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Aristotle’s (Organon) Kosmology

—Teleological Organicist Naturalism—
As the Type of Rationality and Its Actual Position
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Introduction

To Rehabilitate Urgently Aristotle’s Authentic
Scientific Language

Aristotle and Plato, who occupy the unique posi-
tion in the history of world culture, for their super-
systems of knowledge, have been taken, explicitly or
implicitly, as the foundations (archetypes and
patterns)—the types of rationalities—for building
the contemporary philosophical paradigms and
models of scientific investigations. But, we strongly
argue in the newly formed Biocosmological
Association,' that Platos Type of cosmology (cur-
rently influencing and dominating all the existing
forms of comprehensive rational knowledge, re-
duced to Platonist Dualism and Idealism)—dictates
the method of analysis. While, in contrast, the polar
Aristotle’s naturalist Type of all-encompassing
knowledge (essentially Entelechial and Hylemor-
phist) and his Type of (Organicist) rationality falls
into a disadvantaged position within the global
scholarly discourse. The urgent task, therefore, is to
rehabilitate the genuine significance of Aristotle’s
super-system of knowledge, taken as a whole—as
the autonomic (one of the main three) type of ratio-
nality and type of cosmology—(Organon) Kosmol-
ogy—of the Organicist naturalism essence. Herein,
with respect to the term 8pyavov, we refer to the
essential note of Mariska Leunissen:

The term évteléxeia was coined by Aristotle,
and designates a completed state resulting from
an internal movement towards this state [see Rit-
ter (1932; 1934) and Johnson (2005), 88-90].
The traditional reading of dpyavikov as “having

1. The Biocosmological Association (BCA) launched in
Veliky Novgorod, Russia, in 2010; http://en.biocosmology.ru/
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organs” or “being composed of organs” [see, e.g.,
Ross (1961), 51, 313; Hamlyn (2001), 85] must
certainly be wrong: elsewhere in the Aristotelian
corpus, the term organikon (coined by Aristotle;
see Byl (1971), 132) always means “instrumen-
tal,” and there is no reason to assume it means
something different here.?

Fundamental reinstatement of the true signifi-
cance of Aristotle’s philosophy and science, taken
as a whole, is urgently required. In this, we are to
aim at its comprehension as the autonomic sub-
stantive (super)system of knowledge—all-encom-
passing (Bio)cosmology or (Organon) Kosmology,
that is based on its own teleological (entelechial hy-
lemorphist) naturalism—of Bipolar and Triadic es-
sence, and which comprehends (substantiates) all
the domains of science and philosophy, thus unit-
ing them into the one overall scheme. Therefore,
we strive to propose a contemporary exploration
of the basic Aristotelian science theory (i.e., his
foundational scientific naturalism—teleological
physics), but taken as a whole—the true Aristotle’s
(Organon) Kosmology, which is the (Organicist)
Type of rationality, i.e., a historical—actual in all
epochs of the contemporary cultural history (in-
cluding the coming era of a better, safer future).
First and foremost, using this approach, and inde-
pendently from the modern dominant points of
view, either formal, or material, we are to recog-
nize, basically, that there are only two polar Types
of rationality. They ultimately are reduced: (i) to

2. Mariska Leunissen, Explanation and Teleology in Aristo-
tle's Science of Nature (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2010), 53.

PART 1: PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE
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Aristotle’s Entelechism and Hylemorphism; and
(ii) to Plato’s Dualism and Idealism (Materialism).
In turn, in distinguishing these Two poles of ratio-
nality, we primarily need to rehabilitate their orig-
inal scientific languages (the conceptual frame-
works—definition apparatuses), starting from the
authentic original meanings of their crucial con-
ceptions and notions.

In 1960, John Herman Randall Jr. stresses that
modern scholars “have come at Aristotle from the
standpoint of the later medieval developments and
problems;”* and that the early modern scientists
(including Bacon, Descartes, and Kant) had “dis-
carded Aristotle in rebellion against his religious
interpreters;” and, thereby, Randall seriously
doubts, “whether Aristotle can survive translation
into the Latin substantives of the scholastic tradi-
tion, or whether it is possible to state his funda-
mental functionalism in the Latin tongue”*

1. Aristotle’s Bipolar Triadic (Organon)
Kosmology

It is worth drawing attention to the significant judg-
ment made by Miguel Bruno Duarte, at the site of
IAI: “For Aristotle, the motion of natural things is
determined from within them, while in the classical
mechanics motion is determined from without?>
Thus, in principle, we can defend the equality of the
two polar Types of rational knowledge—Aristotle’s
internal aetiology and gnoseology, which studies
the Organicist world-«xoouog, i.e., is (té\elo)driven
by inherent Naturalist Entelechial (from within)
causes and forces; and the contrary Plato’s external
ontology and epistemology, driven from without
and are basically Dualist and Idealist.

In Physics, Aristotle stresses the essential Bipo-
larity and Triadicity of the real world, and empha-
sizes the decisive role of analogy in realizing scien-
tific pursuits:

So there is a sense in which the ultimate principles
of the sum of changing things are two, but a sense

3. John H. Randall Jr, Aristotle (New York: Columbia Uni-
versity Press, 1960), iv.

4. Ibid.

5. See, the website of “The Inter-American Institute for
Global Change Research,” accessed October 28, 2017, http://
theinteramerican.org/illuminati/. Italics mine, K.K.
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in which they are three.® (Phys. 190b30-31)

these two principles (‘the contraries’) are inade-
quate, for they cannot possibly act or be acted upon
directly each other. This difficulty, however, disap-
pears if we admit, as a third principle, a non-anti-
thetical ‘subject’ (Omokeipevov). (Phys. 190b34-35).

we may escape the duality of the opposition by
considering one of its terms taken singly as com-
petent, by its absence or presence, to accomplish
the whole change (puetafols). Then there will
only be the ‘ultimately underlying’ factor in Na-
ture (Omokeipévny @voig)... And of this ‘underly-
ing’ factor we can form a conception by analogy.
(Phys. 191a7-11).

to be regarded as the more ‘essential’ factor
(ovaia, 10 €idog) of a thing (bmokeipevov); but
that there are three principles altogether. (Phys.
191a7-11).

Primarily, we need to focus on Aristotle’s founda-
tional theory of potency (dvvapig) and activity
(évépyela), which are the principles of an impor-
tant dichotomy;, i.e., essential for the Bipolar and
Triadic—dynamic and cyclic existence of each real
(evident, tangible) natural thing. At present, the
notion évteléxela (which is crucial in Aristotle’s
potencylactivity theory) is hardly applicable in the
practice of a modern scholar due to its misunder-
stood original meaning.

2. Aristotle’s ‘EvteAéxeia Cannot Be
Translated by the English “Actuality”

In modern dictionaries, “entelechy” is habitually
defined as “A realization of actuality as opposed to
a potentiality” At the same time, many authors
disagree with the dualist opposition between po-
tency and activity; including Aristotle himself, the
author of the foundational potency/activity theory.
In his science and philosophy, potency and activ-
ity are the principles of a dichotomy (natural Bipo-
larity of a thing), which the Stagirite used to ana-
lyze motion and change (kivnon kot petafoAn). In
Aristotle’s edifice (type) of knowledge, the notion
of évredéyeia has cornerstone significance. We

6. Translations are taken from: Aristotle, Physics. Books I-
1V, trans. P. H. Wicksteed and F. M. Cornford, Loeb Classical
Library 228 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1957).
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fully agree with Will Durant who, showing The
Story of Philosophy, essentially concludes that
“é¢vteléyeta—having (€xw) its purpose (téhog)’
within (¢vtdg); one of those magnificent Aristote-
lian terms which gather up into themselves a
whole philosophy”® In a similar manner, Wilhelm
Windelband, in his A History of Philosophy, comes
to a conclusion:

Being is that which comes to existence in the
processes of Nature. This self-realization of the es-
sence in the phenomena, Aristotle calls entelechy.
The central point of the Aristotelian philosophy
lies, therefore, in this new conception of the cos-
mic processes as the realization of the essence in
the phenomenon, and the respect in which it is
opposed to the earlier explanation of Nature con-
sists therefore in carrying through in conceptions
the teleology which Plato had only set up as postu-
late, and developed in mythical, figurative form.’

Aristotle opens the Book III, of his Physics, with
the crucial statement: “Nature has been defined as a
“principle of motion and change” (&pxn| kivoewg),
and it is the subject of our inquiry” (Phys. 200b10-
11).1° He concludes below that: “The fulfillment
(évtehéyela) of what exists potentially (Suvayer), in
so far as it exists potentially, is motion (kivyoig)—
namely, of what is alterable qua alterable
(& \owwTtov), alteration” (Phys. 201a10-13). Stated
differently, we argue that “¢vteléxela” constitutes
equally “Svvdper,” “kivnoig,” and “@Aowwtdv;,” thus
the Thing’s (entelechial) natural potency is conge-
nerous with the naturalist (equally entelechial) ac-
tive movement and efficacious (Functionalist-Or-
ganicist) development. Therefore, évteAéyeia of the
thing (subject) has the cornerstone significance and
brings into effect the natural felic—ontogenetic as-
cending hierarchical —Organicist stages of life de-

7. But we cannot agree with the translation of té\og as
“purpose;” for télog, in Aristotle’s meaning, is rather “the
needed result of life activity”

8. Will Durant, The Story of Philosophy: The Lives and
Opinions of the Greater, Time Reading Program Special Edi-
tion (1926; reprint, New York: Time Inc., 1962), 69.

9. See Wilhelm Windelband, A History of Philosophy: With
Especial Reference to Formation and Development of its Prob-
lems and Conceptions, trans. J. H. Tufts, 20d edition (London:
Macmillan & Co. Ltd., 1914), 140.

10. The translation is taken from: Aristotle, “Physics,” in
The Complete Works of Aristotle, trans. R. P. Hardie and R. K.
Gaye, vol. 2 (Oxford: Clarendon Press,1930).

velopment; also, évteléyela can never be identified
exclusively with “actuality” Indeed, évteAéxela is in
existence synchronously both in potency and activ-
ity of the Thing (the latter is the self-realization of
the former, in telic aiming (at) and achieving the
needed result of activity, thus satisfying the essential
need). All the more, due to Aristotle’s basic concep-
tion—that “Soul is the entelecheia of the body” (see
citations below), and as Soul cannot be present only
in activity, and (at the same time) be absent in po-
tency—the Things évredéyeix naturally falls as
much onto activity, as to the potency. As well as, the
statement that “substance is actuality” is a direct
logical contradiction in reasoning. However, for in-
stance, in Barnes’ edition of The Complete Works of
Aristotle,'t we see:

But, substance is actuality (¢vteAéyela), and thus
soul is the actuality (évrehéxewa) of a body as
above characterized. Now there are two kinds of
actuality (évteléxela) corresponding to knowledge
and to reflection. (De an. 412a21-23)

In Robert Drew Hicks’ edition of Aristotle’s De
anima,'? the word “actuality” that replaces “¢vte-
Aéxela” also is used; however, therein, the transla-
tion is more conform to Aristotle’s original Or-
ganicist (archetype of) rationality that is developed
and introduced into the world culture by the Sta-

girite:

Such substance is actuality (évteAéxeia). The
soul, therefore, is the actuality (évteAéxeia) of
the body above described. However, the term
‘actuality’ (évteAéxela) 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.'® (De an. 412a21-28)

11. See Aristotle, “De Anima,” in The Complete Works of
Aristotle: The Revised Oxford Translation, trans. J. A. Smith,
vol. 1 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984).

12. See Aristotle, De Anima, ed. R. D. Hicks (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1907).

13. Significantly, in this passage of De anima, Aristotle
speaks about the polar Sleeping and Waking cycles of life
activity. The italics are mine.
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In his thorough examination of Aristotle’s use of
the term évteAéxela and interpreting Aristotle’s
studies precisely as naturalist explorations, Wil-
liam E. Ritter'* brings into focus that Aristotle al-
ready had the term évépyeia (another invention),
especially in discussing “the actual as contrasted
with the potential,” but he felt “the need of a new
term.”!> We are to highlight likewise the thought-
ful conclusion of Ritter that évteAéxeia is the term
of the entire process of ontogeny and the issue of
ontology;'¢ and that, paradoxically (but essential-
ly), évredéyeia is used more frequently in the Phys-
ics (as well as Metaphysics and De anima) than in
his zoological treatises.!” Ritter speaks about “the
deplorable perversion of Greek, especially of Aris-
totelian,” and emphasizes Aristotle’s “intrinsic
‘principle of motion’ (growth and differentia-

tion)” 18—

“a whole series of stages till the full-
fledged, functionally mature organ is present, i.e.,
has come-to-be”*® In conclusion, Ritter speaks of
évtedéyeiar (and Aristotle’s aim of its invention) as
“the entirety, the ‘complete reality’— germ, mate-
rial, motion, form and whatever, if anything more,
there may be that is ‘not separable from the things

themselves.”2°

3. The Organicist Reinstatement
of Aristotle’s Authentic Conceptions
and Notions

In general, we cannot fail to recognize that Aris-
totle (Father of science) and his all-encompassing
super-system of knowledge [(Organon)Kosmolo-
gy] is greatly misinterpreted in our current cul-
tural epoch—we call this deplorable situation as
the contemporary “cosmological insufficiency” In
the result, a (post)modern scholar has the right to
use exclusively Plato’s Dualist Type of rationality,
but Aristotle and his Organicist—entelechial hyl-
emorphist—approach is forbidden. Evidently, we

14. William E. Ritter, “Why Aristotle Invented the Word
Entelecheia,” Quarterly Review of Biology 7, no. 4 (1932): 377-
404.

15. Ibid., 380.

16. See ibid., 386.

17. See ibid., 383.

18. Ibid., 390.

19. Ibid.

20. Ibid.
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are to rehabilitate Aristotle’s original theories of
substance (bmokeipevov), of potency and activity
(Svvapug kai évépyela), and of motion and change
(kivnotig kai petafoAr)); and, eventually—to rein-
tegrate into the contemporary scholarly life his
essentially Organicist (of entelechial scientific
naturalism) type of rationality. Thus, the first task
is to return to Aristotle’s essential notions:
évtehéxela, VAN, popen, téhog, kivnolg, Tomog,
etc.; and, accordingly, in respect to the use of his
super-system and archetype of Organicist Natu-
ralism [(Organon)Kosmology] to prohibit the use
of Latin and English “synonyms,” like actuality,
matter, form, end, motion, place, etc. Ultimately,
the whole terminological basis for Aristotle’s gen-
uine Organicist knowledge—the Organicist lan-
guage of Stagirite—ought to be rehabilitated in
essential (original) terms. At least, it would be
useful to draw attention to the conclusion of John
Monfasani:

In translating history, one should wish to repli-
cate the res of the original, not the verba. But, in
translating scientific texts, especially Aristotle,
one must follow the Greek as closely as possible
within the limits of literate Latin, neither adding
or subtracting anything lest the translator substi-
tute his understanding of the material in place of
Aristotle’s or of readers’ more insightful than the
translator.!

To start with, we are to reinstate, substantially, that
Aristotle’s Koopog (or Biocosmos, thus the scope
of Biocosmology) originated “from within,” where-
in each Thing is essentially qualitative (entelechi-
al), and predetermined for realizing the dynamic
and cyclic fulfillment of the needed (Functional-
ist-Organicist) effect, hence each Thing is finite;
and the whole Kéopog is basically heterogeneous
and hierarchically organized (having bipolar, tri-
adic, and of entelechial ontogenesis essence). In this
(Organon) Koopog, each Thing is predisposed to
achieve the ultimate tomog (place), but doing this
not for the sake of further eternal movement in
the chaotic space (as in Plato’s biocosmology).

21. John Monfasani, “George of Trebizond’s Critique of
Theodore Gaza’s Translation of the Aristotelian ‘Problemata;’
in Aristotle’s Problemata in Different Times and Tongues, ed. P.
De Leemans and M. Goyens (K.U. Leuven: Leuven University

Press, 2006), 291.
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Quite the reverse, in Aristotle’s Kéopog, each en-
tity is the manifestation of entelechism and hylem-
orphism, carrying into execution, eventually, the
natural telic functionalist (entelechial) unity of OAn
Kal popern, and the Organicist (wholesome effica-
cious) hylemorphist activity. In respect to the phi-
losophy and science of the Stagirite, speaking
about Aristotle’s Té\og, F. E. Peters stresses the im-
portance that “the doctrine of teleology is basic in
Aristotle: it appears in his earliest works (see, Pro-
trepticus, fr. IT) and it finds its completion in the
Metaphysics”*?

Essentially, in Aristotle’s Organicist k6opog any
change (movement and development) is based on
the fundamental entelechism and hylemorphism,
thus primarily on the Organicist aetiology and the
four telic causes. This is all the more necessary;,
therefore, to use exclusively Aristotle’s original
terms in defining, at present, his aetiological no-
tions that have the cornerstone significance for the
whole cosmological edifice of the Stagirite. We
strongly propose to designate and use the terms of
hyletic cause (instead of causa materialis), organic
or morphogenetic cause (instead of causa formalis),
generative cause (instead of causa efficience), and
telic or effective cause (instead of causa finalis).

As evident from the above, we have every time
the Dynamic—Entelechial cyclic—interrelation of
the synchronous, but polar and autonomic (inde-
pendent in their organization) and successive
realms of Potency and Activity. On the contrary;,
Platos (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. Wherein all things are ob-
jects for the mathematical-physicalist application,
rooted in Platos Dualism and Idealism, but not
relating to the inherent 7émog (place) that makes
the Functionalist integration of the Thing and the
surroundings possible. Essentially, therefore,
Aristotle’s basic principles of entelechism and hyl-
emorphism and the notion of 767o¢ directly stress
the unity of the living thing and their environment,
and the Organicist dynamic Unity of the thing
(subject) and Kdoopog (Biocosmos) on the whole.

22. Francis E. Peters, Greek Philosophical Terms: A Historical
Lexicon (New York: New York University Press, 1967), 192.

Significantly, Helen S. Lang also refers to Aris-
totle’s theory of potency and activity. She stresses
“the active orientation of potency toward actuali-
ty; and that it is crucial to the account of “things
that are by nature”** Therefore, in Aristotle’s theo-
ry, “what is potential is not thereby passive: in
natural things what is potential is caused by its
proper actuality because it is actively oriented to-
ward it”?* Lang concludes that “this active orienta-
tion of the potential for the actuality that com-
pletes it lies at the heart of the order and teleology
of nature”? Likewise, the author argues that “this
position stands in sharp contrast not only to Plato,
but also to the later philosophy, including the Sto-

ics and Philoponus.’2®

Conclusion

To Overcome
the Current “Cosmological Insufficiency”

We pay particular attention to the currently used
misinterpretation of Aristotle, i.e., the dissolution
of his realistic Teleological, entelechial and hylem-
orphist, (of Organicist Scientific Naturalism) type
of perception of the real world in contrast to the
currently used Plato’s Dualist realms of knowledge.
All this has produced the “cosmological insuffi-
ciency, eventually culminating in the loss of the
essential integral tool for rational (scholarly) eval-
uation of Aristotle’s super-system of Organicist
knowledge [(Organon)Kosmology], which is both
the archetype and, as we strongly propose, the
ahistorical type of rationality (one of the essential
three), essentially all-encompassing teleological
naturalism and scientific organicism. However, as
the result of the past and still running medieval
and modern concepts of historical development
and their conventional rules, a present-day scholar
has no other choice than to follow Plato’s Dualist
cosmology and its derivative “modern scientific
method” of mathematical physicalism. In fact, this
is entirely the unacceptable state of affairs! The

23. Helen S. Lang, The Order of Nature in Aristotle’s Physics:
Place and the Elements (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1998), 47.

24. Ibid., 64.

25. Ibid.

26. Ibid.
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overriding today’s priority is to overcome the ex-
isting “cosmological insufficiency” and decisively
rehabilitate Aristotle’s teleological naturalism and
the Biocosmological (Organicist) approach, in
general, starting with the restoration of the au-
thentic scientific language of the Stagirite. In this,
the key challenge is to reinstate the natural status
of Aristotle’s (Organon)Kosmology, both as the
comprehensive super-system of scholarly knowl-
edge, and as the equal pole and type of (Organi-
cist) rationality. In fact, the latter is essential and
crucial in resolution the topical issues of current
sociocultural development.

Taking all things together, we should agree with
Anna Makolkin, who suggested the complete
postmodern revision of the translated corpus of
Aristotle’s texts.?” In the first place, in our ap-
proach, we try to clarify that Aristotle’s (Organon)
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