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Abstract

The sensible and conflicting scenario of the pandemic postulated many challenges to societies around the world in
2020. Part of this problem refers to how the differences between politics and science are not comprehended in
their particularities. The recognition of limits and power of science and politics can not only contribute to reaching
the actions and strategies facing novel coronavirus but also optimized many domains of society.
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Background
The unprecedented consequences provoked by the novel
coronavirus pandemic is not only situated on health field
[1–3] but also all domains of society, such as economic
[4], work [5], families [6], education [7], migration [8],
and politics [9]. This complex scenario implies consider-
ing different levels of vulnerability [10], recruiting spe-
cific resources for singular needs.
In times of few certainties and many uncertainties, the

precedence and quality of the knowledge can determine
life or death. Especially from the field of uncertainties,
different interests can conduce the social attitudes to
subsequent terrible consequences.
In the political domain, the discussions crossed by

multiple themes and different levels of understanding.
From perspectives of conspiracy theories [11, 12] until
politics of social distancing [13], most of the time, the
politicians were judged and attacked whereas few times
were defended.

Politics and science: profound connection in
different domains
The relationship of interdependence between politics
and science provided a troubled disputed throughout
history. On the coronavirus pandemic, this functioning
was not different. However, Stevens [14] warns that total
confidence in science at the level of determining politics
means not understanding what science is.
A substantial reason that fosters this context of vulner-

ability is not to refer to false information, but how to
own proprieties of some area of knowledge – including
science and politics – are not understood in their con-
jectures. This comprehension implies recognizing the
principles and limiting each area so as not to assume the
same position as what it criticized (e.g., the historical de-
bate between science and religion) [15].
The recent editorial published at Science, Thorp [16],

argued the role of the antiscience movement to propa-
gate misinformation and disinformation as a substantial
barrier for advances in research on the novel corona-
virus. Mainly the editorial focused on the relationship
between misinformation and political scenario.
Despite the primordial importance of science contrib-

uting to reliable information on the contemporary sce-
nario of ideological wars, another domain has interfered

© The Author(s). 2020 Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License,
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if
changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article are included in the article's Creative Commons
licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article's Creative Commons
licence and your intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain
permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver (http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/) applies to the
data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated in a credit line to the data.

Correspondence: m_smendes@outlook.com
Association for Psychological Science, Washington DC, United States of
America

Simões Mendes Philosophy, Ethics, and Humanities in Medicine            (2020) 15:8 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13010-020-00092-5

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1186/s13010-020-00092-5&domain=pdf
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3932-3240
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/
mailto:m_smendes@outlook.com


with the increase of misinformation and disinformation:
the political polarization. The actions of political parties
supported by correspondent interests from media have
collaborated to strengthen these obstacles due to the de-
velopment of false information and the elaboration of
half-truths.
Extreme polarization on the contemporary political sce-

nario has increased not just due to a pole or other but be-
cause of a profound relationship that supports then. There is
a parallel relationship between the left and the right conjunc-
tions in the political area. The alienated conceptions prolifer-
ate when the totality’s representations on the right identified
in the opposite totality on the left – and vice versa.
This operation happens by logical implications: if

something can exist just as itself or in its opposition,
there are no possibilities for qualifying the singularities
and pluralities. Thus, the right political position presents
specific characteristics that differ from left political posi-
tions that have built throughout history.
Thus, the strengthening or maintenance of the political

polarization potentiates a state of vulnerability in science
and care practices. In a scenario that many spaces of
knowledge are still ‘empty,’ half-true can be used as totally
false or true, partially effective can be understood as totally
effective or ineffective. Unfortunately, an unprecedented
number of lives has paid for this battle.

Conclusions
I disagreed with Thorp [16] when he argued that the
only way to win this battle is to harness the same tools
that are being used to bring down the science. This ar-
gument is the same mechanism that supports the polit-
ical polarization and collaborates with misinformation
and violence.
At least, the comprehension of science needs to be

amplified because the delimitations of scientific know-
ledge depend on concepts, methods, and principles used.
Another essential aspect to consider refers to the neces-
sity to distinguish scientific knowledge and care prac-
tices. Both domains are different, and they need to be
like that to qualify the experience of care. In summary,
the best tool to win this battle is by science itself, with
the recognition of its limits and its powerful reach.
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