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HOW CLOSE DID I.R. PRIGOGINE, H. 
HAKEN AND S.P. KURDUMOV ACCEPT 
UNDERSTANDING OF INEVITABILITY 

OF THEORY OF CHAOS AND SELF-
ORGANIZATION?

Eskov V.V., Filatova O.E., 
Gudkova S.A., Dzhumagalieva L.B. 

Well-known discussion between S.P. 
Kudrumov and I.R. Prigogine in 90s of 20th

century is still opened. The main idea is a role 
of instability and unpredictability of behav-
ioral dynamics of complex biosystems. The 
instability of systems of the third type is a ba-
sic characteristic feature of biosystem in the 
theory of chaos and self-organization, but, 
nowadays, this fact is not recognized and dis-
puted. Moreover, I.R. Prigogine suggested 
more rational methods for descriptions of bio-
systems, but his position is now realized in the 
theory of chaos and self-organization only. 
Complexity is going to be predicted and de-
scribed with the help of the third paradigm, 
theory of chaos and self-organization.

Key words: complexity, quasiattractor, 
third type systems, theory of chaos and self-
organization.


