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I. The Four Categories of Understanding Life Transformation
(Changes in Life)

In examining the word “evolution,” “entwicklung,” “évolution,” and
“jinhwa” (k) without the due consideration of its etymology, its usage
should be examined with two major categories in mind, especially when it is
applied to the studies in biology. One of the divisions pertains to the
question as to whether or not the aim of change exists and if it does happen,
then the inquiry includes the pattern of progress in attaining the objective
of change; and the other refers to the question of whether the change on the
attribute of the existence is more fundamental than the change brought on
by the flow of electrons. Here, these two categories are expanded: the
former division comprises two parts and thus becomes the theory of
internalism and externalism; the latter becomes the theory of stabilism and
dynamism. Thereafter, the theory of stabilism and dynamism divides into
two groups: one becomes the internal stabilism and dynamism of the
individual and the other, the stabilism and dynamism within the order of
nature. Internal

stabilism and dynamism of the individual subdivides, and (it is
noteworthy to add that) the ramification is contingent on the individual’s
stability, that is, whether the stability is everlasting or is undergoing a
transformation or modification.

Among the Western thinkers, stabilism theorists believed modification
and the transformation of all living entities occur within the physical body
of the “being” and within the boundary where the stability of the order in
nature is left undisturbed, because they viewed the modification and the
transformation, not as the actual transformation of the “being” but rather,
as a transitory state or as modification and transformation that occur within
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the confines of the attributes of the living being; and they had arrived at this
perspective by placing the focal point on stability of being of the being
when confronted with the question of the being. Conversely, what regulates
the existence of all living beings, according to the individual dynamism
theorists, is not the “being,” but rather, the phenomena of the living being,
and in effect, what sets the limitation of the transformation is, again, not
externally regulated, but internally regulated by the states of living entities.
According to the natural dynamism theorists, not only do individuals
change but the order of nature changes and transforms dynamically as well.
Thus the order of nature is viewed as dynamic in as much as dynamism is in
individual dynamism. Based on how the motive of transformation of a
living being is viewed, and how it is hypothesized as either an intrinsic
attribute, or an external drive, determines internality and externality. In the
history of western philosophy, one can find philosophers who represent
these categories: it was Plato who asserted the theory of external stability;
Aristotle who claimed the dynamism of the internal individual; Lamarck for
the dynamism of internal nature; and, Darwin the dynamism of external
nature.

Plato regarded idea (form) as not only an invariable substance (Ovoia) of
nature but being itself (abto 6 mpaYa) as the genuine existence, and looked
at it as the archetype (gidoc) of the substance of existence. The means of
existence for an idea is unlike that of nature; it does not exist in the reality
of time and space (res extensa) for it is non-time-spatial, but appears to the
mind, though not in the reality of consciousness (res cogitans) but rather, as
the universal truth of existence itself and, therefore, is changeless. For these
reasons, he called idea the “being of beings” (évrwg 6v). This “idea” has a
relationship with nature by taking the other side of all the beings
(¢néxeiya g ovoiag) and externally provides them with goal and purpose
(téhoc) and the basis (napovsia) of existence. Such a relationship is elineated
as safe and secure in Timaeus, where it also claims that the strata in the
hierarchy of Demiurge’s creation from the first creation world-soul to the
ensuing — gods and human beings, animals and plants, and inanimate
objects — will never change either. Plato perceived that all forms of life
naturally adhere to security and stability of their own accord making neither
any intrinsic changes in the internal nor any in the strata of hierarchy in the
external.

Certainly, Plato was fully aware of the changes that occur in the
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developmental stages of all living beings from infancy to adulthood, such as
metamorphosis, but he saw such progress as being achieved within the
frame granted by the form that is separate from the being undergoing
development. Any transformation that is irrelevant to growth-related
changes, if it takes place at all in the living entities then it is merely a
temporal phenomenon and is not a permanent transformation of its kind
that is transmitted to future generations. For instance, organism A is called
A, due to the form that regulates A’s attributes and external shape, but just
because organism A has a temporal transformation, its form should not be
speculated as having transformed as well. Consequently, Plato claims that as
long as the external form of A does not change, ontological transformation
of A cannot exist whatsoever; therefore, it is conclusive to say that A can
exist only with the attributes endowed to A by its external form and within
the stable construct of nature.

Aristotle can only be categorized as an internal individual dynamist and
not an internal nature dynamist for the reason that change in the orderly
ontological relationship of individuals, namely natural order, is not found in
his system. The individual’s transformation has nothing to do with natural
transformation. It is the completion of individual existence, which is the
purpose of internalized existence. The system of nature in History of Animal
(Historia Animalium) Volume 1V includes lifeless beings, plants, and animals
and classifies them qualitatively and quantitatively; and in the following
volume, the categorization is reorganized into Ladder of Nature (Scala Natura).

Nature proceeds little by little from things lifeless to animal life in
such a way that it is impossible to determine the exact line of
demarcation not on which side thereof an intermediate form should
lie. Thus, next after lifeless things in the upward scale comes the
plants, and of plants one will differ from another as to its amount of
apparent vitality; and. in a word, the whole genus of plants whilst it
is devoid of life as compared with an animal, is endowed with life as
compared with other corporeal entities. Indeed, as we just remarked,
there is observed in plants a continuous scale of ascent towards the
animal. (Aristotle, Historia Animalium 635)

The living beings that exist in the Ladder of this kind are produced
identically every time by nature (Plato, Physica 11 8, 199b 25) Such a finely
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and densely knit ladder includes everything from the nonliving to human
beings in stable balance and harmony; and within the ladder, change of the
order cannot exist because the existence of every one of the existing beings
depends on that substance of true nature. Aristotle elucidates the role of
true substance with the illustration of a seed of a tree. A seed is able to grow
into a big tree, Aristotle explains, due to the attribute of its substance that
makes it possible for latent frames of seeds to transform into the reality of a
tree. Hence, seed cannot become a giraffe for the reason that the attribute of
the substance of the seed is not of an animal but of plant life.

That substance of an existing being cannot be separated, according to
Aristotle in Metaphysics; yet contrary to his claim, he also mentions that it is
identical with the very substance referred to in Plato’s Phaidon (Plato Physica
II, 8, 199b 25). From the aspect of the being of beings, which is able to
maintain its own identity, Plato is right. However, for the being of beings to
free itself from the infinite regression of reasoning (regressus in infinitum)
he concluded that it has to be not external but internal (Plato Physica 1, 6-
9). The internal substance is an intrinsic quality that exists in the internal
individual in its latent frame. That substance impels the individual to
exercise and to transform and by doing so becomes the motive of the
internal individual. However, that in any measure cannot be the dynamism
of nature but a phenomenon that happens within the internal individual.
The modern definition of evolution, namely, the frame of the systematic
theory on the dynamic change of the living body and its intellectual
property has been instructed by Lamarck. One can find references (H. Diels
& W. Kranz 59A42, 59A113, and 59A117; Magner Ch. 8) to the change of
living form dating back to the ancient Greek philosophers before Plato, but
Darwin in his work The Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection, or,
the Preservation of Favored Races in the Struggle for Life referred to them at
large as having no meaning worthwhile other than for its historic nature
(Mayr Ch. 7). To follow LamarcK’s thoughts would mean that individuals
themselves would change the shape and trait with the passing of time
(Lamarck 3). Such category of change and transformation, in his view,
includes not only the individual but also nature in its entirety. He even
criticized the concept of species as no more than grouping together similar
individuals (ibid. 3) and bearing no unique character that distinguishes
them from others, and concluded that the individual is not deduced by its
own existence but the existence induced by the individual; this claim is in
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effect contrary to the commendation that biological classification of living
beings had received for facilitating the process of classifying organisms
under categories such as class-order-species.

Lamarck recognized that there are four kinds of regulations in ontogeny
in the forefront of species in Philosophy of Zoology. First, the internal
strength of living beings is the cause of maturity and advancement. Second,
living beings try to make biological adjustments in order to adapt to the
changed environment. Third, when a part of the organism is continuously
used then that part is bound to develop. Fourth, that advanced part
becomes hereditarily transmitted. Lamarck stated that environment has an
influence on the external form of animals and their organization (Lamarck
224), and the beginning of the change is sparked not within the animal
themselves but comes from their environment. If the environment changes
and continues to change, then the organism continuously conducts its
regular behavior in order to adapt to its environment and change appears in
its habit, and if the change continues then the body of the organism begins
to transform (ibid). If the animal, for instance, has an external stimulation
and an internal need then its neurological chemistry gathers in that specific
area and generates the growth of a new physical organ: this is an analogy of
the concept of setting forth the neurological chemistry as the premise for
the evolution of physique. Neurological chemistry moves away from the
part of no-need to the area in need and that which is employed continues to
develop and the other undergoes atrophy (Larson 52). Accordingly, giraffes
and others alike have undergone variation by continually using their body
part, for instance, their neck to reach their feed on higher plains, and where
the fixed activity continues the neurological chemistry gathers around and
strengthens in concentration and eventually elongates the neck or part. The
transformed form such as the elongated neck, according to Lamarck,
continues to its posterity. Lamarck is viewed as a dynamist of internal nature
for the emphasis he placed on the dynamism of organisms, whose subject is
evidently the inner strength that the organism possesses and with which it
crosses over the category to which it has been classified, despite the fact that
the momentum of dynamism can be accredited to the external
environment. The dynamism of an organism is not only indicative of the
variation of the individual but it also imparts dynamism to nature and
supplements the individual and its relationship with others.

Lamarck’s dynamism began to have friction with stabilism. Cuvier, who
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