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Abstract. The study is framed by the concepts of 1) “university — cognitive institute”
and 2) “generations of university”. Within different generations, the types of thinking
(mindsets) that were generated and used in universities are considered (in pre-industrial
society — scholastic, in industrial society — research, in post-industrial society —
entrepreneurial). To characterize the mindset, a methodological scheme ‘“object —
manner — intention” is used:

Thinking at the University 1.0: object — Divine order, its metaphysical foundations; manner —
positing mental entities, constructing reasoning; intention — understanding authoritative
texts and creating a consistent doctrine (a common field of meanings).

Thinking in University 2.0: object — Nature (objects, processes, laws); manner — building
models, creating ideal objects, mental experimentation, hypothesizing; intention — creating
theories (ontologies of nature), setting tasks for observations and experiments, creating
foundations for production technologies and projects (industrial civilization).

Thinking in University 3.0: object — Activity (subjects, actions, technologies, environments,
opportunities); manner — analyzing possibilities based on multi-subject models, planning of
innovations; focusing on entrepreneurial schemes that configure the participants, creating
the basis for new social and production practices.

Thinking in University 4.0: object — The world of thinking and practices (subjects,
principles, norms, foundations and boundaries of various thoughts and practices); manner —
methodological reflection, positing and transforming the foundations of thoughts and
practices; focusing on projects and technologies for collective and hybrid intelligences
(cognitive civilization), new ways and means of thinking, social relations and institutions,
new socio-anthropological experience.

The hypothesis that university of the future (cognitive civilization) will cultivate
methodological thinking (“thinking about thinking”), and that its target will be in generating
collective and hybrid (with Al participation) intelligence, as well as in developing compliant
technologies for their work is substantiated. It will generate a new agenda for the society
and create plans and precedents for new practices.

Part I of the article presents the basic research concepts and characteristics of the types of
thinking that were generated and reproduced by first-generation universities.
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Cubupckuil pedepanvhulil yHusepcumem
Poccutickas ®eoepayus, Kpacrnospck

Annortauus. Teopernueckoii 0a30ii ucciie10BaHUS ABIIAIOTCSA KOHIENTHI 1) «yHUBEPCUTET —
KOTHUTHBHBIA HHCTHTYT» U 2) «TIOKOJICHHUE YHUBEPCUTETOBY. PacCMOTpEHBI 0COOCHHOCTH
THUIIOB MBIIUIEHUS, KOTOPbIE POXKAAJIUCh U BOCIPOU3BOAUIINCH B YHUBEPCUTETAX
Pa3HBIX MTOKOJCHUH (YHHBEPCUTET B JJOMHIYCTPHATIHLHOM OOIIECTBE — CXOIACTHICCKHUH,
WH]TyCTPHAJIbHOM — UCCIIEI0BATENbCKUMA, TOCTUHAYCTPUAILHOM — IPEAIIPUHUMATENBCKUI).
J11st XapakTepUCTHKY THIIOB MBIIUIEHHUS! UCIIOJIb3YETCsl METOJ0JIOTMUECKast CXeMa: «IIPeMEeT—
Croco0 — HaIPaBICHHOCTD (MHTCHITHS ) MBIIITCHIS.

Mpmmnenaue B Yausepcurere 1.0: mpeaMeTHOCTh — boykecTBEHHBIN MOPSA0K, €T0
MeTapU3MIeCKIe OCHOBAHMS; CIIOCO0 — MONAaraHUe MBICIICHHBIX CYIIHOCTEH, TOCTPOCHHE
paccy’XJIeHuii; HallpaBI€HHOCTh — IOHUMAaHUE aBTOPUTETHBIX TEKCTOB U CO3/1aHUE
HETIPOTHBOPEUUBOTO YUCHHS (0OIIETo MOJIsl CMBICIIOB).

Mpemuienne B YauBepcutete 2.0: mpeaqmetHocTh — [Ipuposa (00beKThI, TPOIIECCHI,
3aKOHBI); CIIOCO0 — OCTPOSHHE MOAETICH, CO3MaHNe HICATFHBIX 00BEKTOB, MBICIIEHHOE
JKCIIEPUMEHTUPOBAHUE, BBIIBUIKEHHUE TUIIOTE3; HAIIPABICHHOCTh — CO3/IaHUE TEOpUi
(OHTOJIOTUM NIPUPO/IBI), TIOCTAHOBKA 3a]1a4 JUIs HAOIIONEHUI 1 SKCIIEpUMEHTOB, CO31aHUE
OCHOBAHUH [UTS IPOU3BOJCTBEHHBIX TEXHOIOTHH M KOHCTPYKINH (0a3uca HHITy CTPHAIBHOM
[MBUITU3AIINN ).

Mpemenue B YHuBepcutere 3.0: IpeIMeTHOCTh — MUp NeITeNbHOCTH (CYOBEKTHI,
aKTHBHOCTH, TEXHOJIIOTHH, CPEJIBI, BOSMOXKHOCTH); CITIOCO0 — aHAIN3 BO3MOKHOCTEH
Ha OCHOBE MOJUIPEAMETHBIX MOJIENIEeH, 3aMbICIMBAHINE UHHOBALMH; HAIIPaBIEHHOCTb —
CO3[aHNe TIPEIIIPHHUMATEIECKIX CXeM, KOHOUTYPUPYIOMIHX IESITEIbHOCTh YIaCTHUKOB
WHHOBAIUH, CO3/laHUE OCHOBAHUI JUIs HOBBIX COLIMATIbHO-IIPOU3BOACTBEHHBIX MTPAKTHUK.
Mpemmnerue B Yausepceurere 4.0: IpeaMeTHOCTh — MUp MBIIUICHUS | IPAKTHK (CYOBEKTHL,
TIPUHIUIEL, HOPMBI, OCHOBAHUSI M TPAHUIIBI PA3INIHBIX MBIIUICHAH U MPAKTUK); CII0CO0 —
METOJIONIOTHYECKasT peIIeKCHs, TToJaraHre U mpeodpa3oBaHNue OCHOBAHUI MBIIIICHUN
U TIPAKTUK; HAITPABICHHOCTh — CO3/IaHNE KOHCTPYKIHI M TEXHOIOTHH pabOTHI KOJUIEKTUBHBIX
Y THOPUIHBIX WHTEIUIEKTOB (0a3rnca KOTHUTHBHOW IIMBUIIM3AIINH ), HOBBIX CIIOCOOOB
U CPEJCTB MBIIIJICHUS], COIIUATIbHBIX OTHOLIEHUM 1 HHCTUTYTOB, HOBBIX COLMAJIbHO-
AHTPONOJIOTNYECKUX MPAKTHUK.

OO00CHOBBIBAETCS THIIOTE3a: YHHUBEPCUTET OyIymero (KOTHUTUBHOM IIMBUIIN3AIHNN ) OyIeT
KYJITUBUPOBATH METOIOIOMMYECKOE MBIIUIEHUE («MBIILUIEHUE O MBILUIEHUN ), €10 KII0UeBOH
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3ajaueii Oyaer popMUpOBaHHUE KOJUIEKTUBHBIX U THOPHIHBIX (¢ yyacTieM Al) HHTEIIEKTOB,
pa3paboTka TeXHONOTHI nX paboThl. OH OyJeT 0OecreyrBaTh TeHEPAUO HOBOM MOBECTKH
JUIst O0IIECTBA, CO3/IaHKE 3aMBICIIOB H TPELIEICHTOB HOBBIX MPAKTHK.

Yacrts [ craTbu nipesicTaBisieT 0a30BbIe KOHIEIITHI HCCIIEIOBAHKS U XapaKTEePUCTUKN THIIOB
MBILIICHUSI, KOTOPbIE MOPOXKIAIHUCH U BOCIIPOU3BOIMIINCH YHUBEPCUTETAMH [IEPBOTO

W BTOPOTO MTOKOJICHHM.

KiroueBble ci10Ba: yHUBEpCUTET OyIynIero, HOKOJICHNS YHUBCPCUTETOB, YHUBEPCUTET
4.0, KOTHUTUBHBIN UHCTUTYT, METOJOJIOTMYECKOE MBIIIUICHUE, KOTHUTUBHAS LIMBUJIA3ALMSL.

Hayunas criermansrocts: 5.10.1. Teopust u uCTOpUsI KyJIBTYphl, UCKYCCTBA (KYJABTYPOJIOTHS ).

Huruposanue: E¢pumos B. C., Jlantepa A. B. Yausepcurer 4.0: Kakoe MbIIIICHAE OyIET KYIBTHBHPOBATHCS
B Oynymem? (Yacts I). JKyprn. Cub. ¢edep. yn-ma. I'ymanumapnwie nayxu, 2024, 17(8), 1465-1476.

EDN: ELMTVV

Introduction

University development may pursue
different targets and frames. On the one
hand, there may be upgrades made to solve
current issues or to implement the practices of
leading higher education institutions; on the
other — certain steps towards the University of
the Future, which is yet to emerge following
wave-like changes in technology and social
life. This will call for dramatically innovative
shifts in higher schools’ system or for a new
intellectual institution (greenfield project).
A new development assignment is needed
to catch up with such sweeping changes in
human activities, society, and mankind type —
it will enable universities to be effective in
social transformation by integrating new
forms of thinking, activity, and social
relations.

This article is another part of (Efimov,
2014; 2016; 2017; 2020) — an attempt to describe
a future university as one of the key entities in
the social system.

J. Le Goff (1993), and P. Yu. Uvarov
(2000) understand university as an institutional
form of intellectual activity, a result of intel-
lectual men’s self-management. Universities
as institutionalized “communities of thinkers”
(from the Middle Ages to the Modern Times)
were capable of intellectual work and training
for new generations of professionals (“thinking
possessors”). Thus, university means a “body”
in the society and culture that creates, devel-

ops, and transmits complex forms of thinking
and activity .

As a public institution, university settles
into a branched population?, in which not all
members operate as “pioneers”, i.e. expand, or
create new areas of reality mastered by think-
ing. Many of them are more focused on such
specific tasks as training, and thus, are likely to
fail the “idea of the University.” As to K. Jas-
pers (2021) this idea reveals in creating living
spaces lightened by thinking activities through
rationality and concepts (creative thinking that
transforms a person). In this work, the main
goal is not a diversity of universities; it is im-
portant for us to focus on representing the uni-
versity as an institution of thinking.

To conceive the future of universities, it
is necessary to grasp the history of both so-
cial changes and the changes in universities,

as well. As a rule, such “vector”? is a result of

! The fact that a university not only transfers, but also gener-
ates new types/forms/systems of thought is a non-obvious and
risk statement. It can be justified by historical-genetic analysis
(which was done, in part, in the works of Le Goff (1993) and
Uvarov (2000)) and the study of turning points in the develop-
ment of thinking and universities.

2 The term “populous object” was suggested by G.P. Sche-
drovitsky (2005b)

3 The very presence of such “vector” is a hypothesis. An al-
ternative is possible, in which historical changes are chaotic
(or multidirectional in the areas of different civilizations), and
progress is relative. Such hypotheses are verified not by facts,
but by the entire set of development practices of universities
and other institutions, for which they set value and ontological
guidelines.
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identifying trends or drivers (technological,
economic, sociocultural, etc.) that involve uni-
versities. Another approach means suggesting
several “generations” in the universities’ his-
tory, while the future of universities is a birth
of another generation (Nikitin, 1991; Wissema,
2009; Shchedrovitsky, 2015). In this term, a
generation describes an ideal model, i.e. integ-
rity, coherence of characteristics grounded in a
certain way.

Following the idea, there is an original ver-
sion of university generations (Efimov, 2016;
2017). Their nature is linked to the characteris-
tics of technologies and activities, social struc-
tures, and cultural identities in each historical
stage. This concept lacks the idea of what types
of thinking were cultivated and developed by
universities of different generations, and what
new type of thinking will be deployed in uni-
versities of the next generation (University 4.0),
so the article answers this question.

This is a review on an intellectual devel-
opment within the history of European civili-
zation (from an eidetic cognition to discursive,
objective, and further, systemic, and method-
ological thinking), that links historical types
of thinking to universities of different genera-
tions. A hypothesis on what type of thinking
University 4.0 should form is discussed. This
will help to set the “goal” for universities to be-
come a competent institution of thinking.

1. Four Generations of Universities

University 1.0 (scholastic). Universities
1.0 emerged in the medieval Europe as net-
works of intellectuals who needed a communi-
cation environment, a community — for think-
ing and knowledge acquisition, for transferring
knowledge and methodologies to students.
Thus, University was an institutionalized
form a of intellectual work, a “social body” of
thinking. In these times, the phenomenon of
profession (vocation) arose — a cleric, lawyer,
doctor, diplomat, teacher. Universities trained
new professionals through lectures, academic
debates, libraries, composing and defending
academic theses (Le Goff, 1993; Uvarov, 2000).

University 2.0 (research). Universities
2.0 are the result of the industrial revolution,
the birth of science and engineering, deter-

mined by the need to educate the national
elites, researchers, and engineers. In University
2.0, students, on the one hand, goes through the
training “assembling line” of educational pro-
grams; on the other — they are involved scientif-
ic schools’ life and work in laboratories.

University 3.0 (entrepreneurial). Uni-
versities 3.0 emerge as the post-industrial
comes — they are the platforms for innovative,
project-based work. This generation form an
entrepreneurial competence and skills through
team-and-network project activities. The Uni-
versities aims creating grounds* for new prac-
tices (humanitarian and cultural practices, in
particular).

University 4.0 (cognitive). This genera-
tion results from the digital revolution, intellec-
tual work massification, and changes in man-
agement systems (corporate, state, and public)
towards a “collective mind.” Students receive
education by participating in “thinking ma-
chines” creation, developing virtual realities
and grounds for new practices (Table 1, Fig. 1).

2. A short excursus to the mindsets’ genesis

A University is treated as an institution
of thinking in two senses: 1) it contributes to
new mindsets forming; 2) it means a “social
body” that spreads new mindsets among the
society. We echo the cultural-historical view
of thinking, in which orientation, content and
forms of thinking travel a complex evolution
accompanying the development of civilization
and culture. Such historical approach emerged
in philosophy (from G. Vico (1984), A.R. Tur-
got (1999), J. A. Condorcet (1955) to G. Hegel
(2000), who discussed the “progress of human
mind” (Shchedrovitsky, 2005a), history and
methodology of science (Lakatos, 2008; Shche-
drovitsky, 2005a; Rozin, 1989; Rozin, 2008);
in cultural anthropology and cultural history
(Lévy-Bruhl, 2012; Foucault, 2001; Gurevich,
1984); in psychology (Piaget, 1970; Vygotsky,
1983: 25-30; Luria, 1974; Cole, 1998, etc.).

At the same time, in terms of activity the-
ory (A.N. Leontiev, D. B. Elkonin) and activity
approach (G.P. Shchedrovitsky, M. V. Rozin),
thinking is a part of a complex system — col-

4 University’s status as operating at the foundation level is
discussed in (Efimov, 2020).
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University 4.0
Platform for new
practices and

cognitive
technologies
University 3.0. Metadisciplinary and
2 integrative thinking,
(Ei:;r:\':;;gﬁz”:;d methaodological thinking
technologies) Collective intellinence,

hybrid intelligence,
Projectminded worldview  CoOnitive environmert

UniverSity 2.0 Human-centered and Research network and
Schools and labs sociocultural approaches team managementof the
for research and to science and projects future
University 1.0 ﬁ:‘n%lne:rmg. " Institutionalized creative Institutionalized ethics of
intelinctiial RROF Tactony and innovative activities CU?{DEfaupn.trUﬁ. and
R partnership
Community Knowledge creation has
cientific grounds
Institutionalized Slpniinp grond T
intelligence. Intellectual Experiments, modelling, —=
activity {in the form of machine andtechnology
lectures, debates, design
Aol Beeaeits Scientific worldview ‘-—’ @ m
hroughttogether onto —
a single platform @

Speculation culture

Digital revelution,
knowledge-driven
economy. Creative

Post-industrialization ndustries
Industrial and Cyberphysical systems-
commercial basedindustries
T companies; service  ayificial Intelligence
Industrialization - companies. Growing
birth and urban economies Socialneedfar
development of collective and hybrid
industries Socialneedfor intelligence, forhomo
Urban 7 expetience in economics, creative
expansion Socialneedforresearch  ana0ement, and
and engineering humanitarian knowledge
Urban communities' practices, brainwarkers
callforintellectuals (researchersand Demand far
{lawyers, theologists, explorers) entrepreneurs, staff far
doctors, diplomats) super-industry andurban

economy

Fig. 1. Generations of University and social development
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lective activity, which requires: 1) human in-
teraction, 2) use of symbolic means that replace
material objects and can organize activities.

An example is a proposed by V.M. Rozin
(1993) pseudogenetic reconstruction of geome-
try appearance — its ideal objects and operating
system. The sign organization of the activity
scope identifies and structures the subject in it.
Since the signs (with the abstract, non-active
content captured) turn into the functional
subject, and, further, there are interactions of
the signs (abstract contents) — a “thinking at
Large” rises. Pure thinking suggests idealiza-
tion — bringing the links captured by signs to
an extreme, “refined” form — and ideal objects
designing. Through these objects, it develops
an ideal reality (theory) of mathematics, philos-
ophy, law, physics, etc. Theoretical knowledge
can be tried on the “real world” through spe-
cial procedures (by reflexing the experience, or
through experiment, construction, and design),
and constitutes various practices® (Rozin,
1989; 2008).

The history of thinking can be seen
through its objectified forms — texts, artifacts,
and events. Stepping aside the possibilities and
limitations of reconstructing bygone mindsets,
let’s note that the European history distinguish-
es such socio-cultural stages as Antiquity, the
Middle Ages, Modernity (Modern Times) and
Post-Modernity. Considering the production
capabilities and socio-economic systems, the
last two are also called the Industrial and Post-
industrial eras.

Currently, many (philosophical, psycho-
logical, “science about science”, interdisciplin-
ary, etc.) “research programs” (in the sense of
1. Lakatos (2008)) for the mindsets’ history
rebuilding have been suggested, but only par-

> The concept of practice is devalued by its use as a syn-
onym for effective performance. Dating back to the Ancient
philosophy, practice meant using of any doctrine, system of
ideas, or theory. “Praxis” is an activity of a free person, that
is, the freedom to express one’s beliefs and ideas about the
beauty. The main result is testing of ideas and practitioner’s
self-development. The Young Hegelians and Marxists used the
concept of “revolutionary practice,” which meant the trans-
formation of reality. Thus, practice is a system that includes
foundations (idea, views, doctrine, theory, etc. and super-tasks
formulated on their basis) and the “implementation” of these
foundations into activity — adequate goals, tasks, methods,
tools, products.

tially implemented. Things are better with the
history of ideas created as there is a good her-
itage in the history of sciences (mathematics,
physics, biology, linguistics, etc.). Still, with
few exceptions (Akhutin, 1976; Stepin, 2003),
the mind that created all these objects remains
out of analysis.

Thus, only few episodes have been articu-
lated through hypotheses, which make it possi-
ble to see its framework. Philosophical, cultural
studies or science about science, can give just
a sketchy idea of what the thinking in different
periods of European history consisted of.

Thinking has come a long way in its his-
tory from practical intelligence to theoretical
one, building systems of concepts, mental ob-
jects, and models. This is the path from ensur-
ing the “smartness” in certain activities to the
cognitive reconstruction of the whole world in
its scopes and complexity.

As the history shows, methodological
thinking emerges and targets thinking as its
research subject. It reflexively operates with
the types of thinking, constructively uses the
ideas and models born by different grounds.
Methodological thinking can identify and
present the very paradigm® of thinking as an
object — explicit and implicit speculations,
categories, concepts, and rules that outline
what is possible or impossible, acceptable or
unacceptable for a given thinking. Expected-
ly, the “breakthroughs” and overcoming exist-
ing paradigms are not spontanecous, but rather
projected.

In the 20" century, computer technology
made it possible to teach the machines the oper-
ational part of thinking — calculations, or oper-
ations with signs. Recent years have witnessed
Generative Pre-trained Transformers (GPTs)
that can generate user-determined text and im-
ages. A task has been set to create a universal
artificial intelligence capable of understanding
and solving any-type-problems, and of com-
municating with new meanings generation.
Being technologized and machine-enhanced,
thinking will give a birth to a new round of
civilization development, just as agriculture or
metallurgy gave rise to the past civilizations.

¢ A paradigm and a “scientific revolution” as a change in the
paradigm of thinking was introduced by T. Kuhn (1970).
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Historical type of thinking are character-
ized by: 1) initial ontological questions, i.e. a
problematic area; 2) new objects and ways
of thinking that determine the very space
of mental activity and the type of results ob-
tained; 3) vector (intention) of thought, firstly,
on “packaging” of all kinds of contents into
certain categorical, eidetic and conceptual
schemes, i.e. creating a coherent picture of the
world; secondly, to justify and equip trans-
formative actions — new socio-productive and
socio-anthropological practices.

Each mindset has its own horizon, and
what is beyond and cannot be thought, is con-
cerned illogical, absurd, and “nonsense”’. In
historical transitions, the capabilities of think-
ing are aimed at overcoming the existing and
opening a new horizon of thinking by forming
new ontological issues; setting new subjects
and ways of thinking; anticipating of different
practices.

Thus, there are cultural-historical types
of thinking that can be discovered when
studying the peaks of civilization develop-
ment within historical periods. These types
are the framework for thinking in certain
fields of activity (religion, science, engineer-
ing, etc.) or science (if they existed). They can
be characterized through their subjects, meth-
ods, and vectors.

The object of thinking is universal defi-
nitions of what is thought in certain era. The
ultimate form of objectivity is what basically
can exist and can be thought; it forms ontology,
the ontological basis of the mindset®.

The manner of thinking is a set of forms
and means that thinking uses to create var-
ious contents (for example, modelling, prin-
ciples, and laws formulating). Extreme forms

7 For example, in the Medieval thinking, “nature”, which
arose independently of God, is an absurdity; an arbitrary cre-
ation of the universe “out of nothing” is something that can-
not happen in the natural scientific thinking of the New Age.
Operating with infinitesimal quantities was impossible before
differential formulas; a chaotic motion of particles was inde-
scribable to thought before the statistical physics appeared.

8 “Everything is a game of elements”, “everything is a ratio-
nal creation and can be understood through the idea of cre-
ation (and there is nothing but what is created)”, “everything is
things and processes and can be understood as the interaction

of things (and there is nothing but things and processes)”, “ev-
erything is acting subjects with their realities”.

of conceivability are categories and categorial
schemes’.

The intention of thinking are tasks
solved by thinking peculiar to a certain peri-
od: 1) “social-cognitive” means creation of on-
tologically and logically coherent ideas, in the
peak — a holistic picture of the world; 2) social
and practical ones create new activity, or tech-
nological, social, and production opportunities.

3. Mindsets in Universities
of different generations

The proposed overview on the stages of
thinking development is based on F. Kh. Kes-
sidi (2003), S.S. Averintsev (1975; 1989;
2010), A. Ya. Gurevich (1984), P.P. Gaidenko
(1996), V.S. Stepin (2003), V.S. Bibler (1975),
A.V. Akhutin (1976), V.M. Rozin (1989; 2008),
T. Kuhn (1970), 1. Lakatos (2008) and other
Russian and foreign philosophers and cultural
scientists.

Background: Classical thinking

Thinking as a special activity with its
own tasks and results occurred long before
the universities. In European civilization, a
move from eidetic and syncretic thinking to
a discursive and objective one was in the days
of Antiquity. In this time, the basic (classical)
reflection (what is discussed) gave a way to
noemas (i.e. units of conceivable content).
Unlike the mythological consciousness, for
which “everything can be everything,”!® the
objective consciousness accepts something
that remains itself; ideas (i.e. eidos — basic re-
lationships, which are perceived figuratively)
are formalized.

In some areas, this work has reached the
level of ideal objects, i.e. the units of theoretical
thought:

1. Ideal objects are the result of semiotic
objects’ transformation into operative objects;
they mean a special “reality” with its own laws
and content (e.g. ideal objects in geometry (Ro-
zin, 1993)).

2. Ideal objects reflect ontological con-
struction (the “elements” that form every-

 To sample: space — time and casualness in traditional sci-
ence.
10 Kessidi (2003).
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thing, or “atoms and emptiness” in ancient
metaphysics).

The Ancient mindset views the world
through measures and forms, values and their
relationships, figures, and their conversion. It
builds statics (equilibrium configurations of
bodies) and regards movement as a time-and-
distance traveled ratio. At the same time, ei-
detic thinking (intuition of mental objects and
relationships) evolves into a discursive one,
suggesting reasoning and proof. To some ex-
tent, reasoning-centered reflection made it
possible to “separate” grammar from logic,
to establish the rules for logical analysis and
argumentation'!. There also were first attempt
to transform knowledge into a logical system
(Euclidean geometry).

Reasoning itself was formed out the dis-
cussion and “integrated” in texts — essays and
letters'?. Thinking began to exist as a special
reality “above” individual mental acts. “Sign
bodies” of ancient thinking are oral and written
statements, and drawings.

The intention of thought was to create a
sound integrality, revealed through temples,
poleis, or a harmonious person (i.e. kalokag-
athia which means combinations of physical,
intellectual, and moral perfection).

Next, we will outline the nature of gen-
erations of universities through the character-
istics of thinking forms peculiar to each era.
First, there is a “draft”, an empirical picture of
what thinking looked like in different periods
of history; the results are pushed through the
methodological scheme “object — manner — in-
tention”.

3.1. University 1.0

In the Medieval Europe, advanced think-
ing was a thing of scholastics (Averintsev,
2010), who were engaged in teaching, philos-
ophy, and specific areas of knowledge. The
scholastic scientists discussed the Church Fa-
thers’ ! essays and translated fragments of Pla-
to and Aristotle. In the 12 century, Aristotle’s

' In Aristotle’s essays — Analytics, Topics, etc.

12 To sample: the letters of Archimedes to his friend Dositheus,
in which Archimedes explains the relationships he discovered
in the field that we today call statics (a branch of physics).

13 Qutstanding church leaders who were distinguished by or-
thodoxy of teaching, holiness of life, remarkable scholarship

Categories and On Interpretation became also
available. The early scholastics “looked at Ar-
istotle’s views through a tiny window”, that
was a ground for problems and contradictions
which were explained in Aristotle’s system, but
in other (unknown) works. Scholastics’ think-
ing turned out to be focused on trying to put
together fragments, resolve contradictions and,
moreover, “match” the ancient philosophers
with the Church Fathers.

Inevitably, metaphysical questions '* arose,
and scholastics tried to find the answers in
various texts, including those that — in current
terms — lied at the intersection of logic and lin-
guistics. Scholasticism focuses on definitions,
carefully found authoritative quotations, com-
pilation of comprehensive reviews, discussion
of similarities and differences in texts, and for-
mally deductive reasoning. At the same time,
book-learning was highly valued, while the
real experience was not. Knowledge acquisi-
tion was available either through divine revela-
tion — the Bible, — or the “natural ability of the
mind”, i.e. the logical operations over existing
definitions and judgments.

In the 13" century, almost all of Aristot-
le’s works became available, and scholasticism
flourished, preserving its key features — formal
rationality and book-learning; “summas” — ex-
tensive essays that included the whole written
data for a certain area — were created (“Summa
Theologica”, “Summa Musica”, etc.). The Mid-
dle Ages used a mix of thinking techniques,
combining speculations on entities and logical
inference with metaphors and analogies'. The
schemes are hierarchy !¢, opposition'’, genus-
species, etc.

In certain areas (mathematics, mechanics)
models and operating systems were developed
(as compared to the Ancient Times); thus, im-

(Ambrose of Milan, Gregory the Theologian, Saint Augustine,
St. Jerome, etc.).

14 Issues of first principles.

15 For example, the human body parts were compared to the
elements that form the universe (flesh resembled earth, blood —
water, breath — air, heat — fire). Allegorical comparisons served
as a means of classifying things and events and relating them
to eternity (Gurevich, 1984, 63-65).

16 Heavenly hierarchy of spiritual entities, earthly hierarchy of
classes, occupations, living beings, etc.

17 Good and evil, righteous and sinners, spiritual and fleshy,
pure and dirty, terrible and funny, etc.
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plementing Arabic numerals radically im-
proved the understanding and use of numbers;
representing the ratio of variables as a value
made it possible to model the movement, etc.

The intention of thinking was to compre-
hend the world as a divine order; to coordinate
the human life and activity with this order
(righteous life and redemption); to achieve suc-
cess in different activities (household, family,
craft, healing, etc.) through matching the ac-
tions with the principles identified by thought
or given by tradition.

During this period, the most important
thing was to establish the objects of think-
ing, opposed to a sensually determined reality
and human activity; to maintain this space of
thought without “falling” into a profane con-
sciousness. The symbols and attributes of the
university, debate and statement ethics, pro-
fessors’ appearance — all this and many others
have served as a means of collective “keeping
oneself within thought” (in speculative reality).

Established in the 13™ century, universi-
ties became centers and carriers of scholastic
knowledge and ways of thinking. Students had
to master the methods and techniques of brain
work, e.g. defining terms, constructing judg-
ments and conclusions. They had to listen to
lectures delivered by professors and read scien-
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