EPISTEMOLOGICAL AND ONTOLOGICAL TOOLS

FOR AN EXTENDED VIEW OF A HUMAN PERSON

AS A SOCIAL BEING AND ITS ENVIRONMENT

PART 2:

THE INCREASING INHOMOGENEITY OF THE POWER OF SCIENCE
AND AN “ARISTOTELIAN” PROPOSAL TO COPE WITH

Walter W. KOFLER!?

BO3PACTAIOIIIAA HEOJHOPOAHOCTD BJJACTH HAYKH

N «<APUCTOTEJIEBCKOE» IPE/IVIO’KEHUE KAK CIIPABUTBHCSA C OTUM -
BTOPAA YACTDH «QIIMCTEMOJIOI'NYECKHUX 1 OHTOJIOI'MYECKHUX
NHCTPYMEHTOB JJIS1 PACIHUPEHHOI'O B3I'VISAIJA HA YEJIOBEKA KAK
COLIMAJIBHOE CYIIECTBO U EI'O CPEJIY»?

Walter W. KOFLER

Abstract. Fundamental changings have taken place in the last 2-3 decades and are
taking further on — with relevant influences for the eco-socio-cultural living conditions:
For instance, the climate change is taken as reality and the discussions are reduced;
while curative medicine is as powerful as never before, although is not sufficient enough
in relevant cases. The situation in medicine can be used as indicator in which fields we
can and in which we should not expect the needed scientific support: The analysis
demonstrates that health related aspects caused by physical interactions can be predicted
even in the single case. This is relevant: Applications of science are related any time on
special single cases — not only in medicine. But the power of sciences is reducing up to
the deprivation of any causal fundament e.g. for Alzheimer. Therefore cluster method
remains actually as the only related tool. Pfizer — the world biggest pharmaceutical
company — skipped its research program to develop a drug against Alzheimer this year —
not because of the lack of money but because of the lack of power of the used scientific
theoretical frames. This should be accepted as an alarm clock for the scientific
community that the borders of the power of the used paradigms are reached and a
discussion about the extension of our scientific frames should be started.

Therefore an additional frame is needed. Relevant support can be expected from
Avristotelian positions. One key aspect is demonstrated for the needed “Extended View””:
How to integrate the single case more appropriate into a frame which is compatible with
the powerful state of knowledge in the different related scientific disciplines.
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Pe3iome. OyHnameHTanbHblE W3MEHEHHUS MPOM3OILIM 3a MOciHeqHue 2-3 NecsTHIETHS,
KOTOpbIE HMMEIOT 3HA4€HUE JUIsI COBPEMEHHOCTHM M BIMAKOT Ha YCIOBHUS DKO-COLHO-
KyJIbTYpHOW JKM3HHU: HallpUMEpP, U3MEHEHWE KIMMaTa NPUHUMAETCS KakK JaHHOCTb, U
JUCKYCCUM Ha 3TOT CYET COKpAllAlOTCsA; B TO BpeMsl Kak JeueOHas MeAuluHa cTaja
CWIBHOM KAaK HMKOIZA IPEkKIE, XOTS B ONPEICIEHHBIX CIIydasXx €€ BO3MOXXHOCTEH
OKa3bIBaeTCsl HeNOoCTaTOYHO. CHUTyalMI0 B MEIUIMHE MOYKHO HCIIOIB30BaTh B KayeCTBE
MH/AMKATOpa — B KakuX OOJACTAX Mbl MOXKEM, U TJ€ HE JOJDKHBI OXHJIaTh HEOOXOIUMOU
HAay4yHOU MOAJEPKKU: AHallU3 IMOKa3bIBAET, YTO Pa3BUTHE YEJIOBEYECKOTO0 MOTEHIMAJA
(300pOBBS YENOBEKA), B OTHOIIEHUU K acleKTaMm (PU3MYECKOro BO3JIEHCTBUS, MOTYT OBITh
IpeACKa3aHbl JaXe B €IMHUYHOM Clydae. OTO AaKTyalbHO: IPHMEHEHHME Hay4HBIX
JOCTH)KEHUHM, U HE TOJBKO B MEIMIIMHE — BCErAa CBA3aHO C 0coObMU ciydasmu. Ho cua
HayKu BCerja yObIBaeT, €CJIM OTCYTCTBYET IPUUYMHHOE OOOCHOBAaHME JIaHHOTO (PEHOMEHA,
HampuMep Kak B ciydae Oose3sHu AunbureiiMepa. B 3Toif cBA3M, KIIACTEpHBIM METOJ
ocraeTcsl  (aKTUYECKH E€JUHCTBEHHBIM MOJAXOSAIIMM  HHCTpyMeHTOM. Hampumep
«Ildaitzep» — kpynHeimas B Mupe (QapmaneBTHUECKass KOMIIAHHUS — 3aKpblia CBOIO
HCCIIEI0BATENbCKYIO NMpOorpaMmy o pa3paboTKe mpenapara IpoTUB 0ose3Hu AJblreiimepa
B 3TOM TOJy, IPUYEM CJI€Jaa 3TO HE M3-3a HEXBATKU JEHET, HO IO NPUYUHE OTCYTCTBUS
HEOOXOAMMBIX HAy4YHBIX TEOPETHYECKUX OCHOBAHUNW M KOHCTPYKLUMH MJIs YCIEIIHbIX
pa3paboToK. ITO clielyeT BOCIPHUHATh B KauecTBe MPOOYKIAIOLIEro CurHajia OyaniabHUKa
JUIE HAYYHOTO COOOIIECTBAa — YTO T'PAHUIBI BO3MOXKHOCTEH HCIOJIB3YyEMbIX MHapagurMm
JOCTUTHYTBI, U HEOOXOAMMO OOCYIWTh BONPOC O pACHIMPEHUM HAIIMX HAaY4HBIX
TEOPETUYECKUX KOHCTPYKIIUH.

CrnenoBarenbHO, TPEOYIOTCS TONOJHUTENbHBIE TOHATHITHBIE CTPYKTYPBI U KOHLIETITYaJIbHbIE
cxeMbl. COOTBETCTBYIOIYIO MOIIEPKKY 3[€Ch MOYKHO OXHUAATh U OT APUCTOTEIEBCKHX
Hay4YHbIX NO3MIMHA. KiltoueBBIM acmekToOM BBICTYMAET JEMOHCTpalusi HEO0OXOIUMOro
«Pacmmmpennoro B3rmszna» Ha HaydHbIE BO3MOXKHOCTH: Kak HMHTErpHpoBaTh OTACIIBHBIN
ciyyail  Oojee  MOAXOAAMIMM  O0Opa3soM B COOTBETCTBYIOIIYIO  KOHIIENITYaJIbHYIO
KOHCTPYKIIMIO, KOTOPasl ABJIAETCA COBMECTUMOM C MOIIHBIM COCTOSIHUEM 3HaHHWI B pa3HbIX
CMEXHBIX HAYYHBIX TUCHHUILIMHAX.

Kntoueswie cnosa: cuna Hayky, HEIOCTaTOK CHUIIbI, 60J€3Hb AublreliMepa, uHdopmaus,
«Pacmmmpennsiii  B3rnsin», Apuctorenb, €IWHMYHBIA clydail M NOpeIcKa3yeMOCTb,
MOAaBJICHUE-TIPUHYKICHHE, ApucroreneBckas ITUOJIOT U, MOTEHIMA,
JMCKPUMHHAIIMOHHAS CIIOCOOHOCTh, OecmpourphliiHas (WIiN-win) Monenib JUisi pa3BHTHS,
BCEOOBEMITIONIAS TPOCTOTA
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1. THE PROBLEM

In part 1 different considerations were presented about ontological and
epistemological options and restrictions®. They allow to deal more adequate with the
fundamental changings which have taken place in the last 2-3 decades and are taking
further on — with relevant influences for the eco-socio-cultural living conditions: Now
there are no more discussions (e.g.) about the climate change. It is reality. And
nobody will contradict: The curative medicine is as powerful as never before. Look
only on the progresses in accident surgery or the applications of biochemical offers.

But the progress cannot be observed in all future relevant diseases. Remember
Alzheimer: Dementia dominates actually for more and more victims and their
families the daily life. Nevertheless, we do not use a scientific model to understand
this disease. So the actually applied scientific frame enables as to predictions in an
extreme wide range: from causal predictions in any single case to a lack of any causal
based prediction even in the average. And any applier of sciences has to deal with

% Kofler W: Epistemological and ontological tools for an Extended View of a human person as a
social being and its environments, part 1: Considerations about ontological and epistemological
options and restrictions, Biocosmology — Neo-Aristotelism, 2(4): 273-292.
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single cases. So we have to focus also on the predictability for the single case. All the
following arguments are integrated in the so called “Extended View”. This model
should extend but not substitute the given “normal sciences (according to Th. Kuhn?).
Such an extension is possible thanks to integration of additional paradigmatic
positions into dynamic understood given paradigms.

1.1. Analysis: The metaphor of the perforated barrel

The situation in medicine can be used as indicator in which fields we can and in
which we should not expect the needed scientific support: | compare this with the
metaphor of a perforated barrel®: Assume the power of science in a comparison of a
barrel to collect the lifesaving water. The bottom and the next part of the staves are
totally tight. As higher the staves are as more perforated they are. The highest barrel
hoop is linked with the whole barrel just with few staves. Therefore as more water
will flow out as higher the level of water is rising. Nearly the whole additional water
will flow away if the water level has come to the area with only few staves.

Now we attribute health problems and their evolutionary relationship to the
height of the barrel: Health problems based just on classic physical reasons are on the
bottom. We can calculate in every single case e.g. if a bone will break or not because
of a fall, if we have just the physical characteristics. Gravitation influences the
movement even of the so called “Dark matter” in the very ancient universe. Its effect
on any bone is not different as to any solid body of “Light matter” with the same
physical characteristics. So we can neglect that the bone is produced by a living
being.

Our prediction for the individual reaction will be a little less exact for the single
case of a classic chemical interaction even on a morphological living structure, e.g. of
a trop of acid on the skin of any single human person. The special nature of living
beings can never be neglected in case of poisoning. You can predict that about 500
rats will die on the poison, if you expose 1000 rats to the dosis letalis 50. But you
cannot predict the future of a single rat. We have to consider biological variability.
Without living beings no poisoning! Life started about 4 billion years ago.

A principle change takes place on the next level. It deals e.g. with high blood
pressure and CHD. These pathological bodily processes can be caused just by
morphological inputs, e.g. thanks to food habits. An additional and in principle
different causation is coming from “inside” by subjective valuations (e.g.
psychosocial stress) or by a combination of both. Even monkeys show high blood
pressure. Primates exist since about 60 Million years. But there is no scientific model
to link on a causal levels both types of processes (Body-mind-dilemma). Therefore
the scientific argumentation is never “a closed chain of causality” but only the “risk”
to link with the causal models of biology.

The situation is changing again fundamentally e.g. with Alzheimer: This disease
Is represented with the highest level of the barrel. Nearly all additional water is

% See: Kuhn Th.: The structure of scientific revolutions, Univ. of Chicago, 1962.
® See: Kofler W.: Pfizer ends Alzheimer-Research: An Emergency Signal for Medicine and Politics,
Herald of International Academy of Sciences, Russian Section, 2018, 1, 56-62.
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running out: Now the patient is never able to construct and realize processes which
have been typical for his personality. The causation is coming from inside.
Chemical, biological and other external influences seem to be not critical — maybe
supporting the process. The time period between the occurrence of monkeys and of
Homo sapiens is so long, that it is not a surprise that fundamental improvements in
dealing with meaning and abstract ideas could have taken place.

1.2. Consequences:
You see: We can start our considerations from two sides:

a) to focus on an extended view of the evolutionary process, and

b) to focus on the principles of the decision making of the person
Both topics are interlinked. But we have to accept that we are not ideal. Therefore we
have to focus our interest first on one aspect and neglect temporarily the other one.
Therefore | will focus my interest on the timeless valid position of Aristotle and his
four causes. Medical doctors remember the physiological discovers of Sechenov and
Pavlov if the terms “to focus—to inhibit” are used.

2. APROPOSAL FOR A SOLUTION
2.1. The support of think tanks to Sechenov and Pavlov

Sechenov discovered that the speed of a reflex is as more inhibited as more parts
of the brain are integrated — up to the option, that the reflex is suppressed®. And
Pavlov could confirm with his experiments about conditioning that the relevance of a
stimulus — maybe the sound of a bell — can be enforced and modified in his meaning.
So the sound of the bell can cause the stimulation of salivation without any food.

Both  discoveries can be linked to a general principle of
“inhibition/enforcement”, which is valid for processes on any evolutionary level.
Firstly, it can be linked with another stay of knowledge. The conservation laws in
physics: Energy cannot be lost or won, but modified. The general principle of
“inhibition/enforcement” can be understood as consequence of the general principle
of conservation. The available capacity e.g. of energy is restricted for other
applications, if more of the capacity is attributed for a special one.

Such processes should be to expect even in decision making processes.

2.2. The integration of the evolutionary process

We can use the proposal of R. Riedl and of Aristotle to deal with evolution.
Aristotle was the first scientist who described the entities on earth with different
layers. E.g. Hartmann extended this position according to the stay of knowledge in
the 19" century and Rupert Riedl integrated the knowledge of the 20" century in the
following graph’. I used it to transfer this into a model of a human person as a social
being and the integration of all the different levels thanks to discrimination ability

6 See: Sechenov I.M. The reflexes of the brain, in 1.M. Sechenov: Selected works, reprint Bonset,
1968, 263-336.

7Riedl, R. 1978/79. Uber die Biologie des Ursachendenkens; ein evolutionistischer,
systemtheoretischer Versuch; in: Mannheimer Forum 78/79. Mannheim.
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(modified within the evolutionary progress further on into ability to organize for life,
ability for emotions for sense oriented intentions and ability for critics for intellectual
effects). You see easily: The increasing perforation of the barrel is linked with the
increasing youth of the first occurrence of entities with the related characteristics (see

Fig. 1).
Model of strata (Riedl R.) and the perforated barrel
Age of strata in years
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Fig. 1. Model of strata (Riedl R.) and the perforated barrel

Focus your interest on the fundamental break: The related self-understanding of
an entity with the intention to be in a subjective relationship to another and not only
to purpose orientation is linked with the loss of causality — thanks to its transfer to be
an individual related to another individual. And the ability to create abstract
assumptions about intentions and ideas (“construct — constructions™®) thanks to
ability for critics causes individual personality. This is the level which cannot be
handled with causal conclusions which are based on observables. But empirical data
are the prerequisite for the power of physics and chemistry.

But we have to respect: Each bodily reaction is based on the function of a cell
thanks to proteomics and genomics finally. But we do not have sufficient information
about the linkages between the levels and their feed backs to the guiding centers on a
causal level.

Aristotle has seen these differences: He created the three worlds of entities on
the level which could be observed and recognized: The world of the not living ones
(physics and chemistry), the world of living animals and the world of humans = if

8 See: Kofler W, Puritscher M. A follow-up of constructs, constructions and realisation for a
constructivist interpretation of evolution and the uncertainty relationship. In: van Dijkum C., de
Zeeuw G., Glanville R. Methodological explorations in constructive realism. Southsea,
Amsterdam: BKS+, ISBN 0-9525046-2-6, 1998: 103-116.
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entities with emotions and intellectual activities. This world is based on that what is
distinct from the others thanks to borders of the fundamental break: No living ones
did not reach the next level of life, animals reached — in his understanding — not the
level of “the other side” of that what I describe with the “fundamental break™. But all
entities are limited in their effectiveness also thanks to their ancient older levels up to
their physical nature.

2.3. Supporting the model through the Aristotelian science
| focus in this paper just on two aspects: The proposals of Aristotle of “four

types of causation” and of “potentia”.®

3. TO THE SUPPORT OF ARISTOTLE’S AETIOLOGY

3.1. Four types of causation
Avristotle distinct between four types of causes (which can appear in different forms)
for the occurrence of processes.

a) Causa materialis

b) Causa formalis

¢) Causa efficiens

d) Causa finalis
The four causae have to be seen as dynamic interlinked: The available tools
(materials in special form) are often prerequisites for applicable intentions — if e.g.
the person is able to use this tool and if the surroundings (environments) are
adequate. The most fundamental prerequisite for intentions is the evolutionary level
in the general and the related individual characteristics of the actor. These aspects
should be discussed in detail with the focus on the evolutionary process. And we have
to expect that all types are respected in any causation: consciously and unconsciously.
But we have to respect “Sechenov and Pavlov” too.

3.1.1. Comparison of the traditional understanding of causation (“normal
science” according to Th. Kuhn) and the application of four causes
I will demonstrate the differences of the two techniques and their compatibility
with two examples: First Malaria. Then | compare the standard position with the
ongoing on the basis of Aristotle. Then I apply the conclusions for a second example:
my overweighed friend Peter.

3.1.2. The example 1: Malaria

The traditional understanding is based just on empirical phenomena: The
mosquito transfers with a bite the parasite (Plasmodium falciparum) into the blood.
The parasite reaches the liver and reproduces there the offspring. They infect red
blood cells and destroy them. This causes the disease. There is no final causeCausa

° The content of terms is modifying within the times. | use them with a focus on the 21 century. So
the term “potentia” is used in an extended understanding: It covers also aspects which Aristotle
attributed to his “entelechy”: So the actual and the dynamic aspects are integrated within the
meaning of “potentia”.

BIOCOSMOLOGY — NEO-ARISTOTELISM | o0 8 Mo 3&4,




439

efficiens is also summarizing in the implicit assumption: Anopheles and their
offspring are able to do this
Avristotle would be much more explicit.

a) The mosquito is our actor and starts the process: The (dominating) Causa
materialis for the step “from outside to inside” is the parasite Plasmodium
Malariae, its causa formalis the proboscis (= the “hollow needle” to sting the skin
and to suck the blood). Its causae efficiens are two types of ability of the
mosquito: One is to use its energy and morphology to fly, to make a whole into
the skin, put saliva with the plasmodium into the hole, etc. The other one is to
recognize the potential host, to guide its movement into the correct direction etc.
We attribute to the mosquito as “causae finalis” the intention to survive and to
support the growing of the offspring.

b) Now we reach the second step “from inside to disease” in a long follow up of
causations. Now the parasite (Plasmodium falciparum) is the actor. It was
“simplified” as causa materialis in the first step above. Its causa materialis would
be the molecular structure which fits to the related cell of the liver. Its causa
formalis would be the structures to enable the parasite to pass into the lever cell
and to interact with the related substructure of the cells, its causae efficiens would
enable the movement and guidance to the related structures and interactions, the
causa finalis would be again the reproduction of “offspring”.

c) The offspring can be used as starting point for the next cascade with the — health
related — unintended final result of the attack with fever.

3.2. Compatibility of the “Extended View” with “Normal sciences” — additional
offers and demands
So the follow up of causations according to the proposal of Aristotle is in full
agreement with the stay of knowledge in the related sectoral scientific disciplines.
But there are also additional and relevant wins:

e The proposal of Aristotle includes the generalizable aspects of the “single
cases”: Each single case needs a single actor and his intention. But common
natural sciences exclude to attribute finality outside of intentions of scientists
and persons. This cause the exclusion of the single case. We will discuss this
later — with respect to Aristotle.

e The proposal of Aristotle is based on a comprehensive understanding of “causa
efficiens”. It covered as well the ability to realize thanks to energy as the ability
to construct for what and in which intensity and direction the realization should
be done. The common position excludes the explanation thanks to what
abilities the processes are running. We will discuss this also later — with respect
to Avristotle.

e The proposal of the principles of “inhibition/enforcement” and of
“conservation” are implicit enforced by Aristotle
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3.2.1. Example 2: High blood pressure and CHD — an additional type of causa
finalis

The causa finalis of my overweighed friend Peter to eat too much are not to
survive or to take care for his children. Maybe the real reason is the acrimonious
divorce of his loved Mary. Or was it the neglection of his friends after losing his
position as president of the rabbit keeping association? But the key problem of
overweight is a biological dysfunction: his high blood pressure. And drugs can be
developed against the biological dysfunction — but not against the reasons for the
voting out in the NGO and without any effect on his relationship to Mary.

So the good medical doctor has to deal with the ability of Peter to attribute
meaning to processes, to options, experiences etc. and the fact that meaning and
values can be influenced. But there is no equivalent in natural science for the ability
to attribute meaning to structure, observations etc. to the different types of energy.
Avristotle integrated both into his worldview.

3.3. Potentia
Aristotle introduced the term “potentia” for any type of ability to be effective.
Even scientists are restricted and have to focus on one aspect with the consequence to
neglect (temporarily) others. Therefore it makes sense to focus distinct on two
different aspects of this unique potential®°:
a. To be able to modify the position within a “Euclid-analog” geometrical grid.
(“movement”) and
b. To attribute and modify meaning to structure (“information”) within a grid of
meaning
c. Both grids are interlinked — as we know e.g. from the “language of the bees.
They can communicate thanks to movement of its body.
d. Each aspect can initiate to focus on the other aspect.

3.3.1. Substance monistic position — no mind-body dilemma

Substance is the term which is used to name this which remains unchanged after
a modification. You can accept just one substance as “carrier” of this “potentia”.
Then you prefer a substance monistic model — in contradiction to the substance
dualistic model of Descartes. My “Extended View” is based in a substance monistic
view. The body-mind dilemma disappears if you shift from a substance dualistic
model to a substance monistic understanding. Then a person is not understood as
consisting of two in principle different substances — body and mind — but just from
one substance which enables the person to bodily, mental, etc. efficiencies and
properties.t

10 This is done with linkage to the Extended View*.

11 Aristotle interpreted the relationship between body/matter and mind/entelechy with the
relationship between matter and form. Therefore this was compatible with the assumption that on
earth is just one substance.
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3.3.2. Where is the causation for information?

The application of potentia which is described above under a) is commonly
accepted in “normal science” and named ‘“‘energetical field, electromagnetic field,
gravitation, power” etc. Its output is named “movement”.

There is no special term for the application of b), just for its output: It is named
“information”.

3.4. Comprehensive simplicity and the need to introduce a term

It is mandatory to focus on the actual relevant. But there is the implicit danger to
oversee relevant aspects. Therefore I claim to accept the “comprehensive simplicity’:
We must be able to communicate all distinct what can be overserved or thought
logically as different. We have to introduce a scientific term, if this is not possible
because of a lack on terms. A scientific term “stays” for anything in our world. It
makes only sense to introduce a term, if it is possible to confirm his additional power
empirically or logic. Therefore there is a need to characterize the term adequately for
empirical and logic proving.

Therefore | had to introduce a term for the aspect of the potential which enables
to attribute information to energetical structures.

I will demonstrate this on an example (see: Fig. 2):

D

Fig. 2. Guidance of movement.

Do you see the young man moving the picture to the other wall? It is easy to
understand this process as well with normal science as with Aristotle. The young man
Is our actor. The muscles are the causa materialis, their contractibility is the causa
formalis and to reach the new position is the causa finalis — as in normal science. But
the classic explanation would have a problem: Where is the sufficient cause for the
guidance of movement?

3.4.1. The need to introduce an additional term: “discrimination ability”

Now look at the picture. How many faces you can recognize? Young men have
problems to see the old lady, but nearly all see the young girl. | can help you with
verbal explanations. Or to add colors to the picture. Then it is easy even to distinct
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the old man. It is obvious: | can teach you — You could learn. This cannot be
explained sufficiently with physical energy. Therefore we need an additional term in
equivalence to energy. I proposed “discrimination ability”.

3.4.2. The need to characterize that “for what the term should stay and its empirical
proving”

This small demonstration allows formulating characteristics for testing of the
hypothesis. | use just one. The available amount on this ability has to be limited. If
this is so then a lack on this ability in the organism should cause negative health
effects. | could confirm these predictions e.g. in the mortality distribution of victims
of Chernobyl, after environmental disaster’? and especially of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki'® (see: Fig. 3).

EXCESS MORTALITY RISK/Gy* The excess mortality Risk of A-bomb survivors

A-BOMB SURVIVORS BY INJURIES AND EXPOSURE AGE in Hiroshima and Nagasaki with two or more
b (1) NEOPLASMS bodily injuries was significant higher then the

risk of the control group without any bodily
injury — standardized on the same load in Gray.

15
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®
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Stewart and Kneale (2002) assumed that bodily
injuries would not be influenced by adaptive
processes caused by radioactivity. Therefore
the two collectives should show the same risks
if their difference in the load of radioactivity is
standardized.

The scientists could not integrate the relevance
of the — at this time unknown — discrimination

060 ability for any healing process and its restricted
050 availability.
040

« 0.30

Bo2

Therefore significant differences are to expect if
0.10 : i
0.00 you respect that any healing process needs this
=010 5= o = T 5= capacity — as | predicted.
Exposure Age in Years (Kofler W 1994, Kofler W et al. 2004)
Test Group (2+ Injuries) [ET] Controls (No Injuries)
* From Table 3 excluding the youngest age group (under 10 years)

Figure 1 Excess relative risk (ERR) for three causes of death and five
ages. Excl before 10 years of age (see Table 3)

Fig. 3. The excess mortality Risk of A-bomb survivors in Hiroshima and Nagasaki

The excess mortality Risk of A-bomb survivors in Hiroshima and Nagasaki with
two or more bodily injuries were significant higher than the risk of the control group
without any bodily injury — standardized on the same load in Gray. Stewart and
Kneale assumed that bodily injuries would not be influencing the adaptive processes
caused by radioactivity**. Therefore the two collectives should show the same risks if

12 See: Kofler W. Health effects of environmental disasters and the need of a more complex model
of man. In: Y. Steinberger, Ed. Preservation of our world in the wake of change, VVol. VI A/B.
Jerusalem: ISEEQS Pub., 1996: 275-282.

13 See: W. Kofler, P. Lercher, and M. Puritscher: The need for sufficiently taking into account
unspecific effects in the understanding of health risk: Partl, 2, 3: IUAPPA and Korean Society
for Atmospheric Environment, Seoul, (on CD-Rom), F 0245c, 2001.

14 See: Stewart A., G. Kneale: A-bomb survivors: factors that may lead to a re-assessment of the
radiation hazard, Int. J Epidemiology, 2000, 29, 708-714.
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their difference in the load of radioactivity is standardized. The observed differences
should be to explain with a special selection of persons with an inborn resistance
against radioactivity.

The scientists could not integrate the relevance of the — at this time unknown —
discrimination ability for any healing process and its restricted availability. Therefore
significant differences had to be expected if you respect that any healing process
needs this capacity — as | predicted.

3.4.3. Ability for discrimination and ability to use energy — expressions of just one
potentia
It is easy to demonstrate that discrimination ability and energy are just two
expressions of the same (Aristotelian) potentia: No movement without direction, no
information without a structure.

3.5. Intelligent design or Causa finalis?

| have spoken above from the need to speak about the background of the fact
that normal science skips the single case in consequence of the exclusion of causa
finalis. This ongoing can be seen as starting point to skip also the explanation for the
sufficient integration of causa efficiens.

Natural scientists hate causa finalis often. They do this because of the intention
to exclude any risk to be accused to use religious arguments in their scientific
argumentation because of teleology. The same intention is exactly the reason why |
prefer causa finalis and a comprehensive understanding of potential: Traditional
scientists have to let open in consequence of the neglection of causa finalis very often
also “causa efficiens”: If you exclude an actor then you cannot attribute efficiencies
to him or to anything. Modern scientists assume maybe that there is no need: “Natural
laws”, the nature, “evolution” and other terms should represent, why all the natural
processes are “running so well organized”. (“I think you should be more explicit
there in step 2”) But what is “behind” — if not the individual actors with their
restricted but modifiable potentials before the emergent step?

3.5.1. Newton: Natural laws and the first mover

The position of normal science seems to be sufficient if it is based on a
philosophical conclusion of Newton. He was a well-known religious philosopher at
his time. He had the problem to integrate his discovery of gravitation into the historic
ontological position®: Gravitation works without any observable linkage between the
mover and the moved. This was in contradiction to the stay of knowledge at his time.
Therefore he created a new understanding of god as creator of the world. He
introduced — in difference to Aristotle and the scholastic — the understanding of God
as the first mover using his physical power.

God is the cause for the ideal movement of the divine stars and planets also for
Avristotle, but not because of a physical activity of God. The observed happiness of
the ideal self-reflection of God is the reason that the stars are stimulating themselves

15 See: Newton 1. Mathematical principles of natural philosophy: General Scholium. 1713.
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to ideal movement: God motivates the stars similar as a loved person is stimulating
the lover to reach him/her — proposed Aristotle?®.

Newton linked this physical act with the creation of the universe: God created at
the same time the universe with all its structures and forces — including gravitation —
and the ideal natural laws. This was in good agreement with the substance-dualistic
model of Descartes. All is pre-determinated without the logic decision of the (male)
humans: God is able to link even not linkable substances thanks to his omnipotence.
And God is doing this permanently in the pineal gland of humans only.

Heisenberg and other quantum physicists excluded the predictability of the single
cases because of uncertainty relationship.

Einstein relativized the use of forces on classical physics: Fields are needed to
deal adequately with the universe.

3.5.2. Newton s position is falsified or relativized

But the philosophical and religion based assumption of the ideal eternal natural
laws and their ideal consequences including the evolution persisted Therefore such
terms like “evolution”, “nature”, “autopoiesis” etc. lock so as they allow to let the
actor open. But such a scientist is in danger to accept implicit intelligent design or
similar models, if he excludes not temporarily but in principle the option that the
existing entities are able and have been able to cause the processes — even such one
which cause the evolutionary process (Fig. 4):

Thanks God -No problem: The wisdom of nature has organized
the evolution so creative thanks to autopoiesis

Fig. 4. Transcendent design and autopoiesis.

4. TERMS, SYMPOLS, FORMULAS, NATURAL LAWS, ETC: JUST FREE
INVENTIONS OF THE HUMAN MIND
The widespread use of e.g. “evolution” as causer encourages us to discuss about
the nature of terms — or of common words. Scientific and common terms and natural
laws are free inventions of the human mind. A. Einstein. The map is from another
nature, ....as the landscape.

16 See: Hoffe O. Aristoteles-Lexikon, Kroner Nr 459, Stuttgart, 2005.
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Ferdinand de Saussure!’, the founder of modern linguistic and semiotic
understands language as a system of signs about e.g. objects. Therefore signs are not
only “anything others”. They have to skip a lot of, what can be relevant for the nature
of that for what they stay.

“This is not a piper.” This picture is a sign and “stays” for a pipe! And the word
“pipe” is also a sign. Words and other signs make ‘“a more or less long story short”.
The story can deal with characteristics of an entity, e.g. this pipe. But it can
summarize also e.g. interactions between entities and their relationships and
processes (see Fig. 5).

“This is not a piper.” S Ry
This picture is a sign and stays for a plpeI
And the word “pipe” is also a sign.

Fig. 5. “This is not a piper”

It is relevant for our discussion about natural processes: Substantives need not to
stay all the time for real existing entities. “Konrad” and “Martina” stay for my
existing friend and his gray goose. The content of a substantive can cover complex
processes and the related objects. Therefore we can discuss: Does the rainbow exist —
as Konrad? Or stays this term to summarize the complex process of the refraction of
the (existing) light thanks to drops of (existing) water?

But there 1s no discussion: “Evolution”, “nature”, “autopoiesis” do not exist —
cannot have any effect. These terms allow only communicating very long stories
between existing entities on a scientific position with one word.

29 <6

5. PREDICTABILIY AND ITS LIMITS: THE METAPHOR OF CHESS

The presented chain of argumentation lets open a relevant aspect: How can we
make plausible what can be predicted and what not. | hope | can make plausible this
with chess as metaphor.

5.1. Inhibition/enforcement and WIN/WIN as basis for emergent progresses
Recognize the game chess: There are endless options for figures and playing
fields which can be made from wood or stone. There is no logic reason to

17 See: Saussure F.d. Cours de linguistique générale, (Charles Bally and Albert Sechehaye, eds.),
orig. 1916, De Gruyter 1967.
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inhibit/exclude all the different options and focus/ enforce just the option of 8 to 8
fields in black and white and the structure of the different figures. The same with the
theoretically unlimited options for processes which could be done with figures.
The voluntary abstinence of options and agreements create emergent new types of
freedom for all sharing the “subunit-constituting consents”

But chess-players have good reasons to skip all other options and focus
voluntarily just on these two types of consents for the structure and the processes:
The combination of them opens an emergent new variety of options for meaningful
movements for any member of the “new subset of persons”Every chess-player wins
the freedom to select individually options for movements but within the given frame
of rules. There is no hidden law to decide in a given constellation to apply this and
not another correct move. It is remarkable that there are two types of win: The win to
play and the option to be the winner. But the prerequisite for both is to share these
options with others. So WINWIN is the principle of this evolutionary progress.

Chess describes exactly the situation which Voltaire described: A situation in
which “one part is well-regulated in advance, the other not, ” and a part of that what
happens, has to happen, the other not.”

5.2. Two types of consents: Inside oriented — outside oriented — for one intention

Any chess player knows®: If you are observer of two persons playing chess,
then you have to be quite and have to respect an adequate distance to the players.
They should be able to focus their concentration undisturbed to their game. This
demonstrates: We have to accept two types of consents: A quite simple consent for
the “outside relationship” and more differentiated consents for the “inside
relationship”.

And both agreements should allow optimizing the new type of surplus which is
the consequence of these voluntarily accepted restrictions: To have the win to play
chess and the option to be the winner.

The prerequisite for this new understanding of evolutionary process is to accept
actors which are not only able to move thanks to energy a figure but are able to
attribute meaning to the position of figures according to agreements and to anticipate
possible consequences of the own movements.

And a special issue (for future) is to present the linkage to the genetic based
evolutionary process (based on Darwin’s ideas). Same of that is discussed in Part 1.

5.3. Potentia — comprehensively understood?

Even normal science on the basis of a radical empiricist has to accept that
scientists must be able to deal with information. “Conclusions” are not observable,
but indispensable for the work of scientists. Therefore even an empiricist has to
attribute a comprehensive “potentia” (minimum) to himself. We attribute “potentia”
not only to scientists, but also to our patients, medical doctors and other health care
workers.

18 See: Kofler W., E. Khalilov. An attempt to integrate the Relativity Theories into a comprehensive
health oriented model, Science without Borders, Vol 1V, Baku Innsbruck, in press.
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Medical doctors have to attribute even to any single cell to be a “restricted
autonomous actor”. Therefore a wound is healing even during artificial sleep and
cells e.g. of a tissue can be used for cultivation outside of the body. More and more
persons accept that even their dogs, cats and horses are able to attribute meaning to
structure and processes. It is impressive how effective microbes — e.g. Escherichia
Coli — can organize themselves, e.g. for reproduction. Cairns-Smith illustrated this
with the comparison of the time, which would be needed by humans, which are able
to fit 12 atoms in one minute on the correct position. 1000 workers would need 35
years if they are active 8 hours daily. They would need a space as large as the
Basilica of Colonia. E. coli is able to reproduce itself within 30 minutes — without any
crash or mistake and no waste.*°

Microbiologists publish phenomena which have to be based implicit on a
comprehensive potential even for anticipation — but even on a very basic evolutionary
level: So the German Research Society pointed out that simple soil microbes of the
species Myxococcus Xanthus cooperate in hunting other microbes “like a pride of
wolves”?°,

Nobel Laureate Heisenberg proposed to attribute the Aristotelian Potentia also to
quantum objects, e.g. particles.?* Therefore we should not expect any loss of power in
comparison to the “standard situation”, if we use the proposed position for
applications e.g. in medicine. But our position allows dealing more appropriate with
the background of “experience” and “empathy”. The “experienced” doctor is able to
integrate the consequences of learning processes of patients in comparable settings.
Chess-player and patients are able to learn successfully options within the rules —
again thanks to their “potentia”. “Empathy” is based on the quality of the doctor to
“think with the head of his patient” and to anticipate his individual valuation in a
special situation.

6. CONCLUSIONS

The use of the Aristotelian “four types of causation” and of “potentia” for
energetic and information related effectivity within a substance monistic position
allows to integrate single cases on a scientific level. This has to be linked with a
generalized principle of “inhibition-enforcement” of Sechenov and Pavlov and to
accept the principle of conservation generally. The proposal of this “Extended View”
“fits” to the actual used scientific frames which focus on the generalized aspects. The
proposed Extended View allows a better understanding of some reproducible
phenomena, which cannot be made plausible on a causal level without an implicit
basis of a pre-determinated model e.g. of intelligent design.

19 See: Cairns-Smith AG: Seven clues to the origin of life, Cambridge University Press, 1985.

20 See: Velizer GJ, NY Yuen-Tsu: Evolution of novel cooperative swarming in the bacterium
Myxococcus Xanthus, Nature, 425, 4.9.2003 M. Planck Gesellschaft, Inst. f.
Entwicklungsbiologie, Aussendung 4.9.2003.

21 See: Heisenberg W. Physics and Philosophy, Harper Brothers, NY, 1958.
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