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Neutral Science?


When the first initial stages of scientific thought began to emerge, there is no way that conclusions could have been made without some sort of bias. Bias has always existed, it still exists to this day, but it is evident that especially during the early years of scientific thought
, many predictions and views on science were clearly biased. The generation of early science data by observation is far from neutral. Observations and theories were and still are heavily influenced by biases that are apparent in cultural, theoretical, and religious beliefs. These biases existed mainly because people were living in a time where there was no explanation for certain phenomena that they witnessed. Many believed what others told them simply because any explanation was better than the fear of not knowing why certain things were the way they were, for example, the reason 
why the Nile Rivers’ water would rise at certain times of the year. The safety of knowing the explanation for natural and supernatural events, even if they were incorrect explanations, was much better than knowing nothing at all.


When science by observation was first being conducted, culturally there was a good deal of bias among those witnessing experiments and those who simply heard about the science which was being performed. In early Greece, there was a need to understand why the world worked the way it did. Greece was the home of many early scholars and scientists who felt they could explain the nature of the world. There was a need for the belief of cause and effect, something happens because something else occurred which made this happen. Greece was based on laws and morals, everyone had to follow the rules, and the life of a city state citizen could not function properly without these laws. Naturally, early Greek scholars assumed that if certain laws governed the people, then 
surely there must be a set of laws that govern nature as well, this is the idea of Universality. There had to be, according to the scientists of the time, a logical explanation for everything, because without laws of nature there would be chaos in the world, and certainly at the time it appeared that the world was far from chaotic
. Ptolemy in his explanation of how the Earth is at the center of the universe displays his belief in cause and effect
. “ if the earth moved [away from the center of the universe, heavier objects would still fall toward that center and the animals and all separate weights would have been left behind floating in air [at the center of the cosmos], while the earth at its great speed would have fallen completely out of the cosmos itself. But this is utterly ridiculous, for the rotation of the earth would be more violent.” Ptolemy believes that there is a distinct reason for all occurrences, and each of these occurrences can be explained because nature is composed of certain laws, it is up to the scientist to discover what these laws are.

Greece was also special, culturally speaking because they allowed for public debate. Public debate allowed scientists to showcase their findings to each other and the rest of the public. This was especially important because many times it forced scientists to prove their findings, and allowed others to disprove what they did not find to be believable. Though in the case of Aristotle, when people found his work incorrect he would just reword it so that it could not be disproved.
 
During these early stages of science there also was no common language. This was extremely important because without a common language there was no guarantee that everyone could understand what was trying to be explained. Or perhaps one scientist would use a certain word for something they could not explain, and another would use a different word for the same explanation
. For example, the use of the word love for the explanation of attraction or gravity, sometimes love would be used to express how bodies naturally come together and sometimes other words would be used
. Without a common language scientists would create their own words and thus insert their own biases onto their findings.

The idea of religion, especially when pertaining to science, is an entire belief system based on someone else’s bias
. Stories and accounts of what was witnessed by one person or another has been passed down and recorded for centuries. Religion itself is biased to those who follow certain beliefs and find a safety in believing what some other equally biased person told them. During the early Greek society, religion surprisingly was not considered to be related to science. The natural and the supernatural were distinct entities and the gods were not responsible for supernatural events. In his 420 B.C. play “Clouds” Aristophanes addresses satirically that notion of the gods interfering with why things are the way they are. “[Strepsiades]:  Who causes the rain to fall? Answer me that! [Socrates]: Why, these [clouds], and I will prove it. Have you ever seen it raining without clouds? Let Zeus then cause rain with a clear sky and without their presence! [Strepisades]: I always thought it was Zeus pissing into a sieve.” Being that this play was a satire it can be inferred that the public must have also known that the clouds and thunder were a result of something not related to the emotions of the gods
. It wasn’t until later, during the Roman times, and with the conclusion of the city state and public discourse, that there is evidence of people turning to the gods for the explanation of what they do not know. The church, especially during the Dark Ages becomes more and more influential and the clergy become more and more powerful. What the clergy says to be true is the law, and sometimes people could be severely punished for going against what the church believed to be the correct reasoning for things. This led to people believing
 what the very biased church concluded, in essence, that God made the world the way he wanted to and that everything could be explained through god. This control over science and religion led to a monopoly on knowledge and education, and led to a heavily biased society in an entirely non neutral scientific era. 

Theoretically
 there were some bias which led to non neutral observational data because there was no common language and thus no common form of measurement. A system of measurement that could be tied to a natural force or something that could be separated into units were good sources of measurement. All scientists during these early stages made their predictions with some kind of bias. They each had their own theories about why the world existed as it did. If one of these theories was proved to be incorrect, as they sometimes were, a scientist could simply rework his findings to be more agreeing to the people. Aristotle is famous for this, what he theorized did not make sense and could not be proved, but because it could not be proved, it also could not be proved wrong.  “But all other things move by being moved. Now if something is moved it is capable of being otherwise than as it is. But since there is something which moves while itself unmoved, existing actually, this can in no way be otherwise than as it is.” This cannot be disproved and it is also extremely vague and unclear, but since it can be observed that objects which move, must be moved by some force. Theory until it can be disproved should, I believe be considered in a sense a bias on the person who came up with that theory. They somewhere along the way of thinking up this theory had to insert their own views and came to their final conclusion.

Observed data, especially during the early formations of scientific data were very non neutral. Every person who made an observation or a prediction made it with some kind of prior bias, whether it was a cultural, religious, or theoretical bias. It is interesting on a religious note that the Greeks believed religion and science to be separate, when centuries later the division between science and religion is still a widely debatable subject. It is as though, depending on one’s own beliefs; that science went backwards with the formation and domination of the clergy. As long as there is a scientific prediction there will always be some kind of bias, only through repeated tests and observations can it be concluded as to whether certain biases help or hinder the explanation of science. 
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