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The concepts of organization and self-organization are explained philosophically (i. e.
they are considered as philosophical categories). The philosophical foundations of syner-
getic modelling are characterized from the position of philosophical interpretation of these
concepts. They are compared with philosophical foundations of cybernetic modelling. The
categories of organization and self-organization can be distinguished from each other
on the basis of their relations to consciousness or some external ordering factors. The
category of organization denotes the process which is created by consciousness ‘or some
external ordering factors. The category of self-organization denotes the process which is
created beyond consciousness or some external ordering factors. The categories of
organization and self-organization are semantically connected with each other by the
category of goal. In the case of organization the goal originates from consciousness. In
the case of self-organization, the goal is not produced by consciousness. Cybernetic
modelling starts from the category of organization. Synergetic modelling proceeds from
the category of self-organization. The cybernetic models reflect the states which retain
their previous quality. The synergetic models reflect the irreversible transitions from one
quality into another. Self-organization, as it has been proved in synergetics, is possible
only under the conditions of strong non-equilibrium. The mechanism of coordination of
elementary actions in self-organization does not depend upon the nature of the system’s
elements, Cybernetics and synergetics are exact sciences and therefore they do not examine
consciousness, In society, however, conscious actions are added to self-organization. Here
the nature of the system’s elements, that is of the individuals (personalities), starts to
play an essential role. The understanding of connection between organization and seli-
organization enables to build up more perfect models in order to control natural and
social processes.

The article discusses the categoric (philosophical) foundations of the
cybernetic and synergetic modelling of natural and social phenomena. The
cybernetic and synergetic approaches are compared with each other with the
help of the concepts of organization and self-organization defined as
categories (philosophically).!

I confront the concept of self-organization with the concept of organiza-
tion. It is natural that the terms organization and self-organization can
express concepts of different types. However, there does not exist any
integral, generally acknowledged typology of concepts in contemporary
philosophical literature. My task is not to analyse different types of con-

t Hanuuen JI. SI. O 3HaueHHH TEPMHHOB <OPraHM3alUHsi» H <«CAMOOPraHH3alHsi» B CO-
BPEMEHHON HayuHOll H (uaocodckoii aumeparype. — Acta et commentationes Universi-
tatis Tartuensis, 1983, 630, 84—104.

378


https://doi.org/10.3176/hum.soc.sci.1993.4.04

cepts. Therefore it is necessary to explain what I consider as a categorically
defined concept and what as a scientifically defined concept.

As a categorically defined concept I understand the concept which has
got a definition and is used in the context of philosophical categories. As a
scientifically defined concept I consider the concept which has got a defini-
tion and is used in the context of exact (in ideal mathematized) scientific
theory.

In the paper referred to above I analysed the use of the terms organiza-
tion and self-organization in the present-day scientific and philosophical
literature. The analysis of concrete philosophical and scientific texts
showed that in traditional literature the term organization was used, for
instance, in the following meanings: (1) as a synonym of the term
structure, (2) for denoting the unstable (changing, moving, passing)
order, (3) for expressing the functionality of machines and machine-like
systems, (4) as indicator of the effect of integration of systems (difference
of characteristics and appearances of the system from-.characteristics and
appearances of its parts), and (5) for considering the teleonomity of
development. The term self-organization was used seldom and its meaning
was not explicitly confronted to that of the term organization. Among
these ways of using the terms organization and self-organization 1 did not
find the definitions (or the descriptions replacing them) of these concepts
either in the categoric context or in the context of an exact scientific theory.

As it is known, in creating scientific concepts the existing semantics
of the corresponding words is not always taken into account. However,
into philosophical language new terms should not be introduced without
taking into account the existing semantics as we could put into circulation
a word (in our case the words organization and self-organization) for
denoting some phenomenon which already has a name (here e.g., structure,
function, integration, goal, and others). If the meaning of the term
organization may be reduced to the structural-functional order, there does
not seem any necessity of introducing the term organization. The use of
this term would be justified semantically if it was connected with some-
thing new that is something more than structural-functional order. This
‘something more’ I connect with the role of the organizer and in the referred
paper (reference 1) I have tried to substantiate it by the categoric,
semantical, and etymological analysis. In doing so I was supported by
the results of other authors.

There is no possibility to repeat this argumentation in this paper.
I shall give the core of my considerations only.

The process of organizing (and self-organizing) and the resulting
organization are traditionally defined separately from each other. That
makes the understanding of the unity of the process and its result some-
what vague. It is not right to consider these definitions as categoric ones.
In the categoric understanding organization and self-organization are
components of human socio-historical actions. In the categoric definition
proposed by me organization and self-organization are regarded in such
a way that the inseparable connection between these processes and their
results is explicit. The result is in both cases designated by the term
organization. However, the processes that lead to the result are different.
The process carried out by conscious, mind-directed action of man (or
society) or by some external ordering influence is named organization.
The process that is going on beyond the conscious action of man or beyond
some external ordering influence is called self-organization. Thus, the term
organization expresses the connection of concepts inseparable from one
another: organizer (man, society, or some external agent)—organization,
organizing (the conscious, mind-directed process or the process regulated
by external factors)—organization (the result). The term self-organization
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indicates the interconnection of the concepts self-organization, self-
organizing (i.e. the process going on beyond the conscious action or some
external ordering influence)—organization (the result).

Two points are taken into consideration in this treatment: (1) the role
of the organizer, and (2) the interconnection of the process and its
result.? In the previous definitions the meaning of the term organization
was reduced to the structural-functional order. No attention was paid to
the question of the origin of order—who or what regulates a system.?

Taking into account the above-said, the concept of organization would
denote the process that leads to the rise of goal-oriented structures due to
conscious human goal-directed action or some external ordering influence,
and the concept of self-organization would denote the process that leads
to the rise of goal-oriented structures beyond conscious human goal-
directed action or some external ordering influence.

Usually the nature of organization is understood as a certain order of
the elements of a system that makes it possible to achieve some integral
result. However, in such understanding there is often tacit agreement that
the organization is carried into effect thanks to conscious human efforts.
That is why, as I have tried to show in the referred paper, the concept of
organization is used to express the rise of harmonious functioning in a
system when harmony is determined by an external ordering influence. In
synergetics organization is understood analogically.

Self-organization, however, is understood in synergetics otherwise than
in cybernetics and systems engineering. In the two last disciplines self-
organization is understood as an effect of an external ordering factor. In
synergetics self-organization is understood as the rise of harmonious
behaviour distinguished from man’s intervention and from external (with
regard to the system) ordering factors. External factors (e.g. strong non-
equilibrium mentioned below) are indispensable for self-organization, but
only as conditions, not as ordering forces.

In my Candidate’s (PhD) thesis, completed under Rein Vihalemm’s
scientific direction, I used the categories of organization and seli-organiza-
tion for the detection of essential changes (revolution by I. Prigogine) in
exact sciences.*

It became evident that there exist two conceptual systems in contem-
porary mathematized science: the theories of organization (cybernetics, the
kinetic theories in chemistry, including the theory of seli-development of
elementary open catalytic systems developed by A.P.Rudenko,® and

2 Here I based myself upon M. Rozov’s work (Pozos M. A. Hayuuas aGcTpakuus u ee
Buab. Hayka, Cubupckoe ormenenne, HoBocuGupek, 1965), where the author in solving
an analogical task—the task of categoric definition of the concept scientific abstrac-
tion—draws attention to the fact that the term abstraction marks both the process
of abstraction and its result.

8 The fact that in the existing definitions of a system attention has not been drawn to
the problem what regulates a system has been stressed by P. Anokhin (Auoxun Il. K.
ITpunuunuasbubie Bonpochl obwielf TeopHH (YHKIHOHAJBHBIX cHcTeM. — In: [NpunHuunb
cucTeMHOl opranusanun (yskuui. Hayka, Mocksa, 1973, 5—51). He notes that the
mechanism of ordering organized systems is not reduced to powerful interaction of
their components. His opinion is that it is necessary *... to disclose these determining
factors which make the components of a system free from superfluous degrees of
freedom.” (Anoxun Il. K. ®uiocodckue acnekTbl TeOpHH (YHKIHOHAJbHOH CHCTEMH.
Hsbpanusie Tpyas. Hayka, Mocksa, 1978, 68).

4 See the abstract of my Candidate’s thesis and the references therein: Hsanuuen JI. .
®unocopckuil aHaaN3 NMOHSITHH «OPraHH3alHs» H «CAMOOPraHH3alHA» B COBPEMEHHOM
HAYYHOM MO3HAHHH. ABTOpedepar AHCCEpPTAUHH HA COHCKAHHE YYeHOil CTEeNneHH KaHH-
nara ¢unocopekux Hayk. Tapry, 1984.

® Pynenko A. Il. Teopusi camMopa3BHTHS OTKPBITHIX KaTaJHTHYeCKHX cucteMm. Maparesnberso
Mockosckoro yuusepcutera, Mocksa, 1969. I have considered some philosophical aspects
of this theory (comparing it with M. Eigen’s evolutionary model) in the paper:
Hanunen JI. Sl. ®uaocodekuit ananua aByX xkoHueniuuil npegOHOIOrHUECKOH 3BOJIOLHA. —
Acta et commentationes Universitatis Tartuensis, 1984, 694, 84—96.
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others) and the theories of self-organization (the generalized thermo-
dynamics developed by I. Prigogine and his collaborators, the theory of
self-organization of biological macromolecules developed by M. Eigen, the
synergetic method of H. Haken, and others). The former are expressed by
the category of organization, the latter by the category of self-organization.
All the theories of self-organization represent a certain integral orientation
in contemporary mathematized science, i.e. synergetics. The main differ-
ence between the theories of organization and those of self-organization
is the fact that the former are based on the methods of constructing, but
the latter start from the already existing, from what is given in the historical
reality. The theories of self-organization form a new conceptual system
(i.e. a conceptual system in the sense of W. Heisenberg) which originates
from the works of 1. Prigogine (and his collaborators) in non-linear non-
equilibrium thermodynamics. The rise of a new conceptual system is con-
nected with the circumstance that synergetics was the first among exact
sciences to use the evolutionary models from biology. On the basis of
these models the new concepts are brought in. In 1. Prigogine’s scientific
programme (see below) they are the microscopic entropy operator and
inner time (as operator) that make it possible to examine the second law
of thermodynamics as a fundamental postulate of dynamics. Also M. Eigen
(in his evolutionary model) takes into consideration a fact from biology—
the self-reproduction of biological macromolecules (by the positive feed-
back)—although he starts from theoretical physico-mathematical con-
siderations. It is the use of the biological evolutionary models and the
creation of new concepts on their basis in physico-mathematical theories
that gives the rising conceptual system its novelty, namely natural-
historical character. Therefore all these theories may be characterized by
the same categorically defined concept—self-organization.

It was interesting for me to learn that H. Haken interprets the con-
cepts of organization and self-organization analogically to the categoric
definitions that I have suggested.® This analogy lies in the fact that
H. Haken takes into account the inseparable unity of the process and its
result, and also the origin of the determinants of the functioning or
behaviour of the system. The concept of organization expresses the
situation in which the determinants of the process come from outside and
the process itself leads to the formation of goal-oriented structures. The
concept of self-organization expresses an analogous situation with the
difference that the determinants of the process are not forces but integral
regularities (long-range correlations) and they emanate from inside the
system. From the philosophical point of view it must be stressed that in
experimental situations the determinants of the organization are contingent
on the subject (the experimenter).

The philosophico-methodological assertions made by some scholars
(W. R. Ashby and others) on the basis of cybernetic imaginations are
somewhat misleading because the traditional approach of exact sciences
(in its epistemological status cybernetics is based on classical thermo-
dynamics) does not pay attention to the starting situation (initial con-
ditions) of experimental and technical processes. Emphasis is laid on
opening the laws of the system’s development, but the world is seen as a
“closed system”.

6 Haken, H. Synergetics. An Introduction. Second Enlarged Edition, 1978, Springer,
Berlin, Heidelberg, New York, Ch. 7. It must be stressed here that the use of the term
self-organization in the context of synergetic theory differs from the use of this
term in the context of cybernetic theory. The term self-organization is used in
cybernetics and contemporary science in general often as a synonym of the term
self-regulation. In synergetics, however, the term self-organization has another
meaning. By the way, one of the authors who introduced this term — W. R. Ashby —

specially warned against the vague use of this term (see: dw6u ¥. P. Tlpuruuns ca-
Mpopranisauui. — In: Tlpunuunsl CaMOOpraHH3amHHu, Mup, Mocksa, 1966, 331).
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The fundamental real system whence cybernetics starts is a machine-
automaton, a technical installation constructed by man. Man creates the
machine using the laws of nature that express the relations of idealized
objects. These laws not existing in nature “in clean shape” are realized
in machines. If man wants to reveal the law “in clean form” he must create
special initial conditions for this. However, in cybernetics, like in classical
exact sciences in general, the initial conditions (which enable to create
different constructions on the basis of the laws of nature) are not con-
.sidered in the theoretical sense. Only the laws are analysed on the theoreti-
cal level. As the origin of initial conditions is not taken into theoretical
consideration, the content of the scientific picture of the world remains
non-historical.

Synergetics gives us a different image. 1. Prigogine has said that “the
most surprising conclusion” drawn from the new system of concepts
presented by him is the following: from the existence of the laws:orientated
in time, such as the growth of entropy towards the future, follows the
existence of the states orientated in time.” This conclusion diifers radically
from the idealized picture of traditional physics (physics can be taken as
the etalon for traditional exact sciences) in which the initial conditions
(corresponding to some state of the object) are arbitrary. They are not
examined by theory and are created by the research worker. A theoretical
meaning is given only to the equation expressing the laws that link the
arbitrary initial conditions with the final result. But I. Prigogine shows
in the language of mathematized science that the real situations are
orientated in time, that the states and the laws are closely connected with
one another, that the initial conditions of the system emerge as the result
of its previous evolution. Although under certain conditions there exist
also stable, reversible systems, they must not be regarded as more funda-
mental than the systems that are unstable to a remarkable extent. Accord-
ing to I. Prigogine, instability is closely linked with irreversibility: the
irreversible, orientated time can emerge only because the future does not
exist in the present.?®

I. Prigogine, in fact, shows the limits of traditional cognition of exact
sciences—hypothetical-constructive-deductive method of knowledge—and
strives for the union for cooperation of this method of knowledge with the
historical cognition. The hypothetical-constructive-deductive method of
knowledge is the a priori experimental and mathematical constructing of
the idealized, remaining-repeating phenomena. The specificity of the
historical cognition is linked first of all with the reconstructing of the
irreversible process in historical time. The characterization of the historical
phenomena is not possible without any knowledge of their past, of their
emergence in the process of irreversible evolution. Their future is not
inherent in the present (as understood already by H. Reichenbach?). It
seems that the hypothetical-deductive knowledge in principle cannot
explain historical phenomena. But it is possible to use the hypothetical-
deductive theories of exact sciences in the modelling of some aspects of
historical phenomena. It must be regarded as the cooperation of

7 See: Mpuroxun M. Ot cymectByiomlero K Bo3HHKawomeMmy. BpeMsa H CJ0XHOCTD B
¢uzuueckux Haykax. Hayka. ['aBHas pepakuus (H3MKO-MAaTeMaTHYECKOH JHTEpPaTypHl,
Mocksa, 1985, Ch. 10.

8 A more detailed philosophical interpretation of I. Prigogine’s scientific programme see:
Buxanemm P. A., Hanunen JI. SI. O nuanexkTHuyecKOd NPHPOLE CHHEPreTHYECKHX TEOPHIt
(buaocodcekoe 3nauenue uccaenoBanuii wkoabl M. INpuroxuna). — Acta et commentat-
iones Universitatis Tartuensis, 1986, 731, 108—124; Buxaaemm P. A., Hsanuuen JI. .
IMpuuunn ucropusma B HayuHoit mporpamme M. TlpuroxmuHa (0 NPOTHBOpPEUYHH MEXKAY
KJIaCCHYECKOl Hay4yHOW KapTHHOH MHpPa H HCTOPHYECKOH MefiCTBHTeJbHOCTbIO). — Acta
et commentationes Universitatis Tartuensis, 1987, 786, 24—38.

¢ Reichenbach, H, The Direction of Time, University of California Press, Berkeley, 1956,
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reconstructive  (historical, descriptive-theoretical) and constructive
(hypothetical-deductive) approaches but not as an attempt to replace one
by the other.

Cybernetics can be considered, in a certain sense, a typical representa-
tive of classical exact sciences.

As it was shown by I. B. Novik,'° function is the uniting and specific
category for cybernetic modelling. The scientific nature of this concept
consists in the dependence of the output (the reaction of the system) of
the so-called model of “black box™ on its input (the information from the
environment). This dependence can be identified statistically by the
method of trials and errors. The objective basis of cybernetic modelling is
the relative independence of function from the material substratum and its
structure. In the cybernetic models the development of a system is usually
considered mainly as a functional balancing with the environment by the
mechanism of feedback. The decisive role in cybernetics is played by
negative, not positive feedback. The cybernetic models reflect only the
processes of simplification of structures (forms), i.e. only the regressive
part of development.!! Cybernetic schemes do not include complication of
system’s forms. Only the stable states which retain their previous quality
are considered in the cybernetic models. Transformations between different
qualitative states are considered only logically.

The synergetic models, on the contrary, reflect the {ransitions between
different qualitative states by positive feedback. These transitions are pos-
sible only if the influence of external environment on the system is so
changeable that amplification of the fluctuations may cause the system to
moye away from equilibrium so far that it cannot return to the former state
and there may appear new possibilities of development. The qualitative
transitions are simultaneously both determined and undetermined. The
fundamental objective indetermination lies in their basis. It is not deter-
mined into which qualitative state from some (or many) possibilities the
system really goes after the selection. But the field of possibilities is
determined. Determination means here not the stability of state, but “look-
ing for stability”, not homeostasis, but homeoresis'>—the striving for
changes.

The category of goal, worked out already by Aristotle (in his causality
doctrine), may be considered a uniting and specific concept for the syner-
getic models.

0" See for instance: Hosuk W. B. KuGepuernka. ®uiocopckne H couuosornyeckue mnpo6-
Jembl. [ocnoantusnat, MockBa, 1963; Hosuk M. B. O ¢uaocopekux ponpocax kubepHeTH-
yeckoro moAeaupoBanus. 3uanue, Mocksa, 1964. The starting point for building mathe-
matical models in cybernetics is the model of final automatic machine (introduced in
1936) and in synergetics—the model of morphogenesis (published in 1952). Both
were created by the English mathematician A. M. Turing.

"' This happens when one is modelling some kind of evolutional process by the medium
of an electronic computer (see for instance: 3w6u Y. P. Ilpunuunsi caMoopraHH3alHH.
— In: Tlpunuuns camooprannsauns, 332—334 ff.). When W. R. Ashby, for example,
models (using the numbers from 0 to 9) the movement of some closed system through
some medium states into the equilibrium, he supplies the model with final information
“in noise” and gives to the model world some unchangeable laws. Doing this he
stérts from the machine-like schemes (as it is natural for a representative of cyber-
netics). However, these schemes are not good enough (contrary to Ashby’s pursuits)
for the explanation of natural-historical processes (the genesis of life and others).
Yet the machine-like schemes can be used as models of some aspects of natural-
historical processes. A machine is always created by man. But the natural-historical
processes have not any creator: they rise up by self-organization.

2 Homeostasis is the possibility of the technical and biological systems to preserve the
dynamic relative durability of their characteristics. Homeoresis is the endurance of not
only the single parameters, but of the whole stream of changes, processes, evolutional
trajectories, which C. Waddington named chreods. See. Waddington, C. H. Towards
aggheoretical Biology. I. Prolegomena, Aldine Publishing Company, Birmingham,
1968, ' '
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Four causes-beginnings by Aristotle are: (1) the substratum, (2) the
nature of the being of the thing, (3) the acting beginnings of change or
rest, and (4) the causes in the meaning of goal. (In Latin these causes
are called respectively causa materialis, causa formalis, causa efficiens,
and causa finalis.) These four causes as a whole enabled Aristotle to con-
sider the world as an ‘integral organism, to which also man himself
belongs. Aristotle’s method of the analysis of reality explains the natural
phenomena with the help of all the four causes. (True enough, Aristotle

_himself explained the nature teleologically.)

Man has conscious goals. In the seli-organizing processes there exist
non-conscious goals (in the teleonomic sense). The uniting feature of the
conscious goal and non-conscious goal is the trend toward achieving the
determined result.'”® The conscious goals (at least in the quality of final
result) are brought into the machines by man. Man’s conscious goals are
reflected in the scientific models as external goals. It makes sense to talk
about the external goals only in relation to the result of the conscious
organizing action of man (society). When the scientist fixes the machine-
like aspect in a natural phenomenon, the goal in it only seems to be
external. In fact it makes sense to talk only about the inner goals in
relation with natural processes. Goals exist in all self-organizing systems;
including the non-organic ones,!* but not every system has an inner goal.

The goal in objective processes has been disclosed also in cybernetics.
However, cybernetics made it possible only to describe (with the help of
the category of organization), but not to explain the goal. The explanation
of goal became possible by the medium of the category of self-organization
in synergetics.

The states reflected in the cybernetic models are the result of the regres-
sive tendency chosen by the system itself. Synergetic models reflect in
addition the states resulting from the progressive tendencies selected by
the system. Cybernetics models the tendency of maintaining the already
existing state. Synergetic models (the Brusselator scheme!s and others) help
understand both the nature of the existing qualitative state and the
qualitative states that preceded it. They fix the external functions, the
inner and external structure of the process and also, in a certain sense,
an element of “history”. For the first time in exact sciences these models
take the triple connexion of structure, function, and history into considera-
tion so explicitly. The category of history denotes in my understanding the
reconstruction of the past as an irreversible process. In synergetic models
the past (the irreversible process in historical time) is reconstructed at
least in the most minimal way. The interpretation of certain qualitative
state by these models always assumes the knowledge of the former
qualitative states of the system (which were realized due to the bifurca-
tions). The subject of synergetics is, so to say, the projecting of
potentialities of the past upon the presupposed future development. But
in so doing, as 1. Prigogine has stressed, one must keep in mind that the

3 This has been shown on the basis of cybernetic material by M. Makarov (Maka-
poB M. I'. K Bonpocy kateropuu «uesab» B (DHIOCODHH AHATEKTHYECKOrO MaTepHAJIH3MA.
— Acta et commentationes Universitatis Tartuensis, 1960, 83, 15) and B. Ukraintsev
égkp:iaov;uuen B. C. OcoGexnocts camoynpasJjsieMbix cucreM. 3nanne, Mocksa, 1970,

" 1 am pleased to note that also some other philosophers have started to acknowledge
the existence of goals (in the teleonomic sense) in the non-organic nature, see e.g.
Kasapunos M. 10. [lerepMHHH3M B C/JOXKHBIX CHCTEMAaX YNPAaBJEHHS H CAMOOPraHH3allHH.
HUspatensberso Jlenunrpaackoro yuusepcurera, Jlenuurpag, 1990. R. Vihalemm used the
category of goal in relation to the chemical systems even earlier: Vihalemm, R. Uhe
teaduse kujunemislugu. Keemia arenguteest. Valgus, Tallinn, 1981, 130—141.

15 See for ‘instance: Nicolis, G., Prigogine, 1. Self-Organization in Non-Equilibrium
$yslt(err113.77From Dissipative Structures to Order Through Fluctuations. Wiley, New

ork, ;
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moment when a sufficiently complex process will arrive in the state of
bifurcation cannot be prognosticated.

The general and crucial aspect of all synergetic models is that the
harmony (coherence) between the elements of the system may come into
being without any external ordering factors. The coherence is not the
result of a powerful influence upon each element from some kind of
external centre. For that reason, use of power in management cannot in
principle lead to harmonic development of society. The analysis of the
historical development of socio-economic systems from the position of
synergetic modelling makes it possible to say the following: “... any limit-
ing of the social and personal consumption is violence, that means it is
possible only on the sufficiently low level of economic freedom. On the
other hand, the existence of such regimes demands a low level of consump-
tion.”!6

We have to consider society not only as a system with conscious action
(organization as a process with its result), but as a seli-organizing
(developing beyond consciousness) system with organization (with
conscious action). In society man must organize self-organization. But
self-organization assumes the independence of the active elements of a
system, which in society are individuals. Differently from the elements of
non-social self-organizing systems, people have consciousness. People can
seli-develop as personalities through freedom of choice. Because of this
fact one must be cautious in modelling social phenomena. The so-called
logistic equations that are widely used for the ecological problems may in
case of social tasks be used only if we can speak about the “average” man.
In the iree society people are so different that the “rough” consideration
proves fully unfit. But the mechanism of coordination of actions in self-
organization in society is the same as in the other cases of self-organiza-
tion.

Self-organization in society is connected with the expansion of the
economic freedom and with the principles of liberalism and individualism.
F. Hayek proved (although he was not accepted for many years and was
awarded the Nobel prize only when he was already 75) that an activity
following the collectivistic thinking leads unavoidably into the totalitarian
society.'” (According to Hayek, collectivism means whatever theoretical
systems which—contrary to liberalism—try to organize the whole society
in order to achieve some common general goal. The creators of these
systems refuse to accept the sphere of autonomy of an individual protected
by the law.) Reading the works of F. Hayek we can see that he clearly and
repeatedly distinguishes two types of orders. “Conscious orders” are
created by human intellect. These orders are based on the orders and pro-
hibitions according to some plans worked out earlier and are directed to
the achievement of clearly distinguished goals. “Spontaneous orders’ are
formed in the process of historical development. They do not embody any-
one’s intentions (conscious goals) and cannot be controlled from a single:
centre. Harmony between individuals is achieved not by their subordina--
tion to somebody’s will, but because they follow universal rules of con-
duct. Consciously ordered structures include armies, government offices,
industrial corporations, etc. Spontaneously (beyond the consciousness)
ordering structures are languages, justice, morality, market, etc. The
spontaneous structures appear as results of human activity, but not as
products of consciousness. They cannot be created according to previous
planning. The sovereignty and autonomy of an individual, property of an

16 Posunko A. H., Yepuenko H. B. CBoGoja H NpHHYKAEHHE B COUHAJIbHO-3KOHOMHUYECKHX
cucremax. — ®Ouiocopckas u counooruyeckas Muicab, 1990, 3, 96.

7 See for instance: Hayek, F. A. The Road to Serfdom. University of Chicago Press,
Chicago, 1944,
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individual and private entrepreneurship, outer and inner freedom, democ-
racy, and juridical order also do not appear as a direct result of organiza-
tion—the conscious activity of man—but they emerge as a result of self-
organization—natural and long-term development. Conscious activity can
accelerate this process of development (and also slow it down), but must
not replace it. In the totalitarian societies self-organization has been totally
replaced or modified by organization. Therefore the structures typical of
the civil society cannot emerge there.

Self-organization is possible in the open society and is not possible in
the closed society. According to K. Popper, we must look upon the closed
society as the contradiction of the open society: ‘... the magical or tribal
or collectivist society will also be called the closed society, and the society
in which individuals are confronted with personal decisions, the open
society.”!® The condition of the openness of society is referred to also by
F. Hayek: “The great change which produced an order of society ... was
the transition from the face-to-face society, or at least of groups consisting
of known and recognizable members, to the open abstract society that was
no longer held together by common concrete ends but only by the obedience
to the same abstract rules...”!?

Synergetics accentuates also one condition of self-organization: the
order arises from chaos only under the condition of strong non-equilibrium.
It is necessary to distinguish strictly chaos under the conditions close to
equilibrium (in which, generally speaking, seli-organized structures can
only decompose) from chaos under the strongly non-equilibrium condi-
tions (in which composing of structures through self-organization can
take place). The former type of chaos is non-creative, the latter is creative.
The meaning of the word creative is the unpredictability and unavoid-
ability of the unknown. The creative chaos is the field of unknown and
unpredictable chances. One has to “pay” for the realization of these
chances: the “food” (matter, energy, information) for the active elements
(in society these are honest individuals of initiative) should be continu-
ously oversufficient. (The further excitement of the structures formed under
strongly non-equilibrium conditions does not demand much energy any
more, but assumes the knowledge of the fopology of influence. An
unremarkable perturbation in the right place can cause a great qualitative
change.) The non-creative economic chaos includes chances only for
unethical people. The most harmful are the speculators. Some wise man
has once said that a speculator is more dangerous than a murderer,
because the latter kills only one or some people, while the former destroys
the whole nation. It is well known that during early capitalism the pre-
liminary accumulation of capital was provided in an extremely rude and
dishonest way. However, the strategic task of the former socialist countries
(which were the closed societies) is not to transform from socialism into
capitalism, but from closed society into open society. Starting from the
early capitalism would not enable them to become highly developed
countries, some of which have lived in the information society for about
a decade.

According to A. I. Rakitov, even in the situation of the present-day
crisis in the Russian society one must speak not about the transition from
non-civilized society into civilized society, but about the replacement of
civilizations. ‘““The latter demands different working skills, different men-
tality, justice, behaviour, demands the replacement of despotism by
democracy, of the slave by the free producer and entrepreneur, of the

18 Popper, K. R. The Open Society and Its Enemies. 5th edn., 1966, Princeton University
Press, Princeton, New Jersey, Vol. I, 173.

19 Hayek, F. A. Law, Legislation, and Liberty. University of Chicago Press, Chicago,
1979, Vol. 3, 164, .
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biological individual by the social and juridical individual, that is a per-
sonality. Such radical changes are not possible without the revolution in
self-consciousness, without deep transformations in the kernel of cul-
ture . ..”?0 (My italics—L. N.)

For the people who got their education in the totalitarian society it is
useful to return again and again to the words of F. Hayek: “The supreme
superstition that the social order is created by government is of course just
a flagrant manifestation of the constructivistic error.”?! And elsewhere:
“...Most of ... steps in the evolution of culture were made possible by
some individuals breaking some traditional rules and practising new forms
of conduct—not because they understood them to be better, but because the
groups which acted on them prospered more than others and %rew..."22
“Man did not adopt new rules of conduct because he was intelligent. He
became intelligent by submitting to new rules of conduct...”?® And, at
last, fully in the spirit of synergetics: “... progress cannot be dosed (nor,
for that matter economic growth!) All we can do is to create conditions
favourable to it and then hope for the best. It may be stimulated or
damped by policy, but nobody can predict the precise effects of such
measures . .."?* The priority of self-organization before organization is
stressed by the words: “Man is not and never will be the master of his
fate: his very reason always progresses by leading him into the unknown
and unforeseen where he learns new things.?

In cybernetics as well as in synergetics the objective processes are
modelled in order to control them. The cybernetic models make it possible
for man to strive for the desirable results using the programme created by
him. The synergetic models take into account that the programmes form
in the course of self-organization. However, both cybernetics and syner-
getics are exact sciences. It must be underlined that in exact sciences the
approach to the interaction between organization (management) and self-
organization does not go (and due to the specificity of exact sciences
must not go) farther from certain boundaries. The limits mean that exact
sciences in their models of influence upon seli-organization give only such
recommendations according to which the future state of an object of manage-
ment is given from the outside. Exact sciences do not make any contribu-
tion to the opening of the creative potential of the elements of the system.
In the social systems it is the creative possibilities of the elements, that is
of the individuals, that appear to be determining. Exact sciences do not
teach every man, but the governments. The latter do not necessarily think
about the welfare of “every” man. Moreover, not every man wants to follow
blindly the directions of the power. In this connection it is interesting to
mention that in one of the last reports to the Club of Rome? the task of
management is understood in a different way from the approach in exact
sciences: the indetermination must not be overcome, but must be made the
ally of management. People should trust in free individuals rather than in
“wise” governments.

Now all the former socialist societies are striving to change. Often the

changes remain only external.?” The values of essential parameters (low

* Pakutos A. W. llupuiusauusi, Ky/ibTypa, TEXHOJOrHsi H PHIHOK. — Bonpock ¢uioco-
dun, 1992, 5, 12.

2 Hayek, F. A. Law, Legislation, and Liberty, Vol. 3, 204.

201bid1 0161,

a1 Ibid;-163.

% Ibid., 169.

% Ibid., 176.

* Kunr A., Wuaiinep B. Tlepsas riobaibuas pesomounsi. [lokaax Pumckoro kiayGa.

Mocksa, 1991.

In the case of Russia this conclusion is made by I. Chernenko: Yepunenko M. B. Teopus

r;:li‘rangpo¢ u cyabba Poccun. — ®Puiocodckas u coumosornueckas Muicab, 1991, 11,
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level of economic freedom, ignoring the principles of liberalism and
individualism, total mediocrity and incompetence, and others) have
remained unaltered at least in all the former Soviet republics. They have
not left irreversibly the ways leading to slavery, about which F. Hayek
warned.

If people really want to get on the road to freedom, it is necessary to
stop offering recipes for the improvement of the world and to rise up to the
level of socio-historical and philosophical understanding of the existing
state of things and the ways to move from it to the civilized society. This
is not possible without understanding the connection between organization
and self-organization.

SUNERGEETILISE MODELLEERIMISE FILOSOOFILISED ALUSED
Leo NAPINEN

On refereeritud moistete organiseerimine ja iseorganiseerumine katego-
riaalset (filosoofilist) méaratlemist autori varasemates to6des. Neis méaa-
ratlustes arvestatakse kaht momenti: 1) organisaatori rolli ning 2) prot-
sessi ja tema resultaadi teineteisest lahutamatust. Eelnevates maéaratlustes
ja neid asendavates kirjeldustes taandus termini organiseerimine (ja orga-
nisatsioon) tdhendus struktuur-funktsionaalsele korrastatusele. Neis ei
pooratud tdhelepanu kiisimusele: kes voi mis korrastab siisteemi.

Kategoriaalselt méaratletud moistete organiseerimine ja -iseorganisee-
rumine abil on autor juba varem iseloomustanud kaht kontseptuaalset siis-
teemi tdnapdeva matematiseeritud loodusteaduses. Need on organiseeri-
mise (organisatsiooni) teooriad (kiiberneetika, kineetilised teooriad kee-
mias, sealhulgas A. Rudenko elementaarsete avatud kataliiiitiliste siistee-
mide isearenemise teooria, jt.) ja iseorganiseerumise teooriad (l. Prigo-
gine’i ja tema kaastootajate iildistatud termodiinaamika, M. Eigeni bioloo-
giliste makromolekulide iseorganiseerumise teooria, H. Hakeni siinergee-
tiline meetod jt.).

Oluline on mirkida, et H. Hakeni matemaatiliselt formuleeritud orga-
niseerimise ja iseorganiseerumise moisted on kooskolas autori kategoriaal-
sete méddratlustega. See on iiks argument selle kasuks, et kategoriaalselt
madratletud organiseerimise ja iseorganiseerumise moisted on siinergeeti-
lise modelleerimise filosoofiline alus.

Edasi vorreldakse juba konkreetsemalt siinergeetilise ja kiiberneetilise
modelleerimise filosoofilisi aluseid.

Nagu nditas I. Novik, kiiberneetilist modelleerimist iihendav ja talle
eriomane kategooria on funktsioon. Siinergeetilist modelleerimist aga
ithendab autori arvates kategooria eesmdrk, mis on teada juba Aristotelese
filosoofiast ja mida késitatakse kdesolevas kirjutises teleonoomilises mot-
tes. Uhtedel juhtudel on eesmark teadvuse, teistel aga looduse ja ithiskonna
eneste produkt. Molemaid iihendab suunatus méaratletud resultaadi saa-
vutamisele (kiiberneetika materjali alusel néitasid seda M. Makarov ja
B. Ukraintsev).

Objekti uurimisel puutus eesmidrgiga kokku ka kiiberneetika. Kuid
kiiberneetika keeles onnestus ainult kirjeldada (organiseerimise kategooria
abil), kuid mitte seletada eesmairki. Seletamine sai voimalikuks iseorgani-
seerumise kategooria vahendusel siinergeetikas.

‘Koikides siinergeetilistes mudelites arvestatakse fakti, et kooskola
(koherentsus) mis tahes iseorganiseeruva siisteemi elementide vahel tekib
inimese teadvuslikust sekkumisest ja siisteemi suhtes vilistest korrastava-
test mojutustest médda minnes, Ka iihiskond on ajaloo kdigus iseorgani-
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seerunud (teadvusviliselt arenenud) siisteem. Organiseerimine (teadvus-
lik tegevus) ainult lisandub sellele. Uhiskonna iseorganiseerumine on seo-
tud indiviidide (isiksuste) vabadusega. Kui inimeste elu médravad valit-
sused, muutub {ihiskond suletuks, kui vabad indiviidid, siis avatuks
(K. Popperi mottes). Valitsused, nagu rohutas F. Hayek, ei loo mitte sot-
siaalset (koherentsusel baseeruvat), vaid ainult mehaanilist (joulisel mo-
jutusel pohinevat) korda. Tsiviilithiskonda ei kujunda mitte valitsused,
vaid vabad indiviidid. Valitsused ainult takistavad voi soodustavad seda.
Seetottu on oige loota mitte niivord «headele» valitsustele, kuivord vaba-
dele indiviididele, isiksustele.

Praeguste ja tulevaste polvkondade ees seisab raske iilesanne: loobuda
ithiskonna «parandamise» retseptidest ja Oppida motlema teadvustades
iseorganiseerumise (teadvusvilise kéditumise) prioriteeti organiseerimise
(teadvusliku tegevuse) ees. Seda soodustaks ka siinergeetilise motlemise
pohimotete omandamine. Suletud iithiskondades kasvanud inimeste pea-
puudus on ebaadekvaatne métteviis. Kui see ei muutu, ei muutu ka iihis-
kond.

®HIJIOCOPCKHUE OCHOBbI CHHEPTETHYECKOTO
MOJEJIUPOBAHHUA

Jleo HATIMHEH

B cratbe pedepupoBaHo KaTeropHaJjbHOoe ((uI0COPCKOE) onpeaeseHHe
NOHSITHH Opeanusayus w camoopeanusayus B paHHHUX paboTax aBrTopa. B
S5THX ONpEeJeJIeHHSIX YYHTBHIBAIOTCS JABa MOMeHTa: 1) poJb opraHusaropa
H 2) uenpepbiBHAs B3aHMOCBSI3b Mpolecca W ero pesysbrata. B mpeawl-
AYyIHX ONpeJeeHHSAX H B 3aMEeHSIOUHX HX ONHCAHHSAX 3HAuUeHHe TepMHHA
opeanu3ayus peAyuHpoBasoCh K CTPYKTYPHO-QYHKIHOHAJBHONH yHOpsiAOUYeH-
HocTH. B HHX He ofpamaJioch BHHMaHHsi Ha BONPOC: KTO WJIH 4TO YIOPSA0-
YHBAET CHCTEMY.

C mnomoubio KaTeropHaJbHO OIpEAEJEHHBIX TOHSATHI Opeanusayus u
camoopeanu3ayus aBTOP y¥Ke B KaHAHAATCKOH AHCCEPTALlHH OXapaKTepH-
30BaJl JiBeé KOHUENTya/lbHble CHCTeMbl B COBPEMEHHOM MaTeMaTH3HPOBaH-
HOM eCTeCTBO3HAHHH. DTHMH CHCTEMaMH SBJSIIOTCS: TeOpuUu OpeaHu3ayuu
(kubepHeTHKa, KMHETHYECKHe TEODHH B XHMHH, BKJIOUasi TEOPHIO CaMo-
PAa3BHUTHSI 3JIEMEHTAPHBIX OTKPBITBIX KAaTaJHTHYECKHX cHCTeM PyneHko, H
ap.) u reopuu camoopearusayuu (o6oGuleHHasi TepMoaHHaMUKa [1pHroXu-
Ha (M ero COTPYJAHHKOB), TEOPHS CaMOOPraHH3aUHH OHOJIOTHUECKHX MaKpo-
MoJsiekyJ1 JiireHa, CHHepreTHYeCKHi MeToA XakeHa H 1p.).

CyuiecTBeHHO OTMETHTDb, YTO MaTeMaTHuYeCKH chopMyanpoBannbie I'. Xa-
KEHOM IOHSTHSI OPraHM3allHH M CaMOOPraHH3alHH COOTBETCTBYIOT KarTe-
rOpHaJIbHBIM OMNpe/ie/IeHHAM aBTOpa. JTO OAHH H3 apryMeHTOB B TMO0JIb3y
TOrO, 4YTO KAaTEropHajibHO OlpejesieHHble MOHSITHS OPraHH3alHu H CaMo-
OpraHusauuH sBJASIOTCA (HIOCOPCKOH OCHOBOH CHHEPreTHYECKOrOo MOJeJH-
poBaHHs.

Hanee yxe GoJiee KOHKPETHO CPaBHUBAIOTCS (HJIOCODCKHE OCHOBAHHS
CHHEPreTHUeCKOro H KHOepHeTHYeCKOro MOJe/HpPOBaHHSI.

Kak nokasan M. B. HoBuk, obmefi u cneunduueckoit ajsi KubGepHe-
THYECKOTO MOJeJHPOBAaHHS KaTeropueil sBasiercsi ¢ynxkyus. CunepreTHue-
CKOe JKe MojJe/JHpoBaHHe OO0DbeJHHEHO, IO MHEHHIO aBTOpa, KaTeropueil
Yeavb (M3BeCTHOH yxKe M3 (ua0cObDHH APHCTOTENSI H TPAKTYyeMOil B JaHHOU
pabote B TeJeOHOMHYECKOM cMbIc/e). B oaHux ciaydasix ueib eCTb Mpo-
AYKT CO3HAHHs, B JAPYrHX — MNPOAYKT CaMOH MPHPOABI H caMoro o6liecTBa.
lean oboux BHAOB 0O6beauHsieT HANpPaBJeHHOCTb HA JOCTHXKEHHE Onpeje-
JIEHHOro pesyJsibTaTa (Ha MamepHaJsie KHOepHeTHKH 3T0 mokazaau M. I'. Ma-
kapoB u b. C. Ykpaunuesn).
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C uenbio npu HccleloBaHHM OOBEKTA CTaJKHBalach H KHOepHETHKA.
Ho na s3nke kHOEpHETHKH yAaBaJjloCh TOJBKO OMHCaHHE (C MOMOLIBIO Ka-
TErOpHH OpraHu3auluu), Ho He oObscHeHHe ueaH. OO6bscHEHHe CTaJO BO3-
MOKHHM MOCPEACTBOM KaTeropHH CaMOOpPraHH3alMH B CHHEpreTHKe.

Bo Bcex cHHepreTHUecKHX MOJEJAX YYHTBIBaeTcs (pakT, UTO COrJacoBaH-
HOCTh (KOrepeHTHOCTb) MeXJy 3JeMeHTaMH J1000fi caMoopraHu3sylollencs
CHCTeMbl BO3HHKaeT IIOMHMO CO3HATEJbHOrO BMellaTe/bCTBa YeJOBeKa H
BHEIIHHX JJIS CHCTEMBl YNOpsAOYMBAIOIIMX Bo3deiicTBHH. M obumectBo $B-
" JIieTCsl CaMOOPraHM30BaBIlelicsl B XOJe MCTOPHH (pa3BHBIIeHCs BHe CO3Ha-
HHs) cucremoli. Opranuzauusi (co3HaTejbHasi [esiT€IbHOCTb) TOJBKO ee
ponosinenHe. CamMoopranusauus obliecTBa cBsi3aHa co cBOOOAOH HHAHMBH/OB
(nuunocreii). Ecam ku3Hb Jiojeil onpeaessercs NpaBHTEJNbCTBOM, TO 006-
IIeCTBO CTAHOBHTCS 3aKpBITHIM, €CJH Ke CBOOOAHBIMH HMHAMBHAAMH — TO
oTKpuITHIM (B cMbicie K. Ilonmepa). [lpaBuTenncTBa, Kak NOAYEPKHBAJ
@. Xaiiek, co3malT He COUMAJbHBIH (6a3upylOUIHiicsi Ha KOrepeHTHOCTH),
a TOJBKO MeXaHHUeCKHH (OCHOBAHHBIH Ha CHJIOBOM BO3JeHCTBHH) MOPSAOK.
paxnanckoe obuectBo GOPMHPYIOT He NMPaBHTENbCTBA, a CBOOOAHBIE HH-
auBHAb. [IpaBuTesnbcTBa TOJILKO NMPENATCTBYIOT HJH CNOCOOCTBYIOT 3TOMY.
[Tostomy crTouT HajesiTbcsi B NEPBYIO Ouepelib HE HA «XOPOILIHE» NpaBH-
TeJIbCTBA, a Ha CBOOOAHBIX MHIUBHIOB, JHYHOCTEH.

[lepen HuHemHHMH KW GyAyUIMMH TOKOJIEHHSIMH CTOMT TpyAHas 3ajava:
0TKa3aThCsl OT peleNnToOB IO <«HCIpPaBJeHHIO» 00llecTBa H HAayUYHTbCS MbIC-
JIHTb, OCO3HAB NMPHOPUTET CaMOOpPraHH3anuu (IMOBeJeHHs MOMHMO CO3HAHHS)
nepej opraHu3aunuei (CosHaTesbHOH AesiTe/bHOCTHIO). Cnoco6CTBOBATH 3TO-
My MOXKeT M YCBOEHHe NpPHHIHUNOB CHHEPreTHUeCKOro MbllieHus . OCHOBHBIM
HeJOCTAaTKOM JIIOflell M3 3aKPBITHIX OOLLEeCTB SABJSIETCS HealeKBATHHIH CIIO-
co6 MbiuieHusi. Ecau OH He M3MeHHTCs, He H3MeHHTCs U 0OIIecTBO.
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