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Promoting the development of the Biocosmological (neo-Aristotelian) approach in contemporary scholarly 

knowledge, the Eighth meeting of the Biocosmological Association (8th International Seminar on 

Biocosmology – 8ISBC) will take place in Seoul, Korea, in November 12-13, 2014. Chung-Ang University 

(Seoul) will serve as the host.  

8ISBC is conducted by the Biocosmological Association and Chung-Ang University, and is entitled as: 

“Bipolar (Plato’s Dualist and Aristotle’s Naturalist) approach to contemporary Integralist studies”. 

Seoul is the influential and potent cultural centre of Asia and the world, and Chung-Ang University is 

the leading modern institution of higher education and science. In addition, the Fifth meeting on 

Biocosmology was already held therein (in 2012). Likewise, Seoul is the hometown of the current President 

of the BCA – Prof. Kwon Yong Yoo. 

This meeting is proposed to realize the general goal of a decisive importance. 8ISBC is expected to 

soundly introduce the Triadologic approach to contemporary science – of the two polar (Positivist and 

Organicist), and the third intermediate, basal and axial – Integralist – realms of scholarly endeavors.  

Thereby, the chief goal is to substantiate (to rehabilitate, in its genuine import) the Aristotelian 

scientific Organicism (as the Type of knowledge) which is the autonomic and essential type (one of the 

Three) scholarly knowledge realms (cosmologies). Significantly, Aristotle’s scientific Organicism (as the 

Type of knowledge) is the basis (which in scholarly value is equal to Plato’s Dualist Anthropocentrism and 

its mathematical-physicalist approach to the real world) – for contemporary constructing an Integralist 

approach to cognition of the reality. Integralism basically is equally self-sufficient (having its own 

cosmological bases) but essentially utilizes and incorporates the scientific means taken equally from the 

both poles of scholarly knowledge. 

It is important to note, once again, that Aristotle’s Naturalist Organicism is both the substantive 

(meaningful and considerable, on its firm basis) knowledge, i.e. a concrete supersystem of scholarly 

knowledge; and the Type of all-embracing (universalizing) knowledge. In the former meaning, this is 

evidently the foundation - for the use and practice of Aristotle's rational scholarly notions and concepts (in 



4 

 

a conceptual construction), as well as supporting structures and ‘cement’ (binder, matrix) of the entire 

edifice of modern science (in all the Three scientific realms: Organicist, Positivist, and Integralist). 

In the latter meaning, Aristotle’s scholarly Organicism is the type of scientific activity which is 

essentially one of the Three universal (autonomic) bases of scholarly endeavors. Thus, significantly, 

Aristotle’s Naturalism is fully equal to currently dominating Dualist Anthropocentrism and its 

mathematical-physicalist approach to the real world (originated from Plato’s cosmological Dualism). 

Therefore, Aristotle’s (Biocosmological) Naturalism is absolutely essential for the contemporary 

constructing of an intermediate (in-between the two poles of scholarly knowledge: Plato’s and Aristotle’s) 

– Integralist foundation and approach to cognition of the reality. Herein, a cornerstone moment is that 

each autonomic form of Integralism is substantially self-sufficient (having its own cosmological bases) but, 

along with that, each contemporary Integralist system of knowledge essentially utilizes and incorporates 

the scientific means equally of both poles (Plato’s and Aristotle’s) of scholarly knowledge. 

In the 8ISBC’s topic, Aristotle’s scientific Organicism is the subject matter for the study both of 

Aristotle’s original philosophy (and the current forms of Aristotelism), and of contemporary actual 

Integralist approaches which essentially integrate the scholarly means (notions, concepts, patterns, 

evident knowledge, etc.) of both poles of cognition: Plato’s and Aristotle’s. In this way, Aristotle’s 

fundamental cognitive principles such as Hylomorphism, Four-causal aetiology (with the leading 

significance of inherent-immanent causality), fundamental Functionalism, bio-socio-Cosmist nature of 

Man, Noosphere, Co-evolution; as well as Aristotle’s basic concepts and notions: form, hyle, phusis, 

entelecheia, dunamis, energeia, telos, topoi, Nous, Sophia, Episteme, Techne, Phronesis, Theoria, 

Poiesis, Praxis, etc. – are of far-reaching significance. 

In any case, in the Biocosmological approach – Aristotle’s science and philosophy (his entire 

inseparable and universal supersystem-cosmology of scholarly knowledge, and which is the autonomic 

Type of knowledge) – Aristotle’s scientific Organicism springs from his Physics which is realized on the 

cornerstone principle of Biocosmism (Four-causal dynamic cyclic Organicist Kosmism) and Hylomorphist 

Naturalism. Let us remember the words of Heidegger in respect to Aristotle’s Physics: “this first 

thoughtful and unified conceptualization of phusis is already the last echo of the original (and thus 

supreme) thoughtful projection of the Being of phusis…”; and that Aristotle is the worldwide recognized 

Father of Science (and Father of Empiricism). 

Primarily, our main task is to distinguish and substantiate two poles of knowledge: the first and 

basic is Aristotle’s pole of Organicist Naturalism, wherein consciousness or mind is just a functionalist 

instrument of the natural world’s or cosmos’ self-evolution; and wherein the real world is substantially 

and inherently Changeable (driven by intrinsic-immanent causality and Teleodriven evolution), Bipolar, 

Triadic, Heterogeneous, Hierarchical and executing Dynamic Cyclicity (spiral evolutionary development).  

On the contrary, the other pole is based on Plato’s Dualism and Idealism, and wherein human 

consciousness (including Dialectics) is opposed to the Natural (Cosmic or Kosmic) world. Therein, world is 

substantially Homogenous, Infinite and Linear (in its development), and reduced to one the same 

physicalist particles and their functions, and wherein (dualistically disunited with the cosmic world) 

human Consciousness is considered to be the highest substance which ultimate purport is the subduing of 

the surrounding physicalist world (cosmos). 

Therefore, to underline the autonomic and all-embracing essence of Aristotle’s supersystem 

(cosmology) of knowledge – we have decided (in the BCA) to distinguish it (from the commonly accepted 

variants) by the use of the neologism ‘Aristotelism’ (for “Biocosmology – neo-Aristotelism”). 

Indeed, at present, although Biocosmology is a form of Aristotle’s (Father of Science) genuine 

scientific Organicism – at the same time, it is an autonomic and radically new scientific approach (for the 

modern scholarly milieu, because it was ‘successfully’ forgotten, or, rather, dissolved in the global 

knowledge during the world history). Along with that, Aristotelism is the foundation (and the origin), and 

is present in all elements and conceptual constructs of the entire modern scientific edifice. At least, 

whenever we meet (in scholarly works) the prefix “self-” (self-dependent, self-organization, self-

development) – all this directly points to the Aristotelian pole of scholarly cognition (of Naturalist 
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Organicism). In turn, the prefix “inter-“ (interdisciplinary, interrelatedness) or “co-” (co-existence, co-

work, co-operation co-evolution) straightforwardly indicate the Integralist approach which is the main 

topic for the 8ISBC. 

In Biocosmological endeavors, the special significance (the primary task) is devoted to the 

development (in the Integralist perspective) of truly Holistic Eastern systems of knowledge (as 

Confucianism, Taoism, Buddhism, Shintoism, Hinduism), which are the natural foundations for establishing 

and constructing contemporary (super)systems (cosmologies) of Integralist scholarly activities. 

Those who are interested in the 8ISBC-pariticipation are invited to send their applications 

(informing the author's names, affiliations, preliminary titles), and less than 200 words descriptions of 

their contributions to the address below. 

 

 

Abstract 
Deadline for Abstract Submission (to the addresses below) – July 31, 2014 

The abstracts should not exceed 2 pages, and must include:  
1. Title of the contribution;  
2. Names, academic titles, affiliation (departments, institutes/universities, and cities of authors), email 
address of corresponding author;  
3. Key words (3-5);  
4. Text (Font - Times New Roman, single spaced, size - 14, margins - 2 cm). 
5. Language (of the whole Seminar) is English. 
 

 

Full papers of presentations (in the form of scientific articles and scholarly essays) are kindly invited to be 

prepared and sent to Dr. Konstantin Khroutski, editor of the journal “Biocosmology – neo-Aristotelism” – 

for their reviewing and the further publication. 

 

 
With kindest regards, 
 
 
Yoo, Kwon Jong, Ph. D. 
President, the Society of Mind Studies 
President, the Biocosmological Association 
Professor, Dept. of Philosophy, Chung-Ang University, 
84 Heukseok-ro, Dongjak-gu, Seoul, 156-756 KOREA 
e-mail: ykj111@cau.ac.kr, ykj111@gmail.com,  
Tel: +82-2-820-5135, +82-10-8799-5135 
skype: ykj111 
 
 
Dr. Konstantin S. Khroutski, Ph.D.  
Secretary of the Biocosmological Association - http://en.biocosmology.ru/ 
Editor, “Biocosmology – neo-Aristotelism” 
Institute of the Medical Education,  
Novgorod State University after Yaroslav-the-Wise  
Veliky Novgorod, Russia  
E-mail: konstantin.khrutsky@novsu.ru  
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The preliminary program 

 
 The 8th International Seminar on Biocosmology  

November 12-13, 2014, Chung-Ang University 
221 Heukseok-dong Dongjak-gu, 156-756, Seoul, Korea 

 

 
Bipolar (Plato’s Dualist and Aristotle’s Naturalist) approach to contemporary Integralist studies 

 
Wednesday, November 12th  2014 

 
13.30 Registration 

14.00—15.30 — Opening Session                            Chair: Ho Young LEE 
 

Welcome Address:  
Kwon Jong YOO, President of the Biocosmological Association, Chung-Ang University, Seoul, KOREA 
 

Keynote lectures: 
Friedrich WALLNER : University of Vienna, AUSTRIA 
Constructive realism and Bioscience 
Paul BEAULIEU : University of Quebec in Montreal, Montreal (Quebec), CANADA 
Rudolf Steiner’s Perspective on the Triadicity of Cosmic Formative-Forces and Evolutionary Process 
 

 
Session 2:                                                           Chair: Kwon Jong YOO 
Triadologic approach to Integralist studies – general issues 
 

16.00 Xiaoting LIU : Beijing Normal University, Beijing, CHINA 

The Organic in Holism from Becoming 
 

16.30 Konstantin S. KHROUTSKI : Novgorod State University, Veliky Novgorod, RUSSIA  
The Triadologic approach to contemporary Integralist studies 

 

17.00 Sivanandam PANNEERSELVAM : University of Madras, Chennai, Tamil Nadu, INDIA 
The Nature and Wisdom of the Human Soul:  A Dialogue between Greek and Indian Thought with 
Reference to Plato, Aristotle, Sankara and Ramanuja 
 

 
Session 3 (17.00-18.30):                               Chair: Konstantin S. KHROUTSKI 
Organizational issues and perspectives of BCA development 
 

 
 



7 

 

Thursday, November 13th, 2014 

 
Session 4:                                                          Chair: Sivanandam PANNEERSELVAM 
The Aristotelian vector in realizing contemporary Integralist studies (part 1) 
 

09.00 Xiuhua ZHANG : China University of Political Science and Law, Beijing, CHINA 
The meaning for reconstruction of modern engineering paradigm from Aristotle’s cosmology of 
organism 
 

09.30 Abdul Wahab SURI : University of Karachi, PAKISTAN 
From the discovering of reality to creating multiple realities: the Aristotelian roots of modern 
anthropocentricism 
 

10.00 Kayo UEJIMA : University of Kumamoto, JAPAN 
Nous-Self System: An idea for integration of scientific domains by bio-cosmological perspective  
 

 
Session 4:                                                                   Chair: Paul BEAULIEU 
The Aristotelian vector in realizing contemporary Integralist studies (part 2) 
 

11.00 Yuanyuan LIU : Beijing Normal University, Beijing, CHINA 
The Concept of “Nature” in Aristotle  
 

11.30 Vlad ALALYKIN-IZVEKOV : International Society for the Comparative Study of Civilizations (ISCSC), 
Washington, the USA 
Phenomenon of civilization: Pitirim A. Sorokin’s integralist approach and its limitations  
 

12.00 Run-hu LI: Beijing Normal University, Beijing, CHINA 
Traditional Chinese Medicine’s Holistic Thoughts 
 

12.30 Lunch 

 
Session 5 (on-line):                                             Chair: Vlad ALALYKIN-IZVEKOV 
Physical and Metaphysical aspects of Integralist studies 
 

14.30 Boris CHADOV : Institute of Cytology and Genetics of Russian Academy of Sciences, Novosibirsk, 
RUSSIA 
A cyclic protomodel for the physical bases of morality 
 

15.00 Arthur SANIOTIS : University of Adelaide, AUSTRALIA 
Challenging Aristotle: Why Animals Are Smarter Than Humans 
 

15.30 Sergey N. GRINCHENKO : Institute of Informatics Problems of Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow, 
RUSSIA 
Aristotle’s Organicism in context of the Cybernetic Picture of World 
 

16.00 Hisaki HASHI : University of Vienna, AUSTRIA 
The ousia of Aristotle and the idea by Plato: In view of Comparative Philosophy 
 

16.30 Makoto OZAKI : Sanyo Gakuen University, Okayama, JAPAN 
The Logic of Time vis-à-vis the Logic of Space 
 

 
Session 6 (in the form of a roundtable with the invitation of Prof. Wallner and ICCSM-participants)  
(16.30—18.00)                                                           Chair: Kwon Jong YOO 
Future of Integralist studies: perspectives of Constructive Realism and Bioсosmology 
 

 
Friedrich WALLNER 
Contributors (from SMS): 
…Contributors (from BCA): 
…and all who wish to contribute 
 

18.00  Closing Session:                                     Chair: Kwon Jong YOO & Xiaoting LIU 
General discussions, Summary, Conclusions, Future Prospects 
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Rudolf Steiner’s Perspective on the Triadicity of Cosmic Formative-Forces and Evolutionary 

Process 

 

Paul BEAULIEU  

 

School of Management Sciences, Department Strategy and Social Responsibility, University of Quebec in 

Montreal, Montreal (Quebec), CANADA 

Email: beaulieu.paul@uqam.ca  

 

 

Abstract. Laws and formative-forces that structure the processes and the evolution of our cosmos have 

been a constant preoccupation of civilizations. Each of the major cultures of the humanity developed a 

cosmogony for the interpretation of these formative-forces that generate the reality and the order of the 

evolving whole. 

Mythologies and mystery wisdom of the past were based on a triadic architecture of living 

formative-forces acting as the foundations of the cosmos. Traditional worldviews, from the East as well as 

those from the West, all shared the Triad as the cosmic integrated structure of order and truth that 

prevails in the manifestation of the reality. 

The processes of evolution and also those related to involution, those of creation and those of 

destruction, the one’s pertaining to life and those to death, all these cosmic dynamics are influenced by 

the triadic structural order. At every level of the cosmos, macrocosm or microcosm, living entities present 

a triadic structure. The explanation of the enigma related to the cosmological triadicity of the Reality still 

need to be actualized in term of an integrated perspective and knowledge path.    

This paper wants to contribute to the actualization of the cosmological understanding of this 

immanent triadic structure through the presentation and discussion of the cosmology developed by Rudolf 

Steiner in the early 20th Century. The worldview developed by Steiner presents the threefolding of 

formative-forces that are at the core of all living manifestation. The metaphysical understanding of the 

dynamic of these formatives-forces is essential for the explanation of cosmic evolutionary processes. 

Steiner cosmology shows that the reality is made of the dynamic interaction of three families of 

structuring-forces: the solarians that bring evolving forms to living embodiments, the luciferics that pull 

living entities toward a sphere made of light, and the ahrimanics that attract and petrify living forms into 

materialization.  

Steinerian cosmology may contribute to the understanding of the triadic nature of an integralist 

path of knowledge and cognitive truth that is reliable.       

           

Keywords: Triadicity; Formative-forces; Cosmic evolution; Integral knowledge 
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The Organic Character in Holism of Becoming 

 

Xiaoting LIU 

 

College of Philosophy and Sociology, Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100875, China 

Email: liuxiaoting@bnu.edu.cn 

 

 

Abstract. From the perspective of genetics, in general, the holism has three types: (1) prior preformed 

holism or transcendental holism; (2) the holism of constitutive character or the holism of modularity; (3) 

the generated holism or the emergent holism. And these three kinds of holism match with three eras of 

human civilization generally: the ancient times, modern times and the future. The ancient civilization is 

depended on Heaven for human food, and human beings recognize their limitation, so it possesses a prior 

preformed character in holism. The modern civilization knows things in different classes to sketch its own 

blueprint, so it is constructive in holism. The future civilization is emergent, because its internal 

correlation is reinforced and, therefore, it will produce whole transition. 

Three reasons contribute to the third whole emergence: the first one is that the human demands 

are beyond what nature can support; the second reason is that the human, as a new element, involved in 

the process of evolution of nature itself so that the natural original path was changed; the third one is 

that the human society cannot keep its whole reason, as a result, the majority of impact on the nature is 

“evil”, namely, it is anti-nature. 

In the three kinds of holism, the first and the second one have clear logic, so they all follow the rule 

of reductionism. However, the third holism does not have strict logic, and it does not follow the 

reductionism. Because of that, the forming process of the third entirety is uncertain and uncontrolled, 

and it leads to the so-called systematic risk. Therefore, it produces to some worrying and terrible 

problems are only in the third integrality. 

However, the problem is not so simple. On the one hand, the third integrality is not all bad 

originally, because the great creation of natural things and all the human creation and breakthrough all 

belong to the third integrality. Even without this process, the world will not exist. On the other hand, this 

process is not all uncontrolled. It not only has the messy, complicated aspect, but also it has the 

apprehensible aspect. “The theory of civilization collapse” noticed the messy, complicated aspect of 

civilization, but neglected the organic self-organizing aspect. 

The third emergence is divided into organic emergence and inorganic emergence. The organic 

emergence follows Hegel's principles, and the both parts have internal relevance, that is both of them not 

only have qualitative differences, but also they have internal continuity. The concrete manifestation is 

that the new integrality brings the former one into itself, and the former is regarded as a part or a 

primary version, that is, the new integrality can illustrate and explain the old one. Of course, this norm is 

a strong program. We can call this process as growth. Because of the inorganic emergence, there is no 

internal relation between the new integrality and the old one. And the separation makes them totally 

different, so it is destruction of the old integrality. It is necessary for following interpretation, the 

difference does not mean inevitable damage, but it contains risks which tests capability of adapting 

oneself to civilization and nature at any time. 
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For civilization, progress is a kind of adventure. In this sense, the worldview of organic cosmology 

must be a good choice, because it is a constructive worldview. 

 

Keywords: entirety, holism, organic character, becoming, holism of becoming 
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The Triadologic approach to contemporary Integralist studies 

 

Konstantin S. KHROUTSKI 

 

Docent, Ph.D., Novgorod State University named after Yaroslav-the-Wise, Veliky Novgorod, RUSSIA 

Email: Konstantin.Khrutsky@novsu.ru 

 

 

Abstract. A significant moment is that the Triadologic approach has serious difficulties for acceptance 

among modern scholars. The first reason, to our opinion, is the huge inertia of deep (subconscious) 

acceptance (of) and preference to contemporary forms of scientific activity (of the so-called “scientific 

method” which foundations spring from 17th-18th centuries, including Cartesian rationalism, Humean 

empiricism, Kantian transcendentalism – which all ultimately are reducible to Plato’s cosmology that 

basically realizes the Dualist and Anthropocentric (Idealist) relation to the empirically tangible world; and 

which (cosmos outside a human consciousness), crucially, is deprived of the opportunity to have its own 

inherent hylomorphist causes of motion and development).  

Substantively, Aristotle has introduced into the world culture the rational notions of the essential 

and synchronous Potentiality/dunamis and Actuality/energeia, which constitute the principle of the real 

world’s dichotomy. In other words, this is the principle of the natural(ist) Bipolarity of the real world 

(cosmos). As regards Aristotle’s writings (wherein he analyses motion, causality, physiology and ethics), 

we need to pay the primary attention to his Physics, and, only after this fundamental work - to his other 

main works: Metaphysics, Ethics and De Anima (because the latter can be mapped and somehow 

understood from the standpoint of Plato’s philosophy, but Aristotle’s Physics - never, assuming it is of 

fundamental importance in the whole Aristotelian supersystem of knowledge). 

The Bipolar (of dichotomy) perception of the real world (cosmos) remained important (in the 

modified forms) into the Middle ages, but was lost (deleted from the scholarly agenda) during the Modern 

times. However, the principle of Bipolarity is a basic natural(ist) principle and it has the cornerstone 

significance for the development of science (together with the naturalist principles of Changeability, 

Dynamicity, Cyclicity, Triadicity, inherent Functionalism, Hierarchical order of cosmos, and, as 

unavoidable conclusion – the Heterogeneous Organicist essence of the world-cosmos). 

What are the reasons that we have forgotten and, so far, do not use (in the true sense) the scholarly 

(super)system of Aristotle’s knowledge (and, mainly, his type of knowledge – of scientific Organicism)? To 

our opinion, we can argue for three ominous reasons: 1) the huge inertia of Dualist and Idealist relation to 

the world (mentioned above); 2) the great successes of the currently dominating (or, rather – dictating) 

Positivist approach which generate the illusion that everything can be done and resolved by this approach; 

3) the intrinsic aggression that characterizes Anthropocentrism as the disposition of cognitive activity (in 

contradistinction to AnthropoKosmism) characterized in pushing a scholar not to perceive (but get rid of) 

all the alternative points of view. 

All this leads to the so-called “cosmological insufficiency”. The latter means that modern scholars 

deny the existence of Aristotle’s autonomic (super)system of knowledge as both the body and type of 

scientific Organicism. In fact, however, the Aristotelian type of scholarly activities (scientific and 

philosophical, which are inseparable in Aristotelism, for they have the common aetiological and 
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methodological background) is based on its own cosmological foundations and uses its own framework 

(supporting structures) – to realize the conceptual constructions of a whole Organicist edifice. 

Significantly, in our time of global crises – great scholarly potential of Aristotelism (as the Type of 

knowledge, i.e. his Naturalist cosmological Organicism and the correspondent type of scientific activity) is 

urgently needed for the contemporary global scientific community. Our evident contemporary task 

(mission) is, therefore - to actively rehabilitate and reinstate the Aristotelian scientific Organicism, 

primarily as the autonomic Type of knowledge. 

First of all, we are to recognize that the genius of Aristotle discovered and rationally expressed the 

true (empirically evident) natural laws (realistic basic principles): 

1. The natural world (Cosmos) is essentially Changeable (dynamic and cyclic); 

2. The natural world (Cosmos) is essentially Bipolar (consisting of the two organically 

interdependent but autonomic in their organization spheres of Potentiality/Dunamis and 

Actuality/Energeia); 

3. The natural world (Cosmos) is essentially driven by the Four main causes, wherein the leading 

significance has the immanent (telic) causality (to the point, this is the main principle in Pitirim Sorokin’s 

sociocultural and civilizational theorizing); 

4. The natural world (Cosmos) is essentially Hierarchical (Aristotle himself distinguished the layers 

of Non-organic, Vegetative, Animal, Rational (Human), and Noetic ascending autonomic orders of the 

cosmic organization); 

5. The natural world (Cosmos) is essentially Functionalist (each thing or subject has its own inherent 

Function and Functionality – its/her/his ontogenetic Entelechy); 

6. The natural world (Cosmos) is essentially Heterogeneous, due to its Functionalist, Hierarchical, 

Bipolar and Dynamic (Cyclic, Triadic) essence; 

7. The natural world (Cosmos) is essentially Finite (there is nothing homogeneous and infinite in the 

Cosmos) – each cosmic subject has its Alpha and Omega (cosmic cyclic ontogenesis of existence). 

As regards the type of the Biocosmological (RealKosmist) knowledge which is the form of neo-

Aristotelism – its cosmological general principles are:  

 Organicist (Bio)physics and (Bio)metaphysics;  

 Four-causal aetiology;  

 Integral gnoseology1; 

 Functionalist telic methodology which accepts Bipolarity and Triadicity of the natural 

(cosmic) world;  

 bio-socio-Kosmist2  anthropology; 

 universalizing Bio-sciences (of all classes: natural, anthropological, social, formal, and 

applied, for they have the common (Bio)cosmological fundamentals), and which ultimately 

are directed at the  

                                                           
1
 The notion ‘gnoseology’ deliberately replaces the commonly accepted term “epistemology”, because the latter is 

actual in (refers to) exclusively the Sensate sphere of sociocultural activity (and its subjective methodologies; or 

Positivist – mathematical-physicalist – science), while ‘gnoseology’ is proposed to be active in all the Three realms of 

scholarly endeavors (in Sorokin’s and /Biocosmological designations): Sensate/AntiKosmist, Ideational/RealKosmist, 

Integral/AKosmist. 
2
 The letter “K” in the “Kosmist” points out to the Ancient notion of Kosmos (which signifies cosmos-world as the all-

embracing Organicist Kosmos), i.e. – to the ancient Greek rational cosmism. 
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 Noospheric – AnthropoKosmist – perspective of global sociocultural development and co-

evolution.  

In realizing the Biocosmological Initiative (this notion is introduced by Prof. Paul Beaulieu) – we 

need to correlate our approach with Pitirim A. Sorokin’s outstanding scholarly work, four-volume “Social 

and Cultural Dynamics”, 1937–1941. Therein, P.Sorokin made a revolutionary (of ‘Copernican overturn’ 

essence) scientific discovery – sociocultural world (due to natural laws) is essentially dynamic 

(changeable) and Triadic (consisting of the Three natural types of sociocultural supersystems, in 

abbreviation – T-SCSS). Each of the Three T-SCSS is essentially autonomic, in its whole and all-embracing 

organization, but heterogeneous. This means that each Type is reducible to its own foundational principles 

(or “major premises”, in Sorokin’s term), i.e. to its own aetiology, gnoseology, methodology, 

anthropology, socioculturology, evolutionary theory, civilizational and global studies, thus eventually 

forming (at the level of contemporary knowledge) its own Physics and Metaphysics. In Sorokin’s definition, 

the polar T-SCSS are called as “Sensate” (driven by extrinsic stimuli) and “Ideational” (by intrinsic 

causes); while the intermediate type is defined as “Integral” or “Ideal” (which equally uses both polar 

mechanisms). Essentially, all the Three contemporary T-SCSS are always synchronously active, but 

dynamic and cyclic (taking the dominance by turns) in their interrelations. The well-being of the world 

(life on Earth) is impossible without this natural dynamic (evolutionary) cyclicity. In general, Sorokin’s 

scientific activity is essentially characterized (especially that this truth had not come to light for Sorokin 

himself) as the contemporary representation of neo-Aristotelism1 (Aristotle’s Naturalist Organicism as the 

Type of knowledge – which is represented nowadays by Biocosmology). 

Nowadays, the imperative is to introduce into scholarly practice the special scope of research which 

deals precisely with the (three) Types of all-embracing scientific activities (in accordance with the Three 

T-SCSS disclosed and substantiated by Pitirim Sorokin), thus embracing a scope from “basic principles” (of 

the given T-SCSS or the type of cosmology; with its own “type of rationality”) – to applied theories and 

concrete practical activities in the given sphere. For this reason, we have proposed in BCA (or, rather 

returned to the original meaning of) the notion ‘cosmology’, and its form of Biocosmology. Essentially, the 

notion of ‘cosmology’ is intended to be broader (than the T-SCSS) – aiming to embrace (in each of the 

Three main cosmological spheres) the entire range of the natural (cosmic) phenomena and processes 

under study (firstly, the Individual’s ontogenesis). In general, main meaning of the Biocosmology Initiative 

is the advancement of the Triadologic (cosmological) approach to contemporary scholarly endeavors (but 

primarily substantiating the Three types of scholarly activity: Positivist, Organicist, and Integralist). 

                                                           
1
 Notably, the Biocosmological Association (BCA) has introduced the neologism “Aristotelism” instead of the 

commonly used “Aristotelianism”. The reason is that BCA treats the Aristotelian philosophy as the autonomic 

(super)system of rational scholarly knowledge (and which truly is the foundation of the entire modern scientific 

edifice). In other words, Biocosmology (neo-Aristotelism) means a kind of “cosmology” or “kosmology” (if to refer to 

the Ancient “Kosmos” – the notion of the world-whole and the Organicist world order). 

In this approach, Aristotle’s philosophy evidently stands as a rational supersystem and the Type of scholarly knowledge 

that is fundamentally autonomic – fully reducible to Aristotle’s Biocosmist – Hylomorphist – world outlook; Organicist 

physics and metaphysics; Four-causal-aetiology (with the leading role of teleodriven causes); Functionalist telic 

methodology; bio-socio-Kosmist anthropology and universalizing Bio-sciences (of all domains: natural, human and 

social, formal, applied) and Noospheric global sociocultural development and co-evolution. However, in fact, this 

Aristotle’s original approach (during the global history) has been forgotten and lost. Therefore, at present, 

Biocosmology (although a form of neo-Aristotelism) again is a radically new approach in the contemporary scientific 

milieu. A reason is, therefore (as it was considered in the BCA) – to distinguish it (from the commonly accepted 

attitudes) by the use of the neologism “neo-Aristotelism”. 
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In respect to Integralist studies (which is the main scope of BCA) – at present the synonyms of 

‘Integralist’ (in Integralist studies) are: system, complex, and holistic (which are aimed at substantive 

theoretical constructions and practical activities); as well as comparative, interdisciplinary, 

multidisciplinary – aimed at the analysis of issues in the given area of research.  

Our main proposal is that ‘Integralist studies’ is the autonomic (independent) realm of research, 

with its own cosmology (firstly, as the Type of all-embracing scholarly knowledge) which relies (as the 

Type of Integralist knowledge) on its own aetiology, gnoseology, methodology, anthropology, Integralist 

sciences (of all classes: natural, human and social, formal, applied) and Integralist philosophy, as well is 

its own (Integralist) evolutionary theory, civilizational and global sciences. 

The topical issues of-today is the advancement of the Triadologic approach that is essential for the 

realization of true Integralist studies. A key moment is that a true (scholarly and autonomic) Integralist 

approach (as the Type of scientific activity) substantially is located in-between the two poles of rational 

(scholarly) knowledge: Positivist (which is reduced to extrinsic causes); and Organicist (to intrinsic 

causes). In turn, we ought to remember that the Triadologic approach (in the sociocultural realm) has 

been advanced by Pitirim A. Sorokin, in 1937-1941 (who, at that time, was the dean of the sociological 

department at the Harvard University). Significantly, however, P.Sorokin’s Triadologic (Organicist, on the 

whole) approach was not accepted by the Harvard scholarly community, and, in general – by the Western 

(global) science.  

In conclusion, therefore, we need, once again – to stress the fact that the current scholarly 

endeavours (in our global world of the 21st century) still are based on the fundamental (aetiological, 

gnoseological, methodological, anthropological, etc.) principles that were advanced and established yet in 

the 17th century and later universally recognized – this is an evident global paradox! “Truth is rightly 

named the daughter of time” (Francis Bacon, “Novum Organum”, 1620). 21st century must bring forth its 

own foundations of science (and philosophy). Still, however, the foundations of our modern (of the 21st 

century) scholarly activity refer to the opposite (in respect to Aristotelism) foundational idealistic 

principles (of the 17th century’s) Dualism and Anthropocentrism (and their derived mathematical 

physicalism), thus placing Aristotle’s and Sorokin’s essential scientific Organicism (and its cornerstone 

“immanent causality”) beyond the scope of modern scholarly sense of concern and attention. Under such 

conditions (of cultural workers’ and scholars’ persisting inability to see the realistic causing factors of 

global cultural development), crises-conflicts-clashes-wars are inevitable. The time is ripe, therefore, to 

draw correct – Realistic (Naturalist) – conclusions and proceed to necessary directions of activity. 

At any rate, 75 years later (the appearance of Pitirim Sorokin’s “Social and Cultural Dynamics”), an 

endeavor is relevant to reproduce the attempt of advancing the Triadologic approach - now at the Asian 

centre (of the Chung-Ang University, Seoul, Korea). 

 

Keywords: Bipolar, dynamic, cyclic, Triadic, Functionalist, hierarchical and heterogeneous order of the 

world-cosmos, Biocosmology, Integralist studies, Plato, Aristotle 



15 

 

The Nature and Wisdom of the Human Soul:  A Dialogue between Greek and Indian Thought 

with Reference to Plato, Aristotle, Sankara and Ramanuja 

 

Sivanandum PANNEERSELVAM 

 

Professor, Ph.D., Chairperson, Department of Philosophy, University of Madras, Chennai, India 

Email: sps@md4.vsnl.net.in 

 

 

Abstract. The theme of the 8th International Seminar on Bio-cosmology is “Bipolar Approach to 

Contemporary Integralist Studies” which opens a new vision for the dialogue between the East and the 

West. The two poles that are identified here are: (1) Aristotle’s pole or Organicist Naturalism, wherein 

consciousness or mind is a just a functionalist instrument of the natural world and (2) Plato’s Dualism and 

Idealism wherein human consciousness is opposed to natural world. Keeping this at the backdrop, one can 

see a dialogue between the Greek and Indian thought in the context of Plato, Aristotle and Sankara. 

There has been a cultural dialogue between the Hellenistic and Indian civilization.  The intellectual 

movement between these two great traditions is very much visible in the writings of Socrates, Plato, 

Aristotle in the Greek tradition and Buddha, Sankara, Ramanuja, Aurobindo and many others in the Indian 

tradition. In Plato’s theory of the individual, there is a concern for the achievement of each person of the 

moral excellence appropriate to man.  

Plato is concerned about the moral being of each individual, not only of a philosophical man, but 

has a concern for a common man, ordinary individual. This is visible in many of his dialogues. For Plato, 

individual is both the “concrete individual” and a “constituent member” of the society rather than a mere 

part of the organic whole. The concrete human individual in Plato is the individual soul. The soul in each 

man is composed of three parts or aspects: rational, spirited and appetitive. The rational part is composed 

of a distinctive metaphysical substance which is immortal and incorporeal. The other two parts constitute 

the moral aspects of the soul and embody bodily functions. In human life, the individual’s personality or 

waking consciousness is co-extensive with the entire soul which includes its three parts. The whole soul’s 

function is well performed, and the soul achieves its appropriate arete only when all three parts are 

acting properly, with the whole being under the control of reason. Plato rejects the view that the soul was 

made of the same stuff as nature, whether nature is taken as the world of appearance or the world of 

forms. In Aristotle, we see a distinction between natural and the political. In the De Anima, Aristotle 

makes a difference between two kinds of intellect—the passive and the active. The passive is the faculty 

of sense, perception, understanding, memory and other powers and operations of an embodied being. The 

active intellect is one and unmixed, comes from without and is alone immortal. 

Like the approach of Plato and Aristotle, in Indian tradition we find two great thinkers who have 

presented a similar approach. Sankara while develops a methodology like that of Plato, Ramanuja 

presents a realistic approach which resembles the position of Aristotle. For Sankara, the consciousness is 

transcendental, whereas for Ramanuja, consciousness is always “object-related”. In Ramanuja, we find an 

Organicist Naturalism pole similar to Aristotle. 
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Abstract. The Modern Engineering in being-for-itself based on industry is different from   the Pre-Modern 

Engineering in being-in-itself obeying nature. The former complies with capital logic so that controlling 

and dominating the nature, then lets the Natural World is regarded as a resources pool waiting for 

developing, and enables the Natural World lost its own root and value of being-in-itself . Finally, the 

Modern Engineering as undertaker for modernity leads to contemporary environmental pollution, 

ecological degradation and human crisis of existence. Thus, it is necessary that reconstruct a new 

Engineering Paradigm to get rid of existent dilemma of mankind from Modern Engineering. 

However, how to reconstruct modern engineering paradigm? Firstly, it is crucial that we have to 

change traditional dualistic way of thinking, because this kind of thinking sees human being as subject, 

and the natural world as object, the former is active, the latter is passive, so the former is superior in 

position. It is clear, the traditional dualistic way of thinking necessarily produces radical 

anthropocentrism, so that leads to the anomie of human action of engineering including excessive 

developing nature, as well as gives rise to ecological problems. 

Aristotle’s cosmology of organism emphasizes the universal order and their own nature of all things 

in themselves; he regards the universe as living, human beings are one of all things on earth rather than 

rulers out or over natural things though human being is rational animal, and all things possess their own 

natural places which are their internal purpose for movement and change. Therefore, Aristotle’s 

cosmology of organism and teleology help to overcome the modes of thinking of modern mechanism and 

dualism of subject and object, and it can provide resources of thoughts and codes of practice. 

According to historical dialectics, Post-Modern Engineering is a possible program for reconstruction 

of modern engineering paradigm, because it is not only being-in-itself but also being-for-itself, namely, it 

is a dialectical unity of being-in-itself and being-for-itself. Thus Post-Modern Engineering is a transcendent 

for Modern Engineering under capital logic, and it will comply with free logic and be aim at harmony of 

relationships between Engineering World and Natural World, others, respects the nature of things in the 

position of naturalism and cares for human nature in the perspective of humanism in order to let 

Engineering World embed the Nature World rather than encounter rejecting and revenge from the Natural 

World because of destroying ecological environment. In other words, that is, enable engineering reality 

created by human action of engineering to integrate into Natural World, and lets artificial creations just 

like Heavenly Creations to avoid mechanically barricading the nature and keep integrity and organic 

characteristic of natural ecological system. 

Undoubtedly, construction of Post-Modern Engineering paradigm needs not only change of view of 

nature, cosmology and mode of thinking but also reconstruction of values. Aristotle’s cosmology of 

file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/LXT/Local%20Settings/Application%20Data/Yodao/DeskDict/frame/20140824224901/javascript:void(0);
file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/LXT/Local%20Settings/Application%20Data/Yodao/DeskDict/frame/20140824224901/javascript:void(0);
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organism is important resource of thoughts, and possesses irreplaceable meaning and value in the course 

of construction of Post-Modern Engineering.  

 

Keywords: Aristotle; organism; cosmology; engineering; Pre-Modern Engineering; Modern Engineering; 

Post-Modern Engineering; Paradigm 
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Abstract. The Kantian derivation of 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 which radicalized the discourse of anthropocentricity. 

Kantian transcendental deduction of categories of reason provides an understanding of human mind 

which can transcend from history, culture, traditions and the matrix in which it has been situated. It 

implies that human mind not only has the capacity to have absolute, certain and universal knowledge but 

fixed categories of reason also provide rational foundation categorical imperative and its universal 

application. Thus it provides anthropocentric foundation of universal values and rational civilization.    

Secondly and most importantly Kant claims that it is the structure of mind which gives structure to 

reality rather than vice versa radically change the theoretical dynamics of the knowledge about reality. 

This new role of human mind has made the discovery of reality as meaning less pursuit because there is no 

structure outside the mind. The intelligible reality is the result of the imposition of the structure of 

human mind over realty. Thus the only option left for is to create reality rather than discovering 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 cotemporary search of scientific investigation is not the search of 

discovering of reality rather creating of reality and result of the Aristotelian  roots of modern 

anthropocentricism 

 

Keywords: Aristotle, Kant, Anthropocentrism, enlightenment 
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Abstract. How can we integrate scientific domains that are separated? 

This question means that this needs to edit various scientific domains. For the revision of various 

scientific domains that is adapted to integration of scientific domains, a framework for collection is 

needed. The author shows an idea of a framework for the revision of the scientific domains. Concretely, 

the framework is Nous-Self system that is a whole picture of systematic physiology of human-beings as the 

living organism. 

The biggest task of the modern western science (which is based on physical reductionism) is the lack 

of a metaphysical worldview that includes bio-cosmological perspective with integrative (holistic) essence. 

Exactly the bio-cosmological perspective can contribute to the direction for scientific elucidation of 

the mechanisms and linkages between the wholeness for elucidation of nature even the smallest part of 

science. While the author regards the meaning of biocosmology and cause of crisis of modern civilization 

that Konstantin S, Khroutski (2014)1 indicated, the author tries to focuses on suggesting on the idea of the 

integration of the scientific domains for transcendence of crisis of modern civilization. 

For contribute to the application and development of biocosmological perspective, the author 

focuses on physiology as a key word for the integration of scientific domains. The physiology is a concept 

concerning the living functional system.  

For the integration of scientific domains, cooperative works by many scientists and philosophers    

are needed edition of scientific domains that are reduced. For cooperative works, the framework of the 

world view as a whole picture is needed. 

And systemic physiology of human-beings as the living organism is useful concept for integration of 

scientific domains. The framework is whole picture of systemic physiology of human-beings as the living 

organism.  

For creation of a whole picture that is useful for the integration of scientific domains, there are the 

following 2 poles that are concept and theory as key for corrections. The concept is Self concept. The 

theory is system theory. 

The Self concept becomes the key concept for the creation of world view under metaphysics.  

The system theory becomes the key theory for actual correction of scientific domains. The system 

theory is effective as methodology for the correction of the scientific domains. The self-concept and 

system theory are cross-sectional ideas in society; science and philosophy. 

                                                           
1
 Konstantin S. Khroutski (2014, p.6) wrote the meaning of biocosmology as the followings; 

“Biocosmology (neo-Aristotelism) means a kind of “cosmology” or “kosmology” (if to refer to the Ancient “Kosmos” – 

the notion of the world-whole and the Organicist world order).” 
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 In this paper, Nous-Self System is the framework for integration of scientific domains. Nous-Self 

system shows process of systemic physiology of human-beings as the living organism. While the author 

introduces Nous-Self system as an idea for integration of scientific domains by bio-cosmological 

perspective. 

 

Keywords: Nous-Self system, systemic physiology, integration of scientific domains, biocosmological 

perspective, system theory 

 

 

References 

 

Khroutski S. Konstantin (2014), “Rehabilitating Pitirim Sorokin’s grand Triadologic concept: A 

Biocosmological approach,” BIOCOSMOLOGY – NEO-ARISTOTELISM, Vol.4, No.1&2 (Winter/Spring 

2014), pp. 6-41. 



21 

 

The Concept of “Nature” in Aristotle 

 

Yuanyuan LIU  

  

Postgraduate, College of Philosophy and Sociology, Beijing Normal University, Beijing, CHINA  

Email: liuyuan8825@126.com 

 

 

Resume. On the basis of inheriting the predecessors' ideas，Aristotle put forward and defined the 

conception of “nature” clearly, and he illustrated the “nature” from different angles. This paper will not 

comprehensively expound Aristotle’s view of nature, but it will focus on the concept of “nature” in his two 

representative works - Physics and Metaphysics, based on the related sections, we will see how he defined 

the “nature”, and analyse the reason why he made these definitions, and the differences between the 

definitions in these two books. 

Keywords: Aristotle; nature; essence; substance 

 

 

Abstract. Aristotle discussed the concept of “nature” in his books, and those related content is mainly in 

the Metaphysics (Book V Chapter 4) and the Physics (Book II Chapter 1、2). 

In Metaphysics, Aristotle gave us six different meanings of “nature”. Firstly, 'Nature' means the 

genesis of growing things…Secondly, 'Nature' is that immanent part of a growing thing, from which its 

growth first proceeds. Thirdly, 'Nature' is the source from which the primary movement in each natural 

object is present in it in virtue of its own essence……The forth one is that 'Nature' means the primary 

material of which any natural object consists or out of which it is made……After that, Aristotle put forward 

the fifth meaning, he thought 'Nature' means the essence of natural objects. The last one is that by an 

extension of meaning from this sense of 'nature' every essence in general has come to be called a 'nature', 

because the nature of a thing is one kind of essence.1  

After these six meanings, in the end of this chapter, he made a conclusion about “nature”: From 

what has been said, then, it is plain that nature in the primary and strict sense is the essence of things 

which have in themselves, as such, a source of movement; for the matter is called the nature because it is 

qualified to receive this, and processes of becoming and growing are called nature because they are 

movements proceeding from this. And nature in this sense is the source of the movement of natural 

objects, being present in them somehow, either potentially or in complete reality.2 

Although Aristotle talked about several meanings of “nature”, what we can see clearly is that the 

most fundamental and strict sense is that nature is the essence of things, what is more, and it also has a 

source of movement in itself. Besides, in that sense, matter and the processes of becoming and growing 

are also called nature. 

In his Physics, Aristotle also talked about the “nature”, he said: nature is a sort of source and cause 

                                                           
1
 Aristotle. W.D. Ross. Metaphysics. Central Compilation & Translation Press, 2012.94-95. 

2
 Aristotle. W.D. Ross. Metaphysics. Central Compilation & Translation Press, 2012.95. 
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of change and remaining unchanged in that to which it belongs primarily of itself, that is, not by virtue of 

concurrence.1 After he defined “nature” as the cause of change and unchange, he gave us the other four 

meanings of “nature”. Firstly, nature is seen as matter. “Some people think that the nature and reality of 

a thing which is due to nature is the primary constituent present in it, (something) unformed in 

itself……That is one way of using the word “nature”:for the primary underlying matter in each case, of 

things which have in themselves a source of their movements and changes.”2 Secondly, nature was 

identified as the shape and form. “It is also used for the shape and form which accords with a thing’s 

account.”3 What is more, he also made some explanations about “nature” in that sense: the shape or form 

is not separable form things except in respect of its account; he also made a comparison between the 

shape and the form, and he thought that form has a better claim than the matter to be called nature. 

Thirdly, Aristotle said that “Again, nature in the sense in which the word is used for a process proceeds 

towards nature.” 4 After those three meanings, Aristotle put forward the fourth meaning: nature is an end 

and what something is for.5 From that, we can see clearly that there is a sense of teleology in it. 

Although Aristotle talked about “nature” in these two books, we can still find that there are some 

differences between the meanings in these two books. Firstly, the focus is different. In Metaphysics, he 

emphasized that nature is the essence of things. However, in the Physics, he defined the “nature” as the 

primary source and cause of change and unchange. In that sense, we can see that, nature is the efficient 

cause. Secondly, Metaphysics is a book about the first philosophy, the main point of this book is the 

substance, so it can make sense to define “nature” by virtue of “essence”. Otherwise, Physics is about the 

natural philosophy, and the most of the content is about motion. So Aristotle identified the “nature” as 

the efficient cause. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1
 J.L. Ackrill . Aristotle’s physics I,II. Oxford University Press, New York, 1970. 23. 

2
 J.L. Ackrill . Aristotle’s physics I,II. Oxford University Press, New York, 1970. 24-25. 

3
 J.L. Ackrill . Aristotle’s physics I,II. Oxford University Press, New York, 1970. 25. 

4
 J.L. Ackrill . Aristotle’s physics I,II. Oxford University Press, New York, 1970. 25. 

5
 J.L. Ackrill . Aristotle’s physics I,II. Oxford University Press, New York, 1970. 27. 
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During his remarkable academic career Pitirim A. Sorokin published about forty books and some 

five-hundred articles and essays addressing the subject of civilizations in some of his most important 

works. Due to the rapid globalization and related profound and multifaceted transformation of the world, 

interest to the macro-level sociocultural entities as well as the “longue durée” sociocultural processes is 

on the rise once again, prompting more systemic, and most importantly, more scientific, studies of this 

multifaceted, and, therefore, elusive phenomenon. 

The paper presents an extraordinary evolution of the Pitirim A. Sorokin’s views on this subject by 

analyzing a number of the scholar’s milestone works, published over the span of almost 30 years, such as 

“Social and Cultural Dynamics” (1937), “Society, Culture, Personality. Their Structure and Dynamics: A 

System of General Sociology “(1947), “Modern Historical and Social Philosophies” (1963), and “Sociological 

Theories of Today” (1966). In those seminal works the scholar introduced a sophisticated analytical 

apparatus into the civilizational theory and research, achieving a more systemic understanding of this 

complex phenomenon, yet failed to recognize that civilizations do not belong exclusively to the realm of 

culture, and therefore, a comprehensive scientific investigation of it ought to comprise a much broader 

field than culturology.   

In our publications we have suggested that such a field of the Civilizational Science is presently 

forcefully emerging, developed its theoretical and methodological foundations, and proposed within its 

framework a number of solutions to some of the humanity’s most pressing global problems.  

In a sense, we are continuing from where Sorokin has stopped and, thus, by a large measure, this 

paper acknowledges, as well as celebrates the Pitirim A. Sorokin’s role in and contribution to development 

of the Civilizational Science. 

 

Keywords: Pitirim A. Sorokin, civilization, civilizational science, scientific civilizational theory 
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Resume. The Theory of Traditional Chinese Medicine (TCM) contains the rich holistic thoughts. TCM 

persists in analyzing disease with holistic thoughts rather than the research approach of Western Analytic 

Reductionism. Meanwhile, it not only focuses on the systematic entirety of each parts of human body, but 

also the systematic entirety of the human body and the natural environment. Furthermore, it strives to 

achieve the optimal effect by making comprehensive observation and examination, dialectical treatment 

of the disease with the application of combined medications, and adjustment of the whole body and mind. 

It is concluded that the Traditional Chinese Medicine (TCM) is a systematic holistic science. 

Keywords: the theory of Traditional Chinese Medicine; systematic holistic thoughts; analytic 

reductionism; holistic ideology 

 

 

Abstract. Traditional Chinese medicine (TCM) systematic holistic thoughts is mainly manifested in the 

following three aspects: 

First of all, a systematic holistic research methods of Traditional Chinese Medicine (TCM).TCM not 

only believe that there is a coordinated and orderly organic whole between each part of human body, but 

also believe that it is a unity between the whole of the human body and spirit. Because of human disease 

is closely related to seasonal climate changes, human body blood running has a rhythmic change during 

day and night, the body's biological rhythm is directly related to the phases of the moon, the human body 

physiology is closely related to the geographical environment, Traditional Chinese Medicine still hold on 

that there is a unity between human beings and nature. 

The second, Traditional Chinese Medicine also has the systematic holistic thoughts on the diagnosis. 

We can see that from comprehensive study of pathogenic factors and through a local pathological changes 

of the body to grasp the whole physiology. 

Last but not the least, the system holistic thoughts of Traditional Chinese Medicine treatment. 

Treatment of Traditional Chinese Medicine emphasizes dialectical therapy, by using the systemic 

regulation to the patients to achieve the purpose of the cure.  

According to the description of Huangdi Neijing, the circle of life & nature of China Yi-Tao thoughts 

as a basis of the organic whole of Traditional Chinese Medicine. Yi follow the law of heaven and earth, so 

Yi as a holistic thoughts which unites the life view and the world view (the same to unite Tao of Heaven 

and Tao of Human). 
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Abstract. Cyclic energy flow is the creative origin of this model. Energy in the state of cyclic movement 

becomes matter. The Universe is the result of the conversion of energy into matter in a particular realm 

of the Universe. Evolution of matter is a phenomenon caused by exhaustion of energy in this realm. The 

evolutionary phenomenon consists of two events:  the formation of innovations and their retention. 

Retention of innovation is a real physical process, on the one hand, it is a pattern (an archetype) for any 

process resulting in the formation of matter (the Universe), on the other hand. In terms of value it is «an 

act of good will» for forming matter. The mechanism underlying the retention of innovations may be 

considered as the physical bases of morality. According to the suggested explanation, the sources of 

morality are engrained in the process of the formation of the Universe itself, whereas ethics is its 

consequence. However, the laws of the already formed Universe are ethically neutral. The deeply rooted 

ethics in ontology combines with its indifference to laws of already formed matter. 

 

Keywords: cycle, cyclic energy flow, matter, consciousness, Universe, formation of innovations, 

retention of innovations, morality, ethics 
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Abstract. For millennia - all kinds of authorities – from sacred scriptures to eminent scholars have been 

repeating the same idea ad nauseam, that humans are exceptional by virtue that they are the smartest in 

the animal kingdom. The belief in humans exhibiting superior intelligence especially gained force during 

the Agricultural Revolution approximately 10,000 years ago when humans began producing cereals and 

domesticating animals. This period reshaped human thinking about nature. The belief of human cognitive 

superiority became entrenched in human philosophy and sciences. Even Aristotle, probably the most 

influential of all thinkers, argued that humans were superior to other animals due to human exclusive 

ability to reason. Non-human animals offer different kinds of intelligences which have been under-rated 

due to human fixation on language and technology. These include social, eidetic, mnemonic and 

kinaesthetic intelligence. Our presentation will argue that non-human animals exhibit types of 

intelligences which are superior to humans.  Such an understanding may foster a more informed 

understanding of the non-human world, thereby, increasing human ecological consciousness.  
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1. As is known, Aristotle believed, that the nature in total is similar to animate creature: “… if in 

art is available "for the sake of what", then and in nature. In greatest degree this clearly, when somebody 

cures itself: namely on such human is like the nature” (Aristotle Physic). As wrote S.N. Trubetskoj, “the 

organism concept as internally coherent whole, having in itself beginning its wholeness, was for the first 

time have been developed philosophically by Aristotle” (Trubetskoj 2000, p.42). 

2. Comparison of biological object (“organism”) and social object (“society”) is dedicated to the 

extensive literature, from “the society is the organism” of G. Spencer (Spencer 2013) to “world Super-

organism” of F. Heylighen (Heylighen 2000). Cited analogy already about century has in philosophical 

literature its own name: “organizmizm” or “organicism” (Yudin 1974, Philosophy 2004). 

Today could constate, that the term “organism” long-ago and profitably employed in world science 

for indication on developable by this or those social (or other complicated) formation of such properties of 

alive organism, as the wholeness, the organization, the relative autonomy, the specified advisability of 

behavior, the high capacity of survival etc. 

3. It is important to note that any natural (holistic, hierarchic, self-controlling) system – including 

and the Humankind! – demonstrates those outperformance and the flexibility of its adaptive behavior, 

than above the level of its hierarchical organization it has, and than more diversity of forming its 

structures – see fig 1 and 2. This follows and from theory of such systems (Grinchenko 2004, 2007; 

Grinchenko 2010, 2011a, 2011b, 2012, 2013; Sholokhov 2013), this demonstrates and the great number of 

observational data. E.g., the efficiency of adapted functioning of multi-cellular organism of highest 

(highly organized) animal in surrounding external environment really incomparably (exceeds by many 

orders) with such for colony of protozoa unicellular animals of same volume and weight and in those 

external conditions. 

4. On fig 1 can see, that the typical structure in hierarchy of animate as self-controlling system – 

the optimizational hierarchic contour in composition of four tiers. During this in general case the lower 

tier in n-th contour simultaneously ensues the higher in (n-1)-th contour (considering below upwards on 

hierarchy scheme), and the higher tier in n-th contour simultaneously ensues the lower in (n+1)-th 

contour. 
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Fig 1. Hierarchy of biological system (at the stage of development to the last 570 million years). 
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Fig 2. Scheme of Humankind’s personal-production-social system (at the stage of “planetary” development 

in the period ~1946-1979 years). 
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In its turn, the 3rd contour possesses by the best behavioral (and optimizational) characteristics, 

but they has the sizes and in they too quickly the processes (with those and positions) for deepened 

investigation them, the more so in antique past too small. This neither permits its use as a basis for 

reference.  

Thus, in similar quality follows to recommend namely the 2nd contour from list – “Organism – Cells-

eukaryotes” – to what and came Aristotle intuitively, for much centuries to cybernetics appearing! 

5. On fig 2 one can see that in hierarchy of personal-production-social to emphasize typical 

structure is impossible: each of subsystems, consecutively arising in the course of Humankind’s meta-

evolution, has own characteristic structure (on scheme them proper optimizational component contains 

from four to seven tiers). Structure, similar organismal, was characteristic for the relevant Humankind’s 

subsystem only in Upper Paleolith, when humans used the information technology (IT) of speech and 

language. All further subsystems on structure are rather distinctly different from upper-Paleolithic, and 

realization of their immediate analogies with organismal is not justified: there may be only metaphorical 

comparisons, without confidence in their adequacy. 

6. Working in space of manifestation of world cultural phenomenon “Russian scientific Organicism” 

(Khroutski 2013), it would be desirable to all engaged persons while exercising of analogies between 

biologic (in particular – “organicist”) and social-political structures and phenomena be accurate… 

 

Keywords: Aristotle, organicism, cybernetic picture of world, informatics-cybernetic modeling language, 

self-controlling Humankind system, analogy, organism, Bio-cosmology 
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Abstract. One of the well-known hypotheses, “The dualistic separation between Plato’s world of idea and 

empirical life”, is highly suitable for our reflection. Based on the further advanced theory which defines 

Aristotle’s metaphysics as a basis for occidental philosophy (prote philosophia / philosophia prima), 

everyone acknowledges the enormous potentiality of Aristotelianism to develop the logics and 

epistemology for a cosmos of the truth per se. But in carefully reviewing the original writings of Plato and 

Aristotle, we find that Plato’s “Dualism between the world of idea and the empirical world” is developed 

always from scenes in which various persons are literally encountered in the course of their lives. Plato’s 

love of dialogue is a good contrast to the deductive, rigorous metaphysics and logics of Aristotle, in which 

any logical contradiction is negated and clarified in a most constructive way. Whereas this style of “clear-

cut dimension of logically verifiable and falsifiable things” is typical for Aristotle, Plato’s dialogues 

envelop several similar topics without this kind of rigid negation, which does not admit contradiction. 

Furthermore, Plato keeps his mind open for both contradictory positions ([A] and [non-A]), seen as 

equivalents.  

Comparative philosophy employs this kind of reflection to achieve a fundamental episteme of truth, 

the ontos on, which was seen as a target by Aristotle in his perfect episteme of the ancient world. If we 

state that Plato was the representative of a dualistic ontology and Aristotle was the establisher of a 

cosmic epistemology, our Comparative Philosophy starts from this point, with the fundamental reflection, 

if and how far this position can be verified in our time of globalization and interdisciplinary 

communication. In the process of our discourse we can observe several unexpected aspects and viewpoints 

of Plato, which lead us to a new hypothesis: Plato’s open mind and his view of keeping contradictory 

positions in well-construed equivalency is quite remarkable; it led Aristotle finally to clear-cut opposition. 

Plato pursues a holistic ontology, whereas Aristotle stands primarily for a rigorous epistemology. 

Comparative thinking here works as a fundamental method for interdisciplinary research and enables a 

dynamic development of deduction and discourse. It provides us with the dynamic liberty of critical 

reflection and saves us from the danger of any dogmatic fixation in our views. Plato and Aristotle, in their 

established positions as fundamental philosophers and epistemologists, give us an unlimited source of 

reflection in developing and integrating various kinds of the episteme for the ontos on, an irrefutable 

truth per se. 
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Abstract. What is the distinction between Nishida’s idea of Topos as Absolute Nothingness and Tanabe’s 

one of negative conversion in action within the same ambit of the Kyoto School? While Nishida’s idea of 

Topos stems from his own unconscious deep structure of consciousness rooted in the agricultural society 

based on the stable land, Tanabe’s logic of negative conversion reflects the changing time. Nishida takes 

the position of intuition or contemplation, whereas Tanabe stands by action to transform the actuality 

into an ideality in and through negation. Nishida’s thought is still static in character despite his allegation, 

while Tanabe’s is more dynamic due to negative activity of conversion. This corresponds to the two 

different standpoints of one and the same Buddhist cannon, i.e., the Lotus Sutra, which is divided into 

two parts: one is the standpoint of contemplation of truth, and the other the standpoint of the revelation 

of eternity. The former pertains to the position of shadow or appearance, and the latter the position of 

essence. The logical method is alternative: either everything is embraced in space, or time reveals truth. 

Tanabe is akin to Hegel, Heidegger and Whitehead in the tendency towards time, in contrast to Nishida’s 

propensity for space. 
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