
		
			[image: PORTADA_OF.jpg]
		

	
		
			© Rights of reserved edition. 

			Letrame Editorial. 

			www.Letrame.com 

			info@Letrame.com

			
© Xosé Gabriel Vázquez

			
Translated by Cristina Hidalgo

			
Design of edition: Letrame Editorial.

			
ISBN: 978-84-17990-62-6

			
No part of this publication, including the cover design, may be reproduced, stored or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic, chemical, mechanical, optical, recording, online or photocopying, without prior permission from the editor or the author.

			
Letrame Editorial does not have to be in agreement with the opinions of the author or with the text of the publication, always remembering that the work he has in his hands can be a fiction novel or an essay in which the author makes personal and subjective evaluations.

			
“Any form of reproduction, distribution, public communication or transformation of this work can only be done with the authorization of its owners, except as otherwise provided by law. Go to CEDRO (Spanish Reprographic Rights Center) if you need to photocopy or scan a fragment of this work (www.conlicencia.com, 91 702 19 70/93 272 04 47)”.

		

		
			.

			To our species

		

		
			Preface

			The most popular definition of our species, in relation and comparison to other beings, has been that of the “rational animal”, attributed to the great Aristotle, although, in fact, it was with René Descartes when reason became the central axis of our definition. This reference and defining characteristic of us has prevailed, even when it has been known for decades that there are more rational beings, possibly on account of no other having been culturally assumed until now. Therefore, if our most accepted definition does not adapt or is no longer useful, we will have to try another one that does, and here lies the issue that concerns us. In other words, the main objective of this work is, precisely, to renew and establish our specification, investigating what characterizes and identifies us, in order to also give better meaning to our existence. To this end, I have carried out a review of the contributions, theories, currents and postulates that I have considered most significant when it comes to providing knowledge and possible clues for resolving this approach.

			My conclusion is something that has already been said, so it is not, in itself, a discovery. Rather, I think that my contribution is based on putting some order and, especially, attention in this respect; as well as trying to clarify the debates that have taken place, some prosaic, such as the so-called “reductionisms” (scientific, biological, cultural), without forgetting those of beliefs or religions. The question, and I hope that the answer to all this, is, as I understand it, that we are the only entities of the known universe that we have and live different realities: the so-called external (like the rest of entities, in interaction with the environment), the so-called internal (our own world-view, almost as a world apart) and another related to symbolism or, more specifically, verbal expression or human language, through which we form another reality. Likewise, I intend to demonstrate the validity of the results obtained, both theoretically and in practice (which, in short, is the important one).

			Although they are genetically diverse, it is also true that, from this organic point of view, it is more what unites us to other species, even lately stating that, in this sense, “biology deceives us”. Furthermore, there are those who allude to the fact that in our DNA is the base of our brain and other characteristics that are not abundant in other species, such as consciousness, emotions, feelings, thought, reason, etc. However, one by one, similar characteristics have been observed in other beings, usually in simpler ways. On the other hand, those who appeal to our cultural achievements, mainly represented by technological advancements, have also been able to see how these same achievements have been found in more species, of course, with all the easily visible and comparable distinctions, even some, I suppose, insurmountable. Finally, of religious conceptions, as they are beliefs and without any scientific proof to corroborate them, one can say that “they just fall right into place”; in other words, religious options imply approaches that do not allow us to determine or reach some sort of valid conclusion, at least, not in the same sense in which science proves its worth. Rather, religious validity is based on beliefs and the consequent faith in them, which is far removed and improper from the scientific discourse that is intended here and with which this transcendental issue must be addressed conveniently: our specificity, our definition and characterization as a species and as individuals. Something that, as I also intend to point out, may entail something more than the quest for our specificity, and may also become the key to our existence, or our comparative evolutionary success, or our reason for being, or why we are here and for what end. In fact, and as a result, I elaborate our Identity Index as a species, indeed applicable to each of us, in which we collect and inform ourselves of who we are (Homo sapiens), what our origin is (where we come from), what our nature is (what we are), what our fundamental characteristic or essence is (what role or function we do, what indicates the meaning of our existence or where we are going) and what our way of being or spirit is (how we are doing it and what for, in short, our existential end and purpose).

			If, after what I have seen and analyzed, I have come to the conclusion that our specificity is determined by the fact that we are the only beings who live several realities, one external and one internal, one relative and one absolute, one binary and one ternary, one tangible and one intangible, one natural and one artificial or fictitious; it is precisely on account of its theoretical and practical validity, that is, scientific point of view. Like the rest of animals and other species and entities, our existence develops in interaction with the environment, thus giving rise to what is known as “external reality”. On top of that, in our case we also have a characteristic that no other known entity has, I am referring to the so-called “capacity of ideation”. That is to say, that we can devise without the need of the relation organism-environment, as so many conceptions throughout our history demonstrate, which I describe with three Effects: Democritus, Marseillaise and Ashoka; the first to exemplify what a person’s capacity for ideation can do, the second to show how this capacity has its correspondence at a collective level in what we call culture, and the third to focus this capacity towards social enterprises that result in the good of all and everything. 

			That capacity, individual and proper to each one, is what makes us unique, shaping something like the “fingerprints” of our being. No one has the same ideas as another, day by day and throughout a lifetime. But, in addition, and as clearer empirical proof, it turns out that this individual capacity becomes operative and can even materialize, giving rise —nothing more and nothing less— to our collective or species specificity, as Homo sapiens, through something as empirical or verifiable as our culture or intellectual patrimony, and not to mention unique, but this time on a social level. 

			Therefore, I try to settle this transcendent question of our specific identity, while at the same time drawing attention to this unique capacity which, in addition to diversifying both individually and as a species, supposes, as I deduce from evolutionary processes, our essential existential asset.

			As I consider it, our definition and specification as “rational animals” meant a whole impulse and reinforcement of our reflexive capacity, from the Axial Age to our days, passing through the Enlightenment and the so-called Scientific Revolution. I hope and wish that if we culturally assume this other definition, as “animal of realities”, it will also result in strengthening this other capacity of ideation, proper and innate, both at an individual and social level. In other words, if having culturally assumed the role and importance of reason during the last centuries has given the result that we know and understand, a similar scenario associated with our capacity of ideation can lead to a new era in our history, a very promising one, by the way.

			Introduction

			First and foremost, I want to make it very clear that I do not intend to determine any exclusivity to our species, nor to give arguments in favour of a supposed superiority of it, or something similar; this is far from what I intend here. Curiously, the result may even be quite the opposite. Since, in order to point out what characterizes and identifies us as entities of this universe, I have also come to stress how difficult it is thanks to everything that unites us with the rest. In short, my exposition is fundamentally to integrate and not to separate, to diversify not to differentiate.

			This is a prior clarification which I consider very important. Unfortunately, it has been more than proved that believing ourselves to be different, both with respect to other species and among ourselves (according to the false concept of race or the criteria of sex, religion, nationality, social class, etc.), are nothing more than fatal mistakes that continue to cost us much. Therefore, that my exposition is interpreted or used in this sense, even if only minimally, is what I’m most afraid of.

			
Similarity is the shadow of difference. Two things are similar by virtue of their difference from another; or different by virtue of one’s similarity to a third. So it is with individuals. A short man is different from a tall man, but two men seem similar if contrasted with a woman. So it is with species. A man and a woman may be very different, but by comparison with a chimpanzee, it is their similarities that strike the eye - the hairless skin, the upright stance, the prominent nose. A chimpanzee, in turn, is similar to a human being when contrasted with a dog: the face, the hands, the 32 teeth, and so on. And a dog is like a person to the extent that both are unlike a fish. Difference is the shadow of similarity. (Ridley; 2004: 17).

			
As Ken Wilber explains very well throughout his work, diversity (which enriches) has nothing to do with differentiation (which excludes). Everything is united in this universe and, more specifically, the living beings of this planet come from the same process, which, for example, takes us back to the first original cell (the mother of all terrestrial cells), which scientists have called Luca and which arose approximately after the first five hundred million years of the Earth. So, although it may seem like a contradiction, what I am trying to do is, primarily, to make a contribution to tearing down excluding walls and to facilitate communion between entities. In fact, as I propose and as can be seen below in my presentation, it is not easy to point out an existential exclusivity of something or someone, in this case of us, the Homo sapiens.

			Therefore, the main purpose of this work, in seeking human specificity, is to claim its value so that we are aware of it, especially so that we prioritize it; insofar as to put a little more order and orientation to our respective lives, both individually and collectively. In other words: if what I am looking for is something that is unique or specific to our species and to each one of us, it is, first and foremost, in order to try to respond to our “identification” as beings or entities, starting from the fact that this concept means (according to the dictionary of the Real Academia de la Lengua Española, RAE) “action and effect of identifying or identifying oneself”; while that of “identity” refers, in its second entry of the term, and corresponding to the subtitle of this work, to the “set of traits proper to an individual or a collectivity that characterize them in front of the others”. Although I do not intend to make a taxonomy of our species; however, RAE defines the term “definition” in the second entry as a “proposition that clearly and accurately exposes the generic and differential characters of something material or immaterial”. This serves me to introduce what I try to do in this work: a clear and exact proposal of our characteristics, at once generic and diversifying as beings and as species but, in this case, trying to determine which are our own traits, which makes us unique, both individually and collectively or as a species; and to know if this has something to do with our fit and purpose in the “puzzle” of the universe and, more specifically, in what we call “life”. 

			Even though we know that genetically we are unique, since even in the case of twins epigenetics is also in charge of establishing differences; however, we will agree that this is difficult to constitute the sign of identity, both intra and interspecies. Especially knowing that we share our genetic code with other beings, demonstrating precisely that  we have far more that binds us together than draws us apart in this respect. In other words, it would be not very rigorous to present our essence and specificity as beings or entities, because we have sequenced what we are according to a certain combination of subunits of nucleotides, which are represented by the famous four letters A, C, G and T, corresponding to adenine, cytosine, guanine and thymine, and which sequence our respective DNA.

			So far, as a species, our most accepted differentiating definition is determined by the classification into rational animals and because we know of our death. Whereas, among ourselves (that is, intra-species), in order to differentiate ourselves, we mix biological and physiological factors, such as complexion, face, gender and skin color fundamentally; also resorting to other sociocultural characteristics, such as territorial ascription, language, customs, education, technology, class, social position, etc. But none of these references specifies us, since we can find other examples in any of them: both as animals, as rational (as demonstrated by numerous experiments with other animals), and by the awareness about our death (some cemeteries of other species seem to point out that they also know that they are going to die). Whereas, in our socio-cultural dimension, being constructs or fictions created by us, we cannot say that they are natural or innate; that is to say, in any case they would be artificial and exogenous characteristics. 

			If our body, biology or molecular composition is not, or supposes, the key to what we are here dealing with, or intending here, nor sociocultural constructions; then, what is it that characterizes our being and its existence? As knowledge so far indicates, it is clear that what specifies or causes us to be of one species or another is sexual reproduction; since, generally, it is between individuals of the same species where only such reproduction can take place. 

			This also greatly conditions our individual characterization, since we are children of certain beings (genetic inheritance) and, although there are more individuals who can say the same thing (siblings), none is exactly the same as another (twins with identical original genetic sequences end up being different physically and psychologically, due to their respective interactions with their respective environments). However, sexual reproduction is common to the world of living beings, and the physical or phenotypic identity derived from our DNA does not go beyond a specific genetic sequence that interacts with the environment. This would already give an answer to the question asked by the psychologist and scholar of the mind,  Michael Gazzaniga (2008), in his work What makes us human? in which he also seeks the scientific explanation of our uniqueness as a species, which is precisely the subtitle of his book. The answer lies in the fact is that we can reproduce among ourselves, which makes us belong to our species and, in this case, makes us human: although, the term may also refer to other species of humans that existed, such as the Neanderthals or Denisovans. That is to say, there were more human species (we speak of four or five, but also that there was only one, with their respective ramifications), considering that what makes us human sapiens, that is to say, of our species in particular, is that we can only reproduce among ourselves, among those of our own species. Just as it happens in other species and, based on this, we determine how is outlined a hummingbird, orangutan or dolphin. In fact, although it seems that there were cases of hybridization between neanderthals and sapiens, as demonstrated by the team of scientists headed by Harvard Medical School geneticist, David Reich (2013), did not succeed (as with mules, crosses between horses and donkeys), although we have some of these ancestors in our DNA, as shown by the latest research in this regard.

			Continuing with our research, first of all, there is the basic diversification between the living and the inert. Fundamentally, between beings with and without life, at least in the sense and knowledge we have of what life is. Focusing on what could be encompassed as biological beings, the following classification —also basic— could be that of the so-called “five kingdoms of nature”, which, until the nineteenth century, were just two: Animals and Plants; but now includes other types of life: Fungi (fungi), Protista (multicellular microscopic organisms, known as eukaryotes) and Monera (microscopic and unicellular organisms). 

			At this point, when classifying and differentiating “our universe” into species, experts use the criteria of dominion, kingdom, phylum, class, order, family and gender; that is to say, from the perspective of the environment and forms. However, this chain supposes a classification that does not inform of truly what each species is , it can be said that it remains on the surface but that it does not reach to the bottom. 

			
There is one way in which behavior seems to evolve differently from anatomy. In the case of anatomy, most similarities are the result of common descent, or what evolutionists call phylogenetic inertia. (Ridley; 2004: 28).

			
For this task of our identity and specificity, I think we have to resort to another dimension, intangible, subtle, etheric. As seen in relation to the question, and from my point of view, our respective uniqueness would be determined, above all, by the way we transform the energy that shapes us. Each species does it in its own way, thus giving rise, in the first instance, to the different biological forms of expression and adaptation of beings; whereas what we do with those forms and with that energy during our lives is what would define and make each being unique.

			Definition of our being or entity

			Previously, I clarify that I use the terms being and entity to designate, with the first, any biological entity or  being with life, and, the second, for everything that exists or is (with life or inert, material or not). Therefore, I do not intend to enter or delve into ancient, multiple, dense and often stiff definition of these terms. The same applies to existence, which at this point it is what it is: primarily what is known, but not indispensable.

			In order to approach the definition of being (a living entity that is or exists), and of being human in particular, I have resorted to a basic and integral structure, pointing out three fundamental and defining dimensions: biological or organic, socio-cultural or identitarian and spiritual, energetic, subtle or etheric. 

			The reasons and the explanation of this existential triad are simple, after the revision carried out and from which I draw the following conclusions: in these three dimensions all our existence is encompassed, leaving nothing out; being also clear and concrete denominations, while this number is the minimum necessary. 

			Just as we know what the biological dimension or body is, and also the cultural dimension or social identity (lineage, territorial ascription, formation, beliefs, values, customs, etc.) can be easily understood, it should be clarified that by spiritual dimension I mean the intangible or immaterial, ethereal or etheric, the subtlety of being; concretely in our case: consciousness, personality, knowledge, character, imagination, feelings, emotions, thoughts, ideas, dreams, desire, will, love, and so on.

			In this sense, we know — and which nobody doubts— that we are biological beings, that is, that we have life, body, cells, organs and other elements (from microorganisms to glands or neurons).

			However, everything else is not so obvious is or not as much in agreement. Starting with our so-called socio-cultural dimension. Although it is clear that we are social beings, otherwise we would not be here, as we simply would not exist. But to what extent is being social something natural, innate, our own or acquired, constructed, artificial, fictitious? There is something unavoidable: our bipedalism —which characterizes us so much and which is had been given credit for so much, everything from our language to the development of the brain— has also meant that we have to be born before we are completely formed inside the womb, in order to be able to leave through the pelvic conduit of our mothers, which narrowed precisely when we stood up and walked like this; which has implied, since our origins, a social component and a help in our existence, since a woman alone with her baby would have little chance of surviving. Yuval Noah Harari points this out very well in his work Sapiens (2016a: 21-23), in which he exposes how this ancestral social condition of our species has been the one that has provided —I add that thanks to the development of what today is known as social intelligence—, what has come to be called, the cognitive revolution of our species some seventy thousand years ago. 

			
[…] It seems to me that this human cognitive ability is one of the greatest engines of cooperation in the animal kingdom.

			[…] 

			The shift to becoming highly social is what the human is all about. […] Understanding being social is fundamental to understanding the human condition. (Gazzaniga; 2010: 112 y 124).

			
Thus, whether it is agreed or not, the socio-cultural dimension is something inherent to each one of us, one could almost say that —after so many thousands of years— innate or even genetic. However, it is eminently intangible, that is, that we cannot observe status or social class through microscopes or telescopes, recognizable instead through external symbols, but that in someone stripped of these signs we could not identify and yet we know and take for granted that they exist, that they are there, that they play their role, etc. 

			Nor is there anything tangible or that can be visualized in the following dimensional proposal of Homo sapiens, which I will call energetic, etheric or spiritual. Controversy and division have so far characterized the treatment of this other field or dimension which, on the other hand, is of enormous transcendence. From the absolute negation of anything that does not exist or is spiritual, especially on the part of the so-called scientism, passing through the well-known debate between dualism and monism, that is, the separation or not between body and soul/spirit/mind/thought/ideas, between matter and non-matter; until the affirmation and exaltation of its existence, without which religions in particular would lose their reason or base.

			
We saw that science needs to recognize that its own method rests, not on empiricism in the narrow sense (sensory experience), but on empiricism in the broad sense (experience in general), and this is not a very difficult stretch because virtually all of science’s own conceptual apparatus (from logic to mathematics) is already empirical in the broad sense.  (Wilber; 1998: 201).

			
If we completely decompose our being, we know that it has a body and also that this entity is made up of social units (language, customs, abilities...) called memes; but, nevertheless, this does not define us at all, something is missing, until here we would not be complete. What happens to personality, genius, imagination, will, talents, aptitudes, yearnings, feelings, emotions, free will, etc.? Can they be included in the biological dimension of our species or in the social dimension? I consider that they have their own entity, that they constitute their own dimension.

			Nor is it easy to discern the fields or boundaries of our respective dimensions, as they interact with each other and can be difficult to separate. So, for example, when we say that a person transmits something to me or that I am comfortable with them, it may be due to some biological or bodily characteristic of theirs; it may also be that these sensations or desires are due to social or environmental causes; or it may all be the result of imagination or of having idealized that person. The three dimensions interact with each other, which make kit difficult to delimit them, but one should not fall into the error of wanting to simplify, encompass, not at all, or ignore any of them.

			Prior to this approach, I use the term “dimension” in the same sense as the anthropologist Luis Álvarez Munárriz, in his explanation of human nature:

			
In this integral approach there are different dimensions of that are not parts or organs. The term “dimension” is especially interesting in this context: it allows us to distinguish (through the effort of abstraction) certain qualities or characteristics of a Whole, but not to separate or reify them, because a careful analysis will reveal that the dimensions cross at all points and at all times, without beginning or end. The term dimension does not reject the stratified vision of the system, but the effects of the harmonic cooperation of each of the subsystems of which it is composed prevail. They all act together and there is not one of them that controls or directs the system because it constitutes an organized whole. (Munárriz; 2015).

			
Completing this term from the philosophical scope, with the definition that Xavier Zubiri made when treating the dimensions of the structure of reality as interiorities expressed in exteriority (1998: 126 and 493); at the same time that we verify how, in the case of the dimensions of the Homo sapiens that occupies us here, they also respond to the “three dimensions of the real truth” that this same philosopher explains:

			
These three dimensions of real truth (patentization, security, verification) are three dimensions according to which the thing is ratified in its own reality, and respond, therefore, to three structural moments, whether or not it is comprehended: manifestation, firmness, effectiveness. (Zubiri; 1998: 132).

			
On this basis, I propose that our characteristic, non-exclusive diversity, definition, specification, identification, individuation and, in short, what makes us unique comes from and is more determinant in relation to that energy that shapes everything and that I qualify as a spiritual dimension, as it can already be deduced from what has been happening throughout our history. Therefore, my hypothesis is that what diversifies the human being has to do with more dimensions than the biological and/or sociocultural. Specifically, I propose that what makes us unique is the capacity we have to make and/or have ideas, the “act of ideation” that Max Scheler postulated in his day, as “the action of understanding the essential forms of the structure of the universe” (1978: 68) and that, for the purpose of this work, concrete in the fact of being the only beings that we have and make fictions, in the cultural and historical sense that Harari indicates (2016 a, b), and that we live with and according to them as well

			As a last introductory note, I emphasize that I am not in pursuit of quantities but of qualities. I explain myself: if I look for or try something that makes us special or specialists in something in this universe, both as a species and individuals, it is not a matter of being the most intelligent, the most technologically developed or the most despots of the known environment. What does not stop going a little against the stream of the studies on the matter:

			
[…]Perhaps, as Darwin suggested, the difference is one of degree rather than kind; it is quantitative, not qualitative. (Ridley; 2004: 27).

			
In short, I am looking for something identifying and defining that only we have, not to feed our personal ego or collective egocentrism, but simply to know if evolution has endowed us with something (element, capacity, characteristic) that can suppose, say, mean, review, define and/or summarize, nothing more and nothing less: “this is you”, “this is me”, “these are us”, and we are here because we possess a certain quality that evolution has developed by and for something, in this case, through our existence.

			What data or information should a supposed “universal identity card” carry, both individually and collectively? This is what we will determine next.

			Human nature and specificity

			In order to know what a certain being is, one must ask about its nature: artificial, biological, animal, vegetable, bacterial, mineral, etc. In order to deal with human nature, first of all, I am going to refer to the book entitled, Human Nature, by the science philosopher, Jesús Mosterín (2006). In it the author settles the debate on whether or not there is a specific nature of living beings and, more specifically, human beings:

			
The unstoppable advance in the exploration of the human genome makes any denial of our nature unsustainable. (Mosterín; 2006: 22).

			
The human nature to which Mosterín refers is mainly of biological character, more concretely genetic. However, in our approach we also include —within the nature of Homo sapiens—the socio-cultural component, recognized by a good part of the scientific community; whereas what is intended here is also to take into account one more dimension of that nature, the energetic or spiritual. In fact, a more eclectic exposition of  our nature can be found, from zoology and scientific journalism, in the work of Matt Ridley (2003), when he summarizes the different approaches and knowledge on this question, uniting them in a single cause, which is not to separate, nor to base on determinisms, when dealing with this vital and so important question.

			Human nature is indeed a combination of Darwin’s universals, Galton’s heredity, James’s instincts, De Vries’s genes, Pavlov’s reflexes, Watson’s associations, Kraepelin’s history, Freud’s formative experience, Boas’s culture, Durkheim’s division of labor, Piaget’s development, and Lorenz’s imprinting. You can find all these things going on in the human mind. No account of human nature would be complete without them all (Ridley; 2004: 14).

			Thus, once the question of whether or not there is human nature has been clarified, as some have questioned, we can move on to the next question, basing ourselves again on the words of Mosterin to delve deeper into that nature and characterize ourselves more, in this case as a supposed species that we are. Thus uniting concepts, nature and species, to apply them in our case.

			
[...] Species are the natural classification units of sexual organisms. Species are entities that really exist in nature, and not mere constructs or conceptual artifacts of scientists. (Mosterín; 2006: 33).

			
Similarly, in the references of another Spanish philosopher, Xavier Zubiri, we find the reproductive condition of species united, precisely, to the essence, central concept of this exhibition:

			
[...] That is, only are speciables those individual realities whose constitutive essence is susceptible not only of repetition but of multiplication. (Zubiri; 1998: 233).

			
Zubiri even submits the condition of species to the essence, through what he calls the phylum and its transmission:

			
[...] Phylum is a physical reality, much more real still than the electromagnetic, gravitational, etc. “field” can be. And those constitutive characters by which each individual really and physically belong to a certain phylum, are just those that constitute the species: the individual essence has been specified. In this sense, to ask ourselves what something is is to ask ourselves not about the kind of realities to which it belongs, but about the phylum from which and in which it physically emerges to reality and to which it belongs by its constitutive essence. (Zubiri; 1998: 235).

			
In another scientific field, geneticist Adam Rutherford also bases the distinction between species on the factor of reproduction:

			
[...] The definition of species says that two species are considered distinct if they cannot cross and produce fertile offspring. (Rutherford; 2017: 31).

			
Also, in his book A Brief History of All Who Have Lived: The story of our genes, this writer and scientific thinker explains how equal and different we can be at the same time, according to our genetic base and definition, which would have an eminently evolutionary and, more concretely, adaptive purpose, that is, to select the best answers and adaptations to our environment. Rutherford (2017: 307-308) also bets on a human essence of technological character, appealing to our curiosity and our explorer instinct as signs of identity of the human being; however, and for the purpose we are concerned here, we will agree that we do not present ourselves to anyone with a rocket, car or mobile phone and say that we are such a species or a technological species, just as curiosity is not an exclusivity of ours (you have only to think about the cats and the situations they get into, precisely because of their curiosity). But what I want to highlight from the analysis of this scientist, who reviews the role of our genes (from the color of the eyes, hair, heredity, adaptation to our environment, tolerance to milk among Europeans to replace the deficiency of vitamin D by our less exposure to sunshine hours, and so on.), is what comes to determine in this respect of the genetic differentiation and determination and, therefore, of our biological dimension: “biology fundamentally deceives the eye”, in the sense that appearances, in this case external or phenotypic differences, do not really suppose specificities. That is to say, while the bases of living beings are common and similar in their majority of aspects; nevertheless, their external representation seems to suppose more than it really is. In other words, or going to the heart of the issue, this seems to indicate that for the same purpose, as is evolution, nature adopts various forms in a common process to all beings, which allows and entails a series of alternatives. I clarify this question with a simile: it is as if for the same purpose of fishing that different arts or techniques were developed, from the net to the hook; they assumed different forms, but the end or purpose is the same; something that can perhaps serve as a basic explanation to understand the diversity of morphologies that exist in nature for the same end or purpose, as in this case of evolution.

			
Listen! We are no more or less evolved than any other creature. To be unique is highly overrated. We are only as unique as any other species, each of which has evolved in a unique way to achieve the best hope of transmitting genes into infinity given the unique circumstances of the present. [...] There is no measure of the progress of evolution, and the language of the past, with “superior” and “inferior” species, no longer holds any meaning for science.

			[…]

			[...] 85 percent of human variation, in terms of genetic differences between blood groups, is observed within the racial groups themselves. Of the remaining 15 percent, only 8 percent explained differences between one racial group and another.

			These figures have since been replicated in other gene studies. What this means is that biology fundamentally deceives the eye. [...] These morphological differences are real, we all know, but they are not representative of the genome as a whole. (Rutherford; 2017: 24 and 193).

			
Finally, we have the contributions, researches and experiments carried out on this idea from the so-called evolutionary psychology, many of them collected in the quoted work of Gazzaniga (2008). In order to illustrate this contribution, I reproduce part of the synthesis collected by the Internet encyclopedia, Wikipedia, on one of the most significant works that can contribute most to our object of study. If we can draw and summarize a conclusion from this branch of science (with experiments similar to those of medicine), it is that we are inventive beings; what connects directly with what I come here to expose. I am referring to The Adapted Mind: Evolutionary Psychology and the Genesis of Culture, a volume published in 1992 by psychologist Leda Cosmides and anthropologists Jerome Barkow and John Tooby:

			
The authors conclude that the flexible and highly intelligent appearance of human behaviour is not the result of domain-general mechanisms having taken over from older domain-specific mechanisms (or “instincts”), but the exact opposite; human domain-specific mechanisms have proliferated to the point where man has become competent in an unprecedented number of domains, and can therefore usually employ some motley assortment of these specialized mechanisms for his own novel needs (e.g. he has combined linguistic, visual and motor skills to invent the written word, for which no specialized psychological mechanism exists). (Wikipedia: The Adapted Mind, consulted in 22/11/2018).

			
In other words, it is our ideas that operate and (sometimes) function in our becoming and development, both individually and as a species. A capacity that no other being has in our known universe, therefore, in addition to characterizing and defining  us, it supposes our evolutionary plus. More than enough and important reasons to devote attention, interest, study, development, etc.

			What we have been making reference to in order to specify ourselves

			Outlined the questions on nature and species, so as to begin to argue our identifying definition, we say that we are animals, and it turns out that the term animal comes from anima or soul. In other words, unlike other entities, such as minerals or plants, we have distinguished animals by this characteristic, precisely attributable to the etheric or spiritual dimension, even though the origin of the term soul has to do with something as biological as breathing. If we stuck to what strict science says, in this case in its epistemological aspect, instead of animals we should call ourselves blastulars, since what we know as “animals” is characterized, above all, not for the fact that we breathe but because we are the only ones to develop from what in biology is known as blastula (a layer of cells before the gastrula and after the morula, in the embryonic process).
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