Same Goal, Different Paths?
María López Ferreiro

Brief Description: There are a few difficult questions which Science, as well as Philosophy, has tried to answer (more or less successfully) for centuries. Questions that even nowadays constitute a main part of the Scientist Development, though we are not always aware of that. As we will see, some of these questions point to the existence of a certain relationship between Philosophy and Science, much more relevant or strong than they themselves are inclined to admit. But perhaps that would be the best path for them both to travel, and we will see why. The subject we want to discuss here is, in fact, a different one, at least at first sight. We’ll try to ascertain if through our long intellectual history, through our complex evolution as human beings there’s something we could consider constant, a basic essence we can recognize and find in different times. And we will do it by using a particular intellectual matter in the philosophic-scientific development. But by presenting different moments in their (common or not) history, I think we will find some amazing surprises and maybe we will realize that a change for them both is possible.
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SUMMARY:
We are going to present some strange theories in this little paper. I know it may be judged as widely non-scientific, and I know too that philosophic, non-scientific and chimaera are supposed to mean (sadly too often) the same thing. As a research worker, my whole task all these years has been directed to try and prove that that’s not necessarily the case, in fact, that shouldn’t ever be the case. There is a lot of ways to demonstrate that, and I’m intending to show one of them here, at least partly. 
If Philosophy has to face a real problem nowadays, it’s the (sometimes too right) accusation of lack of rigour and of inconsistency, and that must be philosopher’s first and main concern. Nothing really valuable can be philosophically done without a previous strict purifying work. But if we have got something in our favour is our flexibility, the wide variety of interests that we can and want to touch, that protean capacity which allows us to relate to almost every field one way or another. Aren’t we, after all, “wisdom’s lovers”? Everything is susceptible of catching our eye. That’s the road we need to pursue to become really adapted to modern times (but of course, we have to do it much more respectfully than we have done before).

This intention will be directed by another one, almost as important and dear to me, and far more connected with the plan of this event. If the purpose of the whole meeting is talking about our anthropic roots, let’s take the Anthropic Principle and see if Philosophy has something to say about that. (And I really think it does). What we want to do with that principle, in fact, is trying to find out something about our human nature, or if there is something we really can call “human nature” after our long, winding and full of changes journey along History. Does it seem strange to travel from heaven to earth this way, to use a cosmic principle to talk about us, humans? We’ll see soon that perhaps it’s not so weird. 
Through this little example we will also see how much Science and Philosophy are related, and how the second could be useful and important to the first. First, we’ll present (if really superficially) the basic formulation of the Anthropic Principle. Then we’ll try to present some philosophic theories we judge surprisingly similar to it, and we’ll see how and why they are so. Finally, maybe we’ll be able to extract some conclusions.

But let’s stop here. We have made clear our plan, so I think it’s better to let the text explain itself by exposing the whole matter. We are well placed by now to understand the next proceedings; we all have a close idea of the subject. It’s time to present it with all the length and detail we have considered proper. So, let the journey begin.

PAPER’S MAIN TEXT:
Lots of eminent physicists have tackled for the last three decades the problem of the first cosmological conditions in terms of the necessary conditions to create life. Of course it seems obvious that no every physical condition conceivable is able to produce life, so the fact that we do exist must necessarily limit the possibilities we can considerate when trying to explain the universe’s initial situation and its subsequent evolution. This concept is known as “The Anthropic Principle”.

There are at least half a dozen different formulations of the theory. It’s not our present task to try and give the details of every one of them here, so we can summarize briefly the matter just mentioning the two basic versions ascribed to the idea: weak version (WAP, Weak Anthropic Principle) and strong version (SAP, Strong Anthropic Principle). Generally speaking (too generally, perhaps), the weak version tells us that life can only exist for a short time in our universe. On the other hand, the strong version maintains that life can exist any time, but just in a special kind of universe among the several theoretically possible. So, the WAP considers just the cosmos we live in, while the SAP refers to a lot of different cosmological possibilities (opposite or not).
I don’t intend to discuss here the Anthropic Principle essence or its scientific validity, nor its many and difficult consequences (at least, not all of them). We all know the flaming debate still existent nowadays around this concept, and I am not the most suitable person to pursue that path. If I have mentioned it is because, even given my poor knowledge of the subject, I have been struck by certain… coincidences between its development and that of some philosophic and certainly ancient theories. They are things supposedly unrelated (or maybe not so unrelated?) between which I think that we could, as far as possible, build some kind of bridge or, at least, reflect on now. We may receive interesting surprises if we do. 

I’ll explain myself a little better. When we study the universe’s basic constant and their development we realize, at least in some physicists’ opinion, that it exists a strong relationship between those constants and our existence
. They said that everything seems to be carefully designed to lead the cosmos to the creation of life. And not every kind of life, but specifically that based on carbon. In other words, every little thing in the wide wild cosmos seems to be there just preparing and making our coming possible. 

Of course we all know that when forced to summarize a concept, especially a difficult one, we often involuntarily “betray” the essence of what we are trying to explain. So we have probably presented some things in the previous paragraph in a too simple and perhaps slightly incorrect way. But I request your indulgence here because, as I said before, in fact I‘m not trying to analyze here the Anthropic Principle itself. I am only endeavouring to present some of its implications that have powerfully attracted my attention. Furthermore, I attempt to do that from a perspective which doesn’t have anything to do with Physics or Science, at least at first sight. Saying that everything seems combined in the universe in order to produce us means to some authors
 that the basic cosmic laws must necessarily be such as could allow the existence of observers, not only in our universe, but in every possible cosmos.
 As if the universe needed intelligent observers as a necessary step in its development. This theory allows us to jump from Modern Physics to something unexpected and place ourselves in another type of controversial: the medieval and renaissance cosmological debate. Surprised? I hope so!

It’s not an easy or a little jump, but we will understand its convenience as soon as we check what kind of questions were at stake regarding the said debate: could the universe had been different from what it is? Is its order a result of chance or necessity? Is it a mere possibility among hundreds of possible universes or the only one which could ever be? Furthermore, is our presence in it something necessary or accidental? Those questions belonged then, perhaps surprisingly for our point of view, to the delicate field shared by Theology and Philosophy (that last one comprising in its wide bosom the scientist development too), although as we can see, they have looked for their own and more suitable place as time went by. 
Maybe it could seem strange to go from Physics to Philosophy, (and not to any philosophy, but to that developed seven or eight centuries ago) the way we are doing. But we must not forget that they were one and the same subject in past times and for a long period. Physics first formulation was as Natural Philosophy and, though things have changed a lot since then, maybe if we consider this, we won’t be struck by the common points still existent between them. After all, even now they are not so different as they think (or they shouldn’t be). In fact, the only thing they do is trying to answer the same kind of questions with different tools (an obvious inheritance from their common past, I think). And that is the reason that makes me dare to say that, probably, they could really help each other even nowadays. If they united methods, I think they would go together further than separated. This is absolutely true when Philosophy is concerned, and I’d say that it’s important to Science too.
But enough circumlocutions, let’s return to the matter we were discussing. Our intellectual “journey” begins, then, in the busy XIV BC century. As soon as we land there, we find the recent European universities in the middle of a cruel conceptual war. Strange as it could sound, the problem debated (an already ancient problem then), was divine power. What can God do? Does His power have limits? Could He just change everything in a second, could He undo what it’s done? Could He have done things in a different way or has He ordered them the way they necessarily are? And maybe the most important question: given the natural order of things, can God interfere directly over it and change it as He pleases or must He respect the cosmic laws He Himself has given us? Is there any difference between His power and His will?
All those questions drove mad the zealous medieval philosophers. And although we probably consider them (the questions, I mean) extremely pointless nowadays, in fact their development have caused in a great deal the birth and evolution of Modern Science, as we are going to see. All the interrogations concerning the universe’s possibility related supra have here their first and main source, and were first discussed inside this context. 

Let’s see it. The fact was that around this controversy and trying desperately to offer not too much risky answers (it was really easy to seem slightly heretic then, and that meant to end up burned amazingly fast) some interesting conclusions were reached. In the thirteenth century, for example they had coined the difference between what they called “absolute power” (potentia absoluta) and “relative power” (potentia ordinata). The first one corresponds with all that God can do (and that’s a merely theoretic possibility), while the second one refers to everything that He has actually done. They try to establish with this that God had chosen a certain order for His creation, order necessary exactly since it had been chosen (so it won’t be changed), but things could have been completely different if he had decided that in a first moment.
Following this path, John Duns Scoto
 will introduce in the controversy the distinction between the terms de iure and de facto
, which say that someone can be absolutely or relatively under the power of law. If the first, we have no chance, if the second, the individual is in fact free because, although he accepts and respects the law, it’s perfectly possible to him to act away from it. That’s what happens with God. He is actually above law, a law which He Himself has created and given us and which He can change as He pleases (or ignore), but He freely decides to act within it because He considers it suitable. In other words, He won’t act out of the law or change the order of Nature He has disposed, but He could do it if it would please Him (in fact He does it sometimes,  and that’s called “miracle”).

Surprisingly, all those concepts provided a wide and until then unexpected space for Sciences to operate). Considering the absolute divine power and freedom (at least in the kingdom of logic probability), nothing forbade scientists to imagine several situations logically possible (but actually unreal, as they were careful to declare) when they studied Nature. So, modern science started its journey as some kind of imaginative, entertaining and (above all) harmless game, which Religion could perfectly tolerate. Thanks to that, for example, Jean Buridan
 and Nicholas Oresme
 could suggest the possibility of a circular movement for the Earth. Oresme, indeed, invoked simplicity (the well known “Ockham’s razor”) to refute Aristotle’s cosmology, in favour of a mobile Earth (instead of the whole sky). He also tried to use simple proofs, next to our plain and direct sensory experience, to show that the Philosopher had given invalid reasons against that. Of course they both added hastily as an epilogue to their works that, though their studies seemed to imply a different conclusion, they were simply exploring some logic possibilities that however, had nothing to do with reality, so they didn’t want to say nor were they saying indeed nothing opposite to the religious dogma. But the path to scientific speculation was opened at last, and it was only a matter of time to move from imagination and dreams to something much more effective. 

Perhaps the most interesting thing here is the medieval search for a balance between God’s will and freedom and our place in the universe
. By imagining Him infinitely powerful and free, we open the door to a thousand cosmic probabilities which, although actually unreal, could have been chosen instead the actual universe. At the same time, by seeing God as infinitely good and doting, men warrant a good deal of peace: things are not going to blow away suddenly, God is not going to want that. Furthermore, His infinite love seems to imply that, whatever universe we can imagine, God will always choose one where men can live, because He will want to give birth to creatures “in His own image and likeness” which He could love and take care of (and being loved by them in return). The Christian God, in fact, is not so dissimilar there to His ancient mythological colleagues because, as a last resort, they all bring men to life because they need someone who pay attention to them, who entertain, love, admire and watch them
.

We have seen how studying the hypothetic basic conditions of the hypothetic possible universes, some thinkers were able to make scientific speculation go on. And we have seen too how this path comes directly from a controversy which, to sum up, talks about a lot of things which still hold an important place in the scientific world now (as we could see by the example of the Anthropic Principle), in spite of their traditional “non-scientific” label. This is, Science is still being fed by its first source. But let’s go a little further.
A new (and huge) jump backwards will take us to the origin of all questions, to the primary spring both of Science as well as Philosophy (and many other things). We are talking about the controversial and often evanescent pre-Socratic thought. Of course I don’t mean to analyze it here (that would move us further away from our subject, and obviously it would need much more space and detail than I can offer it here). But I’d do like to pay attention to a couple of things related to the pre-Socratic philosophy that could be interesting to our work here.

The pre-Socratic philosophers (an old and awfully inexact label, but we will use it here provisionally, as we lack a better one) are mostly recognized for being, first and mainly cosmologians. Or perhaps we’d better say “cosmogonians”, because their first and most important task had been to discover the basic conditions from which the universe has sprung, as well as the “creative” process developed from those first sources on and the subsequent result. [And that’s exactly, after all, the modern scientists’ pursuit! (Mankind, in fact, hasn’t changed or advanced so much as it thinks)]. Each and every one of them followed different ways to reach that goal, but we can notice some constants that all of them have in common (or at least that’s what the brief fragments we still posses of their works make us think). First, a close relationship between the cosmic and the biological
. Macrocosms and microcosms are two mirrors which reflect each other, the same conditions that explain the first one’s arise can explain the second’s existence. The celestial spheres and the apparition of life came, in their opinion, from the same causes, maybe because they still thought then that the universe was a huge animal, holder of life and soul, just as the human beings. Anyway, pre-Socratics thought that the normal and natural cosmic evolution tended necessarily to the apparition of the Human Being. Furthermore, this normal and natural evolution is also the only one conceivable. After all, they still owed a lot to the mythic tradition, which regarded an only cosmic and natural law, necessary and unbreakable by anybody anywhere. We can see it in statements such as: “This universal order, one and the same for all, has not been done by no man or god, but it is, it was, it will always be, everlasting fire which is turned on by measure and turned out by measure”
. 
There’s no reference here to several possible universes, but to an only law whose absolute necessity is strengthened by the idea of the Eternal Return of the same (something we will find again later in the stoic thought). We could move from this immovable cosmos to the openness we have pointed before thanks to an authentic cultural revolution, something we had got, surprisingly, through Christianism, as we have seen
. Once reached, the long, wide and exciting road to Modern Science, full of dangers, hindrances and difficulties, was definitely opened. But anyway, we can see that the basic problems were and still are the same in every step of the way.
During this strange and uneven journey we have been able to see a little part of the evolution of the scientific thought, from its beginning to now (just a particular case, of course, and briefly). It’s true that we have just mentioned three specific moments which, though representative enough, can’t explain the whole essence of the scientific speculation through time. But they can show us the thing we were trying to explain here. In spite of time and changes, certain questions have stood as basic and essential constants in our evolution and they are still the soul of all our work, they define the way we’ve got to understand ourselves, with our sameness and our differences. We have changed a lot, but no so much, in fact. There is a constant path that goes through them and allow us recognize who we are, what we want, what we need. Perhaps, instead of evolution, we’d better talk about enrichment, then.

But that’s not all. I think this example has pointed too that it is not a wild thing to propose that Science and Philosophy stand together again, as they did in past times. They got really incredible things then. Together, they made us think about a thousand possible universes. They told us that we were just an accidental moment in the eternal game of the universe, and thus they opened the door to modern thought. Is there something they couldn’t do, then, nowadays, if they were to work together again? 

Of course, I’m not trying to suggest that we should recover the ancient ways literally. Physics are not Natural Philosophy any more, they are not a part inside philosophical speculation, and it’s not a desirable thing to go back to that situation. They had their own space, their own modus operandi, their own ambitions, and travel some paths which Philosophy could hardly follow. But it doesn’t mean that they can’t follow together many other paths. Philosophy needs Science to abandon the intellectual marsh it is immersed in, to recover some direction and consequence and get rid of that odious stigma: “everything goes”. Pure abstraction doesn’t work anymore, times have changed. But Philosophy can be useful to Science too. It can help it with its huge conceptual and argumentative stuff. It can provide it with a very desirable abstraction degree regarding some matters hardly explored without it. It can help it cross some bridges thought as “non-scientific” but still necessary to go on with its work (as we saw when we talked about the Anthropic Principle). And it can, above all, help it remember its goal, what questions it must try and answer, it can help it to avoid pure technique without reason or purpose. Because it’s really difficult to keep our eyes on our goal when we have a long and hard road to follow, and really easy to get lost in the way. 
We had a double object here: to point to the sameness of human nature and necessities under the evolution changes (at least regarding a certain field) and also propose a required reform, in other words, a renewal of old Philosophy to make it face reality again. Two apparently ambitious goals, but so desperately indispensable (especially the second one) that I dared to tackle them here. If I have reached my object or not, fully or partly, I leave you the verdict. 
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� Perhaps Philosophy can travel any path, but it has to be carefully guided by the science or knowledge acting as a host in every case. The fact that we do love wisdom doesn’t mean that philosophers know everything or that they can talk about all things freely. In fact, sometimes is exactly the opposite situation.


� Robert Dicke, The equivalent principle and the weak interactions.


� As for example Brandon Carter, “Confronting cosmological theories with experimental data”.


� This last conclusion seems to me, if I am allowed to say it, a little poorly got.


� Scottish theologian (1266-1308), follower of Aristotle. The subtlety and detail of his analysis earned for him the name of “Subtle Doctor”.


� Regarding this point, we recommend consult from G. REALE, D. ANTISERI, Historia del pensamiento filosófico y científico, vol I, EDITORIAL HERDER, BARCELONA, 1999-2002.


� French scholastic philosopher (1300-1358), Guillermo of Ockham’s disciple and one of the inspirers of the European religious scepticism. He was a skilled logician, but he is mainly known because of the development of a concept of inertia based on the impetus theory. 


� One of the most original thinkers in the XIV century (1323-1382), economist, mathematician, physicist, astronomer and philosopher, as well as theologian and bishop of Lisieux. He worked for Carlos V of France as an adviser and translator and was one of the founders of the Modern Sciences.


� Later, the Renaissance will break partly this balance God-men in favour of men, and that will be a powerful influence over modern science.


� We can see in Ovidio’s Metamorphosis, a book well known and very influential during the Middle Ages, that gods got very angry if they don’t receive the tributes and sacrifices men are supposed to owe them. And it’s not a mere question of pride, they really need them (we recommend to take a look at the copy from Cátedra, Madrid, 1995, 2003, particularly Book I, 8 and Book IV, 1).


� Regarding this point, we recommend to consult C. H KAHN Anaximander (COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY PRESS, NEW YORK, 1960), particularly the first part, and C.E. LANN Los filósofos presocráticos, vol I (EDITORIAL GREDOS, MADRID, 1999).


� See C.E. LANN, Los filósofos presocráticos, vol I, “Heráclito de Éfeso”.


� Who could guess that? ¿How could we imagine nowadays that, after all, the thing we consider as the highest hindrance in the path of Science , was one of the Scientific Revolution’s causes, some way?
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