emphasized in engineering but technology is applied, then engineering has been
entering new context from technological behind to foreground, this is contemporary
arrogant Engineering 3.0 from dark place to bright position.

(4) With Engineering 4.0 coming on the stage, demand of technological
personalization will become actual, so engineering no longer purely pays attention to
technological dimension, and it also considers non-technological humanistic factors,
such as ethical and aesthetic aspects, and so on. In other word, Engineering 4.0 will
care for various factors in engineering, and it not only cares and tolerates the other,
but also regards ethical principle as first principle, so it is whole engineering rather
than segmentary, because it possesses ability of consciously reflection and autonomy.

Obviously, above two kinds of expression of general modes of engineering
evolution, namely, the first expression, being-in-itself engineering—being-for-itself
engineering—being-in-itself and being-for-itself engineering, is internal consistent
with the second expression, Engineering 1.0—>Engineering 2.0—Engineering 3.0—
Engineering 4.0. Engineering 1.0 belongs to being-in-itself engineering, Engineering
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2.0 and Engineering 3.0 is in the stage of being-for-itself engineering from self-
knowledge to self-leading, and Engineering 4.0, as reflective engineering of freedom,
keeps consistence with being-in-itself and being-for-itself engineering.

In the fact, evolutionary modes of engineering are all consistent with industry
modes, both have relationship of twinning. In other word, change of industry modes —
industry revolution be nothing more than outside presentation of engineering modes
transition. According to time order, conception of Industry 4.0 is raised earlier than
Engineering 4.0 (This concept is given by myself in the paper of The Engineering 4.0
in the Perspective of Philosophy of Engineering published by Guangming Daily at
Nov 14, 2015), however, the latter enables the former actualization. Thus, toward
Engineering 4.0 is necessary for promoting Industry 4.0 nowadays.

2. Promoting in Contextualization: Modern-Contemporary Changes of Chinese
Modes of Engineering

The above evolutions of general engineering modes are more consistent with
engineering ways of western capitalist countries of original modernity in logics and
time. Due to Chinese modernization is passively involved in the movement of
modernization in the process for history entering the world history and logic of
globalization. Then Chinese modernity possesses following features and posteriority,
as well as particularity in time and space, unique modernity, and it has been
undertaken by Chinese modern and contemporary engineering since 1840. The
evolution of Chinese engineering is only more than a century and a half, but it has
gone through whole process of western engineering evolution in a lot of hundred
years, unfolded all general engineering modes. Therefore, it is a kind of speedy
changes in contextualization compressed time and space, moreover, contains
individual (personality) in universality (common character).

In general, Chinese engineering can be distinguished following several stages:

(1) From 1840 to end of Qing dynasty, the movement of westernization had
advocated reform in implements, and it had been displayed Engineering 1.0 in the
technological view of engineering.

(2) From the republic of China (1912—-1949) to earlier of new China, for desiring
and pursuing west countries of modernization so that engineering consciousness and
will was strengthened, then the mode of Engineering 2.0 in autonomic view of
engineering was presented.

(3) From the reform and open to raising the view of scientific development, the
upsurge of engineering building was promoted by guiding of thought of development
as absolute principle, especially, engineering superiority and gesture of controlling
and conquering the nature from engineers and workers, so Engineering 3.0 as the
being-for-itself view of engineering was formed.

(4) From setting up the scientific view of development to putting forward the
construction of ecological civilization, Chinese engineering facing new turn again
and possessing new chance towards a new engineering mode as Engineering 4.0 with
being-in-itself and being-for-itself or reflective view of engineering.

It is urgent for how to grasp this new chance and consciously to transcend
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Engineering 3.0 into Engineering 4.0. There are two aspects of causes: on the one
hand, this new mode of engineering possesses containment, reflectivity and a prior
ethic principle, and no longer regarding consumers, social publics and environment as
outside objects, then outside relation turning internal relationship, and fully
considering the benefits and demands of the other, all will help to improve our life
way and consciously construct ecological civilization. On the other hand, this is also
a necessary selection for facing Industry 4.0, developing new technologies of cyber-
physical-system, big data, and actively responding and welcoming new industry.

Just like director Lijie said: so-call Industry 4.0 is just a future blueprint about
manufacture defined by German Government and industrial circle. They thought that
application of devices of machine manufacturing in 18 century marks an age of
Industry 1.0. The electrification and automation in 20 century symbol a time of
Industry 2.0. Arisen informatization in 1970s of 20 century shows an age of Industry
3.0. Nowadays, mankind is going an age of Industry 4.0, namely, fusion of reality-
physical world and virtue-network world, and Cyber-Physical System (CPS) is a core
technology of industry revolution in new age [Lee, 2015: XII].

It is very clear that the evolutionary veins of industry modes of Industry 1.0 —
Industry 2.0— Industry 3.0— Industry 4.0 are consistent with above logic of
engineering evolution. Merely, the distinguishing for engineering modes mainly is
based on technological update, and transition of engineering modes considers not
only technological factor but concerns ethic dimension. According to the
synchronism of evolution of industry and engineering, with coming of age of Industry
4.0, presence of Engineering 4.0 will be appealed.

3. Ethic Priority: A Key for Shaping Engineering 4.0

How do we go and construct Engineering 4.0? It is a key for consciously
insisting on the principle of ethic priority in engineering, and the principle of ethic
priority in engineering is also internal demands of engineering.

The fundamental differences from Industry 4.0 and previous industrial and
engineering modes lie in: [Lee, 2015: VIII].

Industrial community no longer regards manufacture as starting point but sees
user’s demands as starting point for Industry 4.0; industrial community no longer
selects the model of movement from production or upstream to consumption or
downstream but starting with user’s demand of value and offering productions and
services of customization which is seen as common purposes in order to realize a
synergy and majorization for various links in industrial chain. There are three
supporting points for Industry 4.0:

(1) Manufacture itself is valualized (evaluated by value), that is, not only should
produce good productions but reduce waste as lower as possible and realize the
matching between design, making process and user’s demands.

(2) A function of Self-Aware for system will be actualized based on original
robotization.

(3)It will be realized for taking fault-free, eliminating hidden trouble, accident
and pollution, this is the highest realm in manufacturing system.
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Hence, it can be seen, Industry 4.0 is a synthesis with ethic and idea allocations.
It gives up the idea of production for only pursing higher productivity and efficiency
but cares for the benefits of users or audiences, environment protecting, resources
economizing, and engineering community as subject of action consciously undertakes
social and environmental duties. Therefore, this attitude from Engineering 4.0 is not
pure naturalism and one-sided position of humanism, but a new humanism which
pays attention to Tao of the Haven (Tian Tao) or Aristotle’s nature or essence
[Aristotle, 2005:122—123] of nature itself and respects nature (essence) of thing itself,
then realizes the unity between heteronomy (necessity) and autonomy (freedom).
This is a kind of deep existence with universal roots in the perspective of
Biocosmology.

Thus, according to Industry 4.0, Engineering 4.0 has to mean that fully
considers limitations and constrain in the aspects of nature, environment, energy
sources, logistics (material flow), stream of people, etc., so it is different from
Engineering 3.0 which benefits and utilities are preferential, but keeps the principle
of ethic priority, becomes a mode of consciousness-freedom engineering with
reflective and self-restraining abilities.

Thereby, it will be gradually eliminated for engineering alienation in the logic of
capital, dominating and controlling nature, ignoring public benefits, and it will fully
be embodied that engineering subject releases benefits to the other and loves the
other, as well as seeks human and universal Common Good (by John Cobb), in order
to let all things keep and realize their own nature in the universe. Consequently,
human engineering no longer is an action of invading and depriving the nature in the
way of mechanical enclosure ecosystem, and it is an organic becoming and ecological
imbedding; this kind of engineering will be not only construct somewhat or things but
create human civilization by responsible engineering belonged human actions to
realize the universal harmony. This is also an engineering expression of contemporary
Biocosmology and Neo-Aristotelism.

We can say, according to the path of research from engineering to ethic, the ethic
requiring of very higher realm is raised in the mode of Engineering 4.0, and it will
shape the mode of engineering ethic for regarding virtue ethic as leading, normative
ethic as foundation, and utility ethic as base. Undoubtedly, the principle of ethic
priority of Engineering 4.0 is a key and guarantee for the core value of Industry 4.0
with the function of Self-Aware. In this meaning, we can understand real meaning
and ethic constraint of those new given words such as Cyber-Physical System (CPS),
Internet of Things (IoT), Big Data, Industrial Internet, Intelligent Manufacture, 3D-
Print, etc. Moreover, we can confirm that the forth industry revolution will change
human life way in fundamental meaning and promote mankind going to new
civilization.

Meanwhile, this also show the meaning and value of researches for engineering
ethics in the situation of contextualization, especially inquiry for contemporary
Chinese practice of engineering in the perspective of ethic morphology, we have to
firstly research the modes and characters of Chinese engineering. It is possible that
we construct morphology of engineering ethic in the context of China if only comply
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with interaction, inter-interpretation, inter-response between engineering modes and
ethic modes. In other words, the researches for contemporary engineering ethic
morphology need to cognize Engineering 4.0 and consciously transcend Engineering
3.0.

The situation is calling another research approach of engineering ethics, namely,
from ethic to engineering. That is, various ethic requirements for different
engineering subjects or ethical subjects including individual, organization or group,
state or society are proposed according to the existing theoretical resources of ethical
modes, then engineering ethical codes concerning micro, middle and macro levels
and fields are set up in order to construct whole system of engineering ethic, such as,
we not only possess professional ethics of engineers, but also professional ethics
about investors, entrepreneurs, managers, workers and other stakeholders in
engineering community will be built; there are not only micro engineering ethics but
middle responsibility ethics and system ethics for institution or enterprise, as well as
macro state or social engineering ethics concerning politics, social public and
ecological benefits. Robert C. Hudspith also argues that we should broaden the scope
of engineering ethics: from micro-ethics to macro-ethics [Hudspith, 1991: 208-211].

In addition, we also have to regard engineering ethics as Practical Ethics (Pinkus
1997), moreover pay attention to researches of praxis of engineering ethic to serve
and guide actual praxis of engineering ethic, for example, drafting agenda of praxis of
engineering ethic in the 21" century, engaging in ethic education for engineers and
other members in engineering community, carrying out engineering critique,
environmental and social evaluation and assessment of engineering, etc. Thereby, it is
possible for real toward “Engineering 4.0” and promoting the civilization of the
COSMOS.

Conclusion

According to the inquiry of phenomenology and morphology of engineering, we
confirmed and analyzed above human general modes of engineering evolution in the
perspectives of holism, organism and process theory [ Whitehead, 1978]. Obviously, it
is time that human beings transfer being-for-itself engineering mode or Engineering
3.0 as carrier of modernity in traditional industry mode which only seeks to growth of
GDP in the violent logic as well as dominates and conquests the nature. Thus, our the
first task is shifting the way of thinking of subject-object dualism, in the position of
inter-subjectivity, let philosophy of engineering go back the life world and emphasize
the humanistic feature and ethical dimension of engineering concerning the other
such as social public and natural things in the world. In addition to we should grasp
opportunity of new industrial revolution developing Industry 4.0, and consciously
construct Engineering 4.0 with the characters of ethical priority and reflection, in
order to actually promote ecological civilization and human sustainable development
in the contextualization of different states.
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CHEKHOVIAN NEO-ARISTOTELIANISM AND IDEA OF A
PERFECT MAN IN THE AGE OF ANXIETY"

Anna MAKOLKIN?

ABSTRACT. Anton Chekhov (1860-1904), a renowned Russian writer, known in the
West as the master of inimitable short stories and plays, has never been considered,
both in his native Russia and abroad, as a philosopher. Here, it is proposed to deal
with Chekhov’s intriguing idea of civilization, notion of perfection of man and society
as a form of neo-Aristotelianism on the basis of his correspondence and some works.
Anton Chekhov, a physician by training, became a prolific successful writer,
recognized early in his life time. Posited culturally and chronologically in the thick of
modernism, modern confusion, Chekhov, paradoxically, offers a rather original and
hopeful doctrine of perfectibility of Man and Society, remarkably akin to Aristotle
and the best of Hellenic antiquity. As a philosopher, Chekhov is absolutely “immune”
to the concept of the immoral in Schopenhauer, despair in Dostoevsky, fixation on the
primordial in Freud, or Nietzschean anti-Christ. Living in the epoch of cultural
rebellion and experimentation and play with values and language, Chekhov returns
to the sobering wisdom of Aristotle, as a pathway of humanity to civilization, in
harmony with itself and Cosmos.

KEYWORDS: civilized, perfect man, perfectibility, dictum of the beautiful, beauty,
aesthetics, refined man, self-control, moral compass, degeneration
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Do not say “I am learned;” set yourself to become wise
From Demotic Literature (Egyptian Ancient Literature)

Introduction

Anton Chekhov enters the international cultural stage at the point of the 19%
century, the so-called fin du siecle period when European civilization was at the
cultural crossroads and in transition to the all -transforming modernism that crossed
out many achievements of the past. His first short stories were accepted for
publication 1880, the year of the chronological beginning of modernism and cult of
the modern. He witnessed experimentation with language, the rise of the aesthetic
movement, known as art-for art’s sake, the ascendance of Wagner, Ibsen, Zola, the
French Symbolists and the depressing collective mood of degeneration. Chekhov was
a contemporary of Oscar Wild, J.Huysman, Nordau, Nietzsche, Pater, Baudelaire and
many other others who revolted against the Romantic era, Victorian morality and
aesthetics, and embarked upon the artistic and ideological newness at the cost of
subverting valuable tradition. He was formed as a writer and thinker at the time of
ambiguity, uncertainty, revolution in taste and morality.

The Victorian era of European luminaries, the rise of the novel, Romantic opera
— the cultural pantheon of Byron, Pushkin, Lermontov, Turgenev, Dostoesvky,
Dickens, Thackeray, Donizetti, Verdi, Tchaikovsky — was being forgotten in
Chekhov’s time. This new century, like any others in the past, revolted against the
conventions, traditions and ideology of its cultural antecedents or cultural parents,
but, regrettably, could not offer anything that could approximate, replace or perfect
the cultural past. It would become the age of anxiety, unhappiness and depression.
Some, like Max Nordau would characterize it in a single term “degeneration.” This
concept would be eventually picked up by Sigmund Freud who would medically
upgrade and change it to “modern nervousness.” Nietzsche would seize the moment
of intellectual confusion and develop his own new religion, denouncing civilization,
art, knowledge, and morality, denying humans the capacity to reason and create
purposefully and meaningfully [A. Makolkin, 2000:106-7]. At the moment when
European culture and civilization seemed to have lost their moral and aesthetic
compass, there appeared a new artist-philosopher, Anton Chekhov who diagnosed
the collective malaise of the century, having also offered even some cure along the
Neo-Aristotelian philosophical lines.

1. A Laughing Moralist

Posited chronologically and culturally in the thick of modern confusion,
Chekhov, paradoxically, offered a new hopeful doctrine of perfectibility of man,
remarkably akin to Aristotle and the best of Hellenic antiquity. He was totally
immune to the amoral man of Schopenhauer who had impressed Dostoevsky and
Freud later, to the free new man of Dostoevsky or the anti-Christ of Nietzsche.
Standing closer in time to the Victorians, he, ironically, philosophically, ethically and
morally shared the wisdom of the ancient sage Aristotle. His writings conclude the
Golden Age of the Russian cultural exhibition in Europe and symbolize the best of
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the Romantic era, standing out in the overall cultural history of Europeans. Chekhov
entered the heroic pantheon of European culture with the rest of the luminaries who
promoted continuity of human culture from antiquity to modernity. Being in the
midst of the fast evolving modernist culture-rebellion, Chekhov adhered to the
canons of high aesthetic expression, remaining respectful of the cultural history of
Europe and the world. He did not wish to overthrow the old luminaries, suggesting
instead to study their legacy.

Unlike his contemporaries, more interested in subversion of Tradition and
Culture for the sake of Nature and Natural man, Chekhov reaffirmed his traditional
position on the common existential pathway of humanity, clearly instructing not to
change the charted by history common civilizational trend and cautioning against
making the dangerous cultural detour. He saw that the reversal to primitivism in art
and ethics would lead to the reversal to barbarism. His high aestheticism and his
critique of the new artists-rebels, with their new ethical and moral, and aesthetic
principles, puts Chekhov in the canonical world cultural elite that transcends time,
language, and geography. Greatly indebted to the world culture and classical Russian
heritage, Chekhov was highly critical of his Russian and European contemporaries,
who, in his view, had been undermining civilization. His primary training as a
physician, a profession he never abandoned, had been nurturing his literary career
and inspiring his imagination. The specificity of Russian culture, its censorial
conditions, contributed to the special group of philosophers-writers who mainly
delivered their philosophical arguments through fiction, be it a novel, a play, or a
short story. Chekhov entered the cultural arena and acquired fame as a superb master
of short story whom numerous European writers would wish to emulate in this genre.
There were short story writers before his time and after his death, but none of them
reached his mastery and perfection in this genre. Chekhov’s story was the genre of
the new hectic century, that was the only feature that made it modern, while the depth
of his philosophy made his work universal and eternally relevant, it transcends
language, time, ethnicity, religion, gender, or age. None of the writers in history
could compete with Chekhov in his mastery of the genre that preserves the
Aristotelian terseness and philosophical depth, as well as striking with wit and
laughter. He holds the crown of the master of the short story, carrying the deepest
ethical message in the shortest possibly narrative, delivered with humor and elegance.
Chekhov did not leave lengthy treatises or essays, but his voluminous
correspondence, next to his short stories, reveals his stand on all philosophical,
political and existential topics of universal appeal, serving as a gentle guide to the
entire humanity, willing to better themselves and society.

2. Exposure to the Greek Language and Culture, and European Ideas

Anton Pavlovich Chekhov was born in 1860, in the interesting city of Taganrog,
on the Azov Sea. Founded by Peter the Great in 1698, after Russia captured the Azov
Coast from the Turks in 1696, his native city became a permanent part of the Russian
Empire only in the 18™ century, and was home to many nationalities. By 1712,
Taganrog already had about 8 000 residents, among whom there were migrants from
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Samara, Nizhny Novgorod, Saratov and Simbirsk. There was a substantial Tartar
Moslem population, some Cossacks, Swedes, Turks, and many Greeks. In 1711,
Turks declared war, trying to recapture the area, but by 1760, during the reign of
Catherine the Great, the city became again a part of the Russian Empire, and the first
naval base. Peter the Great made attempts to beautify the city by planting oak trees,
imported from Constantinople, lemon and orange trees [2004:10-11].

Chekhov received his primary education at the Taganrog Greek Lyceum where
most of the well-to-do parents used to send their children and where the curriculum
was highly rigorous. Very early on Chekhov was exposed to Greek and Latin, and
also to French, German and English languages, skill that became quite useful in his
European travels, later in life In 1879, family moves to Moscow. In 1884, Chekhov
graduates from the Moscow Medical School. Medicine would be his “legal wife”, as
he jokingly recalled, and literature his “mistress.” In 1880, his first short story was
published in the St. Petersburg comic journal, and , by the time of his graduation
from Medical school, 300 short stories of his be published, having made him instantly
famous. He would combine his commercial writing career and medical practice
during his entire life, generously treating patients free of charge. Born and raised in
the cosmopolitan multinational and multireligious city, that even in the 19" century
had several foreign Consulates, Chekhov had a very strong pro-European sensitivity.
He very early on understood the difference between European civilized society and
backward Asian one. Born into a pious Christian family, Chekhov was an atheist and
treated religion along Voltaire’s lines, like a superstition and church as an
obscurantist institution and a barrier to civilization, having become a subject of his
witty ridicule in his short stories. His images of priests are very powerful satyrical
portraits, standing as symbols of hypocrisy, lust and gluttony, and useless presence in
society. Throughout his short life — Chekhov died from the incurable form of TB at
the age of 44 — he tried “to squeeze out a slave and barbarian out himself” and teach
others how to do the same in order to become genuinely civilized. His idea of
civilization stemmed from the classical canons of culture. Much like Aristotle, also a
physician, Chekhov insisted on making body healthy, soul peaceful, mind reasonable
and life beautiful, worthy of a truly refined Man.

3. Mens Sana in Corpore Sano or Chekhov’s Idea of Harmonious Beautiful Man
In his own creative way, Chekhov tried to elevate ordinary man by mocking,
ridiculing, laughing at, symbolically criticizing and pitying small, petty semi-
civilized beings, largely a majority, via metaphorical condemnation, following a
certain set of standards. But in his voluminous epistolary legacy, one can find how
Chekhov directly and bluntly articulated his strict doctrine of civility that connected
him, a man of the fin du siecle with the thinkers of antiquity and the best minds in
cultural history. In his letter dated March 1886 and addressed to his brother Nikolay,
Chekhov constructed his code of civilized behavior. In his view, the well-brought up
or “refined” man, first of all, has to be soft, polite, and agreeable. This relates him the
Renaissance legislator of good manners, Della Casa, who developed the analogous
doctrine of perfectibility and theory of gentle manners or method of making a
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gentleman. Chekhov’s gentleman is above petty things and “does not loose temper
over the lost hammer or a rubber band.” He controls his emotions, and this makes the
Chekhovian ideal man related to the Aristotelian man, whose self-control places him
above animals, savages and the semi-civilized. The Chekhovian ideal man “forgives
the noise and cold, the overcooked or burnt meat. He is above trifles.” This civilized
man shows respect to his parents and this makes him akin to the ideal man of distant
Confucius whom he may not have even known. His gentleman or well-brought up
man rushes to see his parents, knowing that “they have sleepless nights and get more
grey hair not seeing their son.” His civilized man “honors laws, respects property and
dutifully pays his debts.” He is honest and “afraid of lie that is insulting to the
interlocutors, making them look trite.” The Chekhovian ideal man behaves equally
respectfully at home and in public, not resorting to false dramatic effects. His
gentleman is “devoted to his chosen activity which he performs quietly, not seeking
fame or publicity and stays away from the mob.”

In addition, his perfect man is guided by the aesthetic principles to be followed
every moment of one’s life. Chekhov, the physician, the healer of the body, and
guardian of physical beauty, also aimed at making a beautiful mind, leaning towards
Beauty in actions, thoughts, and aesthetic habitat. In this regard, Chekhov preached,
“Everything in a man ought to be beautiful — one’s face, one’s attire, one’s soul and
one’s thoughts.” The highly aesthetic foundation of his theory of civilized man
places it into the context of the remote pagan antiquity and during the period of its
revival, the glorious European Renaissance. Beauty, according to Chekhov, must be
omnipresent, reflected in the habitat, actions, entertainment, tastes, leanings, in all
human endeavors. The beautiful cosmos requires man be beautiful as well, as an
integral part of cosmic universe. Beauty is the ultimate goal of perfection. Beauty
must be in man, outside man, around him, accompanying in all daily activities,
private and public. His civilized man is concerned about Beauty every minute of his
life — “he would not sleep undressed on a dirty bedding, would not tolerate dirty
floors, bug-infested walls and would not eat from the pot because it is against the
dictum of the Beautiful.” Chekhov implies that there is a borderline between men
and animals.While animals have no way of creating or seeing, men are endowed with
the ability to beautify, making it orderly, neat and pretty. Cleanliness is tied to
civilization in his demanding theory, so is the aesthetic impulse and principle.

His ideal man is not only concerned about his own personal hygiene, cleanliness
of the habitat and beauty, but he also tries to tame and “ennoble the sexual instinct,”
something that animals cannot do. Thus, the beginning of Culture and Civilization is
at the moment of controlling, regulating sexuality or designing the sexual policy. This
is an enormous achievement on Chekhov’s part and a real contribution to the modern
theory of civilization in comparison with the later calls for the return “back to
Nature,” myths of the “noble savage” or the “happy primordial man” with the
unregulated sexual appetite. Chekhov formulates this most significant part of his
theory in the confused and troublesome “age of the degeneration,” the time of the
erosion of ethics and morality, firmly defending his ground and insisting on elevating
man above animals and moving him away from his animalistic origins. This appeal
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“for the ennobled sexual impulse” is in a sharp contrast with the anti-civilizational
stance of Rousseau, Schopenhauer, Nietzsche, and Freud. Anticipating the future
sexual revolution and erosion of ethics in the 20" century, Chekhov, a physician and
moral philosopher, articulates clearly and boldly his pro-Civilization position that
goes against the current of his age. Here, as a Neo-Aristotelian, Chekhov puts self-
command on the pedestal of human values, just as Aristotle did two millennia prior.
His man of civility and good manners is trainer of his own body who beautifies
biology for the sake of culture and creating a harmonious new being with a healthy
beautiful Body and Mind.

4. Civilizing Oneself

Similarly to Confucius, Chekhov placed individual responsibility and will to
civilize on the operating table of perfectibility, believing firmly in human capacity to
reform, civilize, elevate, beautify and humanize oneself. Neither one’s body, nor
one’s origins should make one a prisoner of the given circumstances. In Chekhov’s
firm belief, man possesses the power to overcome one’s environment, unfortunate
circumstances, poor education, family origins, bad health. “To squeeze the slave and
barbarian out of oneself” — this was Chekhov’s credo. All is possible but what is
required is the Will, Effort and Education. Chekhov insists on daily self-improvement
and discovering the wisdom of others. Expanding on the idea of “ennobling the
sexual impulse,” Chekhov has a very strict prescription for the relationship between
the sexes. In his letter dated January 2, 1889, and addressed to his brother Alexander,
Chekhov expands on the sanctity of human family, treatment of women and children.
He angrily writes, “what kind of heavenly or earthly power gives one power to turn
women into one’s own slaves?!” He condemns it as brutal despotism, worthy of
savages. According to his doctrine of civility, man is not allowed to treat women
disrespectfully, rudely and insult them verbally and with their slovenly manners. A
woman to Chekhov was the creator of Beauty whose aesthetic sensibility should not
be offended by male sloppy dress and rude verbal manners. Beautiful/ugly,
clean/dirty, barbaric/civilized — there are juxtapositions that permeate Chekhov’s
world view and his narrative, serving as a guiding map through his epistemological
universe.

Children, as much as women, are his embodiment of the Beautiful World, they
are “sacred and pure” to Chekhov who is making them worthy of real worship and
love. “Even criminals consider them [children] angels,” he wrote. “Children are
highly sensitive to the external and enjoy beauty, their eye should be trained by the
Beautiful,” taught Chekhov who did not have children of his own His ideal, healthy,
beautiful man cannot attain his goal of perfectibility without the beautiful women and
children. “A child is primarily affected by the appearance,.” he wrote in another letter
dated October 15-20,1883. “Beautify the environment, verbal discourse, objects,
interior, personal decorum not to offend the child, his sense of the Beautiful and it
will help to cultivate and civilize an adult later in life,” he taught. Beauty-appreciative
children eventually turn into the future beautiful adults, he thought. The future ideal
society is made up from the adequately raised citizens, from harmonious relationships
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in daily human civilized families. Child- adult- family — was his Confucian-like
formula of primary stage of civilizing Man and society.

5. Process and Method of Civilizing Humanity

Chekhov who had a wide knowledge of world history, philosophy and culture,
and constantly studied religions, customs, historical and cultural achievements of
humanity, from antiquity to modernity, had no illusions about human progress. In his
view, the advancement of humanity was a slow, sluggish peripatetic process, with
steps forward and backward, occasional leaps into barbarism and periodic
interruptions in development. He was not particularly concerned about modernity,
having no fondness for his age, but he asked to be objective:

| am far from being enthusiastic about modernity, but to be fair and
just (there is some progress, no matter what), if it is not so good now,
if the present is appalling, the past was simply ugly

(Letter to dramatist Leontiev [Scheglov, pen name] N.521; 1964:257).

By “ugly Past” Chekhov meant primitive, backward and tyrannical societies,
oppression by ignorance, prejudice and religious mythology. He shared Voltaire’s
views and also regarded religion an atavistic remnant form the human barbaric past,
having no place in the civilized society of the future. Future civilized society had to
be secular in his view. It could be attained via hard education, painstaking efforts of
enlightenment in all realms. “Today’s culture is just the beginning in the name of the
Future. The work would take centuries for reaching Truth,” he wrote [1964: L.
No0.724, 463]. He developed his idea of advancement of humanity while observing
the progress made by his native country. Chekhov objectively accessed the condition
of Russia in the nineties — it was still predominantly an agricultural country even in
his own life time. Chekhov did not share the views of some of his compatriots who
worshiped her rural way of life and viewed the Russian social and cultural pathway
within the framework of the archaic commune outside the European mainstream
context. On the basis of his knowledge of European history, Chekhov, not unlike
numerous European thinkers, perceived civilization as an urban project. Aware of the
roots of the Roman Empire and her greatest accomplished civilizing mission in
urbanizing the European continent, he categorically stated:

Agricultural commune and culture are mutually exclusive notions,
absolutely incompatible with each other!
[1964, vol.12, L. N0.516.:252]

To him, civilization was inseparable from urbanity, Europeanness meant
Romanness and her sophisticated urbanity, beautiful cities, beautiful architecture,
theatres, galleries, museums, legal code, justice and freedom of expression which he
could not find in his native Russia. Chekhov regarded Russia of the very enlightened
19" century (the age of Pushkin, Karamzin, Lermontov, Dostoevsky, Turgenev,
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Tchaikovsky, Glinka etc.) still “an Asiatic country, without the freedom of the press,
freedom of religion, a country where the government and 9/10 of society view a
journalist as an enemy,” and a country having no culture of Debate and constructive
discussion [1964: L. No0.546, 289]. He was disgusted with “the custom of flinging
mud at each other publicly or biting each other’s tails” that was passing for a
dialogue. He considered civilized dialogue the beginning of civilized society. In this
sense, Chekhov was a Ciceronian ally who also advocated civilized rhetoric, hoping
that one day people would be able to convince each other in a public debate rather
than in a military conflict.

Chekhov was skeptical about the state, having no proper laws, no genuine legal
code. If most of Europe has inherited the Roman legal code, Russia was lagging
behind in this respect. He believed that “the idea of a state should be rooted in certain
legal relationships, otherwise, there is nothing but an empty talk, dreadful for
imagination” [1964, vol.12. L. N0.536:278]. Despite the achievements of the Russian
tzars, such as Peter the Great and Catherine the Great, Russia remained
predominantly settled by sleepy provincial towns, lacking social and cultural life,
where a small pub and a river boat were main attractions. Russia’s urbanity was not
distinguished. For the same reason, Chekhov was very happy when Yalta had
acquired a proper water supply and sewage system, the first sign of truly urban
civilization, and a railway.

In contrast to the backward and not sufficiently urban Russia, Chekhov always
mentioned Italy, the cultural heir of Roman Empire, the cradle of Europe and
European civilization. Fascinated by beauty in general and having high aesthetic
sensibility, Chekhov perceived Italy the citadel of Beauty, culture and foundation of
civilization. Even in his time, at the end of the 19" century, the city of Naples was the
European cultural capital, theatres nearly at every street, that he perceived as one of
the important markers of civilization. Theatre, in his view, possessed the same
civilizing significance as schools, libraries, museum or universities. The urban Italy,
with her most beautiful cities in Europe, was in such a sharp contrast with Russia that
“any Russian may have lost one’s mind in this world of beauty” [1964: L.N0.235,
vol. 11:435]. Having visited Venice in 1891, Chekhov, mesmerized by her beauty
and uniqueness, recorded his most exalted impressions:

I can say only one thing — | have not seen anything more wonderful
than Venice. It is a total magic, glitter, joy of life. Instead of streets
and alleys, there are canals, gondolas instead of carriages. Amazing
architecture, there is no spot that would arouse one’s historic or
artistic interest! You sail in a gondola and see palaces, Mona Lisa’s
quarters, abode of the famous artists, cathedrals... And inside the
cathedrals, sculptures and paintings the likes of which Russians have
not seen even in their dreams! Charm — one word!

The St Mark’s Square is smooth and clean like a parquet floor.
St.Mark’s Cathedral is indescribable! The palaces arouse the feelings
similar to singing, | feel marvelous beauty and enjoy it immensely.

In the evening, one is so overwhelmed that one can virtually die from
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the aesthetic pleasures, the sounds touching one’s soul — violas,
tenors, operatic arias... [1964, vol.11, L.N0.253: 482-483].

He was passionately in love with Italy, the land of Beauty, her theatres,
cathedrals and civilized people, having “galateo” or good friendly manners. To him,
Italy was the embodiment of the civilizational foundation and hope that civilization
could be attained. Of all the European countries he visited, Italy impressed him the
most, it was totally in tune with his aesthetic sensibility, and it also possessed a
special existential energy, moral health and force, enabling to enjoy life to the
fullest. It was a highly civilized existential milieu, a mini cosmos of the best human
invention.

Chekhov’s exaltation over Italy was predicated by his negative view of his
native Russia that he regarded less civilized, despite her 19"-century cultural leap. He
attributed Russia’s inadequacy not only to her rural origins and rurality-worship
among some of her intellectuals but also to the lack of discipline and self-control
among Russians:

Russian excitability has one specific quality: it is quickly followed by
fatigue and exhaustion. A Russian, without much thought, right after
school, takes on overly burdensome and ambitious numerous tasks —
developing schools, educating peasants, rationalizing households, and
publishing Vestnik Evropy, pronouncing speeches, writing letters to
the ministers, fighting Evil and trying to save the world.

[1964, vol.11 L. N0.147:306]

He believed that this chaotic activity and lack of discipline among Russians tires
them out so much that, by the age of 30-35, they fall into depression and boredom,
unable to contribute to society in a meaningful manner any more. Unable to plan,
select the most important things, and organize their lives, they fail to serve society in
the long run and reform it along the civilizational lines. He does not openly say it, but
implies that it is a younger civilization, without the centuries of forging the needed
self-control, self-command and cultivating respectful behavior.

Like Confucius, whom Chekhov, perhaps, did not know, he also believed that
changes do not come from above but from below, by reforming and perfecting each
individual and his family, while the educated reformed multitude would eventually
lead the rest to the civilized state, like healthy organs of the healthy body. Chekhov
acknowledged his own quick tempter, but he developed a habit of controlling
himself, following his own doctrine and practicing precisely what he had been
preaching for others: “it did not behoove a decent civilized being to let oneself go™(
1964, vol.11. L. N0.48:1964). He was convinced that people, tutored in self-control,
educated and brought up in civilized families, eventually could develop right attitudes
towards others and are capable to influence society at large. The ideal civilized
people feel and act in the delicate refined manner.

As a student of Nature and the Natural, Chekhov admired the beauty of
Cosmos and was displeased with the ugliness in human society, i.e. the parallel
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artificial cosmos:

The universe is fine, but we are not. How unfair are we! How
unwilling to perfect ourselves! We do not knowledge but are just self-
assured and brazen beyond measure. Honor is nothing more than a
decorum of the uniform. One has to work. The most important is to be
just. [1964, vol.4, L .No.225: 468]

His sense of justice as the most important feature of a truly civilized state was
tested during the famous Dreyfus trial. Chekhov was the only Russian writer who
publicly admired Zola’s stand as the defender of justice and highly praised France
that had proven to be on the side of law and justice, or a really civilized country. Not
immune to the prejudice himself and raised in the climate of intolerance, Chekhov
courageously took the side of Zola and the progressive French forces. Zola
demonstrated the best spirit of France as a country of Law, Liberty, and Justice, and
Chekhov’s support for him had proven his own strive for the same values. By
personal support and admiration of France, Chekhov showed again his leaning
towards Europe and the direction Russian should take as a European country. He
asserted his personal and national sense of solidarity with progress and civility.

His doctrine of civilization is more akin to that of unknown to him Confucius
rather than Aristotle because Chekhov has more rules of personal civilized conduct in
the privacy of one’s own home and family as the foundation of the civilized society.
He did not write his own Politics, but the notorious Dreyfus affair put Chekhov closer
to the thinkers of the past and assisted him in clear formation of his own theory of
civilization. In his stories and correspondence, Chekhov clearly expressed what
stands in the way of Russia’s modernization and attaining complete Europeanness.
He detested rurality as a phenomenon and existential preference, as well as the
lethargic spirit of the Russian provincial towns that dominated the overall urban
landscape, the lack of urban beauty, the visually depressing architecture, poor
infrastructure and inadequate cultural life. Even prior to Russia’s partaking European
legality, justice and freedom, Chekhov was impatient with the absence of beauty,
ugly buildings, narrow unpaved streets, few libraries, theatres and hospitals in her
cities. Prior to becoming free and equal to Europe, Russia, in his view, had to be
healed with Beauty, her cities had to emulate Paris, Berlin, Rome, Naples, Venice, or
Genoa among others.

As a physician, Chekhov knew what impresses children and grown-ups first —
the external appearance, cleanliness, shape and form, be it human or manmade. He
saw beautification as the first step of civilizing his country. The next was the daily
cultivation of aesthetic taste by exposure to the beautiful — bridges, gates, sculptures,
building facades, parks, gardens like in ancient Greece or Rome. He grew up in the
city, the site of the ancient Phoenician, Greek, and Italian colonies, later developed by
tzar Peter the Great into a beautiful cosmopolitan port. His native Taganrog had some
neo-classical facades, beautiful streets and stone staircases, hanging over the sea
coast. His aestheticism developed in this pretty little city-port. Despite the love for
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the proverbial Russian steppe which he immortalized in his novella “The Steppe,”
Chekhov was an urbanite, and his idea of a pathway towards Russian
Europeanization and modernization was conceived on the basis of beautiful
urbanization, the legacy of the Roman Empire. He also grew up in a highly
cosmopolitan city, dominated by Italian and Greek settlers who led the cultural
development, but also lived side by side with the Moslem Tartars and Turks,
Christian Armenians and Germans, and many others. Tolerance of Moslems and Jews
in Taganrog was a prominent feature of the city. Chekhov, in a way, was very much
ahead of many of his Russian compatriots in terms of exposure to otherness and
practice of, what we call in modernity, as “multiculturalism.” In this respect, the
Moscovites were more nationalistic and chauvinistic since the Slavic culture was
more predominant there. Despite the size, Moscow was seen in many respects as a
village and more intolerant of otherness, less free than his native small Taganrog.
Chekhov’s idea of the future Russian society was very modern and ahead of his time.

Lack of curiosity, lack of desire for intellectual pursuits exasperated Chekhov,
who, like Aristotle believed in human Reason, benefit of constant intellectual
stimulation as an assurance of the perpetual differentiation from animals, and
harmony between the mental and the physical in man. Aristotle used to call education
“an ornament in prosperity and refuge in adversity.” Being once asked how the
educated differ from the uneducated, he responded: As much as the living from the
dead.” He also regarded “education as the best provision for the old age” (Diogenes
Laertius, 1973, vol.1: 463). Similarly to Aristotle, Chekhov condemned gluttony as a
symbol of human degradation and submission to the animalistic instincts. On April
7", 1887, he expressed his indignation over the biological in man to the editor of the
Journal Oskolki/ Chips, Leikin Nikolay Alexandrovich:

The epitome of absolute Asia! Complete Asia! Wherever you go there
Easter eggs, Santurini wine, babies, but there are no books,
newspapers to be seen. The city is located in a beautiful spot,
magnificent climate, with abundance of the earthly gifts, but the
people are passive beyond measure... Everyone is musical, endowed
with wit and fantasy, sensitive but all is wasted... There are neither
patriots, nor business men, neither poets nor decent bakers... 60 000
inhabitants are solely preoccupied with eating, procreating and have
no other interests beyond! [1964, vol.2, L. No.58: 123]

Chekhov is annoyed at the primitive existence of the inhabitants in his native
city whose life revolves solely around the satisfaction of their biological needs and is
not suited to the beautiful natural mini-cosmos of Taganrog. They insult his aesthetic
senses and the equilibrium he demands from the refined people and their
environment. His own strict code of conduct he invented for all and observed himself
was constantly violated by the primitive people and their animal-like existence. He
exposes and passionately shuns people of different nationalities and religions who do
not wish to raise themselves above their common biological roots. To him, they are
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gravely ill despite their physically healthy appearance, they are ill spiritually and
mentally deficient. People who do not exercise their brain by reading, do not apply
their musical or literary gifts, are deficient in mental development and organization,
regardless of their ethnic origins — be they Russians in Nice, or Greeks, Armenians,
and Tartars in Crimea. His personal standards were very high. He offers the best
example to others, he himself was the model of regular ongoing betterment and self-
improvement.

6. Interest in European Culture
Being trained as physician, he read regularly not only medical literature, his

reading interests were vast, unlimited by languages, times, geography, or discipline.

They were so impressive that not every University professor could compete with

Chekhov’s erudition. His reading list sent to his colleague-physician lordanov Pavel

Feodorovich (1858-1920) in August 1899 names the following titles that he is

interested in:

1. Cleopatra. In free translation of Henry Houssage by M. Remizov, 1896.

2. G.Schumberg. Epilogues of Byzantine Dramas, tr. by M.Remizov, 1896.

3. Virgil. Trans. By Elisa Ozhezhkova, tr. from Polish by V.Lavrov, 1898.

4. Judea and Rome, free translation of Renan’s volume by M.Remizov, 1896.

5. Prof. P.Girot. Fustel de Coulange, trans. by A.Chebotarevskaia, 1898.

6. Andre Galle, Beaumarchais, tr. by V. Lavrov, 1898.

7. A.Bart. Religion of India, tr. with the introduction by S.Trubetskoy, 1897.

8. E.Duclot. Pasteur. Infectious Diseases and Vaccination, tr. and edited by
H.Timiriasev, 1898.

9. Otto Haupdt. Herbert Spencer, tr. from German by M. Futerman, 1898.

10. M.Berteleau. Science and Morality, extract from Science et Morale, tr. by
K. Timiriasev, 1898.

10. Prof. Korelin. Notices on the Italian Renaissance, 1896.

11, - . HNlustrated Readings in Cultural History, 5 vols, 1894,
(Pis’mallLetters, 1980, vol.8, L No. 2847:238).

This reading list alone gives an idea about Chekhov’s reading tastes and horizon
of his intellectual interests — he is simultaneously curious about ancient Greece,
Rome, England, France, the Renaissance Italy, drama, poetry, art, not to lose the sight
of the latest in medicine at the same time. While he dispatches some books read as
gifts to the libraries, he is asking from the Russian Society of Dramaturgs the
following books:

1. J.Belokh, The History of Greece, tr. from German by Gershenzon (a famous in
those days specialist in the field), 1899.

2. Brandes Shakespeare, tr. by Spasskaia, 1899.

3. Maris Louis Gaston Beauassiet. The Fall of Paganism, tr. by Korelin, 1892 (the
work by a well-known in the day specialist in the area, the member of the
French Academy of Sciences).

4. Haim. Wilhelm von Humboldt.
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5. Hartman. The Essence of the Historical Process, tr. from German by A.Kozlov,
1898.

6. Homer. The lliad, tr. by M. Minsky, 1896.

7. John Richard. Green. History of the English People, tr. by P.Nikolaev, 4 vols.,
1891-92.

8. Ernst Laviss, Alfred Rambeau, eds. History from the 4" Century up to Modern
Times, 1559-1648.

9. - . Religious Wars, tr. by V.Nevedomsky, 1898.

10. G.Lawson, ed., vol.1 History of French Literature, XVIIlI Century, tr. by
Z.Vengerova, 1899.

11. Konstan Mart. Philosophers and Poets-Moralists in the Roman Times, tr. by
M.Korsak, 1879.

12. Prof. Reel. Theory of Science and Metaphysics, tr. from German by E.Korsh,
1897.

13. Saadi Shirazi. Gulistan (Rose Blossoming), tr. from Persian by I.Kholmogorov,
1882.

14. 1.Trail. English Society, tr. from English by P.Nikolaev, vols. IV-VI (from the
ascendance of Jacob I up to the elections of 1885).

15. K.Tinck. Mind and Spirit (Impact of Psyche upon the Physical Nature of Man),
tr. by P.Vengerov, 1888.

16. Albert Shaw. City Governance in Western Europe, tr. by A.Belovessky, 1898.

In the same letter, Chekhov is making a request for M.Kovalevsly’s volume,
The Origins of Modern Democracy but the work is not available. The requested
reading list reveals Chekhov’s astounding curiosity about the world history, sciences,
humanities in all branches of learning, and his voracious appetite for knowledge of
the broadest possible scope — Greek and Roman antiquities, Western European
history from early days to modernity, Western institutions, city governance, world
religions, literatures, even such exotic ones as the Persian one, psychology,
philosophy. All this above and beyond his training and interest in medicine. His wide
range reading list alludes to the preparatory research for the possible future plans of
formulating his doctrine of perfectibility that were not destined to be materialized., as
well as concrete suggestions for modernizing his native Russia and moving it closer
to Europe, away from Asia.

Asia, in his mind, was associated with tyranny, despotism, cultural lethargy
and evident backwardness in comparison with Western Europe. Chekhov was
convinced in Russia’s ability to make a leap forward.

His requested reading list is versatile, interdisciplinary and spans from antiquity
to modernity of the world. It is interesting that all of the books he requests are
translated from English, French, German by Russian translators and are available in
Moscow bookshops of the day. This means that Russia, by the end of the 19%
century, was completely in tune with the cultural events, cultural production and the
latest accomplishments of Western countries and had the professional translators who
disseminated this knowledge among the wide reading Russian public, not locking the
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sources in the original foreign languages. His reading list reveals a background
skeleton for the possible unwritten Russian version of Politics, a modern double of
Aristotle’s treatise on ideal civilized and well-governed society, or a Russian neo-
Avristotelian theory of civilization. Regrettably, he did not have at least another
decade or two to produce a philosophical work on the same subject which he
obviously was not simply interested in but already had concrete original ideas of his
own, so far articulated either metaphorically in his short stories, or scattered in his
voluminous correspondence to friends and relatives. The backbone of his theory was
already there, so was the preliminary research.

7. Aristotelian Message

Very early on, Chekhov discovered his own personal talent and had found his
own preferred genre. His poetic gift for metaphor and laconic expression made him
turn to the most economic form of mediating the most complicated ideas and
messages. Trying not to confine his discourse to the intellectual club or scholarly
chamber, but reach the widest possible audiences, educate the masses and forge a
civilized man. Chekhov chose the medium of a short story fiction as a weapon against
barbarism. However, the message was still Aristotelian.

In Book One of Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle condemned his contemporary
life since he observed how “the masses prefer a life suitable to beasts” [1984,
vol.2:1731]. The beast/human or barbarian/civilized paradigm is actually the
running motif in Aristotle’s entire corpus of the texts. Trying to articulate his doctrine
of civilization, Aristotle substantially relied on this comparative paradigm. He wrote
in his Eudemian Ethics that “anger and appetite belong also to the brutes choice does
not” (1984, vol. II: 1941). The Aristotelian “man of excellence” who is above the
simple brute is able to make choices between the animalistic desires and those
elevating him above animals. Millennia later, Freud would distort the theory of
civilization by presenting “human beings as prey to passions, drives, instincts and
thus deliberately excluded the human capacity for spirituality” [2015:65]. In fact, he
was conducting his untangling of the civilizational web in Chekhov’s time.

The Chekhovian “refined man,” constructed simultaneously with the Freudian
search for the “primordial man,” is analogous to the Aristotelian prototype but is in
the opposition to the image-caricature of a “man-pig.” Unlike the Aristotelian
philosophical transparent discourse, Chekhov’s symbolic portrayal of the despised
man-animal the reader has to recognize the intended message and accept Chekhov’s
idea in order to be convinced in the ugliness of the satyrical image. Thus, one
encounters the following dichotomy in Aristotle and Chekhov:

Aristotle — transparent ~ Chekhov — coded
Man/beast Man/pig

Chekhov’s story, The Maskers (Riazhenye), is the best illustration of the
symbolic messages, profoundly akin to the Aristotelian concepts. In 1886, he also
published a satyrical essay dedicated to exposing the Russian pseudo-civilized being.
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The portrait is actually a universal image of a being who could have lived any time,
including the remote antiquity and be equally ridiculed by Aristotle. The Russian
masker has a related prototype — an Athenian, parading as a civilized man but
actually not differing much in his ways from an animal:

Here comes, marching down the street, with his head

raised in dignity. Something dressed like a human.

This something is fat, flabby, dressed according to

the latest fashion, uttering nonsense but with pomp. It has
just dined, drunk some Elisseevsky beverage and it

about to decide — to visit Adel, or to go to have a nap or play
cards? In three hours, he is going to have supper, in five — it
will go to bed Tomorrow. He will wake up at noon, have lunch, drink
his beverage and will do the same, asking the same questions.
The day after, he will do the same. Who is it? This is a pig.
[The Maskers, 1964: 106; 403]

This is one of the very few occasions when Chekhov gives his despised man
untouched by civilization to the masses in the undisguised non-metaphoric attire.
This direct address summarized hundreds of his metaphoric portraits, underscoring
his idea of man/beast.

Conclusions

Chekhovian doctrine of perfectibility is based on the Aristotelian
barbarian/civilized paradigm, despite the millennia that separate them and the
untimeliness of the modern cultural context. It also embodies the overall undying
interest in Aristotle in European East and the prominent orientation in Russian
philosophy which would remain pro-Aristotelian.
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APXEOJIOI'MYECKAA 3ITOXA KAK 9BOJIIOHUAOHHASA
YEPEJA IEPECEKAIOIIMNXCS «BHAXJIECT»
MOKOJIEHU PA3BUBAIOIUXCA CYBBEKTOB-
HOCHUTEJIEH APXEOJOTHYECKUX CYBIIIOX

Cepreii Huxoaaesuy TPUHYEHKO!
105 Jleonnnosna IIIATIOBA?

ARCHAEOLOGICAL EPOCH AS THE EVOLUTIONARY SEQUENCE OF
INTERSECTING “WITH OVERLAP” GENERATIONS OF DEVELOPING
SUBJECTS - THE CARRIERS OF AREARCHAEOLOGICAL SUB-EPOCHS
Sergey N. GRINCHENKO

Julia L. SHCHAPOVA

KIIIOYEBBIE CJIOBA: apxeonocuueckas 3noxa, apxeonocuyeckas cyoomoxa,
paseumue, 360I0YUSA, CMBIK NOKOJEHUU, HAXJIECM NOKOJNEeHUU, CYyObeKm-HOCUmensb
apxeono2uyeckou cyosnoxu

KEYWORDS: archaeological epoch, archaeological sub-epoch, development,
evolution, generations butt, generations overlap, subject-carrier of archaeological
sub-epoch

SYNOPSIS

1. Having defined “subject-carrier of the archaeological sub-epochs (ASE)” as
the holistic virtual sequential totality of all individuals-participants (consolidated by
unified level of information  complexity) of corresponding ASE
development/evolution process, let us characterize it as the generation in
development/evolution of archaeological epoch (AE).

2. Not everyone evolvement successive steps of arbitrary form object it is
possible to present as joined “butt” (i.e. replacing each other). If developing object is
the sequence being replaced — by means of generations chain (replacements) —
relatively short-lived elementary components, then appears more complicated
scheme, combining corresponding life cycle steps-stages of these components
“overlap” (i.e. synchronously and parallelly).

3. The situation of “overlapping” as superposition of developing AE — its ASE —

! Uncturyt npobnem napopmarukn denepaabHOTO HCCIen0BaTeNnbCKoro nenTpa «Mupopmaruka u
ynpasieHue» Pocculickol akaaemMuu Hayk, r. Mocksa.
2 MockOBCKHii rocyIapcTBeHHBIH yHuBepcuTeT nM. M.B.JlomoHOCOBa, T. MOCKBa.
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components fragments on general time scale, for the first time in world literature was
noticed, theoretically comprehended and mathematically formalized by J.L.
Shchapova within frameworks of developed by it multidisciplinary archeology
[Chtchapova 2001, Shchapova 2005, Grinchenko, Shchapova, 2015).

4. In fig. 1 is presented historically ancient fragment of chronology and
periodization AE model. Intervals between adjacent dates in scheme, measured in
millennia up to BC are called by AE-periods. The figure visually educe the common
tendency of duration increasing “overlap” from characteristic for biological
prehistory of alone AE-period up to characteristic for social origin triad of AE-
periods. Beyond that, and so important for the understanding of interaction
peculiarities between subject-carriers of adjacent ASE the factors, as moments of
information coups and informational revolutions [Grinchenko, Shchapova 2010;
Grinchenko, 2011].

As is seen from, “overlap” is realizing here three latest periods of Lower
Paleolith ASE and three first periods of Middle Paleolith ASE. In other words, the
descendants of relatively primitive Homo erectus and them similar continued to exist
and even to develop — as dominant — their material culture and social origin after their
development branch out more complicated Homo neanderthalensis. Whereby made
this in parallel with dialing its evolutional potential H.neanderthalensis. It is clear
that at the stage of “overlap” these ASE and the contacts between these branches of
Homo genus representatives has not been excluded.

28657 17711 10946
Hominoidea BN
~30000-...
Subject II Involution |
17711 10946 6765

Afropithecus
~20000-17000 : Background (pre-history)
[ subject ][ mvolution | of archaeological epoch

10944 6765 4181
Beginning of the IT (NakiIinidz:
signal postures and ~10000;
sounds formation: | Subject Involution | /
~29080-28230-27390
y 6765 4181 2584 1597 987 610 377
Homo oco
habilis-1 Archaeolith-1
IT-revolution of signa, Subject Involution
postures and sounds: H
~9790-9260-8740 omo, .
habilis-2 Archaeolith-2
Subject |r nnnnnn [ involution || "
e
abilis .
[ subject Il Ereatlve aterTal Trventian) }AI’Chanhlh-B
1597 987 dlo 377 233 144 QUL B9
H.ergaster, | H.e. , Wl H.e.pekinensi
— = fergaster, | peercous, Irepekpensis|
nganngsgtﬁfelsh?ogngjt:rggcs Subject c’?ﬂ"“’e ,Ma'e”t?'n |Material culturel Social | Involution |
~g920-1860-1810 .
ar7 233 144 Middle faq
“IT-revolution of T< | Palaeolith I
mimics and gestures: H.neanderth.,
~645-610-575 H.primigenius
| Subject | Material Material cultur

Beginning of the
IT speech and language
mation:

or| N
~125-121-117

Fig 1. Stages comparison of evolutional development
of human ancestor forms (model conceptualization)
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5. Conclusions:

1) generations chain at the stage of biological pre-history AE (and all the more
carlier) evolves with “overlap” on minimal variant “one-t0-one” AE-period,;

2) the transition regime from minimal biological variant of “overlap” “one-to-
one” AE-period to typical for AE social variant “three-to-three” AE-periods was
realized in the course of bio-social archaeolith ASE;

3) beginning from Lower Paleolith ASE generations chain being replaced social
ASE evolves with “overlap” on typical social variant “three-to-three” AE-periods;

4) the parity of some time segments in AE-periods, i.e. in dimensionless
logarithmic time scale, do not means their parity in dimensional metric scale: e.g.,
three latest periods have lasted at Lower Paleolith ASE near 288 millennia, but at
Upper Paleolith ASE only near 16, — with coincident of important properties of
occurring in them series processes;

5) overall, the proposed synthetic (multidisciplinary) understanding of the
archaeological science subject, being included in the educational context, it acquires
the status of worldview.
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PE®EPAT CTATbH

1. OnpenenuB «cybvekm-nocumenv apxeonocuveckou cyosnoxu (ACDI)» kak
LEJIOCTHYIO BHUPTYaJbHYIO IIOCJIEIOBATEIbHYI) COBOKYIHOCTb BCEX WHIUBHIOB-
YYACTHUKOB (OOBEIMHEHHBIX €AUHBIM YPOBHEM HH(POPMALMOHHON CIOKHOCTH)
Mpoliecca Pa3BUTHA/3BOJIONMH COOTBETCTBYIOIIEH ACD, oXapaKTepu3yeM ero Kak
NOKOJIeHUe B Pa3BUTHUH/IBOJIIOLIUH apXE0JIOrHYecKoi amoxu (AD).

2. Jlaneko He Bce MOCEN0BATENbHbIE IIard Pa3BUTHS OOBEKTA MPOU3BOIBHOTO
BHJIa MOXKHO MPEACTaBUTh KaK COCIUHEHHBIE «BCTHIK» (T.€. CMEHSISl IpYr Ipyra).
Ecnu  pasBuBaromuiics 0OBEKT MPEACTaBISIET COOOM  MOCIEN0BATEIBLHOCTD
CMEHSIOIINXCS — IOCPEICTBOM uepedvl (cmenvl) NOKOAeHUti — OTHOCHTEIBHO
KOPOTKOKMBYIIUX 3JE€MEHTAPHBIX COCTABISIOLUIMX, TO BO3HUKAET OoJjee CIoKHas
cxema, OOBeAMHSIONIAas COOTBETCTBYIOLIME IIAark/3Tambl >KU3HEHHOTO LHUKJIA ITHX
COCTaBJISIOLINX «BHAXJIECT» (T.€. CHHXPOHHO U MapaljIeNbHO).

3. Curyauusi «HaxJECTa» KaK HAJOKEHUS Ha OOIIYyI0 BpPEMEHHYIO IIKally
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(dbparMeHTOB KOMMOHEHT pas3BuBatomeiics AD — e€ ACD — BmepBbie B MUPOBOU
auTeparype Oblla MOAMEYEHA, TEOPETUYECKM OCMBICIIEHA W MaTeMaTUYeCKH
dbopmanuzoBaHa IO.JL.II]anoBoM B pamKax pa3BUBaEMOMN €0
MyJIbTUAUCHMIIINHApHOK  apxeojoruu  [Chtchapova 2001, Iamoa 2005,
I'punuenko, Ilamosa, 2015].

4. Ha puc. 1 mpeacraBieH HCTOPUYECKU JPEBHEUIIMNA (PparMEeHT MOJEIH
XPOHOJIOTHH U Tiepuoan3anuu AD. MHTepBaJIbl MKy CMEKHBIMHU JaTaMU Ha CXEME,
U3MEPSEMBIMA B TBICAYEIETHSIX 1O H.3., Ha3zblBalOTCs AD-mepuopamu. PucyHok
HArJIIHO BBISBISET OOMIYI0 TEHACHIMIO YBEIWYCHHS] MPOJOJDKUTEIBHOCTH
«HaxJECTa» OT XapaKTepHOro JIsi OMOJOTMYECKON MpeabICTOPUN EIUHCTBEHHOTO
AD-mepuofa 10 XapakTepHOW ISl COLMAJIBHOTO Hadaja Tpuaasl AD-TEpHOIO0B.
Kpome Toro, 37aech moka3zaHbl M CTOJIb Ba)KHBIE JUIsI TOHMMaHUs OCOOEHHOCTEH
B3aMMOJICHCTBHSI MEXIY CYObEKTaMH-HOCHTENSIMU CMEXHBIX ACD (akTopbl, Kak
MOMEHTHl HMH(POPMAIMOHHBIX TIEPEBOPOTOB U HHOOPMAIMOHHBIX PEBOJIOLUN
[Grinchenko, Shchapova 2010; Grinchenko, 2011].

Kak BugHO, «HaxXJECT» 34€Ch peanu3yloT Tpu mnocienHux nepuoga ACO
HIDKHEr0 NaJleouTa W Tpu nepBbIx nepuona ACO cpennero naeonurta. MHpIMU
CJIOBaMH, MOTOMKH OTHOCUTEIBHO MPUMUTHUBHBIX HOMO erectus m um moaoOHBIX
MPOJOJKAIM CYHIECTBOBAaTh W JIaK€ pa3BUBaTh — KaK JOMUHAHTBI — CBOIO
MAaTepUAIBHYIO KYJIbTYPY M COLHAJIBHOE HAYyajo IOCJIE TOro, KaKk OT WX BETBH
pa3BUTHSI OTBETBIIIUCH OoJiee cioxxHble HOMo neanderthalensis. [lpuuém nenamu 310
napajuieIbHO ¢ HAOMPAIOIKUMH CBOM 3BOJIIOLIMOHHBIN MMOTEHIMA HEAHIepTaIbLIaMH.
OueBuIHO, YTO Ha dTare «Haxjaéctay 3TnX ACD He OBIM MCKIIOYEHBI M KOHTAKTHI
MEXy STUMHU BETBSIMU IIpe/icTaBuTeNel poga Homo.
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CUTHaMNbHbIX M03/3BYKOB:
~9790-9260-8740

Apxeosium-2
Cy6bekT |

Homo
habilis
[ cy6uex]

233 144 HmuG = oq
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peun/asbika:
~125-121-117

Puc. 1. ConocraBnenue cTaauii YBOJIOIMOHHOTO Pa3BUTHS MPEAKOBBIX (JOPM YelIOBEKa
(MozienpHOE TIpeICTaBICHNUE)

Vol. 6, No. 1,

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM | \vinter 2016




5. Bvigoowi:

1) yepena mokoJieHU Ha dTare OUoJoruUecKoi mpeasicTopun AD (1 TeM Ooiee
paHee) 3BOJIIOIMOHUPYET C «HAXJIECTOM» MO MUHUMAJIbHOMY BapUaHTy «OJUH-Ha-
oauH» AD-Tiepuos;

2) pexuM mepexoaa OT MUHUMAJIBHOTO OMOJOTUYECKOTO BapUaHTa «HAXJIECTa
«OJUH-HA-OUH» AD-TIepruoj K TUIOBOMY It AD colMaibHOMY BapUaHTY «TpHU-Ha-
Tpu» AD-Tiepuojia peaau3oBalics B Xxoie ono-conuaibHot ACD apxeonuTa;

3) HaumHasg ¢ ACD HIKHEro MAJEOJIUTAa Yepena MOKOJEHUH CMEHSFOUIUXCS
corMasibHbIX ACD HBOIIIONUOHUPYET € «HAXJIECTOM» IO THUIIOBOMY COLHUAIBHOMY
BAPUAHTY «TPU-HA-TPU» AD-Tiepuoa;

4) paBEeHCTBO HEKOTOPHIX OTPE3KOB BpeMeHHu B AD-mepuogax, T.€. B
0e3pa3MepHOil JIoTapu(PMUYECKON IIKaje BPEMEHH, OTHIOAb HE O3HA4YaeT WX
PaBEHCTBA B pa3MEpPHON METPUYECKOH IIKajle: HampuMep, TPU MOCIETHUX Mepruoja
nmunuch y ACD HUDKHEro mnajgeoiuTa okosio 288 TeicsueneTuid, a y ACD BepXHETo
BCETO OKOJIO 16, — Tpu COBHAJACHUM BaXXHBIX CBOWCTB psla IPOLECCOB,
MPOUCXO/ISIINX B HUX;

5) B 1uenoM, TmpejiaraéMoe€ CHUHTETUYeCKoe (MYJIbTHAUCIHUILUIMHAPHOE)
MPEJCTABICHUE O TMpPEAMETE apXEOJOTUYECKOM HayKH, Oyaydd BKJIIOYEHHBIM B
o0pa3oBaTeNbHbIN KOHTEKCT, MPUOOPETAET MUPOBO33PEHUYECKUI CTATYC.
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OCHOBHOH TEKCT CTAThA

Kak u3BecTHO, ABH:KeHHe — IOHSTHE, OXBATHIBAIOIIEE B CAMOM OOIIEM BHUJE
BCAKOE U3MEHEHHWE U NIPEBpAIllCHHE MATEPHH.

B cBoto ouepenb, pazBuTHE 00BEKTOB, H MATEPUAJIBHOIO0, U W1€AaJTbHOIO, —
ATO HEOOpaTHUMOE, HAMPABIECHHOE U 3aKOHOMEPHOE U3MEHEHHE, MEepexoi OT OJHOIO
KaueCTBEHHOI'O0 COCTOSIHUSI K JPYroMy, MpolecC NpeBpalleHus OOBEKTOB JIHOOOU
MPUPOJBI U3 OJHOTO COCTOSIHUS B JAPYroe: OT HU3IIETO K BBICIIEMY, OT MPOCTOTO K
CIIOKHOMY, K 0©OoJiee COBEpIICHHOW OpraHW3alldd BCEX YPOBHEH CIIOKHOCTH
(nepapxuueckoi, nH(})OPMAITMOHHOM, MIPOU3BOJCTBEHHO-MATEPUAIBHOM,
COLIMAJIBHOM, TYXOBHOM U KYJBTYpHOR).

[Tonsitue paszeumus, omnpenenéHHoe B HWH(POPMATHKO-KHOCPHETHICCKUX
TEPMHHAX, MOXET OBITh COOTHECEHO C IIOHATHEM MEma’l6oniouuu’ Tpex
MEPAPXUUECKUX COCTABILIIOIMX MUpPO31aHNs — HEXKMBOM IIPUPOJIBL, dKUBOU MMPUPOJIBI
U JIMYHOCTHO-TIPOU3BOACTBEHHO-COIMATIBLHON Mpupoasl, win YenoeuectBa. B
KOHTEKCTE HMEepPapXHUeCKOr0 METa’BOJIOIMOHHOIO TMOAX0Aa OOBEKT, pPa3BUTUE
aHATN3UPYEMbIX CYOBEKTOB-00BEKTOB YIAETCS MPEJICTABUTh B KaXJIOM KOHKPETHOM
cllyyae, KaK  €CTECTBEHHYI0  CHCTEeMHYI  uepapxutoo. Hampumep, B
METa’BOJIIOIMOHHOM DPa3BUTHUM TAaKOTO CHUCTEMHOTO OOBEKTa, Kak YeroBeuecTBo,
MOXHO BBIIENSATH B €r0 HCTOPUM TakKhe JdTambl, Kak (HOpMHUpPOBaHUE
uHpopmarmoHHbIx TexHoJoruil (UT) curHalbHBIX 3BYKOB/TIO3 — MUMMKH/KECTOB —
peUn/sA3bpIKa — TUCBMEHHOCTH — KHUTOIIEYaTaHUs — ...

Ho MoxHO aHanu3upoBaTh M YCJIOKHEHHE HOCUTENEH pa3yma B CHCTEME,
COOTBETCTBEHHO PsAy aHATOMO-(PH3UOJIOTHUECKUX MCKomaeMbIXx (opm: Hominoidea,
Hominidae, Homo habilis, Homo ergaster/Homo erectus, Homo heidelbergensis,
Homo neanderthalensis, Homo sapiens u t1.n1. Takum oOpa3zom, moTpeOHOE
HCCIICIOBATENI0  COOTHOIICHUE  OOMIHOCTH/APOOHOCTH  pe3yJIbTAaTOB  aHalIU3a
onpeeNsieT BEIOOp aHATM3UPYEMOU dJIEMEHTAPHOM €TUHUIIBI PA3BUTHS.

OnpenenuB  «cybowvekm-nocumenv apxeonocuvecxkou cyosnoxu (ACD)» Kak
[[EJIOCTHYIO BUPTYaJIbHYIO TOCJIEIOBATEIbHYI0 COBOKYMHOCTh BCEX WHIMBUIIOB-
Y4aCTHUKOB (0OBEIUHEHHBIX €IWHBIM ypOBHEM HH(GOPMAIIMOHHON CIOXKHOCTH
[[{aroBa, 2012; I'punuenko, IllamoBa, 2015]) mporecca pa3BUTHS/IBOIOLNN
cootBeTcTBYIOMIEH ACD, 0XapaKTepru3yeM ero Kak noxojieHue B pa3BUTHH/IBOJTIOIUN
apxeoJioruueckoi amoxu (AD).

Ecnu HeoOXoauMO MOTYEPKHYTh CKOPOCTh M3MEHEHUW, TO TOBOPST JUOO 00
96071I04UN — V3MEHCHUSIX OTHOCHUTEJIBHO IIOCTENEHHBIX, MO0 O pesontouuu —
M3MEHEHUSIX OTHOCUTENNBHO OBICTPHIX M KapAWHAIBHBIX. HO TOBOPUTH O CKOPOCTH
M3MEHEHHUI MMeeT CMBICH, TOJIBKO 3a/JaB MaciliTad BpeMEeHU — Mera-, Makpo-, Me30-,
MHUHHA- ¥ MHKPO-, — KOTOpBIH Kak pa3 W (UKCUPYET CAWHHILy €TI0 H3MEpPCHUS:
MUJUTHOHHOJICTHS, THICSTYEIICTHSI, CTOJNICTHS, ISCATUIICTUS, TOIBI U T.].

Takum oOpazoM, U «pa3BUTHE», H <«IBOJIONMI/UHBOIIONUS», W T.I. Kak
npoiecchbl HE CYIMIECTBYIOT caMu 10 cebe, a BCeria OTHECEHBI K COOTBETCTBYIOIIEMY

3 MeTtaj’Boawonus — nponecc MmocCJICA0BATCIIBHOIO HapalluBaHUA YHUCIIA ypOBHeﬁ/HPYCOB

HepapxuvecKoi cucTeMbl B Xo1e e€ popmupoBanus [I'punuenko 2007].
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00beKTYy: JBIDKYIIEMYCS, pa3BUBAIOIIEMYCS, HBOTIOIMOHUPYIOIIEMY,
HWHBOJIIOIIMOHUPYIOIIEMY U JIp.

Camplil 00K ¥ IPOCTON BHUJ IIPOIECCa Pa3BUTHS OTHOCHUTEIBHO IIEIOCTHOTO
(HeIeIMMOTr0) M CPaBHUTEIIBHO JIOJITOXKHUBYIIEr0 00beKTa Mmoka3aH Ha puc. 1A. Eciu
K€ Tpd aHalIM3e TMpollecca Pa3BUTHS TaKOTO OOBEKTa MOXKHO BBIJICIUTH
MIPU3HAKK/CBOHCTBA/MapKePhl, TI0 KOTOPHIM OH MOJKET OBITh MOJPA3/CIEH Ha HEKHE
MTOCJICTIOBATEILHOCTH «IIIarOB Pa3BHTHS», TO BO3HUKAET cxeMa puc. 1b, rae maru mo
OTIPEIETICHUIO COCTMHECHBI «BCTHIK).

Opnako Janeko HE BCe TMOCIENOBAaTEIbHBIC IIIard pPa3BHTHSI OOBEKTA
MIPOU3BOJIBHOTO BUJA MOKHO IPEICTABUTh KaK COCTUHEHHBIE «BCTBHIK» (T.€. CMEHSA
apyr  apyra). Ecimm  pa3BuBamommumiics ~ 00BEKT — MpeACTaBIseT  coOOM
MOCJICI0BATEILHOCTh CMEHSIOIIUXCS — MOCPEACTBOM uepedsl (cmenvl) noKoieHutl —
OTHOCHUTEIIFHO KOPOTKOXXHMBYIIIUX JJIEMEHTAPHBIX COCTABIISIIONINX, TO BO3HUKAET
Oosee cimoxkHast cxema puc. 2(A,b), o0beauHsONas COOTBETCTBYIOIINE IITar/3TaIlbl
KU3HEHHOTO IIMKJIAa JTHUX COCTABISAIOMIMX «BHAaXJECT» (T.e. CHHXPOHHO U
napajuienabHo).

- — [Ilarl }—>\ Ilar2 — [Ilar3 — Illar4 — -

B) NocnepoBaTenbHOCTL LWAroB pasBUTUS, COEANHEHHbBIX «BCTbIK».

—>\ PazButue H

A) MNpocTenwnin npoLecc passuTUs.

Puc. 1. IIpumepsl MpoLecCOB pa3BUTHS: TPOCTEUIIETO U JIMHEWHO-TIOIIATOBOTO «BCTHIKY.

CmeHa nokosieHuUl 80 8peMeHU

I-P{ Bman(N-4) ‘H
I-F‘ Bman(N-3)

Bman(N-2)

CmeHa nokorseHul 6o gepeMeHuU
-

C
C e n Bman(N-1)
n I_> o
o) W. X Oman0 }
K H
H Oman?2 Io) :|
o) c n(N+1)
c Oman3 m
m b Oman(N+2)
b {Oman4

3man(N+3)
v |_> L 3man(N+4)

A) PasBuTne ¢ «Haxnéctom» paspbiBHbIM MO

TOUBMANBHOMY BAPUAHTY («MPEAOK/MOTOMOK»). B) Pa3BuTue ¢ «HaxnécToM» MHOXECTBEHHbIM M0 06LLeMy BapuaHTy

(«...-Npafen-aen-oTel-MHAMBUA-CbIH-BHYK-NPaBHYK-...»).

lNpumeyaHue: cepbimu 6r10Kamu nokasaHb! «HaxnEcmel» Mex0y MOKOIEHUSIMU.

Puc. 2. Ilpumepsl «HaxJIECTay 3TANOB MPOLECCA PA3BUTHS 10 TOKOJIEHUAM

Ha »T0il cxeme mnpencraBlieHbl «arw» pa3BuThs (B 00IIeM ciaydae —
YCIIOXKHEHUS) UHAUBUIA O JMHUU NPEIOK-MOTOMOK (OT MOKOJEHUS K MOKOJIEHUIO).
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OuyeBHIHO, YTO 3/1€Ch POXKIEHHWE MOTOMKA HE MPUBOJIUT K HEMEIJICHHOW CMEpPTH
npeaka (YacTHBIM clydail TUOENIM JI0COCEBBIX pbIO TMOCIe HepecTa JHIb
MOATBEpKIaeT obimiee mnpaswio). W, cinegoBaTeslbHO, WHIMBHIL COCYIIECTBYET CO
CBOMMH MOTOMKaMH, BO3MOXHO HECKOJBKHX IMOKOJICHHI, B3aMMOJEUCTBYSI C HUMH
TEM WJIU UHBIM 00pa3oM.

Curyanus «HaxJ€cTa» Kak HaJIOXKEHUsS Ha OOLIyI0 BPEMEHHYIO KAy
(¢bparMeHTOB KOMIIOHEHT pa3BUBAIONICHCS apxeoyiornueckoi smoxu (AD) — eé
apxeosoruueckux cyosmox (ACD) — BmepBble OblIa MOAMEYEHA, TEOPETHUYECKU
ocMmbicieHa u  Marematmyecku ¢GopmanmzoBanHa FO.JLIl[amoBoit B pamkax
pa3BHBAacMOK €0 MYJIBTHIUCIUIUIMHAPHON apxeosnoruu [Ll{amosa 2000, 2005, 2011;
['punuenko, [lanmora, 2015; Chtchapova 2001].

Kaxxnprii cucTeMHBII 0OBEKT, pa3BUTHE KOTOPOTO OTPaKaeT COOTBETCTBYIOIIAS
ACD, HyXmaercs B COOCTBEHHOM HanMEHOBaHWMH. [10 ATOW MpUYHMHE €CTECTBEHHO
BBECTH HWHTETPAJIbHOE TMOHATHE «CyObekTa-HocuTesnst ACD» Kak IeJOCTHOM
BUPTYyaJIbHOW COBOKYITHOCTH BCE€X YYACTHHKOB TMPOIECCa Pa3BUTHUS/IBOIIONUU
cootBeTcTBYIOIIE ACD, HaunHasi OT mpeapicTopur AD, yepe3 apXeouT, HHKHHUIA,
CpPEeIHUM M BEPXHHUM TaJCOJIUThI, HEOJUT, — BIUIOTh JO OPOH30BOTO U KEJIE3HOIO
BEKOB (Hampumep, «cyobekT-HocuTenb ACD apxeonurta», «cyobekT-HocuTenb ACD
HUYKHETO MajIeouTay u T.1.).

CucremHbli  00BEKT — «cyOBekT-HOCUTENb ACD» — He ABISeTCS
OMOJIOTUYECKUM  MHOTOKJIETOYHBIM  OpTraHu3MOM JIMOO  YEOBEKOM,  TakKXKe
Pa3BUBAIOIIMMHUCS MO MOKOJEHUSIM. BBeieHne npeacraBiieHuss 0 CyObeKTe-HOCUTEIIE
ACD 1o3BOJIMIIO BBISIBUTH HaOOJIEE BAXKHBIE B ABOJIOIIMOHHOM KOHTEKCTE CBOMCTBA
AD, nepeBelisi B paHT BTOPOCTEMEHHBIX WX UHBIE HAOIIOaeMbIE OTIIMYUSI.

[Ipumep «HaxiEcTa» MPOILECCOB HBOJIOIMOHHOTO Pa3BUTUSL CYOBEKTOB-
HocHuTeNnern AD HIKHETO U CPEAHErO MAICOJUTOB MOKa3aH Ha puc. 3B. 3aech BUAHO,
YTO MPOTSIKEHHOCTH JTHUX OTAEIOB AD COCTaBIAKOT IO IIECTh «AD-NEPUOIOBY
BpeMeHHU — B TepMmuHax npemioxkenHon 0. JI.I1{amoBol «®rboHAYIMEBON» MOICITH
XpOHOJIOTHH H TEPHOAM3ALMU apxeoyiorndeckor smoxu (PMAD) [op. cit,;
['punuenko, Ilanosa, 2015].

Kak BuaHo, «Haxji€cT» 34€Ch pealu3yrT Tpu mnociaegHux nepuona ACO
HIKHETO MajieoauTa U Tpu nepBbix nepuoaa ACD cpenHero naneonuta. MHbIMuU
CJIOBaMH, MOTOMKH OTHOCHUTEIHHO MPUMUTHUBHBIX HOMO erectus m mm mogoOHBIX
MPOJOJDKAIIA CYIIECTBOBAaTh M Jake pa3BUBaTh — Kak JOMHHAHTHI [[ prHUYEHKO,
[I{amoBa, 2014] — cBOIO MaTepHaNbHYIO KYJIbTYPY H COLMAIBHOE HAYAJIO TIOCJIC TOTO,
KaKk OT WX BETBH Pa3BUTHS OTBETBHINCH Oojiee cioxubie HOmo neanderthalensis.
[lpuuém penanmu 3TO TapalIeIbHO C HAOUPAIOIIMMU CBOM  DBOJIIOIMOHHBIN
MOTEHIMANl HeaHaepTaibliaMu. O4eBUIHO, YTO Ha ATare «Haxjécrtay 3tux ACD He
OBLIM MCKJTIOYEHBI U KOHTAKThI MEXKIY STUMH BETBSIMU TIpeACTaBUTENIeH poga Homo.

Vol. 6, No. 1,

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM | \vinter 2016




28657 17711 10946
Hominoidea -
~30000-...

| Cy6bekT || WHBonouus |

17711 10946 6765

Afropithecus
~20000-17000 > Mped-ucmopus A

| Cy6bekT || WnBontouuns |

10946 6765 4181

Hominidae
(Nakal(lf)lthecus
~10000)

| Cy6BekT || Wnusoniouns | /

A) «Haxnéct» ctaguii 3BONIOLMOHHOTO pa3BUTUS (MPaKTUYECKU «YUCTO BUOMOrMYECKOro»)
«cBepxaanékux npeakos Yyenoseka» Hominoidea, Afropithecus, Hominidae/Nakalipithecus.

6765 4181 2584 1597 987 610 377
Homo
habilis-1 Apxeonum-1
Cy6bekT | WHBonouus |
Homo
habilis-2 Apxeonum-2
| Cy6bekt | OSMHET.AeﬂTean.” WnBoniouns |
iR
abilis
Apxeonum-3
| Cy6nekr | cnogaﬂ”]:ngna.r:un;b;";aﬁ| 'I!IQa;MSBOQCTBO | n | }

B) «Haxnéct» ctaamii 93BOMIOLMOHHOTO pasBuTUS (MepexodHblX OT «4NCTO Buonornyeckoro» k «bro-coumanbHOMy»)
«Aanékux npegkos yenoseka» Homo habilis-1, Homo habilis-2 n Homo habilis.

1597 987 610 377 233 144 89

H.ergaster, | H.e.erectus, | H.e.pekinensis

H.erectus | H-heidelberg.-1 H.heidelberg.- HuxHut

Cybuekr Co:;‘glrna-lr,inu:_iﬂ I\rlllarapganb:_lge Ma; " C. " | nasneosnum

CpeOdHuli naneonum
377 233 144 89 55 34
H.neanderth.,
H.primigenius
CyGnbekr ll\_lllaT", BO/CTE! LB nb: | Col a

B) «Haxnéct» cragmii 3BONOLMOHHOIO pa3BuTUst (0T «GK1O-coLmanbHOro» A0 «JIMYHOCTHO-NPOM3BOACTBEHHO-COLMANbHOTO»)
«npenkoB Yenoseka» Homo ergaster/Homo erectus, Homo heidelbergensis, Homo neanderthalensis, Homo primigenius.

© 9 ¢ 0 00 000 00000 EE0CE T L 0000000000 E0000 00000 PE 00000 EE0 000000 EECEISENEROESOTCEOES

lMpumeydaHus: 1) yughpbl Ha cxemax — mbicsHesiemusi 00 H.3.;
2) e b6r10kax Ha cepoM hoHe rokazaHbl OOMUHaHMbI COOMEEMCMBYIOWEe20 380/IIOUUOHHO20 pa3sumusi Ha OaHHbIU Nepuod 8pemeHu.

Puc. 3. Ilpumepsl «HaxI€CTa» CTAANN IBOTIOLMOHHOTO Pa3BUTHS
MPEeNKOBBIX (OPM YeTTOBEKa

31ech cieayeT YHOMSIHYTh, YTO TPATUIIMOHHAS CHCTEMa apXeoJOTHYCCKUX
«TpéX BEKOB» — KAMEHHOT0-OpPOH30BOTO-)KEIE3HOTO — OOBEAWHSIET «TPH BEKa»
«BCTBIK», XOTSI TIOJydaeMble apXeojoraMd SMITMPUYECKHE TaHHBIC W 3aCTaBJISIOT
BHOBb U BHOBb BBOJUTH NPEAMNOJOKEHUS 00  «OMEPEKEHUSIX»  JUOO
«3amna3IbIBaHASX» KaKUX-TO UICTOPUICCKUX COOBITHI OTHOCUTEIIBHO KECTKUX TPAHHUII
«BEKOB» WM WX TMOAPA3ACIIOB. B IEHCTBUTEIBPHOCTH K€ «BCTHIK» COCIUHSIOTCS HE
«BEKa», a TaKk Ha3bIBaeMble «siBHBIC (pa3p» Bcex ACD B coctaBe AD — B cocTaBe
TPEThUX, YETBEPTHIX M MATHIX X AD-miepronoB B obmeM ciydae. Octanbabie AD-
MEPHOJIbI OTHOCATCSI K TaK HA3bIBAEMBIM «CKPBITHIM (pazam»: MepBbIe J1Ba — K (haze
CTaHOBJICHHMSI, a IECTON — K (pa3e WHBOIIOIUH.

[TockonbKy MpOIECCHI, TPOUCXOMASIINE B CKPBIThIe (a3bl, TEHEPUPYIOT
CYIIIECTBEHHO MEHbIIIEe — HO HE HYJIeBOE! — YMCIIO JOMIEANUX A0 Hac apTedakToB,
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HEXENIM MPOLECChl SBHBIX (a3, CTAHOBHUTCS MOHSATHBIM, IMOYEMY TpaJAULIMOHHAS
CUCTEMA «TPEX BEKOB)» YCIEIIHO AATHPYET OOJBIIMHCTBO — HO JaJieko He Bce! —
uMerommuecs apredaxktsl. M mouemy MyJIbTUIMCUUILTMHAPHAS apXEOJIOTHs OTHIOIb HE
OTBEPracT, a JIUIIb JTOMOJHIET U PACIIUPSIIET CUCTEMY KTPEX BEKOBY.

[Ipumep npeaslaymero B uICTopun AD «HaxJIECTa» MPOLUECCOB IBOTOLHOHHOTO
pa3BUTHS CyOBEKTOB-(QDYHKIIMOHANOB TpEX coctaBisronmx ACO apxeonuTa rnokasaH
Ha puc. 3b. 3mech XOpOIIO BHUIHO, YTO MPOTSKEHHOCTH 3THX COCTABISIOIINX
HapacTaJid OT JBYX JO 4YeThIpEX AD-NEepuoJOB BPEMEHH, a COOTBETCTBYIOIIMA
CHAXJIECT» MEXKAY apXEOJUTOM-1 U apXeoNIuTOM-2 JUTHICA OJUH AD-TIEpHOJ, MEKIY
apXCOMUTOM-2 U apXeoJuToM-3 — aBa AD-MepHoja, a MEKIYy apXeoIUTOM-3 U
CJIEIYIOIIMM 3a HUM HWKHUM MajeosuToM — Tpu AD-nepuoja. MHeIMU cioBamu,
ycnoxkaenrne ¢opm B mermoyke Homo habilis-1 — Homo habilis-2 — Homo habilis
00yCIIOBMJIO TIEPEXO0JT OT YUCTO OMOJOTMUYECKOTO MOBEACHUA K OHO-COIMATLHOMY U
HayaTKaM MaTepUaIbHOIO IPOU3BOJICTBA.

CnenoBaHue WCTHHE, KOHCTATHUPOBAHHOM €IIE ApPHUCTOTENEM: «...HEIb3d
MIOCJIEYIONIEE 3HAaTh HAa OCHOBAaHMM MPEIUIECTBYIOUIETO, Ui KOTOPOTO HET
nepBuuHOro» [Apucrorens, 1952, c¢. 184], MHMIMHPOBAIO HCCIECIOBAaHHUS B
HaITPaBJICHUH SKCTPAIOJISILIUN 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEH, BBIBICHHBIX i1 AD, Ha 310Xy €€
NPAKTUYECKH YUCTO Oumojormueckoi «mpensicropum» (puc. 3A). Kak oxazanocs,
IIPOTSKEHHOCTU KaXKJ10M M3 €€ KOMIIOHEHT COCTaBJIIOT J1Ba AD-Iepruoia BpeMEHH, a
COOTBETCTBYIOIME «HAXJIECTBDY — ONMH AD-Nepuoi. ITy 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH MOYKHO
MPOJITUTH U J1ajiee «BIITyOb OMOJIOTMYECKUX BPEMEHY.

«Haxnéct» B 4epene MOKOJIEHUH COLUANbHBIX WHJMBHIOB OYEBUJEH H
HarJISIIEH, HO 3TOr0  HENb3S CKa3aTb OTHOCUTENBHO Yepelbl MOKOJICHUU
OMOJIOTUYECKHUX BUJIOB U, 0COOEHHO, CyOBEeKTOB-(yHKIMOHANOB ACD, a TakXke WHBIX
UM TOJ0OHBIX 00BEKTOB cuctembl YenoeyectBa. Ha »stom ¢done poib
TEOPETHYECKOTO MOJEIBHOTO MPEACTABIEHUS ITUX MTPOLIECCOB TPYIHO NEPEOLIEHUTb.

Tpu ¢parmenta pucynka 3 oObeqUHEHBI Ha PUCYHKE 4 B OOIIYIO CXEMy —
HCTOPUYECKH ApPEBHEUIINI (hparMEeHT MOJENM XPOHOJIOTMHM M mepuoausauuu AD.
WHTepBanbl MEXy CMEXHBIMH 1aTaMH HA CXEME, U3MEPSIEMBIMU B THICSYEIIETUAX 10
H.3., Ha3bIBalOTCA AD-TIepUOJaMHu.

PucyHok  HarmsigHO — BBIABISIET  OOUIYIO — TEHACHLMIO  YBEJIUYCHUS
NPOAOKUTEILHOCTH «HAXJECTa» OT XapaKTEpPHOIo JUisi OMOJIOrMYECKOro Hayala
€MHCTBEHHOTO AD-niepuoja A0 XapaKTepHOU JJisi CONUAIIBHOTO Havyasia Tpuaabl AD-
nepuoioB. Kpome TOro, 3mech NOKa3aHbl M CTOJIb BAaXKHBIE [JIs1 [OHUMAaHUA
OCOOEHHOCTEN B3aMMOJECUCTBUSI MEXAY CYObEKTAMU-HOCUTENIAMH CMeXHbIX ACD
(dakTophl, KaKk MOMEHThl HH()OPMALMOHHBIX MEPEBOPOTOB U HH(POPMALMOHHBIX
pesommonuii [I'puruenko, 2001, 2007; I'punuenko, I{amosa, 2013a].

VYuuThiBas W3HAYANbHOE pa3gu4yve B CIOXKHOCTH, B YAaCTHOCTHU — B
MHTEJJIEKTYaJIbHBIX CIOCOOHOCTSIX MapajulebHO CYIIECTBYIOIIMX map ¢opM poja
Homo, nepBast U3 KOTOPBIX MOPOXKIAET BTOPYIO, — CTENEHDb OBJIAJCHUSI UMU HOBBIMU
WHOOPMAITMOHHBIMA ~TEXHOJIOTHSIMU  OOIIIEHUST MEXAy COOOW TakKe 3aMETHO
pa3iauyHa. JTO, COIIACHO NPUHLUITY OOpaTHOW CBS3M, YCYTyOJsieT paziuuue B
WHTEJUIEKTE U B YCIIEIIHOCTH UX aKTUBHOM JI€ATEIbHOCTH.
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[Tockompxky ®MAD, 6azupyromascs Ha yuciaa OuboHayIn — AUCKPETHBIA PST
«30JI0TOr0 CeYeHHUsA» CO 3HaMeHarejaeM 1,618034.., — IpeacTaBIIsICT cobon

MHOTOJIMHEHHYIO MOJENb COBOKyHHOCTH BocbMH ACD, 1Be M3 KOTOPBIX
pa3BUBAIOTCS B KaKIbli MOMEHT apX€OJIOTUYECKOTO BPEMEHH, T.€. C «HAXJIECTOM)
Apyr Ha Jpyra, €€ MOXKHO MpPEACTaBUTH B (OpME Mapbl «UIMHHBIX CKJIEEK»,
W30THYTHIX B JBOWHYI crupans [['puruyenko, I[llanmoBa, 20136] Bokpyr
XPOHOJIOTHYECKOTO BEKTOPAa Pa3BUTHS HEpapXHUECKod cucteMbl YenoBedecTBa
corjgacHO MH()OPMATUKO-KHOESPHETHIECKOW MOJCIIH, MUCIOJIB3YIOMIEH YUCIOBON PSIT
co 3HameHareneM e° =15,15426... [XKupmyHckuii, Ky3emun, 1982; I'puruenko, 2007]

(puc. 5) — cumBon, o koTopom OpBuH Yapradhd wnammcan: «Beinarommuiics
XapU3MAaTUYECKUN CHMBOJI HAIIETO BPEMEHU — CIWpalIbHAas JICCTHUIIA, BEAyIas, s
HazIeloCh, B HeOeca» [Chargaff, 1978].

28657 17711 10946

Hominoide: ™
~30000-...

Cy6bekt Wusoniouus

17711 10946 6765

Afropithecus
~20000-17000 > lMped-ucmopus A3

| CybbekT || {iHBONIOUMA I

10944 6765 | 4181

Havano
dopmuposanus UT
CUrHarnbHbIX NO3 U

Hominidae
(Nakalipithecus
1000

Cy6uekr ||| Wnmoniouns | J

3BYKOB:
<29080-28230-27390

6765 4181 2584 1597 987 610 377
Homo
habilis-1 Apxeonum-1
UT-peBontouus Cy6nekt WnBeonioums
CUrHanbHbIX NO3/3BYKOB: | H
~9790-9260-8740 hatios
aDilis-. [ Apxeonum-2
Cy6uext |c nnnnnnnnnn o ] u
Homo
habilis " 3
[ cy6uex] D2V VnBoniouns v
HuxHuii
1597 987 377 233 144 naneonum 89
H.ergaster, | H.e.erects, k
= H.erectus | H-heidelberg.-1{ H.
Hﬁ-‘i‘ﬁaﬁ;ﬂ?ﬁ“&”ﬁggfgg“ Cy6bekT osuparentHas) i [M Warepuantas ||l counantroe ||| unsontouns |
~1920-1860-1810 Cpeonuii
PeOHuLl
WT-pesonidiim 377 233 144 89
MUMUKINHKECTOB: H.neanderth.,
~645-610-575 H.primigenius
,CVGTl [atepnanbHoe amﬁ:anb:a

Hauvano
cdopmupoBanua UT
peyn/aabika:
~125-121-117

Puc. 4. ConocraBnenue cTaanii YBOJIOIMOHHOTO Pa3BUTHS MPEIKOBBIX (DOPM uerIoBeKa
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Puc. 5. JIBoiinas cniupaib AD B torapupMuyeckoM Maciradbe BpeMeH!

OcHOBHBIE BBIBObI

1) Yepena nokosieHHii Ha Tarne OMoJoruueckon npeasicropun AD (1 Tem Oosee
paHee) IBOJIIOIMOHUPYET C «HAXJIECTOM» MO MHUHUMAJILHOMY BapHaHTY «OJIMH-Ha-
oauH» AD-TIepuoI.

2) TIpoMexyTOYHBIM PEKUM TMepexojia OT MHUHHUMAJIBHOTO OHOJIOTHYECKOTO
BapUAHTA «HAXJECTA» «OAMH-HA-OAWMH» AD-mepuoj K TUNOBOMY s AD
COIIMAJILHOMY BapUaHTy «TpHU-HaA-TpU» AD-Tiepuoja peanu3oBalcsi B XoJe Ouo-
cormanpHor ACD apxeosnra.

3) Haunnas ¢ ACD HWXHEro majeojiuTa yepefa MOKOJICHUN CMEHSIOIIUXCS
conuanbHbIXx ACD 3BOJIIOIMOHUPYET € «HAXJECTOM» IO THUIOBOMY COLMAIBHOMY
BApUAHTY «TpU-HA-Tpu» AD-mepuoja (HECKOJIBKO PEAYLHUPOBABIIEMYCS K KOHILY
AD).

4) PaBeHCTBO HEKOTOPHIX OTPE3KOB BpeMeHu B AD-miepuonax, T.€. B
0e3pa3MepHOil Jiorapu(PMUYECKON IIKaje BPEMEHH, OTHIOJb HE O3HA4aeT HX
pPaBEHCTBA B PA3MEPHOM METPUUYECKOW MIKaje. Tak, Hampumep, TPU IOCICIHUX
nepuoja aauiauch y ACD HIKHEro najeojura okoyio 288 Teicsuenetuit, a y ACD
BEpXHETr0 — Bcero okojio 16. Tem He MeHee, psAll BaXKHbIX CBOMCTB IPOILIECCOB,
MPOUCXOJIAIINX B HUX, COBIAJIAOT.

5) Ecniu HEeKOTOpbIY OOBEKT pa3BUBAETCA MO CXEME «4epe/bl TOKOJICHUW», TO B
ATOM Tpolecce HaOMAaeTCs TOT WIM HWHOM «HaxJECT» ero (QparMeHToB,
pEATN3YIONIMN UX B3aUMOCBSI3b U BO3MOYKHOE B3aUMO/ICUCTBHUE.
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CJIOKHOCTD ITPOCTBIX YUCEJI U
KOPPEJIAIIMOHHAA UHO®OOPMATHUKA

Bukrop Bopucosuu KYJIPUH!

COMPLEXITY OF PRIME NUMBERS AND

PE3IOME. B cmamve enepeavie
npeonazamcs: KilacCu@ukayus npocmbix
yycen 6 Gude areopumma NnoCmpOoeHus
YUCTIOBBIX pA008 no «cmenemsm
npocmomsly U MemoO  UCHOb308AHUS.
9Mozo aneopumma 8 K68AHMOBO-
KOppeniyuoOHHOU ungopmamuxe,
ymeepaicoaemcsi HeoOX00UMOCHb
ucnpasieHuss OwubOYHOU MePMUHOIO02UU,
yKkopenusuwetcs 6 Teopuu uucer.
KITIOYEBBIE CJIIOBA: npocmwie uucna,
Kiaccugukayus, — cmeneHu - NpPoCMoOmol,
nepegoo MepMUHO8, KoOouposatue,
0exoouposauue, Hepazoeaumvle COCMOAHUI,
K8AHMOBble  BbIYUCTEHUS, K8AHMOBbll
KOppensmop

CORRELATION INFORMATICS
Victor Borisovich KUDRIN

ABSTRACT. The paper is first to suggest
classification of prime numbers in the
form of an algorithm for construction of
numerical  series by  “degrees of
primality” and a method of using this
algorithm in quantum-correlation
informatics, as well as state the necessity
to correct the wrong terminology
established in Number Theory.

KEY WORDS: prime  numbers,
classification, degrees of primality,
translation of terms, encoding, decoding,
inseparable states, quantum
computations, quantum correlator

SYNOPSIS
Having defined a number as “a set that is measured by means of units”, Aristotle
left to the following generations of scientists the task of classification of numbers as
well as itemization of kinds of numbers, in particular, determination of such a subset
of natural numbers, which are prime numbers, and then — further itemization of

subsets of prime numbers.

Juxtapose a series of prime numbers with a natural series, then construct another
series made up of those prime numbers, whose ‘“Nos.” are also prime. Repeating this
operation successively, we will obtain, instead of conventional division of numbers
into prime and composite ones, ordered series of numbers differing in “degrees of
primality”. Each subsequent series will constitute a subset of the previous series.

! BubmoTexa ucropun pycckoit punocoduu u KynsTypsI (Jlom A. . Jlocesa), r. Mocksa

Vol. 6, No. 1,

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM | \vinter 2016




Translating the essence of the suggested operation into any foreign language but
the Ancient Greek, where apBuoc has the same meaning as the Russian word uucro,
and a prime number is mp®toc apBudg (which literally means: “first number”),
makes a problem. The Latin for “prime number” is numerus primus, that is, literally,
“number one”, which leads to confusion of the notions “number” and “No.”. The
English term “prime number” — literally: “initial (but also main, primary) No.” is
even farther from the essence than the Latin definition, as prime numbers did not at
all arise as “initial” numbers, but rather “separated” from the set of natural numbers
as a subset of theirs, and constitute a secondary concept relative to the concept of
natural numbers.

Having originated as the most “away-from-reality” field of pure mathematics
and made the basis of Number Theory, the teaching on prime numbers have become
indispensable in such strictly applied area as cryptography and can later form a body
of mathematics of quite new informatics based on the quantum correlation principle.
It has gradually become clear that prime numbers are not an abstract concept, that
these determine regularities of all the phenomena — physical, biological and social
ones.

Yet, what hampers understanding unique properties of prime numbers is
erroneous terminology established in Number Theory, which arose from inaccurate
translations of the main notions of mathematical objects, in its turn, originating from
a failure to recognize actual existence of different types of cosmologies, and above
all, rejection of existence of Three Cosmological Types of Knowledge: two polar
(mutually opposite) types; and one intermediate Integral type.

Though it was in the Russian language that the idea of application of prime
numbers for encoding and decoding information was first stated, the Russian
quantum informatics, having become dependent on English language sources (and
accordingly, modern Anglo-Saxon — Platonic Dualistic Type — cosmology as all-
encompassing knowledge), adopted such “howlers” as szanymannoe cocmosnue,
which is a literal translation of the English word entangled having no negative
connotation inherent in its Russian analogue. But why would we be unsatisfied with
the term necenapabenvnoe cocmosinue (inseparable state), which has already come
into general use among scientists, or, still better, wepaszderumoe cocmosnue
(indivisible state) (with reference to Aristotle’s Biocosmology)?

The uniqueness of factorization of any natural number enables to find a
universal code, as well as unique codes to be applied for storage and transmission of
indestructible and noise-immune information.

The universal code may be implemented based on a series of prime numbers,
while individual codes may be based on derivative series of different degree of
primality. These series may be “recorded: in the form of a hologram to any given
degree of completeness, where such a degree will depend exclusively on the capacity
of the hologram.

In scientific literature, suggestions were already made on possibility of creating
an artificial quantum correlator similar to a human brain, which is a natural correlator
[Kudrin, 2006, pp. 102-106; Menskiy, 2014].
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An artificial correlator will enable to obtain information not only from “the thin
layer of the present”, but also from the totality of all the “layers” of the space-time
continuum. At creating an artificial correlator, such property of living matter will be
used as the ability to memorize and actualize information (DNA transforms
information perceived thereby into a “holographic form™ and then actualizes the same
in extended forms). Here, it is irrelevant, which particular kind of organism will be
taken as a model for universal correlator. This could as well be a thin film of cell
tissue grown on the model of a leaf of a plant, where such film would not only be
able to be engaged in photosynthesis but also to actualize previously accumulated
information. The “artificial leaf” will be a “three-dimensional entrance” into a multi-
dimensional hologram, which would keep all the information accumulated by the
leaf.

PE®EPAT CTAThH

OnpenenuB 4YHCIO KaK «MHOXECTBO, KOTOPOE M3MEPSIETCS C IMOMOUIBIO
€OUHUL, ApPHUCTOTENIb OCTaBWJI YYEHBIM CIEAYIOIIMX IMOKOJICHHM  3ajady
KJIaccu(puKalMyu 4YHcesl, a TakkKe — JeTalu3alldi0 BHJOB YHCEN, B YaCTHOCTH,
ONPEAECICHUE TAaKOTO IOJAMHOXECTBA HATypaJIbHBIX 4YHCEN, KAKOBBIM SBJISIOTCS
MPOCTHIEC YKCIA, & 3aTEM — U JAJIBHEHIIYI0 AETAIU3ALUI0 ITOAMHOXKECTB IPOCTHIX
YUCEIL.

ConocTaBuM psJl MPOCTBHIX YUCEN C HATYPaIbHBIM PSAOM, 3aTEM — MOCTPOUM
emeé ONWH Psifi, COCTABIEHHBIX U3 TE€X MPOCTBIX YUCEI, «KHOMEPA» KOTOPBIX — TOKE
npocteie. [locienoBaTenbHO TMOBTOPSSA 3Ty ONEPALMIO, MbI IOJYYUM, BMECTO
MIPUBBIYHOTO PA3AECICHUS] YMCENl HA MPOCTHIE U COCTABHBIE, — YIIOPSAIOUYECHHBIE PSIbI
YUCeJl, Pa3MYaOIIMECs IO «CTEMEHSIM MPOCTOThDy. Kaxkaplii mocienyrommi psj
OyJeT npe/ICTaBIATh COOOM MOAMHOKECTBO MPEIbLAYIIETO psiaa.

[IpencraBisgeT TPyAHOCTH IEPEBOJA CYLIHOCTH IIpEJIara€MoW OIlepaluu Ha
0001 MHOCTPAHHBIN $3bIK, KPOME JIPEBHETPEUECKOr0, B KOTOPOM 0plOUOC UMeeT
TOT K€ CMBICI, UTO U PYCCKOE CJIOBO «UYHUCIIO», & MPOCTOE YUCIIO — TPADTOS oplOpog
(OyKBaJIbHO: «IEPBOE YHUCI0»). I10-JTaThIHU «IIPOCTOE YUCIIO» — NUMErUS Primus, To
€CTh OyKBaJIbHO — «HOMEp TEPBBIN», YTO MPEACTABISIET COOON CMEIIeHNEe TMOHATUN
«YUCIIO» U «HOMEp». AHIIHMIICKOe BbIpaKeHHe Prime number — OykBasibHO:
«HAYaJIbHBIN (HO TaK)Ke W TJIABHBIM, OCHOBHOM) HOMEP» — €lIE Jaibllle OT CYyTH, YeM
JATUHCKOE OMNpENENICHHE, TaK Kak IPOCTBIE YHMCJIa BOBCE HE BO3HHUKIM KAk
«HAYaJbHBIC» YHCHA, & TMOCTEINEHHO «BBIJACIUIINCH) W3 MHOYKECTBA HATYypaJbHBIX
yuceql B BHUJE UX IMOJAMHOXKECTBA, MPEICTABISIOT COOOW BTOPUYHOE MOHATHE IO
OTHOUIEHHIO K OHATHUIO HATYPAIbHBIX YHCE.

PoauBuincey kak Hanbosee «OTOpBAaHHAS OT PEeaIbHOM >KM3HU» 00JIaCTh YUCTOM
MAaTEMAaTUKU WU CTaB OCHOBOW Teopuum yucelsl, YYEHHME O NPOCThIX YHUCIAX CTajlo
HE3aMEHUMBIM B TakOW Cyry0o MpUKIagHOW o0O0JacTH, Kak KpumnTtorpadus, a
BIOCJIEACTBUM MOXKET CTaTb MAaTEMaTUYECKHM amIapatoM COBEPUIEHHO HOBOWU
nH()OpPMATUKHA, OCHOBAHHOW HA TPUHIIMIIE KBAaHTOBOW Koppensuuu. [locTenmeHHO
CTaJIO SICHO, YTO IPOCTHIE YMCIIA — HE OTBJICYEHHOE MOHATHUE, YTO OHU OIPEICIISIOT
3aKOHOMEPHOCTH BCEX SIBJICHUHN — (PU3NUIECKUX, OUOTOTHIECKUX, COIUATBHBIX.
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Ho noHnmanuio yHUKaJIbHBIX CBOMCTB MPOCTHIX YUCEN MEIIAET YKOPEHUBIIASICS
B Teopuu uncen ommbOOYHaAsE TEPMHUHOJIOTHUS, CIOKUBIIASCSA B pe3yJIbTaTe HETOYHBIX
MIEPEBO/IOB OCHOBHBIX TOHSTHI MaTEMaTHYECKUX OOBEKTOB, B CBOIO OUYEpEb,
MIPOUCXOAIIAST W3 HENPU3HAHUSA PEAJBbHOIO CYUIECTBOBAHUS Pa3JIMYHBIX BHUOB
KOCMOJIOTMH, M, TMpPEXKAEe BCEro — HENpPU3HAHUS CyLIecTBOBaHUS Tpex
KOCMOJIOTHYECKUX TUIIOB 3HAHUS: JBYX MOJSPHBIX (ITPOTUBOIOIOKHBIX JIPYT IPYTY);
Y OJHOTO IPOMEXKYTOYHOTO VHTErpaipHOrO THUIIA.

XoTs usiess NPUMEHEHUs MPOCTBIX YKMCEN ISl KOAUPOBAHUSA U JACKOJIUPOBAHUS
nH(pOpMaIu BIEPBbIC ObLJIa BRICKA3aHA MMEHHO HAa PYCCKOM SI3bIKE, OTCUECTBCHHAS
KBaHTOBas MH(OpPMATHKA, MOIMAB B 3aBUCHMOCTh OT AHTJIOS3BIYHOM JIMTEpPATypHI (M,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, COBPEMEHHOU AHIJIOCAKCOHCKOU = [ImaToHOBCKOTO
JlyaluCTU4eCKOro THUIla — KOCMOJIOTMM KaK BCEOXBATHIBAIOIIECTO 3HAHUA),
oboraTuiach TAaKUMH «IEpjaMu», KaK «3allyTaHHOE COCTOSHHUE» — OyKBaJIbHBII
nepeBoji aHriauickoro entangled, He UWMEMIIEr0 HEraTUBHOW KOHHOTAIIUH,
MpUCYIIEd STOMY CIOBY B pycckoMm si3bike. Ho mouyemy Henb3si ObUIO OBl
YOBOJBCTBOBATHCSI TEPMHHOM «HECENapaOelIbHOE COCTOSHHE», M TaK YxKe
BOIIC/AIIUM B PYCCKMM HAy4dHbIH OOMXOJ, WM, emE Jydile: «Hepas3lIeIuMoe
COCTOSIHUE» (MCTOJNB3Ysl TEPMUHBI U3 bruokocMosiorun Apucrorens)?

EAMHCTBEHHOCTh pa3iiokeHUs JIOOOr0 HATypallbHOTO YHCJIa Ha TPOCThIC
COMHOXUTEIN AAET BO3MOYKHOCTh HAXOXIEHUS YHHUBEPCAIBHOTO KOJA, a TaKXKe
YHUKaQJIBHBIX KOJIOB, TPUMEHUMBIX JJIi XpAaHCHUS M Mepeladyd HepaspyliaeMou u
MIOMEX0YCTOMYUBON HH(GOPMAIIUH.

YHuBepcanabHbII KOJI MOKET ObITh peaJI30BaH HAa OCHOBE PsiJia MPOCTHIX YKCEN,
a WHJIUBUIYAJIbHBIE KOJbl — HAa OCHOBE IMPOM3BOJHBLIX PSAOB, Pa3IWYAIOIIMXCS IO
CTEIEHSIM MPOCTOTHI. «3alUCh» ATUX PAJOB MOXKET OBITh OCYIIECTBIICHA B BHUJE
roJIOTpaMMbl C JTIFO0OH 3a/JaHHOM CTENEHbIO MOJHOTHI, MPUYEM dTa CTENEHb OyAeT
3aBUCETh UCKIIIOUUTEIBHO OT EMKOCTH T'OJIOTPAMMBI.

B nayudHOIl nuTepaType y»e€ BbICKa3bIBAINCH MPEANOJIOKEHNUS O BO3MOXHOCTH
CO37IaHUsI MCKYCCTBEHHOTO KBAHTOBOTO KOPPEJSATOpPA, MOJOOHOTO YEJIOBEUYECKOMY
MO3Ty, SIBIISIOIIEMYCSl €CTeCTBEHHBIM KoppeastopoMm [Kympun, 2006, C. 102-106;
Menckuit, 2014].

HckycCTBEHHBIH KOPPEISATOP MO3BOJUT MOJy4aTh MHGOPMAIMIO HE TOJBKO U3
«TOHKOTO  CJIOS  HACTOSIIEr0», HO M W3 COBOKYIMHOCTHM BCEX  «CJIOEB»
MIPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHOTO KOHTHMHYyMa. Ilpu co3gaHuM  HUCKYCCTBEHHOTO
KoppensaTopa OyJeT HCNOJAb30BAaHO TaKOE CBOMCTBO JKMBOIO BEIIECTBA, Kak
CHOCOOHOCTh K 3allOMUHAHUIO M akTyanuzauuu uHdopmanuu. (JIHK npeobpasyer
BOCIIPUHATYIO €10 MH(OPMAIMIO B «rojorpapuueckyro (popmy», akTyanuzupys ee
3aTe€M CHOBa B MPOTSKEHHBIX (popmax). [Ipu 3TOM HecylecTBEHHO, KaKOW UMEHHO
BUJI Opranu3ma OyJeT B3AT B KauecTBe oOpaslia JJIsi YHHUBEPCAILHOIO KOPPEIATopa.
DT0 MOXeT ObITh U TOHKAs TUICHKA KJIETOYHOW TKAaHW, BBIpaIlleHHas 1O o0Opasiry
JUCTa pacCTEHUs, CMOCOOHAas HE TOJBKO K (POTOCHMHTE3Yy, HO M K aKTyaJu3aiuu
HaKOIJIEHHOW paHee mHpopmarmu. «VCKyCcCTBEHHBIA JHUCT» OYyIeT «TpeXMEpHBIM
BXOJIOM» B MHOTOMEPHYIO T'0JIOTpaMMy, KOTOpasi XpaHUT BCIO HAKOIUJIEHHYIO JINCTOM
uH(dOpMaIuIo.
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BBenenune

B HacTosimeld ctathbe Mbl TOCTapaeMcs MOKa3aTh, KaK HENPaBWIbHBINA MEPEBO/T
JIPEBHETPEUYECKUX TEPMUHOB MOPOIUII HEBEPHYIO TEPMUHOJIOTHIO, YKOPEHUBIIYIOCS B
Teopuu urcen, 1 HAMETUTD ITYTH UCIIPABJICHUS 3TOW TEPMUHOJIOTHH.

1. IIpocThbie YHuC/Ia B APEBHOCTH M UCTOPHUS NOHATHS
BaxxHo BHauajne OTMETUTh XapaKTEPUCTUKY NU(PAropercKol  HIKOJIbI
MaTEeMaTHKH, BBICKa3aHHYI0 ApUCTOTeNeM B «Metadusuker:

B 3T0 %€ Bpems u paHbllle TaK Ha3bIBaeéMble MHU(AropenIlsl, 3aHSIBIINCH
MaTeMaTUKOM, NEepBbIE Pa3BUJIM €€ U, OBJAJEB €10, CTAJIM CUUTATH €€
Hayalla HayajaMH BCEro CYIECTBYIOMIETO. A TaK KaK CpelM 3THX Hayal
yucia OT NPUPOAbl CYTh I€pBO€, a B uuciaax Nudaropenisl
ycMaTpuBalid (Tak UM  Ka3alloCh) MHOTO CXOJHOTO C TEM, 4YTO
CYLIECTBYeT M BO3HMKaeT, — OoJibllle, YeM B OTHe, 3emJie U BOJIE
(HarpuMep, TaKOe-TO CBOMCTBO YHUCEI €CTh CIPABEIMBOCTh, a TAKOE-TO
— Ayma ¢ yM, Apyroe — yjaada, U, MOXKHO CKa3aTh, B KaXKIOM M3
OCTaJIbHBIX CIIy4aeB TOYHO TaK )Ke); TaK Kak, Jajiee, OHU BHJEIH, YTO
CBOICTBa M COOTHOIICHUS, PUCYIIINE TAPMOHUH, BbIPA3UMbl B YUCIAX;
TaK Kak, CJIeJJOBaTeIbHO, UM Ka3ajoCh, YTO BCE OCTAJIbHOE IO CBOEH
MPUPOJE SIBHO YMOAOOJIIEMO YHCIIaM M YTO 4HUCJa — MEpPBOE BO BCEH
IPUPOJE, TO OHU MPEATOIOKHIN, YTO 3JIEMEHThI YHCE CYTh JIEMEHTHI
BCEr0 CYILECTBYIOILEro U 4TO Bce HEOO ecTh rapMoHus u uucio. U Bce,
YTO OHU MOIJIM B YMCJIaX U TapMOHHUSAX IOKa3aTh COIVIACYIOLIUMCS C
COCTOSSHUSIMU M 4YacTsAIMU Heba M €O BCEM MHPOYCTPOCHHEM, OHH
CBOJIMJIM BMECTE U IPUBOAMIU B COIJIacHe JAPYT C APYIOM; U €ClId Y HUX
I7Ie-TO TMOJy4yaucss TOT WM HWHOM mpoOes, TO OHU CTPEMUIIMCH
BOCTIOJTHUTBH €T0, YTOOBI BCE yUeHHE OBUIO CBS3HBIM. 1 mMero B BUIY,
HampuMep, YTO TaK KakK JECATKAa, KaK UM IMPEJCTaBISIIOCH, €CTh HEUTO
COBEPILIEHHOE M OXBATBHIBAET BCIO MPUPOAY YHMCET, TO U ABMKYIIHUXCS
HEOECHBIX TeJ, MO0 MX YTBEPKJICHUIO, AECATh, a TaK KaK BUIHO TOJBKO
JIEBATh, TO JIECATHIM OHU OOBSABIAIOT «IPOTHUBO3EMIIO». B npyrom
COYMHEHUHU MBI 3TO Pa3bsICHUIN MOJpoOHee. A pa30upaeM MbI 3TO pajau
TOT0, 4YTOOBl YCTAHOBUTD, KAKHE € Hayajla OHU MOJIararoT ¥ Kak Havaja
9TH TIOAXOIAT TMOJ YIOMSHYTHIE BBINIE NPUYMHBL. BO BCSKOM ciydae
OUYEBUJIHO, YTO OHU YMCJIO MPUHUMAIOT 32 HAYAJIO U KaK MATEPHIO JUIS
CYIIECTBYIOIIET0, M KakK [BbIpaX€HHE| €ro COCTOSHUM M CBOWCTB, a
JJIEMEHTaMHU 4YHCJIa OHHM CYUTAIOT YETHOE M HEYETHOe, U3 KOUX
MocjeiHee - MpeneibHOe, a MepBoe — OEeCHpeieNbHOE; EIUHOE Ke
COCTOMUT y HUX U3 TOTO U JIPyroro (a MMEHHO: OHO YETHOE U HEYETHOE),
YHCIIO MPOUCXOJUT U3 €AUHOr0, a Bce HebO, Kak ObLIO CKa3aHO, — 3TO
yucaa» [Apuctorens, «Metabusukay, V. 985b23 — 987a25].

I1.I1. I"aliieHKO TTOSICHSIET:
«IIpenen-6ecnpenenbHoe» - TiepBas U3 JecaATH nudaropenckux
MPOTUBOIIOJIOKHOCTEW, KOTOpble Ha3biBaeT Apucrtorenb. Jlaiee oH
MEPEUNCIIAET CIEAYIOIINUE Maphl: YET-HEYET; MPSIMOE — KPUBOE; EIMHOE —
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MHO»€ECTBO; CBET — ThMa; IIPABOE — JICBOE; XOPOIIIEe — TYPHOE; MYKCKOE
— JKEHCKOE; KBaapar — napajienorpamm. M3 oTHX MpOTHBOIOI0KHOCTEN
CTPOUTCS BCE CYIIECTBYIOIIEE, CaMO YHCIO TOXKE COCTOMT U3
MIPOTHBOITOJIOKHOCTEH — yeTa W HeueTa» [[Taitnenko,2000, C.28].

B «®uszuke» Apucrorenb pazbsicHsieT Nudaroperckoe ydeHue o 4e€re u

HEYETE CIICTYIONTNM 00pa3oM:
«...nu¢aropeipl CUUTAIOT OECKOHEUYHOE YETHBIM YHCIOM, OHO,
Oydy4yd 3aKIIOYEHO BHYTPHM M OrPAHUYEHO HEYETHBIM YHCIIOM,
coo0ImaeT CYIIECTBYIOLIIM BEIaM 0ECKOHEYHOCTb.
JloKa3aTebCTBOM CIY)XHT TO, YTO MPOUCXOAUT C YUCIAMH: UMEHHO,
€CJIM HAaKJIAJbIBaTh THOMOHBI BOKPYI €QWHUIBI M CHEJIaTh JTO Jajee
(s 9E€THBIX W HEUYETHBIX OTAEIBHO), B OJHOM cCJy4ae MOTy4aeTcs
Bcer/ia 0co0bli B (DUTYPHI, B IPYTOM — OZMH M TOT 3Ke» [APHUCTOTEb,
dwusuka. 111, 4, 203 a].

CoBpemennbii  uccnenoBarenb C.H. HukanopoB Tak mMOABOAWUT WTOT

KJIacCU(UKAIIUHA BUIAOB YHCET APUCTOTEIIEM:
«ApHUCTOTENb TOJNIaraeT TpPHU CBOWCTBA KOJIMWYECTBA. Bo-TIEpBBIX,
KOJIMYECTBO — TO, YTO HE HUMeeT cebe NPOTUBHOTO. APHUCTOTENb
pasnenseT BEJIMYMHBI, COCTABJICHHBIE U3 YacTel, UMEIOIINX B3aUMHOE
pacroyio’)KeHue, OT BEIWYMH U YacTeil 6€3 B3aMMHOIO PaCIOIOKEHHUS.
Benuunnamu 0Ge3 B3aMMHOTO pACTOJIOKEHHUS  SIBISIOTCS  JIMHUM,
MOBEPXHOCTH M Tena. BenmnuuHbl 0€3 B3aMMHOTO PAaCIOJIOKEHUS CYTh
YHCIIa, CJIOBAa U BpeMsi. BennunHbI ¢ B3aMMHBIM PAacTOIOKEHUEM YacTeu
SBJIAIOTCS  MPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIMH.  BenmuuumHsl  6€3  B3aUMHOTO
pacIoyioKeHUsI — He TIpocTpaHCcTBeHHBIC» [Hukanopos, 2009].

Janee ApucroTenb yCTaHABIMBAECT KAaTETOPUIO KOJUYECTBA, JAEIALIYIOCS Ha
JUCKPETHOE M HEIPEPBIBHOE, MPUYEM 3TO JIEJICHUE HE COBMNANAET C JCIICHHEM Ha
IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIE U HEMPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIE BEJIMYHHBI.

Tperbe neneHue, Mo ApHUCTOTENI0, — HA OCTAIOIIMECS W MOCIENOBATENIbHbBIE, B
KOTOPOM YX€ MPEeayrajaplBacTCsl MPOTUBONOCTABICHUE MOCTOSHHBIX U IEPEMEHHBIX
BEJIMYMH.

XoTs B TpyAax ApHUCTOTENsT Mbl HE HAXOJUM TEpPMHHA «KJIacCU(pUKALUN»,
ApucroTenb pakTUYecKu Npou3BEN U hepeHIInanuio BCEX pOJA0B HAYK B TEPMUHAX
MOHSATUN U NPUHLMIOB cBOeH MeTapu3uku. [Ipu 3ToM Maremaruka, BbIJEIUBIINCH B
OTHCIIBHYI0 HayKy, €€ HE HMeNa YETKUX CTPYKTYPHBIX IOApa3/eJICHH Ha
OTAEIbHBIC JUCIUIUIMHBL. JTO CTajl0 33Ja4e€il YK€ MOCIEAYIOMMNX MBICIUTENIECH,
UCIIONB3yoHMX MeTtoa Apuctorens. OnpenenuB YMCIO KaK «MHOXKECTBO, KOTOPOE
u3MepsieTcss ¢ TMOMOIIBI0 eauHUuI (Apucrorenb, «Metadusukay), OH OCTaBUI
YYEHBIM CIHEAYIOMMX ITOKOJCHUM W 33/a4y JNAIbHEWIEH JeTAIN3aluu TOHSITUS
YKUCJIa, B YACTHOCTH, ONPEIEJIECHUE TAaKOr0 IOJMHOMXECTBA HATypaJIbHBIX YHCET,
KAKOBBIM SIBJISIFOTCS IPOCTBIE YUCIIA.

Okono 300 roma nmo P.X. EBknaua mnpuBEN clieqyromiee I0Ka3aTelIbCTBO
OECKOHEYHOCTH KOJMuecTBa MpocThix umcen: «llpencraBum, 4YTO KOJIUYECTBO
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OpOCTHIX uYuced KoHeuHo. [lepemHOXuM ux u mpubaBuMm eaunuily. [lomydeHHoe
YKCJIO HE JEIUTCS HU Ha OJHO M3 KOHEYHOIro Habopa MPOCTBIX YHUCEN, IOTOMY YTO
OCTaTOK OT JIeJE€HMsI Ha JII000€ M3 HUX JNaéT €AMHMIlY. 3HAYUT, YUCIO JOJDKHO
JETUTHCS HA HEKOTOPOE MPOCTOE YHCIO, HEe BKIIOUYEHHOE B ATOT Habop» [EBkimun,
1949].

3arem Dparocthen Kupenckuit (276—194 rr. go P.X.) paspabotan anroputrm
HAXO0X/IEHUS BCEX MPOCTBIX YMCEN 10 HEKOTOPOT'O LEJIOr0 YKcia N — Tak Ha3bIBaEMOE
«penreto IparocheHar.

Bnepsbie  TouHas  ¢GopMymMpOBKa U JOKa3aTENbCTBO  TEOPEMBI O
€IMHCTBEHHOCTH PA3JIOKEHHUS JI000T0  HATypaJbHOTO 4YHCIa Ha MPOCTHIC
MHOXKUTEIH, TIONYyYMBIIEH Ha3BaHUE «OCHOBHOM TeOpeMbl  apU(PMETHKNY,
npuBosaTcs B kuure K.®@. 'aycca «Apudmernueckre nccaeaoBaHus», U3TaHHON B
1801 romy [Kamyxwusn, 1969].

2. Knaccndukanus npocTpiX Ynces U TPYJAHOCTH epeBoaa

MBI NPUBBIKIN K TEPMUHY «IIPOCTBIE YUCIA», 3a0bIBast O TOM, YTO «IIPOCTHIE»
OHM JIMIIB [10 OTHOLIEHHUIO K OIlepalud YMHOKeHUA. Ho 1o oTHOLIEHHIO K ollepanuu
CJIO)KEHMSI €IMHCTBEHHBIM IPOCTBIM YUCIOM siBisgercs yucio 1 (popmanpHO K
IPOCTBHIM YHCJIaM HE OTHOCSIIIEECS ), a BCE OCTaJIbHbIC YHCIIA — COCTABHBIE.

[TonpoOyem mpousBecTH KinaccuuKaluio MpocTbix yucesl. ComoctaBuM psa
IPOCTBIX YHCENI C HATYpPaJbHBIM PSAJIOM, 3aTEM — IIOCTPOMM €IIE OIUH PN,
COCTAaBJICHHBIX M3 TE€X IPOCTBIX YHCEN, «HOMEPA» KOTOPBIX — TOXKE IPOCTHIE.
IlocnenoBaTenbHO MOBTOPSAS 3Ty OINEPALHIO, MBI IOJYYUM, BMECTO HPHUBBIYHOTO
pa3lelIeHUs] YUCEJl Ha IPOCThIE M COCTABHBIE, — YIOPSAOYEHHBIE PSAbl YHCEIL,
paznuyaronmecss Mo «CTEMEeHsM MpocToTh». Kaxaplii mocienyromuil psg Oyaer
MPEACTABISATH COOOM MOAMHOKECTBO MPEABIYILETO PAIA.

IIpencrasisieT TPYIHOCTh NEPEBOJ CYIIHOCTH IIPEJIaraéMoOW OIlepanuu Ha
10001 MHOCTPAHHBIA fA3BIK, KPOME JPEBHETPEUYECKOr0, B KOTOPOM 0plOudg mmeer
TOT K€ CMBICII, YTO U pycCcKoe cloBO «4ucio» (O pa3inuyuuu 3THX CMBICIOB YK€
rOBOPHUIIOCH B paboTe «[ miieThka B cymepcucTeMe 3HaHUH ApucTtoTtens», ¢. 417).

[To-naThiHU «IIPOCTOE YMCIIO» — NUMETrUS Primus, To ecTh OYKBAJIbHO — «HOMEP
IIEPBBIN», YTO COBEPILIEHHO HE COOTBETCTBYET CYTH ITOHATHS.

["opa3no 6mamxe K Hel rpedeckoe mpadTos aptdpdc — «IepBOe YUCIION.

Anrnmiickoe BeIpakeHue prime number — OyKBalibHO: «HAYAIBHBIA (HO TAKXKE U
IJIaBHBIA, OCHOBHOM) HOMEp» — €llI€ Aayblle OT CyTH, YEM JIATUHCKOE ONpe/eIeHHE,
TaK KakK IPOCTHIE YNCIIa BOBCE HE BO3ZHUKIIN KAK «HAYAJIBHBIC» YHCIIA, & TOCTENEHHO
«BBIICIWIACH) M3 MHOXKECTBA HATYpPaJbHBIX YHUCEI B BHUIAE HX IOJMHOXECTBA,
MPEACTABISIIOT COOOW BTOPUYHOE MOHSITHE MO OTHOLIEHUIO K MOHATHIO HATYyPaJIbHBIX
quced.

[ToHsiTHE MNPOCTBIX YHCEN CTalO0 OCHOBOM OTAEIBHOW MaTEeMaTUYECKOU
JVCLUIUIMHBL, II0Jy4YUBIIEH Ha3BaHUE Te€OpUH Yucell — TAKKE YCIOBHOE U HE BIIOJIHE
TOYHOE, TaK KaK B HEM pacCMaTPUBAIOTCA HE BCE YMCIIA, A JIMILIb YUCIIA HATyPAJIbHBIE.

Ho nepeBoabl Ha pycCKuil A3bIK pabOT Jake TAKUX MPU3HAHHBIX aHTJIOA3BIYHBIX
cronmmoB Teopuu uucen, kak Jlon Ilarmp [1985] u Ilaymo PuGenOoiim [2003]
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CTpaAaloT OT HEBEPHOU Iepejayl OCHOBHBIX TEPMUHOB Teopun yucen — He MO BUHE
MEePEBOIUYMKOB, @ MMEHHO OT HW3HAYaJbHOM HECHMOCOOHOCTU AHTJIMMCKOTO S3bIKa
aJICKBaTHO BBIPA3UTh CMBICII ’TUX TEPMHUHOB.

3. [Ipuxaaanoe 3Hauyenue Teopum unce

PonauBumces kak Hanbosee «OTOpBaHHAS OT PeajbHOM JKU3HUY» 00JIaCTh YUCTOU
MaTeMaTUKU W CTaB OCHOBOW TeopuM 4HCEN, YUYEHHE O MPOCTBIX YHUCIAX CTaJO
HE3aMEHHUMBIM B TaKOW Cyryoo0 MpUKIAAHON 00JacTH, Kak Kpunrorpadus, a
BIIOCJIEICTBUM MOXET CTaTh MaTEMaTHYECKUM amnmnaparoM COBEPUIEHHO HOBOM
uH(POPMATUKHU, OCHOBAHHOW Ha MpUHIUIE KBaHTOBoW Koppemsauuu. (Ilpusnanue
3TOr0 MPUHUMUIIA HE O3HAYaeT HENPEMEHHOrO0 MpPU3HAaHUS CHPaBEUIMBOCTH TakK
Ha3biBaeMol «CTaHIapTHOW MOJENIN» KBAHTOBOW MEXaHUKH).

[TocTeneHHo cTajo SICHO, YTO MPOCTBIE YUCIIA — HE OTBJICUYEHHOE MOHITHE, YTO
OHU ONPEIEINSAIOT 3aKOHOMEPHOCTU BCEX SIBICHUN — (DPU3MUYECKUX, OMOJIOTUYECKUX,
COLIMAJIbHBIX. YYEHHE O MPOCThIX YHCIaX IO3BOJSET apu(METU3UpoBaTh BCHO
MaTE€MaTHKYy.

OrpoMHOE NPUHLIHIHAIBHOE 3HAYEHUE UMEET AITOPUTM HAXO0KJIECHUS MPOCTBIX
gucen. O.H. Bacuienko, B pabote «TeopeTHUKO-TIpUKIAAHBIE METOJAbl B
kpunirorpadpumn» (2003), Tak GopMyIHpyeT COBPEMEHHOE MPHUKIAIHOE 3HAUYCHUE
Teopun uncen: «B HacTosee Bpems, 110 HEKOTOPBIM OLICHKaM, ITPAKTHUYECKH BECh
MHUPOBOM MapK CPeICTB aCUMMETPUYHOU KpUNTOrpauu B MaTeMAaTHYECKOM IUIaHE
OCHOBAH Ha TEOPETHUKO-YUCIOBBIX METOIAX).

Ho upes npuMeHeHHs] MPOCTBIX 4YHCEN ISl KOAMPOBAHUSA U JEKOAUPOBAHUS
nH(popMaIuu BriepBbie ObLIa BRICKa3aHa MMEHHO Ha PYCCKOM sI3bIKe!

4. IIpyHUMI KBAHTOBBIX BbIYHMCJICHUN

[IpyHIMO KBAHTOBBIX BBIYMCIEHUN BrepBble mpemioxkun FO.M. Manun, B
pabotax «lIpeoOpazoBanme IleHpoy3a u kiaccumdeckue 1ot SHra-Musicay
[Manun, 1980, c. 133-144] u «Berauciumoe u HeBbraucanmoe» [Manus, 1980].

[To3xe, momnaB B 3aBUCMMOCTh OT aHTJIOS3BIYHOW JUTEPATypbl, OT€UECTBEHHAS
KBaHTOBasi uWHMOpMaTHKa 00OTaTHJIaCh TaKHUMHU «IepjamMu», KaK «3alyTaHHOE
COCTOSIHME» — OyKBaJlbHBIM TIEpeBOJ aHTrJuiickoro entangled, He wuMeroIIEro
HETaTUBHOW KOHHOTALMU, IIPUCYILIEN ITOMY CIOBY B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE.

B pa6ote C.A. Kunmuna «KBantoBas mHpopMaIms» aBTopy CYaCTIMBO YAAIOCH
n30eXaTh YMOTPEOJCHUsT ATOTO HEYyJAa4HOrO TEPMHHA, 3aMEHHUB €ro BBIPAXKEHUEM
«repenyranHoe cocrostaue» [Kumun, 1999, ¢. 508, 510]. Ho moueMy Henb3st ObLIO
OBl yIOBOJILCTBOBATHCS TEPMHUHOM «HECeNapadeIbHOe COCTOSIHUE», M TaK YKe
BOIIEJIIUM B PYCCKUM HAy4YHBIM OOMXOH, WM, €IIE Jydlle: «Hepas3IelnuMoe
COCTOSIHUE»?

B 1994 rony IMutep [llop mokasaii, 4To KBAHTOBBIM aITOPUTM CIIOCOOEH CBECTH
3amauy (Qakropuzanuu (pa3nokKEHUs IEJIOr0 YWCiIa Ha TMPOCThIE MHOKHUTEIH) K
MOJIMHOMHUAJILHOMY KJIacCy CIOKHOCTH, B TO BpeMs KakK OOBIYHBIN aJrOpUTM
AKCIOHEHI[UAIILHO 3aBUCHUT OT BXOJHBIX JJAHHBIX.
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NMeHHO eIWHCTBEHHOCTh pAa3JIOKEHUs JI000ro HATypalbHOTO 4YHCIa Ha
MIPOCThIE COMHOMKUTENTU JAET BO3MOMXHOCTh HAXOXJICHHS YHHBEPCAJIBHOIO KOJa, a
TaK)K€ YHUKAJIBHBIX KOJIOB, IPUMEHUMBIX JJI XpaHEHUs U Mepeladl Hepa3pyliaeMoi
Y TIOMEXO0YCTOMYNBOU MHGOPMAIIUH.

P.B. JlennukoB u A.A. Smmn [2010] pa3paboTamu MareMaTHYECKYIO MOJICIb
3anucy UHPOpMald B OOBEKTAaX >KMBOM MaTrepuu (BKIIOYas YEJIIOBEUECKHM MO3T),
MIPE/ICTABICHHYIO «BOJHAMUY» PACIHIMPSAIONIMXCS MATPUIl MPOCTHIX yuced. B pamkax
ATOM 3a7a4il UMH OBLIO MPOU3BEJEHO UCCIIECIOBAHUE PACTIPEEICHNUE TPOCThIX YUCET
B HaTypaJIbHOM DSy, MOATBEPKICHA (hOpMyiia HaXOXKIECHUS TPOCTOTO YUCIA TI0 €ro
HOMEPY B Psiy HATYpaIbHBIX YUCEIL.

ABTOpPBI BBICKA3BIBAIOT MPEATIONOKEHHE, YTO B MPOIIECCE IBOIOIUN OHOCUCTEM
0a3oBas mH(popmarus mepeaaéTcs B TMOKOJCHHOW IIeMM Ha OCHOBE pacCIpeaciICHUS
MPOCTHIX YUCET:

«IIpupona, ee pyHaamMeHTaIbHBIE 3aKOHBI, aIEKBATHO (POPMUPYET MPOIIECCHI U
00BEKTHI, N3HAYAIBHO «HEICIIUMBIC).

[ToaToMy BpsiA JM BBI3OBET BOIPOCHI YTBEPXKACHHE, YTO MaTeMaTH4ecKas
3anuch (aKCMOMATHUKA) UCXOIHON MHGOPMAIIMK — OT €€ 3alUCH Ha HEYHUUYTOKHUMBIX
oObekTax BceneHHON 70 TOJIOBHOIO MoO3ra 4eloBeKa ¢ ero (hU3MOJIOTHMYecKOon
CTPYKTYpOil — 0a3upyeTcsi Ha MaTpUIlaX MPOCTHIX YKCEI;, BO-TIEPBBIX, OHU KaK pa3 U
OTHOCATCA K KAaTErOpUH HENETUMBIX, BO-BTOPBIX, JIOOBIC Ieible YHucia N>3 ecTh
MPOCTBIC, WJIH CyMMa JIBYX HPOCTBIX, HIIH CyMMa TPEX MPOCTHIX Yrucen» [JICHHHKOB u
S, 2010, ¢. 102].

ABTOpBI paccMaTpuBaIOT (YHKIMIO MPOCTHIX YHCEN KaK HCXOAHYIO (Gopmy
3anmucu  WHGOpMAIMM B OOBEKTaX JKUBOM MPUPOJBI, HUCCICAYIOT «BOJHBI»
PACIIUPSIONIMXCST MATPHUI[ MPOCTBIX YHCET — CBOETO poOJa aHaJor JUCKPETHO-
BOJTHOBBIX TMPOLIECCOB, MPHUMEHSASI AT MaTPUIBI K MNpoOJieMe HaXOXJICHUS
pacrpeneneHus MpoCThIX YNCEIL.

Ho B pabore P.B. JlennukoBa m A.A. SflmmHa, K COXaJICHUIO, HUYETO HE
TOBOPUTCSI O BO3MOKHOCTH IMPUMEHEHUS CBOMCTB MPOCTBIX YHWCEN JJIsl PELICHHS
mpoOJeMbl HAAEKHOTO COXPAHEHHS W Tepefadyd HHPOpMalUd IMyTEM CO3/IaHUS
YHUBEPCATBHBIX U MHAUBUAYATHHBIX KOJOB.

5. Bo3MoxkHbI€e IyTH CO3JaHUA KBAHTOBOI'0 KOPPEJIATOPA

BwmecTe ¢ TeM, yHUBEpCalIbHBIA KO MOXET ObITh peaii30BaH Ha OCHOBE psiaa
MPOCTBIX YHCEJ, a WHAUBUAYAJIBbHBIE KOJBI — HA OCHOBE IPOM3BOJHBIX PSJIOB,
pa3IMYaONIUXCsl MO CTEMEHSIM MPOCTOTHI. «3aMHCh» ATUX PIAOB MOXKET OBITh
OCYILIECTBJICHA B BUJIE TOJIOTPAMMBI C JIF0OOH 3aJJaHHON CTEMEHBIO MOJTHOTHI, MPUUEM
9Ta CTENEHb OYJET 3aBUCETh UCKIIOUUTEIHHO OT EMKOCTH TOJIOTPAMMBI.

[Nomorpamma, momoOHO 3epkaiy, COAEPKUT HHGOPMALUI0 HE B OTIEIBHBIX
(dparMeHTax, a BO BCEHl CBOCH MOBEPXHOCTH. MBI BHIUM HE aHAJIOTOBOE M HE
mudpoBoe TpeNCTaBlIeHUWE TMpeaMeTa, a caMm npenMer. JIumb ero «mecto» B
MIPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHOM KOHTHHYYME OTJIMYAETCS OT UCXOAHOTO. [ oorpammy
MOXHO CYUTaTh JAIBHEWIIMM IaroM K YCBOGHUIO TOCIE OOBIYHOTO OTPaKCHHS.
Ecnu 3epkasio BBINOJHSET JUIIb MPOCTEUIIYH) HPOCTPAHCTBEHHYK) WHBEPCHUIO, TO
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rojorpaMMa y>k€ yBEeKOBEUYMBAE€T MTHOBEHHE, B KOTOPOM OHa Oblja co3JaHa, XOTs
rojorpaduyeckasl 3amuMch M MNPOAOHKAET BCe emnle NpeldbiBaTh B  paMKax
BEIIECTBEHHOTO MHUpA, 3aHUMasl JUIsl CBOETO0 XpPaHEHHUs OMNpeNeieHHbIH 00beM
TPEXMEPHOTO TpocTpaHcTBAa. Hu 3epkano, HU rojorpamMma HE «KOJIUPYIOT»
npeoOpa3zyemMyr0 UMU UH(POPMALINIO, U TPUHITUIIBI 3TOTO MPeoOpa30BaHUs KOPEHHBIM
o0pa3oM OTIMYAIOTCA OT MPUHIUIOB HU(PPOBON 3amucH. 3epKajio U TOJIOrpaMmy
MOXHO CUHMTaThb MpooOpa3zaMy TpaHUILI MHpa (U3HUECKOTO C€  MHUPOM
HEMPOTSKEHHBIM, TPAHUIIBI, HE Pa3ACIIAIONIEH 3T MUPBI, @ CKOPEE CBI3bIBAIOIICH HX.
Opnako rosorpaduyeckas 3amuch MOXKET OBITh MpeAcTaBicHa B MUGPOBOM GopMme.
Kak u3BecTHO, HHpOpMaIHs, XpaHsascs B rojorpapudeckoir hopme, MOKET OBITH
U3BJICYCHA U3 JIOO0r0 ee (parMeHTa, MpuueM pasmep (parMeHTa BIUSET JMIIb Ha
YEeTKOCTh OTOOpa)keHus (C pa3MepoM MOBBILIACTCS JAETaIU3ali), HO HE Ha pa3Mep
0TOOpakaeMoro yJactka (GU3HIecKoro MpoCTPaHCTBA.

HernpepbiBHas neTanu3anus «3amucuy, IPU MOJTHOM COXPaHEHUH UJIEHTUYHOCTU
y>Ke 3allMCaHHOro, JOCTUTaeTCs TE€M, YTO CyMMapHasi yacTora Jro0oro ¢parmeHra
3alHiCU COXPAHSAETCS HEMMEHHOM, a BCe COCTaBJISAIOLINE ITOW CyMMBbI 00pacTaroT Bce
HOBBIMU U HOBBIMH «0O€pTOHaAMMU», JeJiasi 3auch Bce Ooiiee U Oosee KUBOU. ITO —
MOJIHASI TPOTUBOMOJIOKHOCTh aMOPTHU3AIMU 3alKMCH, CBOWCTBEHHOW CETOJIHAIIHUM
3amuchIBaOIMM  ycTpoiicTBam.  Kak  oTpaxenue  (mpocteitmas — dopma
npeoOpa3zoBanus  HHGOpMAIMKM), TaK M  aKTyalIu3anus royorpaduaeckoit
uH(OpMaIMK, MOTYT OBITh TPEACTABICHHI B BHJC MaTEMAaTHYCCKUX OIEparlui,
KOTOpBIE YK€ B CiIydae 3epKajia He CBOJATCS K JJIEMEHTapPHBIM «apHPMETHUECKUM
JNEUCTBUSIM.

CnenyeT OTMETHTh, 4YTO TOJIOTpamMMa, IMOJO0OHO «OOBIYHBIMY» HOCHUTEISM
nH(popManuu, TaKUM Kak Oymara, MarHuTo()OHHasl JICHTa WIA AUCKETa, — BCE €Ille
cuctema 0e3 oOpaTHOW CBsI3M, TpaHCIUpylolias WHGOPMAILUIO CTPOrO B OJHOM
HAIpaBJIEHUU: M3 Mpouuioro B Oyaymiee. B oTianuue OT rosiorpaMMmbl, 3epKaio
paboTaeT B peXHME «pEalbHOr0 BpPEMEHW», HO HE O00JaJaeT CIOCOOHOCTHIO
(UKCUpOBaTh MPOIIEANINE MTHOBEHHA. MHOTOMEpHas rojiorpaMMa OTINYaeTCsl Kak
OT 3epKaja, TaK U OT OOBIYHOM roJIOrpaMMbl T€M, YTO OHA CIIOCOOHA K YCBOEHUIO
BXOJIsIIeH MH(OpMAIMK U MOCTEAYIOMIeH aKTyanu3auu 3Toil uHpopmanuu. Ecim
Opy TO3UIMOHHOM CHCTeME 3amucu HHG(OpMaluuu paspylieHue (Gpu3sndeckoro
HOCHUTEJISI TPUBOAUT K ToTepe HHGPOpMAlMHU, TO TPU ACCOIMATUBHOM CHCTEME
uHpOpMaIlis HEYHHYTOXKMUMA, TaK KaK MHOTOMEPHYIO TOJOrpaMMy HEBO3MOXKHO
pa3pyumnTh. MOXKHO JIMITH BPEMEHHO Pa3ydUThCS aKTyalIM3UPOBATh YK€ YCBOCHHYIO
rojorpaMMoii nHpopmanuoo. Bpems B (U3NYECKOM CMBICIE BHYTPU TOJIOTPaAMMBbI
YK€ HE TeUeT, HO COXPaHSAIOTCA HE TOJIBKO BCE BEUHbIE MATEMATUYECKHUE UCTUHBI, HO
Y TaMsITh 000 BCEX COOBITUSX, MPOUCIICAIITNX B (PU3UUECKOM MUPE.

Takum oOpa3oM, MHOTOMEPHYIO TOJOTpaMMy, HWMEIOIIYI0 HE TOJBKO
MPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIE, HO W BPEMEHHBIE H3MEPEHUS, MOXHO CUUTaTh (PU3UUECKOU
MOJIETIbI0  YHUCJIOBOTO NPOCTPAHCTBA WM, HWHBIMU CJIOBaMH, (PU3NYECKOE
IPOCTPAHCTBO €CTh  aKTyaJu3alusi YHCIOBOrOo MpocTpaHcTBa. Dusnueckas
KOppEeJAlUs HE €CTh MPOCTO OMOHHMM MAaTeMaTHYeCKOW KOPpeslud, a ecThb
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KOHKPETHOE TIPOSIBIICHHE B BEIIECTBEHHOM MHUpe oOMeHa wuHboOpMaImei,
MIPOUCXOIAILIETO MO 3aKOHAM KOPPEJISILIUM MaTEMaTHYECKOM.

B HayuyHOl nuTepaType yXkKe BBICKa3bIBAIUCH MPEAINOI0KEHUS O BO3MOKHOCTU
CO3JJaHUsl MCKYCCTBEHHOTO KBAHTOBOT'O KOPPEJSTOpa, MOJOOHOTO YEIOBEUECKOMY
MO3Ty, SIBJISIOIIEMYCSI €CTECTBEHHbIM KoppenstopoMm [Kympun, 2006, c¢. 102-106;
Memnckuii, 2014].

HenaBHo ymenmmii ot Hac y4d€HbIM, 1. (QU3.-MaT. HAyK, TJIABHBIA Hay4YHBIN
cotpynuuk ®dusnyeckoro mHcruryra umenu I1.H. Jlebenesa PAH M.b. MeHckuii
YTBEPKJAl COCYLUIECTBOBAHME BCEX BPEMEH, MPOSBISIIONICECS B KBAaHTOBOU
KOPPEALNHN:

TmiatenbHbld aHAIU3 TIOKA3bIBAET, YTO CBEPX-UHTYyHUIUA TpeOyeT He
nepeHoca u3 Oyayliero B HAcTosllee KBAHTOBOM MHGopManuu, a
KOppEJSIUU MEXIy HEKOTOpPOW KBAaHTOBOHM MH(popmanueil B Oyayiiem c
KBaHTOBON uH(opManueit B HactosmeM. [loaToMy KIOYEeByIO poOJib B
SIBJICHUU CBEPX-UHTYHUIIMU UTPAET HE KBAHTOBas MHQPOpMAIIMs KaK TaKOBas,
a Koppensiusi IBYX (parMEeHTOB KBaHTOBOW WH(OpMAIMU, OJIUH U3
KOTOPBIX HAxOJUTCS B HACTOSAIIEM, a BTOPOMl — B Oyaymem. DTO He
3anpenieHo TEoOpeMoil 0 HEBO3MOKHOCTH KBAaHTOBOI'O KIIOHUPOBAHUS.
HayuHoe o3apeHue He O3HAYaeT MOJYYCHHs peuieHUs MpoOsieMbl (HOBOM
napaaurmel) U3 Oynymero. HoBele uaen poxxparorcss B Hactosimem. Ho
KOPPEJSIHsS ¢ OyIYyIIUM MO3BOJISIET OTOPOCUTDH T€ alIbTEPHATUBBI, KOTOPHIE
TEHEPUPYIOT CLEHApUH, HE NPUBOASIIME K IMPaBUIBHOMY PEIICHHUIO.
OcraBuivecs aJbTEpPHATHBBI MOPOAST  CIEHApUHM, MPUBOJAIINE K
npaBUILHOMY perrenuto [Menckwii, 2014].

Benen 3a Xbto Oeperrom, M.b MeHckuil npusHaBan paBHOOBITHITHOE
CYIIIECTBOBAHHME BCEJICHHBIX, B KOTOPBIX OBUIM CIeJIaHbl pa3Hbie BBIOOPHI, — TakK
Ha3bIBAEMYy0 MHOTOMHUPOBYIO HWHTEPHPETALUID KBAaHTOBOM MexaHuku. Ho s
CO3JIaHMs VICKYCCTBEHHOT'O KOppeJsTopa IIPU3HAHUE CIIPaBEIJINBOCTHU
MHOTOMUPOBOM HWHTEPHpPETAMA HE TPEACTaBIsACTCI HEOOXOAUMON. AJTOpUTM
KBAHTOBOW KOPPENAIMA COBMECTUM M C oObuHOM Teopueit ctpyH, u ¢ Teopueit
CYHEPCTPYH.

HckycCTBEHHBIH KOPPEISATOP MO3BOJUT MOJy4aTh MHGOPMAIMIO HE TOJBKO U3
«TOHKOTO  CJIOA HACTOSALIEro», HO M K3 COBOKYIHOCTH BCEX  «CIOEB»
IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHOTO KOHTMHYyMa. Ilpu co3gaHum HMCKyCCTBEHHOIO
KoppensaTopa OyJeT HCNOJAb30BAaHO TAaKOE CBOMCTBO JKHMBOIO BEIIECTBA, Kak
CHOCOOHOCTh K 3allOMUHAHUIO M akTyanuzauuu uHopmanuu. (JIHK npeobpasyer
BOCIIPUHSATYIO €10 MH(OpPMAIUI0 B «rojorpaduyeckyro popMy», akTyalu3upys ee
3aTeM CHOBa B MPOTsKEHHBIX (opmax). [Ipu 3TOM HecyliecTBeHHO, KaKOW UMEHHO
BUJ OpraHu3Ma OyJeT B3AT B KauecTBe oOpasla JJisi YHUBEPCAIbHOTO KOppeisTopa.
DTO MOXeT ObITh U TOHKAs TUICHKA KJIETOYHOW TKaHW, BBIpAIIEHHAs MO 00pasily
JUCTa PACTEHUs, CIOCOOHAs HE TOJBKO K (DOTOCHHTE3y, HO M K aKTyaJlu3aluu
HaKOIJIEHHOW paHee mHpopmaru. «VCKycCTBEHHBIA JUCT» OYyIeT «TpeXMEpHBIM
BXOJIOM» B MHOI'OMEPHYIO T'OJIOTPaMMy, KOTOPasi XpaHUT BCIO HAKOIUICHHYIO JIMCTOM
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uH(pOpPMAIIHIO.

Bo03MOXHO, 4TO TOJNIIMHA 3TOTO MCKYCCTBEHHOTO JIMCTa OyIeT claratbes M3
CyMMapHOM TOJIIIUHBI HECKOJIBKUX CIIOEB Tpadena.

Ho xpanunuimem unpopmannu OyneT HE MOBEPXHOCTh JHCTAa (BepHEe — HE
TOJIKO OHA), a BECh YEThIpEXMEpHbIA 00BEM KyOuTa. WHbopmarus Oyxaer
BBIBOJIUTHCS HA €TO MOBEPXHOCTDH MOCPEACTBOM KUIAKOKPUCTATITHICCKON TIIEHKH.

BHeniHe KBaHTOBBIN KOppeNSITOp OyAET BRIIISACTh Kak 00bIuHbIN Notebook mnu
Take MOOMIIBHBIN TeedOH, He MPEBBIIIast UX MO pa3MepaM.

3akiiroueHue
HcnpaBnenue ykopeHuBielics B Teopun ducen OMMOOYHON TEPMUHOJIOTHH,
YCTPAaHEHWE TEPMHUHOB, OCHOBAaHHBIX HAa HEYJAYHBIX MEPEBOJAX — MO3BOJIAT

IMPOsACHUTL CMBICII OCHOBHBIX MMOHSITHHI TCOPUHU YUCCII, IIPOU3BCCTHU KJ'IaCCI/Iq)I/IKaI_II/IIO
IIPOCTBIX YHUCCI IIO CTCIICHAM IIPOCTOTBI M, TCM CAMbIM, 6YI[YT CIT0COOCTBOBATH
CO3aHHIO YHI/IBepCEU'IBHOﬁ HH(i)OpMaHHOHHOﬁ CHUCTCMBI, OCHOBaHHOM Ha IIpUHOUIIax
KBaHTOBOM KOppCJLIOnUH.
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NO-BOUNDARY EMERGENCE AND BOOK OF CHANGE!

Sheng SUN?
Jianhui LI>

ABSTRACT. This work attempts to respond to Thomas Aquinas' Cosmological
Argument in a way that combines Set Theory with the idea of the ‘Book of Change’.
The study defines the i" Cause Set on which to operate on, which leads to the
ontological commitment of austerity that the ‘First Cause's Compromise with
emergence’ cannot be avoided. It is argued in the present paper that the concept that
‘emergence only consists of Synchronic Emergence and Diachronic Emergence’
should be extended to a broader notion of emergence, which is made up of the two
discussed elements and a third one ‘No-Boundary Emergence’ (beyond the time
dimension). The article defines the concept of No-Boundary Emergence, proves why
it is a type of emergence that differs from the traditional two types, and asserts that it
underlies the bottom layer of the cosmos. This study describes the common feature of
all emergence as communication protocols between layers. The assemblage of all
emergences behaves similar to a distributed system that cannot be restricted by
Godel's theorem. The paper provides evidence (in Big Bang Cosmology, Conformal
Cyclic Cosmology, Superstring Theory, Quantum Gravity) for this point of view, and
notes that emergence (in the context of No-Boundary Emergence) is not only a simple
scientific theory but also a progressive scientific research programme that can
spontaneously grow from scientific theory based on Platonism at the expense of a
degenerating shift to the ontological commitment of austerity. This paper proposes an
improved model of Schrodinger Cat that provides a new explanation for quantum
measurement and argues that there must be a forbidden zone of thought experiments.
The study also introduces the implications of ancient Chinese thoughts (namely, the
‘Book of Change’ and Confucius). The paper comes to the conclusion that emergence
(crossing the gap between ‘being’ and ‘nothing’, while ignoring the forbidden zone of
thought experiments) relieves ‘cosmological insufficiency’ in the sense of Neo-
Aristotelism.

KEYWORDS: Aristotle, Big Bang, Book of Change, Cosmology, Emergence,
Hawking, No-Boundary, quantum measurement, research programme, Schrodinger
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Introduction

Emergence, as in the title of the paper, which was initially utilized to develop a
type of integrated philosophy, refers to ‘the whole before parts’ and came into being
during the period of debate between Vitalism (in Aristotle's sense) and Mechanism in
the 19" century. A lot of scientific philosophers believed that the philosophy of
emergence is able to unify human knowledge.

Emergence [Goldstein 1999:49 & O'Connor 1994:92, 93] makes sense both
ontologically and phenomenologically [Johnson IV 2013:284]. Emergence appears
differently in theories to explain the characteristics a whole system has. However,
there is something common: namely, emergent properties cannot be logically
predicted from the parts. Emergence is often studied in the spheres of consciousness
and biology, but not in that of cosmology.

Indeed, emergence has been classified into two categories: Synchronic
Emergence [Stephan 2002:78] and Diachronic Emergence [Havlik 2015:132]. Both
of these categories of emergence refuse to go beyond the time dimension.

Essentially, Jaegwon Kim developed the theory of emergence which claims that
emergence cannot be deduced and ‘downward causation’ is the basic principle of
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emergence [Kim 1999:19]. This criterion can be considered the primary criterion to
judge whether there is emergence in a system.

1. PRELUDE TO THE COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT

Some scholars think that Aristotle's thought is far from modern science because
the explanation of internality in vitality (Aristotle's energy) has been replaced by one
of externality in mechanical force, which is often considered a metaphor of Aristotle's
failure in physics as well as significant support for the notion of ‘an estranged real
world which is utterly divorced from the world of life’ [Koyré, 1965:23].

1.1. Aristotle's Thought and Newton Mathematics

Newton's work on physics was more like a substitution than a revolution (more
like mathematics than physics). In his book Mathematical Principles of Natural
Philosophy, there is not an explanation about the cause of force, but description about
the form of force, which is no cleverer than Aristotle's point of view. That is why the
concept of force was criticized by contemporary physical scientists. Furthermore, in
Galileo's work, nothing was put forward as new content metaphysically that was
different from Aristotle's thought [Koyré, 1966:232].

In Aristotle's sense, ‘the stone falls because it is made of stone which is a kind of
earth’. This explanation has an internal source of behavior [Aristotle, 2006:90] that
was lost by Newton. Indeed, Newton's scientific theory describes only how the
universe behaves, not why it behaves in that way. Thus, it is not conducive to
understanding the cosmos.

For mankind, one regrets that there are now two paths (with blinkers) towards
the same goal, but they are separated by walls, so there has been little attempt to join
all forces to achieve the goal [Schrodinger, 1954:11, 12]. One path is modern science,
and the other is metaphysics. In ancient Greece, the system of knowledge did not
have this type of division [Schrédinger 1954:14]. Thus, returning to ancient thought
is necessary [Schrodinger, 1954:3]. Scientists should learn from ancient thoughts (not
only ancient Greece, but also ancient China).

Thus, to some degree we need a regression to Aristotle's thought at a higher
level (for example, ‘Neo-Aristotelism’) to understand the world of life, as well as that
of the cosmos. To balance Platonism (on which modern science is based), we also
need integrating theory (for example, emergence) that will benefit the ‘Neo-
Aristotelism’ and Platonism.

1.2. Thomas Aquinas’ Cosmology Argument

Scientific philosophy has also caught up in the debate between realism and
antirealism, even leading the philosophy of science to the edge of nihilism.

From Mario Bunge’s standpoint, it is not a good choice for scientists to answer
philosophical questions in the way that is inappropriately reductionist, for such
polarized views are a sign of early human perspective [Bunge, 1977:75]. A certain
number of philosophers also believe that it is necessary for scientists to recognize the
autonomy of high-level theories when establishing scientific theories [Li, 1995:8].
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Therefore, the discussion makes sense in the scientific world only when it is focused
on a deflationary construal from an ontological commitment of austerity. In
particular, the ontological commitment of austerity has to be able to explain the
majority of the phenomenon and the creation of the universe, in which space, time,
the First Cause and interactions among them cannot be avoided.

In modern cosmology, the Big Bang theory indicates the existence of singularity
wherein the equations of gravitational field cannot be defined at some points in the
history of the universe, pointing to General Relativity's failure in explaining the
beginning of our universe. As a result, Big Bang theory posits that it cannot predict
anything in our universe, which means that an arbitrary initial state resulted in an
arbitrary current state. As we know, in Quantum Theory, there is a principle that
everything will happen if not absolutely forbidden. If the creation of our universe
were determined by a singularity, the Big Bang would occur at any time, which
makes it clear that the predictability of world would disappear. If the law of physics
fails in the singularity, it will fail in any place.

Science is supposed to provide knowledge about the local laws governing the
revolution of universe. Revealing how the universe began is an issue of metaphysics
or religion, wherein there is a well-known argument from design for God's existence
proposed by Thomas Aquinas whose first three ways are proverbially considered
cosmological arguments [Reichenbach, 1972:5].

Essentially, as far as we are concerned, causation can be regarded as the key
point of his view. He claims that nothing can cause itself. Accordingly, every object
has a cause. However, the existence of an endless string of objects causing other
objects is absurd to imagine (the thought can be originally derived from the
discussion of ‘infinite’ in Aristotle's book Physics), which means that there must be a
first cause. Thus, the Design, God, the Mover or the First Cause can be defined as the
one who caused the chain of existence for all things.

In the Big Bang theory, as a matter of fact, it is the physical law that determines
the progress of ‘being’ being generated from ‘nothing’. Nevertheless, Kant thought
that as a pure form of intuition, space and time are the background of thinking, rather
than content or an object. Thus, although the basis of Kant's Philosophy is retorted by
General Relativity in a manner, it still implies the failure of humans' cognitive
abilities, not only in the physical world, but also in philosophy. The singularity is
something similar to the First Cause, which would be a dreamy lunacy in
Metaphysics.

2. FROM FIRST CAUSE TO EMERGENCE

The major result of Thomas Aquinas' Cosmological Argument was bringing
about the First Cause of everything, which is thought of as the beginning of the
universe and the conscious mind, rather than an object in the sense of epistemology.
Thus, the First Cause can only cause effects; it cannot be caused as an effect. The
First Cause, which is the cause of other causes directly, or indirectly, can influence
other objects and events, but not vice versa.
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2.1. Definition of Second Cause and i Cause Set

Obviously, in our opinion, the argument can be analyzed in two distinct but
logically related steps.

First, a cause named C may be the effect of a combined action between cause A4
and cause B, both of which has nothing to do with each other. That is, 4 is not the
cause of B directly or indirectly, and vice versa, and it is the collection of element A4
and element B that plays a role in causation as a whole.

In light of the above, we have a new approach in Set theory to defining any
cause. According to the idea, a cause can be probably defined as a Set that is a
collection of elements, such as events and laws. Thus, the First Cause can be
understood as First Cause Set (hereafter called the /* Set), which contains only
elements that can cause other elements while not being caused by others. Moreover,
originating in a point, representing any element in the /** Set, the causation will be
traced as an arrowed line outward. The elements in /¥ Set cannot be affected by any
elements out of the set, which means it cannot be reached, epistemologically. In spite
of this, the elements in the /* Set can determine any other elements out of the set
(directly or indirectly, alone or jointly).

A second cause and a third cause are needed for the logic string, if there exists a
first one and a last one. Therefore, we can use an ordinal number i to mark any of the
causes that can be defined continuously until a number N. Although N cannot be
infinite (Thomas Aquinas), it can be very large. In this way, the definition of the N
cause 1s formulated.

2.2. First Cause's Compromise with the Second Cause

The section pertains to the analysis and operation of Thomas Aquinas
Cosmological Argument in concept combined with Set Theory and the Book of
Change, but it 1s a bit bothersome. If readers do not specialize in these fields, they
can skip it. This section will pave the way for proposing a viewpoint of the First
Cause's compromise with emergence ontologically.

Based on the two steps that are mentioned in the section above, from the /% Set
definition, the Second Cause is converted into a Second Cause Set (hereafter referred
to as the 2" Set), which we can deduce as a collection consisting of all the elements
that elements in the /%' Set directly pointing to. Thus, the elements in the 2¢ Set can
refer not only to objects and events in the real world, but also to concepts in the mind,
such as causes, principles and laws, which are not absolutely refused by human's
abilities in thinking, understanding and linguistic logic.

What is more, all arrowed lines of causation from points (representing elements)
in the /* Set point to ones in the 2™ Set by definition. That is because originating in a
point (representing any element in the i”* Set), the causation will be traced as an
arrowed line outward and we assign / as i, the state of the /* Set is achieved.

In other words, there is no i” Set (where the ordinal number i is larger than 2)
that consists of elements pointing directly from elements in the /* Set. As a matter of
fact, the 2? Set will be the only way through which lines can pass.

We find that all elements in the 2" Set contribute to affecting all other elements
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beside the collection of the /* Set and 2™ Set. In addition, it is obvious that the 2™
Set can be seen as a collection of elements that are generated somehow by certain
elements in the /*" Set (perhaps some that act as generators and other that act as laws).

However, the elements in the /% Set (whether they exist or not) that are
suspected to be the ultimate causes of everything, are transparent (the transparent
feature of emergence will also be mentioned in chapter 3) to any of the elements
except those in the /%' Set and 2" Set. For instance, the elements in the i Set (i is
larger than 2) cannot feel the influences made by those in the /* Set directly, such that
‘the I Set’ is an unnecessary assumption for ‘the elements in the i Set’
epistemologically and ontologically. If we use graphics to illustrate this, all the
arrowed lines of causation from the elements in the /% Set pass through the 2" Set. In
this case, we can put the elements of the /*' Set into the 2" Set completely? This
involves the following issues.

Which cause 1s more fundamental or ultimate, the First Cause or the Second
Cause? Whose ontological commitment of austerity is closer to the philosophical
presuppositions of the Big Bang theory? Are the First Cause and Second Cause
separable strictly? Is there an explanatory gap between the two? Are there
fundamental differences between the First Cause and Second Cause ontologically?

Next, we will show the analytical procedure to the questions above.

Obviously, the width of the natural gap between the First Cause and the Second
Cause epistemologically (and ontologically), is determined by the possibility that
elements in the First Cause Set can be cognized.

Remarkably, when the i Set is defined, the number of its elements cannot be
constrained. There was no point to that approach!

All the elements from all of the Sets create the ‘cosmos tree’ (which is
something similar to a tree, but not exactly, because there is no guarantee that there is
only one root node) of causality, wherein we can discover the relationship between
any two elements more clearly.

When the node (element) in the tree has only one ancestor, it can be easily
placed into a different set. When the node X has two ancestor nodes (Y and Z), there
are three possibilities:

First, one ancestor node is the ancestor of the other;

Second, one ancestor is closer to the common ancestor W of the two (Y and Z);

And lastly, neither of the two is the ancestor of the other, and neither is closer to
the common ancestor.

In the latter two scenarios, we have at least two types of classification for the
elements of Cause Set. If we separate # and X into two Sets (for example, the i Set
and (i+1)" Set), there is no standard logically to tell us why Y belongs to the i Set
while Z belongs to the other. We cannot base this decision on the distance between
the node (Y or Z) and the common ancestor V. (Attention! As we declare, to say ‘the
node W is the common ancestor (of Y and Z)’ is only a relative and temporary
concept, which is introduced only when the discussion starts. It cannot be a series or
fundamental concept!)

A node can be connected with the common ancestor or with the common
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descendant node, which leads to a different definition of the i Set. We cannot easily
delimitate the i Cause Set by trees of nodes representing elements logically. Thus,
we can conclude that there at least exists an element in the i’ Set that is probably of
the element in the (i+1)" Set, unless it is an element presented by a node of only one
parent node. We cannot affirm that there is no element node having more than one
parent node, because if we do that, the Set of the elements must be divided into
massive Sets, the quantity of which can be the quantity of the elements in the original
Set. Through investigations and operations on the elements in the First Cause Set, the
concept of the First Cause entity disintegrates ontologically.

Similarly, the First Cause Set, or at least part of it, can be integrated into the
Second Cause Set, which is probably a breakthrough of Thomas Aquinas'
Cosmological Argument, ontologically and epistemologically.

If there is more than one type of classification method of the elements, in some
ways, the First Cause can be finally deduced by the Second Cause ontologically [Sun,
2014:118]. In that paper, we provided the way (Inspired by Book of Change) to prove
that the operation of transformation from the general definition of the i™ Cause Set to
a narrow one can also lead to the First Cause's Compromise with Second Cause.

In general, we find that the First Cause is not an indivisible entity, but a set
consisting of elements that can be operated on in different ways (containing the way
of operation of the Book of Change). Furthermore, there still is something that can be
separated from the collection called the First Cause.

William E. Carroll from the University of Oxford made a presentation called
“Cosmology, Metaphysics, and the Origin of the Universe: From Stephen Hawking to
Thomas Aquinas™ at Beijing Normal University on November 13th 2015, wherein he
illustrated that a °‘singularity’ cannot be concluded as the absolute beginning
indicating creation(as we see, it should be understood that the First Cause has
something more than a ‘singularity’, i.e., the First Cause is a collection rather than an
indivisible atom), which provides evidence of my point of view that the First Cause
should be the set consisting of elements which can be operated on.

To understand this, we have to concentrate on the structure of the tree of nodes,
as well as the aspect of the feature of the elements.

2.3. Second Cause Coincidence with Emergence

What does the Second Cause refer to in the actual Physical World? In our point
of view, it can refer to emergence, and it is concluded without question that all the
basic needs of the minimized ontological commitment of Big Bang theory could be
satisfied [Sun, 2014:120].

Let's go back to the physical world.

Actually, Einstein's General Relativity described a four-dimensional image,
which illustrates that individual components are insufficient to interpret the nature of
relativity. In contrast, geometrical properties must be introduced on a larger space-
time scale, which is a reflection of ‘the whole before pasts’. In addition, it is worth
mentioning that getting over ‘cosmological insufficiency’ [Khroutski, 2014:7] is, in a
sense, very enlightening.

Vol. 6, No. 1,

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM | \vinter 2016




109

Is it a phenomenon of ‘downward causation’? Not exactly! However, it probably
is an embryonic form of that! In this paper, we will eventually arrive at the point of
view that the universe is a system of ‘downward causation’.

General Relativity, as the most powerful tool on researching the evolution of our
universe, implies an idea of ‘the whole before parts’, which is a characteristic of
emergence (not a necessary and sufficient condition, but the necessary condition).

According to Hubble law, the recession velocity of a galaxy is in direct
proportion to the distance from the earth. Obviously, based on a series of derivations,
several conclusions are inevitable. Everything in the universe occurs as a product of
cosmic evolution, such as galaxies, atoms and molecules. Essentially, space-time also
behaves as a product of the evolution, and the emergence of characteristics in the
system of cosmos grows gradually in every stage of the cosmic evolution, which
means space-time is proven to be an emergent property. Thus, it serves as a reference
for the idea that ‘the whole before parts’ can be used as a candidate ultimate law of
the universe.

In addition, more and more science theories implicate emergence as an ultimate
law that can fundamentally explain the cosmos.

3. WHAT NO-BOUNDARY EMERGENCE IS

The ghost of the First Cause remains in the Big Bang model. The universe is
expanding at exactly the critical rate to form atoms and galaxies, while avoiding
collapse again [Hawking, 1996:51].

3.1. Emergence in Stephen Hawking's No-Boundary Proposal

The evolutions of universes vary from boundary condition to boundary
condition. Consequently, a key point is that the First Cause can be paraphrased as the
choice problem for the boundary condition. However, No-Boundary Proposal
(Hawking's) indicates that “over all compact Euclidean metrics, the path integral for
quantum gravity should be taken”, which can be understood to mean that “the
Boundary Condition of the universe is that there is No Boundary” [Hawking,
2010:79].

Essentially, with the means of introducing an orthogonal imaginary time, the
method of getting around the difficulty of singularity, over all compact metrics, takes
a historical path integral for quantum gravity, wherein the calculation covers the
cosmos outside the universal horizon and the evolution process of universe acts as a
quantum process specified for the Schrodinger equation. Thus, it will connect half a
Euclidean four-dimensional space with half a de Sitter space, which can easily
describe the interpretation models of cosmological inflation as a tunnel effect that
generated the expanding universe [Hawking, 2010:80—-103].

Figuratively speaking, the universe of the No-Boundary Model with imaginary
time is something similar to the earth with latitudes and longitudes in which we will
find no particularity at the poles representing Singularity.

The No-Boundary Proposal enables a Wheeler—DeWitt equation (without time
derivative) that crosses the gap between the two ends (one with the existence of time,
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and the other without that), yielding the Schrodinger equation of the evolution of
universe, which can be considered an emergent property in the system of cosmos.

This approach provides an emergence approach to the problem of the First
Cause, which means that emergence (as the Second Cause) goes beyond time, just as
the First Cause does. We can define No-Boundary Emergence as the Second Cause,
which generated time and all other objects after that. Very close to the creation of
cosmos, time cannot be defined in General Relativity, which means No-Boundary
Emergence is ‘earlier’ than time itself, or exactly, No-Boundary Emergence is beyond
the time dimension.

The Emergence theory developed by scientists and philosophers contains only
two types (Synchronic Emergence and Diachronic Emergence, hereafter called
traditional emergence), both classified with the time dimension, which means
emergence is something in the time dimension. However, No-Boundary Emergence is
obviously something beyond time [Sun, 2014:120]. The conflict between No-
Boundary Emergence and the traditional ones seems irreconcilable, unless we
reclassify emergence, with one type beyond time, called No-Boundary Emergence,
and the other type in the time axis, called traditional emergence (which includes
Synchronic Emergence and Diachronic Emergence).

Now, we know that, as the Second Cause, No-Boundary Emergence differs from
traditional ones. The other question is whether No-Boundary Emergence is
emergence. If it is true, No-Boundary Emergence is proven to be a new type of
emergence. Can we go further?

3.2. No-Boundary Emergence Underlies the Bottom Layer of Cosmos

Einstein once posed the question of whether God has more than one choice in
creating the universe [Hawking, 2012:165]. If No-Boundary Emergence is only the
Second Cause, God is still free to choose the universe. However, something stops
him.

Indeed, it is worth noting that, there is a great philosophical shift from the book
Nature of Space and Time to The Grand Design, in which Hawking suggested that
‘the universe is free to generate itself from nothing, but when the universe is already
a being, substances in it are not free to generate itself’, which balances the positive
energy (in the form of mass and speed) and the negative energy (in the form of
gravity) to keep the total energy of the universe always at zero [Hawking, 2012:
179,180]. Thus, the universe is either an organic cosmos with something similar to
consciousness preventing new substances from generating themselves, or an
emergence with a power of ‘downward causation’ (that is why No-Boundary
Emergence is emergence).

As we see, it is because there is only one ‘choice’ (Occam Razor would take
effect on it if there is only one) for God (if he is still here). Thus, the ‘only choice’ is
most likely determined by No-Boundary Emergence as the First Cause. 1f all of these
are true, there is no anthropic principle, fine-tunings in laws, or apparent miracle, all
topics that have tormented scientist for decades.

However, what is No-Boundary Emergence (as the First Cause) like?
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Emergence is probably a series of elements similar to a Distributed System that
cannot be restored to a deeper exclusive law, rather than something similar to M-
theory, which is quite different from what Hawking believes.

Notably, the Distributed System of emergence cannot be described in an
axiomatic system; that is, it will never be restricted by Godel’s theorem. Furthermore,
it only helps different layers communicate with each other, which is similar to what
network protocol does between the physical layer and the data link layer. At the same
time, it is transparent to the objects and laws on the upper layer, which explains why
emergence is usually criticized as a type of mysticism or anti-reductionism by its
opponents.

In summary, as far as we are concerned, No-Boundary Emergence underlies the
Bottom layer of cosmos [Sun, 2014:120].

3.3. More Implication of No-Boundary Emergence in Modern Physics

Roger Penrose elaborated a related thinking in his book The Emperor's New
Mind. He claims that a substance in which the atoms were arranged to appear as
crystalline, will never have a property of fivefold symmetry [Penrose, 1991:435],
which is not determined by experience, but by the inevitability of Mathematics itself
(only a few ‘choices’ for God).

In addition, Penrose developed a further point of view in the book Cycle of Time,
in which he provides insight into ways the entropy began with a minimum value (in a
balanced state) but ends in a maximum value (also in a balanced state). In his
opinion, if singularity can be ignored, (the problem of singularity has already been
solved in the previous sections), this can be explained by the expansion of the
Universe (it is also ‘the whole before parts’ and ‘downward causation’). The
increasing Product Space [Penrose, 2010:32-34] (the product of phase space in a
coarse-grained region and the external phase space, which will simplify the model)
will provide more variable room for the entropy of all cosmos to occupy. In return,
the two states are different in the dimension of the Product Space, because
significantly more dimensions of Product Space will be produced in the future. Thus,
entropy can be explained as one of the emergent properties from the evolution of
cosmos system. As we see, entropy is not ultimately used to define the direction of
time in a cosmological sense. Obviously, it illustrates that No-Boundary Emergence
underlies the Bottom layer.

Essentially, regarding the exact meaning of time, a thought from ‘Conformal
Cyclic Cosmology’ (the following referred to as CCC) [Penrose, 2010:137] enriches
our understanding, using the method of Conformal Geometry (something similar to
the three types of uniform plane geometry, as illustrated by Maurits C. Esche) to
connect the singularity of Big Bang with infinite ‘Heat Death’ (Penrose is opposed to
the designation). Penrose believes that it will not be endless that the ‘Heat Death’ in
the distant future will last ontologically and epistemologically [Penrose, 2010:139—
149], which is quite different from what most of the scientists believes.

Indeed, the precise definition of time is based on earth's rotation, atomic
vibration or energy-level transitions, all of which can be considered clocks. Thus, we
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can imagine the Model of CCC ontologically, as a story of ‘Sleeping Beauty’. A
beautiful princess has just woken up in her castle from a ‘100 years’ of sleep (during
that period all the animals, clocks, winds, clouds and stars fell sleep with her). How
can she know anything about how long she has slept? All the existence around her
cannot tell her anything. Furthermore, if all the cosmos fall into sleep, who is awake
to record the passage of time? Penrose demonstrates with his theoretical model of
CCC that there is no particle awake as a clock in the distant future when black holes
have completely evaporated and all the particles have decayed into photons.

Obviously, the definition of time is not eternal because its faster speed in the
distant future is as ‘real’ as its inexistence in the narrow moment after the Big Bang
(time is an emergent property in the evolution of cosmos), which means ‘CCC’
provides strong evidence to No-Boundary Emergence.

Surprisingly, we discovered that conflicting theories such as Big Bang and CCC
can share the common ontological commitment of No-Boundary Emergence, which
illustrates that No-Boundary Emergence underlies the Bottom layer (the
philosophical assumptions of Big Bang and CCC).

4. EMERGENCE IN CONCEPT WORLD

It seems that philosophers are not good at foreseeing events in the sense of
experience. However, if emergence is realistic in the real world, it has the ontological
commitment of austerity, as well as meaning in science. Actually, a progressive
scientific research programme should at least have excess empirical content over the
degenerating one [Lakatos, 1989:31].

4.1. Progressive Scientific Research Programme

Emergence, in our opinion, ought not only to be considered as a specific
quantified theory but also to be regarded as a scientific research programme. In the
field of astronomy, Dark Matter is usually considered a new type of particle, or a new
type of basic action force (as fundamental as the electromagnetic force, gravitation,
the strong force and the weak force). The latter explanation, as we see, is not
fundamental enough to answer what Dark Matter is. As a result, we cannot stop here.
Dark Matter is more likely to be a result of the structure, which is determined by
‘downward causation’.

Thus, Dark Matter (Dark Energy as well) can be considered emergence, which
can unify the four basic action forces, Dark Matter and Dark Energy as six different
crystal facets of a Polyhedron.

There are already signs that the Dark Matter's proportion differs from distance to
distance (from the earth), which means Dark Matter evolves in different stages of the
cosmos (scientists know that the farther into space we observe, the more ancient the
sky is).

Cosmos change their governance by promoting Dark Matter or Dark Energy in
different stages to ensure that the evolution of the cosmos would be a certain way. In
the first moment, the tremendous Dark Energy satisfies the needs of the Inflation
model well, explains the origin of the large-scale structure of universe, and makes our
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universal horizon distant enough. Then, in a sufficiently long time horizon, the
cosmos evolves into a picture where Dark Matter has been promoted as the ruling
class. Currently, the cosmos has to speed up their expansion once again to avoid the
possibility of the Big Crunch. This seems similar to a Feedback Mechanism of the
cosmos system, which is absolutely not accidental from the viewpoint of the Grand
Design (Hawking's). However, we explain it as No-Boundary Emergence.

If this phenomenon can be fully confirmed, it will be a correct prediction by No-
Boundary Emergence, which will be proven to be a progressive scientific research
programme.

4.2. Spontaneous Growth in the Concept World

Emergence also exists in the evolution of series of scientific theories, which
occurs as a type of spontaneous shift from series of scientific theories to series. It is a
shift between two scientific research programmes in Lakatos' sense.

For example, according to Thomas S. Kuhn's book The Copernican Revolution,
the earth's motion from Copernicus' point of view should be considered the by-
product of planets' problems rather than a fundamental hypothesis of theory [Kuhn,
1985:144], which is a revolution of Methodology in spite of the one of Ontology. In
fact, the two models are mathematically equivalent.

Accordingly, the gap (between two sets of theoretical system) is not as wide as
people usually think. Indeed, a spontaneous shift (which seems to be a result of a new
ontological hypothesis) between two scientific research programmes can take place in
a broader perspective from history, making the ontological commitment more of
austerity.

A spontaneous shift as an emergence often acts as if it is an accidental product
of an idea of genius. Nevertheless, the shift effectively has the inner cause.

For instance, between the Early 20" and Late 19" Century, there was a set of
theories consisting of Galileo symmetry, Lorentz transformations and Maxwell's
Equations, which were not consistent unless one of the three is abandoned.

The vast majority of scientists and philosophers believe that what Einstein did
was to extending Newton's theory to a broader notion wherein objects can move near
the speed of light, which means Einstein added something to Newton's theory.

However, extending the field of science is not what Einstein really did.
Essentially, the facts prove otherwise. One can easily discover that extension in
science is actually deflation in philosophy. Extension is not addition but subtraction.
Einstein just abandoned Galileo symmetry and kept the combination of Lorentz
transformations and Maxwell's Equations. Then, a revolution in science took place.

That is why we believe that scientific progress is at the expense of a
degenerating shift to an ontological commitment of austerity, although it is not
caused by the expense. However, from a more macro sense, there is only one ‘choice’
for the growth of the scientific research programme, that there must be a direction
that is not a fundamental property but an emergent property of spontaneous shift in
history.

Einstein believed that Special Relativity will also be discovered without him. It
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can be understood that the system of scientific theories consists of a logical
incompatibility among the three (Galileo symmetry, Lorentz transformations and
Maxwell's Equations), which forced Einstein to make a decision whether to use his
aesthetic intuition to propose a Constant Speed of Light and the Principle of
Relativity.

This indicates a new content of emergence outside the real world, which can be
called Theory Emergence.

Emergence can be regarded as Naturalism (a series of elements similar to a
Distributed System) of Foundationalism (No-Boundary Emergence as basic belief
underpinning others). After much analysis and many examples, we discover that for
scientific theory based on Platonism, the closer to the pinnacle it is, the closer to the
opposite (emergence) it will be.

Emergence (contains No-Boundary Emergence) can be considered as a new
cosmology that is absolutely different from that of Platonism, and also as a new trend
or direction as an emergent property in the evolution of series of shifts between
scientific research programmes.

The extra spatial dimensions of Superstring theory is not crumpled up in an
arbitrary way because the geometrical forms they can choose are severely restricted
by the equations of Superstring theory. In fact, research (by Philip Candelas, Gary
Horowitz, Andrew Strominger and Edward Witten) showed that there is only a
particular class of six-dimensional geometrical shapes that can satisfy the conditions
prescribed by the equations [Greene, 2003:207].

However, the number of nine space dimensions determined by mathematical
formalism to avoid nonsensical probability values is so particular that nobody can
reveal an intuitive answer in a nontechnical way without calculation [Greene,
2003:203].

In Superstring theory, the sphere inside a Calabi-Yau space shrinks down until
the Planck scale, when continuing to shrink means starting to expand in the mirror
world [Greene, 2003: 267], wherein force and matter transform into each other, and
exchange the parity of dimension [Greene, 2003: 244,245].

Obviously, in the scientific research programme of Superstring Theory built on
Platonism, there is still no hope to appropriately enduing the preference for a
particular number with meanings to explain why the choice of Calabi-Yau space
should be governed by this form of the equations.

In Superstring theory, the ontological problem in interpreting the particular
choices of Calabi-Yau space is actually the problem of the First Cause, which
connects the microcosmic worlds with the cosmoscopic universe. As we see, the
answer is easily explicated in No-Boundary Emergence.

There is also a possibility of spontaneous shift (based on the evolution of series
of scientific theories themselves) from a degenerating scientific research programme
to a progressive scientific research programme in world 3(in Karl Popper's sense).

However, the spontaneous shift to progressive scientific research programme is
often at the expense of a degenerating shift to the ontological commitment of
austerity.
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5. IMPROVED MODEL OF SCHRODINGER CAT

The Delayed-choice Experiment is explained as the ‘integrity of system of
observation apparatus’ or ‘participatory universe inspired by consciousness’, all of
which can be imagined as the ‘future determines past’ in the sense of Platonism.
What is it like in the sense of No-Boundary Emergence?

“We can only observe and operate on the record rather than on the quantum
world.” said Shantena Augusto Sabbadini, professor at Schumacher College, when he
discussed with us during his lecture at Yinhe SOHO in Beijing on October 31, 2015.

As we see, the experiment can be explained by the ‘downward causation’ (not
only in the space dimension, but also in time dimension) in the sense of No-Boundary
Emergence. The cosmos is emergence from the relationship between the observer and
the quantum world. Further, quantum measurement does not collapse the wave
function, but prepares an entangled state of the observer and quantum world. What's
more, consciousness is nothing special in quantum measurement, and ‘observing on’
is nothing more than ‘communicating with’ (we consider the observer as a normal
object without consciousness). That is to say, quantum measurement prepares an
entangled state of the observer system and quantum world system.

As a result, Cosmos is nothing more than ‘emergence from the relationship
between two entangled quantum systems’. Fortunately, this can be verified by
experiments.

5.1. Three Boxes, Men and Cats

The model of the Schrodinger Cat from our standpoint is talks only about the
question of ‘Are observers witnesses or murderers?” We (Sun Sheng) proposed an
improved model of the Schrodinger Cat. In the thought experiment, there are three
equal (the relationship is different from the Schrodinger Cat model's relationship
between observer and object) black box A, black box B, and black box C, inside of
each of which we put a cat and a man (with a gas mask to ensure that he remains
alive). From A to B, there is an observation hole (the man in A can make his decision
to observe the cat in B through it at any time), and vice versa. This situation also
applies to B and C (also C and A). Thus, we have three boxes, three cats, three men
(observers), three bottles of poison, three hammers, three particles that can decay or
not, and six observation holes (each pair of boxes has two holes, for example, A to B,
B to A), but no consciousness beyond the three to observe from God's perspective.

For a man 1n a certain box, the state of the cat in the same box is certain, but he
does not know whether his box has been observed by others. So far, this is a model
that exhibits some sort of symmetry.

Man A knows (also ‘determines’) the state of Cat B, after observing Box B (for
example, he gains the information that Cat B is dead). If man C observes Box B,
what will happen? Man C learns the state of Cat B, which is already determined
before his observation although it is not known by man C.

We all know one of Einstein's two basic assumptions of the Special Theory of
Relativity is that ‘None of the inertial frames has special status in the form of
mechanics laws [Blagojevi¢, 2002:4].” This can be called the democracy of inertial
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frames. In some ways, it is a fundamental belief in physics. Not considering scenery
outside the window, someone having just woken up in a maglev train cannot be aware
of its state of motion (whether it is moving or parked). The key point is ‘how can you
know that?” which is similar to the situation we face to account for timing in the story
of ‘Sleeping Beauty’. However, scientists always forget the belief when facing the
quantum world. How can you know whether the state of particles we are going to
observe has been already observed by another consciousness that is separate from our
universe (in another Box) and does not pass any information to us until to be
observed?

Does the distribution of the measurement results acts as scientists expected? Or
is it controlled by the man (in another Box) as a hidden variable or as God (he
always observes earlier than us)? Who cares!

5.2. Forbidden Zone of Thought Experiments

There is a paradox: Unless we believe the second step ‘man C observes Box B’
is essentially ‘man C observes the new quantum system consisting of Box A and Box
B’. However, the new belief is probably the reality of the quantum world.

If we abandon the ontological commitment of ‘there is an Absolute Observation
that can collapse wave function’, we can easily find the deflationary construal that
‘observation can only be defined between two independent quantum systems’, which
means ‘the observation is entangled states preparation of the two independent
quantum systems, rather than quantum collapse’. Thus, there is no special status of
consciousness in quantum measurement that can be understood as ‘establishing
contact with the other’. It is something similar to ‘observation is communication
between subject and subject’ (this is John Cobb’s point of view on quantum
measurement, when he discussed with us in 10" International Seminar on Bio-
cosmology). However, my explanation has nothing to do with subjectivity.

Further, in philosophical terms, Box B is an independent quantum system that
can be considered another universe separate from us, and makes no ‘sense’ (in the
sense of Friedrich Ludwig Gottlob Frege) to us. A ‘Description’ cannot be without a
‘sentence’ (a ‘sentence’ cannot be without ‘sense’) when we can operate only on
record (in Sabbadini's sense), which is a description rather than reality. Thus, Box B
cannot be operated on. If something has no ‘sense’ to us, it has no ‘reference’ (in
Frege’s sense) at all.

Or, perhaps more accurately, we're not sure if we can observe, or if we can know
what we will observe. The thought experiment is based on a black box that is so
particular that it perhaps never existed. Accurately speaking, there is a contradiction
that the isolation refuses any access to information but allows observation, which is a
bit such as the ‘Almighty’ God. ‘Almighty’ has a logical contradiction. For example,
‘1s he capable to produce a stone that he cannot pick up?’

Indeed, we will not prove the similarity of the two here. Logical contradiction
does not consequentially occur in images that ‘cannot be imagined’ such as a
‘circular form in the shape of square’. We can conclude that not all the situations that
we can imagine are situations with coincidence logic. As a result, we come to the
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conclusion that there must be some forbidden zone of thought experiments in the
sphere which is farther and farther from the experienced world (closer and closer to
origin of cosmos).

Thus, if we cannot do it in thought experiments, what can we do?

Research from Mark Van Raamsdonk proved my viewpoint that if all the
quantum entanglement disappears between two areas of a universe, they will become
two independent universes that have nothing to do with each other [Van Raamsdonk,
2010:22-24]. Thus, you cannot operate on the other area of space if you make it a
box as black as you can imagine, because it goes away without leaving a message
about the new address and you cannot find it.

In his article, he notes that the universe structure is emergent from the quantum
entanglement. His paper supports my point of view that there is a forbidden zone of
thought experiments, and also provides evidence that No-Boundary Emergence is the
origin of the cosmos whereas No-Boundary Emergence underlies the Bottom layer of
cosmos.

That is to say, No-Boundary Emergence is even more fundamental than
quantum entanglement which builds the Cosmos in which we live. In the next chapter,
we will show its explanatory power in other areas.

6. LEARN FROM ANCIENT CHINESE THOUGHTS

We all know that many famous scientists learn from ancient Chinese thoughts.

For instance, famous physicist Niels Henrik David Bohr was enlightened by Tai
Chi, which was used in designing his family crest. John von Neumann's binary
computer system was also inspired by Tai Chi.

Scientists began to believe that the relationship between ‘human and cosmos’ is
similar to that of ‘wave and ocean’, which can be explained as ‘from the same origin
but with different names’ in Taoism [Sabbadini, 2012:8-10].

6.1. Book of Change for Play

Operation (the paper used on ‘First Cause Set’) is the basic idea of quantum
theory, as well as the basic idea in the Book of Change (which is often considered to
be written by Fu Xi before 5000 B. C. in China, Edited by Ji Chang before 1056
B.C.), known as ‘I Ching’ or ‘Yi Jing’, wherein there are only two elements
representing Yin and Yang, which is generated from 7ai Chi (which is slightly
different from Dao).

Most scholars in China believe that the Book of Change is not only mathematics
or arithmetic, but also the cosmology of ancient Chinese thoughts (we know ontology
and cosmology are the same in ancient China).

Why is the Book of Change difficult to read? The Book of Change is based on
the concept that ‘cosmos is based on pattern and operation’, which cannot be
understood as calculation or methodology. It is something for human to play, to see,
to feel and to operate, but not to calculate, or to read. The Book of Change can help
humans operate the world as well as predict the world.

‘Hetu Luoshu’ (as one of the earliest thoughts in China), an invincible weapon
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that can defeat all devils (however powerful) in legend, is a magic square of cosmos
that can operate all the cosmos and generate all substances, operating different digits
(1/0) to different positions, such as metal, wood, water, fire and earth.

‘Han Zi’ (Chinese character), which is pictographic and ideographic, is operated
from the Book of Change, and it is usually believed to be a simplified ‘Hetu Luoshu’,
which many celebrities have tattooed to their bodies to get lucky.

Go (game) is produced in this type of view. It is regarded as the most difficult
chess game. Even now computer cannot reach the level of world champions against
human players. What can you feel in Go (game)? You can feel something similar to
Combat between two martial arts masters; you can fee/ countless changes among Yin,
Yang and hexagrams; you can feel how Heaven and earth work.

Remarkably, the correspondences of positions and hexagrams generated from
operations are not arbitrary, as supervised by Dao (it generates Yin, Yang and
hexagrams). From our standpoint, emergence is something such as the power of
generating in Taoism, where No-Boundary Emergence is something similar to Dao
in the Book of Change, generating Real World (Yang) and Concept World (Yin).

Indeed, the Book of Change provides an ontological commitment, as well as
arithmetic in the methodological sense. However, it is quite different from
Pythagoreanism, because it focuses on what the relationship between positions and
operations means rather than the ontological implication of the digit itself.

In general, the Book of Change is a strategy for humans about sow fo play in
cosmos, which can also inspire our understanding of ourselves and cosmos. The Book
of Change accesses operation on the First Cause, which is the basis of the proof
procedure (in chapter 2) that demonstrates what role No-Boundary Emergence plays.
The approach is not easily classified as Naturalism or Foundationalism. Perhaps it
can be understood as a two-sided coin: one side is in the tradition of Naturalism, and
the other is in the tradition of Foundationalism.

The Book of Change informs us that the operation on the First Cause Set is not
only a methodology but also an ontology, which means the argument of the First
Cause is no longer tenable ontologically if the concept of the First Cause Set is
disintegrated methodologically.

6.2. Chinese Confucius Thought

The importance of the relationship is emphasized by Confucius.

To answer Yan Yuan's (one of his students) question of what ‘benevolence’ is,
Confucius stated, “Self-restraint and restoration of rites are benevolence.” We (Li
Jianhui) discovered that ‘benevolence’ is an emergent property from ‘rites’ rather
than from ‘Intelligent Design’ (by God or by Kings), which ought to be the
relationship between two individuals (also between individuals and nature).

Regardless, we should learn from China, especially from ancient Chinese
thoughts, such as the Book of Change, Taoism and Confucianism. In fact, the three
are just the tip of the iceberg of ancient Chinese thoughts, with huge buried treasure.
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Conclusions

Emergence should be considered in the sense of Neo-Aristotelism as a third pole
of Cosmology that can relieve ‘cosmological insufficiency’, as well as balance
Platonism.

Emergence is the Second Cause, as an approach to solving Thomas Aquinas’
Cosmological Argument, in a way that combines with Set Theory and the Book of
Change.

Emergence, as a series of elements similar to a distributed system that cannot be
restricted by Godel’s theorem, includes our newly founded item, called No-Boundary
Emergence, which underlies the Bottom layer of cosmos.

Emergence is also a progressive scientific research programme, which can
spontaneously grow from scientific theory based on Platonism.

There is still a forbidden zone of thought experiments closer to the origin that
can be explained as No-Boundary Emergence.

Emergence can be regarded as the Foundational Naturalism.

Predecessors' discussion on the First Cause is all about the relationship between
Ocog and Aoyog. 1f it were limited to the two poles in one dimension, the explanation
would be mysterious or mechanistic. Fortunately, in the presence of No-Boundary
Emergence, emergence is third pole that can provide a new dimension to balance the
two.

No-Boundary Emergence generates a Real World and Concept World whereas
Dao in the Book of Change generates Yang and Yin. We can learn more about this by
studying the Book of Change and other ancient Chinese thoughts.
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FROM THE DISCOVERING OF REALITY TO CREATING
MULTIPLE REALITIES: THE ARISTOTELIAN ROOTS OF
MODERN ANTHROPOCENTRICISM

Abdul Wahab SURI*

ABSTRACT. The Kantian derivation of the categories of reason from Aristotelian logical
form of judgment is one of the most remarkable shifts in Enlightenment epistemological
discourse and consequently has substantive ontological implications that have radicalized
the discourse over anthropocentricity.

Kantian transcendental deduction of categories of reason provides an understanding of the
human mind which can transcend history, culture, traditions and the matrix in which it has
been situated. This implies that the human mind not only has the capacity to have absolute,
certain and universal knowledge rather it implies that fixed categories of reason also
provide the rational foundation of categorical imperative and its universal application.
Thus it provides an anthropocentric foundation of universal values and rational civilization.
Secondly and most importantly, Kant’s claim that it is the structure of the mind which gives
structure to the reality rather than vice versa, has radically changed the theoretical
dynamics of knowledge about reality. This new role of the human mind has turned the
discovery of reality into a meaningless pursuit because there is no structure outside the
mind. The intelligible reality is the result of the imposition of the structure of the human
mind, over reality. Thus the only option left is to create reality rather than discover reality.
This emancipatory and anthropocentric tendency of Enlightenment thought is the result of
Kantian-Copernican Revolution which cannot be possible without Aristotle.

In this paper it will be argued that the contemporary search of scientific investigation is not
a search to discover reality; rather a quest to create reality and it is the result of the
Aristotelian roots of modern anthropocentricism

KEYWORDS: Aristotle, Kant, Anthropocentrism, Enlightenment

Contents
1. From the Priority of Ontology over Epistemology to that of Epistemology over Ontology
2.Kantian Transcendental Rationality and Aristotelian Root of Modern Anthropocentricity
3. The Science of Self and the Creation of reality

1. From the Priority of Ontology over Epistemology to that of Epistemology over
Ontology

The history of ideas reveals a continuous struggle to seek legitimation of one’s
knowledge claim. Sometimes, the epistemological legitimacy of the “subject of
knowledge” i.e. the knower is under question; sometimes the ontological existence of
the “object of knowledge” i.e. the “known” or external world or anything other than
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the subject is under question. Most of the time, the relation between the “knower and
the known” is also under scrutiny. In the context of this process of legitimation, it is
very difficult to segregate one’s ontological underpinning from its corresponding
epistemological assertions, or vice versa. Secondly, the prioritization of
epistemological question over ontological question; or the precedence of ontology
over epistemology, is also one of the most important rather most controversial aspects
of the history of ideas.

Classical philosophers usually begin with the resolution of the ontological
question first and their epistemological position is derived from its corresponding
metaphysical foundations. This pattern is consistent with the philosophical attitude of
classical thinkers generally and Post- Socratic philosophers in particular i.e. Plato and
Aristotle. Interestingly, the same philosophical pattern is followed by Christian and
Muslim thinkers.

However, the modernist philosophical tradition has questioned the conventional
pattern which presumes the precedence of ontology over epistemology i.e. the
question concerning “what is the nature and origin of reality?” is prior to the
question; “how do I know reality?” This traditional priority of metaphysics over
epistemology has been delegitimized in Enlightenment epistemological discourse.
The conventional hierarchy of the etiological questions and their corresponding
responses has been reordered by modern thinkers. They assert the “priority of
epistemology over ontology”.? The rationale of this prioritization was initially
defended by Descartes and eventually it became one of the most important tendencies
of Enlightenment intellectual tradition. This Cartesian precedence “characterizes
philosophy after the scientific revolution from Descartes to Kant”.?

Descartes believes that one should determine the limit of his knowing capacities
before indulging oneself to resolve the etiological questions concerning the nature,
origin and order of reality. The most important implication of this shift is that the
limit of human knowing capacity will now determine the limits of one’s knowable
reality. And if the issue of the holding of knowledge is raised for instance what
Confucius asserts; “when you know a thing, to hold that you know it; and when you
do not know a thing, to allow that you do not know it: this is knowledge”.* Knowing
the limits of one’s knowledge is in itself a state of awareness however most
importantly, if something is unknowable then what will be the theoretical status of
such ontological standing. Thus the modernist prioritization of epistemology over
ontology has actually circumscribed one’s notion of reality, i.e. in the substantive
sense; the limit of epistemology determines the limit of ontology. The distinction
between knowable and unknowable reality, at first instance, has actually eliminated
the unknowable reality from the discourse of metaphysics in general and ontology in
particular.

2 Floridi, Luciano. The Ethics of Information, New York, Oxford University Press, 2013, p. 38.
% Ibid. p. 38.
4 Confucius. http://www.braingquote.com/quote/a/confucius13402 8.html
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Later on in this epistemological discourse, both the “object of knowledge” and
the “source of knowledge” directly question the theoretical legitimacy of the
reciprocating ontological positions.

For instance, the intellectual antagonism between Continental Rationalism and
British Empiricism begins with the prioritization of the ultimate source of knowledge,
eventually it has trapped into the ontological possibility of the legitimate and
illegitimate object of knowledge, in other words, knowable and unknowable objects
of knowledge. This reveals that neither ontological nor epistemological discourses are
specific to their respective parameters; either there is an ontologically-grounded
epistemological approach and its corresponding source of knowledge, or there is an
epistemologically-driven ontological position and its corresponding subject of
knowledge. Cartesian Dualism, Leibniz’s Monadology, Spinoza’s Theory of
Attributes, Lockean Dichotomy of Primary and Secondary qualities, Berkeley’s
Subjective Idealism and Hume’s Skepticism; all are fundamentally metaphysical and
ontological positions emerged from their specific epistemological positions and its
corresponding source of knowledge.

The logical implications of a given epistemological position are not specific to
the issue, “how do we know?”” Rather it is also fundamentally linked with the issue of
“who we are?” and “what actually it 1s?” that we want to know. So the
epistemological search has never been transcended from the ontological search.

The early modern thinkers, particularly the Continental Rationalists believe that
reason and only reason alone can answer all the questions raised by the human
consciousness in order the make sense of one’s existence. “We hold that there can be
no fact real or existing, no statement true, unless there is a sufficient reason why it
should be so and not otherwise.” ® This fundamental belief of rationalists regarding
the non-contestable centrality of transcendental reason is rested upon the ontological
assumptions of anthropocentric discourse of Enlightenment. There is no doubt that
Cartesian “methodic doubt” is methodologically epistemological however its
theoretical corollaries are intrinsically ontological.®

According to Descartes “I am, I exist — that is certain: but for how long? For as
long as I am thinking...As he put it elsewhere, It is a contradiction to suppose that
what thinks does not at the very time when it is thinking exists”’

This reveals that it is not just the mythological derivation of a particular kind of
ontological conclusion. Rather it eventually creates lot of philosophical problems in
Descartes’ system of thought. For instance as identified by Husserl, according to
Descartes, due to the misapplication of his own epistemological method, he derives a
substantive conclusion regarding the determination of the ontological status of “ego”.
In Cartesian Meditation, Husserl claims that “Descartes introduced the apparently

® Leibniz, Gottfried, Discourse on Metaphysics, Modern Philosophy, An Anthology of primary
sources. Edit. Day Roger Ariew, Eric Watkins, Indianapolis: Hackett, 2009, p. 278.

® In Husseralian words the result of the assumptions of dualistic realism.

" See in Philosophical Writing of Descartes, trans. J. Cottingham, R. Stoothoffand D. Murdock,
Vol.2 Cambridge: Cambridge university press 1985. Quated in Descartes, J. Cottingham New York,
Basil Blackwell Inc.1986. p.36.
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insignificant but actually fateful change whereby the ego becomes a substantial
cognitions; a separate human mens sive animus [mind or soul]”®. This dualistic
realism is theoretically prior, or at least imbedded, in the epistemological framework
of Cartesian thought.

However right now we are not interested in the correct on incorrect application
of Cartesian methodic doubt for the derivation of the realm of apodictic evidence. For
now, we are just interested in identifying the organic link between epistemology and
its possible ontological implications; and consequently the false presumptions about
the derivation of one’s ontological position as if it is grounded in apodictic evidence.

The ontological derivation from particular epistemological conditions is not
specific to Continental Rationalism. This phenomenon has equally manifested itself
in Locke’s Representative Realism, Berkeley’s Subjective Idealism and Hume’s
Skepticism. In short, the whole British Empiricist tradition is not able to emancipate
itself from the realization of metaphysical impulse.

But unlike his Empiricist predecessors, Hume has actually questioned, on the
one hand the epistemological possibility of ontology in itself, and on the other hand
the certainties of one’s epistemological claim itself. Thus he actually left us at the
dead end of knowledge.

2. Kantian Transcendental Rationality and Aristotelian Root of Modern
Anthropocentricity

What we can learn from Hume’s analysis is that the prioritization of one specific
source of knowledge for the derivation of certain knowledge will eventually collapse
into a dead end of knowledge. This will consequently limit the scope of human
knowledge by restricting the knowable reality for the subject of knowledge. This
lacuna is the result of the prioritization of inappropriate source of knowledge. The
Kantian transition from positivist dichotomy of judgment (which was rested upon the
traditional distinction between analytical and synthetic propositions) towards the
“trichotomy of (1) analytic a-priori, (2) synthetic a-posteriori and (3) synthetic a-
priori judgment™® which is empirical and logically necessary to provide a theoretical
and logically sound ground to resolve the epistemological deadlock between
rationalism and empiricism.'® This Kantian trichotomy tis central in his distinction

8See Husserl, E. Cartesian Meditations, trans. Dorian Cairns, Martinus Nijhoff, The Hague 1977
quoted in Understanding Phenomenology by Michael Hammond, Howarth, RverelKeat, Oxford
Basil Book Well Ltd. 1991. P. 31

% See Korner S. Kant, Penguin Books 1954 p.21-22.

101t is important to note that in this paper we are not interested to question and explore the validity
of the Kantian trichotomy regarding the determination of legitimate epistemological claims about
reality. Rather we are interested in his contribution in the overall history of ideas in general and the
sustenance of modern epistemological tradition in particular. Secondly the Aristotelian roots in his
derivation of the categories of reason.

11 Kant did not explore the forth possibility of judgment i.e. Analytic a-posteriori judgment because
logically speaking there can be no analytic a-posteriori judgment. Although it is beyond the scope
of our article to critically evaluate the logical possibility of forth possibility of judgment however it
is worth mentioning that lot of work have also been done in this regard for instance Saul Kripke and
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between judging and perceiving which according to him represents two distinct
faculties of mind i.e. sense and understanding. According to him, “by means of sense,
objects are given to us and sense alone provides us with perceptions; by mean of
understanding objects are thought and from it there arise concepts”?. The
collaborating role of these faculties of mind makes knowledge possible. In this way,
reason provides the form and sense experiences provide the content of knowledge.
Although he acknowledges that, “directly or indirectly, all thinking must ultimately
... refer to perceptions™® which creates an illusion that he is essentially an empiricist,
but he claims that perceptions are meaningless without being properly formalized.
This implies that perceptions are not synonyms to knowledge. He claims that
“perceptions without concepts are blind”.**The conceptualization cannot be possible
without reason however in his framework, reason alone cannot function because
sense experiences are the content of thought. “Thoughts without content, (that is to
say concept which cannot be applied to anything perceivable) are empty”.* Thus the
formalizing capacity of reason is central to make perceptions intelligible because the
condition of being thinkable is equally important; rather it is necessary. This means
that “no object of experience 1s possible if it be either unperceivable or
unthinkable”*6.

This implies that the formalizing capacity of the human mind in general and
rational faculty in particular, not only make things understandable, it also makes
perceptions thinkable.

The Kantian derivation of pure concept of understanding or categories of reason
from logical form of judgment under the epistemological conditions set by Kant
himself provide us with a theoretical justification to acknowledge the Aristotelian
contribution in the resolution of the epistemological crisis faced by the Enlightenment
epistemological tradition.}’It is an acknowledged fact that Kant’s selection of the
term ‘“‘categories” to refer to the pure concept of understanding, is semantically
derived from Aristotle; “the categories itself applies to any object whatsoever.
Concepts which apply to any object whatsoever were called ‘categories’ by Aristotle,
which explains Kant’s adoption of the term for the elementary concept of pure
understanding.”*® However it is also an acknowledged fact that Aristotle’s use of the
term categories and its conceptual derivation are quite different from that of Kant’s.

Stephen Palmquist, in a very important article A Priori Knowledge in Perspective — Palmquist tries
to establish that proposition that is synthetic a posteriori in one context might be analytic a priori
in another context. See The Review of Metaphysics 41:2 (December 1987), pp. 255-282. See also
“A Priori Knowledge in Perspective: (I) Mathematics, Method and Pure Intuition”, The Review of
Metaphysics 41:1 (September 1987), pp. 3-22.

12 Kant I. Critique of Pure Reason (2" edition) Konigsberg, 1787, p. 49, quoted in Korner S. Kant,
Penguin Book, 1954, p. 27

13 bid., p. 27.

14 Ibid., p. 58.

15 Ibid., p. 58.

16 Korner S. Kant, op.cit p. 59.

17 The Crises is the result of the prioritization of epistemology over ontology.

18 Korner S. Kant, op.cit p. 54.
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However we can find certain common denominator between them, for instance;
Aristotle’s use of the word categories, is specific in the sense that categories are not
determined by empirically derived classification rather they are determined by the
very conditions that determine a philosophy”® Same is the case with Kant as
categories for Kant are also pure a-priori concepts of understanding rather than
empirically schematized classifications of mind processes.

According to Thompson, the use of categories is different in Aristotle as
compared with that of Kant. He claims that Aristotle’s approach towards categories is
metaphysical whereas Kant’s approach is “epistemological”®® This actually is the
core concern of this paper; to show how Aristotelian metaphysically-grounded logical
form of judgment has provided an epistemological justification for the derivation of
pure a-priori concept of understanding. It is important to note that without indulging
into any ontological analysis, Kant has tried to methodologically explain the structure
and process of the human mind. The method of determining the pure a-priori concept
of understanding “is often called transcendental argument”

Kantian transcendental argument in general and derivation of categories in
particular are dependent on Aristotelian metaphysical analysis (for instance In
Metaphysics 1V) which demands the logical condition of “something which signifies
the substance.”? This logical demand of Aristotle is predominantly discussed in the
context of Aristotle’s distinction between category of substance and accident. But
here we are interested in its role in identifying the clue of the logical form of
judgment which makes significant utterances possible and even the functionality of
the principle of contradiction.

Kant has used the thinking and judging capacities of the mind to make
meaningful utterances about the empirical reality which the human mind is
confronted by. Kant thinks that judging cannot be possible without the unification of
the judgment and the a-priori concept. The objectivity and generality of objective
empirical judgments (despite of their reliance on sense experiences which are
intrinsically subjective and private) cannot be identified without a-priori concepts or
categories. In his own words * if we resolve all our synthetic judgments, in so far as
they are objectively valid, then we find that they never consist of mere perceptions...
but that they would be impossible, had there not been added a pure concept of
understanding to the concepts which were abstracted from perception.”?

19 ThompsonManley, “Philosophical Approaches to Categories,” The Monist. Vol. 66, No. 3, July
1983, p. 336.

20 Ipid., p. 336.

21 Ibid., p. 336.

22 The works of Aristotle, trans. and ed. by W.D. Ross quoted in ThompsonManley, Philosophical
Approaches to Categories, in The Monist. It is also important to note that Thompson has used
signifies instead of the word denotes, as it is mentioned in Oxford edition — translating Semainon
the writer prefers the signifies which reveals more semantically appropriate, in his thinking, with
over all semantic mood of Aristotelian linguistic jargon.

23 Kant, |. Prolegomena to every future metaphysics, trans. by P. E. Lucas (Manchester 1953), p.
302, quoted in Korner S. Kant, op.cit, p. 49.
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Kant believes that the logical form of judgment can be distinguished from the
application of particular concepts and their integral relations with the utterances, or in
other words, with judgments. This implies that the logical form of judgment has a
specific relation with the structure of the mind. The Kantian transcendental argument
Is actually an attempt to derive the list of pure a-priori concepts of understanding
(categories) from the list of all logical forms of objective empirical judgment. In this
derivation of the categories of reason, without indulging into any speculative
psychology, Kant has relied on the work of traditional logicians; primarily on the
work of Aristotle. It is believed that each specific category of reason corresponds to
specific logical forms of judgment. This shows Kant’s trust on Aristotelian logic
because he considers it as “closed and complete.”?*It is due to this trust that the
Kantian list of categories is also closed and completed. Secondly, his reliance on
Newtonian physics is also unshakeable. “Kant’s twofold dependence on Aristotle’s
logic and Newtonian science”,? reveal that a comprehensive understanding of natural
physical world is possible through the correct application of pure a-priori concept i.e.
categories which are imbedded in the logical form of judgment expressed in
traditional logic.

The core concern of this paper is not whether the list of categories identified by
Kant is correctly corresponded by all the possible logical forms of judgments, for
instance according to Korner, Kant believes that hypothetical judgment has only one
form but even Stoics knew? that “hypothetical judgments have grammatical
similarity which disguises fundamental logical differences amongst them.” 2’A lot of
work has already been done to explore the weakness in the Kantian argument
regarding the determination as well as the completion of the list of
categories.?However, it is a general consensus among the contemporary Aristotelians
and Kantians that:

1) Kant derives the list of categories coherently or incoherently from Aristotelian
logical form of judgment.

2) Aristotle’s approach towards categories is metaphysical.

3) Thompson’s argument regarding the Aristotelian distinction between the
signification of substance from that of accident, is to establish that Aristotelian
categories are actually ontological.?® This implies that the being of substance is

24 Kant |. Critique of Pure Reason (2" edition) Konigsberg, 1787, p. 49, quoted in Korner S. Kant.
Op.cit. p.50.

2 Korner S. Kant. Op.cit. p. 50.

26 See Bochensiki, Ancient Logic, Amsterdam, 1951, quoted in Korner S. Kant. Op.cit. p. 50.

27 Korner S. Kant. Op.cit. p.50.

28 Lot of work has been done in this regard for instance: Putnam, H. Reason, Truth and History,
Cambridge University press 1981; Putnam, H. Philosophical Paper,VVol.2, Cambridge University
Press 1975; Beck, Lewis White.“Kant Theory of Definition” in Philosophical Review Vol.65, 1965;
Kant: A collection of critical essays (ed.) Robert Paul WolffNew York Double and CO. 1967;
Ontological relativity and other essays New York Columbia university press 1969; Stroud, Barry.
“Transcendental Argument” in the Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 65, 1968.

29 See Thompson Manley, “Philosophical Approaches to Categories,” The Monist, Vol. 66, No. 3,
July 1983, p. 340.
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different than the being of accident. Thus the distinction is fundamentally
ontological.*°Due to this ontological foundation of categorization, it is difficult to
determine the exact list of categories related to accidental being.%!

4) Kant’s approach towards categories is epistemological.

5) Kantian use of categories due to its epistemological approach demands specific
as well as exact list of categories in order to be presented as objective basis of
knowing. If there is no exact list available, then it cannot be acknowledged as an
objective basis of absolute knowledge because of its relativistic and contingent
nature.®? On the “logical forms” and “categories”, see the scheme of Stephan

Korner3::
‘ LOGICAL FORMS OF JUDGMENT \ CATEGORIES

[1 Quantitative:

1) Universal
2) Particular
3) Singular

Unity, Plurality and totality

Reality, Negation and
Limitation

5) Negative

2. Qualitative:
4) Affirmative
6) Limitative

Substance, Causality and

Interaction
9) Disjunctive

3. Relational:
7) Categorical
8) Hypothetical

Possibility and
impossibility, Existence
and non-existence,
Necessity and Contingence

11) Assertoric
12) Apodictic

NS N7 U

=
|
|
|

4. Modality:
10) Problematic

%0 See: Ibid., p. 339.

31 The works of Aristotle. Trans. and ed. by W.D. Ross, quoted in Thompson Manley, Philosophical
Approaches to Categories, in The Monist, op.cit. p. 341.

32 See: Ibid., p. 344.

33 See: Stephan Korner, Kant, op.cit. 1954, pp. 73-74.
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The Kantian derivation of the concept of pure understanding is a fundamental
turning point in modern epistemological tradition and it provides a theoretical
framework to reconcile the traditional epistemological antagonism between
rationalism and empiricism. Secondly, it also provides an alternative framework to
make an objective epistemological claim about the absolute understanding of external
reality. The Kantian objective to derive a complete list of non-mathematical, a-priori
concepts of understanding keeping his transcendental argument within the
epistemological parameters he has set for the logical construction of his system of
thought; without indulging into any intellectual adventure of speculative psychology,
Is one of the most important epistemological contributions of Kant.

But it is important to note that this transcendental analysis cannot be possible
without Aristotelian metaphysically-grounded logical forms of judgments. The
Kantian derivation of the logical form of judgment is central to acknowledge that:

1) The fundamental limit of Modern epistemological discourse is the result of
the prioritization of epistemology over ontology regarding the determination
of objective knowledge claims.

2) The Aristotelian logical form of judgments which is actually the result of his
ontologically-grounded categories is central for Kantian derivation of pure a-
priori concept of understanding. For instance, the Aristotelian ontological
distinction between substance and accident is central in his epistemological
distinction between the apprehension of essence (nous) from that of accident.
“Without prior support from ontology this epistemological distinction has
seemed ad hoc and arbitrary.”*

3) The Kantian logical forms of judgment provide a theoretical justification for
significant metaphysical claims that keep his argument within the limits of his
epistemological parameters. For instance Kant’s distinction between
Phenomena and Noumena is the result of the dichotomization of knowable
and unknowable reality which cannot be theoretically justified without a-
priori concept of understanding. In his transcendental argument, he
acknowledges that the incapacity of sense and understanding to know things-
in-themselves despite this fact that both, “perhaps spring from a common but
to us unknown root”%

4) The transcendental ldealism of Kant cannot be sustained without his
transcendental analytic which provides the theoretical foundation for the
structure of objective experience from the derivation of the list of pure a-
priori concepts. Transcendental dialectic also provides the theoretical
justification to demonstrate metaphysical illusion through differentiation
between correct and incorrect applications of pure a-priori concepts.

Unlike Empiricist epistemologists, for Kant the mind is not a passive tabula rasa
which receives ideas from empirical reality; nor is it just a processing zone for innate

3 See: in Thompson Manley, “Philosophical Approaches to Categories,” The Monist, op.cit. p. 345.
% Kant 1. Critique of Pure Reason (2" edition) Konigsberg, 1787p.46, quoted in Korner S. Kant,
op.cit. p. 91
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a-priori ideas without having direct encounters with empirical reality as thought by
Continental Rationalists.

The experience of the world cannot be epistemologically possible without
systematic structuring of representation provided by mind. Unlike Kant, both
Continental Rationalists and Empiricists primarily focus on the mind-world
interaction. This dualistic realism under the conditions of their respective
epistemological frameworks is both epistemologically and ontologically insufficient
because they do not have any theoretical framework to explicate the nature of the
mind and its corresponding structure. Thus it is not the experience of the world which
makes ideas possible, rather it is the structure of the mind which makes experiences
possible, according to Kant. On the basis of these pure a-priori concepts of
understanding, Kant questions the epistemological legitimacy of the traditional search
to discover the structure of reality as an objective standard of knowing. Kant claims
that it is not the structure of reality to which the mind should correspond; rather it is
the structure of the mind which actually structures reality. This revolutionary
worldview which is commonly known as Kantian-Copernican Revolution cannot be
possible without pure categories of reason. The Kantian epistemological certainty for
having the complete list of the categories of reason without any speculative
psychology provides an anthropocentric foundation to impose human will on external
reality as per rational order of the mind which is independent of reality outside the
human mind. Once again, referring to Stephan Korner®:

LOGICAL FORMS OF JUDGMENT CATEGORIES

v
fl. Quantitative: \ / \

1) Universal <:| Unity, Plurality and totality
2) Particular

3) Singular

4 N
>/2. Qualitative: \<

4) Affirmative <:| Reality, Negation and Limitation

5) Negative
6) Limitative

KB. Relational: \ >/ \<
7) Categorical <:I Substance, Causality and
8) Hypothetical

o . Interaction
9) Disjunctive

4 N

4. MOdai‘(t) o objemat (" possibility and impossibiliy,
11; ArsoS er(;(r)nr? ic <:| Existence and non-existence,
12) Apodictic Necessity and Contingence
N J NG J

%See: Korner, Stephan. Kant, op.cit. 1954, p. 73-74.
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The chart shows that it is not the structure of the proposition which is to be
confirmed by the mind rather the structure of the mind gives structure to reality. In
Kant’s words, “Hitherto it has been assumed that all our knowledge must conform to
objects. But all attempts to extend our knowledge of objects by establishing
something in regard to them a priori, by means of concepts, have, on this assumption,
ended in failure. We must therefore make trial whether we may not have more
success in the tasks of metaphysics, if we suppose that objects must conform to our
knowledge.”®’

This actually a radical shift in the Enlightenment epistemological discourse
because this active role of the mind has shifted the fundamental epistemological
objective from the discovery of reality to the creation of reality. Since things in
themselves are unknowable, and if there is any structure of reality in-it-self, it exists
due to its noumenal nature beyond the comprehension of one’s active mind.
However, as there is a structure of the human mind which is also logically
demonstrable (thanks to Aristotelian logical form of judgment) then it is reasonable
to imply from this Kantian framework that we have to impose this structure of the
mind as per our rational will.

3. The Science of Self and The Creation of reality:

The spirit of Kantian thought demands that the future dynamics of philosophical
investigation must be on the one hand to participate in the creation of a world that can
be experienced and on the other hand, intrinsically anthropocentric.

The fundamental question which needs to be addressed is that how much Kant
can rely on categories of reason for the sustenance of his anthropocentric world view
without referring to any specific speculative psychology as provided by Fichte.

The theoretical possibility of the science of self on the basis of so-called pure
reason i.e. independent of any specific empirical analysis or a-posteriori
observational system of understanding was an intellectual fashion of Kantian times.
The a-priori ontological claim about the objective knowledge of self is usually called,
rational psychology. Rational psychology, according to Kant, is a mistake of the
human mind or an illusion of metaphysics. The rational ontological analysis and its
corresponding claims are not epistemologically demonstrable. Kant contends that the
illusion of metaphysics is actually the result of the misuse of the categories of reason.

Although there is no doubt that Kant has extensively written on this subject, but
he has made a clear distinction between the thinking self as a being in process which
makes synthetic unity possible and the “empirical self-i.e. introspected, self which is
itself the presentation.”® Kant claims that it is actually the pure a-priori aspect of the
self which was the subject matter of rational psychology but since pure self is not the
object of experience therefore the application of the categories of reason is not
possible without objective experience. This implies that although pure self is there
which makes the synthetic unity possible it is not knowable.

37 Kant 1., Critique of pure reason, trans. By N. Kemp Smith, London: Macmillan, 1963, Bxvi.
38 Ibid., p. 112.
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The Kantian contribution about the determination of anthropocentric foundation
of Enlightenment humanist tradition is unquestionable. Kant’s commitment with the
priority of an anthropocentric approach for the determination of a well-ordered
society and universal morality is a fundamental cornerstone of his thought.

He provides the metaphysical foundation for liberalism in general and
constitutional democracy in particular, from his anthropocentricism .There is no
doubt that the Kantian distinction between empirically-determined reason and pure,
practical reason is very significant for the absolute defense of liberal order, however
this distinction cannot be possible without a particular kind of philosophy of the
mind.

Kant’s explication of the defining features of Aufklarung (Enlightenment) is
actually a departure from the state of immaturity to the state of awareness i.e.
acknowledgment of Rational-self-determined-autonomous-self which is driven by
reason and not by some inhuman authorities. Thus it is his notion of reason which
enables him to establish “man as end in him-self rather than a mean to an end.”
which is presumed to be the raison d’étre of modern anthropocentricism.

The empirically determined reason guides our actions within a sphere of desires
and instincts. The practical reason contains unconditional imperative i.e. it is not
influenced or determined by our empirical awareness. Thus it deals with the formal
aspect of the truth. Kant defends his idea of categorical imperative which is the
fundamental idea to justify the anthropocentric foundation of his defense of universal
morality on the basis of pure practical reason. Thereby the validity of categorical
Imperative is not determined by its content; rather it is determined by its form which
Is derived from a pure a-priori concept of understanding. Kant’s idea of categorical
imperative provides the justification of “pure law”. This formal law of conduct
provides the ultimate justification for the derivation of substantive moral principles.
Categorical imperative is, in fact, the principle of universalizability. The ethical
principles which can be passed through the test of universalizability are considered as
substantive moral laws. The conditions of the universalization may be conceived as
follows; firstly, the requirement to universalize rules out differential treatment
between individuals on arbitrary grounds. Secondly, the truth value of the formal
principle must not be determined by an individual’s personal preferences instead it
must be true for all. Finally and most importantly, the formal principles chosen by an
individual must be independent of his particular value system. This means that the
individual chooses principle as if he is “anyone” (i.e. not a person having specific
identity and possessing a specific value system).

Every ideology presumes a particular conception of the person. Kant provides
the basic philosophical assumption underlying “right-based liberal”3® conception of
the person in general while that of Rawls, in particular. Kant provides an
epistemological argument for the justification of a transcendental subject. His

% The Rawlsian defense of liberalism is one of the forms of right based liberalism which provide a
theoretical justification universalization of human rights frame work and its cross cultural
application. See Rawls J. A Theory of Justice, Oxford University Press, 1971.
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epistemological argument is grounded in the ontological incapacity of the subject
regarding the possibility of self-knowledge. He believes that if the self is the sum
total of desires, virtues and inclinations then it is not possible to apprehend a unified
self in which all these desires, aims, dispositions etc. converge. And if there is a self,
it is not empirically demonstrable. Introspective analysis cannot deliver self-
awareness on the basis of these empirical appearances. Nevertheless Kant claims that
we can presume the possibility of a unified self. He says; “...I can grasp the manifold
of the representation in one consciousness, and do | call the one and all mine. For
otherwise | should have as many — colored and diverse a self as | have representation
of which, I am conscious to myself”*.

This means that there is an antecedently individuated self that converges diverse
perceptions and holds them together in a single consciousness or awareness. Kant
believes that the experience of impressions and the object of experience are not the
source of moral obligations. It is Reason which provides the basis of moral obligation
(das Sollen). Kant acknowledges that external factors, natural causes and even
sensory stimulations affect the individual’s drive to “will” something, however he
claims that “they cannot produce (my state of) being under obligation....” **. This
rational sense of moral obligations helps us to unveil the conception of the self,
presumed by Kant. The conception of reason presumed by Kant is two-dimensional.
He believes that the individual can relate himself to the object, rationally “either by
merely determining it and its concept... or making it real.”*? He considers the first
function as theoretical and the second function as practical. Kant acknowledges that
the conflict of desires is inevitable however the nature of conflict has been
differentiated by him. He contrasts the conflict of desires with the conflict of desire
with “duty”. The purpose of practical reason is to resolve this conflict between desire
and duty. Korner believes that the Kantian linguistic expression presumes a particular
structure of terminology and generally “the logical grammar of the term ‘duty’ is
different from the grammar of desire and impulse.”*® Moreover in the Kantian
paradigm, the conflict of desire and duty simply means the “conflict of one desire
with the other.”** It follows that the purpose of practical reason is to resolve this
“conflict” with a sense of moral obligation. Thereby we consider Kantian ethics as
rationality bound by desires.

The Kantian idea of the categorical imperative is helpful to understand a
particular kind of “self” and the “ontological” possibility of individual autonomy.
Kant believes that everything in nature is determined by the law. But “only rational
being has the ability to act according to the presentation (Vorstellung) of the law i.e.
according to principles™®. This means that the individual’s capacity or autonomy to

40 Kant, I (1887). Critique of Pure Reason (Il ed.), trans. by N.K. Smith. London: Macmillan, 1927,
p. 154.

“1 |bid., p. 371.

“2 |bid., p. 8.

43 Kornor S. Kant, Penguin Book 1954, p 130.

% Ibid., p. 130.

45 Kant 1. Ground work of Metaphysics of morals, in H.J. Paton, London, p. 412.
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adopt maxims makes man’s existence moral or immoral. This reveals the inevitable
link between the individual’s liberty and his morality. Kant’s emphasis on the
practical necessity of the categorical imperative makes his claim vulnerable because
in his framework, the choice of ends is governed by the order of desires of the
individual. Thus in concrete life situations, people may have different ends because
they may order their desires differently. So the difficulty arises that “our subjective
qua-rational beings to the categorical imperative cannot be explained in terms of our
seeking ends which depend on our desire.”*® In order to resolve this difficulty, Kant
introduces a conception of the self, which is, an end in itself. Thus the transcendental
“self” itself provides the grounds for the necessity of practical law. This notion of
“end” is independent of any kind of desire. This emancipation of the self from the
instrumental chain of means-end relationship holds the harmony of every rational
“will” and binds them together in a coherent moral order.

The Kantian notion of “self” is that of a “rational self”. Being a rational self; it is
an end in itself i.e. the “absolute end”. The theoretical corollary of this absolute end is
that “man stands outside all causal chains and consequently outside every hierarchy
of means and ends.”’ The Kantian commitment with the prioritization of the rational
self as an absolute end compels him to reformulate the structure of the categorical
imperative in a manner that “Act in such a way that you treat humanity, both in your
own person and in the person of all others, never as a means only but always equally
as an end.”® Kant claims that this new formulation of the categorical imperative
provides same result as what we were getting from the old formulation of categorical
Imperative. Korner believes that this new formulation reflects the moral intuitions of
human being in general and Western man in particular. Therefore the postulate,
“man as end in him-self”, corresponds to the “moral experiences at least to moral
experience of our (Western) culture.”*® Kant adopts an anthropocentric approach and
presumes that the individual has a capacity to “will” autonomously. By autonomy,
Kant means individual’s ontological capacity to determine his ends and virtues
independent of history and social determinism. The Kantian subject not only has the
desire but also the capacity to determine his ends autonomously. His subject stands
outside or independent of history and culture.>In order to sustain the autonomy of the
self, the value of non-interference has lexical priority over all other substantive
values. The natural corollary of this precedence is that the right has priority over the
good, i.e. “the subject is prior to his end”®’. The existence of the antecedently
individuated self reveals that our voluntary actions are not determined by the

46 Korner, S. Kant, op. cit p. 145.

47 Ibid., p. 147.

48 Kant, I. Ground work of Metaphysics of moral, op. cit page 429.

49 Korner S. Kant, op. cit p. 148.

%0 Good-based liberalism (utilitarianism) has been rejected by Kantians like Rawls because, in it, the
individual becomes a means to realize certain ends, as Kant considers the individual as an end-in-
himself.

®1 Sandal, M.J., Liberalism and the limits of justice, Cambridge University press, Cambridge New
York, 1982 P. 7.
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community or culture but there is an autonomous and self-determined agency
functioning independently, of the world and standing outside history. This super-
sensible paradigm of the self legitimizes the possibility of the existence of a free and
transcendental subject. This transcendental subject is actually independent of the
causal determinism prevailing in this sensible world. The subject is free, autonomous
and self- determined. The conception of self emerges from Kantian analysis is as
follows: the self is rational, autonomous, and a-historical. The autonomy of the self
emancipates it from the organic chain between means and ends, thus it is end in itself.
This legitimizes the priority of right over the good. The rational self is not only
subject to moral law (universal principle) but also the creator of it. This
transcendentally rational, unencumbered and antecedently individuated self is
ontologically capable to legislate. The nature of legislation is universalistic, because
the “idea of the will of any rational being (is interpreted) as a universally legislative
will”®2,

Kant’s aim was to reconcile the antagonistic relationship between science and
morality. He believes that the Newtonian world view provides the justification of
universal determinism and the Rousseanian moral philosophy defends individual’s
autonomy. He tries to resolve this paradoxical co-existence of natural determinism
and moral freedom by differentiating phenomenal world from noumenal world. In
Kantian framework “the world of phenomena is what science can know, the world of
noumena is the realm which is opened up by morality”®3. In order to understand one
of the most important metaphysical foundations of humanism this distinction between
phenomena and noumena is central. It provides the basis of dualism in Kantian
conception of self. Kant differentiates the lower self from that of upper one.> The
lower self is the phenomenal one, which is the part of empirical world. On the other
hand, the upper self is the noumenal aspect of self which is the part of intellectual
world (“the world of things in them-selves™). This noumenal world is unknowable.
Kant insists that although noumenal world cannot be known it can be believed in. He
introduces the concept of “rational belief”, the belief which leads us (beyond
experience) to the idea of freedom. Thus as a noumenal being man is absolutely free.
On the other hand in phenomenal world man is heteromoniously determined. “This
duality of human nature is over come in Kant’s kingdom of ends*°. The Kingdom of
Ends is a union of all rational individuals in a system of law.

In such sphere all the ends determined by pure rational will are harmonized in an
organic whole. In Kingdom of Ends “each individual realizes his private ends by
means of the other and regards the other as an end in himself**°, Thus we can say that
the Kingdom of Ends is a sphere in which the actions determined by pure reason and

%2 Kant 1., Ground work of Metaphysics of morals, op.cit page 43.

%3 Hassner, Pierre. “Immaneud Kant,” in History of political philosophy (ed.) by Leo Strauss and J.
Cropsey (London / Chicago) University of Chicago Press (1972), page 582.

® The distinction of upper and lower self is not standardized but for conceptual convenecnce we are
using this distinction.

% Ansari J. A. “The poverty of Democracy (Part-I)”, in the Universal message, Oct. 1990, p. 22.

% Ibid., p. 22.
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actions determined by desires are completely harmonized with each other and the
contradiction between reason and desire will be abolished. In the Kantian framework
“Kingdom of Ends” is realized through a course of history. Thus the contradiction
between desires and pure reason will be eliminated through the teleological process
of self-development. Thus man as a rational being is teleologically destined to
construct a perfect social arrangement i.e. Kingdom of Ends.

Concluding remarks

The relevance of Kantian anthropocentricity has consistently persevered in
contemporary discourse and there is no disagreement between Modernists and Post-
modernists regarding the precedence of human-centricity over any other kind or other
spectacles to understand the contemporary life-world. There is no doubt that the Post-
modern discourse has substantively extended the domain of “being” which has
theoretically questioned the so-called intellectual colonization of anthropocentricity.
For instance, Deleuzean substitution of “Logos” from “Nomos’*"to justify his notion
of unstructured conception of being provide a theoretical possibility to transcend the
anthropocentric spectacles, but this Deleuzean attempt to extend the intellectual
horizon at the cost of identity. This novel conceptualization of pure difference has
actually questioned the universality of the anthropocentric notion of becoming.
However, the institutional conditionality of this pure notion of difference is actually
the continuation of the already institutionalized capitalistic from of production and
obsession with an unprecedented desire for autonomy of the will and there is no
meaning of autonomy in absence of identity.

It is also important to note that the contemporary manifestation of Modern or
Post-modern anthropocentricism 1s more concerned with “what is possible?” rather
than “what 1s?” Both of its manifestations are more concerned with “becoming”
rather than “being”. The impact of this predominantly futuristic orientation regarding
the understanding of reality in general and the human being in particular that it is
more concerned with the creation of reality rather than its discovery. Any attempt to
understand reality is meaningless in this anthropocentricism if we are not interested
to impose our will as per our desire. For instance, take the example of medical
sciences and their corresponding methodological frameworks. They all are actually
working on human becoming rather than human being. «The whole discourse of
cloning, genetic mutation, stem-cell methodologies, innumerable possibilities of
vaccinations, transplantation etc. are all predominantly futuristic and teleologically
grand mechanism to engineer a super-human-being i.e. Ubermench.”®

" Nomos according to Deleuze distribute “people (or animal) in an open space, one that is
indefinite and non-communicating .... nomad distribute himself in smooth space; he occupies,
inhabits, holds that space; that is his territorial space. See Deleuze&Guttari, A thousand Plateaus
(first South Asian ed.) R. Hurley, MussumiTrans. Chennai India Viva Books Pvt. Ltd., p. 420.

%8 Suri, Wahab Abdul, Right without Choice and the Future of Bio-ethics Discourse in Post-
Colonial Society, In EJAIB, Vol. 23 - (3) May 2013, www.eubios.info ISSN 1173-2571, Official
Journal of the Asian Bioethics Association (ABA), Copyright ©2013 Eubios Ethics Institute, p. 92.
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It means that the spirit of Kantian-Copernican Revolution is not just the
acknowledgement of the limit of human rational capacity to know the reality of
things-in-themselves rather it also opens up a gateway to determine the structure and
nature reality by imposing our will as per our desire. It is due to this reason in the
absence of the knowledge of thing-in-them-selves that the claim about normative
rational formalism for the determination of absolute and universal imperative as
claimed by Kant is just the adventure of rationality bound by desires. Secondly, and
most importantly, the Aristotelian ontologically-determined logical forms of
judgment are conceptual necessities for the understanding of Kantian transcendental
idealism and rational morality.

References

Ansari, Jawad Akbar. “The poverty of Democracy (Part I)”, in the Universal
message, Oct. 1990.

Beck, Lewis White. “Kant Theory of Definition”, in Philosophical Review, Vol.65,
1965.

Bocheiiski, Jozef Maria. Ancient Formal Logic, Amsterdam, 1951.

Cottingham, John. Descartes, New York, Basil Blackwell Inc.,1986.

Deleuze, Gilles & Guattari, Felix. A Thousand Plateaus:Capitalism and
Schizophrenia, trans. B. Mussumi. London: Athlone, 1996.

Floridi, Luciano. The Ethics of Information, New York, Oxford University Press,
2013.

Hammond, Michael & Howarth, Jane & Keat, Russell. Understanding
Phenomenology. Oxford Basil Book Well Ltd, 1991.

Hassner, Pierre. “Immaneul Kant”, in History of political philosophy, ed. by Leo
Strauss and Joseph Cropsey.Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1972,

Husserl, Edmund. Cartesian Meditations, trans. Dorian Cairns, Martinus Nijhoff. The
Hague, 1977.

Kant, Immanuel. Prolegomena to every future metaphysics. Trans. by P. E. Lucas.
Manchester ,1953.

. A collection of critical essays, ed. Robert Paul Wolff. New York:

Doubleday and Co., 1967.

. Critique of Pure Reason (2nd edition). Konigsberg, 1787.

. Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals (The Moral Law.

Translated and edited by Herbert James. Paton. London: Hutchinson &amp; Co.

Ltd., 1964).

. Critique of pure reason, trans. by Norman Kemp Smith. London:
Macmillan, 1963,

Korner, Stephan. Kant. Penguin Books, 1954.

Leibniz, Gottfried, Discourse on Metaphysics, Modern Philosophy, An Anthology of
primary sources, ed. Day Roger Ariew, Eric Watkins. Indianapolis: Hackett,
2000.

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM




138

Palmquist, Stephen. “A Priori Knowledge in Perspective: (I) Mathematics, Method
and Pure Intuition,” in The Review of Metaphysics 41:1 (September 1987), pp.
3-22.

Philosophical Writings of Descartes, trans. J. Cottingham, R. Stoothoffand D.
Murdock, vol.2. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985.

Putnam, Hilary. Mind, Language and Reality. Philosophical Papers, vol. 2.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975.

. Reason, Truth and History. Cambridge University Press. 1981,

Quine, Willard Van Orman. Ontological relativity and other essays. New York:
Columbia University Press, 1969.

Rawls, John A. Theory of Justice. Oxford University Press, 1971.

Sandal, Micheal. Liberalism and the limits of justice. Cambridge & New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1982,

Stroud, Barry. “Transcendental Argument,” in The Journal of Philosophy, vol.65,
1968.

Suri, Wahab Abdul. “Right without Choice and the Future of Bio-ethics Discourse in
Post-Colonial Society,” in EJAIB, vol. 23(3), May 2013.

Thompson, Manley. “Philosophical Approaches to Categories,” in The Monist. Vol.
66, No. 3, July 1983. P. 336.

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM




JHTEJIEXUA KAK CUHTETUYECKOE ITOHATHUE
MHOI'OMEPHOI'O BHYTPEHHEI'O IPOCTPAHCTBA
JUYHOCTHU, XYJOKECTBEHHOM, CIOPTUBHOHN U

OBPA3OBATEJBLHOM JIEATEJBHOCTHU

Cranuciaas Baagumuposuy IMUTPUEB!

Entelecheia as the synthetic multidimensional concept of the inner space of
individual, artistic, sporting and educational activities

PE3IOME. B oannoii cmambe asmop, oopawjasico
K OpUSUHATbHBLIM 3HAYEeHUsM Apucmomenesckoeo

@dyHOamMeHmanbHo20 U KIHUeB020  NOHAMUS
«oHmenexuwy,  pacwupsiem — Kpye — npoonem
00pazoeamenbHbIxX mexHoI02Ull 8 cghepe
XY0024CeCMBEHHOL, CNOPMUBHOU u

00pazoeamenbHoU 0essmeibHOCMU, PAcCMampueas
KpeamusHvle 08ucamenbHvle 0eliCmeus 4eiosekd He
MONLKO ¢ MOYKU 3PEHUSt Memo008 mMpaoUyuoOHHOU
«Kamexusnou neoazo2uxiuLy, AHATUMUYECKOU
OUOMEXAHUKU — OBUdCEHUN  (OHMOKUHE3UOL02UL,
BKAIOUAIOUCU MEXAHUIMbL COMAMONCUXUKU), HO U
HA OCHOBE COYUOKYIbMYPHbLIX Mpancgopmayuii 8
cucmeme BHYMPEHHE20 npoCmMpancmeda
CAMOCO3HAHUSL U IK3UCMEHYUAIbHO20 — MUpA
auunocmu. Packpwieaemces cywnocmuwlil  cmulc
IK3UCMEHYUU KAK 0003Hauaiowell 6HympeHHee
Ovimue  wenoseka, e20  NepedNCusamus, - mo
HenosHnasaemoe 6 uenoseyeckom «A», ecreocmeue
KOMOpo20o Huelosek npeocmaem KAk KOHKPemHAs
HEenosmopumast JUYHOCTb. Tlocneonee
paccmampueaemcsi 6 KOHMeEKCme GHYMPEeHHe20
MHO2ONIIAH0B0 u MHO20CMPYKMYPHO
npeocmasieHHo2c0  NPOCMPAHCMBA — JTUYHOCHIUL.
Cohepa CaAMOCO3HAHUS, MUPOBO33PEHUS,
«ouano2o8oe none UHMePCYObEeKMUBHOCTIUY
SAGNAIOMCS BAdNCHEUUUM cpeocmeom
npeoopazoeanus 4eno8eKa usHympu.
KIIIOYEBBIE CJ/JIOBA: »>umenexus, camo-
ovimuocme, 6HYMpeHHee npOCMpaHCcmeo
JUYHOCMU, 0OpaA308amenbHas cpedd, MEopPuecmao

Stanislav V. DMITRIEV

ABSTRACT. In this article the author
extends the range of problems of
educational technology in the field of
art, sports and educational activities,
considering the creative motor actions
of man, not only in terms of the methods
of traditional “catechismical
pedagogy ”, analytical biomechanics of
movements (ontokineziology including
somatopsyche mechanisms), but also on
the basis of social and cultural
transformations in the inner space of
selfconsciousness and the existential
world of the person. Reveals the
essential meaning of existence as
indicating the inner being of man, his
feelings, something unknowable in the
human “1”, as a result of which the
person appears as a particular unique
identity. Last seen in the context of
internal diversity and multi-structured
representation of the space of the
individual. Scope of selfconsciousness,
ideology, “a dialog box
intersubjectively ” are a very important
means of transforming a person from
within.

KEY WORDS: identity, the inner range
of the individual, the educational
environment, creativity

! Husxeropozckuii rocynapcTBeHHbIi nefarorudeckuii yausepcureT uM. K. Mununa, r. Hukauit

Hosropoa.
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(Opranunucrckoil) peadbunuranuu GyHIaMEeHTaIbHOTO HAYYHOI'O MTOHATHUS
2. DHTeNnexus KaKk «CeTeBOU KiiacTep MOHATUM»
3. Beenenue B npeIMeTHO-TIPOOJIEMHYIO 00J1aCTh UCCIIEI0BaHUM
4. MeTo/1bl, KOHIIETITYaIbHbIE YCTAHOBKH U PE3YJIbTATHI HCCIIEIOBAHUS

5. 3akiarouyeHue

aoice Hegephbie 8327151061 OKA3LIBAIOM OONbULE GIUAHUSA
U 8bI3bIBAIOM DOJILULE YBAICEHUS, YeM OMCYMCMBUE 83251008
J.Hsromen

1. «9umenexusn» Apucrorejss — Heo0XoauMocTb B buokocMos0rnueckoi
(OpranuuucTCcKoi) peaduIuTauuy (PYHIaMEHTAJIbHOI0 HAYYHOI'0 IIOHATHS

JIns Hac BaXHO YSACHUTh WCTUHHOE 3HAYEHUE KIIOYEBOIO TIOHSTHS B
Opranunucrckoit punocopuu Apucrotens. Kak sto mokazano B padore K.C.
Xpyukoro [Khroutski, 2015, pp. 38-39], aHII0sA3bIYHBIC aBTOPHI MEPEBOJISAT
“entelecheia” crporo kak “actuality”, Takum oOpa3oM, MO CyTH, yJaalisis U3 TEKyIICH
HAay4YyHOM cpenbl COOCTBEHHOE 3HAYEHHE 3TOr0 TepMUHA B (CyHep)CUCTEME 3HAHWUU
(buokocmomnorun) Apuctorens. pyrumu cioBamu, (pakTUYECKH, BCS COBPEMEHHAS
AHTJIOSN3bIYHAS TPOMaJa CYIIECTBYIOMIMX MEPEBOJOB U MHTEPIIPETAIMl APUCTOTENSA
TPaKTyeT 3HAY€HUE €ro KIIYEBOrO TOHSATHS <«JHTEIEXUH» B  KAayeCTBE
«AKTyaJIbHOCTW»  (T.€. TOJBKO JIMIIb B  TOHSATUU  JACUCTBUTENBHOCTH U
OCYUIECTBJIEHHOCTH, M HEPEAKO KAaK CHHOHUM (OpMbI), TEM CaMbIM, Ha
(yHIaMEHTAJIbHOM ypOBHE — M3Bpauias B ILEJIOM CYNEPCUCTEMY 3HAHUM
(buokocmouoruto) Apucrorens. Hama nepseifmiasi 3agaya, MO3TOMY, COCTOUT B
CPOYHOM BOCCTAaHOBJICHHM IE€JIOCTHOTO M MCTHMHHOI'O 3HAYEHUS U <«OHTEIEXUU», U
ApucroreneBckoro OpraHMIIMCTCKOrO MOAX0Ja B IEJIOM (KCTaTH, MOJIOKEHHOTO B
OCHOBAHME BCETO 3/1aHHUSI COBPEMEHHOM HAyKH — APUCTOTENb SABIISIETCS BO BCEM MUPE
npu3HaHHEIM «OTHOM Hayku»?). ClemyeTr cpasy MMETh B BHAY, KaK 3TO OTMEYAeT
Banentun ®epaunangoBud AcMmyc (BUIHBINA OTEYECTBEHHBIN UCTOPUK (riiocoduu u
NEPEBOJUUK APHUCTOTENS), YTO «IPEUYECKOE Organon 0O003HAYAIO WHCTPYMEHT, T. €.

2 BajkHO OTMETHTh, UTO COBPEMEHHOE MOHMMAHHE «IYIIN» U «IyXOB» UMeET MPEUMYIIECTBEHHOE
3HaueHue TpaHcueHneHTHOro — bojkecTBeHHOro, CBEpXbECTECTBEHHOrO (B IUJIaHE 3HAHMIA,
MMEIOLIETO OTHOLLIEHUE B NIEPBYIO OYEPEb K TEOJOIMH). B 3TOM CBA3M, MOCKOJIBKY Y ApHUCTOTENS
«IyIIa» TOXKJIECTBEHHA «IHTEJIEXUN», TO MPSAMOM CMBICII 3aKJIF0YAETCs B UCIIOJIB30BAaHUN TEPMUHOB
(QHTENEXUS» M («OHTENEXUUHBIH» (BMECTO «Iaylla» U <«IyXOBHBIH»), TakuM 00pa3zom
pasrpanudmBas o0a (MOJSIPHBIX) UCCIIEA0BATENbCKUX TUTA: HaTypanuctckuii (ApuCTOTENEeBCKUN —
Opranumuctckuii 1 @ynkuuoHanuctckuii); u dyamucrckuit (I[lnmatoHOBCKUET — MaTeMaTHKO-
(U3UKAIMCTCKUN U aHTPOTIOLUEHTPUCTCKUN).
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HMCKYCCTBEHHO CO3JJaHHO€ OpyIue, U OpraH, T. €. «ECTECTBEHHOE OpPYIHEM.
«O0nagaroiiee OpraHoM», WM OPraHUYecKOoe, TeJI0 Ha3bIBAIOCh TAaK HMMEHHO
IIOTOMY, 4YTO B OTJIHWYHME OT HEOPraHMYECKOr0O OHO HE KOHIJIOMEPAT YacTeH,
JUIICHHBIX OMPEICICHHBIX (YHKINU, a IEJOKYNHOCTh, KaXAas 4YacTh KOTOPOM
BBINOJIHSET OTBEJEHHYIO €l (PyHKIIUIO, COCTABISIOILYIO CYLIHOCTh €€»°,

HampoTtuB, Takum o00pa3oM, pPYCCKOS3BIYHBIE AapUCTOTEIECBEAbl COXPAHSIU
TEPMUH «3IHTENEXUs» B CBOUX nepeBoaax. B nmeperoge B.d. Acmyca, B Tpakrare «O
ayuie», Mbl yuTaem: «Martepusi €CTb BO3MOXKHOCTh, (opMa e — HHTENEXHs, H
MMEHHO B JBOSIKOM CMBICJIE — B TAKOM, KaK 3HAaHWE, U B TAKOM, KaK J€ATEIbHOCTb
co3epianus», u uTo «CyIIHOCTh ke [Kak popMa] ecTh SHTEIEXUsI; CTAJIO0 OBITh, TyIlIa
ectb dHTenexus Takoro Tenma» [O myme I, 1, 412a 10-20]. Kak ™Mbl BuauMm,
PYCCKOSA3bIYHBIE ABTOPHl KaK IMPAaBWIO NPABUIBHO NEPEBOAAT APHCTENEBCKYIO
DHTENEXHIO (EVTEAEYEWD), HO, B CBOIO OdYepedb, YTO TaKKe OUYEBUIHO — OHH
MOJIB3YIOTCSL TEPMHUHAMHU «MaTepus» (BMECTO APHUCTOTEBCKOTO «OAN») u (opma
(«HopPOY»), UTO KATETOPUUECKH HE COOTBETCTBYET 3HAYCHUIO MOHITUI B CUCTEME 3-
3HaHuil Crarupura; B pe3ysibTare — CYLIECTBYIOLIME PYCCKOSI3bIYHBIC IIEPEBOJBI B
paBHOM Mepe HE€ MOTYT JaTh HaM IMOJHOLEHHOTIO 3HAYEHHS TOM HAYYHOM CUCTEMBI
3Hanui  (buokocmonornu) u  Opranunuctckoro (Harypamuctckoro) Tuma
PalMOHAIIBHOCTH, YTO NPEJICTaBUII MUPY (e1e B AHTUYHOE BpeMsi) ApUCTOTEb.

ApHuCTOTEND PA3bIACHNI:

DHTeNIeXUs K€ UMEET ABOSIKUI CMBICII: MJIM TaKOM, KaK 3HaHHWE, WU
TaKOM, KaK JEATeIbHOCTh CO3€PILIAHUsI; COBEPIICHHO OYEBUJIHO, YTO
Iyllla €CTh PHTEJIEXU B TAKOM CMBICIE, KaK 3HaHuE. Benp B cuiny
Hamu4usli AYIIM MMEIOTCS M COH, W OOApCTBOBaHWE, NPUYEM
0OJIPCTBOBAHKE CXOIHO C JEATECILHOCTHIO CO3EPIIaHus, COH K€ — C
oOnaganueM, HO O0e3 JIeMCTBOBaHMUA. Y OJHOI'O M TOI'O K€ YeJOBEKa
3HAHHUE IO CBOEMY MPOMUCXOXKIACHUIO MPEAMIECTBYET NEATEIbHOCTH
cosepuanua’. VIMEHHO MOSTOMY Jyllla €CTh IEpBas JHTEICXHS
€CTECTBCHHOr0 Tejia, 00J1alafolnero B BO3MOKHOCTH KH3HBIO. [O

nyme 11 1, 412 a, 20-30].

HNanee, CtarupuT yTBEp)KIaeT, YTO «XOTA €IWHOE U OBITHE HWMEIOT pPa3HbIC
3HAYCHHUs, HO DHTEJIEXHsI €CTh €IMHOE U ObITHE B COOCTBEHHOM cMbiciie» [O myme |l
1, 412b 8-9]; a B ApyroM MpOU3BEJCHUN TOBOPUT 00 «IHTEIEXUATLHOCTHY» KaK O
«HeyHnYTO)XUMOCTH» [O HeOe | 12, 283a 25-27]. Bce 3T0 yka3piBaeT Ha TO, YTO
DHTEJIEXUS KUBOTO CYyIIeCTBa (4YelIOBEKa, OOIIEeCTBa, ITUBUIIM3AINK) TPEACTABIISCT
co00l MO CYyTH ‘OHTOTEHETUYECKYIO DHTEJIEXUIO’, KOTOpas B MOJHOM 3HA4eHUH (U

8 Cm.: Apucrorens. Counnenns B geThipex Tomax. T. 1. Pex. B.®. Acmyc. M., «Msiciby», 1976. C.
502.

4 OueBumHBIM 00pa30M, 37leCh 3HAYEHHE CIIOBA «CO3EpLAHUE» HMeeT He (OOLIEHPUHATOE Ha
CEroJHs, MJICAINCTHUECKOE) «MEUTATEeIbHOE HACTPOCHHE», HO MMEHHO OPUTMHAJIbHOE 3HAUYEHUE
IpoLecca HEMOCPEACTBEHHOTO BOCIIPUATHS AEUCTBUTEIBHOCTH U PEATMCTUYECKON 1EJIEIBUKINMON
aKTUBHOCTH.
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MOTEHUHAIBHO, M aKTyaJllbHO) pealn3yeT BECh OHTOreHe3 (XHU3Hb) 4YeJIOBEKa
(oO1ecTBa, IMBUIM3AIMN) B MPUCYIIEM (€CTECTBEHHOM, OJIarornoIyqyHoM) IIJIaHe.
Apucrotenb 00bSICHSI:

O4eBUIHO TaKXKe, YTO AyIla €CTh NMPHYMHA M B 3HAYCHHHU IICIIH.

N6o Tak ke Kak yM AEHCTBYET paJy Y4ero-To, Tak M Mpupoja, a To,

paay 4ero oHa JAEHUCTBYET, €CTh €€ Ledb. A Takas LEJb Y KUBBIX

CYLIECTB MO caMoii WX TIPHPOAE eCTh nyimia. Bemb Bce

€CTECTBEHHBIC TeJIa CYTh OPY/IHs AYIIH — KaK Y )KUBOTHBIX, TAK H Y

pacTeHul, u CYyIIECTBYIOT OHU paau aymud. Llenp e moHumaercs

JIBOSIKO: KaK TO, pajii 4ero, u Kak To, st koro. [O aymre 11 4, 415b
15-20].

Henp3st mpoiiTi MuMoO 1 Ipyrux cyxaeHuil Crarupura:

Wrak, aymia ecTh NMpUYMHA W HA4aslo XHBOro Tena. O mpUYnHE
TOBOPHUTCS B pa3IMYHBIX 3HaYCHUAX. [10T00HBIM ke 00pa3oM Jyiia
€CTh MNpPUYMHA B TPEX CMbBICIAX, KOTOpble MbI pazolOpamn. A
MMEHHO: AyIlIa eCTh MPUYKMHA KaK TO, OTKY/a JIBUKCHHE, KaK Ie)b U
KaK CYIIHOCTb OJYIIEBJACHHBIX Tel. UTO Aylia ecTh NMpPUYMHA B
CMBICJIC CYINTHOCTH — 3TO SICHO, TaK KaK CYIIHOCTh €CTh NMPUYHHA
OBITHS KaXKJIOH BCIIM, a Yy YKUBBIX CYIIESCTB OBITh O3HAYACT JKUTh,
NpUYUHA K€ M HayaJlo 3TOT0 — JyIla; KPOME TOro, OCHOBAaHHE
(logos) cymiero B Bo3sMoxkHOCTH — 3HTenexus. [O ayme II 4, 415b
7-15].

BriBox W3 BCEro BBIIIEU3IIOKEHHOIO oueBUAcH: HaMm cregyer akTMBHO u
pElIMTENIbHO  TepecMarpuBaTh  (peadWIMTHPOBAaTh)  WCTUHHOE  3HAYCHHE
ApHUCTOTENEBCKON SHTENEXHH (M APYTUX €ro KIKYEBbIX MOHATHI), B LEIOM — B
MJIaHE BOCCTAHOBJIEHHWS MCTUHHOTO W HEOOXOAMMOIO 3HauyeHHs] ApPHUCTOTEIEBCKOIO
tuna OPraHulMCTCKOrO IMO3HaHUA (ompeaensieMoro BHYTpeHHEH 1eneaBUKUMON
ATHOJIOTHEN), A1 pean3aliy B epByIo odepean MHTerpanuctckux Gpopm no3HaHus
(mpencraBUTENEM KOTOPBIX SIBISIETCS M IaHHOE UCCIIEIOBAHNUE).

2. Hmenexus KaK «CeTeBOH KjacTep NOHITHII»

Huuto Tak cuibHO HE HanmOMHHAET HAy4dHbId TeKCT «MeTtadu3ukm»
ApucroTens, 1Mo KOTOPOMY HPOLUIMCh COTHH HHTEPHPETATOPOB € KPUTUYECKHUM
XapaKTEpOM MBIIUICHUS W TOJIEMHYECKHM TEeMIEpaMeHTOM y Kaxjaoro. WMHorna
KaKeTcd Jaxe, 4yTo Ha cTpaHunax «Meradusuku» 3anporpaMMUpOBaHbl Ha BeKa
OKUBJICHHBIE JUCKYCCUU BOKpPYT CMbIcIa ApHUCTOTENEBbIX Kareropuid. OnHON U3
TaKMX KaTeropud SBISIETCS CUHTETUYECKOE TMOHSATHUE «IHTEeNexus» (0T TIpey.
entelecheia — TO, dYro comepkuT B cebc AKTYaJIbHYH BO3MOXHOCTD,
(YHKIMOHAJIBHBIN MPOIECC M 3aBEpUICHUE — TOT WM MHOU pe3ynbrar). Uto 310: 1)
00bACHUMENbHLIL  NPpUHYUN TPUPOJHOM CaMOOpTaHW3alMM;2) cnocob Ovimus
«PYKOTBOPHOW BEIW», CYIIHOCTh KOTOPOW BIOJHE pealn3oBaHa; 3) ¢opma Kax
VHOPSIOOUEHHOCMb COOEPHCAHUsL, OCYIIIECTBISIOMIASACS B ApXUTEKTOHUKE MaTepuu; 4)
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akmuenoe (0sudicyujee, npeoopaszyrouee) Hauaio, MPEBpaIlAONIee BO3MOKHOCTh B
JCHCTBUTEIILHOCTD; 5) aKTyallbHOCTh, aKTyanu3anus (IiejieBas MPUYMHA, MOCKOJIbKY
KOHEYHBIN pe3yJbTaT Mpoliecca akTyalu3aluy eCTh ero 1eilb — Iped. TeJIOC 03HAYaeT
OJIHOBPEMEHHO U «KOHEI» U «IEeNb» — TO JHTEJIEXUS COOTBETCTBYET IIEICBOM
npu4uHe); 5) snepeus (ApUCTOTENh YIOTPEOISIET TEPMUHBI SHEPTUS M SHTCIIEXUS KaK
CUHOHHMMBI); 6) Odywa uenosexa, ynpapistomias (GpopMUpOBaHUEM, W3MEHCHUSIMH U
GyHKUMSIMU €ro co3HaHus U Tena? Hu olMH KOMMEHTATOp TEKCTOB APHUCTOTENS HE
JIa€T OKOHYATEIHHBIX OTBETOB."

B Hamem wccienoBaHuUM BBIIIEYKa3aHHbIE YEpPThl HHTENEXHH OepyTcs B
KayecTBE MCXOAHBIX M 0a30BbIX. OgHAKO, KaK MPEACTaBISETCS, OHU HE SBISIOTCS
MCYEPIBIBAIOIIMMUA MPUMEHUTEIBHO K pa3paldaThiBaeMON TeMe Hamieil paboThl,
CBSI3AaHHON C TOCTPOEHHEM <OKHUBBIX IBM)KCHHI» B HCKYCCTBE, CIIOPTE, CHCTEME
CHEIHATbHOTO 00pa3oBaHUsd, OOy4YeHHS U MNPOPECCHOHAIBHON AEATeIbHOCTH.
DHTenexus (om epeyeckoo — HanpaeneHue, ‘“‘yeav” u “umero”, obpematro, m.e.
OYKBALHO “obpemenue  (ceb6s)  TOCPEACTBOM  CaMOAKTyalW3allUUd U
camopealn3alyy LeJeyCTPEMIIEHHON JIMYHOCTU B €€ JeATENbHOCTH ); 3aKOHUYEHHAas
(3a6epuiennas) AEUCTBUTEIBHOCTD; OCYIIECTBIEHHOCTb OBITUSl YENOBEKa-ACITENS B
counyme. OHO U3 caMbIX MIYOOKHX (PHIOCO(CKUX MPO3PEHUN B €AUHYIO CYIIHOCTh
ObITHS, TIO3HAHUS U JIEATEIbHOCTH, IIOCTEHEHHO MPUOOpETaloIee TaKkKe
NEPBOCTENEHHOE 3HAUEHUE Ul TEOPUH U UCTOPUM KYJbTYphI, IPOPECCHOHATBHOTO
oOpa3oBaHMsI, OOy4YeHHUS W pPa3BUTHA. OHTENEXHs OCYIIECTBISETCS Be3/e, TIJIe
Marepus, (puU3MUecKas WM JyXOBHAs SHEprus (Hampumep, B OaJe€THOM CIEKTaKIIe
WIA XYAOXECTBEHHOW THMHACTHKE) MPUHUMAIOT «TEJIECHO-BU3yaIN3UPOBAHHBIM
o0muk» W ¢GopMy, THe aKTyaJu30BaHHAs TOTEHIUS CTAaHOBUTCS BOILIOLICHHOU
pPEAbHOCTBIO, a O0OIIMe MPHUHIMIBI MOCTPOCHUS XYHAOXKECTBEHHO-ICTETHUECKUX
JIBVOKCHUI YeIIOBEYECKOTO Tela OOpEeTaroT HMHIWBUIYaJbHOCTh, TJE MPOHCXOIUT
OCYIIECTBJICHUE WM SIBICHUE UJAEH, MpPUHIUNA, OOUIMX 3aKOHOMEpPHOCTEH
NOCTPOEHUS ABMKCHUN UHAUBUIA.

3. BBeieHue B npeMeTHO-NPOOJIEMHYIO 00J1aCTh UCCJIe0BAHUM
B coBpemMeHHBIX HayYHBIX U 00pa30BaTEIbHBIX MapaJUrMax IMOHATHE YHTCICXUH
JIeT4ye BCETr0 MOXXHO TOHSTh NPU BOCHPHUATHU «PYKOTBOPHOI'O TEKCTa», KOTOPOE

> Burchard A., Der Entelechiebegriff bel Aristoteles und Driesch, Quakenbriick, 1928 (Diss), Ritter
W. E., Why Aristotle invented the word "Entelecheia”, "Quarterly Review of Biology", 1934, v. 9,
No 1, p. 1-35, Garin E., 'Evoeléyeto évteléyern” nelle discussioni umanistiche, "Atene e Roma”,
1937, ser. 3, anno 5, No 3, p. 177-87, Bignone E., Postilla aristotelica sulla dottrina
dell'endelecheia, tam ke, 1940, ser. 3, anno 8, No 1, p. 61-64, Chen C. H., The relation between the
terms energeia and entelecheia in the philosophy of Aristotle, "Classical Quarterly”, 1958, v. 8 (52),
No 1, p. 12-17.; Driesch H. Geschichte des Vitalismus. Lpz., 1922; Idem. Philosophie des
Organischen. Lpz., 1921; Burchard A. Des Entelechiebegriff bei Aristoteles und Driesch.
Quakenbriick, 1928 (Diss.); Ritter W. E. Why Aristotle invented the word Entelecheia, — Quarterly
Review of Biology 9, 1934, p. 1-35; Conrad-Martius H. Der Selbstaufbau der Natur: Entelechien
und Energien. Miinch, 1961; Mittasch A. Entelechie, 1952; Stallmach J. Dynamis und Energeia.
Msnh./Glan, 1959; ladem. Die Geistseele des Menschen. Miinch, 1960; Arnold U. Die Entelechie:
Systematik bei Piaton und Aristoteles. W., 1965.
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00s13aTEIHbHO BOILIONMIACTCA B KaKOW-HUOYIb Marepuu (MMCBMEHHOM TEKCTe, apT-
MJIACTUYECKUX JBWKEHUAX OanepuHbl, Xopeorpada, Iuprkepa, CIOPTCMEHA M
JIPYTUX CYOBEKTOB-TBOPIIOB XYA0XKECTBEHHO-ICTETUUYECKOTO TMPOU3BEACHUS), H
00s3aTeIbHO BhIpakaeT CO00I0 TO I MHOE MPEAMETHOE COJIEp>KaHUEe er0 CO3HaAHUs/
caMOCO3HaHUsl (MBICIb, CMBICI, JUHTBUCTHYECKOE 3HAYCHHUE, COMATOIKCIIPECCHUIO
(CKUBBIX JIBIDKCHHI»), U SBIISIETCS CaMOUEIBIO <«JIESITEIIbHOCTHOTO MPOIECCa» €ro
TBOpEHUS. «JleATeTbHOCTHBIA TPOLIECC» MBI pacCMaTpPUBAaEM HE KakK «3aJlaHHOCTh
MBICITH/ CMBIJIa/ 3aMbICTIaY», YKa3bIBaBIIME HE HA HW30JMPOBAHHOE CYIIECTBOBAHHE
HEKOEH «MJIeU-NIPOTONPOCKTa», HO HMEHHO Ha €€ BCEIJIAIHIO «BEKTOPHYIO
HaIpaBJICHHOCThY» HA TOT WM UHOU MPEIMET PeaibHOCTH. UTO 3TO: MPOTUBOOOPCTBO
JBYX MHPOB WJIU WX TapMoHUs? Bumsat nu Hayka, MCKYyCcCTBO M OOpa3oBaHWE B
OOBEKTHBHOW PEAIbHOCTH OJHO W TO JK€, HO JIWIIb B Pa3HBIX (hopMax, WIH K€ UM
COOTBETCTBYIOT Pa3/IMUHbIC YPOBHU OBbITHUA? YMETh B Pa3HbIX MIIOCTACAX YBUJIEThH
eauHoe 1enoe — creuuduka PUIOCOPCKO-aHTPOMOTOTHIECKOTO OCMBICICHHUS
Pa3BUBAIOILIETOCS MUPA.

["apmonwus, nponopuusi, CHMMETPHSI, PUTMOIUIACTUKA, TEMIOPUTM ABUKECHHUMN —
BCE JTHU TOHSTHS, BBEJCHHBIC €Ill¢ B aHTUYHBIE BPEMEHA, OTPAXKAIOT TIIyOOKHUE HJIEU
camMoopraHu3anMd B Tpupoae,  oOmectBe U uckyccTBe.  [losznmuee
3amajHOeBpoMneiickas W poccuiickas ¢uiaocodust yHacieqoBaia OT aHTUYHBIX
¢unocopoB  uAEM  YHHUBEPCATBHOCTH  CTPYKTYPOOOpPA3yrONIMX  MPUHIIMIIOB,
CIIpaBeNIMBBIX U sl buokocMoca u 1J1s XyJ10)KECTBEHHOW U CIOPTUBHOM KYJIBTYPBI
(GKMBBIX JIBUKEHUI» TBOPUECKOTO YEJIOBEKA.

OcHoBHas MEIb CTaThH 3aKII0YacTCs B TOM, YTOOBI IOKa3aTh, YTO IOHATHS U
MPUHIUIIBI TEOPUU CIIOKHBIX CUCTEM (KHOEpPHETHKA, CUHEPreTHKa, pOOOTOTEXHHUKA,
TpaHCBEPCAIBHOE MPOTPaMMHUPOBAHUE)» KUBBIX JBIKECHHI» H T.I.), a TaKxke
chopMynHpOBaHHbIE B HMX KOHIENTYaJlbHbIX paMKaX YHUBEPCAIbHBIC THIIBI
MOBEJICHUSI  CaMOOPTaHU3YIOIIMXCS  CUCTEM, COPaBEIJIMBBl B  HUCKYCCTBE,
XYJ0)KECTBEHHOW KYJbType, CIOpTEe M B 0Opa3oBaTeNbHOU Joructuke. OmaHONU U3
BOKHBIX 337a4 HEOOXOoAuMO ObIJIO T[0Ka3aTh, YTO YHHUBEPCAIbHBIC BHUJIBI
caMOOpraHu3allid, CBOWCTBEHHbIE JIOOOMY YpPOBHIO OpTraHU3AlMK MaTepuu
(HEYCTOMYMBOCTh CTPYKTYPHOU M (DYHKIIMOHAJIHLHON OpraHM3aIii, CKauKooOpa3HbIe
nepexoapl  1mago, «CO3WAAIOIIMK  Xaocy», (PaKTaIbHOCTh, «IEPEKPECTHHIC
MeperyieTeHUs»  3aKOHOMEPHOCTEM M3  pa3HBIX HaydyHeIX cdep ©  T.1.),
MPUHIUINATBHO BaXKHBI BO BCEX BUJIaX «PYKOTBOPHBIX MPOU3BEACHUN.

MoXxHO nojaraTh, YTO MPOTUBOPEUUE MEXKAY €CTECTBEHHBIM U UCKYCCTBEHHBIM
MHUpPOM BO3HHMKJIO BMECTE€ C YEJIOBEKOM, B XOJC 3apoKIeHus, (opMHpOBaHUS U
Pa3BUTHUSI €r0 COILMOKYJBTYPHOM JEATEIbHOCTH. YenoBeK-AesiTeNlb — CYIIECTBO
€CTECTBEHHO-UCKYCcCTBeHHOE, HOMO sapiens — npeoOpa3zoBanHas npupoja. Uemosek
OKpPYKEH MHUPOM M caMm HeceT ero B cebe. Hayka, TexHuka, KyJIbTypa, UCKYCCTRBO,
CIIOPT — 3TO TOXE CBOETO POJAa €CTECTBEHHO-MCKYCCTBEHHBIM MHUp, CO3IAHHBIA B
NEATEIbHOCTH 4YeJIOBeKa. B ero JesTenbHOCTH OCYIIECTBISIETCS €OUHCTBO U
B3aMMOIIPOHUKHOBEHHE Pa3HBIX CYHIHOCTEH — €CTECTBEHHBIX U HCKYCCTBEHHBIX,
OOBEKTHBHBIX W CYOBEKTHBHBIX, TEIECHO-YYBCTBEHHBIX U MEHTAJLHO-TYXOBHBIX.
KonTtunyanbHasi peaibHOCTh COLMOKYJIBTYPHOU AEATEIbHOCTH YEJIOBEKa MPEACTAET,
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TakUM 00pa3oM, B BHJIE€ MHOTOMEPHOTO, BHYTPEHHE Pa3HOPOAHOIO, HO €IHWHOTO
[EJI0TO.

BmecTe ¢ TeM HEBO3MOXKHOCTH OCYIIIECTBIICHUSI YEJIIOBEKOM ce0si B KauecTBe
WHIUBUyaIbHOTO  CyOBeKTa  TBOpuecTBa  (YUuThIBasi BCE  KJIACCHYECKHE,
HEKJIACCUYECKHE M MOCTKJIIACCUYECKHE  XapaKTePUCTUKH  UYEJIOBEUYECKOM
CyOBEKTUBHOCTH) O3HAYaeT, YTO Pa3BEPTHIBAHHE CYIIHOCTH YEJOBEKAa BO3MOXKHO
TOJIKO B COIIMOKYJIBTYPHOW CHCTEME MEXHHIUBUAYAIbHOTO U TPYMHIIOBOTO
B3aUMOJICHCTBHS JTtoaeH. FIMEeHHO 37eCh MHIUBH O-cylIecTBasieT-cs1 (grow older —
SBIISIET CBOIO CYIIHOCTb, U3MEHSACH M TBOPSI ce0s CHOBA M CHOBA) — HE TOJBKO
yCBaMBaeT KyJbTypy OOIIecTBa (MHTEPUOPU3HPYET €€ CMBICIBI M LEHHOCTH), HO U
peanuszyem cedsa B 3TON KylbType. XyJ0KECTBEHHAs! U CIIOPTUBHAS KOMMYHHKAIUS
KaK OJMH W3 HauOOJee CIOXHBIX BHJOB <«JIHAJIOTa HAYK», «JIHAJIOra CO3HAHUI,
auanora JIEBOrO W MPaBOro MOJYyIIAapUsl 4YeJOoBEeKa H30paHa HaMU B KayecTBe
npeaMeTHOW obnacth  ucciaenoBaHud B chepe oOpazoBanus. Ilpu  sToM
OHTOKMHE3UOJIOTHUSI (KaK HayKa O <OKUBBIX JBHKEHMSIX») M MCKYCcCTBO (Kak
TBOpUYECKas CIIOCOOHOCTh YEJIOBEKa-AESTENs1) pacCMaTpUBAIOTCS B CTAaThe Kak
COTIPSKEHHBIE U B3aUMOOOpPATUMBIE 3HAHUS, UMEIOLIUE EIUHYI0 OHTOJIOTMYECKYIO
npupony. I[loatomy o00pa3zoBaTenbHBIE TEXHOJOTHU-METOJOJIOTU-UCKYCCTBOBEBl —
TEOPETUKH U TPAKTUKU — MOIYT HaWTH B 3TOH COLMOKYJIBTYpHOU cdepe
«peIEKCUBHYIO MOJEIb» JUIsl POPMHUPOBAHUS KPEaTUBHO-IBUTaTEIbHBIX AEHCTBUIA/
NesATEeNbHOCTH 4YenoBeka. HaBegeHMe MOCTOB MEXAY €CTECTBEHHOHAYYHOU H
I'YMaHUTApHON (OpMaMH 3HAaHUSA TMPUPOJIbI <GKUBBIX JABMKEHUI» HEOOXOOUMO (M
BO3MOKHO) Y€ Ha JaHHOM »JTale pa3BUTUS TEXHOJIOTMH 00pa3oBaTEIbHOIO
o0yueHus B JIt000i1 chepe «KpeaTUBHO-ABUTATEILHON MEAarOruKm.

Oynnamentanbabie uccneaoBanuss H.A.bepumreina [2], J.J.Jdonckoro [9],
B.b.KopenOepra [10], IO.K.I'aBepmoBckoro [4] B OuOMExaHUKE YeJIOBEKa,
COIIMOKYJBTYpHOU Teopun aBurarenbHbix aeiictBui (C.B.JImutpuer [5, 6-8]), a
Takke padOThl Y4YEHBIX B cdepe INCUXOJOTMM W CEMaHTHKUM HMCKYCCTBa
(JI.C.Beirorckuii [3]), M.M.baxtun [13]), FO.M.Jlormar [12]) TpeOyrOT HOBBIX
MeTaTeopeTuueckux 00600meHuit B cepe oOpazoBanus. B COBpeMEHHBIX COUATBEHO-
MEJarOrM4eCKUX W TyMaHUTapHBIX HAayKax KyJbTypa, HCKYCCTBO, CIOPT
paccMaTpUBAOTCS KakK IPOLIECC MEKIUYHOCTHON KOMMYHMKALUW, PA3HOBUIHOCTH
JMYHOCTHO-/ACSTEILHOCTHOTO OOIIEHUs MEXAY JitobMU. 3BecTHO, YTO B JaHHBIX
BUJIaX JIEATEIbHOCTH OCYLIECTBISIOTCS HEMPEPBIBHBIE MEPEX0JIbI OT «MaTEPUATBHBIX
JIBUKEHUI» Tena (MEXaHM3MOB COMATONCUXUKHN) K «UICANbHBIM ABUKEHUSMY IYIIH
(CeMaHTHYECKMM MEXaHM3MaM HHTEJUICKTa, CO3HaHMS) M, KOHEYHO, B OOpaTHOM
HarnpaBiaeHuu. Ha Ham B3risi, JaHHas npeaMeTHasl cepa 3HaHUM/ MBICTE3HAHUNA U
MBICJIEIEUCTBUIM OBICTPO paclIUpsieTcs. DTa Hay4YHasl JUCUUILIMHA B3aUMOJICHCTBYET
CO MHOTMMH HayKaMHu: KYJbTYpPOJOTHMEH, AaKCUOJIOTUEH, TI'e€pPMEHEBTUKOU,
CEMHOTHKOM, CeMaHTHKOM. M Kaxnmasd W3 H3TUX HAyK IIOMOTracT OCBETUTH
OTIpE/ICNICHHYIO CTOPOHY YEJIOBEUYECKOM NeATEIbHOCTH, <CKUBBIX IBHKEHUI» U chepy
CO3HAHUS YEJIOBEKA.
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CrniocoBHOCTH

Puc. 1. T'erepapxudeckasi cUCTeMa MOHATUN «KOHCTPYKTUBHOM MeIaroruKm» Mpu
MIOCTPOCHUH «KUBBIX JIBUKEHUI» YEIIOBEKA B COLMOKYJIBTYPHOM A€STEIbHOCTH

[Tpumeuanue. Cpenn yKa3aHHBIX HAa PUCYHKE IICUXMYECKUX (PEHOMEHOB HEIb3s1
BBIJICIUTh KAKON-IMOO OJMH, YCTOMYMBO HAXOMSIIHUNCS «HA BEPILIMHE» HEPAPXHUH
peryiasTuBHOM cucteMsbl. JIr000i n3 (QyHKIMOHAIBHBIX MPOLIECCOB — B 3aBUCUMOCTH
OT KOHKPETHOW CUTyallUHh — MOXET CTAaHOBUTHCS BEAYIIUM U OpPraHU30BBLIBATH B
LEJSIX CBOEH pealln3alliy BCe MHbIE UHTErpajbHbIE MPOLIECCHI, COMOIUUHATH UX ce0e
10  2emepapxuyeckamy npunHyuny. JIaHHBIM TNPUHOUIIL, KAaK  M3BECTHO,
XapaKTepU3yeTCs BO3MOXHOCTbIO THOKOTO M JWHAMUYHOIO IepepacipeeieHus,
CMEHBI «YIPABJIAIOIIMUX LICHTPOBY» B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT KOHKPETHOU CUTYAIlUH, & TAKXKE
— HaJIMYUMEM HECKOJIbKMX IIAPUTETHBIX YIPABIAIOIIMX LEHTPOB OJHOBPEMEHHO.
Takum oOpa3oM, yepe3 CTAHOBJIEHUE CHCTEMbl CAMOPETYJISTUBHBIX IPOLIECCOB
MCUXUKa o0oramaer apceHaln (PyHKUMOHAIbHBIX MPUHLMUIIOB CBOEH OpraHu3aluu u
MIPEAUKTOPOB YEIOBEYECKUX JOCTUKEHUM.

4. MeToabl, KOHIENTYaJbHbIe YCTAHOBKH M Pe3yJIbTAThI HCCJIeI0BAHUS
N3BecTHO, YTO COUMOKYIbTYPHAs AESITEIBHOCTh (POPMUPYETCS U peaTU3yeTCs B
TpEX OCHOBHBIX (OpMax: nozHaeamebHoul (OTPAKEHUE JCHCTBUTEIBHOCTU TaKOM,
Kakas OHa €CTb WIM MPEACTABISAETCA  CYOBEKTY), HPOZHOCHUYECKO-
npeoopazosamenvhoil (0OTpaxkeHue U npeoOpa3zoBaHHUE JCHCTBUTEILHOCTH B IUIAHE
€€ BO3MOXKHBIX U3MEHEHHI WM B COOTBETCTBUU C 3aMBICJIOM-TIPOEKTOM CYOBEKTa) U
UYEHHOCMHO-CMbICT0601  (AKCUOJIOTMYECKass  OLIEHKAa  JIEUCTBUTEIBHOCTH B
COOTBETCTBUH C «HOPMO-TBOPUECKUMH HJI€ajJaMH» M MHPOBO33PEHHEM CYOBEKTA).
[To3nanue, npeoOpa3oBaHUe U OIIEHKA — 3TO HE TPU CMEHSIOLIME IPYr Apyra dTama
YeJIOBEUECKON NEATEIbHOCTH, a acClEeKTbl, TOYHEE TOBOPS — «CPE3bl» MPEIMETHO
OpraHU30BAHHOM JI€ATENIbHOCTH, KOTOpbIE B CBOEM pEAbHOM BHYTPEHHEM
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MPOCTPAHCTBE CYIIECTBYIOT OJUH B IPYTOM U Yepe3 Ipyrou. YenoBek OJHOBpEMEHHO
WU3MEHSET MHUP W CBOU IMPAKCHOJIOTUYECKUE HM3MEPEHHUS MHpa — MHUPOBOCIPHUSTHE,
MUPOTPEJCTABICHUE, MHUPOMCTOJIKOBaHHE. Bmecte OHM 00pa3yl0oT HEKOTOPBIN
«oOpa3oBareibHbIi remrTanbT» (HeM. Gestalt — o6pas, dopma) cdepsl co3HaHHs
TBOPUYECKOTO YEJIOBEKA-/AeATeNs (OTHOIMIEHUE K MUPY — OHTHYECKUE U pe(ICKCHBHBIC
CJIOM JIeATEIIPHOCTHO OPTaHM30BAaHHOTO CO3HAHMS — pHC. ).

B coBpemeHHOI e TeIbHOCTHOM OHTOJIOIMH UCKYCCTBA, KYJIbTYPBI, CIIOPTa HEOOXO0IUMO
pa3BUBATh IOJXOJIbI, MO3BOJISIOLINE IMPEOI0JIEBATh «MOHOKOHLIENITYaJbHbIE YCTAHOBKU.
3necb  HEOOXOAMMO  YTOYHEHHE  HEKOTOpBhIX  MOHATHH. Tak, UW3BECTHO, 4YTO
ncuxoananumuuecKue KOHyenyuu OpUEeHTUPOBAHBI Ha npoOaeMbl OMHOUEHUT YETTOBEKA C
coboii ® «3HauMMbBIMH  oObekTamu»  (relatedness). B  ocHoBe  kocHumuemo-
Ouxeeuopucmuueckux KOHUenyuil JESKUT aHAIU3 HPOOYKMUBHOCU OesmelbHOCU U
pesyabmamusnocmu Oeticmeuti yenoBeka (doing). Hayka uccinemyer o0bekT. MckyccTBo
BBIPAJKAET €ro CyTh. TE€XHOJIOrHs KOHCTPYUPYET alrOpUTM €ro npeodpasoBanus. Penurus
BEPUT B CBEPXBECTCCTBEHHBIC, TPAHCICHACHTHBIC (OT Jjar. transcendo — mepecTymnarh)
(heHOMEeHBI — MPUHIUITUATBLHO HEJOCTYITHOE ONBITHOMY TMO3HAHHWIO WJIM HE OCHOBAaHHOE Ha
onbiTe. I'ymanucmuyeckue Konyenyuu OPUSHTUPOBAHBI HA npoONeMax uenogedeckoco
ovimusi (being) — «ObITB» (peann3oBaTh ce0s B MHPE) U «UMETh» (moTpedmsars mup). C
COBPEMEHHBIX MO3UILIMI TyXOBHO-AEATEIbHOCTHOE HAuajllo 4ejoBeKa (OJHO M3 CBOMCTB
SHTENIEXUU APHUCTOTENS), KaK IPAaBHIIO, OTOXKAECCTBIIAETCA C CO3HAHUEM (HAIPABJICHHBIM Ha
peanu3anuio COOCTBEHHOM COLMAIbHOM M WHIUBUAYAIBHOM CYIIHOCTH), a JUYHOCTH
MpeICTaeT KaK COBOKYIMHOCTh HMHTEPUOPU3MPOBAHHBIX OOIIECTBEHHBIX OTHOIICHUM, Kak
HAaO0Op COLMaNbHBIX poOJied W Kak Hocutedb uHpopmanuu. B 310l  BceoOmiein
«uH(popMaTH3auuK OBITHS» JYXOBHOE CBOJUTCS K MBICIUTEIBHOMY U pa3syMHOMY (B
npenene K (popMalbHO-IOTMYECKOMY), OOILIeHMe — K KOMMYHMKAI[MOHHBIM CMBbICIAM,
MHTEJUIEKTYalbHOE — K HCKYCCTBEHHOMY HHTEJUIEKTY. YKa3aHHbIE HaMM MapaJurMbl
3a1aI0T TMPOTUBOMNOJIOKHBIE TOYKM OTCYETa — MEXAY HUMHU BCErla HUMEET MECTO
CEMAHTUYECKUHN Pa3pblB MEXAY JOTOCOM, HHTEIUIEKTOM U 3HTelexue Apucrorens. Tak, B
TICUXO0aHAIN3€e BO TJIABY yIjla CTaBUTCS 6HYMPEHHSS pedlbHOCMb WHIUBUA (0CO3HAIOMIAs
CBOK MHJMBHMIYQJIbHOCTB), @ BHEIIHSSA 4Yalle BCETO paccMaTpUBAETCS 4Yepe3 IMPU3MY
MPOEKIMI-UHTPOEKIMI yenoBeka. B OuxeBnopusme, HampOTHUB, IEKIAPUPYETCS OTXOJ OT
BHYTPEHHUX (DaKTOPOB BO UMS HewiHell peanbHocmu (T0OCTHKEHNE MMO3UTUBHOTO KOHTPOJIS
HaJl MPEIMETHON Ccpeoil AesTeIbHOCTH). B T'yMaHHCTUYECKON MCUXOJIOTUU U NeJaroruke
BHYTPEHHSISI PEaJbHOCTh pAacCMATPUBACTCA KaK OJWH M3 MEXaHU3MOB MBOPYECKOU
camopeanu3ayuy UHOUBUOYATbHOCMU B COLMYME («HMHTEJUIEKTyaJbHOE U JYXOBHOE
BOCIIPOM3BOJICTBO»). BMecTe ¢ Tem ciieyer UMeTh B BUIy, UTO BHTENEXUS Yy ApUCTOTEINS
KaK aKTyaJbHBIN MPOIIeCC, CBSI3aHHBIN C Tiepenayeii sHepruu (a, BO3MOXKHO, HHPOPMAIUU U
Jake 3HaHUWA) BPAJl JIM SIBJISIETCS, C Hallell TOYKH 3PEHHUs, TYXOBHO- TEXHOJOTHYECKUM
npoueccoM. B coBpemeHHON Hayke U 00pa3OBaHUU OYXO06HblE UEHHOCMU He
mexnonocuunl. KynbTypa, HCKyCCTBO, 1YXOBHOCTb (B OTJIMYUE OT TEXHUKU U TEXHOJIOTHH)
HUKOI'/Ia HEe TPaHCIUPYIOTCS XOTSA Obl MOTOMY, YTO PENPE3CHTHPYIOT cOOON BHYTpEHHEe
COCTOSIHME 4YEJOBEYECKOro Ayxa. Jlmajgor dejioBeKka ¢ IPOHM3BeIeHHEM KYJIbTYPbI
00513aTeJIbHO NEPeXoAUT B AHAJOI ¢ caMuUM co0oil. B xoxe Takoro muanora cyOBeKT
aKTyaJIu3upyeT (M JUaJOTH3UPYET) CBOE CO3HAHHE, — OCBAaMBACT M TBOPUT CaMoro ceos,
COBEpLIaET HE CTOJbKO HHTEIJIEKTyaJlbHble ACUCTBHUS (Mbl MOHUMAeM HWHTEIJIEKT Kak
CHOCOOHOCTh K  MBIIJICHUIO  KaKk K  TEXHUYECKOMY  TPOLECCY),  CKOJBKO
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YeJI0BEKOCO3UAAI0IINE u KYJbTYPOCO3HIAIOIIHE NeHCTBHS. Camoro3Hanmue,
camopeanu3aiys U CaMOBBIPAKEHHE — Ba)KHEHIIME MEXaHM3Mbl OTHOIICHHS YEIOBEKa K
MHUPY ¥ C MUPOM, BOSHHUKAIOIINE B MPOIECCE U HA OCHOBE COIMOKYIBTYPHOM EATEIbHOCTH.
ConmokynbTypHasi ACSITEIBHOCTh €CTh TAKOE TMPOSIBICHUE <«OHTEIEXHH YEIOBEYECKOTO
OBITUS», KOTJIa OemepMUHayus uoem om 4eio8eKka/ Cy8epenHo2o cyovbeKkma 0esmelbHOCmu
— HE 3aMBICIBl JCTEPMHHUPYIOTCS MHUPOM, HO TPEAMETHBIH MHp JOONPEACISACTCS
peanu3anueil HamUX 3aMBICIOB/ TUIAHOB/ MPOEKTOB/ MPOTPaMM, BO3HUKAIOIIMX B XOJE
rITyOMHHOTO OOIICHUs CyOBhEeKTa ¢ peanbHOCThI0. C HaIed TOYKH 3pEHHS, YeIOBeUeCKas
JESITeTLHOCTh BO MHOTOM JIESTEPMUHUPOBAHA apUCTOTEIICBCKOW SHTEICXUEH — TITyOMHHBIMH
CTPYKTYpaMH CO3HaHHs (CaMOCO3HAHMS, AYIIH), SI3bIKAa, KYJIbTYpbl €ro MBIIUICHUSA. B
aQHTUYHBIC BpEMEHA HE CYIICCTBOBAIN TOHATUS «JIMYHOCTBY», «HHIUBUIYATBHOCTHY,
«cyOBekT». UenoBek Kak CyOBEKT ACSITETBLHOCTH €Ille He ObUT BBEIIEH B COCTaB CYIIETo, B
cocTtaB OBITHS M B Kpyr rtocodckux kateropuid. OMHAKO MOYHO I0JIaraTh, YTO TEPMUH
ApPHCTOTENST «IHTENEXUS» MPENCTABISLT COO0H «CYITHOCTH CYIIETO» W BOCIIPOU3BOIMI, B
CBOIO OYepelb, YEIOBEKa KaK CO3HATEIBHOTO CyOBeKTa JEHCTBHUS/ JIEATCIBHOCTH.
OHTenexuss KOPEHHBIM  00pa3oM  mpeoOpa3yeT BeChb  «OHTOJOTHYSCKUH  IJIaH»
YEJI0OBEUECKOTO OBITUS — CTABUTCS BOIPOC HE TOJIBKO O YEIOBEKE B €r0 B3aUMOOTHOIICHUN
C MHpPOM, HO U O MHPE «B COOTHOIICHHU C UYEIOBEKOM» (OBITHS UYEIOBEKa B COCTaBE
MIOCTOSITHHO TBOPHMOM KM OBITHE). B COBPEMEHHBIX KOHIICTIIIUAX «YEITIOBEUECKOTO OBITHS»,
B TMOHATHH JIMYHOCTH KaK Ba)KHEUIIEW CYIIHOCTHOH XapaKTEpPHCTUKE deJOoBeKa
YTBEPIKIAETCS, HAIPHUMEpP, CBOCTO pOJia «IPUHYAMTENbHAS CONMAIM3ausy («Cco3aaHue
BHYTPEHHETO COIIMYMay): «JIMYHOCTh CYIIECTBYET BO MHe, HO He Moe» (W.Neubaner), moe —
9TO HMHIUBUAYAIBHOCTH, «caMocTh» (mo A.Macnoy, K.Pomkepcy, — CHMBOJI TIOJTHOTHI
YeJI0BEUECKOT0 TOTEHIMANIa U €IUHCTBA MHIWBUIYaTbHOCTH;, OHA 3aHUMACET IIEHTPAIHHOE
MECTO B YHPAaBICHHHM TCHUXWYECKOW JKM3HBIO W SIBISETCS BBICIICH BJIACTBIO B CyAbOe
uHAuBHIA). TOJMBKO CTpEeMJICHHE K pa3BUTHIO, POCTY HHIUBUIYATbHOCTH, T. €. K
CaMOaKTyaJIu3alluy, €CTh OCHOBA Pa3BUTHS YeJIOBeKa U oOmectBa. OTMETHUM, OJHAKO, YTO
IPOIECC TPEOJOJICHUsT «MOHOKOHIICITyalbHOCTH» (Cross-curricalar isnes), paspaborka
COBPEMEHHOI aHTPOMHO OPUEHTHUPOBAHHOW MapagurMbl €IMHOTO 3HAHHS HEJErKO TAeTCs
KaK B cepe UCKYCCTBa, Tak U B chepe 0Opa3oBaHUsl.

N3BeCTHO, YTO CYIIIHOCTBIO UCKYCCTBA, €M0 KBUHTICCEHIIUEN ABISIETCS TBOPEHUE
XY0KHUKA-agmopa i Apyroil JUYHOCTH, JJIS JPYroro AYXOBHOIO CyOBEKTa, JJIs
npyroit aymu. [Ipu 3TOM B CHCTEME MeNCIUUHOCHOU KOMMYHUKAYUU U 0OujeHus
BAXHYIO POJIb UIPacT XYAOKHUK-UCHOJIHUMETb, WHTEPIPETATOP B IIUPOKOM
CMBICJIE cJIOBa (peXHCCep, IUPUIKEP, aKTep, MY3BIKaHT, IEPEBOIYUK, TPEHED).
XyIOKHUK-UCIIOJTHUTEIb SBJISETCS MOCPEIHUKOM MEXKIY aBTOPOM U ayJUTOPHEH,
3a4acTyl0 MHTEPHPETATOPOM aBTOPCKUX NpousBeAeHuil. Ho ero rinaBHas 3amada —
ATO BCE-TaKM aJIeKBAaTHO MEPEATh U BIPA3UTh XyA0KECTBEHHOE MPOU3BEICHUE.

CrnenyeT WMETh B BHIY, 4YTO MEXJIMYHOCTHAS KOMMYHHUKAIUS SIBJISIETCS
OJIHOHAMPABJICHHBIM (MIPEUMYIIECTBEHHO aCUMMETPUYHBIM) npoyeccom nepeoavu
ToM wiam wuHOW wuHbopMmanuu. B oTauyme OT KOMMYHUKAIIUU «IACSATEIbHOCTD
OOIIIEHMS» 3aKIIIOYACTCS B npoyecce 0OMeHa CEMAaHTUYECKUM MTOHUMaHUEM OOBEKTa,
MPEMETHO-TUYHOCTHBIM COJIEpKAHUEM JIByX M 0ojiee CyBEpEHHBIX CYOBEKTOB,
HaJIeJICHHBIX CO3HaHUEM. be3yclIOBHO, BaKHEHIeH MpoOieMol «MeTauHIUBUIHOTO
CYILIECTBOBAHUS» YEIIOBEKA, «OTPAXKEHHOCTH» €r0 B JIPYTUX JIIOMSX SIBISETCS CBS3b,
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oO1ieHne, B3aMMONIOHUMaHue ¢ ayauTopuen. Jlroan «mpuobiaTes» Ipyr K ApYry,
MOCTUTasE «MUpP Jpyroro» (AocTurasi pe3oHaHCa B3aMMOOTPKEHHOCTH) U BHOBb
«BO3Bpamjasich Kk  cebe». BronHe  MOHATHO, YTO  yKa3aHHbIE  HaMU
MICUXOCEMaHTHUUYECKUE MEXAHU3MbI HE SIBJSUIMCH MPEIMETOM OOCYKJIEHHUS BO BpEMEHa
ApucToTens, HO OHUA OCTalOTCS MOKa €lI€ HETOCTATOYHO M3YYEHHBIMU U B CHCTEME
COBPEMEHHOTO 00pa30BaHUs.

C oHOM CTOpPOHBI, B COAECPKAHUU U CTPYKTYPE XYI0KECTBEHHO-ICTETUYECKOTO
IIPOU3BEJCHUS MPSIMO WJIM KOCBEHHO BBIPAYKAETCA JUYHOCTh TBOPIIA, €TI0 «JTyXOBHO-
LIEHHOCTHAsl  JHTEJIeXUs» (MHTEJUIEKTYyaJIbHbIE  YCTAHOBKHM, XYJI0)KECTBEHHBIE
MHTEHLUH, «5 aKTyaabHOE», «5 MPOCIIEKTUBHOEY, CBSI3AHHBIE C CAMOAKTyAJIN3alUeH,
CaMONPOEKTHPOBAaHWEM M caMmopeannzanueii). C Apyroid CTOpPOHBI, COAEp)KaHUE
IIPOM3BEACHUSA, €ro I[EHHOCTHO-CMBICIOBBIE MHTEHLHWH, B CBOIO OYEpEnb,
OTIOCPEIYIOTCSI JTUYHOCTHBIMU OCOOCHHOCTSIMHU (IyXOBHO-TIPAKTUYECKHM OIIBITOM,
NOTPEOHOCTSIMU U CHOCOOHOCTSIMH, BHYTPUJIMYHOCTHBIM JIMAJOTOM U JIp.)
UCIIOJIHUTENI W pEeUMIHUEHTa. B coBpeMeHHBIX 00pa3oBaTEeNbHBIX TEXHOJIOTHSIX
BaXHBI coyuanvhoe okpyxcenue («3HAYMMbIC IPYyrHe», peepeHTHBIC TPYIIbI) H
obpazoeamenvHo-0byyarwas cpeod, B KOTOPOW TMPOUCXOAUT B3aUMOJICHCTBUE
mexy Homo sapiens u Homo creasoficus. PaccMotpum, — Hampumep, — mpobiiemy
MMOHMMAHUS W WHTEPIPETAUUA MY3bIKAIBHOTO IPOU3BEACHUS C TOYKH 3PEHUS
COLIMOKYJBTYPHOH CEMAaHTUKH W TICUXOMOTOPHUKUA MCIOTHUTEIHCKUX (BOKAJIBbHBIX,
MHCTPYMEHTAJIbHBIX, TUPUKEPCKUX) IEUCTBUI YyenoBeka. IMEHHO TaHHbIE MOTOPHO-
CEMaHTUYECKHE MEXAHU3MbI NIEPEIaun MYy3bIKaJbHBIX MBICIEICUCTBUI MpEBpalIatOT
3a()UKCUPOBAaHHOE B HOTHOM TEKCTE aBTOPCKOE MPOM3BEACHHE B BOILIOIIAEMYIO
MCIIOJIHUTEJIEM MY3bIKY U €r0 MHIWBUyaJIbHbIE MBICIIE3HAHUS. Y Ka3aHHBIN (eHOMEH
— MBICJIE3HAHUSI U MBICIEICUCTBUSI — BO3HUKAET U3 IMOJOXKEHHUS 00 H3BECTHOM
€AMHCTBE CTPYKTYp BHEIIHUX W BHYTPEHHUX ACHCTBUM 4YeNOBEKa, MEPEeXOASIINX
Apyr B Jpyra mojoOHO cropoHam JeHThl MeOuyca. My3bika, Kak HM3BECTHO €CTb
crnenu@uueckasl pa3sHOBUIHOCTh 3BYKOBOM JesTenbHOocTH mogeil. C  apyrumu
Pa3HOBHUIIHOCTSIMU (pedb, HMHCTPYMEHTAJbHAs 3BYKOBasi CUTHAJIM3alldig H T.1I.)
MY3BIKYy OOBEIMHSAET CIOCOOHOCTH BBIPAKATh MBICIH, SMOLIMU U MBICIUTEIbHBIC
JIEUCTBUA B CIBIIIUMON (OpME UM CIYXUTh CPEACTBOM OOIIECHUS JIIOACH W
yopaBiieHUsT HUX TnoBeJaeHueM. [Ipu 3TOM My3bIKAHT HE CTOJIBKO «HUIpaeT Ha
MHCTPYMEHTax» (IIOCPEACTBOM (PU3MYECKHUX, 3BYKOM3BIEKAIOIIUX JEHCTBUI),
CKOJIBKO «HMT'PAeT Ha OPKECTPE», 3BYYallleM y HEro «BHYTPEHHEM MPOCTPAHCTBE» (B
cepe My3bIKaTbHO-3CTETUYECKOTO CO3HAHNUS ).

N3BecTHO, YTO BOKaJIbHAsT W MNPOrPpaMMHO-MHCTPYMEHTaJbHasi My3bIKa
JOCTAaTOYHO OJIM3KO BBIPAKAIOT MOHATUWHOE cojiepkaHue. Tak, B My3bIKE MOTYT
BOIUIOIIATBCA ~ «3BYKOBBIE  MEW3aXKW», «IOPTPETHI  JIIOAEH»,  «IKCIPECCUN,
«apTIUIACTUYECKNE W MEHTAJIbHO-JBUTATEIBHBIE IBPUCTUKHU 4YeJIOBEKa». OTMETHM,
YTO B MY3bIKE HapsAy C COBEPIICHCTBOBAHUEM YHCTO WHCTPYMEHTAJIBHBIX
MY3BIKQJIBHBIX (OpPM, B YaCTHOCTH TMOJIM(POHUHU, TMPOJOIDKAIOT Pa3BUBATHCS
BOKaJibHbIE (OPMBI, B KOTOPBIX TOMHHHPYIOT CJIOBECHBIH TEKCT M YEJIOBEUECKHIA
roJIoc.
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C TOUYKM 3pEHHs aHTPOIHBIX 00pPA30BATEIbHBIX TEXHOJIOTHH B «KUBBIX IABUKCHHUSIX)
WCIIOJTHUTENST MOXHO BBIICIIUTD MIPU CUCHIEMBl «A3bIKOGOI CEMAHMUKU», KOTOPbIE
SIBJISIIOTCSL CPEJICTBAMH MaTepUalIM3allii COJIEPKAHUS MY3bIKH, HEBEPOAIbHOTO OOIICHUS U
neperayl  XyAOXKECTBEHHO-3CTETUYECKOW HH(pOpMAlMu: TaK Ha3blBaeMas CHCTEeMa
CEMaHTHYECKOTO0 TAKTUPOBAHUS, S3bIK SMOLMOHAIBHBIX JKECTOB; S3BIK «BU3YaJIbHOTO
MOHUMAaHUS» ABWKEHUU. OTMETHUM, YTO OHM HE YINOMHHAIOTCS y aBTOPOB TEKCTOB IIO
AHTUYHOM aHTEJNeXWHU KaK METOJbl «MaTepuanu3anuu sHeprum». llepas cucrema
XapaKTepu3yeT IMPEUMYIIECTBEHHO HWHCTPYMEHTAJIbHBIM aCHEeKT «XYJ0KECTBEHHOIO
BoCIpusATUs». BTopas cuctemMa cBsi3aHa C «UMIUTMIUTHBIM [MOHUMaHHEM» (TEPMHUH
A.PoGepa) u unteprperainuein «00pa3Ho-acCOIMAaTUBHOIO 3BYKOPSIa» Ha anmepluenTUBHOM
ypoBHe. TpeThbsi cucTeMa IOCTpOCHAa Ha «TAaCUTHOM 3HaHuW» (TepmuH M.[lomanu) —
«UTEHHUH TEKCTa ABMKEHUN oOpa3zamu, a He clioBaMm» (6e3 momoru cyxaeHui). [TlogoOHas
«SI3bIKOBAsi CEMAaHTHKa» XapaKTepHa Jii COBPEMEHHBIX KOHUEMIHMM HCKYCCTBO3HAHUSA.
XapakTepHa OHa W JUIsl BOCHPUSTHS, TOHUMAHUSA W HWHTEPIPETAlMU CHOPTUBHOMN
apTIJIaCTUKUA W ACTETHKU ABWXKEHHH. OTMETHM, YTO OHU HE YINOMHUHAIOTCS Yy aBTOPOB
TEKCTOB M0 aHTUYHOW aHTEIEXHH.

3/1ech OCYUIECTBIISIETCSL «Nepesod CMbICAd (3amblcla-npoekma) 6 mekcmy. H3vulk
IMOUUOHATILHBIX JHCeCcmo8, «KaTaTUMHO-UYBCTBEHHOE TepeXuBaHue» (TepMuH mpodeccopa
X.JleitHepa — HEMEIIKOTO TICHUXOJora M HUCKYCCTBOBEAA) SKCIPECCHUBHO-TUIACTUYECKUX
00pa3oB BKJIIOYAET BECh KOMILJIEKC SMOIMOHATIBHBIX MPOSIBICHUN (MUMUKY, TAHTOMUMHUKY,
KECTUKYISLNIO), OTPAKAIOUIUX TJIyOWHHBIC MEHmMANbHO-08UZAMETbHbIE IEPUCHUKU.
OBpPUCTUYECKU-PA3MBITOE «00JaK0O HIEH» KaK CHelu(PUUecKuil crnocod B3anMMOJEHCTBUS
YyBCTBEHHOI'O0 U JIOTHYECKOTO B TMO3HAHWUU JIGKUT B OCHOBE TBOPYECKON NESITEIBHOCTH.
371ech, Kak MPaBUIIO, OCYIIECTBISIETCS «Nepegoo MeKCma 6 CMbICILy. AH3bIK «8U3VANbHO20
HOHUMAHUSY, TIO3BOJSIONIMNA HWHTYUTUBHO «yCMAaTpUBaTh CYTh Bellei» 0e3 MpHUMEHEHUs
palMoOHaNbHBIX  CTpaTerdid  aHaiW3a, OCHOBAaH  HAa  OKCMPATUHCBUCMUYECKUX
(CBEpXSI3BIKOBBIX) U 2KCcmpanocuyeckux (CBEPXJIOTUYECKUX, MHTYUTHUBHBIX) MEXaHU3MaxX
tenoncuxuku (Leuner, H.: Katathymes Bilderleben. Thieme, Stuttgart 1970). Ykazaunyto
CUCTEMY MBIl paccMaTpUBacM KakK  HegepoOaibHO-06uzameibHble  KOHHOMAUUU,
COTpsITrarIIre AHCTBH, YyBCTBA/ OMOLIMM U aBepOaTbHYIO MBICIIb UCTIOJIHUTEINS B €IUHBIN
«MY3bIKaJIbHBIN KOKTelnb». TepMuH «KkOHHOTauus» (OT JaT CON — BMecTe W NOtO —
0003HaYyar0) O03HAYACT YBEIMYEHUE CEMAHTUYECKOM EMKOCTH <«OKUBBIX JIBIKCHUID» Ha
OCHOBE MEXAHU3MOB «NEpYenmusHol uHmepHanuzayuuy. YKa3aHHble MEXaHU3MBI
OCYIIECTBIIIOT «HACTPOUKY» Pa3IUYHBIX CYOMOJaTbHOCTEH, MO3BOJISIONIUX «IOCTUTaTh
00BEKT» Ha MEHTAJIbHO-BUTATEIbHOM YpPOBHE. OJTO CBOETO pOJa «O8U2AMENbHO-
acmemuueckue cunmazmoty (OT Tped. Syntagma — «BMecTe MOCTPOCHHOE, COSTUHCHHOEY).
[lo cytn nena 37ech mepersieTaroTcss YyBCTBEHHas, OvoauHamuueckas U addepeHTHas
TKaHb  TMCHUXOCEMAHTHYECKOM  OpraHM3alud  <OKUBBIX  JBWIKECHUI»  4YeloOBeKa
(H.A.bepumreiin, B.I1.3unuenko, C.B.JImutpueB). DTO eauHas «CMbBICIOBasi TKaHb)
NEeSATEIbHOCTHO OPTaHU30BAaHHOTO CO3HAHUS, OTPAXKAKOUIEr0 BHEUIHUNA M BHYTPEHHUU MU
TBOPYECKOT'O UCTIOTHUTETIS.

Ha nam B3risia, B COBpEMEHHOM 00Opa30BaHUU MOKHO TPaKTOBaTh (DEHOMEHBI
SHTENIEXUH, pa3paboTaHHble ApPUCTOTENEM (B HAlled WHTEPIPETAllMd «MEHTAJIbHO-
JBUTATEIbHBIC IBPUCTUKHI U CUHTArMbI»), KaK JuyHOCmHoe meoperue (00beKTUBUPYSI
WHJIUBUAYAJIbHOE CO3HAHHWE TBOPLA), (peHomeHonocudecky (B KOHTEKCTE IYyXOBHO-
NESTEIBHOCTHOTO OBITUS TBOPYECKOW JUYHOCTU), npedmemHo (TBOPUECTBO Kak
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pe3ynbTaT  SKCTEPUOPHU3ALUU  XYI0KECTBEHHO-ICTETUYECKUX  CIHOCOOHOCTEH
YeJI0BeKa), MexHOI02U4ecKu (TBOpUECTBO KakK «aNTOPUTMHU3AIIMS
HCAITOPUTMU3UPYEMBIX  OK3HCTCHIMIY»), 6  napaoueme  3HAKOMEOPHUECKOU
oessimenvHocmu. Jlanee paccMaTpHUBalOTCa 0oJsiee MOAPOOHO HEKOTOPHIE ACIEKThI
«SI3bIKOBOTO TBOPYECTBa» JMYHOCTH B KOHTEKCTE TEOPUU Te3aypyCHO-3HAKOBOTO
MOJCIIUPOBAHUSL MY3bIKAJIIBHBIX TMPOU3BEACHUM U apTIUIACTUKH B CIOPTUBHOU
JESITETBHOCTH.

[log me3aypycom my3vikanma HaMH TIOHHUMAETCS HEKOTOPOE MHOXKECTBO
«CMBICTIOBBIPAXKAIONINX CIWHHID HHPOPMAIUU, 3aKITIOYECHHBIX B TOW WM HWHOU
3HAKOBOW CHUCTEME€ WJIM XpaHSIIMXCS B MaMsATH ajpecaHTa (agpecata) u (WJn)
MIPEANOIAraeMbIX «ITOHITHBIMI» eMy. K HUM MOXHO OTHECTH CIIOCOOBI BU3YAIBHOTO
(3pUTEBHOTO) WJITN «COHOPHOTO MBITIUICHUS» (CBSI3aHHOTO CO chepoit BooOpakeHus),
JTOMUHHUPYIOIIHAE SMOIIMU, SKCIPECCUBHBIC YCTAHOBKH, «aNIUIMKATypy TMaJIbIEBY,
METPOPUTMUYECKHUM CTUIIb, J1aJ10-TAPMOHUYECKUE CTPYKTYPhI, BepOaTn30BaHHbBIC UIIH
aBepOaJIbHbIE MY3bIKAJIbHBIE TMepexkuBanusi. ClenyeT UMeTh B BHY, YTO HE TOJBKO
3HAKOBBIM, HO W BECh NPEIMETHBIH MHUpP ACSATEIBHOCTH MPUOOPETAET CMBICI U
3HAQYEHUE TOJBKO YEpEe3 «Te3aypyCHO OPraHM30BAHHOE» CO3HAHHE YelloBeKa. B
CYIIIHOCTH, HE 3HAKH, a MPEAMEThl KYJIbTYpPhl U UX HJI€ATIbHOE OTpakeHue B cdepe
CO3HAHUS CO3/Ial0T BO3MOKHOCTh COLIMOKYJIBTYPHOTO 0OmIeHus ojaeid. OObeKToM
TaKoro OOIIEHHU SIBJISIIOTCS HE Bely (IpeoOpazyeMble B MPEAMEThl MOTPEOJICHUs ), a
YeJIOBEeK, MpeoOpa3oBaHUE BHYTPEHHErO0 MPEAMETHOTO MHpa/ MPOCTPAHCTBA
KOTOPOTO SBJSIETCA I1ebI0 UCKycCTBA. C TOYKU 3pPEHUS TCUXOJMHTBUCTUKU «MHP
MY3BIKH» SIBIIIETCSA CIIOKHOW CEMAaHTHYECKOM CHUCTEMOM, BBIMOIHAIOMIECH TpH
OCHOBHBIX (DYHKITMM: WCTOYHMKA CEMAHTHYCCKON wWHpOpManuu;, TpHEeMHUKA
CEMaHTHYEeCKOM HH(MOpPMALUM; TMOCPETHUKA MEXIAY CEMAHTHUYECKUMH OOBEKTAMHU.
CemaHTHYECKUM OOBEKTOM-UCTOYHUKOM SIBJISIETCS KOMIIO3UTOP U CO3JIaHHOE UM
My3bIKaJIbHOE TPOU3BEJEHUE, OTOOpakaeMoe B COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX TEKCTaX
(maptutypa, HOTHasl 3aNUCh, MarHUTHas (oHorpamma). CeMaHTHUYECKUM OOBEKTOM-
MPUEMHUKOM,  BOCIPUHUMAIOIIUM  MY3BIKAIHHOE  TPOU3BEACHHUE,  SBISIOTCA
ciymarenu My3blku. «Cemanmuueckuii ouanoz» Kax (popma COIMOKYJIBTYPHOTO
OOIIEHUsT MEXAY KOMIIO3UTOPOM U CIYIIATEISIMU OCYIIECTBISETCS C TOMOIIBIO
MIOCPEAHUKOB — HCIIOJHUTENEH MY3bIKaIbHOTO MPOU3BEACHUS (IUPUIKEP, OPKECTP,
COJUCT U T.1.). OTMETUM, YTO MOJHOIICHHAS ayaualibHas KOMMYyHHUKanus (0OOMeH u
oOoraileHre My3bIKaJIbHBIMA 00pa3amMu) CTAHOBHUTCS BO3MOXKHOM, €CJIHM Te3aypyChl
CEMaHTUYECKUX CyOBEKTOB «TPaHCBEPCAIBHO MIEPECEKAIOTCS ). Nnes
TPaHCBEPCATbHOCTH (croxxHOTIEpeceKaroIerocs 1o APXUTEKTOHUKE U
MHOrooOpa3Horo mo (QyHKIUsAM) OOBEKTa 3acily>KMBAeT CaMOr0 MPUCTAIBHOTO
BHUMAaHUSI CO CTOPOHBI UCCIIEIOBATENICH COBPEMEHHOMN KYJIbTYPHI.

OTMeTHM 371eCh, UTO HOTHBIC 3HAKH (MMTAPTUTYpa MY3bIKAILHOTO IMPOU3BEICHHUS )
camu 1o cebe ¢ APYruMH MaTepUAbHBIMU MPEAMETAMU HE B3aUMOJICUCTBYIOT, OHU
CIIOCOOHBI BO3/IEHCTBOBATh HA JIMYHOCTH HWCIIONHHUTENSA (WU CIyMIaTeNs) TOJBKO
4yepe3 MpU3My ero MUpOBO33peHwus. [Ipu 3ToM My3bIKaHT-MUCTIOJHUTEIh 0003pEeBacT
MapTUTYPy HE TOJBKO W3BHE, «CO CTOPOHBD», HO U M3HYTPU — B COOTBETCTBUU C
«MUPOBO33PEHUYECKON OCBIO», MNPOXOMSNIEH uepe3 LEHTP €ro XyI0KEeCTBEHHO-
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ACTETUYECKOTO U HOPMOTBOPUECKOIO CO3HaHUA. [pyrumMu cioBaMu, CO3HAHUE MOKET
paccMaTpUBATLCA C TOYKHU 3PEHUS UHIMEHYUOHANbHOU (CMBICIOBAsi HANpPaBIEHHOCTD
«IOTOKA CO3HAHUS»), C TOUKHU 3PEHUS urmepnpemamopckou (IpoayliupoOBaHUE TOrO
WIM HMHOTO CMBICNIA), C TOYKH 3peHUs Hopmomeopueckoui. llpuMepom HOpM,
OCYUIECTBIISIEMBIX JIEATEIbHOCTHO OPTraHW30BAHHBIM CO3HAHMEM (HOPMOCO3HAHHUEM),
MOTYT CIY>KUTh XYJI0)KECTBEHHBIE CTHUJIM — aMIIHUp, POKOKO, MOJepH U ap. Ha Ham
B3IJISiZl, B COLMOKYJBTYPHOM JESITENBHOCTH CJEAyeT pasziuyaTh JBa THUIIA
HOPMOCO3HAHUS — «3HAHUE HOPMbLY U «3HAHUS, BONIOWEHHble 8 Hopmey. B mepBoM
cilly4yae MpeJIMETOM HOPMATHBHOTO CO3HAHUS SIBJIAETCS cama HOpMa (Kak peayibHBIM
MPOAYKT HOPMOTBOPYECKOM JESATEIbHOCTH). Bo BTOpoM ciyyae mpeaMeTroM
BBICTYMAIOT 3aKOHBI OOIIECTBEHHBIX OTHOIICHWH ((YHKIIUA «HOPMHUPOBAHHE
3HAHUA»). METOMIbI «HOPMHUPOBAHUS 3HAHMSY (TIApaJIUTrMbl, UMIICPATUBEI, TEKPETHI,
ATUKETHI, MAKCHUMbI) MOTYT WMETh MECTO B Pa3IMUYHBIX (opMax OOIIECTBEHHOTO
(HampuMep, «3amoBein») U MEPCOHH(DUIMPOBAHHOTO (HApPUMEpP, «OOEThI»)
CO3HAHUS — B HAyKe, KYJbType, CIOpTe. MOMKHO 3aKIIOYUTh O IMPAaBOMEPHOCTH
WCTOJIKOBAHUS OJHMX HOPM KaK «aOCOJIFOTHBIX aJTOPUTMOBY («KECTKHE MOICIUY —
MPaBUJIA-IKCIUIMKATHI), APYTUX — KaK «aJTOPUTMOB C BBIOOPOM IIIaroB» («MSTKHE
MOJIEIIN» — HOPMBI-TIPUHITUIIBI ).

CraHoBnieHue (CUCTEMOCO3UJaHUE U CUCTEMOPA3BUTHE), a TAKXKE PACIIUPEHHOE
BOCIIPOU3BOJICTBO B JIEATEIBHOCTH YEJIOBEKA COUMOKYJIbTYPHBIX HOPM IMPEICTABIISIET
co0Ol MCKIIIOUUTENBHO CJIOXKHBIM mporecc. He BmaBasick B JeTaly MpOOJIEMBI,
OTMETUM, YTO B XOJ€ HOPMATHUBHOIO PEryJUPOBAaHUS B COLUOKYJIHTYPHOU
NEATEeIbHOCTH CEMaHTUYECKHE Te3aypychl aJpecaHTa U ajpecara JOJIKHBI
nepecekaTbcsi  4epe3  OoOlIyl0 JAYXOBHYIO aTMocdepy, MHPOBO33PEHUECKOE
BOCIIPUSITUE MHpPA, TOCHOACTBYIOIIMM CTHUIb  XYAO0KECTBEHHO-3CTETUUECKOTO
MBIIUICHUS, «apXETUIbD) MY3bIKAIBHOTO CO3HaHUS. K MOCIeTHUM MOXXHO OTHECTH
TaK Ha3blBa€MblC «HEBHIMMBIC KOJUIC/HKM» (moHATHE, BBeneHHoe [l.bepHanom wu
passepuytoe [l.Ilpaiicom myis HehopManbHBIX TPYIN JIFOJCH, SBISTFOITUXCS
Mpo(eCCHOHAIFHO TOMOT€HHBIMH). B My3bIKambHON KyJIbType 3TO MOTYT OBITH
«pa3BeJICHHBIC B POCTPAHCTBEY (U JaXkKe BO BPEMEHH) €IMHOMBIILIEHHUKH, KOTOPHIE
OKa3bIBAIOTCS Kak OBl HACTPOCHHBIMHM Ha OJIHY U Ty K€ «IMOIIMOHAIBHO-
MY3bIKQJIHYIO BOJTHY.

N3BecTHO, YTO HOTHO-3HAKOBBIE CHUCTEMbI, 0€3 WHTEPIPETUPYIOIINX UX
CMBICJIOBBIX 3HAUYE€HWH (Hampumep, HEe3HAKOMas MJisg pEIUIMeHTa MapTUTypa) HE
CIIOCOOHBI  BBIMOJHATH  (PYHKIHUIO  OTOOpa)KEHWUs WM  BOCIPOU3BEICHUS
My3bIKaJIBHOTO Tpou3BencHUs. lleyaTHwle, rpaduueckue 3Haku 0Oe3 3HAYEHUsL He
ecnmb 3HaKu — 3TO ToJIbko Tunorpadckas kpacka. OHU cywecmeyom mamepuaibHo,
HO He cemuomuyecku. 3HAYCHUE CYIIECTBYET HE caMO Io cebe, HO JIMIb TpHU
YCJIOBUM €ro HWHTEpIpeTaluu Kak cMbiciia. @DOYHKIUIO OTOOpaKeHUs WU
BOCITPOU3BEICHUS JTIOOOTO OOBEKTA, B TOM YUCIIE MY3BIKATHHOTO TEKCTA, BHITIOIHSIOT
MPAHCIAYUOHHO-3HAKOBble Modeau  (HampuMep, XyJd0>KECTBEHHO-ICTETHUECKHUE
00pa3bI-KOHIENTh/ KOHCTPYKTHI) B CO3HAHUU 4YEJIOBEKAa, 3HAIOMIETO CHEIU(UKY
TUXOTOMUU <GI3BIK-PEUb)» B MY3BIKAIBHBIX CUCTEMaX (OTMETUM B CKOOKaX, YTO MOUCK
CHEIUATMCTOB OOIIMX KOHCTUTYTUBHBIX YEPT MEXKIY S3BIKOM M PEUYBI0 MY3BbIKATHHOU
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BO BCEM 00BEME JI0 CHX TOP HE 3aBEPIICH — «UX Pa3JeisieT HelepexoauMas TpaHb,
— nuiietr B padore «OOmmas TMHrBUCTUKa» OMUIb bensenuct [5]). Ilo cytu nena
3leChb Mbl OOCYX/1aeM MpoOJeMbl HICATBLHOTO OTPAXKEHUS MHUpa C TOUYKU 3PEHUs
IICUXOTHOCEOJOTMYECKOIO0 OTHOLIEHUSI WHIAMBHAYAJbHOI'O CO3HAaHHUS K S3BIKY H
IyXOBHO-JIEATEIIbHOCTHOU KYJIbType. B 4aCTHOCTH, HAC MHTEPECYET HE «A3BIK MO3Ta»
(Heiipou3noIOTUYECKHE KOJbI), a «SI3bIK CO3HAHUS» — CcoMamoncuxuieckue u
MEHmMAIbHble  00pasbl KaK CEMaHTHUYECKHUE PEryJsiTOpbl  COIMOKYJIbTYPHOU
NEATEeNIbHOCTU 4esioBeka. OTMETUM, YTO WHTPOCIEKTUBHO-CEMAHTHUUYECKUW aHaIU3
comepkaHusi COOCTBEHHOTO CO3HAHWS (BHYTPEHHUH JHAJIOT B IPOCTPAHCTBE
CaMOCO3HaHUS) BaXKEH JJIS JII000# TBOPUECKON AEATEITHHOCTH YEJIOBEKa, B TOM YHCIIC
CIIOPTUBHO-TIEJaroruyeckoil. JIMHrBOANAAKTUKA CIIOPTA MOCTOSIHHO CTAJIKUBAETCS C
npoOJieMO  €IMHCTBA  JIOTMUECKUX, TICUXOJIOTMYECKMX H  SI3BIKOBEAUYECKUX
MPEJCTABICHUN B TEXHOJIOTMM MPOEKTUPOBAHUS M MOCTPOCHUSI COLIMOKYJIBTYPHBIX
IBUraTelbHbIX JAeiicTBUii. Ha puc.2 HaMM MNpencTaBieH CpPaBHUTEIbHBIA aHaIW3
BHYTPEHHHX JIEUCTBUI MY3bIKAHTA U CIIOPTCMEHA.

Ha naHHOlN cxeMe, Kak JIETKO BHUAETh, MEPEIUIETAETCS PAJ CEMAHTHUUYECKUX
OTHOUIEHUHN M CBsI3e B cdepe co3HaHHs yenoBeka (Oy/b TO JIMHTBUCT, MY3BIKAHT
WM CIIEIUATUCT M0 IJIACTUKE JBUKEHUI), HEMPEPHIBHO CMEHSIONIMX JAPYT Jpyra
pedIeKCUBHO-TUYHOCTHBIX MO3UIMI UCCIIeNOBATENsl U MPOCKTUPOBIIUKA, KOTOPHIE
UMEIOT 001l MHGOPMAIIMOHHBINA penepTyap U CIeHapUil CBOEH COIMOKYJIBTYPHOM
nestenbHocT. [IpencraBuMm cebe, 4TO JIEBBIM YENOBEYEK — CYOBEKT MO3HAHUS U
npeoOpa3oBaHusi, «TBOPSLIUN AeiicTBUe». [IpaBblii YelloBeUEK — TOT K€ CYOBEKT,
BBICTYIIAIOIIMN OJHOBPEMEHHO OOBEKTOM IIO3HAHUA, MPEOOpa30BaHUS U OIECHKU
cBoux jAerctBuid. [lo cyTtu aena mccinegoBaresib B HEKOTOPOW CTEIEHU COBMEIIEH C
00BEKTOM HCCIICIOBAHUSI — MEXKAY HUMU OTCYTCTBYET «JIeMapKallMOHHAS TPaHUIa»
(B.A.Jlederp [6]). Hamr rina3 BUAUT mpeaMETHO OpraHu3oBaHHbIA Mup. Ho yem Mbl
BocripuHUMaeM (peduiekcupyeM, HaOMoIaeM Kak Obl «U3HYTPHU») JEATEIbHOCTD
«pazymHoro rnaza»? Camoco3HanueMm. Jlns moHUMaHUS  cepbl  CBOETO
NEATEIbHOCTHO  OPraHM30BaHHOIO  CAMOCO3HAHUS ~ MCCIENOBATENb  JIOJKEH
«3a0paThbCsi BHYTPH» JICUCTBHUS TBOPEHHS, TMOCMOTPETh Ha HETO0 «BHYTPEHHUM
riazom». OIHOBPEMEHHO OH JIOJDKEH COXPaHUTh APYrod «riias3» OOBEKTHUBHBIM
(OTUY>XJIEHHBIM OT JIMYHOCTH), YTOOBI MOKHO OBUIO aHAJIM3UPOBATh TO, YTO BUJIIUT
Jia3, COBMEIICHHBIA C KPEaTHMBHO-JIBUTaTEIbHBIM CYOBEKTOM. «COBMECTUBIIHUNACS
rJ1a3» MOXET B TOM WM MHOM CTENEHH CMOTPETh CKBO3b «CMBICIOBYIO TKaHb)
NBIDKCHUHN, BHUAETh CBOM «PYKOTBOPHBIM OOBEKT» C Pa3IUYHBIX JMYHOCTHO-
NEATEeIbHOCTHBIX TMO3UIMA — HCCIeN0BaTeNsa, MPOCKTUPOBIIUKA, KOHCTPYKTOPA,
AKCIIEpTa W oreparopa ABUTaTEIbHBbIX AchcTBHUM. Takum 00pa3oM, B OTHOILICHHSIX
YeJoBeKa C MHUPOM BEACTCS HENPEPBIBHBIA «IKCIEHTPUYHBIN Auaior». ABTOp
JaHHOTO TepMHHA (OT JaT. X — BHe + centrum — uentp) X.[1necHep yTBep>KaaeT, 4ro
YeJioBeuecKas CYOBbEKTUBHOCTh IKC-UEHMPUYHA — €€ WCTOYHUK HAXOIUTCS HE
TOJIbKO B IIIyOMHHOH c(epe caMOCO3HAaHHUS, HO U BHE €r0, B NPEOMEmHOM Mupe
nearenbHocTd. Creayer MNOAYEPKHYTh, YTO TMPEIMETHOE UJEHEHHE MHupa
OCYILIECTBIISIETCSA YETIOBEKOM B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT CTOSILIUX MEPE] HUM 33]1ay.
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«BHyTpeHHMii r11a3» (00paIeH bl BHYTPh c€05) — «BBIYUTHIBAET TEKCT» U3 MAPTUTYPHI,
«BYHTHIBACT Ce0s» B HOTHBIM TEKCT, OCYIIECTBIISISI CMBICIIOBBIE JMCIIO3HUIINH, BKITIOYAsT
IbTEPHATHBHBIE U JUXOTOMUYECKHE COCTABIISIONINE

Xy00srcHUK KaK CyOBEKT
MY3bIKQJIbHOTO TTO3HAHUSI
MAPTUTYPhI U POECKTUPOBAHUS
HCITOJIHUTENbCKUX NCHCTBUI

[IpoexTupyer U mporpaMMHUpPyeT CBOU
JICUCTBUSI B COOTBETCTBHUHU C «MEPOM
o0bekTay (3HaHus (e re — mapTuTypa,
WHCTPYMEHT, aKyCTHKa 3aJ1a).
OcymecTBisercs: CyObeKTH (KA
(anTponomophu3aius) UHCTPYMEHTA,
MIEPCOHAIM3AIIHS CPEIbl ICATEILHOCTH

L,

——

Cnopmcmen kak cyOBbEKT TO3HAHUS
(uccnenoBaTelnp), IPOEKTUPOBAHUS
(TeXHOJIOT) M MPOTpaMMHUPOBAHUS
(KOHCTPYKTOP) KpeaTUBHBIX
JIBUTATEIbHLIX NSUCTBUHU

IIpoekTupyer u nporpaMMHUpyeT CBOU
NEICTBHUS B COOTBETCTBUH C
IICUXOCOMATUYECKUM TIOTEHIIUAIOM U
HeHpOo(U3NOIOTHIECKUMH CBOMCTBAMU
(camocTh, METaCO3HAHUE, ICUXOTHO3MC,
MHOTOMHpHas 1 MHOTOMEpHast
«tepcoHocdepay, KOHCTPYKTUBHAS U
OLICHOYHAs] CEMaHTHKA JIBIKCHUIA)

Xp00r1cHuk Kaxk KpeaTUBHBIN
HCIIOTHUTEIb

MY3BIKaJIbHOT'O ITPOU3BCACHUA

KonTponupyer u olieHHBaeT cBOU
JICCTBUS B COOTBETCTBHHU C
«Mepoit cyonekTay (3Hanus de se
—MHpP COOCTBEHHOTO <«S1»).
OcymectBisercs
TpaHCKpuOUpoBaHue ceos B
XYI0KECTBEHHOE MTPOU3BE/ICHUE.
Peanusyercs Bonpomaromas
OTKPBITOCTHY» K IPYTOMY
YeJIOBEKY Ha OCHOBE COOCTBEHHBIX
JIEMCTBUI C y4€TOM HaMEpEeHUI
MapTHEPOB

Cnopmcmen xak onepaTop
CUCTEMBI IBMKEHHUH U
TEJIOABHUKEHUI HAa OCHOBE
MPOrPAMMHO-IBUTaTEIILHOTO
¢dbyHKIIMOHANA

KoHTponupyer u orieHuBaeT
CBOM JICUCTBHUS B COOTBETCTBUU
¢ «Mepoit cyobekTay (3HaHus de

dicto — kaTeropuansHOe

BOCIIPHUSITHE, «CXEMBI TEJIay,

«CXeMBI ercTBUsy, Self-

conception — «5I-
KOHCTPYHPOBAHHUE)

MeHTanpHO-CEMaHTHYeCKas opraHu3anusa «TCKCTa HBH)KGHHﬁ)}. Bep6aHBHO-}1BHFaTCHBHLIC

KOHHOTAIlMU U IICUXOMOTOPHBIE 3BPUCTUKU. VIEOMOTOpPHOE PEACTABICHHE U KOHCTPYUPOBAHUE
CUCTEMBI IBIDKEHUH Ha «s13bIKe MOTOpHKNY. aenTtudukanus (cyObeKTHBHOE OTOXKIECTBICHHE) CO
CIIOPTUBHBIM CHApS0M WM MY3bIKaJIbHBIM HHCTPYMEHTOM — «BCTYyINAasi C HUMU B TAAJIOT». [laHHBIN
JTMAJIOT BCET/Ia TPOTOCOIUANICH U SIBJISETCS 3aByaTUPOBAHHBIM TUAIOTOM YeJIOBEKa C CaMUM COOO.

Puc. 2. «/luanor coznanuii» — peIeKCUBHO-CMBICIIOBAs ApXUTEKTOHUKA U
o yHKIMOHATIbHAS CTPYKTYpa BHYTPEHHUX JACUCTBUI My3bIKaHTa U CIOPTCMEHA
(cpaBHUTENBHBIN aHATU3)
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Nx ycremHoe pemieHWe — KOHEYHBIM KPUTEpUW HMCTUHHOCTH —HAIIUX
MpEACTaBICHUI 0 Mupe. BaxkHeluM CBOMCTBOM CO3HAHUS, KaK U3BECTHO, SBIISIETCS
€r0 UHMEHUUOHAIbHOCHb — «3a0alowds HanpaeieHHocmvy (Ha TpeaAMeT 000
npupoasl). OTMETUM, 4YTO TPEAMETHBIA MHUpP JEATEIBHOCTH 4YeJlIOBEeKa He
o0s3aTeIbHO MaTepHualieH, TeM OoJjiee BelecTBeHeH (natura naturata — coTBopeHHBIM
mup, o b.CruHo3€), OH MOXXKET MMEeTh W OyXOBHBIM Moayc (hatura naturan’s —
TBOpsitIas cyocranuus). MeanpHyro cyOCTaHIIMIO MOXKHO TPAKTOBATh KaK Oe3iuyHoe
Hayao (myx ©Oe3 ero HocuTens, 0e3 CyObeKTa), KaK HEKYI C8epXAUUHOCHLb
(A6comotabrii CyonekT, [eMuypr), Kak cyObeKmusHyo peaibHoCmb 4el08eKd — €ro
OYXOBHO-IICHHOCTHBI ~ MHp, MHPOBO33PEHHE, DSK3UCTCHLUHS  (YHHKaJIbHOCTb
YeJIOBEYECKOro CYIECTBOBAHMS), caMOpa3BuBarolieecs: coznanue. Co3HaHue 3/1€Ch —
HE TOJIbKO cepa OCO3HAHHOTO, HO CHHOHHMM BCEH HHTEIUIEKTyalbHO-ITyXOBHOM,
MICUXUYECKON >KU3HU B LEIOM, YeI08eKOMUPHBLIX omHoulenul (OTpPeIestomunX
MECTO, POJIb U IIPEIHA3HAYCHHE YEIOBEKA B MUPE).

JlanpHEWINKA aHAlIU3 «JIAaJIora CaMOCO3HAHHUS» KaK OJHOTO U3 MEXAHU3MOB
KyJbTYpPOTBOPUYECTBA, MPOAYKTHl KOTOPOrO TPEACTABICHbI B MPOU3BEICHUIX
HCKYCCTBAa U B JIPYTUX TBOPEHUSX JIOJEH, MOKA3bIBAET, YTO B MPOLECCE TBOPEHHUS
SA3BIKOBAsl JIMYHOCTh MIEPEBOJIUT MUP OOBEKTOB B HJCATbHBIA IJIAH — CO3/1a€T MHUP
3HAUEHUH ¥  CMBICIOB, TMIO3BOJISIIONIMNA  3aMeniaTh  OOBEKThl  peajbHOU
NEUCTBUTEIBHOCTH W MOJIEIMPOBATh HMX MOCPEICTBOM ONEPUPOBAHUS STUMH
3HAUYCHUSAMH U «IEPEKUBAEMBIMI» UYYyBCTBEHHO-CMBICIIOBBIMU 00pa3amMu B cdepe
NEeSATETbHOCTHO OPraHU30BaHHOTO CO3HAHUS YEJIOBEKA.

Takum oOpa3oMm, B «ceMmHocepe CcaMOCO3HaHMS» OOHApPYKUBAETCSI W
BHyTpeHHee «S», wu «SI» gpyroro 4yenoBeka, W HOpeAMETHBIA  00pa3
NEUCTBUTEIBHOCTH, W  COLMOKYJIBTYPHBIM  JTAJOH  JAECATEIBbHOCTH. BaxHO
MOJAYEPKHYTh, YTO TE3aypyCHO-3HAKOBBIE MOJENH MPEICTABISAIOT CO00M eduncmeo
3Haka (KaK BBIPAXKAIOLLEro CPEACTBA), 3HaueHus (KaK BBIPAKAEMOIO IMPEAMETHOTO
cCoJiepKaHusl, KOTOPOE B TO K€ BpeMs SBIISIETCS OTPaKEHHEM OOBEKTa) U cMblcad
(mopoxaaeMoro cyobekToM pcictBus). Co3maBas Ty WIM HHYKO Te3aypycHO-
3HAaKOBYIO MOJIeb 00BEKTa, €€ aBTOP O3HAYAET, BHIPAYKAET B 3HAKOBOHM (popme «MuUp
UJIe», B KOTOPOM OH XHBET, U «MHP BEIIEH», B KOTOPOM OH JICUCTBYET.

Tak, HarpuMep, My3bIKaJabHas MAPTUTYPaA KaK 3HAKOBASA CUCHIEMA «CYIIECTBYET
Ha Oymare», HO «rOTOBa» OOpPaTUTHCA B «Me3aypyCHO-3HAKOBYI0 KOMMYHUKAMUBHYIO
Modenby B cepe CO3HAHMA 4YENOBEKa, 3HAIoLEro ee andaBur (mpaBuiia
«odopmiieHus 3HaHUM B MbIcie3HaHus», o C.B.JImutpuesy [3, 4]). OTMeTuM, 4TO
CHOCOOHOCTh ~ «OPKECTPOBOIO  CHBIIAHUS» BUAUMOW MApPTUTYpPhl  (COHOPHO-
3pUTENTBHOE MBIIUICHHE) SBIAECTCA OJAHOW M3 IVIABHEHIIMX COCTABIISIOLINX
NEeSATENBHOCTU Juprkepa. My3bIKaabHbIN 00pa3 poKIaeTCs B X0J/I€ BOCCO3/IAIOIIETO
BOOOpaX€HUsI M HWHTEPHpPETAllMK MPOU3BEIACHUS B PA3NIUUYHBIX CMBICIOBBIX
KOHTEKCTaX U paKypcax (mombviciax, 3amMblciaX, «CO-MbICASAX» C KOMIIO3UTOPOM).

OcobOyro posb 31ech UrparoT (HaxTopsl (YCIOBHS) UCIOJIHHUTEIBCKON NESITEIHHOCTH —
coibHOe (aHcaMOJeBOE€) HMCIIOHEHHE WM BBICTYIUICHHE C OpKeCTpoM. Tak, B ormepe,
HampuMep, JOMHHHPYET CUMQPOHHYECKHA OpKeCTp, JUPWIKEP KOTOPOTO  CO3/JaeT
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«monupoHmuecKkuil moaTeKkcT». CONMCT MOMOTaeT CO3/aTh HEOOXOIMMBIN «MY3BIKATbHBIN
o0pa3» mnpousBeneHus. B colbHOM KOHILEpTE, HANpPOTUB, JOMMHHUPYET COJIUCT, a
akkomnanuatop  (uam  aHcamOJIib) «TIOMOTAET»  HMCIOJHUTEIIO. CouunanbHo-
MICUXOJIOTUYECKUE OCOOEHHOCTH OOLIEHHS CO CIYLIATENIIMUA 3aBUCAT TAKXKE OT COAEPKaHUS
U XapakTepa HUCIOJIHAEMONW MY3bIKH. DTO CBSI3aHO C HAIIMM BOCIPUATHEM U IIOHUMAaHUEM
OKPY’KaIOLIEro MUPa KaK CeMaHmu4yecKum cmpykmypuposanuem oeticmeumenshocmu. Ilpu
WCIIOJHEHUHW, Hamnpumep, mnpousBefeHuit Jl.berxoBena, «oOpalieHHBIX KO BCEMY
YeJIOBEYECTBY», UCIIOJHUTEND MOXKET «pa3/IBUraTh CTEHbI KOHLIEPTHOTO 3aJ1a», YNPaBIsis
BHUMAaHHEM OIPOMHOM Maccel ciymarenei. [Ipm HCIIONIHEHMHM MHTHMHBIX MHMHMATIOP,
Hanpumep, A.H.CkpsOuna, 3a1 «CyXuBaeTcs 10 OTAEIbHOM KOMHATBD», U HMCIIOJIHUTEID
MO>KET HaXOAMUTHCSI B COCTOSTHUU ITyOJIMYHOTO OJIMHOYECTBA. JTO MyOJUYHOE BBICTYIUIEHUE
«KaMEpHOI'0 TUIa», TJ€ MY3bIKAaHT «OTKpPBIBACT JUIs CE0s», pacIM(ppPOBBIBAET «TaHOMUCH
3BYKOBOT'O IIPOCTPAaHCTBa». B cymHocTH, caM 4enoBek (IupuKep, UCIOIHUTENb) SBISETCS
HMCTOYHUKOM HH(POpMALMM M MOTOMY TaKK€ MPEACTaBIsIET cOO0M CBOEOOpA3HBIA TEKCT.
ApTIulacThKa, JBWKEHUS pyKaMH JUPUXKEpPA CTAHOBATCA «MY3BIKAJIBHOM pEYbIO»,
MOJYyYaloT —«IPAarMaTU4YecKyl0 OCA3a€MOCTb», BBIIOJIHAIOT (QYHKUIUIO «UHAMKATOPA
CO3HaHUA». Juprkepckas najouyka CTAaHOBUTCS «IIEPOM», KOTOPBIM OH «IHUIIET TEKCT» JIJIs
VICIIOJTHUTENEN MY3BIKAIBHOTO IIPOU3BEIEHHUSI, OCYIIECTBIIAET CBOETO POAA «MY3bIKAIbHbIU
mparcghepmy. BmecTe ¢ TeM «ceMaHTHYECKUH JKECT» TUPHUKEpa HEOTIENIUM OT «MaTepHu
MY3BIKM» U TPEICTABISAET COOON OTIEYATOK («XYyI0’KECTBEHHO-ICTETUUYECKYIO I1e4YaTh)) ero
JUYHOCTH. MEHTalbHO-3BYKOBbIE 00pa3bl TPaHCHOPMUPYIOTCS 3[1€Ch B apTIUIACTUYECKUE
(bopMBl ABIKEHUN M TENOABIKEHUN My3blkaHTa. Ilpu 3TOM nupmkep «oupuswcupyem
OpKecmpom, a He pyKamuy — CUCTEMON ABW)KEHHUM U TEJOABUKEHHUI OH OINpeAeIseT JIMILIb
«CEMaHTUYECKYI0 MATpHIy» YIpaBleHHs opkectpaHtamu. Eme B.ByHn nomuepkuBan
OTCYTCTBUE NPUHLMIHAAIBLHON Pa3HUILIBI MEXAY aKTOM XYIOKECTBEHHOTO TBOpPYECTBA U
aKTOM TBOPYECKOIO0 BOCHPHATHS IPOU3BEACHMS HCKyccTBa. OTMETHM, 4YTO OJUH
WCIIOJIHUTENb MOKET OKa3bIBaTh MPSMOE BIMSIHUE HA IICUXUYECKOE COCTOSHUE CITYILATENEH.
OTO Tak Ha3bIBAEMOE CYITECTHUBHOE BO3/CHCTBHE apTHUCTa Ha MyOauKy. B nanHoMm ciyuae
CIIyIIATEIU CTAHOBATCS MapTHEPAMU MCIOJIHUTENS, OKa3bIBasCh BO BIJIACTU MY3BIKH, a
MY3bIKAHT UCIBITBIBAET COCTOSIHHE TBOPYECKOTO BJOXHOBEHMS, MOJBEMA TBOPUECKUX CHIIL.
Jlpyroii UCHOJHUTENb MOXET, 00pa3HO TOBOps, «UrpaTh Ha MYyOJIMKY», OKa3bIBasCh BO
BJIACTH ayJUTOPUH, AJI1 KOTOPOH OH MCIOJHSIET Mpou3BeieHne. IT0 o0paTHOE BO3/IEHCTBHE
ciymareleid Ha ucrnonHuTens. M1 B ToM, U B Ipyrom ciydae mmeeT Mecto implication
(MpUYacCTHOCTH) K MpPOLECCY TBOPEHHs (€AMHCTBO BOCHIPUATHS, MO3HAHUS U TBOPEHHSA).
HNMeHHO 351ech MBI CUMTaeM LI€ecO00pa3HbIM OTMETUTh, UYTO APUCTOTEIEBCKUA TEPMHUH
entelecheia, koTopslii HETIEPEBOIUM HU HA KAaKHE SI3bIKU M KOTOPBIH MOKHO IEPEBOIUTH U
KaK  «JICHCTBUTEIBHOCTB», M  KaK «aKTyajpHas  JCHCTBUTENBHOCTB», M  Kak
«OCYIIECTBJICHHAs IEHCTBUTENBHOCTBY, U KaK «OCYIIECTBICHUEY, U KAK «OCYIIECTBISIOMIA
CHII».

My3blka akTyaIM3UpyeT MOTOK CO3HAHUS, «3aXBaThIBAECT 3BYKOBOW IUIOTHIOY,
noOyXJaeT aKTUBHO «paldOTaThy HAIll aNMepUENTUBHBIA OMNBIT, OCMBICIMBATH U
IIEPEKUBATh €r0  3aHOBO (CO-TIEpEXKHUBaTh, «CaMO-TIEPEKHUBATH») HA OCHOBE
MIPOAYLMPOBAHUS «3ECh U CerYacy» JHTEIEXUU 3BYKOBOIO IOTOKa. Ilocimenuuit mo
IIPUPOJE CBOEHU SIBISIETCSA HE CTOJIBKO MATEPHAIBHBIM, CKOJBKO PEIAYUOHHbIM — OH
(UKCUPYET NO3UYUOHHO-TUYHOCIHOE OmHOUleHue WCIIOJHUTENST W CIyllaTens K
MY3bIKaIbHOMY MPOU3BEACHUI0. «My3bIKaIbHBI MOTOK» COCTOMT W3 Pa3TUYHBIX
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CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHBIX 3JIEMEHTOB OJIHOTOJOCHOIO WJIM MHOTOTOJOCHOIO CTHJISA,
CO3JAalOIMX TOT WM HMHOW MY3bIKaJdbHBIM 00pa3. «CeMaHTHKa MY3bIKaJIbHOU
dakTypsD» (mpeamet u (HoH) Hercuepnaemo cojaepxarenabHa. My3bika, B OTIIMYUE OT
’KUBOITUCH, BOCCO3J]aCT HE MPEIMET PEalbHOCTH, HO «BHJIEHHE BOOOPa3UTEIHHBIM
B30pOM», HWMAardHaTUBHOE BOOOpPaXEHHE  «IpEeAMETa»; IOTOMY OHa He
n300pa3uTeIbHa, a «BOOOpa3UTENbHAY. DTOT B3I MpeodpasyeT MHp, AENaeT ero
(heHOMEHOM UMarMHaTUBHOTO BOOOPaKEHMUS.

My3bIKanpHOE  TPOM3BEIAECHHWE —  OTO  OE3rpaHWYHbIN, HEOOBSITHBIH,
HE3aBEPIICHHBIM, CTAHOBSIIMIICS MCTOYHUK. OH Oe3rpaHnyeH HE B CBOEHU
MaTepUaTbHOCTH, HE (U3MUECKH — OH O€e3rpaHWyYeH B CBOEM HCXOJAHOM WU

BEHUAIOIIIEM CMBICIIE, B CMeHE apheKTUBHO-CMBICIOBBIX 00pa30BaHUM, B JATCHTHOM
Te3aypyce HOTHOTO TeKcTa. JIaTeHTHOCTh J1I000T0 PyKOTBOPHOTO MPOU3BEACHUS ITO
HE pa3 HaBcerma «3agaHHas (akTypa» — B Pa3IMYHBIX CUTyalnusxX (B TOM YHCIE B
pa3HbIe 3I0XM) MPOU3BEJCHUE IMO-Pa3HOMY 3HAYKMMO, U 3HAYUMOCTH €T0 KaKeTCs
HEUCYEPIIAEMOM.

Crpemienue yriayOuTh, paclIUPUTh CEMAHTUKY BOCIPHHUMAEMOr0 MUpa — Ba)KHEHIIas
3a/1aya UCKyccTBa. My3bIKallbHAs NIEATENBHOCTh, apTIUIACTHKA ABMIKEHUM, KaK WM Jro0as
Ipyrasi, CBf3aHa C 5SMOIMOHAJbHO-UYBCTBCHHBIMHU IE€PEKUBAHUSIMHU, COIMPOBOXKIACTCS
BBIPA3UTEIbHBIMU JBU)KCHUSMHU, HUMEIOMIMMU CUTHAJIBHO-3HAKOBBIM, COIMOKYJIbTYPHBIN
XapakTep. OMOIMOHATbHASA SKCIPECCHsl MPOSBIAETCS, KaK HM3BECTHO, BO BceX cdepax
0OIIIEeCTBEHHOW aKTUBHOCTHU YEJIOBEKa — OCOOCHHO SIPKO B KHUBOMKCHOM U MY3BIKAJIbBHOM
HCKYCCTBE.

AHaJIOTHYHBIE MEXaHU3Mbl OOHAPY>KEHBI M B CIIOPTHBHO-TIEAATOTHIECKON IeATeIbHOCTH:
CO3HAHUE CIOPTCMEHA, KaK M3BECTHO, NESITEIbHOCTHO OPraHU30BaHO, & €ro JACSATEIbHOCTh
CO3HaTeIbHA, OCMBICIICHHA, «OMBICJIEHHA», «CO-OCMBICIICHHA. APTIIACTHKAa — 3TO BCErja
«Arpa JBWXKEHUI», B KOTOPYIO WIpPaeT «sI3bIKOBas JWYHOCTB». Urp 0e3 s3bika He
cymectByet! SI3bIk apTIacTUKM — 3TO BCerjJa 30B, OH TpeOyeT OTBeTa, OT3bhIBa,
«ACTETHYECKOTO OTKIIMKa», MPOBOIUpPYyeT auayior. JIro0oil TeKCT (B TOM YHCIE «TEKCT
JBIKEHUI») BO3JAEHCTBYET HA YEJIOBEKA MPEUMYILIECTBEHHO TEM, UYTO BBI3BIBAET Y HETO J10-
JTyMBIBAIOIIYIO, JTO-YUTHIBAIOUIYIO, O-TOBAPUBAIOIIYI0 MBICTL (CO-MBIC]Ib, CO-CMBICT,
COBMECTHOE 3HaHue). TBopueckas JHUHOCTb «ucpaem 6 mexcm kak 6 uepyy («Urpaet ¢
pubmMamu nod™» — 3.I'Unnuyc) u «uepaem mexcm Kax UCHOIHUMENb npouzeederusy. Irpa
— 910 mouck Jlpyroro uenoseka u BcTpeua ¢ Jpyrum, ocBoeHue MHOro mmpa u HOBOIO
COIIMOKYJIBTYPHOTO TIpocTpaHcTBa. TekcT nroboro PykorBopHoro IlpousBenenus Bcerna
HEJIOBOIUIONIEH M HEJOBOIUIOIIAEM B CBOEM TMOPBIBE, YCTPEMJIEH K HE3aBEPUICHHBIM
dbopMamM, «pacmaxHyT» JIs JAPYroro 4eloBeKa, HYXKJIAeTCs B HWHTEprpeTanuu. MOoKHO
CKazaTh, uTO Jto0as Pykomeopunasa eeuwyp «8ewyaem» o cebe camoil, OTKPBHIBAET CBOU
«TEPBOCMBICIIBI»  CO-CMBICITAIIIEMY C HEW «mapTHepy mno auanory». «Cuacmaug
uncmpymenm, npusxcamoiii K yenosamomy niedyy (bynar Oxymkasa).

B konTekcTe mpoOIeMaTHKU HAIIMX WCCIEIOBAHHUN CIEAyeT MOMYEPKHYTH TO,
YTO HOCUTEJIEM TaK Ha3bIBAEMOT'0 «XYJI0’KECTBEHHOTO CMBICIIA» SBIISICTCSI HE CTOJIBKO
«crocod  cymectBoBanus» (mode of existence) cTpykTypel NpOW3BEICHUS,
3aKpEIUICHHON B ompeJieeHHOW GopMe (TeMnopuT™, 3B(YOHUSA, TUI, apXETUIl, TeEMa,
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CIICHMYECKas OpraHu3alusi MaTepuaia), CKOJIbKO «X)00XCceCm8eHHas 00beKmusayus
auuyHocmuy aBTopa. Kak «pyKOTBOPHBIM OOBEKT» MPOW3BEICHHWE HCKYCCTBAa HE
CYILIECTBYET OTIEIHHO OT XYJOKHHMKA, Kak «Opollb OT roBenupa». OJHOBpEeMEHHO
ATO TMPOAYKT «XYOOIHCECMBEHHOU CYyObeKkmusayuuy peurnuenTa (BOCHpUsTHE,
ACTETUYECKas OlICHKA, IICHHOCTHO-CMBICJIOBOM aHaim3, Inner check) — nestensHOCTH
«TBOPYECKOTO YHTATENsI, a HE OE3IyIIHOTO YTela. TBOPUYECKH MBICISAIINNA YEITOBEK
JaJIeKO HE BCEr/Ia MOXKET OTJIMYUTh, YTO OH «BBIYMTHIBAET M3 OOBEKTa», a dYTO
«BYHTHIBACT» B HETO ((DYHKIHS CMBICIOTIOPOKIeHN). Tak, Hanmpumep, U3BECTHO, YTO
HAWBBICIIIEH TBOpUYECKOW HWH(POPMATUBHOCTH B KUBOMHUCH goctur Jleomapmo ma
Bunun B «J[)KOKOHIE» — MpoTpeTe BHYTPEHHE HE3aKOHYEHHOM, MHOTO3HAYHOM
(OTKPBITBIA XapakTep MPOU3BEICHUS). B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT JIMYHOCTHBIX YCTAHOBOK U
«CYOBCKTHUBHBIX TPEIMIOYTCHHI 3PUTEIIS B TOPTPETE KEHIITMHBI BOCTPUHUMAETCS TO
AylIieBHasl SICHOCTb, TO CBETJIasg Iedajb, TO YIIIyOJIeHHAash COCPEIOTOYCHHOCTh, TO
MpOHMYECKAs YJbIOKA, TO XOJOJHAs OTYYXJACHHOCTb, TO JYKaBOE BECElbe, TO
JIOBEPUMBAs OTKPHITOCTh, TO HEMPOHUIIAEMOCTh BHYTPEHHEH JKU3HU.

[Tono6HbIE 3aKOHOMEPHOCTHU JIEKAT B OCHOBAaHUHU HE TOJIBKO TYMaHUTApHBIX HAyK, HO B
3HAYUTENBHON CTENEHU TAK)KE €CTECTBEHHBIX U COLUANbHBIX. Tak, MO)KHO OTMETHUTh, YTO
COMATONCUXMYECKUE MEXAHU3Mbl MPOU3BOAIT HE «IEPLENTUBHOE CUUTHIBAHHE», a
«BHYTPEHHHH CYET» M CEMaHTHYECKYI0 OpTraHMU3aliio HHPOpPMAIUH, BOCIHPHUHATYIO U
npeoOpa3oBaHHYI0 CO3HAHUEM CyOBEKTa ACHCTBUS B CHUTYallMM PEIICHUS TOW WM WHOU
JIBUTATENbHOM 3ajmauu. [l megarora BaXKHO HMMETb B BHIY, YTO IPHU CMBICIOBOU
pEOpraHu3alui CUCTEM JIBIKCHUN HMCTIONHUTENb «IOJydaeT 3HaHue» He U3 o0bekTa (B
00BEKTaX HET HUKAKOTO 3HaHUs!), a U3 TBOPUECKHUX JIEUCTBUI C NaHHBIM 00BEeKTOM. Bce
«BEILIN», WIH IIPEAMETBI», «JaHbl YEJOBEKY» Uepe3 eATeIbHOCTb. MI3BeCTHO, OJJHAKO, YTO
MPOIYKTUBHBIE 3HAHUS — «BBIPAOATHIBAIOTCS» (HE IMEPEIaroTCs B «TOTOBOM BHUE», Kak
MojlaratloT  MHOTHME TEJNaroru), YyMEHHUS — «KOHCTPYHPYIOTCS», CIOCOOHOCTH —
«pPa3BUBAIOTCA» U «PEATUIYIOTCS» B ACSITEIBHOCTH U «OOBEKTUBUPYIOTCS» B €€ MPOAYKTaxX
u pesynapTaTax. K coxaneHuro, TpaJuLIUOHHBIE METOJbl TMEJAarorukd IOKa elle
OpPUEHTHPYIOT Hac «JaBaTh YpPOKW», «3a/JaBaTh BOIPOCHD», «pa3llaBaThb 3aJaHUSI»,
«mepenaBath 3YHII-cranmaptel» («Ka3eHHbIC MalKW» 3TaJOHU3UPOBAHHBIX 3HAHUA,
YMEHHH, HABBIKOB, [IECHHOCTEH). 3/1eCh JOMUHUPYET MeTo trado — «rmmepenay». ITo pexum
TaK Ha3bIBA€MbIX <JIPAaBEPHBIX TEXHOJOTUW» (IA€ Y4YMTENlb BBICTYNAae€T B KadyecTBE
«BOJWJIBI» U «IIOTOHSAJIBD) YYEHUKOB). OTMETUM, OJHAKO, YTO MPU OCBOEHUH JBUTaTEIbHBIX
JEICTBUI TJIaBHBIM SIBJISIETCSI HE CTOJIBKO YCBOCHHME CUCTEMbl (POPMaTM30BaHHBIX 3HAHUH U
QITOPUTMOB CIHOPTUBHON TEXHUKH, CKOJIBKO (OPMHUPOBAHHE CIIOCOOHOCTEH TBOpPUYECKU
MBICTIUTh M TEXHHYECKH/TEXHOJIOTMUYECKH palMOHAJIbHO JEWCTBOBaTh («3HAaHUSA B
AecTBUMY). 31ech MOJIXOJUT aHAJIOTUS C OCBOeHHEM s3bika. CymiecTByeT (oHeTHka,
rpaMMaTtrKa, JEKCHKa, JTUHIBUCTHUYECKHE MpaBuUiia, KOTOPble MOXXHO 3HATh, HO HE YMETh
rOBOpUTh Ha JaHHOM si3bike. HeoOxomumbl metonsl learning-by-doing — oOyuenue B
nevictBun. Cienyer GOPMHPOBATE 3HAHUS-YMeHUs (3TO — «IPOYKTHI OCBOCHUS ACHCTBHS)
U 3HAHUA-cNocoOHocmu (3TO — IPOAYKTHI Pa3BUTUS JIMYHOCTWY). JIBUraTenbHble JeHCTBUS
CTpOSITCA, KOHCTPYUPYIOTCS, IBUTaTeNIbHBIE CIOCOOHOCTH Pa3BUBAIOTCS, «BBIPALTUBAIOTCS.

[To cytu nema cMBICIIOBass OpraHM3aIUs <OKUBBIX JIBIDKCHHI» B CIIOPTE — 3TO
nouck _cmuicia (CMBICIONOJNIAraHue), noHuMauue cmolcia (CMBICTOTIOCTHXKEHUE) U
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meopenue cmvicaa (CMBICIOTBOPYECTBO) B JEATENBHOCTH CIOPTCMEHA M TPEHEpA.
YenoBek ocmbiciueaem IBUTATEIBHOE JEUCTBUE (MOCPEICTBOM IOHMMAHUS €ro
OCHOBHBIX MEXaHHU3MOB) U HOHUMAem, WHTEPHPETUPYET €ro (IOCPEACTBOM
TBOPUYECKOTO MBIIIIEHUS). OTO [JBE «IUXOTOMHUYECKHE COCTaBISIOLIUE)» TaK
Ha3bIBAEMOTO  OUBEP2EHMHO20 MemoOd CMBICIIOBOM  OpraHW3allid  CHUCTEMBI
ABYOKEHUW. J[aHHBI MeTox, MpEeArnoJiararoliiii MOMCK MHOKECTBA JOMOJHSIOIINX
ApyT Apyra, B TOM YHCJIE aJIbTEPHATUBHBIX CIIOCOOOB, OOBEKTUBUPYET CIIOCOOHOCTH
Y BOJIIO CIIOPTCMEHA K TBOPYECKOMY JICMCTBHIO, @ TBOPUYECTBO — K CAMOM3MEHEHHUIO,
«TOCTPOCHHUIO Cce0sl M3HYTPU», YTBEPXKICHHUIO ce0s B comuyMme. JluBepreHTHBIN
METOJl B 00pa30BaTEIbHON JIOTUCTHUKE — ATO MPEANOCHIIKA BHIPAOOTKH MPOOIEMHO-
TBOPUYECKOTO MBIIIJICHNS, KOTAA 60HPOCHL CHIAHOGAMCA 6AJICHEEe OMEemos.
[loguepkHeM, 4YTO «peXKUCCEpPCKas MapTUTYpa», «IPOrPAMMHBIA  KOPUAOP»
JAUBEPTEHTHOTO 00Y4YEeHUS TOJIKEH ObITh M3JI0KEH S3bIKOM MPOOJIEMHOMN JOTHKH, a HE
TOJIBKO € TIOMOLIBIO TPAJWLHUOHHBIX MHCTPYKTHBHO-IPOTPAMMHUPYIOLIIUX METOMHUK.
3eCh  HY)XHBl HE CTOJIBKO <OKECTKME MOJENIN» MPOrpaMMHOr0 0Oy4eHHUs
(oOpa3oBarenbHbIE CTaHIAPTHI, COAEpMAIIKUE AITOPUTMUYECKHE MPEANUCAHUS IJis
UCIIOJIHUTENISA), CKOJIBKO aHTPONHBIE JUIAAKTUUYECKHE TEXHOJIOTUH, CO3aroIine
oOpa3oBaTeNbHOE IPOCTPAHCTBO JIMYHOCTU € (QyHKUOUSAMU oOyvarouieil u
pa3BuBarolen cpenpl. «KuBoe 3HaHHE» HE yCBauBaeTcs (yCBaUBACTCs Ta WM MHAs
uHboOpMaLus), a CmMpoumcs U npouseo0umcs — Tak, Kak CTPOUTCS U MPOU3BOAUTCS
«GKUBOW 00pa3y, «GKUBOE JIEUCTBUEY, «’KUBOE TEJI0», «KUBOE CIOBO».

HNHTEepecHO OTMETUTh, UTO mMEOpUecmeo KAK npouecc U meopyecmeo KakK pe3yibmam
0saAmenbHOCmu cydveKma coenadarm é 0OHOM NOHAMUU — meopeHue. 31ech Tpedyercs
paciuperue (auBepcuduKainus) U yrayoJieHHe CMbICTa, a HE MPOCTO €ro TPAHCIIO3UIIHS
(mepeHoc W3 OJHOM CHCTEMBI B JpPYIYyI0, NEPENOKEHHWE C OJHOIO S3bIKa Ha JPYrou).
CraHOBIIEHHE CMBICHIA CEAYeT paccMaTpuBaTh, Ha HAIl B3IJIAJl, KAK BEYHOE CTAHOBJICHUE
VICTUHBI, BBIPQ)KEHHON B CJIOBE U MTOCPEJICTBOM «KHBOTrO cioBa». [locnennee npeacrasisieT
TaK Ha3bIBAEMbBIH UHDOPMAYUOHHO-NCUXUYECKUL PENTUKAMOp, T.€. CTPYKTYPY, CIIOCOOHYIO
co3iaBaTh cebe MoJ00HYI0 B HOBOM IIMKJIE CBOETO JEHCTBUS (Pa3BUTHsI) U TEM CaMbIM
OCYIIECTBIIATh PACHIMPEHHOE BOCIPOM3BOACTBO COLMOKYJIBTYPHOH pealbHOCTH. Ele
JI.C.BpIroTCKMiI TOAYEpPKUBAJT, YTO «MBICIb COBEPIIACTCS B CIOBE», a HE BBIPAXaeT
«TOTOBOE K IIEpeiaue» CoAepKaHue.

N3BecTHO, UTO I Pa3BUTHS JYXOBHO-/IEATEIHOCTHOM IMYHOCTH HEOOXOIUMBI
COOTBETCTBYIOILIEE O0OOpa30BaTENIbHOE MPOCTPAHCTBO, COLMOKYJIbTYpHas cpena
npoheCCUOHAIBHOM  NIeSITENBbHOCTU. [IpOCTpaHCTBO  BHYTPEHHOTO  CaMOOBITHS
yesloBeKa 3ajaercst Bced cepoil KynbTyphl. biauszkue mo ayXy MBICTH UMEIOTCA Y
A.llymkuna: «/lrobeu nac me npupooa yuum, a Cmane u Illamobpuany. Mup
YyeJoBeKa MPEJACTaBICH MHUPOM OOBEKTOB MaTepHalbHBIX, M «OOBEKTaMU
WJIeaIbHBIMUY — YYBCTBAMHM, MBICIISIMU, UAessMU. U Te, U pyrue oObeKThI CIIOCOOHBI
aKTUBU3UPOBATh KAMAMUMHO-IMOYUOHANbHYIO (IKCIIPECCUBHBIN OTKIMK B AyLIE),
uHmenNnekmyaioHyo (S3bIKOBO-OLIEHOUYHBIA OTKIMK B PAa3yMe), MeI0OnCUXuiecKyio
(leibbewustsein) cdepsl tuaHOCTH.
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TesaypycHoe MojenupoBaHME MY3BIKAJIbHBIX IPOU3BEIECHUIN MpearnosiaraeT Tak
Ha3bIBAEMYIO0  mexHuueckylo — meccumypy  (oTr  ur. tessitura —  aJeKBaTHbBIH,
COOTBETCTBYIOIINI) — COOTBETCTBUE MAPTUTYpPhl AaKyCTUKE WHCTPYMEHTA, KOHIIEPTHOTO
3aja, TEXHUKE AaKKOMIIAHEMEHTa, MJHana3oHy meBdyeckoro rosnoca. C TOYKM 3pEeHMS
kpunropusuku (or rped. Kryptos — TaiiHOmHMCH, MmKdpP) CYIIECTBYIOT HEKHE
MICUXOCOMATHYECKME MEXAaHU3Mbl BUOPALIMOHHOTO BO3JEWUCTBHUS MY3BIKH (B TOM 4HCIIE
ne4eOHoro) Ha 0a3ajabHbIE CTPYKTYpPhl TOJOBHOTO MO3ra, TOPMOHAIBHBIE CHCTEMBI
OpraHu3Ma, MBIIIEYHBII TOHYC, CHCTEMBI 3KCTEpO- M HMHTEpPOpeuenTopoB. JlaHHBIE
MEXaHU3Mbl MOT'YT aKTyaJIU3UPOBaTh BOCIPUATHE COOCTBEHHOIO Tena (o0pa3 Tena, CXemy
Tena, TeJecHoe «SI») u ero GyHKIHMOHATBHOTO cOoCcTOsiHUA. MHorue ncuxoinoru (3. Xuirap/,
I"'Mep¢u, B.lllondpenpa) nonararot, 4To T€parneBTUUYECKass My3blka aKTUBU3UPYET OOJIbLIE
30H TOJIOBHOTO MO3ra, yeM peyb. OTMETUM, UTO TEXHUUYECKasi TECCUTYpPa T€ParIeBTUYECKOrO
MY3bIKaJIbHOTO POU3BEACHUS (I1aMaHCKue OyOHBI, «KOJBIOEIbHBIE» NIl peOeHKa, My3bIKa
JUIS MEUTAllMY, LIBETOMY3bIKa) JOJDKHA OBITh aJ€KBaTHA HE TOJBKO CIyXO-JABUIAaTEIbHOU
KOOpAMHAIUH (CUHECTE3UH) — MEXaHU3MaM «TEJI0—CO3HAHUS» TOr'0 WM WHOTO YeJOBEKa,
HO M €ro XYJOXXECTBEHHbIM  acCOMalusM M  3CTETUYECKUM  KOHHOTALIUSM.
[McuxocoMaTHUECKU MOJIyC CITyIIATeNsl, €ro MpakcuIeckue cocTosHus (0T rp. praksis —
IPaKTHKa, AEWCTBUE) BCET/Ia ONOCPEIOBAHBI JUYHOCTHBIMH OCOOCHHOCTSIMH YeJIOBEKa, €ro
KOTHUTUBHO-MOTOPHBIMH ~ aCCOLIMALIMSAMHU, CTPYKTYpOil ~ TEJIECHOT0  CaMOCO3HAHHA.
@OYHKIMOHAIBHO-TUYHOCTHBIE UHTEHIUH, JIUYHOCTHBINA CMBICI AESITEIIbHOCTH MOXET ObITh
BBICKa3aH B CEMAaHTHKE Te3aypyCHO-3HAKOBOM Mozenu b0 B BHUIE OTKPHITOU
penpe3eHTanMu (B MapTUType), JIMOO B CKPBITHIX, 3aMACKHPOBAHHBIX «MY3bIKaJIbHbBIX
MBICIIAX» (B TOATEKCTE) KOMIIO3UTOpAa JMOO ucnogHuTens. IloaTekcT «My3bIKalbHOTIO
jJoroca», TOHMMAaeMbli HaMH KaK CEMaHTUYECKOE BO3JCHCTBHE MHAYKTOpa 4epes
TBOPYECKYI0 HH(POPMATHUBHOCTh «UYBCTBYEMBIX MBICIEH» pEIMIINEHTa, IO3BOJSIET
OCYILIECTBUTD MY3bIKAIbHYIO UNU APMNIACMUYECKYI0 mpancepeccuio (IPEO0ICHNE TPaHHII)
B CHCTEME «IUAJIOTMYECKOT0 KOHTAKTa» MEXAY aBTOPOM HCIIOJIHHUTENIEM M aJpECaHTOM.
Kak mpaBuio, MoOXeT BO3HUKAaTh CLEHUYECKOE «nepedcusanue 6 obpazey (aapecar
B3BOJIHOBAaH YYBCTBAMU U MBICISIMH, POXKACHHBIMH MEHTAJIbHO-CEMaHTUUYECKUM 00pa3om) U
«nepesicuganue He 0opasa» (3CTeTUYECKas OLEHKA TEXHUKU UCTIOTHUTEI).

Bmecte ¢ TeM co3HaHMe aapecaTa MOXKET HE TOJbKO POXKAAThCS U MPUCYTCTBOBATH BO
BCEX YKa3aHHbIX HaMu c¢epax, HO U «METaTbCsi» MEXIy HUMHU (KOHTpapHOE H
KOHTPAJAUKTOPHOE BOCIPHUSATHE), NOTPYKAThCA B KaKylO-TMOO M3 HUX, NMOJAHUMATHCS Hajl
BCEMU HUMHU — CPaBHUBATh, OLICHUBATh, CYIUTh UX (M, CI€A0BATEIBHO, cCaMOro ceds). 31ech
YeJIOBEK, €CJIM OH €Ille HE CTAaHOBUTCS TBOPLIOM KYJIbTYpbl, HECCOMHEHHO, CTAHOBUTCS €€
cyobekToM. OTHOBPEMEHHO MOXKET POKIATHCS (BO3POKAATHCS) U cyOvbekm dyxa. Peub uner
MMEHHO O MOPOXACHUM, a HE YCBOCHUM TOW WM MHON mHpopmanuu. B coorBercTBUM C
NPUHIMIOM eAuHcTBa addekra, wuHTe/miekra, tena u geiictBus (C.B.JAmutpuen)
COBEPLIECHCTBYETCA «MY3bIKaJIbHOE YXO», M OJHOBPEMEHHO «OKO JYyHIIM», a TaKkKe
«TEJIECHO-JBUTATeNIbHOE S» Kak aJpecaHTta, Tak u ajpecarta.

My3bIKaHT-UCIIOJIHUTENb JOJDKEH BOCCO3[aTh 10 HOTHOW 3amucu  o0pas
MY3BIKQJIBHOTO IIPOM3BENECHUSA M BOIUIOTUTH €ro0 B KOHLEPTHOM 3BYyYaHUHU.
[IcuxoceMaHTHYECKUE PETyJIATOPBl AECATENBHOCTH (TakWe, KaK 3CTETHYECKHM
KaTapcuc, KaTaTUMHO-JBUTaTeNbHAs BepOajau3anusi CMbICiIa, COHOPHO-0Opa3zHoe
MBIIIJICHUE, MYy3bIKaJIbHAS MPOEKIUS U UHTPOEKIUs) 0OecreunBaroT 0osee BhICOKUMA
YPOBEHb OBJIAJICHUSI CBOEH COOCTBEHHOH NEATENBHOCTHIO. MOXKHO CKa3aTh, 4TO HE
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TOJIKO TBOpEL CO3JA€T IPOU3BEIAEHUE, HO Hpou3edenHue cozoaem meopuya.
N3BectHO, dYTO MHOrME  KOMMIO3UTOpbl  (A.Pyounmreitn, C.PaxmMaHuHOB,
C.IlpoxodbeB) mpH HCIOTHEHUHM CBOMX TMPOM3BEACHUN BHOCHIM B HHX
CYILIECTBEHHBIC MOMPABKU, OTCTYMAIU OT COOCTBEHHOPYYHO HAMMCAHHOTO HOTHOIO
TEKCTa.

BaxxHo yMmeHHEe CMOTpEeTh «CKBO3b TEKCT» IIPOU3BEACHUS, OCYIIECTBIATh
[JIyOMHHBIM JHUANOT € JIMYHOCTBIO aBTopa. Bo3HuUKaeT «cmwicnosas gopma
penpezenmayuu 00H020 yenoseka opyeomyy» (no B.A.IleTpoBckoMy), mepexuBaHue
MIPUCYTCTBHS aBTOpPA MY3BIKU «BHYTPHU ceOs». BocnpuHumaeTcs Mup, IpoImyIieHHbIH
4yepe3 JPYryr JMYHOCTh. XYAOKECTBEHHOE MEPEKUBAHUE MOXKET 3aBEPIIUTHCA
ahdexTom Karapcuca, TIyOMHHOW JUYHOCTHOW TIEPECTPONKON, MPEOI0JICHUEM
MCXOJTHOM 3rOILEHTPUYECKON CMBICIIOBOM MNEPCHEKTUBbI. OTMETUM, YTO MY3BIKAHT
MOXKET CyOBeKTU(DUITUPOBATH (OyIIEBIATS, aHTPONOMOP(PHU3UPOBATH,
OJIMIIETBOPSITH) HE TOJBKO HOTHBIM TEKCT, HO W CBOW HHCTpyMeHT. [Iporpammuct
NepCOHUPUIUPYET KOMITbIOTEP, TCHHUCUCT — PaKETKY.

Ha smane npedsapumenvrou nod2omosku v BOIUIOIIEHUS] KOMIIO3UTOPCKOTO 3aMblCia,
KaKk TpaBUJIO, CYIIECTBYET OMNpPEAEICHHAass HEeA0CKa3aHHOCTh (aeuuut uHbopManuu
HOTHOTO TEKCTa). JTO JaeT MY3BIKAaHTy CBOOOAY JJisi HMHTEPHpPETAlUU MApTUTYpPhl U
noOyX/1aeT HE OrpaHUYMBATHCS EIUHCTBEHHOM TOUYKOW 3peHUsT Ha MY3bIKAJIbHOE
MIPOU3BE/ICHNE, a UCKATh HOBBIC MO3UIIUU U AUCTIO3UIIMN, BHOCUTh TBOPUYECKHUE KOHCTPYKTHI
(KOHILIEpTHBIE TPAHCKPUIILIUU U TTapadpasbl) — MOCTOSIHHO NPUOIMKAThCA K 00Jiee TOUHOMY
BOIUIONICHUIO «apasHsimero oopasza» (b.B.AcabweB). Ha smane peanuzayuu My3bIKAHT
JIOJDKEH YMETh «UCTIOJTHHUTEIBCKUY («TEJIECCHO», MIIACTHYSCKHU, IMOITMOHAIBHO) TICPE)KUBATD
W BBIpaXaThb MY3BIKQJIbHOE TMpOU3BeAcHUE. Tak, U3BECTHas OMEpHas TIEBHUIIA
JL.LKazapHOBCKasi CUMTaeT, YTO «MmeN0 Nesuybl OO0IHNCHO Nemb emMecme C ee 2010COMY.
CoBpeMeHHBIN HTaIbIHCKUI TeHOp XyaH Jlmero ®dnopec momaraer, yto body experience
ero OenbkanTo (utai. bel canto — coBepiIeHCTBO BOKAIBHBIX OPHAMEHTOB) B 3HAYMTEIIBHOM
Mepe BBIPAKAETCSA uepe3 apTIUIACTUKY TeNa, «CMAHOBUMCS 3PUMbIM, B0CNPUHUMAEMCS
no00bHbIM peHeccancHoMy cpymamoy (utan. sfumato OykBaabHO — HMCUYE3HYBINUH Kak
neiM). JlaHHBIN TipreM B KUBONUCHU pa3padorad Jleonapao ga Bunuu. 31ech TOMUHUPYIOT
MOTHUBBI, CBSI3aHHBIE C OTHOIICHHUEM HCIOJTHUTENS K MyONMuKe (CIylIaTeNnsM JTaHHOU
ayJIUTOpUH), a TaKkKe CTHUMYJbl €ro MpoeCCHOHAILHOTO COBEPIIEHCTBOBAaHUS. bobinoe
3HAQUEHHE UMEET JKEJIaHUE CaMOYTBEpPIUTHCS, MOATBEPIUTh CBOIO KOMIIETEHTHOCTb
WHTEpIpeTaTopa, OOOTaTUTh MATUTPY NEPEKUBAHUNA «OCO3HAHHOTO AaBTOPCTBA» U
«00pa3HOTo MEePEBOILTONICHUS.

Kak ormeuan B.Meiepxobl, «UCKyccmeo 3ameuamensHo ewe u mem, 4mo Ha Kaicoom
e20 aomane XyOOdCHUK uyecmeyem cebs yyeHuxkom». Bo3HHMKarommil y aapecara
MY3BIKQJIBHO-CMBICTIOBOM 00pa3 MOXKET BKIIOYATh BEEp «HE3aMpOTPaMMHUPOBAHHBIX)
accolanui — MO3ITUYECKUX, XY10)KECTBEHHbIX, )KU3HEHHBIX, CBSI3aHHBIX C TPOU3BEJICHUEM.
UToOBl «IMOHATH HEJOCKA3aHHOE W HEIOTOHSTOE», BEChbMa BaKHBI CBOWMCTBA JIMYHOCTH
CymiaTeass — BBICOKMM JMIOUPHUYECKUNA YM (Tr0003HATENBHOCTh, 3IPABBI CMBICI) H
MY3BIKQJIbHBIA ~ (QHAJTUTUKO-CUHTE3UPYIONIUN)  CTWJIb  MBIIUICHUS,  ACTETHYECKas
HEKOH(OPMHOCThH («COTIPOTHBIICHHEY» TPATUIIMOHHON TPAKTOBKE HCIIOJIHUTEIEM HOTHOTO
Marepuaia), TJMYHOCTHO 3HAYMMbIC MOTPEOHOCTH, IIEHHOCTHO-CMBICIIOBBIC OPHEHTAIIUN U B
[[EJIOM — MY3bIKaJIbHasi 00pPa30BaHHOCTb.
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Xyno)KeCTBEHHAs! PEATbHOCTh MY3bIKaHTAa, TAaKUM O0Opa3oM, BO3HUKAET W3
CTOJIKHOBEHUS («ICTETUYECKON KOHTPOBEP3bI») ABYX MPOTHBOIIOIOKHBIX IPOIIECCOB:
TBOPEHHUS B 3BYyKaX HAa OCHOBE HOBBIX HJICH, YCTAHOBOK W IEHHOCTEH BHYTPEHHETO
(9K3UCTEHITMOHAIBHOT0) TIPEIMETHOTO MHpa M COOTHECEHUS STOTO MHpPa C MUPOM
pealbHbIM, C TIPUPOJION BHE 4YeJIOBEKa W OTYAaCTH BHYTPH HETro. B My3bike
MOTCHIIMATBHO  3aJIO)KEHAa  cWia/  JHEprusi/  DSHTENEXWs,  pa3pylIaroras
(pa3aBuraromiasi) TpaHU HEBO3MOXKHOIO, CIOCOOHAs «npubIu3umes Oanekoe» W
«6036blcUMb 00bIOEHHOE», PAaCcCKa3aTb O HEM Ha S3bIKE 3MOIMOHAIBLHO-OOpPa3HBIX
npeacTaBieHnii. MOXHO Tmonaratb, 4YTO B aHTPONHBIX  00pa30BaTEIbHBIX
TEXHOJIOTHSIX, pa3padaThiBAEMBIX HAMH, CO3JACTCS XYI0KECTBEHHO-3CTETUUYECKOE
(He  WMeroIee  pa3phIBOB) BHYTPEHHEE MPOCTPAHCTBO,  «TpaHCHUHUTHAS
(6eckoneunas) chepa, OHTOCOPUNHBIN JIOTOC TBOPUESCKOU TUIHOCTH.

MoXHO TmOonaratb, YTO B AaHTPONHBIX OOpPa30BATEIBHBIX TEXHOJOTHSX,

pa3pabaThiBa€MbIX HaMH, CO3/IA€TCS XYI0KECTBEHHO-ICTETHUECKOE (HE HMEIOIIee
Pa3pbIBOB) BHYTpeHHEe  (PK3UCTEHIMAIBHOE) MPOCTPAHCTBO,
«rpancunuTHas» (OeckoHeuHast) cdepa, OHTOCODUIHBIA JIOrOC TBOPUYECKOU
JUYHOCTH (CM. puc3).

BHCIIHCC n

PCOHAIBHOE
POCTpaHCTBO L

JInu"HocTHO
JIMYHOCTH, IIpeamerHo-
s Opra”Hu30BaHHAas
MEXJINYHOCTHOU U opynuiiHas chepa p 0
o o 30Ha IEUCTBUA B
TPAHCIMYHOCTNOU COLMOKYJIbTYPHOM A
KOOpJMHATax
NEATEILHOCTHA NEeSITeIbHOCTH
Tela
N

\

Puc. 3. ®eHOMEHBI, BRICTYNAIOIIME B KAYECTBE UMIIEPATUBOB OLICHKU U CEMAHTUYECKOMN
PETYJISIINA ISHCTBUI YelloBeKa B 00pa30BaTEIbHOM IPOCTPAHCTBE KYIbTYPhI

LHosacuenus k cxeme. CeMaHTUUYECKUE U3MEpPEHUS «00pasa-A-nesrens». Buyrpennuit mup
JUYHOCTH (CaMOCO3HaHUE, MHUPOBO33pPEHHE, LIEHHOCTHbIE OpPHUEHTAIMH) BKIIOYAET TpU
«cepbl ObITUS», CBA3aHHBIE C COLMOKYJIBTYPHOM 30HOHM, cdepoil, MNpoCTpaHCTBOM
OOBEKTUBHON, CYOBEKTUBHON M SK3UCTEHIIMAIBHON peambHOCTH (ITOKa3aHbI HA CXEMe B
HaIpaBJICHUH CIpaBa HaJeBO). B yenoBeka BCTPOEHbI KaKk MUHMUMYM 4YeTbIpe «S». 1 — «SI»
HaOmonamwee, 2, 3 , 4 — «f» Habmoaaemoe. 2 — «S» Kak coOCTBEHOE NPEJICTABICHUE O
camoM ce0e, BKJIIOYas JlaTeHTHoe «S» (cMbich st cebs). 3 — «S» Kak MmpeabsBIsieMblid
o0pa3 IpyruMm JIOJSM Yepe3 NesATeNbHOCTh, OOIIeHHe (CMBICH aisi npyrux). 4 — «S»
rlla3aMl JPYTrux JIOfei, paccMOTpeHue celsi ¢ MO3ULIMHA Jpyroro cyObekTa, Apyrou
KyJbTYpPBI, APYTON KapTHUHBI MUpA.

BbiTHe-B-cebe, oOmamaromee OOBEKTHBHBIM  CYIIECTBOBAaHUEM  (0ObekmueHas
peanvHocmb — JETIepCOHANN3UPOBaHHOE «S1»). MUp ke B 1IeIOM e€CTh «EAMHCTBO OBITHS U
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HeObITHs». CucTeMa, Kak HM3BECTHO, TPAHCIEHJEHTHA CBOUM DJIEMEHTaM, T.. O0Jyajaer
TaKMUMHU CUCTEMHBIMU CBOMCTBaMH, KOTOPBIX HE TOJIbKO HET HU B OJHOM U3 €€ 3JIEMEHTOB,
HO KOTOpbIE HE MOTyT OBITb BHE CHUCTEMbl WM W3 HUX BBIBEJICHBI, HAMpuUMeEp, —
COLIMOKYJIbTYpHBIE (YHKIIMU <OKUBBIX JBWIKEHUID» uYeloBeka. B cucTeMax <GKHMBBIX
JBIKCHUI» OOBEKTUBHBIC M CYOBEKTHBHBIC (PEHOMEHBI HE pa3lielieHbl, a CYIICCTBYIOT B
CBOEM €IMHCTBE, M CYIIECTBOBATh MHAYE HE MOTYT.

BoiTHe-11-ce0s1, BKIIIOYAOIIee OTHOLIEHUWE K cebe (cyOvekmusHas peanbHOCmyv), U
BuITHe-1JIA-APYyroro, BKIIOYAIONIEe OTHONMICHUE K JIPYTUM JIIOJISIM (UHMepCyObeKmueHasl
peanvrocms). O6pa3 «Cebs-KaK-Ipyroro» BKIOYAET MOHMMAaHHUE JIPYroro 4yejoBeKa Kak
«pyroro-misi-mens» (Ha OCHOBE MOMX MOTpeOHOCTe) u «J[pyroro-so-mMHe» (0JIHAKO
COXPaHSIONICTO CBOK HACHTUYHOCTB). «JIpyroe f» moxer Bxirouats B ceOs Alter Ego.B
CoJIepXKaTeIbHOM IIJIaHE TMOCTPOCHHME TaHHOTO KOHIENTa-(PyHKIMU TMPEACTaBIseT COOOM
«CHCTEMY MHEHHI» (KOHIIENTYaJlbHYI0 «KApTUHY MHpa JUYHOCTH»). JlaHHBIA THII
OLICHOYHBIX CYXXJICHHI CIeAyeT paccMaTpUBaTh C TOYKH 3PEHUSI «HE HCTUHHOCTH, a
HMCKPEHHOCTH» YeJioBeKa. B CIIOKHOM B3aMMOJICHCTBUU CYOBEKTa OICHKH M €€ o0BheKTa
MOXXHO BBIJICIUTh KOMIIOHEHT, KOTOPBIM TOJIpa3yMeBacT OTHOIICHHE (Xopoliee/ II0XO0e)
YeJI0BEeKa, pacCMaTPUBAEMOE HE3aBUCHMO OT TOTO, KAKUMHU CBOMCTBaMU OOJaaeT JaHHBIM
00BbekT. O1ieHKa MOXKET OBITh KaK palliOHAIbHON, TaK U SMOIIMOHATBHO-IKCIIPECCUBHOM.

JINYHOCTHO-CBEPXJHMYHOCTHOe bbITHE 4ejloBeKka, COCAMHSAIONIEE Bce 00JIacTH
YEJIOBEUYECKOTO  CYIIIECTBOBAHMS  (BKIIIOYAS  OK3UCMEHYUIO, MPAHCYEHOEHMHYI0 W
MPAHCCYObEeKMUBHYI0  pealbHOCmyb).  TpaHCIMYHOCTHOE  CO3HaHHE (METacO3HAHHE)
MO3BOJIACT YEJOBEKY BBIXOJHWTH 3a TMpeaeiabl CBOMX BHJIOBBIX IOTpeOHOCTEH (Benb
JaTHHCKOE CJIOBO transendere osnadaer nepecmynamv) u craHoBUThess CyObekToM Mupa.
Cuctemnbie cBoWicTBAa Mwupa Kak BCEOOIIETO €IUHCTBA DJEMEHTOB SIBIISIIOTCA €ro
CYIIIHOCTBIO — OHA TI0 CBOEH Mpupojie OeCKOHEYHA, TaK KaK HE TPOTUBOCTOUT KOHEYHOMY, a
COJIEPXKUT €ro B ce0e B KAYECTBE CBOETO AJIEMEHTA.

B coBmecTHOW COLMOKYJIBTYPHOU JEATEIbHOCTH JIFOAM MPUOOILAIOTCS APYT K
apyry (pe3oHaHC COMPHUYACTHOCTH) M B TO K€ BPEMsI OHM MOCTUTAIOT MHp, JIMILIb
npuoOlasich Ipyr K Apyry (pe30HaHC MEepCOHAIM3alUu). ITO — CaAMOOBUMCEHUE
JUYHOCMU 8 NpOCMpancmee ceoell camobvimnocmu (CaMOCTH), a HE YIPAaBICHHE
4eJIOBEKOM U3BHE. Bce 3aBUCUT OT TOTO, 60 UMA 4e20 WUCIOJIb3YIOTCS OTU MOILHBIC
CPEICTBA U KaKOB IIyTh, METOJ, CTPATErHsl UX IPUMEHEHUS.

Crnenyer, ogHaKO, UMETh B BUY, YTO KpPEaTUBHBIC IMIHOCTH OPHUEHTUPOBAHBI B MEPBYIO
ouepeb Ha npoyecc meopuecmsa, a He Ha pe3yivmam. B oOpa3oBaTENbHBIX TEXHOJIOTHIX
JIOJDKEH JICWCTBOBAaTh pa3paOOTaHHBI HAMH HPUHUUR aAOCOJIIOMHOCHU npouecca u
OomHocumenvHocmu pe3yibmama. AXT TBOpYECTBA BO MHOTHUX MpodeccHsX I0JDKEH
npeoOiagatk Haj pe3yinbraToM. YenmoBek «BKiIameiBaeT» (iNvests) cebs B mporecc
nesitenbHOCTH. CaM MPOIeCC CO3UIAHMsI MPUBJICKAET U MOTJIOMAET ero (Pe3yibTaT TOIBKO
TPUITEpP — «IEPEKIIOYaTeNiby Ha CIeayolee AeHCTBUE). XapaKTepHO, UYTO pPe3yJbTar
TBOPUTCSL B TPOIECCE CaMOT0O JCHCTBUS (OCOOCHHO B JCHWCTBUSAX XYJOKHUKOB, MOITOB,
KOMIIO3UTOPOB, apTUCTOB, CIIOPTCMEHOB M TIENaroroB) — MPOAYKTHI UX TpyJda HE MOTYT
OBITH OTJIENIEHBI OT CBOEro co3aarens. OHHM CyIIECTBYIOT B CAMOM IPOLIECCE JESITEIbHOCTH
U BXOIIT B CTPYKTYpY «pa3BHBAIOIIEHCS JUYHOCTW». [log pa3sBUTHeM ueloOBeKa
MOHUMAETCSl  PACIIMPEHUE  CHEKTPa  HMHTCJUICKTYaJlbHBIX, COMAaTOPHU3UYECKHX U
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apTIDIaCTUYECKNX ero  cnocoOHocted. Ilpm  3TOM  0Opazosamenvhoe  obyuenue
(OpHEeHTHPOBAHHOE Ha CO3PEBAIOIIKE — & HE CO3PEBIINE — QYHKIIUH) JODKHO TPOOYKAATh U
MPUBOMTD B JIBM)KCHUE BHYTPCHHHUE MPOIIECCHI PA3BUTHS, CAMO/IBIIKCHUS INIHOCTH.

N3BecTHO, uTO CBeleHUE MpoleccoB (GOPMHUPOBAHUS JUYHOCTH K HWHTEPUOPU3ALUU
OOIIECTBEHHO-KAHOHU3UPOBAHHBIX W ATAIOHU3UPOBAHHBIX 3HAHWM, yMCHHH, HABBIKOB
(«mporubanue TOJ CTaHIAAPT») SIUMHUHHPYET TEICCHO-OPUCHTHPOBAHHBIC, BUTAIBHBIC U
HK3UCTEHIIUANILHBIE MIOCTACH «YEJIOBEYECKOTO CYIIECTBOBAHHUSA» U MPOTHBOPEUYHUT CAMOMU
CyTH pa3BUTHUS JIMYHOCTH Kak ee caMoaBmkeHus. Heobxoaumo NOTYepKHYTh, 4YTO
«30JI0ThIE PYKH)» IeIarora-TpeHepa OMpeIestoTCs, MPEeXaAe BCEro, €ro MUPOBO33PEHUEM
(megaroru4eckuM Kpejao), «BOCHUTHIBAIOTCS» €ro Mpo(ecCHOHAIBHBIMU CIHOCOOHOCTSMHU
(YMenocThi0), 3BPUCTHUYECKUMH, KPEATUBHBIMHU, «IPOEKTHBIMHU» METOJAAMH MBIIUICHUS
(TBOpUECKOCTBIO),  cmocobamMu M CpPeACTBAaMH  MPOJYKTHBHOM  JIEATEIbHOCTHU
(KOHCTPYKTHUBHOCTBIO).

Crnenyer momuepKHYTh, YTO CHOPTCMEH, KakK W JIIOOOW TBOpPYECKUN YENIOBEK,
TOJDKEH OBITh HE MACCHBHBIM HCITOJTHUTENIEM 3aJlaHHBIX W3BHE IEJCH U «3TAJIOHOB
BCEM W IS BCEX», a aKTHUBHBIM IMEJICyCTPEMJICHHBIM JEATEJIEM, CO3HIAIOIINM
cOOCTBEHHYIO «1epcoHochepy». «A cozudarocb — mens ewe Hemy — 3ariiaBue OJTHOTO
u3 ctuxoTrBopeHuil Bsu. MBanoBa (cp. mat. «Fio, ergonon sumy — «CTaHOBIIOCH,
CIe0BaTEeIbHO, HE eCMb»). Heobxoaumo ctaTh co00ii, 4TOOBI 3aT€M MOKHO OBLIO
W3MEHUTBCS, TPEOJOJETh CBOM TPAHUIBI —  OCYIIECTBUTH  JIUYHOCHIHYIO
mpancepeccuro (TEpMHUH BBeNleH MoibckuM mcuxonorom FO.Kozeneuxum). Ito —
«TBOpEHUE ce0si» U «TBOpeHue wu3 cebsi». 3Aech peub ujger 00 yriyolieHuu
MIPOIIECCOB JTyXOBHO-/ESITEIBHOCTHOTO PAa3BUTHUS («ITOCTOSIHHOTO 3aHOBOPOKICHUS,
no M.K.MamapnamBuiu) U caMOOTpaXXE€HUs dYeloBeKa B 00pa3oBaTeIbHOM
MIPOCTPAHCTBE Pa3BUBAIOIICHCS TUYHOCTH.

3akioueHue

MOo>KHO mojarath, 4TO CACIaHHAS B CTaThe MOMBITKA OHTOJOTHYSCKOTO aHAIN3a
MPOCTPAHCTBA  CO3HAHUS, MBINUICHUS W COIMOKYJIBTYPHOW  JCATEIHHOCTH
omKpbvleaem «nymov K cefe» MOOOMY 4YEIOBEKY-ACATENI0, — BeIb OH 3TO homo
creacoficus («TBopsmuii MyapoCThy»), IieJiasi BCEJICHHAs, a 3HAYMT, TPAHMII JJIS €ro
CaMOCOBEPIIIEHCTBOBAaHMS HE CylIecTByeT. [Ipu 3TOM CyOBEeKTy TBOpYECTBa CIICTyET
CaMOCTOSTEIIbHO OTKpPBITh W OCO3HATh CBOI MPHUPOIHYIO CBs3h C COOCTBEHHOU
(ecTrecTBEeHHOW) oHmenexuel, TakuM o00Opa3oM KaK CaMOPacCKpPhIBaThCA  —
omKpsleamuvca 01sa ceba, TaK CTAHOBHUTHCS «PACHAXHYTBIM» JJISI BCEro MHPA,
«BBI3pPEBATh U3 COOCTBEHHOTO Oymymiero». IloucTuHe mpaB ObUT POCCHMCKUN TOIT
CepeOpsTHOTO BEKa, YTBEPIKIAs UTO «CHACHIIUG MON, KMO MOUKYy Apxumeoa ymen
cvickamo 6 ceoe camom» (D.TroTues).

bnazooapnocmu
Bripaxkxato  OnmaromapHocTh  cBoeMy — kojutere, Xpyukomy  KoHCTaHTHUHY
CranucnaBoBUYy — 3a COJEHCTBUE B MOATOTOBKE pasjefia CcTaTbl « JHmenexus'
Apucrorenss — Heo0XoauMocTh B buokocmonorudeckoil (OpraHuIMCTCKOMN)
peabmiuTanuu pyHIaMEHTaIbHOTO HAYYHOTO TIOHSITHS .
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BUITOJAPHOCTDb U TPUAIUYHOCTD:
KUBEPHETUYECKHWH B3I'JIs1Jl HA IPOBJEMY

Cepreii Hukoaaesnu TPUHYEHKO!

BIPOLARITY AND TRIADICITY:
CYBERNETIC VIEW OF THE PROBLEM
Sergey N. GRINCHENKO

AHHOTAIIHA.  Koncmamupyemcs,  4mo  mepMuH  «OUNOAAPHOCHbY — —
CEMAHMUYeCcKU GHYmMpeHHe-NPOMUBOPe UBass 0eKiapayus; 6 0eucmeumenbHOCmu Mvl
gce20a NO YMOIUAHUIO UMeeM O0elo C MPUAOUYHOCMbIO, GKIIoYaroujeli, NoMuUMo
«OUNONAPHLIXY ONNOZUYUL, ewé U UX UMMAHEHMHYI0 83aumocesassb. Vcnonv3osanue
mepMuHa «OUNOAAPHOCMbY mMpedyem UCHONb308AHUS PACUUPEHHOU MPAKMOBKU, 8
00513ameIbHOM COOMHECEeHUU C MEPMUHOM «MPUAOUYHOCTD)Y.

K/ITIOYEBBIE C/IOBA: ounospHOCm®, MPUAOUYHOCND, NPUHYUN
O0ONOIHUMENbHOCMU, NPABA Yel08eKd 8 coyuyme, 00A3aHHOCMU Yell08eKd 8 COYuyMme,
MHO20OMEpHOe camMoynpasienue, 2hpexmuenocms, yCmoudusocms, 6AIAHCUPOBKA

KEYWORDS: bipolar, triadicity, multidimensional self-control, efficiency, stability,
balance, sustainable development

SYNOPSIS

The term bipolarity, or opposition, are determined as confrontation and
simultaneously interconnection, which contains the inner potential of contradiction,
but itself on yourself do not mean encounters or fighting. Already in this explanation
easy to reveal the inaccuracy in denomination of itself term bipolarity: are listed not
only the contradiction sides, but as well the relationships between them
(“interconnection”), that is appear not two (“bi-") substances, but “tri-”, and speak
follows namely about “triplicity” of given object. “Poles” does not exist without
connecting them “meridians”!

It is true that “a bipolar system can be immediately extended to a triadic system
by considering the intermediate zone” (Kratky 2015: 149).

Another matter, that the substance of two “contradictory” figurants-
“oppositions” is distinctly different from substance of connecting their third figurant:
1st usually material and relatively easy are observable (computable), but third
generally is ideal and directly practically unobservable, because represents
cybernetic, or managerial, relationship between two first. Especially informative this

! MucruryT npobnem undopmaruku deiepantbHOTO HCCIEI0BATENLCKOTO HeHTpa «HpopMaTuKa u
yrnpasiieHue» Pocculickoit akajgemuun Hayk, I. MockBa.

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM




167

can be demonstrated by the example of opposition “efficiency — stability” of adequate
nature system of hierarchic adaptive search optimization (in engineering terms —
extremal control) process of energetic character goal criteria (Grinchenko 2007).

Will lead to several examples of declared bipolarity, but actually triadicity.

Triad 1: “Gold rule” of mechanics, or “lever rule”: a) lose by force — b) win in
distance — c) balancing of these phenomena (bi-dimensional regulation: is being
implemented proper lever as such).

Triad 2: a) to make something rapidly — b) to make something well — c)
balancing (bi-dimensional self-control).

Triad 3: a) live long, but dull — b) live shortly, but interesting — c¢) balancing
(multidimensional self-control).

Triad 4: a) human rights (in society) — b) human responsibilities (in society) — c)
balancing (multidimensional self-control in society).

Triad 5: a) efficiency — b) stability — ¢) balancing (multivariable control).

Easy one can see that all triads, except triad Ne 1, relate to very complicated
objects, within frameworks of which answering "complementarity principle”
relationships between "oppositions" weakly formalized and in the best case
approximate, and more often just no one knows. The triad Ne 1 can be seen as
extremely simplified model of by such complicated objects. In they the relationship
between force and distance is extremely simple, because merges the interconnection
“oppositions” — lever ends to proper lever as such.

This already is not telling about triad Ne 4, which puts in proscenium of analysis
triplicity problem consisting of bipolarity of rights and responsibilities of human in
society plus inseparable interconnection between them. From analysis of this triad
clearly one can see that strong unbalance — in that or other side — eliminate the self-
control process in society as such. This is dangerous, unless critically, for itself
existence last. However, some merge this problem to monopolar problem of "human
rights”, the inadequacy of what translates the problem from area of scientific
knowledge in the field of political propaganda. The alternative pathway evident: they
IS necessary to generalize the bipolarity, the polar interconnection implying default,
up to triadicity, declared obviously. It is clear that this is requesting of research
intensification of interconnection peculiarities of oppositions "human rights in
society" and "human responsibilities in society”" in these or those situations of the
civilizations development and evolution.

The triad Ne 5 it is possible to state and in other edition: a) efficiency
(optimality) of development — b) stability — ¢) permanent balancing of multivariable
control into a form of sustainable development. Such version reminds and underlines
that the efficiency of one or another control decision does not ensues by the unique
determining factor in evaluating of its results: not is less important the coordination
of efficiency with stability of newly raised as a result of such decision of structure
within frameworks of Humankind's system. Unfortunately, in the practice of
management sphere of politic-economic systems, in representing of multiple experts
the connective "efficiency-stability” essentially asymmetric. The lion's share of
attention is channeled into problematics of improving efficiency, and the stability
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problematics of such systems is in, at best, in second plan, during full ignoring their
interrelation. Mentioned above theoretical considerations dictate the necessity of
cardinal revision of this situation.

Conclusions:

1) term “bipolarity” — semantically internally contradictory declaration; in
reality we always default one is dealing with triadicity, including, besides “bipolar”
oppositions, also their immanent interconnection;

2) use of term “bipolarity”, clearly, causes misunderstandings, in relation to than
Is presented to the advisable to recommend to avoid its application, substituting by
term "triadicity".

References
1. Grinchenko, S.N. (2007), Meta-evolution (of inanimate, animate and social-technological
nature systems). - Moscow. IPl RAS. 456 p. (in Russian).
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PE®EPAT CTATbH

Tepmun 6unonaprHocms, VIN ONIO3UIINIO, ONPEACISAIOT KaK MPOTUBOCTOSIHUE U
OJTHOBPEMEHHO B3aUMOCBSI3aHHOCTb, KOTOpas COAECPKHUT B cede BHYTPEHHUU
MOTEHIIMAJ TPOTHUBOpPEYMs, HO camMa Mo ceOe HE O3HAa4YaeT CTOJIKHOBEHHS WIH
OOprOBI. YK€ B ATOM TOSCHCHHH JIETKO BBISBUTH HETOYHOCTH B HAWMCHOBAaHUU
CaMOT0 TEPMHUHA OUNOJIAPHOCHb: TIEPEUHUCIECHBI HE TOJIBKO CTOPOHBI MIPOTUBOPEYHS,
HO U CBS3b MEXIY HHUMHU («B3aUMOCBSI3aHHOCTBY»), T.€. (UIYpUPYIOT HE [IBE
CYIIHOCTH («OH-»), @ «TpU-», U TOBOPUTH CJIEAYET HUMEHHO O «TPHATUYHOCTH
naHHOTO 00BeKTa. «[lomoca» He cylecTBYIOT 6€3 CBSA3BIBAIOIINX UX «MEPHUIAAHOBY!

bunonsiprocts He cymiecTByeT 0€3 B3aUMOJIOTIONHIEMOCTH, a BBEACHHE B
PACCMOTPEHHUE «30HBI MEXKy TIOJI0CAMI» TO3BOJSET PACIIUPUTH OUIOISPHYIO
cuctemy 1o tpuaauueckoi (Kratky 2015: 149).

Jlpyroe 1eno, 4YTo CYIIHOCTh JIBYX «IIPOTUBOPEYMBBIX» (PUTYpPaHTOB-
«ONMO3UIMI» CHUJIBHO OTIMYAETCS OT CYIIHOCTH CBSI3YIOLIETO MX TPETHETO
¢durypanra: mnepBble OOBIYHO MaTEPHAIbHBI U OTHOCHUTEIHHO JIETKO HAOJIIOTaeMbl
(BBIUMCITUMBI), a TPETU OOBIYHO WJEATCH M HEMOCPEICTBEHHO MPaKTUUYECKU
HeHalJoaeM, 00 MPEJCTaBISIET COO0N KubepHemuueckyro, uiu ynpasieH4ecKyro,
B3aMMOCBSI3b MEXIy JByMsi TiepBbIMA. (OCOOEHHO HAMJIAIHO O3TO MOXHO
POJAEMOHCTPUPOBATh HA MPHUMEPE OMIO3ULINU «A(PPEKTUBHOCTH — YCTONUHUBOCTHY
aJICKBATHOTO CHUCTEME MPUPOJIBI MPOIECCA UEPAPXUUECKON ATaANTUBHON MOUCKOBOU
ONTHMH3ANNHU (B HMHKCHEPHBIX TEPMHUHAX — IKCTPEMATBHOTO YIIPABICHUS) IEJIEBBIX
KpuTepueB sHepreruyeckoro xapakrepa (I'punuenko 2007).

[TpuBeny HECKOIBLKO MPUMEPOB JIEKIApUPYyEMOi OUIIOISIPHOCTH, a (PaKTUICCKH
TPUAAUYHOCTH.

Tpuaga 1: «3010TO€ MpPaBWIO» MEXAHUKH, WIM «IPABWIO phlUara»: a)
MIPOUTPHIBACIIIH B CHJICe — 0) BBIMTPBIBACIIH B PACCTOSHUU — B) OaJaHCHUPOBKA ATUX
SBJICHUM (JIBYMEpHAs pETYJIUPOBKA: pEATH3yeTcsl COOCTBEHHO pBIYAroM Kak
TaKOBBIM).
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Tpuama 2: a) caematb HedTO OBICTPO — 0) cAENaTh HEYTO XOPOIIO — B)
OanaHCUPOBKA (IBYMEPHOE CaMOYITIPaBJICHHUE).

Tpuana 3: a) ®uTh 10JT0, HO CKy4YHO — 0) KHTh KOPOTKO, HO MHTEPECHO — B)
OanaHcUpoBKa (MHOTOMEPHOE CaMOyTIPaBJICHHUE).

Tpuana 4: a) mpaBa 4yenoBeka (B couuyme) — 0) 00sS3aHHOCTU 4YesioBeKa (B
colyMe) — B) OajJaHCUpPOBKa (MHOTOMEPHOE CaAMOYTIPABIICHUE B COLIUYME).

Tpuana 5: a) sddextuBHOCTH — 0) YCTOMYMBOCTH — B) OalaHCHUpPOBKA
(MHOTOMEpPHOE yIIpaBJIEHUE).

Jlerko BUAHO, 4TO BCe TpHaAbl, Kpome Tpuaabl Ne 1, OTHOCSATCS K BecbMa
CIOXHBIM  O00BEKTaM, B  paMKaX KOTOPBIX  OTBEYAIONIUE  IIPHUHIIHITY
JOTIOJTHUTEIPHOCT» B3aUMOCBSI3U MEXKIY «OMMO3UIUASIMI c1ab0 GhopMamn3yeMbl u
B JIy4IlleM cllydae MPUOIU3UTEIbHBI, a Yalle MPOCTO HeW3BeCTHHI. Tpuamy ke Ne 1
MOXHO paccMaTpuBaTh KaK NPENETbHO YHPOMEHHYIO MOJEIh TaKUX CJIOKHBIX
00BbeKTOB. B Hell B3aMMOCBSI3b MEXKIY CHUJION M PACCTOSIHHUEM MpPEAeNIbHO IMPOCTa,
MOCKOJIbKY CBOJIUT B3aUMOCBSI3b «OMNMO3UIMNA»-KOHIIOB pblyara K COOCTBEHHO
phIuary Kak TaKOBOMY.

OToro yxe He ckaxemb o Tpuaae Ne 4, KoTopas BBIBOJAWT Ha aBaHCIICHY
aHaju3a npooJieMy TPUAJAUYHOCTH B COCTaBE OUMOJIAPHOCTH npas u 00sA3aHHOCHEL
YeJIoBeKa B COIIMYME IUTIOC HEpa3phIBHOW B3aMMOCBSA3U Mexay HUMHU. M3 ananmmza
ATOM TpHUaIbl SICHO BUJIHO, YTO CHJIbHBIC Pa30aJaHCUPOBKU — B Ty WJIH JAPYTYIO
CTOPOHY — DIIMMHUHHUPYIOT TIPOIIECC CaMOYIIPABICHUS B COIIMyME KaK TaKOBOH. JTO
OTIaCHO, €CJIM HE KPUTHUIHO, IS CAMOTO CYIIIECTBOBAHMS TOCIIeTHEr0. TeM He MeHee,
HEKOTOPBIE CBOJAT 3Ty MPOOJIeMy K MOHOMIOJSPHOW MpoOJeMe «IpaB UYeIOBEKay,
HEaJICKBaTHOCTh YE€ro MEPeBOAMT MpoOjeMy H3 00JacTH HAYyYHOTO TO3HAHUS B
0o0JlaCTh  MOJUTUYECKON  MpomaraHjbl. AJbTEPHATUBHBI IMyTh  OYEBHJICH:
HEO0O0XO0JIMMO 00O0OIIUTh OUNOIAPHOCHb, B3AMMOCBS3b MOJIOCOB MOIPa3yMEBAIOIIYIO
nO YMOMYAHUIO, 1O MPUAOUYHOCMU, 3a€KIapUPOBAHHON s6HO0. IIOHATHO, YTO 3TO
TpeOyeT MHTCHCU(UKAIIUK HCCISTOBAHUM OCOOCHHOCTEH B3aWMOCBSI3H OIIIO3HMITUI
«TpaB 4YeJIOBEKa B COIMYME» M «OOS3aHHOCTEW YeJIOBEKa B COIIMYME» B TeX HIIU
MHBIX CUTYAIUSX PA3BUTHUS U DBOJIIOIUH [IMBUITH3AIUH.

Tpuamy Ne 5 MOXHO UBJIOXHTP M B WHOW pemakiuu: a) 3QPEeKTHUBHOCTDH
(onmTUMaNIBHOCTD) pazsumus — 0) ycmouuusocms — B) TIEpMaHEHTHas 0ajJaHCHUPOBKa
MHOTOMEPHOTO YIIpaBJieHusi B GopMme ycmouuusozco pazsumus. Takas pegakius
HAallOMUHAET © TMOMYEPKHUBACT, YTO Ighghekmusnocmsv TOTO WIA  HHOTO
YIPABJICHUYECKOTO PEIICHUS HE SBISICTCS CIUMHCTBEHHBIM ONPEACIISIONNUM (DaKTopom
MpU  OIIEHKE ero pe3yJbTaTOB: HE MEHee BaKHA YBs3Ka s¢hghexmusnocmu ¢
YCMOoUYU80Ccmvio BHOBb C(OOPMUPOBAHHON B pe3yJIbTaTe TAKOTO PEUICHUS CTPYKTYPHI
B pamkax cuctembl YenoBedecTBa. K cokanmeHuto, B pakTuke chepsl yIpaBICHUS
MOJINTUKO-YKOHOMUYECKHUMHM CHCTEMaMH, B TPEJACTABJICHUHU MHOTHX JKCIIEPTOB
CBs3Ka <«A(P(HEKTUBHOCTH-YCTOMYMBOCTD) CYIIECTBEHHO acUMMeTpu4Ha. JIbBUHas
7I0JI1 BHUMAHMSI HAIpaBIsieTCs Ha MpOOJeMaTuKy MOBBIMICHUS 3()(PEKTUBHOCTH, a
npoOjemMaTuka YCTOWYMBOCTH TaKWX CHCTEM HAaXOAWTCS, B JydllleM cCiydae, Ha
BTOPOM IUJIaHE, MPHU MOJTHOM HUTHOPHUPOBAHUU MX B3aUMOCBSI3U. YTIOMSHYTHIC BBIIIIEC
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TEOPETHUECKHE COOOPAKEHUS TUKTYIOT HEOOXOIMMOCTh KapUHAIBHOTO TIEpeCMOTpa
ATOW CUTYAIMH.
Buvioobi:

1) TepMuH «OHUIIOIAPHOCTH» — CEMAHTHYECKH BHYTPEHHE-IPOTHBOPEUMBAS
NEKJIapanys; B JEHCTBUTEIBHOCTH MBI BCErJa MO YMOJYaHUKD HMEEM JEJ0 C
TPUATUYHOCTHIO, BKJIIOYAOIIEH, MOMHUMO «OHIIOISPHBIX)» OIMO3UIIUMA, emé W HX
MMMAaHEHTHYIO B3aMOCBS3b;

2) WUCHOJb30BAHUE TEPMUHA «OUTMOJSPHOCTH», OUYEBUIHO, MPUBOIUT K
HEJIOpa3yMEHHUSIM, B CBSI3U C UE€M MPEJICTABIISIETCS 11€J1I€CO00pa3HbIM PEKOMEHI0BATh
n30erath ero NPUMEHEHUS, 3aMEHSII TEPMUHOM «TPUATUIHOCTHY.
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OCHOBHOMW TEKCT CTAThH

B ny6nukanuu «bunonspHOCTh U TPUAAUYHOCTh B PA3JIMYHBIX KOHTEKCTaX» €€
astop K. Kpatku oTmeuaer, uro OHNOJAPHOCTH HE  CYyLIECTBYeT  0e3
B3aMMOJIOTIOJIHAEMOCTH, a BBEICHHE B PACCMOTPEHHUE «30HBI MEXKIY IOJIOCAMU»
MO3BOJISICT PACIIMPHUTh OUIOJSPHYIO CHCTeMy 10 Tpuaaudeckoi (“a bipolar system
can be immediately extended to a triadic system by considering the intermediate
zone”; [Kratky 2015: 149]). OTknuKkasch Ha TMPU3BIB TJIABHOTO PElaKTOpa KypHaja
“Biocosmology — neo-Aristotelism” mpomopKuTh 0O0CYXKIACHHE TaHHOW, HACYITHOW
st BKA, temer [Xpynkuit, 2015], X049y npuBeCTH JTOTIOTHUATEIEHBIE COOOPaKCHUS B
NONJEPXKKY  TaKoW  TO3WIMH, Oasupylompecss B MEpBYHO odepeab Ha
(dbopman30BaHHOM UH(OPMATUKO-KUOEPHETUUECKOM B3IJIsiAe Ha Muposnanue
[[purUeHKO0 2007, 2010].

[IpenBapuTebHO CTOHWT yKa3aTh, YTO pacIIMpEHHas TPAKTOBKA OUTOJISPHOCTH
HE HOBa, U TEPMUH OUNONAPHOCMb, WM OMMO3UINIO, UMEHHO TaK U OMPEICIISIOT:
«MPOTUBOCTOSIHME U OJTHOBPEMEHHO B3aUMOCBSI3aHHOCTb, KOTOpasi COJIEPKUT B cede
BHYTPEHHUHN NOTEHIMAN IPOTUBOPEUHS, HO caMa o ce0e He 03HAaYaeT CTOJIKHOBEHUS
i 6oproby (Wikipedia). Yike B ’TOM MOSICHEHHH JIETKO BBISBUTH CYIIECTBEHHBIC
OCOOCHHOCTH B OINpPEICIICHUU TEPMUHA OUNOJAPHOCMYb: 3[ECh TNEPEUHCICHbl HE
TOJIbKO CTOPOHBI MIPOTUBOPEUHS, HO U CBSI3b MEXKAY HUMHU («B3aUMOCBSI3aHHOCTD),
T.€. QUTYPUPYIOT HE JIBE CYITHOCTH («OU-»), a «TPHU-», U TOBOPUTH CIIEyET UMEHHO O
«TPUAIUYHOCTI» AAaHHOTO 00bekTa. «Ilomoca» He cymecTBYIOT 0e3 CBS3BIBAIOIINX
uX «MepuauaHoB»! B cBOIO ouepenb, Kak MOXHO Cpa3y OTMETHUTh — «IKBaTOP»
MEX/Iy TOFOCaMH, OCYIIECTBIISIA CBOE CPEIMHHOE PAaBHOBECHOE, paBHBIM 00pa3oM B
COCTOSTHUM JOCTUTaTh PaBHOBECHOW TapMOHHHU («30JI0TOM CEPEIWHBI») TOJBKO 32
CYEeT OJJHOBPEMEHHOTr0 (PaBHOLIEHHOT'O) MCIOJIb30BAHUSL CPEACTB C 00OMX MOJIOCOB.
JlpyrumMu  cioBaMH, «IKBaTop»  («3070Tas  cepenuMHa» — JIO0OM  aKTop,
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YCTAHABIMBAIOIMI MapaMeTphl CYLIECTBOBAHUS JAHHOTO CyOBEKTa? KU3HU) — B
MIPUHIIAIIE HE MOXKET 00XOIUThCS (HEBO3MOXKEH) 0€3 OJIFOCOB, T.€. OUTIOISPHOCTH B
YUCTOM BHUJIE, BBIpAXKAIOUIEHCS B aBTOHOMHOM CaMOJOCTAaTOYHOM CYIIECTBOBAHHUU
MOJIFOCOB.

[IpuHIMNIUATBLHO, YTO CYIIHOCTH JIBYX «IPOTHUBOPEUYUBBIX» (UTYPAHTOB-
«OTIO3UIINI» U CYIIHOCTh CBS3YIOIIETO UX TPEThEro (pUrypanta siBIstOTCS, C OAHOU
CTOPOHBI, aBTOHOMHBIMU M HE3aBUCUMBIMH (B CBOEH OpraHU3alMM) IPYyr OT JPYra;
HO C JIpyrod CTOpPOHBI — OHMU (BCE TPH) PABHOLICHHBI B CBOEM CYIIIECTBOBAHUM (B
CBOEH OTAENBHON CYLIHOCTH), T.€. «TPUEIUHBD» — KAXKIbIii HEBO3MOXKEH B CBOEM
(IMHAMMYHOM) CYIIECTBOBAaHMU 0€3 OJHOBPEMEHHOW AaKTUBHOCTU [JBYX APYIHX.
Takum oOpa3zom, OHHM (BCE TpHW) B paBHOM Mepe 00mamarT (HO Pa3IUIHON)
MaTepUAIbHOCTHIO U HEMATEPUAIBHOCTHIO, HAOMI0IA€MOCTHIO U BBIYUCIUMOCTHIO, a
TaKK€ BO3MOYKHOCTSAMHM K SMIIMPUYECKOMY HAOJIIOJECHUIO M HCCIEIOBAHUIO, U K
TEOPETUYECKUM KOHIIENTYalbHO-KOHCTPYKTUBHBIM IOCTPOEHUSIM. TpHaandeckue
XapaKTEPUCTUKU AHAIM3UPYEMBIX TpeX THUIIOB B OpraHU3allMM KakK JIFOOBIX
’KU3HEHHBIX MPOLIECCOB, TaK U JIOOBIX MPOIECCOB MO3HAHUS MPUBEACHBI B paboTax
K.C. Xpyukoro [2014, C. 507-509; Khroutski, 2013, pp. 43-45].

CymiecTBEHHO, YTO B OTHOIICHUU «UHTETPAIUCTCKOr0» TIO3HAHUS 0C000e
3HAUCHUE HMEET KubepHemuueckuti nooxod. OCOOEHHO HArISAHO 3TO MOXHO
MIPOJIEMOHCTPUPOBATh HA MPUMEPE OMIMO3UIHNH «3(DPEKTUBHOCTD — YCTOUUYUBOCTH
aJICKBATHOTO CHUCTEME MPUPOJIBI MPOIECCA UEPAPXUUECKONM aTallTUBHOM MOMCKOBOM
ONTUMU3AIMHU (B MHKEHEPHBIX TEPMUHAX — SKCTPEMAILHOTO YIIPABIICHHUS) EJIEBBIX
KPUTEPUEB HHEPIETUUECKOIO XapaKTepa — CM. HIKE.

bonee Toro, cinegyer mMerb B BHUAY, YTO B JIIO0OM JOCTATOYHO CIIOXKHOM
MPUPOJHON  (CaMOYyIpaBIsIOUIEHCS) cHUCTeME €€ OUIOJSPHBIE  «OIIMO3UIUN
HaXOJATCS B aHTArOHUCTUYECKUX OTHOILIECHUSIX, (PAKTUUECKH B COCTOSIHUU «EIUHCTBA
1 OOpBOBI MPOTUBOIIOIOKHOCTEH». YKa3aHHOE CBOMCTBO HA3bIBAIOT «IIPHHITUIIOM
nonojHuTeabHOCTHY (“principle of complementarity”): «J/lonoaHUTETBHOCTh — 3TO
KOrJa JIBE€ MJIM HECKOJbKO BEIUYMH (MHOYKECTB) BMECTE COCTABIISIIOT OJIHO LIEJIOE...
JIBOVICTBEHHOCTh MPOTUBOIIOJOXKHOCTEW, WJIM AHTUHOMHUYHOCTh HEPA3AEIUMBIX
BellleH, COOBITUH M MBICIEH, JEHCTBUTEIHLHO NPOHU3BIBACT BCIO HAILY >KU3HBY
[Apmann, 2007: 477-478]; «AnexkBaTHBIM SIBJIICTCS TAKOE MPEACTABICHUE O MUPE,
COTJIACHO KOTOPOMY Mamepusi u CO3HaHue (mamepus u OyX, MamepuaibHoe u
uoeanvbHoe) cocyuecmsyon no NPUHYUny OONOJHUMENbHOCMU U HeC800UMbL OpYe K
opyey. Ilocnennee oOecrieunBaeT HE TOJIBKO €IMHCTBO OBITHS, HO W €IUHCTBO
MO3HAHUSA U cymiecTBoBaHus [Jlucuu 1999: 796]; « npuHIUNI JOMOJHATEIHBHOCTH,
M COOTHOIICHHE HEONPEeACAEHHOCTEH, W BEPOSITHOCTH, BBITIOJHSIS PA3IUYHBIC

2 B JaHHOM KOHTEKCTEC, TCPMHH ((CY6T)eKT)) HCIIOJIB3YCTCA B KIACCHYCCKOM (aHTI/I‘IHOM,
ApHCTOTEIEBCKOM 3HAYEHUH), T.€. 03HAYACT HE CO3HAHME MBICIIAIIET0 MHAUBUAA (KaK 3TO IPUHATO
B MOJIEpHE), KOTOpPOMY TMPOTUBOCTOUT MHP BCEX JPYrHMX CYIIECTBYIOIIMX MaTepHaIbHbIX
NPEeIMETOB, BKJIIOYAs M BCEX IPYTUX MBICIAIIMX CYOBEKTOB; HO KaK pa3 MHUpP BCEX pPealbHO
CYIIECTBYIOIINX (OPTaHMYECKHUX) BEUIeH, MMEIONINX COOCTBEHHOE «IIOIJICKAINEe» — BIDKYIIHE
OCHOBAHHUSI KaX/JOTO JaHHOTO pEaJbHO CYIIECTBYIOLIET0 HHIMBUAYyaJTbHOrO oOpa3oBaHus (OT
MOJIEKYJIbI 10 OpraHu3Ma, 4yeJloBeKa, oOuiecTBa, 0uo- u Hoocdepshl).
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GyHKIIUM, MPEICTaBISAIOT CO00N crerudpruueckue mposBICHUS UICaTbHOIO CBOWCTBA
MaTepuu (T.€. IBJSIOTCS Pa3IMYHBIMU BUAAMM HaeanbHoro)» [Jlucun, 2012: 374].

[IpuBeny HECKOJIBKO MPUMEPOB ACKIAPUPYEMOU OUIIOISPHOCTH, a (PAaKTUUECKH
TPUAAUYHOCTH.

Tpuana 1: «3050TO€ MNpaBUIIO» MEXAHUKH, WM «IPABUJIO phlUuara»: a)
MIPOUTPHIBaCIllb B CHJIe — 0) BBIMTPHIBACIIb B PACCTOSIHUU — B) OajlaHCHUpPOBKA ATHUX
ABJICHUM (JABYMEpHas pEryJHpOBKa: pealu3yeTrcsi COOCTBEHHO pbIYaroM Kak
TaKOBBIM).

Tpuama 2: a) caematb HedTO OBICTpO — O) cAENaTh HEYTO XOPOIIO — B)
OalaHCHPOBKA (IBYMEPHOE CAMOYTIPABIICHHE).

Tpuaga 3: a) ®uTh A0AT0, HO CKYYHO — 0) JKUTh KOPOTKO, HO MHTEPECHO — B)
OaraHcHpOBKa (MHOTOMEPHOE CAMOYITPABJICHHE).

Tpuanma 4: a) mpaBa 4yenoBeka (B conuyme) — 0) OOsS3aHHOCTH dYeyOBeKa (B
couuyme) — B) OanaHCHpPOBKa (MHOITOMEPHOE CaMOYIIPABIICHUE B COLIUYME).

Tpuama 5: a) sddexktuBHOCTH — 0) YCTOMYMBOCTH — B) OandaHCHpPOBKA
(MHOTOMEPHOE yTPABIICHHUE).

Jlerko BUAHO, 4TO Bce TpHUaAbl, Kpome Tpuaabl Ne 1, OTHOCSATCS K BecbMa
CIOXKHBIM  O00BEKTaM, B  paMKaX  KOTOPBIX  OTBEYAIOUIUE  IIPUHIIMITY
JIOTIOJTHUTEIBHOCTHY» B3aUMOCBSI3U MEXKIY «OMIMO3UIUSIMIY c1ab0 dhopManu3yeMbl U
B JIy4IlleM cllydae MpUOIU3UTEIbHBI, a Yallle MPOCTO Heu3BecTHhI. Tpuamy ke Ne 1
MOKHO paccMaTpuBaTh KakK MPEACTbHO YMNPOIMEHHYI0 MOJAETh TaKHX CIOKHBIX
00BEKTOB, B KOTOPOW B3aUMOCBSI3b MEX/IY CHUIJION U PACCTOSTHUEM MPEAENIbHO MPOCTa,
MOCKOJIbKY CBOJUT B3aUMOCBSI3b «OMMO3UIMI»-KOHIIOB pblYyara K COOCTBEHHO
pBIYary Kak TakoBoMy. DTy Tpuaja MpUBEeHA 371eCh JIUIIb 7S WILTIOCTPAIMUA CaMOM
UJICH SIBJICHUS.

Tpuaast NoNe 2 1 3 Takke TOBOJBHO HAIJISIAHO JEMOHCTPUPYIOT OOIIYIO HACHO
apienus. [Ipupona yenoBeka TakoBa, YTO OH CTPEMUTCS PEIIaTh CTOAIIME TIEPE] HUM
3a/lauyu — yarie — MyTéM MUHUMU3AIUU CUJI 32 CUYET KauyecTBa, HO MHOT/A — MyTEeM
MaKCUMU3AIlMK KauyecTBa, HEB3Wpas Ha 3aTpary cuil 1js atoro. Ho takoBa ke u
npuposa Lene3aJaluX COUMYMOB B cuctemMe YenoBedecTBa — XOTS TeMI €€
peanu3aiyy U CYIIECTBEHHO HW)KE TeMIa dejoBeueckux ycuiuid [['purueHko 2007,
2012, 2014]. B mnepMaHEHTHOM IIOMCKE KOMIPOMHCCA MEKIY ITHMH
pPa3HOHAIPABICHHBIMU U «PAa3HOTEMIOBBIMU» TEHACHIMSIMU M KPOETCA yCHeX
CaMOYIPaBIEHYECKUX MPOLEAYD.

DTOro yxe He ckaxemb o Tpuaae Ne 4, KoTopas BBIBOJUT HA aBAHCIIEHY
aHaM3a MpobiieMy TPUAAMYHOCTH B COCTaBE OWIONIAPHOCTH npas u 0Os3anHocmel
YEJI0BEKA B COLMYME IUIIOC HEPA3PBIBHOM B3aMMOCBSI3U MEXIy HUMH. M3 aHanmsa
OTOW TpHAIbl SCHO BHJIHO, YTO CHJIBHBIC Pa30alaHCHUPOBKH — B Ty WU JAPYTYIO
CTOPOHY — SIUMHUHHUPYIOT MPOIECC CaMOYIPAaBIEHHUS B COIMYME KaK TaKOBOH, YTO
OTIaCHO, €CJIU HE KPUTUYHO, JUIS CaMOT'0 CYLIECTBOBaHMs mocienHero. Tem He MeHee,
OOJBIITMHCTBO 3aMaHbIX (M MPUMKHYBIIUX K HUM) JCSATEICH CBOAST 3Ty MPoOIeMy K
MOHOIIOJIIPHOW TMpOOJIeME «IpaB YeIOBEKa», HEaJeKBAaTHOCTh 4YEro MEepeBOAUT
npo0semMy U3 00JaCTH HAYYHOTO TO3HAHUS B 00JIACTH TOJUTUYECKOM IMpOITaraHibl.
AJbTEepHATUBHBIM IyTh OYEBUJCH: HEOOXOAMMO OOOOLIUTh  OUNOIAPHOCMD,
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B3aMMOCBS3b TOJIIOCOB TMOJPa3yMEBAIOIIYI0 MO YMOIYAHUIO, O MPUAOUYHOCTIU,
3aieknapupoBaHHol  s6no. IloHATHO, YTO 93TO TpeOyeT HMHTEeHCUUKALMU
MCCJIEIOBAHUM OCOOCHHOCTEH B3aMMOCBSI3U OIIO3UIIMMA «IIPaB YEJIOBEKA B COLUYME)
U «00s3aHHOCTEH YeJOBEKa B COLIMYME» B TE€X WM HHBIX CUTYalMsIX pPa3BUTHUS U
HBOJIIOIMU [TUBUIIU3ALIIN.

OcoOblit uHTEpEC mpeacTaBiseT Tpuaga Ne 5, KOTOPYIO MOXKHO M3JI0KHUTh U B
cienyromed pemakuuu: a) 3(GOEKTUBHOCTh (ONTUMANIBHOCTE) pazgumus — 0)
ycmouuusocms — B) TepMaHeHTHas OajJaHCUPOBKa MHOTOMEPHOTO YIPAaBJICHUS B
bopme ycmotiuugoeo pazsumus.

To ecTb M3BECTHBIM HAYYHO-IIOJIUTHYECKHU TEPMHUH «YCTOMYMBOE DPa3BUTHUEN
(“sustainable development” — «mportecc SKOHOMHYECKHX W COIUATBHBIX N3MECHCHUH,
P KOTOPOM DJKCIUTyaTallusi TPUPOJHBIX PECYpCOB, HAMPABICHUE WHBECTHIINM,
OpUCHTAllUS  HAYyYHO-TEXHUYECKOTO  pPa3BUTHSA,  pa3BUTHE  JMYHOCTH U
WHCTUTYIIMOHAJIbHBIE HM3MEHEHHUS COTJIACOBAaHbI JIPYT C JIPYTOM H  YKPEIUISIOT
HbIHEIIHUM ¥ OyJaylmiuid TMOTEHIWand g  YJOBJICTBOPEHHUS  YEJOBEUYECKUX
norpebHOCTElH M ycrpemnenuin» (Wikipedia®), «cocTosiHUE CHCTEMBI, KOTOPOE MOYKET
COXPaHAThCS Ha TPOTSHKCHUH HEOMPEACICHHO JUIMTENLHOrO cpoka» ([ATKucCoH,
2012: 436], cm. taxxke [Sxoser, 2015]) MOXHO MOHUMATh KaK «IEPMAHCHTHBIN
OajlaHC ONTUMAJBLHOTO PA3BUTUS U yCToWMuMBOCTH». Kak mpencraBisercs, UMEHHO
HEYTNIOMHHAHKUE — B SIBHOM Buje! — heHOMeHa KHOEPHETUYECKON B3aUMOCBSI3U MEKITY
«YCTOMYHMBOCTBHIO» W «Pa3BUTHEM» B pa3BUBAOIICHCS cucteme YemoBeuecTBa
MTOPOMIIO KPUTHUKY TEPMHUHA «YCTOMYMBOE PA3BUTHE» KaK (OPMaTBLHO-JIOTHICCKOTO
okctomopoHa [KoBanenko, 2004] wim karaxpesbl, MOCKOJBKY «yCTOWYHUBOCTHY
MPEANoJaracT pPaBHOBECHE, a «Pa3BUTHE» BO3MOXKHO TOJBKO TIPH YCIOBUU
MEPMAHEHTHOTO BBIXOJA CHCTEMBl W3 PaBHOBECHOTO COCTOSHHS. CHSATH 3TO
HEJOpa3yMeHHe, PACIIUPUB TEPMUH ABHbIM 00pa3om, W TO3BOJSET Tpuaaa Ne 5 B
LEJIOM.

Kak yka3pIBajoch BbIIIE, B JIFOOOM JTOCTATOYHO CIOKHOM CaMOYITPaBIISIOIIEHCS
cucremMe e€ dS(QGheKTUBHOCTh (OIleHHBacMass B OOBEKTUBHOM SHEPreTHYECKOM
CMBICII€) U YCTOMYHBOCTH (CIIOCOOHOCTH CHUCTEMBI COXPAHATh TEKYIIEE COCTOSHUE
Ipyd  HAIWYUU  BHEIIHUX  BO3JIEHCTBUI) HAXOIATCS, CICAys  «IPUHIUITY
JIOTIOJTHUTEIBHOCTHY», B @HTATOHUCTUYECKUX OTHOIICHUSIX, (PAKTUUECKH B COCTOSIHUU
«IPOTUBOOOPCTBYIOIIETO CIUHCTBAY. Kak YKa3bIBACT H.H.Moucees,
«...yCTOWYUBOCTb, IOBEJCHHAS JI0 CBOETO Mpejesia, MpeKpamaer 1odoe pa3BuTHE
[Moncees 1987: 43]. To ecTb oNTHMalbHOE COCTOSHHE JIO0OM TaKOH CHCTEMBI
SBIISIETCS — TOYHEE, JOJDKHO SIBISITHCS B TEHACHITNH! — 2APMOHUUHBIM KOMAPOMUCCOM
MEXIy MPOSIBICHUAMU €€ 3P (HEKTUBHOCTH M YCTONYHBOCTH.

KubepHernueckuid moaxoa K NpoOiieMe IONOJHUTENBHOCTH H3BecTeH. Tak,
JILA.Pactpurus u B.A.MapkoB yKa3bIBatOT, YTO «... IPOTUBOMOJIOKHOCTH MTEPEXOIAT
Ipyr B Jpyra. 3a CIy4alHOCTBIO CKpBIBAETCS HEoO0XoauMocTh. Ho asToro maro.
OxkasbIBaeTcs, 4eM OO0JIbIIIe CITyYalHOCTEH, TeM OJIMKe MBI TOJXOIUM K OO bEKTHBHOM
UCTUHE, K HEOOXOJIMMOCTH... biecTsammii ypoK IuaieKTUKH MaéT KuOEpHETHKa!»

3 Cm.: Bukumemus — https://ru.wikipedia.org/
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[PacTpurun u Mapkos, 1976: 178-179]. A.JI.ApMmaHx oTMeUaeT, YTO <«JIMHAMUKOMN
CUCTEMBbI PYKOBOJIUT HAJIOKEHHAsI Ha JOMOJHUTEIBHOCTh 0OOpaTHAas MOJOKUTENbHAS,
KOHKYpPCHTHAasT WM OTpullaTeNbHas oOparHas cBs3b» [Apmana, 2007: 483]. bes
TaKMX OOpaTHBIX CBS3€M B3aMMO3aBHCHMOCTH JBYX OIIO3UILIUNA pacranaercs. bonee
TOTO, YKa3bIBasi Ha TOT (PaKT, YTO «KOMIOHEHTHI PEBOJIIOLIMOHHAS U KOHCEPBATUBHAS
JOJKHBI HE TOJIbKO IOCTOSIHHO MPHUCYTCTBOBATh B MPOIECCE Pa3BUTHUSA, HO H
MOMEepEMEHHO TIepeaaBaTh JIpyr Apyry JnuaepctBo» [Apmanm, 2008: 97], o
0003HAaYaeT IMOUCKOBBIN («PBICKAIOMIMIDY, «TAJCOBBIM» M T.II.) XapaKTep IaHHOIO
KHOEPHETUYECKOTO Tpoliecca, 0a3uCHBIN Kak yisi MUpo3gaHus B LEJIOM, TaK U AJis
CIArarplIMX €ro CUCTEM HEXHUBOM, XXUBOW M JIMYHOCTHO-IIPOU3BOJICTBEHHO-
COLMATBHOW TIPUPOIBI B oTAETbHOCTH [['puHueHKo 2007, 2010].

31ech YMECTHO MOSICHUTh, YTO SKCTPEMaJIbHOE YIIPAaBJICHUE OCYIICCTBIISIOT B
YCIIOBUSIX HEOMPEIEICHHOCTH B OTHOIIICHUH TOBEICHUSI O0BEKTa YIIPaBICHUS, pelas
B 00IIeM ciydae Kak 3ajady «IOHMCKa» — pealn3alluu TNEepeMelleHusl K 00JIacTH
AKCTpEMyMa B MPOCTPAHCTBE PETYIUPYEMBIX KOOpJAMHAT (IIPU HAIUYUU TOMEX,
BO3MYIICHUN Y MHEPIIMOHHOCTH 00BEKTA ONMTUMHU3AIINH), TaK U 3a]ja4y OpraHU3alluu
YCTOMYMBOIO JBWKEHUS («PBICKaHMID») CHUCTEMbl BOJU3M TOYKH JKCTpemyma. B
HarJIHBIX 00pa3ax: MOBBILIEHUE TOYHOCTH OIpPENETICHUS TOUKU IKCTpeMyma — T.€.
nosvlulerue 3ghghekmusHocmu MOUCKa — MPUBOJUT K YMEHBIIICHUIO pa3Mepa 00JIacTH
AKCTPEMyMa, YTO YBEJIWYUBAET BO3MOXKHOCTh BHEIIHUM BO3JCHCTBUAM «BBIOUTHY
CHCTEMY 3a IPEeJIeNbl 3TON 001acTH, T.€. YMeHbULaen CUCTEMHYIO YCIOUYUBOCb.

Takum o0pa3zoMm, Tpuaga Ne 5 HanomMuHaeT ¢ MNOAYEPKUBACT, YTO
agpgexmuenocmy TOTO WIM HMHOTO YIPABIEHYECKOTO PELICHUS HE SIBISIETCA
€IMHCTBEHHBIM OMPEICISIONMM (PAKTOPOM IPH OIEHKE €ro pe3yabTaToB: HE MEHEee
BaXHA YBS3Ka 3pdexmusHocmu ¢ ycmouyugocmvo BHOBb C(HOPMHUPOBAHHOW B
pe3ynbTaTe TaKOTO PEIICHUs CTPYKTYpbl B paMKax CHUCTeMbl YemoBeuecTBa (WM
COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX €€ MOJICUCTEM).

K Oonbmiomy cokaneHuto, B TpakTUKEe chepbl yIOpaBiIeHHS TOTUTHKO-
SKOHOMHUYECKMMU CHUCTEMaMH, B TMPEACTABICHHUH MHOTHX OJKCIEPTOB CBf3Ka
«(PHEeKTUBHOCTH-YCTOMUNUBOCTE» CYHIECTBEHHO acuMMeTpu4dHa. JIbBuUHas mois
BHUMAaHHS HaIpaBJsieTCss Ha Mpo0JIeMAaTUKy TOBBIMIEHUS dS(PQPEeKTUBHOCTH, a
npoOjemMaTuKka YCTOWYMBOCTH TaKWX CHCTEM HAaXOAWTCS, B JIydIlleM ciy4ae, Ha
BTOPOM ILJIaHE, MPHU MOJTHOM HUTHOPHUPOBAHUU MX B3aUMOCBSI3H. YTIOMSIHYTHIE BBIIIIE
TEOpETUIECKHE COOOPaKEHUS TUKTYIOT HEOOXOAMMOCTh KapAUHAIBHOTO MEPECMOTpa
ATOM CUTYAaIUU.

BoiBOABI

1) TepMuUH «OUMNOJSAPHOCTH» — CEMAHTHYECKH BHYTPEHHE-TIPOTHBOPECUUBAS
JeKiapanys; B JIEUCTBUTEIBHOCTH Mbl BCErJa IO YMOJYaHUIO HMEEM JIeJ0 C
TPUATUYHOCTHIO, BKJIIOYAOIIEH, TOMHUMO «OHITOJISPHBIX» ONMO3WIHMA, emé M HX
MMMaHEHTHYIO B3aUMOCBS3b;

2) WUCIONBb30BAaHHUE TEPMHUHA «OWUIOJSAPHOCTH», OYECBHUIHO, IPUBOIUT K
HEJIOPAa3yMEHHUSIM, B CBSI3M C YEM TPENICTABISACTCS 11€71eCO00pa3HbIM PEKOMEH/I0BATh
n30erath ero MPUMEHEHUS, 3aMEHSISI TEPMUHOM «TPUATUYHOCTHY.
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RESEARCH ON MARX’S THEORY OF RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN HUMAN AND NATURE

Shang LI*

ABSTRACT. The relationship between human being and nature has long been an
important problem, which has drawn a lot of attention. Currently, with the rampancy
of the capital and the rapid development of economics, contradiction between human
being and nature has risen to a prominent position. Absorbing the essence of
Aristotle’s teleological Naturalism, Hegel’s objective idealist view of nature and
Feuerbach’s humanist view of nature, Marx systematically discussed his theory of the
relationship between human being and nature in German ideology and Manuscript of
Economics and Philosophy in 1844. In Marx’s theory, nature, as an inorganic body
of human being, is unified with human’s practice. However, in capitalist society,
alienation has alienated the harmony relationship. This is an undeniable fact, which
has been testified by environmental reality and ecological practice. Marx believes
that communism and a way of existence that follows aesthetic law could be the
solution to the problems mentioned above. Nevertheless, facing with the quickly
changing social reality, we cannot solve the urgent problem of environment by the
design of regime. Thus, post-modern thinkers add critique of modernity to Marx’s
theory and emphasize that organic agriculture and education can serve as a new way
to solve the problem. Therefore, this research focuses on the relationship between
human being and its development in current society. The present author believes it
has necessity and significance.

KEYWORDS: Marx; Human Being and Nature; Organic, Organic philosophy,
Marxism
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1. THEORETICAL RESOURCE OF MARX’S THEORY OF RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN HUMAN AND NATURE

Marx’s theory of nature is an important part of Marx’s philosophy. Its formation
Is not only the production of practice of proletarians, but also the achievement of
human culture. Marx critically inherits teleological naturalism of Aristotle and
German ideology. He rectified the reversed relationship between human, nature and
reality in Hegel’s philosophy. Thus a philosophical revolution happened on the view
of nature.

1.1. Teleological Naturalism of Aristotle

Avristotle's influence on Marx's view of nature is very profound. But it is seldom
mentioned in the study of Marx's theory. Ancient Greek culture occupies an
indisputably important position of German humanism in the 18th century. Mewes
says, “As the key ingredient preserved in Marx’s theory, there are reasons to do
further research on the relationship between Marx and the Greeks.”? Marx admires
Avristotle most among numerous ancient Greek philosophers. In the very beginning of
his doctoral dissertation, Marx honored Aristotle as “King Alexander in Greek
philosophy”. Meanwhile, he wrote to Lassalle in a letter in 1857: “thanks to your
Heraclitus, | have a long interest in this philosopher, and I think he is second only to
Aristotle in terms of importance™® Thus, we can speculate that the formation of
Marx's thought is deeply influenced by Aristotle.

Specifically, Marx’s theory of nature mainly benefits from Aristotle in two
aspects. One is his adherence to Aristotelian inductive-deductive methodology by
following Grosseteste. Professor Mike Neary discussed it in his article Student as
Producer. He quoted McEvoy’s words: “Following Aristotle, the basis of
Grosseteste’s method 1s in making a connection between the powers of observation-
induction to discover the real substance of things in response to practical matters and
the deductive powers of metaphysics: imagination and intuition.” It makes Marx
form an integralism ontology, which gives Marx’s conception of nature both in
metaphysics and practice. Professor Konstantin Khroutski believes that Marx equally
takes the means from both Plato’s pole and Aristotle’s for his ‘uniting the opposites’
in realizing specific conceptual constructions. Two basic conceptions of Marx can
directly prove the conclusion. Matter is a metaphysical conception, which is reduced
to Plato’s pole of rationality. However, when it comes to reality, confronting with
human, it changes to humanized nature in Marx’s conception system. Thus, Matter in
metaphysical dimension is given a practical dimension, which relies mainly on the
methodology of Aristotle.

The other one is teleological naturalism of Aristotle. Aristotle views nature,
which drives the internal changes in natural substance, as the origin of natural

2 George McCarthy. Marx and Avristotle: Nineteenth-century German Social Theory and Classical
Antiquity. Ecnu press.2015. p. 25.

8 Marx, Engels, Collected Works vol.29, People press.1972, p. 527.

4 Mike Neary. Student as producer: an intuition of the common? Enhance learning in the Social
Science, Higher Education Academy, 2012, p. 11.

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM




178

substance. In a bio-cosmological perspective, it can also be viewed as a burgeoning
seed inside of the nature. In Aristotle’s view of nature, there are four causes: material
cause, formal cause, efficient cause and purpose cause which make nature exist and
transform. This theory also influenced Marx greatly. He regards nature as inorganic
body of human. That is to say, nature is not only the material, which can be used to
benefit human practice, but also the inorganic form of human, and the intention of
our existence. Moreover, nature definitely promotes the development of human
being. This topic will be discussed in the following section of this paper.

1.2. Hegel’s Objective Idealist view of nature
Marx critically inherits Hegel’s view of nature. Hegel is the synthesizer of
classical German philosophy. He points out in Philosophy of Nature:

Nature has presented itself as the idea in the form of otherness. Since
in nature the idea is as the negative of itself or is external to itself,
nature is not merely external in relation to this idea, but the
externality constitutes the determination in which nature as nature
exists.>

Marx acutely criticized the essence of Hegel’s philosophy and his idealist view
of nature. He thinks that Hegel views nature as the externalization of transcendent
spirit. Marx argues in Manuscript of Economics and Philosophy in 1844: “As for
him, the whole natural world is just the abstraction of logic under the appearance of
perception.”® In Marx’s perspective, Hegel only unified human and nature in
conceptual system. He points out it would lead to a degradation that realistic human
and nature behave as the predicate and symbol of unrealistic human and nature.
Although Marx criticized Hegel’s view of nature, he absorbed positive factors from
it. The reasonable core of Hegel’s view of nature is that he regards nature as an
organic entity, which changes continuously. Marx follows the dialectics of Hegel but
starts with material world and human practice, overcoming the top-heavy drawbacks
of Hegel’s philosophy.

1.3. Feuerbach’s humanist view of nature

Feuerbach admitted the existence of nature and its objectivity. He thinks that
nature can exist without any spirit. Human being is the production of nature. They
live on nature with perceptive practice. It breaks the hedge of German Idealism, and
provides a humanistic base to Marx’s theory. Marx’s conception of unrestrained
nature and humanized nature directly derives from Feuerbach. He highly praised
Feuerbach’s work. According to Marx, “Feuerbach creates practical humanism and
natural critique. The fewer response his works get, the deeper he influences us. '

However, Marx criticized that Feuerbach separated social history with nature. In

® Hegel. Philosophy of Nature. Commercial Press.1980, p. 19.
6 Marx, Engels. Collected Works. Vol.3. People Press.2002, p. 336.
" Marx, Engels. Collected Works. Vol.3. People Press.2002, p. 220.
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Feuerbach’s theory, nature only has its biological significance and lost its historical
meaning. He said, “As a materialist, Feuerbach throws history out of his vision.
When he discusses history, he is not a materialist. In his theory, materialism and
history separate with each other.”

2. HUMAN AND NATURE ARE UNIFIED
2.1. Human and Nature Are Unified Essentially

Marx first elaborates his theory of relationship between human and nature in his
Manuscript of Economics and Philosophy in 1844. In his opinion, since nature comes
into being before human being, human being is born in the nature. He states:

“Nature, which is not human’s organic body, is the inorganic body of
human. People depend on nature. That is to say, nature is the body
of human that maintains his existence. It also contains the interaction
between human and nature.”

Marx views the organic body of human as the sublimation of inorganic body.
This process is gradually completed in the interaction between human and nature,
which is also an organic one that human and nature coexist in ecological community.
Among them, nature as human's inorganic body is the material basis of human's
reproduction. On the other hand, human beings develop and perfect themselves in the
process mentioned above. From a metaphysical point of view, nature is a process of
organic connection in essence; both human and nature occupy a certain period of time
and a square of space, whether human history or natural history is a four-dimensional
manifold,'® because the abstract nature is nothingness. From the perspective of
human practice, the history of evolution from Australopithecus to Homo sapiens is a
process starting from scratch, developing into junior and senior stage gradually.
Additionally, with the growth of human capacity and ever increasing productivity,
small settlement in early centuries of human being has developed into a large society
with numerous villages, cities and metropolises in 1it. However, human’s
achievements are not the results of the natural evolution of human being itself. Its
life, culture, technology and art are imitation of the natural phenomena or other
species. Ancient Greek philosopher Democritus also said:

“Human learned weaving from spider, studied singing from swan and the
nightingale, emulated building house from swallow. We are the students of
other species, and this is a very important fact. !

Therefore, in the interaction with the myriad kinds of plants and animals, human
beings formed their own body shape, thinking mode and cultural direction, all of

8 Marx, Engels. Collected Works. Vol. 3, People Press, 2002, p.78.

% Marx, Manuscript of Economics and Philosophy in 1844. People Press, 2010, p. 56.
10 Whitehead, A.N. The Concept of Nature. Yilin Press, 2011, p. 72.

11 Philip Wheelwright. The Pre-Socratics. Odyssey Press, 1966, p. 184.
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which are characteristics distinct from other animals. This is what Marx called the
inorganic body: nature has a generative effect on human being. In other words,
through practical activities with other animals and plants, it formed a harmonious
ecosystem and ecological relationship. Marx believes that without nature and
emotional world, workers cannot create anything. It is the material that workers use
to achieve their own labor. In the nature, workers work out their own product.*? As a
result, human beings have constructed a historical connection with the production of
consumption goods, and the nature appears to have added the meaning of the human
practice. In Marx's theory, the basis of the unity and contradiction between human
and nature is practice. But human and nature are not directly the same. The existence
of human is different from that of animal in that it is the intrinsic power of human
being with an aim of human itself. Since the nature is a flawed existence, it cannot
recommend itself to people. Human's survival and development can only depend on
the productive practice.’® Therefore, the relationship between human and nature in
Marx's theory is unified and harmonious. Human and nature share the same breath.
They have a common destiny, which is included in a developing community. Besides,
only for the commonwealth of human and nature can we create a harmonious
ecological system and environment by human practice.

2.2. Human and Humanized Nature Are Unified since Human Was Born

Marx develops the theory of the relationship between human and nature in
another important book “German Ideology”. And he examined the relationship
between human and nature from the perspective of historical materialism and
practical theory. He takes the human's emergence as the boundary and human practice
as the standard, and divides the nature into unrestraint nature and humanized nature.
Marx thinks that humanized nature is occupying an absolute position in the current
world.

“The perceptual world around us is not a consistent thing existing since
dawn, but a production of industrial and social condition, a production of
history and a result of generations of industrial activities.*

At the same time, he does not deny that unrestraint nature exists, because the
nature prior to the human history is not the nature, which Feuerbach experienced.
Except for new coral island in Australia, we can no longer find any unrestraint nature
in the world. Thus, to Feuerbach, there is no nature.'® Therefore, the humanized
nature is regarded as all practical activities and the whole world and the whole history
which human creates. It is the actual state since human being emerges. Meanwhile,
Marx also admits the existence of unrestraint nature though people in current world

12 Marx, Manuscript of Economics and Philosophy in 1844.People Press.2010. p. 53.

13 yang Weijun.Marx’s view of nature and its contemporary significance. Huazhong University of
Science and Technology.2009, p. 54.

14 Marx, Engels. German Ideology. People Press.2003, p. 20.

15 Marx, Engels. German ldeology. People Press.2003, p. 21.
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cannot experience it.

Marx does not simply separate nature into the two disjunctive stages, but regards
the development of nature as an organic conjunctive process, which is brunched by
human and its practical activity. In Form, it is emphasized that human being comes
from nature:

“The first thing needs to be confirmed is the fact that these individuals'
physical organization and the relations between individual and other
nature... (it) not only determines the initial structure of the body that
developed naturally, especially the racial difference between them, but also
decides whether the whole body should further develop or not.”®

At the same time, Marx also points out that under the basis of human knowledge
and practice, unrestraint nature can transfer into humanized nature. That is to say,
nature is the material basis of human knowledge and Practice. In Form, Marx stresses
the importance of human practice and the practical significance of humanized nature.
He considers the real nature as humanized nature. It is the nature that generated in the
history of human society. Without the relationship which has rendered human activity
as an intermediary between human and nature, nature will lose its meaning of
existence under the value of human life. “The first historical activity of the human
being is material production itself.”!” Material production is the basis of all history,
and it is also a symbol of human being, “human begins to distinguish himself from
animals as he begins to produce his own material, which is determined by their
physical body.”*® With the deepening of the process of human history and the
development of human material production, nature is increasingly penetrated by the
factor of human being, imprinted with human activities and becomes associated with
human being. Therefore, the relationship between human and nature has its sociality
and historicity, human and nature are united in the mutual restriction between
human's natural relations and social relations. These two kinds of relations also
contain each other. If one leaves, the other will no longer exist.

3. ALIENATION BETWEEN HUMAN AND NATURE
3.1. Alienation in Capitalism Broke the Unity of Human and Nature

Marx thinks that alienated labor makes the body of human, the nature, the
spiritual essence and the human nature alienated with human itself.’® Labor is a
confirmation of the objectification of human nature. He points out:

“It is in the transformation human beings prove that they are kind of
existence. This kind of production is a kind of human activity.”?°

16 Marx, Engels. German Ideology. People Press. 2003, p. 11.
1" Marx, Engels. German Ideology. People Press. 2003, p. 23.
18 Marx, Engels. German ldeology. People Press.2003, p. 11.
19 Marx. Manuscript of Economics and Philosophy in 1844. People Press, 2010, p. 58.
20 Marx. Manuscript of Economics and Philosophy in 1844.People Press, 2010, p. 58.
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However, under the condition of capitalism, the expression of human nature is
alienated labor, which is out of human’s control and in turn controls him. When
human activities and work products have become the alienated nature of human, it
shows that when human alienate from his human nature, he has been alienated from
nature. Therefore, alienated labor is the source of disharmony between human and
nature.?! Thus, alienated labor seized the production of workers and captured their
kind of life. A person who lost his kind of life cannot be called a real person.
Originally, laborer as human is an important composition of nature. However, the
emergence of alienated labor separated human from his production. As a result, the
relationship between human and nature is also alienated. In this case, the more human
changes the nature through his power, the more he will be restraint by the nature.

“The direct result of the human's alienation with his production, his living
activities and his kind of nature is that human alienates with human.”?? Therefore,
under the condition of capitalism, the alienation among humans interacts with the
alienation between human and nature. As professor Zhang Shuguang pointed out:

“Alienation of private ownership society appears to the alienation of
labor and alienation between the laborer and the capitalist. It also
reflects the alienation of society and civilization. In a society based on
the natural formed specialization of labor, society divides itself.
Human is hostile to each other. Nature is regarded as a useful
objection which has no sense of beauty given by aesthetic activities of
human. It also reflects the fundamental defect of the 'culture' of the
private ownership. 3

3.2. Example

When Marx was still alive, the environmental problem had been severe. London
is a typical example. New energy like coal and gas provided a large portion of power
to Industrial Revolution in Victoria ages. According to statistics, in the 19th century,
London held the largest number of workers who were working in productive industry.
GDP doubled during that period. Average growth rate reached a record high at
2.5%.%* However, behind the flourishing of economics, it was companied by the
deterioration of relationship between human and nature. Ecological system was
severely destroyed. This can be viewed as a counterattack of destructive human
practice. London suffered a lot from the frog at that time because the city is
constructed at the downstream of river. It was the smog and chemistry, which
discharged by the factories in London, polluted the air in the city. As a result, the
stinking yellow smog shrouded the city. According to another statistic, it emerged a 4
days’ frog in January 1880. The frog led to the death of 700 people.”® Engels

2L Yang Weijun. Marx’s view of nature and its contemporary significance.Huazhong University of
Science and Technology.2009, p. 54.

22 Marx. Manuscript of Economics and Philosophy in 1844.People Press, 2010, p. 59.

23 Zhang Shuguang. Survival Philosophy-Towards real existence. People Press in Yunnan, p. 107.

24 Francois Crouzet. The Victorian Economy. Columbia University Press, 1982, p. 33.

25 Stephen Inwood. A History of London. Carroll&Graff, 1998, p. 411.
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described the miserable living standard after Industrial Revolution in his early work,
The Condition of Working Class in England. He said that there was a lot of rubbish in
the street.

“Without drains, polluted water converged at the pit on the street.
Even worse, disorderly buildings without reasonable planning
hindered the flow of wind. Thus the living condition in worker’s region
could be imagined. "

Meanwhile, alienation between human and the nature appeared more obvious,
which can be seen clearly from the shortage of nature resources. The rampancy of
capital expanded human’s ambition. Numerous forest and animal were forced to
devote their lives to the development of capitalism. Owing to the great demand from
the industries, such as furniture and architecture, three blocks of forest were cut down
in the first two decades of the 20" century. Besides, local timber resources could not
support the growth of British economics. Capitalists of England started to invade into
other economic entities. Take India as an example, until 1866 coastal region of India
were set up hundreds of plantations while local forest had almost disappeared. A lot
of species died out in these areas.

4. RETURN TO THE HARMONIOUS RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HUMAN
AND NATURE

4.1. Utopia of Marx

a. Communism

Marx believes that the contradiction between human and nature cannot be
solved in the era of private ownership. From the perspective of capitalism, in order to
make profit, capitalists took all the advantages of industrial and technical elements to
exploit and occupy the nature. In this historical condition, relationship between
human and nature was destructed in a considerable degree.

How to deal with the problem of alienation? Marx shifts his hope to the
communism. What is the communism? Marx believes that communism is to sublate
private property, which represents the alienation of human. Once the private property
and alienated labor are discarded, the unity of human and nature could be more likely
to achieve. He further explains that this type of communism is the unity of completed
naturalism and humanism. This is the utmost solution to the contradiction between
human and nature.?” Engels also certified this opinion in Dialectics of Nature. He said
that relying on knowledge is far from enough; we need to change our mode of
production as well as the whole social system.®® Marx and Engels aim at
revolutionizing the capitalism society. They believe the above-mentioned way is the
fundamental method to promote the compromise of human and nature.

26 Marx, Engels. Collected works, vol.2. People Press. 1957, p. 307.
27 Marx. Manuscript of Economics and Philosophy in 1844.People Press, 2010, p. 81.
28 Marx, Engels. Selected Works, vol.4. People Press.1995, p. 85.
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b. A Way of Existence, Forming Objects in Accordance with The Laws of Beauty

Marx points out in Manuscript that admittedly animals also are capable of
producing things. They build nests, dwellings for themselves, like the bees, beavers,
ants, etc. But animals only produce what they need immediately for themselves or
their offspring. They produce one-sidedly, whilst human produce universally. Animal
produce only out of immediate physical need, whilst human produce even when he is
free from physical need and only truly produces in freedom therefrom. An animal
produces only for itself, whilst human can reproduce the whole of nature. An
animal’s product belongs directly to its physical body, whilst human confronts his
product freely. The form an animal produces only in accordance with the standard
and the need of the species to which it belongs, whilst human knows how to produce
in accordance with the standard of every species, and knows how to apply the
inherent standard to the object at its will. Human, however, can design objects in
accordance with the laws of beauty.?® Professor Zhang Xiuhua believes that forming
objects in accordance with the law of beauty is a way of existence, which calls on the
construction of ecological civilization. It also provides a basis to the construction of
ecological civilization under the perspective of survivalism. Professor Zhang views
the activity of forming objects as engineering.®® She believes that engineering is an
existing way, which promotes the transforming from unrestraint nature to humanized
nature. Therefore, engineering, nature and human being can reinforce each other and
make the construction of ecological civilization possible. Hence ecological
construction is an important way of solving the alienation between human and nature.
In other words, forming objects in accordance with the law of beauty can promote the
harmonious development of human, engineering and nature.

4.2. New Solution to Current Circumstance-Organic Marxism

Organic Marxism can also be referred to as Process Marxism. Considering
current environmental problems presented in newly developing non-capitalism
country such as China and India cannot be solved only by the explanation of
alienated labor in the capitalism condition, contemporary post-modern thinkers
combined Marx’s theory and organic philosophy, made a new interpretation of
Marx’s theory of nature. The author holds the opinion that Organic Marxism has a
far-reaching meaning on reshaping the harmonious relationship between human and
nature.

A. Fundamental Theory
a. Critique of Capitalism

Organic Marxism believes that what divided capitalism society are not only the
unjust treatment to laborer, but also the widening gap between the rich and poor.
Moreover, it also endangered the existence of the earth. Philip Clayton, the executive

29 Marx. Manuscript of Economics and Philosophy in 1844. People Press. 2010, p. 58.
30 Zhang Xiuhua. Forming Objects in Accordance with the Law of Beauty-Existential Basis of
Ecological Civilization. Theoretical Arguments. 2009(4).
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president of process study center in America, thought that capitalism, as a social
economic institution produced a lot of unfairness and injustice. It also destroyed the
environment of the earth.3! According to Marx’s theory, the development of
capitalism economy embodies the huge accumulation of commodity, which has a cost
of sacrificing the environment. More significantly, developed counties usually
plunder the natural resources in southern countries other than that of theirs, it just like
the situation India faced as mentioned above.

b. Critique of Modernity

Organic Marxism's critiqgue of modernity has inherited the critical tradition of
Marx. It is argued that only the criticism of capitalism system cannot explain the new
situation, which is the also the fundamental reason for the crisis of modern
civilization and the alienation between human and nature. David Griffin, a famous
American scholar, regarded technology as the core of modernity.

“Technology has produced tens of thousands of nuclear warheads
that can destroy the earth. The distribution of wealth and the billions
of poverty population are in danger.”

He stressed that we must abandon the modernity; otherwise most lives on the
earth will not be able to escape the fate of destruction.3? What worth mentioning is
that most livings Griffin mentioned here, not only confines to human beings, it also
includes all other living forms on the earth. The purpose of Organic Marx is to
achieve the common wealth of human. They emphasize the organic connection
between all livings and care about the development of all individuals in the
community.

c. Advocate the Organic Holism

Anthropocentrism and environmentalism are two opposite theories, which
discussing the relationship between human and nature. Organic Marxism reckons
universe as an organic entirety, which is undergoing dynamically development.
Human and nature mutually rely on each other. Only when human starts to cooperate
with other species, is it possible to develop a harmonious relationship between human
and nature.®® At the same time, the organic holism emphasizes the equality, which
takes the value of each species into account. This equality is not absolute, but the
equality is shared in terms of status. The author believes this theory can promote the
compromising between unrestraint nature and humanized nature, and dispel the
alienation between human and nature from capitalism and modernity. Moreover, it
can provide an ideological basis to the construction of a new relationship between
human and nature.

3L philip Clayton. Organic Marxism and Organic Education .Marxism and Reality, 2015(1), p. 76.
%2 David Griffin. Post-modern Science. Chinese Translating Press.2004, p. 19.

3 Wang Zhihe,Yang Tao. Organic Marxism and Its Contemporary Significance. Marxism and
Reality. 2015(1)
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d. Emphasize Organic Education and Agriculture

Organic Marxism thinks highly of agricultural civilization. They regard
countryside as a fertile soil, which can cultivate the ecological civilization. John
Cobb, a famous American thinker, thought that ecological civilization is connected
by the sustainability of environment. It can protect the residents living in the society
from suffering from hazards. Nevertheless, the basic factor of security is food safety.
Therefore, civilization should be built on the basis of the development of
agriculture.® That is to say concerning agricultural society first. Specifically, Organic
Marxism puts forward some feasible methods. They call on implementing Eco-
Agriculture in small community and construct several organic family farms with high
efficiency and diversity®. Finally, a post-modern New Countryside, which is
environment-friendly and resources saving could be constructed. Traditional Chinese
philosophy is also taken into account. Learning from Mencius, they stressed that one
should follow the rule of nature. Mencius once said that if farmers do things
according to the change of nature, a harvest would come in the end. When fishing, if
one can put away his greed and use a relatively sparse fishing net, fishes cannot be
killed out.

Besides, the organic education is another key point of Organic Marxism.
Professor Philip Clayton believes that only education can make a perfect fusion of
personal and public interests. The function of education must be taken into
consideration, namely the students should set up a value that all life is symbiotic.
They share the distribution of resources and opportunities collectively and equally.
He said,

“The idea of ecological civilization must be rooted in teenage, otherwise,
this idea will not be possible to establish and develop in the future, or
cultivate profound value reflection and positive spirit of education reform

which will help to shape the common values of future citizens .3

Therefore, the author believes that organic education can establish the concept
of harmony between human and nature and correct the inherent ideology of Binary
Opposition of human and nature. Only by opening our mind, can we save the nature
from the extreme value of Anthropocentrism and mechanism.

B. Advantages and Disadvantages

In conclusion, Organic Marxism inherited Marx's critique of capitalism. It
absorbed the basic ideas of contemporary ecologic theories such as Gaia doctrine,
doctrine of a new era and theory of rich corner, transferred the object of criticism to
modernity which opens up a new way for understanding the nature under the
perspective of process. In addition, it also has made outstanding contribution to

34 John Cobb. “New Realism and China.” Contemporary Study of Marx’s Philosophy, No 1, 2012.
% Wang, Zhihe and Yang, Tao. Organic Marxism and Its Contemporary Significance. Marxism and
Reality. 2015(1).

% Philip Clayton. “Organic Marxism and Organic Education.” Marxism and Reality, No. 1, 2015.
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Marxism. In practice, ecological agriculture and organic education have been built in
Claremont, a post-modern ecological agricultural town, which provides experience
and lesson to the subsequent construction of ecological civilization.

However, it is still too early to apply Organic Marx to the construction of
ecological civilization in China.

First of all, Organic Marxism is idealism. Its critique of modernity is based on
the criticism of modern technology. The rebellion of science and technology will
subject to strong resistance from many aspects, such as politics, economy, culture,
etc. At the same time, Organic Marxism emphasizes poetic dwelling, however, driven
by the individual value and life style, social reform will encounter failure in face of
the problems put forward by the strong enterprise controlled by the government and
capitalists. It is decided by the present stage of the complex social environment, also
it stands at the contrary of the famous words of Marx, “science and technology are
the first productivity.” Therefore, whether in China, the United States or other
developed capitalist countries, the goal is difficult to be achieved in a short term.

Secondly, China has a large territory. Its terrain is rather complicated. The
agricultural model differs from village to village. Large-scale mechanized agriculture
in Northeast China Plain and North China Plain is obviously different from the small-
scale family farming in southwest mountainous area. Agriculture in the oasis in
Xinjiang Autonomous Region is also distinct from coastal aquaculture industry.
What's more, crop farming in mainland area differs from animal husbandry in
minority concentrated region. Obviously, there is a huge difference between these
areas. The ecological agriculture, which is advocated by Organic Marxism scholars,
Is based on the experience of the agricultural practices of small communities in the
United States. It is not generally feasible to a wide variety of agricultural models in
China.

Finally, the economic development situation of China is not the same as that of
the U.S., China is still growing rapidly, the value orientation of people affected by the
capital and market has been changing towards consumerism and materialism. The
changing of the state of mind of people would not finish in a short period of time.
Whether organic education can make the Chinese people understand the harmonious
relationship between human and nature also need to be further examined. Therefore,
although Organic Marxism is a new theory advocated to solve the alienation between
human and nature, it has incomparable advantages. But there are still many problems
and limitations, which still need to be developed through continuing practice.

5. CONTEMPORARY SIGNIFICANCE OF RE-THINKING THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HUMAN AND NATURE
a. Help to Deal with Environmental Problems and Ecological Destruction
Re-thinking the relationship between human and nature is helpful for people to
return nature. Recognizing the value of nature is the premise of protecting nature.
Dealing with the environmental problems is closely linked with the interests of
human being, which is one of the major causes of environmental problems. Marx
clearly points out the harmonious unity between human and nature in Manuscript. He
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emphasizes that human is a part of the nature. Therefore, it is necessary to realize the
necessity of environmental protection, and then follow the laws of nature to protect
the natural environment for human being to survive. Natural protection can not only
conserve soil and water, but also provide habitats to wildlife. Besides, it has a very
high practical significance in maintaining ecological balance and species diversity.
What should be noticed is that the relationship between human and nature advocated
by Marx is not to deny the right of human beings. Protecting the environment not
only can make people receive the aesthetic enjoyment, but also can improve the
production efficiency.

b. Benefit to the Solving of the Problems Caused by Urbanization

City is one of the main forms of human settlement. The development of human
settlement has experienced the process from nature to the countryside, then to the
city. In primitive society, human and nature enjoy a close relationship. Hunting and
fishing did not cause damage to the environment where ecological balance was well
maintained. However, with the development of productivity, human settlements
become much more complex. Air pollution, wasting of resources and tension of
housing conditions, as well as the deterioration of human living conditions, are all
closely linked to the process of urbanization. Therefore, a rational understanding of
the relationship between human and nature and the recognition of the value of nature,
are conducive to the prevention of the nature, which would consequently not be
totally occupied by cities.

c. Provide Theoretical Basis for the Construction of Ecological Civilization

Differing from the value of traditional industrial civilization, ecological
civilization is based on the harmonious relationship between human and nature.
Harmony is the fundamental principle of the civilization, which advocates moderate
consumption and spiritual enjoyment. It has a prime principle of transforming
people’s values and modes of thought. It requires human beings to form objects in
accordance with the law of beauty, which is a reasonable lifestyle of connecting
human, nature and engineering. Therefore, it can be said that Marx's theory of
relationship between human and nature provides a solid theoretical foundation for the
construction of ecological civilization.
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OT3bIB HA CTATBIO K.C. XPYLIKOI'O
MEPEYUTBIBASI «OTBET MOUM KPUTUKAM»

M1.A. COPOKHHA: K BOIIPOCY O PEABUJIMTALIMM
TPUAJOJOTMUECKOTO METO/IA B IMHAMUYECKOM
UKJINYECKOI TEOPMM BEJIMKOTO YYEHOT'O

Baagumup H. AJTAJIBIKUH-N3BEKOB

ABTOp 0003peBaeT COIMMOKYILTYPHYIO BCEIICHHYIO «JIOMOHOCOBA JIBa/IIIaTOTO BEKa»
M CTaBUT CBOEBPEMEHHYIO 3a7auy KaK BOCCTAHOBJICHHUS MCTHHHOTO CMBICJIA €ro
OPUTMHAJIBHBIX KOHIEMINUM, TaK W MPUBICYEHUS BHUMAHUSA K MPOU3OIICIIIAM C
TEUYCHHEM BPEMEHH, a TOTOMY OKa3aBIIUMCS KaK OBl «BHE TIONS 3PEHUS)
M3MEHEHMSIM B 0a30BBIX UCCIIEIOBATEIILCKUX YCTAHOBKAX YUEHOTO.

Ha ocHOBe TIIaTENBbHOIO aHadM3a KaK H3BECTHBIX pabOT, TaK M HOBEUIIMX
MEePEBOIOB U30paHHBIX TPYAOB POCCUUCKO-aMEPUKAHCKOTO MBICIUTENS, aBTOP
COBEPIIIEHHO OOOCHOBAHHO BBIJBUTAET TE3UC O TOM, YTO, C TOYKH 3PECHHUS
buokocmonornyeckoro noaxona, I[1.A. Copokun sBisgercs (B MOJHOM COOTBETCTBUU
C OTCUYECTBEHHOM  KYJbTYPHOM  Tpaauuuei) —  SPKUM  [PEACTaBUTEIIEM
ApHUCTOTENEBCKOTO TEJIEOJOTHUECKOTO HaTypajdu3Ma — Kak BCEOXBATHIBAIOLIEH
(cymep)cuctemsbl 3HaHUM (BHOKOCMOJIOTHH) U CYIIECTBYIOIIETO BO Bce BpeMeHa Turia
panuoHanbHOCTU (HayuHOro OpraHunusma).

[Iponoipkaromed OPEAbIAYIIYI0 W COBEPIICHHO CIPABEIJIUBON SIBIISIETCS U
MbICIb O TOM, 4TO I[LA. COpOKMH SBISE€TCA BHUIHBIM HPEACTAaBUTEIIEM PYCCKOH
KYJbTYpHOU Tpaaumuu (C ee IIKOJaMU PYCCKOro KOCMHM3Ma, OpraHUIM3Ma,
(yHKIIMOHATM3MA, [UKIW3MA, MYJIbCAIlMOHU3MA) — SIBJISISICH COBPEMEHHBIM (HOBBIM
apkuMm) nposieneHueM 3toro (PeanKocmucrckoro) Tumna panoHanabHOCTH.

B pabGore mnoapoOHO W KpPUTUYECKH aHAIM3UPYIOTCS chenanHbie [1A.
CopokunbiM B «OTBEeT€ MOUM KpPUTHKAam» BBIBOAbI M Ja€TCsl OILIEHKAa €ro
JUHAMHYECKON IMKIMYECKON TEOpUU B ILEJIOM, B MEPBYIO OYEpEb aAKICHTUPYS
BHUMaHWe Ha (QyHIaMEHTaIbHOW (MPOPHIBHOM, PEBOJIOIMOHHOTO 3HAYCHMUS)
Tpuanonoruueckoit kourenimu [1.A. Copokuna, pacKpbITOl UM TJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM B
«CornmanbHON U KylIbTypHOU auHamuke» (1937-1941 rr.).

[Tpo30pauBO U cMeJO pacHIupsisi TOPU3OHTHI OOIIETPUHSTHIX COIIMOKYIBTYPHBIX
MPEJCTABIICHUI, aBTOP TOBOPUT O TOM, UYTO COBPEMEHHBIM UEOBEK U OOIIECTBO
JABHO yke (haKTUUYECKH HaXoasaTcs B anoxe MHTerpanusma.

[ToaTOMyY 3aKOHOMEPEH U CIEAYIOMIMK Jajee Te3UC O TOM, UTO, JaK€ HAXOIACh
Ha BEPIIMHE COBPEMEHHOTO TE€XHOJOTMYECKOTO MPOrpecca — COBPEMEHHBIE YEIOBEK
U OOIIECTBO CTPajgaloT OT CIOXKUBIICHUCS B XOJAE HCTOPUYECKOTO Pa3BUTHS
‘Kocmonoeuyeckou HedocmamoyHocmu’ — HAyYHO-QUIOCOPCKOW HEpPa3BUTOCTH M
HEMpPOopabOTaHHOCTH HOBOM MHTErpamucTCKON MOXH, MPOJIOJDKAsI MOIaraTbCs JUIIIb
Ha MOpuUHUUNBI YyBCTBEHHOIO MHPOBOCHPHUATHS —  AHTPOMOLEHTPUCTCKOTO
ryManm3Ma — paspaboTaHHbie W TpuHATBIE 32 ocHOBY eme B XVII Beke. Kak
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pe3yNbTaT, COBPEMEHHOE COIMOKYJIBTYPHOE Pa3BUTHE 3aKOHOMEPHO OOHAPY>KHUBAET
ce0s B yCIOBUAX (THUCKaX) TSHKEJIOTO ri00albHOTO KpU3HCa.

[IpunuMas  BO ~ BHUMaHUE  UYPE3BBIYAHHO  OCTPYIO  aKTyaJlbHOCTb
(byHIaMEHTAIbHBIX HCCIEAOBaHUM, paccMaTpuBaeMasi CTaThsl MPEACTaBISET COOOU
IEHHBIN BKJAJ Kak B M3ydeHue HayuHoro HacieactBa II.A. CopokuHa, Tak U B
M3y4YE€HUE COLIMOKYJIbTYPHOU BCEICHHOU B LIEJIOM.
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Review of Ladislav Kovac’s

“Closing Human Evolution: Life in the Ultimate Age”
Springer, Heidelberg, 2015, ISBN 978-3-319-20659-2

Georges CHAPOUTHIER?

Dr Ladislav Kovac has had a very rich intellectual life. After initial studies in
biochemistry, his fate in Czechoslovakia in the post-Stalin era led him to study
psychiatry and ethology, and to develop a friendship with Konrad Lorenz. This varied
career in biology plus senior positions of responsibility in science and diplomacy
placed him in an ideal situation to carry out in-depth investigations and reflections on
biology and evolution, the evolution of life in general and of the human species in
particular, addressing questions on the future of mankind, which forms a central issue
the present book.

Kovac has adopted a stance focusing on three approaches that can be expressed
as questions: What is life? What is human nature? What future are we likely to see?
Addressing the first question, Kovac presents the views of contemporary
“philosophers of life” on the current state of evolution. While there is no scientific
answer to his basic question “Why is there something rather than nothing?” (p. 1),
there is a better interpretation of the second law of thermodynamics causing an
increase in entropy. A number of authors (e.g. Prigogine, or the late Jacques
Tonnelat, a specialist in thermodynamics (Tonnelat, 1995) have presented evidence
showing that the general law allowing for an increase in entropy can, in non-
equilibrium  situations, include specific developments where entropy is
reduced locally. This is specifically the case of life processes on Earth, and may even
occur elsewhere in the universe, perhaps making them universal phenomena and part
of a continuum between non-life and life forms. Seen from this angle, the appearance
of life stands as a correlate of the second law of thermodynamics when applying
locally in non-equilibrium situations, allowing living structures “not only to maintain
their onticity but also to grow in size, to break up to give rise to self-similar
structures.” (p. 13). Darwinian theory, in its broad lines, can thus be seen as the
reverse side of the second law of thermodynamics, as a permanent opening towards
structures not governed locally by entropy, as “a dynamic process of generation of
structures and of massive self-organisation” (p. 20). Such evolution moving in a
given direction can give rise to more complex structures than those previously
existing, with adaptation gradually advancing towards greater mental capacities and
with more complex structures, e.g. as vertebrates, bees and octopuses, developing
greater cognition which, in turn, provides acceleration, “speeding up biological
evolution” (p. 26): “the growth of knowledge, epistemogenesis, has a character of
snowballing.” (p. 27)

1 National Centre for Scientific Research, Paris, FRANCE.
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The second issue in the book, focusing on the specific status of human
knowledge, is devoted to mankind. Human intelligence, while often producing non-
rational or misleading behaviour (described by Kovac as “beetle-like”, p. 38), brings
something quite new and different from animal intelligence, producing new and
original cultural developments and artefacts. A form of continuity may be seen, the
emergence of human uniqueness (on Earth) being the consequence of several earlier
biological attempts by our animal ancestors to develop technical and cultural skills
(Chapouthier, 2009). It is therefore important to note that the unique nature of
humans — on Earth — is not the absurd belief that human beings are unique in the
universe. The aberrant “anthropic principle” (Carter, 1974) according to which the
entire universe was designed in preparation for the advent of humans on Earth must
obviously be dismissed. While the human species is the most intelligent on Earth
(intelligent apes), it is likely that millions of similar evolutions have been developing
elsewhere in the universe and that our planet should clearly not be considered to be
the centre of the universe. Human intelligence and uniqueness stand as evidence of
wider evolution of the universe, with the switch from the first point in Kovac’s book
(the evolution of life) to the second point (the evolution of thought). | am therefore
bound to disagree with dubious statements by Kovac such as “the human brain
appears to be the most complex compact construction in the universe.” (p. 71) It
would have been more convincing to say “on Earth” or “in the solar system” or “in
the small part of the universe that we can observe”. This statement by Kovac may
very well be a “slip of the pen”, for later in the book he clearly refers to the
possibility of extraterrestrial and intelligent civilisations.

Kovac astutely observes that emotions, within the bounds of intelligence, are a
decisive stage: “emotions are the driving forces of life.” (p. 54) Once again the
preliminary development of human identity came through the evolution of animal
ancestors and cousins, e.g. vertebrates and octopuses, animals possessing emotional
processes. In the human brain, these abilities achieve a new dimension of self-
awareness, consciously experiencing emotions, giving clear evidence to show that
something new had emerged from life processes in developing brains, producing
“hedonic fitness” (p. 65) with highly social behaviour, provided, of course, that
consumer society does not lead to excesses in hedonism and the quest for immediate
pleasure: ‘“chasing instantaneous gratification is a process of continuous ‘de-
cortication’ of humans” (p. 79). The reader may regret that Kovac has not mentioned
neotenic (juvenile) characteristics of the human brain (Morris, 1967), features which
probably also explain its high specificity.

Despite occasional minor points of disagreement as mentioned, Kovac’s book is
extremely interesting. Of particular interest is the modern feature of Kovac’s analysis
where the author develops a gradual evolutionary model of the universe moving in a
clear direction, a model in line with modern physics and chemistry and not requiring
a religious argument such as the existence of a conscious architect of the universe, i.e.
God. In other words, the causa finalis of the universe is basically its own
construction, a line of reasoning which | presented in a previous
publication (Chapouthier, 1995), arguing that the philosophical finality of
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the universe was its own construction. Such a hypothesis does not preclude religious
beliefs and can also accept non-religious stances; it fits a materialistic or idealistic
philosophical stance, in either a religious or non-religious approach, as it is restricted
simply to scientific arguments without embarking on the domain of metaphysics.
Discussion is within the bounds of purely scientific knowledge and reasonable
consequences thereof: the emergence of life processes and the subsequent emergence
of conscious processes.

Let us move to Kovac’s third question asking what might be predicted from
these two emergence processes? Kovac expresses interest as well as doubts about
reaming “techno-optimists” (such as Ray Kurzweil) who see the future of mankind in
a purely technological (and positive) perspective. Kovac also looks at the opposite
type of dreamers, “gloomy doomsayers” (p. 96) predicting the death of human
civilisation and the human species. What can be done in the current and specific
situation of human history when biological evolution is too slow and “has no chance
to keep up and cultural evolution runs at a stupendous speed, almost crazy” (p. 98)?
What can be done when confronted with what Kovac calls “the uncertainty of the
ultimate age” (p. 107) and when taking into account today’s vast accumulation of
technology? Kovac warns that “extrapolations should be taken with (...) reservation.”
(p. 98). He does, however, suggest a number of ways of improving life and the
human race in the modern world of uncertainty, adopting Konrad Lorenz’s idea of
countering aggressive behaviour by “highly ritualized non-hostile combat” (p. 108),
and suggests this approach be extended to include virtual worlds. (He also notes a
number of reservations that cannot be presented in detail here.) The idyllic or Utopian
techno-optimistic vision assumes the existence of “a world in which all problems of
humankind would be simply solved by transferring them from the real world into a
virtual world” (p. 109); it also assumes that “human society will be running smoothly
in the parallel real world” (p. 109), thus offering only a limited, partial answer.

Kovac stresses the biological and animal nature of human beings, citing
examples in the history of life and the emergence of life as covered in the book, with
emotionally-driven self-awareness developing in animals and humans. As humans
now have powerful technological capabilities, they can focus on what they really are
and the way they live their lives as humans, the way they “operate” as humans — an
Aristotelian approach. If self-awareness could offer humans a glimpse or dream of
life with no end, this would be found in the way humans exercise their human nature,
and, it is to be hoped, in a move where emotional responses would lead to altruistic
societies.

Kovac’s excellent book shows us that the future of the human race can only be
seen when explored through its deep roots in the evolutionary past and the distinctive
emotional and individual awareness of living beings.
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Review of

“Mondes Mosaiques: Astres, Villes, Vivant et Robots”
by Jean Audouze, Georges Chapouthier, Denis Laming, et Pierre-Yves Oudeyer
CNRS éditions

Jean-Philippe UZAN!

Nature confronts us with structures on many scales. From the largest, with the super-
clusters and clusters of galaxies, the galaxies, the planetary systems, planets
structured by their geology, to the smallest with biological systems, cells, molecules,
atoms to elementary particles. One of the goals of science is to describe these
structures but first of all to understand why the laws on nature allow for the existence
of such diversity and the complexity that comes with it. This is a difficult question,
very lively debated and controversial, mostly because it goes beyond the boundaries
and scopes of each discipline. The reductionist view tries to find the properties of any
object in those of its constituents. While it had some successes, in particular in
fundamental physics and the dream of a «final theory», it was understood that the
existence of emergent phenomena sets a strong limit to such a thesis.

The quartet of authors of the book «Le Monde mosaique» addresses the question
of complexity and diversity through the thesis of the Mosaic proposed by Georges
Chapouthier. They focus on four systems. The universe is described by Jean
Audouze, astrophysicist and former director of the Institut d’Astrophysique de Paris.
The structure and dynamics of cities is described the architect Denis Laming. The
biologist and philosopher Georges Chapouthier introduces us to the properties of
complexity of the living world and animals. This is echoed by the description of how
machine can generate their own complexity by Pierre-Yves Oudeyer, a world
specialist in robotics and artificial intelligence working for Inria. The four parts of the
books compare the structure and the complexity of the universe, cities, animals and
robots. Their dialog echoes to highlight similar structures in these systems which, a
priori, may appear very different. This is indeed one of the goals of science to
discover mechanisms that are universal enough to apply to many different systems.

An astrophysicist, as illustrated by Jean Audouze, would like to understand how
the structure of the universe appeared during the history of the universe, since a
fraction of second after the big-bang the universe was in a structureless state of a hot
and dense, almost homogeneous, gas containing only protons, neutrons, electrons,
neutrinos and photons. No structure can form since it would be immediately
destroyed. The first nuclei are synthetized only a couple of minutes later and the first
atoms about 400.000 years later. At that stage, no complex molecules, no possible life
and obviously no consciousness. Information, life and conscience are emergent
phenomena that we cannot relate to the laws of fundamental physics and of the state
of the early universe.

1 CNRS/ Institut d’Astrophysique de Paris et Institut Henri Poincaré, Paris, FRANCE.
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A physicist, as myself, would like to understand why the fundamental laws of
physics allows for the existence of complexity, why they contain it in their space of
possibilities. One can trivially observe that our knowledge about nature is structured
in fields: physics, chemistry biology, physiology, sociology, economy, politics to
name a few. Each of them focuses on a part of reality. They have been developed
independently with some interactions with close fields. It follows that each has
developed its own ontology. The fact that we can understand the world has a deep
implication: these theories form a hierarchical structure organized in modules in
interaction but that decouple enough so that they can be studied independently. For
Instance, describing a proton, one has two levels of description, one microscopic that
Is needed to understand its internal structure and a more macroscopic one in which
the microphysics can be forgotten. This separation of scales is crucial. For instance,
the properties and our understanding of DNA do not rely on our ability to understand
the structure of neutrons and protons. This is fortunate since otherwise it would have
been impossible to start biology before having understood nuclear physics!

The relations between the different theoretical layers are in itself very complex
and this is a reason why reductionism cannot be defended. It exist emergent
phenomena that cannot be reduced to properties of lower (more fundamental) levels.
They simply do not exist in these levels of description; think about temperature and
pressure of a single particle! More important, higher (more complex) levels can act
on lower levels by changing the environment and context. Physics rely on the idea of
isolated systems, which do not exist in the real world. One thus needs to understand
the dynamics of one level of complexity in terms of itself but also in terms of lower
and higher levels. This enriched all the discussion on causality. For a reductionist,
causality is bottom-up: what happens in a higher level can, in principle, be described
by what happens in a more fundamental level. But, when one takes into account the
effects of the higher levels, one needs to include top-down action such as algorithmic
causality, action by non-adaptative information control (e.g. a thermostat), action by
adaptative selection (e.g. Darwinian evolution), action by adaptative selection of
information (e.g. Pavlovian conditioning), intelligent action.

It follows that the conditions for complexity, and the actual nature of this
complexity, depends on (1) the space of possibility set by the lower level, (2)
information selection and (3) modularity. This is what is examplified in the cases of
cities, animals and robots. For instance, let us consider cities. To describe the
structure of a city, one needs to take into considerations many levels. At a
«fundamental» level, the architectural character is determined by the matter that can
be used to build (wood, type of rocks and stone) but also by the environment (here
the local geology and climate, whether it is in a plain, seaside or mountain). But
indeed, that would be the reductionist explanation. One needs to take into account a
series of explanations coming from higher levels: the population, its history, its myths
and legends, which is sociology, psychology, history, economics, politics. The beliefs
and ideas of people designing, financing and living in the town. A city is thus simply
not a collection of buildings, monuments, streets and parks. Ignoring one of these
dimensions, one would fail to understand the structure and dynamics of a city. Many
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beautiful examples are given by Denis Laming. It highlights why understanding the
forces at stake in the structuration is crucial, in particular to act at a more political
level to increase happiness of the inhabitants but also to better protect the en
environment and biodiversity.

Georges Chapouthier describes how Darwinian evolution leads to a the
(bio)diversity of the world. His description in terms of a mosaic is based on the fact
that any (complex enough) living bodies have different levels of description: the
genes, the cells, the organs, and the body. And indeed, Darwinian evolution takes
place on each level with different time scales. It follows a description of an animal as
a mosaic of these structures interacting together. Again, this illustrated the fact that
the properties of the more fundamental objects (e.g. the genes) define the space of
possibility of more complex structures but that these latter sets the context in which
the dynamics of the former takes place. Georges Chapouthier then scales this up to
address the question of the brain and consciousness, of language and of human
populations. This offers a vertiginous description of the living.

When it comes to machine, we, as human, like to consider them as product of
our intelligence, to think them as automata that can only execute rules and algorithms
that we have thought and designed, indeed faster than our own brain could. But is it
so? Or can machines crate their own forms or behaviors, beyond their own program.
This is a crucial question in many respects. First, our world relies on computer and
machines. The recent example of IBM Watson and its use of big data led to the idea
of a «computer that can learn» and maybe have creativity. Second, the reductionist
approach of the human brain project hopes to lead to a purely mechanistic
understanding of the brain. Is there any chance it may work and reveal the nature of
conscience? Or is it doomed to fail, as | personally think? And if machine can
innovate, what is it to be human?

As you can see, this loops to the chapters on cities and animals. In all cases, we
learn that one cannot explain a complex phenomenon by a reductive approach or by
considering a single level. One needs a global approach. And if you doubt it, just ask
yourself if you can explain the book in your hand from the fundamental laws of
physics (the four fundamental interactions and all the elementary particles) and the
initial conditions one microsecond after the big-bang. Clearly not! This just offers the
possibility for such a book to exist not an explanation for the actual existence of this
book, which requires to consider many top-down actions from higher levels of
complexity, such as machines, living animals etc.

| may however have a point on which | tend not to agree with the authors and it
concerns cosmology. Maybe this is just because | am more specialist of this field and
thus more critical. Indeed, the universe has been demonstrated to have a history and
to evolve in terms of the structures it can contain. Jean Audouze describes this
beautifully. But in this evolution, in the formation of stars, galaxies and planets, no
Darwinian selection is at work. There is even no top-down action from higher levels
because they simply do not exist in these stages, and when they do causal limitations
forbid them to do so (for instance, once one understands what fixes the lifetime of a
start like the Sun, it is easy to increase it by homogenizing the fuel of the star. While
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easy on the paper, it turns out to be impossible in practice). The universe offers a
large diversity (type of stars and galaxies) but it can be explained from the
gravitational dynamics and variation in the initial conditions, which is a huge success
of cosmology as a physical theory. While there is no complexity (at least like in the
other systems), our universe offers the possibility for complexity to emerge. And that
Is surprising. In particular changing slightly the laws of nature, or the fundamental
constants by a fraction of a percent, would result in a dull structureless universe. No
stable nuclei, so no chemistry and no biology. In this sense the apparent fine-tuning
of the universe, as a condition for complexity and life to exist, calls for an
explanation. Among them, the idea of a multiverse with all possible universes with all
possible laws of physics realized has been considered. There, one can identify a
mechanism similar to Darwinian selection based on the anthropic principle. But this
Is highly speculative as | write. So | agree the structure of the universe can be
described as a hierarchy, more than a mosaic, but it does not contain the same notion
of complexity. It is lower important to understand its history as it sets the stage for
complexity to develop.

In conclusion, if you think that the questions «why the nature allows for
complexity?», «why is the world understandable?», «what is it to be human in such a
universe?» then I think this book will give you matter, examples and thesis to think
about. 1 recommend the reading of this book which explores science beyond its
disciplinary boundaries. It casts some new light on common objects and shows that
many connections and similarities exist between them. Some may reveal the fact that
similar mechanisms are at work. Some may just be coincidences. | think the reader
will have a good time trying to make his mind and disentangle the puzzle.

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM




Contributors (ABTopsbI)

John B. COBB, Jr. : emeritus professor of the Claremont School of Theology;
founding director of the Center for Process Studies; Center for Process Studies
1325 North College Ave, Claremont, CA 91711.

Konstantin S. KHROUTSKI : Docent, Ph.D., Novgorod State University named
after  Yaroslav-the-Wise, Veliky Novgorod, RUSSIA,; Email:
Konstantin.Khrutsky@novsu.ru

Marianna BENETATOU : research field — Comparative Philosophy, Athens,
GREECE; Ph.D. from University Paris IV— Sorbonne, FRANCE; free-lance
researcher, writer, visiting professor at Beijing University, CHINA; Email:
m.benetatou@yahoo.com

Xiuhua ZHANG : Ph.D., Professor, School of Marxism, China University of
Political Science and Law, Beijing, CHINA; Email: xiuhuaz@cupl.edu.cn

Anna MAKOLKIN : Professor, Ph.D., University of Toronto, Toronto, CANADA.
Email: anna.makolkin@utoronto.ca

Cepreii Huxonaesuu 'PUHYEHKO : goktop TexHMueckux Hayk, mpodeccop,
IJIaBHBIK ~ Hay4yHbIH  coTpyaHuk  MHcTHUTyTa mpolOiieM  HMH(pOpMATHKU
denepanbHOTO HCCIIEOBATENIbCKOTO IeHTpa «MHbopMaTtuka U yrpaBiICHHE)
Poccuiickoit akamemuun Hayk, Poccus, 119333, MockBa, yin. BaBunosa, 44-2
Ten. +7 (495) 433-5297, E-mail: sgrinchenko@ipiran.ru

Sergey N. GRINCHENKO : full professor, doctor of technical sciences, principal
scientific researcher of the Institute of Informatics Problems, Federal Research
Centre “Computer Science and Control” of the Russian Academy of Sciences,
119333, Moscow, Vavilova Str., 44-2 Ten. +7 (495) 433-5297; Moscow, RUSSIA,;
Email: sgrinchenko@ipiran.ru

KOmns Jleonunona IIMAIIOBA : 1okTop HCTOPHYECKHX Hayk, Mpodeccop,
npodeccop Kadeapsl apXeoJordd HCTOpHUYECKoro (akynbTeTa MOCKOBCKOTO
rocyapcTBeHHOro yHuBepcutera uM. M.B. JlomoHocoBa, 3aciy>KeHHBIN
npodeccop MI'Y, 119991, Mockga, JlomoHocoBckwii mip., 27-4, Ten. +7 (495)
438-2289, Email: y _schapov@mail.ru

Julia L. SHCHAPOVA : full professor, doctor of historical sciences, professor of
Archaeology Department, Historical Faculty, M.V. Lomonosov’s Moscow State
University Honored professor; M.V.Lomonosov’s Moscow State University,
119991, Moscow, GSP-1, Lomonosovsky Prospect, 27-4Ten. +7 (495) 438-2289;
Moscow, RUSSIA; Email: y_schapov@mail.ru

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM



mailto:m.benetatou@yahoo.com
mailto:xiuhuaz@cupl.edu
mailto:anna.makolkin@utoronto.ca
mailto:sgrinchenko@ipiran.ru
mailto:sgrinchenko@ipiran.ru
mailto:y_schapov@mail.ru
mailto:y_schapov@mail.ru

201

Buxrop bopucosny KY/JIPHUH : He3aBUCHUMBIM HCCIIEIOBATENb; IJIABHBIN
oubmmorekaps Jloma A.®@. Jlocea (bubnuorexku ucropuu pycckoi dunocopun
1 KyasTypsl) B 2002—2011 rr., Mocksa; Email: victorkudrin@mail.ru

Viktor B. KUDRIN : Chief Librarian of the House of A.F. Losev (2002-2011),
independent researcher, member of the Russian Philosophical Society, and the
International University of interdisciplinary knowledge (IUIK); Moscow, RUSSIA;
Email: victorkudrin@mail.ru

Sheng SUN : Ph. D. candidate, School of Philosophy, Beijing Normal University,
Beijing, CHINA. E-mail: shengmedivh.sun@foxmail.com

Jianhui LI : Professor, Ph.D., School of Philosophy, Beijing Normal University,
Beijing, CHINA. E-mail: ljh@bnu.edu.cn

Abdul Wahab SURI : Ph.D., Associate professor, Chairman of the Department of
philosophy, University of Karachi, Karachi-75270, PAKISTAN; E-mail:
wahabsuri@gmail.com

Cranuciaas BuagumupoBunuy MUTPUEB : 10KTOp NEAaroruyeckux Hayk,
npodeccop Hukeropoackoro menarorudeckoro yYHHBEPCUTETA, 3aCily KEHHBIN
paboTHUK (hU3MYEeCKO KyIbTyphl PD, neicTBUTENBHBIN WieH Mex1yHapOoIHOM
aKaJEeMHM aKMEOJIOTHMYECKMX HAyK, 4WICH-KOPPECHOHAEHT MexayHapOoIHOU
aKaJeMHHd TyMaHu3anuu oOpasoBanus (r. Marne0Oypr); r. Huwxnauit Hosropon.
Email: stas@mts-nn.ru

Shang LI : B.A. in Law and B.S. in Geography. Master Candidate at Marxism
faculty of China University of Political Science and Law, Beijing, CHINA. E-
mail: 1i100@outlook.com

Baagumup Hukouaaesuu AJIAJIBIKUH-U3BEKOB : k.a.H.,, unen CoBera
nupekTopoB  MexnayHapogHoro OOmectBa CpaBHutenbHOro  M3ydeHus
Hueumuzarmuit - (ISCSC); Ilpo-Pektop MexayHapogHoro YHUBEpCUTETa
Oo6mecrsennoro Passurus; Bammarron, CIITA. Email: vlad ai@yahoo.com

Georges CHAPOUTHIER : Directeur de Recherche Emerite, “Centre Emotion”
(USR 3246 CNRS) & IHPST (UMR 8590 CNRS — Parisl — Ecole Normale
Superieure); Paris, FRANCE; Email: georges.chapouthier@upmc.fr

Jean-Philippe UZAN : Directeur de recherche au CNRS / Institut d’Astrophysique
de Paris et Institut Henri Poincaré, Paris, FRANCE.

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM



mailto:victorkudrin@mail.ru
mailto:victorkudrin@mail.ru
mailto:shengmedivh.sun@foxmail.com
mailto:ljh@bnu.edu.cn
mailto:wahabsuri@gmail.com
mailto:stas@mts-nn.ru
mailto:vlad_ai@yahoo.com
mailto:georges.chapouthier@upmc.fr

NOTES FOR CONTRIBUTORS

« The publishers, editors and the BCA Board are not legally responsible for any
opinions expressed by the contributors which may not necessarily reflect their own. It
Is the responsibility of the authors to document their text properly by international
academic standards. IN SUBMITTING ANY WORK(s), the AUTHOR RELEASES
THE JOURNAL AND THE EDITORS AND PUBLISHERS, AND THE
ASSOCIATION FROM ANY AND ALL LIABILITY WHATSOEVER, INCLUDING
BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE COPYRIGHT INFRINGEMENT.

» Articles submitted for publication to the journal “Biocosmology — neo-
Aristotelism” (Journal) are given serious consideration.

» The positive result of reviewing (“the article deserves publication””) means that
the submitted article contains new interesting materials and satisfies the aims of BCA
development.

» Editors consider for publication in the Journal only original articles which have
not been published previously.

* Each article should normally consist of the following elements:

I a title page with title of article, name(s) of author(s) and address(es) where the
work was carried out;
I an abstract — up to 15 lines;
I keywords (no more than 10);
I the text;
Iillustrations (figures, schemes, photographs, tables, graphics);
I the list of references;
I'author’s (co-authors’) information:
- full name;
- academic degree and position;
- affiliation;
- postal address, E-mail address, phone and fax numbers (to contact the author if
needed).

* When submitting article to the Journal, authors are requested by editors to
follow the guidelines (see below):

1. Maximum recommended length of an article (including an illustrative
material, tables, and the list of references) is 40.000 signs, including word spaces. In
turn, if a paper is prepared for the sections: ‘“Facts. Comments. Notes” and
“Scientific life” — then its length must not exceed 9.000 signs; and for the section
“Reflections over the new book” — no more than 18.000 signs (including word
spaces).

2. The article submitted to the postal address is prepared in two copies.

3. How to prepare an article:

(1 Article is prepared only in Microsoft Word (version 6.0/95 and later);

(1 Page format is A4;

) Font — Times New Roman, font size — 14; line spacing — unary; indentation — 1,0;

(1 Footnotes — paginal;

(1 Tables (figures, graphics, etc.) are fully embedded in the Word document (are positioned in the
corresponding place of an article) and supplied as separate files where possible. The list of figures

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM




203

(etc.) and the signature to them are supplied separately and are not placed in the main text.
However, there must be a reference to the figure in the corresponding place of an article. Tables
should be numbered serially and referred to in the text by number (table 1, etc.). Each table should
have an explanatory caption placed over a tabular field, and figures — caption signatures.

4. Exclusively the accepted (in the International System of Units) abbreviations
and acronyms are permitted to be used - abbreviations of measures, physical,
chemical and mathematical symbols and terms, etc. All acronyms and abbreviations
should be clearly explained when they first appear in the text, and all units used
should be consistent throughout the article

5. References: the alphabetic (Harvard) system is used - the name of the author
appears in the text together with a year of the publication, e.g. [lvanov, 2001] or
Ivanov [2001) (as appropriate). Where there are only two authors both names should
be given in the text [lvanov and Pavlov, 2001] or Ivanov and Pavlov [2001].
However, if there are more than two authors only the first name should appear
followed by et al, [Ivanov et al, 2001) or Ivanov et al [2001]. If a reference is given
to different works by one author or group of authors in the same year they should be
differentiated by including a, b, etc, after the date (e.g. 2001a). If you refer to
different pages of the same article, the page number may be given in the text (using
the two-spot), e.g. [lvanov, 2001, p. 100]. The reference list at the end of the article
should be given in alphabetic order. A complete reference should consist of: name(s)
- surname and first name (separated by a comma), date published (in parentheses),
title of the article or book (in italics), name of the journal (in italics), volume and
number (in parentheses), for books — editors (if any), town of publication and
publisher, and finally the page number(s), e.g.: Ivanov, Ivan A. [1979]. New
approaches to treatment of diseases. Therapeutic archive, Vol. 5, No 3, pp. 4-10. The
name of a journal or book is given in full.

6. lllustrations: the article is supplied by the adequate number of figures
(schemes, graphics, tables). Color illustrations are accepted. Designations in the
figures are given in numerals. Figures can be reduced by 1.5-2 times without
compromising their quality.

7. Authors are expected to realize the style of their articles in the manner that
corresponds to criterion “clear and laconic”.

8. In the case of rejection the submitted article, editors send to the author a
corresponding notice with the explanation of reasons (for the refusal of publication).

9. Authors are responsible for ensuring the accuracy of the submitted
(published) article.
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