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Abstract. Fundamental changings have taken place in the last 2-3 decades and are 

taking further on ï 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 ï 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 ï the world biggest pharmaceutical 

company ï skipped its research program to develop a drug against Alzheimer this year ï 

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 

Aristotelian positions. One key aspect is demonstrated for the needed ñExtended Viewò: 

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. 

Keywords: power of science, lack of power, Alzheimer, information, ñExtended Viewò, 

Aristotle, single case and predictability, inhibition-enforcement, the Aristotelian 

aetiology, potentia, discrimination ability, WINWIN model for evolution, 

comprehensive simplicity 
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ʈʝʟʶʤʝ. ʌʫʥʜʘʤʝʥʪʘʣʴʥʳʝ ʠʟʤʝʥʝʥʠʷ ʧʨʦʠʟʦʰʣʠ ʟʘ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʥʠʝ 2-3 ʜʝʩʷʪʠʣʝʪʠʷ, 

ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʠʤʝʶʪ ʟʥʘʯʝʥʠʝ ʜʣʷ ʩʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʚʣʠʷʶʪ ʥʘ ʫʩʣʦʚʠʷ ʵʢʦ-ʩʦʮʠʦ-

ʢʫʣʴʪʫʨʥʦʡ ʞʠʟʥʠ: ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʠʟʤʝʥʝʥʠʝ ʢʣʠʤʘʪʘ ʧʨʠʥʠʤʘʝʪʩʷ ʢʘʢ ʜʘʥʥʦʩʪʴ, ʠ 

ʜʠʩʢʫʩʩʠʠ ʥʘ ʵʪʦʪ ʩʯʝʪ ʩʦʢʨʘʱʘʶʪʩʷ; ʚ ʪʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʢʘʢ ʣʝʯʝʙʥʘʷ ʤʝʜʠʮʠʥʘ ʩʪʘʣʘ 

ʩʠʣʴʥʦʡ ʢʘʢ ʥʠʢʦʛʜʘ ʧʨʝʞʜʝ, ʭʦʪʷ ʚ ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʥʳʭ ʩʣʫʯʘʷʭ ʝʝ ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦʩʪʝʡ 

ʦʢʘʟʳʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʥʝʜʦʩʪʘʪʦʯʥʦ. ʉʠʪʫʘʮʠʶ ʚ ʤʝʜʠʮʠʥʝ ʤʦʞʥʦ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʪʴ ʚ ʢʘʯʝʩʪʚʝ 

ʠʥʜʠʢʘʪʦʨʘ ï ʚ ʢʘʢʠʭ ʦʙʣʘʩʪʷʭ ʤʳ ʤʦʞʝʤ, ʠ ʛʜʝ ʥʝ ʜʦʣʞʥʳ ʦʞʠʜʘʪʴ ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦʡ 

ʥʘʫʯʥʦʡ ʧʦʜʜʝʨʞʢʠ: ɸʥʘʣʠʟ ʧʦʢʘʟʳʚʘʝʪ, ʯʪʦ ʨʘʟʚʠʪʠʝ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʧʦʪʝʥʮʠʘʣʘ 

(ʟʜʦʨʦʚʴʷ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ), ʚ ʦʪʥʦʰʝʥʠʠ ʢ ʘʩʧʝʢʪʘʤ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʚʦʟʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʷ, ʤʦʛʫʪ ʙʳʪʴ 

ʧʨʝʜʩʢʘʟʘʥʳ ʜʘʞʝ ʚ ʝʜʠʥʠʯʥʦʤ ʩʣʫʯʘʝ. ʕʪʦ ʘʢʪʫʘʣʴʥʦ: ʧʨʠʤʝʥʝʥʠʝ ʥʘʫʯʥʳʭ 

ʜʦʩʪʠʞʝʥʠʡ, ʠ ʥʝ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʚ ʤʝʜʠʮʠʥʝ ï ʚʩʝʛʜʘ ʩʚʷʟʘʥʦ ʩ ʦʩʦʙʳʤʠ ʩʣʫʯʘʷʤʠ. ʅʦ ʩʠʣʘ 

ʥʘʫʢʠ ʚʩʝʛʜʘ ʫʙʳʚʘʝʪ, ʝʩʣʠ ʦʪʩʫʪʩʪʚʫʝʪ ʧʨʠʯʠʥʥʦʝ ʦʙʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʠʝ ʜʘʥʥʦʛʦ ʬʝʥʦʤʝʥʘ, 

ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ ʢʘʢ ʚ ʩʣʫʯʘʝ ʙʦʣʝʟʥʠ ɸʣʴʮʛʝʡʤʝʨʘ. ɺ ʵʪʦʡ ʩʚʷʟʠ, ʢʣʘʩʪʝʨʥʳʡ ʤʝʪʦʜ 

ʦʩʪʘʝʪʩʷ ʬʘʢʪʠʯʝʩʢʠ ʝʜʠʥʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʤ ʧʦʜʭʦʜʷʱʠʤ ʠʥʩʪʨʫʤʝʥʪʦʤ. ʅʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ 

çʇʬʘʡʟʝʨè ï ʢʨʫʧʥʝʡʰʘʷ ʚ ʤʠʨʝ ʬʘʨʤʘʮʝʚʪʠʯʝʩʢʘʷ ʢʦʤʧʘʥʠʷ ï ʟʘʢʨʳʣʘ ʩʚʦʶ 

ʠʩʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʪʝʣʴʩʢʫʶ ʧʨʦʛʨʘʤʤʫ ʧʦ ʨʘʟʨʘʙʦʪʢʝ ʧʨʝʧʘʨʘʪʘ ʧʨʦʪʠʚ ʙʦʣʝʟʥʠ ɸʣʴʮʛʝʡʤʝʨʘ 

ʚ ʵʪʦʤ ʛʦʜʫ, ʧʨʠʯʝʤ ʩʜʝʣʘʣʘ ʵʪʦ ʥʝ ʠʟ-ʟʘ ʥʝʭʚʘʪʢʠ ʜʝʥʝʛ, ʥʦ ʧʦ ʧʨʠʯʠʥʝ ʦʪʩʫʪʩʪʚʠʷ 

ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʳʭ ʥʘʫʯʥʳʭ ʪʝʦʨʝʪʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʠʡ ʠ ʢʦʥʩʪʨʫʢʮʠʡ ʜʣʷ ʫʩʧʝʰʥʳʭ 

ʨʘʟʨʘʙʦʪʦʢ. ʕʪʦ ʩʣʝʜʫʝʪ ʚʦʩʧʨʠʥʷʪʴ ʚ ʢʘʯʝʩʪʚʝ ʧʨʦʙʫʞʜʘʶʱʝʛʦ ʩʠʛʥʘʣʘ ʙʫʜʠʣʴʥʠʢʘ 

ʜʣʷ ʥʘʫʯʥʦʛʦ ʩʦʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ ï ʯʪʦ ʛʨʘʥʠʮʳ ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦʩʪʝʡ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʫʝʤʳʭ ʧʘʨʘʜʠʛʤ 

ʜʦʩʪʠʛʥʫʪʳ, ʠ ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦ ʦʙʩʫʜʠʪʴ ʚʦʧʨʦʩ ʦ ʨʘʩʰʠʨʝʥʠʠ ʥʘʰʠʭ ʥʘʫʯʥʳʭ 

ʪʝʦʨʝʪʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʢʦʥʩʪʨʫʢʮʠʡ.  

ʉʣʝʜʦʚʘʪʝʣʴʥʦ, ʪʨʝʙʫʶʪʩʷ ʜʦʧʦʣʥʠʪʝʣʴʥʳʝ ʧʦʥʷʪʠʡʥʳʝ ʩʪʨʫʢʪʫʨʳ ʠ ʢʦʥʮʝʧʪʫʘʣʴʥʳʝ 

ʩʭʝʤʳ. ʉʦʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʫʶʱʫʶ ʧʦʜʜʝʨʞʢʫ ʟʜʝʩʴ ʤʦʞʥʦ ʦʞʠʜʘʪʴ ʠ ʦʪ ʘʨʠʩʪʦʪʝʣʝʚʩʢʠʭ 

ʥʘʫʯʥʳʭ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʡ. ʂʣʶʯʝʚʳʤ ʘʩʧʝʢʪʦʤ ʚʳʩʪʫʧʘʝʪ ʜʝʤʦʥʩʪʨʘʮʠʷ ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦʛʦ 

çʈʘʩʰʠʨʝʥʥʦʛʦ ɺʟʛʣʷʜʘè ʥʘ ʥʘʫʯʥʳʝ ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦʩʪʠ: ʂʘʢ ʠʥʪʝʛʨʠʨʦʚʘʪʴ ʦʪʜʝʣʴʥʳʡ 

ʩʣʫʯʘʡ ʙʦʣʝʝ ʧʦʜʭʦʜʷʱʠʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ ʚ ʩʦʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʫʶʱʫʶ ʢʦʥʮʝʧʪʫʘʣʴʥʫʶ 

ʢʦʥʩʪʨʫʢʮʠʶ, ʢʦʪʦʨʘʷ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʩʦʚʤʝʩʪʠʤʦʡ ʩ ʤʦʱʥʳʤ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʝʤ ʟʥʘʥʠʡ ʚ ʨʘʟʥʳʭ 

ʩʤʝʞʥʳʭ ʥʘʫʯʥʳʭ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʘʭ. 

ʂʣʶʯʝʚʳʝ ʩʣʦʚʘ: ʩʠʣʘ ʥʘʫʢʠ, ʥʝʜʦʩʪʘʪʦʢ ʩʠʣʳ, ʙʦʣʝʟʥʴ ɸʣʴʮʛʝʡʤʝʨʘ, ʠʥʬʦʨʤʘʮʠʷ, 

çʈʘʩʰʠʨʝʥʥʳʡ ɺʟʛʣʷʜè, ɸʨʠʩʪʦʪʝʣʴ, ʝʜʠʥʠʯʥʳʡ ʩʣʫʯʘʡ ʠ ʧʨʝʜʩʢʘʟʫʝʤʦʩʪʴ, 

ʧʦʜʘʚʣʝʥʠʝ-ʧʨʠʥʫʞʜʝʥʠʝ, ɸʨʠʩʪʦʪʝʣʝʚʩʢʘʷ ʵʪʠʦʣʦʛʠʷ, ʧʦʪʝʥʮʠʘʣ, 

ʜʠʩʢʨʠʤʠʥʘʮʠʦʥʥʘʷ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʥʦʩʪʴ, ʙʝʩʧʨʦʠʛʨʳʰʥʘʷ (win-win) ʤʦʜʝʣʴ ʜʣʷ ʨʘʟʚʠʪʠʷ, 

ʚʩʝʦʙʲʝʤʣʶʱʘʷ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʪʘ 
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3.4.2. ʅʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦʩʪʴ ʦʭʘʨʘʢʪʝʨʠʟʦʚʘʪʴ ʵʪʦ ï çʜʣʷ ʪʦʛʦ, ʯʪʦ ʪʝʨʤʠʥ ʜʦʣʞʝʥ 

ʦʩʪʘʪʴʩʷ ʠ ʝʛʦ ʵʤʧʠʨʠʯʝʩʢʦʝ ʧʦʜʪʚʝʨʞʜʝʥʠʝè 

3.4.3. ʉʧʦʩʦʙʥʦʩʪʴ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʘʪʴ ʠ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʥʦʩʪʴ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʪʴ ʵʥʝʨʛʠʶ ï ʚʳʨʘʞʘʷ 

ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʦʜʠʥ ʧʦʪʝʥʮʠʘʣ 

3.5. ʇʨʦʜʫʤʘʥʥʳʡ ʜʠʟʘʡʥ ʠʣʠ ʂʦʥʝʯʥʘʷ ʧʨʠʯʠʥʘ? 

3.5.1. ʅʴʶʪʦʥ: ɿʘʢʦʥʳ ʧʨʠʨʦʜ rʠ ʧʝʨʚʳʝ ʜʦʩʪʠʞʝʥʠʷ 

3.5.2. ʇʦʟʠʮʠʷ ʅʴʶʪʦʥʘ ʬʘʣʴʩʠʬʠʮʠʨʦʚʘʥʘ ʠʣʠ ʨʝʣʷʪʠʚʠʟʠʨʦʚʘʥʘ 

4. ʊɽʈʄʀʅʓ, ʉʀʄɺʆʃʓ, ʌʆʈʄʋʃʓ ɽʉʊɽʉʊɺɽʅʅʓʍ ɿɸʂʆʅʆɺ ʀ ʊ.ɼ.: ʕʊʆ 

ʀʄɽʅʅʆ ʉɺʆɹʆɼʅʓɽ ʀɿʆɹʈɽʊɽʅʀʗ ʏɽʃʆɺɽʏɽʉʂʆɻʆ ʋʄɸ 

5. ʇʈʆɻʅʆɿʀʈʆɺɸʅʀɽ ʀ ɽɻʆ ʇʈɽɼɽʃʓ: ʄɽʊɸʌʆʈɸ ʐɸʍʄɸʊ 

5.1. ʇʦʜʘʚʣʝʥʠʝ/ʧʨʠʥʫʞʜʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʙʝʩʧʨʦʠʛʨʳʰʥʘʷ ʩʪʨʘʪʝʛʠʷ ʢʘʢ ʦʩʥʦʚʘ ʜʣʷ ʥʦʚʳʭ 

ʜʦʩʪʠʞʝʥʠʡ 

5.2. ɼʚʘ ʪʠʧʘ ʩʦʛʣʘʩʦʚʘʥʠʷ: ʦʨʠʝʥʪʠʨʦʚʘʥʥʳʡ ʚʦʚʥʫʪʨʴ ï ʦʨʠʝʥʪʠʨʦʚʘʥʥʳʡ ʚʦʚʥʝ ï 

ʜʣʷ ʦʜʥʦʛʦ ʥʘʤʝʨʝʥʠʷ? 

5.3. ʇʦʪʝʥʮʠʘʣ ï ʚʩʝʩʪʦʨʦʥʥʝʝ ʧʦʥʠʤʘʥʠʝ  

6. ɺʓɺʆɼʓ 

 

 

 

1. THE PROBLEM  

In part 1 different considerations were presented about ontological and 

epistemological options and restrictions3. 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 ï 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 

                                                 
3 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 ï Neo-Aristotelism, 2(4): 273ï292. 
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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 ñExtended Viewò. This model 

should extend but not substitute the given ñnormal sciences (according to Th. Kuhn4). 

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: I compare this with the 

metaphor of a perforated barrel5: 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 ñDark matterò in the very ancient universe. Its effect 

on any bone is not different as to any solid body of ñLight matterò 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 ñinsideò 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 ña closed chain of causalityò but only the ñriskò 

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 

                                                 
4 See: Kuhn Th.: The structure of scientific revolutions, Univ. of Chicago, 1962. 
5 See: Kofler W.: Pfizer ends Alzheimer-Research: An Emergency Signal for Medicine and Politics, 

Herald of International Academy of Sciences, Russian Section, 2018, 1, 56ï62. 
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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 ï 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 I 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 ñto focusïto inhibitò are used.  

 

2. A PROPOSAL 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 ï up to the option, that the reflex is suppressed6. And 

Pavlov could confirm with his experiments about conditioning that the relevance of a 

stimulus ï maybe the sound of a bell ï 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 

ñinhibition/enforcementò, 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 

ñinhibition/enforcementò 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 19th century and Rupert Riedl integrated the knowledge of the 20th century in the 

following graph7. 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 I.M. Sechenov: Selected works, reprint Bonset, 

1968, 263ï336. 
7 Riedl, R. 1978/79. ¦ber 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).  

 

 
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 ï thanks to its transfer to be 

an individual related to another individual. And the ability to create abstract 

assumptions about intentions and ideas (ñconstruct ï constructionsò8) 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: 103ï116. 
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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 ï in his understanding ï not the 

level of ñthe other sideò of that what I describe with the ñfundamental breakò. 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 

I focus in this paper just on two aspects: The proposals of Aristotle of ñfour 

types of causationò and of ñpotentiaò.9 

 

3. TO THE SUPPORT OF ARISTOTLEôS AETIOLOGY 

3.1. Four types of causation  

Aristotle distinct between four types of causes (which can appear in different forms) 

for the occurrence of processes. 

a) Causa materialis  

b) Causa formalis  

c) 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 ï 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 ñSechenov and Pavlovò too.  

 

3.1.1. Comparison of the traditional understanding of causation (ñnormal 

scienceò 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 I 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 

                                                 
9 The content of terms is modifying within the times. I use them with a focus on the 21st century. So 

the term ñpotentiaò is used in an extended understanding: It covers also aspects which Aristotle 

attributed to his ñentelechyò: So the actual and the dynamic aspects are integrated within the 

meaning of ñpotentiaò.  
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efficiens is also summarizing in the implicit assumption: Anopheles and their 

offspring are able to do this 

Aristotle would be much more explicit.  

a) The mosquito is our actor and starts the process: The (dominating) Causa 

materialis for the step ñfrom outside to insideò is the parasite Plasmodium 

Malariae, its causa formalis the proboscis (= the ñhollow needleò 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 ñcausae finalisò the intention to survive and to 

support the growing of the offspring.  

b) Now we reach the second step ñfrom inside to diseaseò in a long follow up of 
causations. Now the parasite (Plasmodium falciparum) is the actor. It was 

ñsimplifiedò 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 ñoffspringò.  

c) The offspring can be used as starting point for the next cascade with the ï health 

related ï unintended final result of the attack with fever. 

 

3.2. Compatibility of the ñExtended Viewò with ñNormal sciencesò ï 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:  

¶ The proposal of Aristotle includes the generalizable aspects of the ñsingle 
casesò: 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 ï with respect to Aristotle.  

¶ The proposal of Aristotle is based on a comprehensive understanding of ñcausa 

efficiensò. 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 ï with respect 

to Aristotle. 

¶ The proposal of the principles of ñinhibition/enforcementò and of 

ñconservationò are implicit enforced by Aristotle 
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3.2.1. Example 2: High blood pressure and CHD ï 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 ï 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. 

Aristotle integrated both into his worldview.  

 

3.3. Potentia 

Aristotle introduced the term ñpotentiaò 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 potential10:  

a. To be able to modify the position within a ñEuclid-analogò geometrical grid. 

(ñmovementò) and 

b. To attribute and modify meaning to structure  (ñinformationò) within a grid of 

meaning 

c. Both grids are interlinked ï as we know e.g. from the ñlanguage 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 ï 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 ñcarrierò of this ñpotentiaò. 

Then you prefer a substance monistic model ï in contradiction to the substance 

dualistic model of Descartes. My ñExtended Viewò 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 ï body and mind ï but just from 

one substance which enables the person to bodily, mental, etc. efficiencies and 

properties.11  

 

 

                                                 
10 This is done with linkage to the Extended Viewñ.  
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 ñnormal scienceò and named ñenergetical field, electromagnetic field, 

gravitation, powerò etc. Its output is named ñmovementò.  

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

ñinformationò. 

 

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 ñcomprehensive simplicityò: 

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 ñstaysò 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 I 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): 

 

 
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 ï 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: ñdiscrimination abilityò 

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. I can help you with 

verbal explanations. Or to add colors to the picture. Then it is easy even to distinct 


