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“Addressing the scientific community – the Biocosmology Initiative” is accepted at the 22nd 

International Symposium on Biocosmology (hereinafter referred to as the Initiative); which also as 

part of the 7th International Conference on Globalism, Moscow State University, 15–18 June 2021. 

Rich in connotation and profound in thought, the Initiative is worthy of study and discussion. 

 

1. Is the “transcendental cosmology” followed by modern science a “mechanical cosmology”? 

The Initiative first defines and criticizes the transcendental cosmology. According to the Initiative, 

“The fact that Anglo-Saxon (dominant, in general – in the West) civilization has succeeded (since the 

17th century) both in imposing on the entire global world an exclusive commitment to 

Transcendentalist (Dualist) cosmology, and in forcing scientists to unquestioningly adhere to it – is a 

striking confirmation of this.”2 Therefore, transcendental cosmology is the cosmology followed by 

the modern science that dominates the world, and such cosmology should be mechanical cosmology.  

 

Mechanical cosmology, as understood by the Chinese, refers to the view that regards the whole world 

(except man) as a machine, and this machine has only the body without soul, and follows 

memcanically the principles of simplicity, reducibility and determinacy. But the question is: why can 

the whole world become a machine? Why does it work so precisely like a machine? The Chinese do 

not dig into it, while the Western scholars attribute it to the greatness and glory of God, that is, God 

created the world for a purpose, and that purpose is harmony and simplicity. In this way, mechanical 

cosmology implies the theological teleology of nature.  

 

                                                 
1 Institute of Science,Technology and Society, South China Normal University, Guangzhou, CHINA. 

2 The Biocosmological Association’s (BCA). Addressing the scientific community– the Biocosmology 

Initiative. BIOCOSMOLOGY–NEO-ARISTOTELISM, Vol. 11, Nos. 3&4, Summer/Autumn 2021: 148. 
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This latter understanding should be what the proponents of the Initiative insist on. The question is: 

why do they call it "transcendental cosmology"? One possible explanation is that the "machinery" of 

Western mechanical cosmology with a purpose is given by God and transcends experience; it is 

preformed, established, unchanging, and beyond the existence of time, space, and other forms. 

 

In this case, in the transcendental cosmology, the intrinsic purpose of nature is to embody the 

greatness of God, to operate according to the mechanical rules given by God, and the task of man is 

to understand this mechanical rule of nature. Why nature acts according to mechanical rules is taken 

for granted, unquestioned or unstudied. In response, the Initiative says: “In turn, what is essential: 

here (in Transcendentalism) the natural purposeful behavior of natural subjects is not denied, but is 

taken for granted (without proof; as a given; as a matter of course).”3 

 

What is modern science that operates on the basis of transcendental cosmology? And how does it 

work? On the one hand, modern science, adhering to Neoplatonism, extended mathematical methods 

from the application of astronomy to physics. A typical example is Galileo, who suspended Aristotle's 

inner teleology, advocated idealized experimental methods, transformed Aristotle's qualitative 

(philosophical) physics based on the "doctrine of four causes" or "doctrine of four elements" into 

quantitative (empirical) physics, and finally founded mathematical physics. On the other hand, 

modern science inherited Francis Bacon's experimental idea of vexing nature and trying to get a 

knowledge of the hidden laws of nature in the process of "interrogating" nature. 

 

The modern scientific and mathematical methods and experimental methods are not human-centered 

and artificial, but nature-centered and realistic. In this regard, the following passage in the Initiative 

is questionable: “Therefore, in spite of phenomenal successes in in-depth scientific knowledge of the 

material world and outstanding technological progress: but the Transcendentalist science of-today 

(with its foundations in mathematical physicalism) – this type of science disallows and excludes from 

scientific search (and cannot but exclude), in principle, the work of purposeful-telic (upon telos – for 

inherent and useful for EvoProcess results) natural inherent causes-forces, in each subject of real 

world.”4 In fact, it is not modern science that "disallows and excludes from scientific search (and 

cannot but exclude), in principle, the work of purposeful-telic natural inherent causes-forces, in each 

subject of real world." Instead, modern science abandoned Aristotle's intrinsic teleology in favor of 

                                                 
3 The Biocosmological Association’s (BCA). Addressing the scientific community–the Biocosmology 

Initiative. BIOCOSMOLOGY–NEO-ARISTOTELISM, Vol. 11, Nos. 3&4, Summer/Autumn 2021: 150. 

4 Ibid. 151-2. 



278 

 

 

BIOCOSMOLOGY – NEO-ARISTOTELISM 
 

 

Vol. 12, Nos. 1&2, 

Winter/Spring 2022 
 

the theological extrinsic teleology, so that it doesn't have to study the intrinsic teleology of every 

subject in nature. 

 

Later, mathematical methods and experimental methods were further changed. Pure mathematics (a 

kind of mathematics which is separated from reality and presented in thinking) appeared, and it was 

also applied to scientific research, such as the application of non-Euclidean geometry in the 

establishment of the theory of relativity, and a kind of transcendental and abstract mathematical 

analysis of artificial thinking (mathematical science) increasingly appeared in modern science. 

Moreover, with the development of modern science, experimental methods have been further 

improved, and experiments have been further connected with mathematics and various particle 

theories. The intervention of experiment on the object of knowledge is also strengthened day by day, 

and a kind of science divorced from nature, a human-centered, man-made practice construction 

(experimental science), has become the synonym of modern science.  

 

And only then can we do what the Initiative says: “when the artificial (unnatural), abstract 

(Anthropocentristic) idealistic mathematical methods of analysis have absolute priority in 

understanding and the scientific knowledge.”5 “[T]he whole point is that the physical subject under 

study (in the course of experiment) is alienated from its own dynamics (nature) – for, all the objective 

(external) data about it are obtained by an artificial experiment; i.e. by man-made separation of the 

subject from its/her/his natural ingenerate (essential to life) environment, integrated into a coherent 

world evolutionary movement (EvoProcess).”6 In this way, modern science is anthropocentric, 

artificial or unnatural and even idealistic.  

 

This is a very different understanding from the common understanding. It is generally believed that 

modern science is both mathematical and positive science, based on the acquisition of objective facts 

and the testing of scientific hypotheses. It is materialistic. However, if we take into account the 

presupposition of the cosmic machine, we will find that modern science is idealistic, human-centered, 

man-made, of dualistic opposition between man and nature, or of the dualist separation of mind and 

matter. This is the Initiative’s new understanding of modern science, which gives us inspiration. 

 

 

 

                                                 
5 Ibid. 151. 

6 Ibid. 151. 
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2. Is the Biocosmology towards which contemporary science is moving Aristotle's? 

According to the Initiative, its main challenge is about “undertaking the decisive U-turn shift with 

regard to contemporary (of the 21st century) scientific knowledge”.7 That is to say, Biocosmology 

should lay the foundation of natural view for contemporary science. 

 

What are the implications of such a Biocosmology? “The Biocosmological approach first argues that 

the real world is a Single (one whole) natural Dynamic Living Biocosmos.”8 Accordingly, 

Biocosmology promises that the world as a whole is purposeful and living. 

 

Not only that, but for every subject in this world, the Biocosmology argues: “from a free microparticle 

to a free (autonomic) man and society-civilization, and humanity as a whole; and where the primary 

quality-virtue of a natural subject is its inherent purposeoriented (telic–Entelechist) lifelong Self-

evolvement (throughout the subject’s ontogenesis) – with the eventual achievement and exercise of 

its unique Functionalist (effector) abilities; and that everything is carried out on the basis of constant 

Self-maintenance and Self-controlling, on the homeostatic level, of all its vital functions.”9 According 

to this, Biocosmology promises two things: first, that everything in the world has a life and a purpose, 

consistent with the promise of process philosophy that everything in the world has some experience. 

Second, the realization of such purposes and functions follows Aristotle's instrumental cosmology 

(ОрганонКосмология，OrganonKosmology), that is, entelechy, as the final cause, lies in all living 

things, transforming their physical potentialities into a real state. Entelechy is here as a means to 

achieve the end of all things. 

 

These two commitments should be analyzed on a case-by-case basis. 

First of all, everything in this world can be divided into the living and the non-living. The typical 

representative of living matter is the organism, and the typical representative of non-living matter is 

inorganic substance. We can't deny there are all kinds of intermediate forms between living matter 

and non-living matter, such as species, population, community, ecosystem, which also have life and 

material. Neither can we deny that the huge ecological systems such as the earth is also a 

superorganism. However, we do not assert that inanimate matter such as inorganic substance has life 

                                                 
7 Ibid. 146. 

8 Ibid. 147. 

9 Ibid. 147, footnote 1. 
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and purpose. Therefore, it is not convincing to have purpose and life endowed to everything in the 

world. 

 

Secondly, it remains an effective way to use Aristotle's entelechy to explain the development and 

growth of things with purpose and life. Moreover, this path is consistent with the direction of 

Biocosmology (human-universe) in the development of contemporary science and its understanding, 

which has certain advantages. This is what Biocosmology says: “This is precisely the 

AnthropoKosmist vector; essentially of the Biocosmological evolvement and knowledge. The latter, 

first of all relies on the naturalist viewing of a Self-evolving wholesome world: that is Purpose-Result-

oriented (of the Dynamic Functionalist essence) – Organicist (of life world – Biocosmos subjects’). 

Bottom-Up Self-movement towards the goals of a new (of higher complexity) wholesome, mutually 

beneficial organization; in the natural process of evolutionary Self-growth and becoming (emergence) 

of the real world.”10 But, here, what exactly is entelechy does not seem to be made specific. In order 

to change this point, it is necessary to learn from the latest development of contemporary science, 

such as systems biology, ecology, complexity science, etc., to find out the specific referents of 

entelechy, and to empirically study the purpose tendency of organisms and their function realization 

with such specific referents. 

 

Of course, in such a research orientation of contemporary science, naturalism is what it must adhere 

to. And that's what Biocosmology stresses over and over again. The question is: how does 

contemporary science, with its insistence on naturalistic Biocosmology, apply mathematics and 

experimentation? Whether to integrate transcendental cosmology and organic cosmology, as organic 

cosmology calls for, or to take a different path from the mathematical science and experimental 

science (modern science) on which transcendental cosmology is based, is worth further discussion. 

 
 

                                                 
10 Ibid. 154. 


