Fine Tuning is Inevitable in a Complex Universe, R.A.W. Bradford

Submitted to Foundations of Physics

Fine TuningisInevitablein a Complex Universe

R.A.W. Bradford

Bennerley, 1 Merlin Haven

Wotton-under-Edge

Glos. GL12 7BA, UK

Tel. 01453 843462 / 01452 653237 / 07805 077729
RickatM erlinHaven@hotmail.com

ABSTRACT

Why should the universe need to be fine tuned? The thesis is presented that parameter sensitivity
arises as anatural consequence of the mathematics of dynamical systems with complex outcomes.
Hence, fine tuning is a mathematical correlate of complexity and should not €licit surprise. A
corollary is that fine tuning adds nothing to the argument from design.
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1 Fine Tuning and the Pur pose of this Paper

It isover 40 years since Carter [15] observed that the universal constants of physics
appear to be peculiarly fine tuned. Relatively small variations in the universal constants,
it is claimed, would produce radical changesin the universe. On first acquaintance this
seems remarkable and surprising. It will be argued here that, on the contrary, the fact that
the universe contains complex parts makes fine tuning inevitable. Had physicists been
foresighted enough, fine tuning could have been anticipated even before physics and
cosmology had advanced to the stage where it could be directly demonstrated.

To make clear what we mean by “fine tuning”, afew examples are given in section 2. We
shall argue that, whilst the tuning of some universal constants may not be as numerically
impressive as is sometimes claimed, nevertheless tuning is evident. What has not been
brought out clearly before isthat fine tuning consists of two separate phenomena:
parameter sensitivity and fine tuning itself. Thisis explained in section 3. In section 4
some toy models are used to explain why parameter sensitivity is to be expected in any
universe with a complex outcome. Section 5 then presents our general thesis that
parameter sensitivity isamathematical result of the evolution of complexity, the two
issues being linked via entropy interpreted in terms of phase space volume. Section 6
discusses briefly the relevance of this work to the cosmological constant, the causal
entropic principle, the creationist argument from design and multiverses.

2 Examplesof Fine Tuning
2.1 Varying Single Parameters | llustrates Tuning

A few examples of fine tuning are given below. However, there are many further
examples and these matters have been discussed many times before, see for example
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[2,3,6,7,13-16,20-24,26,28,29,42,43]. The commentary on each example explains why
some of them may not be asimpressive as they first appear.

(i) If the neutron were lighter by more than 0.08%, or if it were heavier by more than
~1%, then there would be no stable atomic matter in the universe. This narrow mass
range is required to avoid both nuclear capture of the atomic electrons, and also beta
decay of the nucleus.

(i) If the weak nuclear force were alittle weaker then the abundance of neutrons and
protons after the first few seconds would have been closely matched and Big Bang
Nucleosynthesis (BBN) would have resulted in a universe consisting of virtually all
helium and very little hydrogen. A universe with no hydrogen would contain no
water, no hydrocarbons such as amino acids, and no hydrogen bond chemistry, and
hence no life as we know it.

(iii) If the strong nuclear force (i.e., the effective low energy coupling, gs) were ~15%
weaker then the deuteron would be unbound. The formation of all nuclei would be
prevented and there would be no chemical elements other than hydrogen.

(iv) If the strength of the strong nuclear force, gs, were changed by +1% the rate of the
triple-al pha reaction would be affected so markedly that the production of biophilic
abundances of either carbon or oxygen would be prevented.

Example (i) seemsimpressive, but becomes much less so when it isrecalled that the
neutron and the proton share a common structure. About 99% of a nucleon’s massis due
to the virtual gluons and virtual quarks which comprise the strong nuclear force. This
feature is shared by the neutron and the proton, which differ only in regard to the udd and
uud ‘valence’ quarks which respectively provide the nucleons with their net quantum
numbers. Since the u and d quarks in question have masses of just afew MeV, itisno
longer particularly surprising that the neutron-proton mass differenceis also of this order.
In fact thisisto be expected. The moral isthat there are structural reasons why the
neutron and proton masses should be very close. Thisis not to say that thereisno
‘tuning’ at al, just that it is not so terribly ‘fine’ asit first appears. It is more indicative to
compare m, —m,Wwith the mass of the electron or the mass of the u or d quarks. On this

scale the tuning is at the level of tens or hundreds of percent, rather than less than 1%.
Nevertheless, there is some tuning. For example, the d quark must be heavier than the
electron for atomic stability”.

In Example (ii), the neutron:proton ratio depends upon T , the temperature when the
leptonic reactions which interconvert neutrons and protons are frozen out by cosmic
expansion. This freeze-out temperature depends upon the strength of the weak nuclear
force, Gr. Because the neutron:proton ratio is expi- (m, —m, )/ kT |, itis often claimed

that it is highly sensitivity to changesin the freeze-out time, and hence to the strength of
the weak force. Actually, a closer examination shows that if the Fermi constant, Gg, were
reduced by an order of magnitude, the universe would still be 18% hydrogen (by mass, or

! That is, if we make the rather sweeping assumption that m, —mg, = my —m, . Far more carefully

p
argued constraints on the u, d and s quark masses which produce a congenial universe have been discussed
recently by Jaffe, Jenkins and Kimchi [30] and by Damour and Donoghue [18].
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~50% by number of atoms). Thiswould still support hydrogen burning stars with livesin
the order of billions of years, long enough for biological evolution. Reducing Gg by a
factor of 100 would still leave the universe with ~14% hydrogen by number of atoms.
Admittedly if the hydrogen abundance were reduced too much this would ultimately
prejudice the formation of the first stars, which is believed to rely on a cooling
mechanism via molecular hydrogen. Nevertheless, there is no obvious reason to regard as
catastrophic areduction in Gg by somewhat more than afactor of ten.

Moreover, the constraint on G isonly single-sided: it must exceed (say) ~10% of its
actual value but there is no obvious upper bound resulting from these considerations. If
Grwere increased, then there would be less helium in the universe. For example, a factor
of 4 increase in Gg results in only ~0.2% helium by mass. But this would seem
unimportant. Helium appears to play no essential role in the formation of large scale
structure or stellar physics?. Although no upper bound on G results from these
considerations, there are suggestions that Type Il supernovae require Ge to lie close to its
actual value. Thisis because crucia aspects of the mechanism of Type Il supernovae
involve neutrino interactions, i.e., weak-force interactions. The neutrinos seem to be
required to interact just weakly enough to escape the core of the collapsed star, but
strongly enough to transfer sufficient energy to the mantle to cause the explosion.
Unfortunately the quantitative understanding of Type |l supernovae istoo poor to deduce
just how fine tuned Gg must be.

Hence there is a case for considering Gr to be a genuine instance of tuning, but it is not
necessarily terribly ‘fine’, and may only be single-sided.

Example (iii), deuteron stability, does appear to provide a genuine instance of fine-
tuning, requiring gs to exceed ~85% of its actual value. Claims are often made that there
is also an upper bound on gs to avoid diproton stability. If gs were ~10% larger, then the

diproton (2 He) would be a bound state®. It has frequently been claimed that this would
lead to an al-helium universe. The argument is that all the nucleons would end up as
helium during BBN, either via the conventional sequence starting with n+ p— 2H , or

viathediproton® p+ p—2 He—2 H +e* +v. However, this argument is just wrong. The

reason is that, even if the diproton were stable, the rate of its formation via p+ p— 3He

istoo slow for any significant number of diprotons to be formed during BBN, [12]. It is
true that the nuclear physics of stars would subsequently be very different, but thereisno
obvious reason why biophilic stars would not be stable, [12].

There is possibly adifferent upper bound on gs. If gs were increased sufficiently that
deuterium were stable even at the higher temperatures prevailing before 1 second, when
the leptonic reactions were still active, then the nucleons could escape into the sanctuary

2 Theppll and ppl 11 reaction sequences would be slowed by the absence of initial helium, but the ppl
sequence is unaffected.

% The diproton is not bound in this universe. This is because the spin-singlet nuclear force is weaker than
the spin-triplet nuclear force which binds the deuteron. It is not, as some authors have claimed, dueto
electrostatic Coulomb repulsion.

* The inverse beta decay which converts the diproton to a deuteron is possible because the binding energy

of the deuteron (2.224 MeV) exceedsm,, — M, + M, = 1.804 MeV.
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of helium-4 before the protons had gained numerical superiority over the neutrons. This
would again lead to a universe with little hydrogen. However, rough estimates suggest
that gs would need to be increased by more than a factor of two for the hydrogen
abundance to fall to potentially abiophilic levels.

Hence, deuteron stability provides a case for fine tuning of gs (alower bound of ~85% of
its actual value) but any upper bound arising from BBN is rather generous in magnitude.

Example (iv) concerns the famous Hoyle [30] coincidence. The instability of beryllium-8
(8 Be) means that carbon (¥C ) can be produced only by virtue of the subsequent alpha

capture reaction § Be+3 He—¢ C being extremely fast due to the existence of a
resonance of the carbon nucleus at just the right energy. Moreover, the subsequent
burning of all the carbon into oxygen is avoided only by the fortuitous placing of the
energy levels of the oxygen nucleus so that resonance is just avoided. Some authors are
not impressed by the Hoyle coincidence (see, for example, Weinberg [49]), but it does appear
to be a genuine instance of fine tuning.

The coincidence becomes more impressive when it is realized just how sensitive the
energy levels of these nuclear states are to the strength of the nuclear force. A mere 0.4%
change in the strength of the nuclear force can produce a change in the C* 0, resonance
energy of up to 38%, [17,18,39,40,44]. Consideration of the detailed stellar models
reported in these same references suggests that a reduction in the C*2 0, resonance
energy of perhaps ~50% will result in areduction in carbon production of around two
orders of magnitude. Alternatively, an increase in the C* 0} resonance energy of ~50%
will result in areduction in oxygen production of around two orders of magnitude. These

changes in resonance energy would be brought about by a change in the strength of the
nuclear force not exceeding +1% or -1% respectively.

Consequently it appears that the Hoyle coincidence isimpressively fine tuned, requiring
changesin the strong force of less than £1% to challenge the likelihood of conventional
biochemistry by serious depletion of either carbon or oxygen abundance. However, this
fine-tuning might only be one-sided. The reason is that an increase in the nuclear force of

less than 1% will make Be® stable. The triple a phareaction, via the resonant states
BefandC'? (og), would then no longer be necessary. Instead a star might accumulate
macroscopic quantities of Be® and synthesise subsequent elementsin amore
conventional manner. Whether the resulting nuclear physics and stellar physics would

render this afeasible pathway for biophilic carbon and oxygen production is difficult to
judge.

It is concluded that the Hoyle coincidence is an instance of fine tuning, requiring that the
nuclear force exceed 99% of its actual strength. It may also need to be less than 101% of
its actual value, but thisisless clear.

In summary, whilst the tuning of some universal constants may not be as numerically
impressive as is sometimes claimed, and might only be single-sided in some cases,
nevertheless tuning is evidently afeature of the world.
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2.2 Varying Multiple Parameters - Alter native Complex Univer ses

In section 2.1 we have been guilty of giving the impression that fine tuning requires the
affected universal constant to lie within a certain range of values. Indeed many
discussions of fine tuning give thisimpression. But thisis quite wrong. In fact, all
instances of fine tuning provide relations between two or parameters. Examples are as
follows,

e Consider the bound on the neutron mass discussed in section 2.1. Algebraicaly this
Is m, +m, <m, <m, +m, + AB whereAB is the difference in binding energy

between the nucleus in question and the nucleus obtained by replacingn — p. So the

allowed range for the neutron mass depends upon the other masses, which in turn
depend upon the quark masses and other constants of the standard model.

¢ Reducing the weak coupling constant, Gg, sufficiently could challenge the
preservation of hydrogen during the Big Bang. However, the excess of protons over
neutrons at the time of the freeze-out of the leptonic reactions depends upon the

productGF% (mn - mp), so that a reduction in Gg can be compensated by an increase

in the nucleon mass difference. (Thisislikely to involve areduction in the neutron
lifetime, which also influences the final proportion of hydrogen surviving the Big
Bang, but the photon:baryon ratio can be re-tuned to negate that effect if necessary).

e Thelower bound on the strength of the nuclear force, gs, to bind the deuteron was
stated in section 2.1 as g > 0.859 ,a - BUt closer inspection reveals that the range

of the nuclear force, and the nucleon mass, are al'so part of this calculation. The
combination of parameters which is bounded below is actually g2m, /m, , where m_
Is the pion mass. So the numerical bound on g can be changed by varying the
nucleon:pion mass ratio.

e The stability of large nuclei requires that the quantum of chargeis not too great or
€l se the Coulomb repulsion between the protons will blow the nucleus apart. But a
larger quantum of charge can be compensated by also increasing the strength of the
nuclear force. This produces an inequality involving both gsand « , the
electromagnetic fine structure constant.

e One of the original fine-tunings of Carter [15,16] was the requirement that small stars
be convection dominated whilst large stars be radiation dominated. This leads to the

4

. 12 Mo Gmj . .

coincidence « | e Thisis a statement about the relative strengths of the
p

gravitational and electromagnetic forces and involves several constants.

Since all known examples of parameter sensitivity are relations between two or more constants, it
is clear that each such individual relation can at best give a constraint like that illustrated in
Figure 1. Note, however, that there will be many constraints like Figure 1 which must be
satisfied simultaneously, potentially up to one for each case of fine tuning. The
intersection of these separate constraints might restrict individual parameters more
narrowly (see Figure 2 of Bousso et a [9]).
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C1

Fine tuning is observed in
both the parameters ¢; and
C,, asindicated by the
arrowed lines. However, it is
incorrect to conclude that the
constants are therefore
restricted to the box
indicated by red dashed lines

Actually, acomplex universe might result
for any (cy,¢,) lying between the two curves.
This may include points (c;,c;) which lie far
from the valuesin this universe

C2

Figure 1: lllustrating a logical fallacy: the observation of fine-tuning in parameters c;
and ¢, does not imply that they are confined to the red dashed box.

The lesson that can be learnt from this simple observation is that complex universes
might result for values of the universal constants which depart greatly from the usually
claimed fine-tuned bounds, provided that the parameters remain in the ‘congenial’ region,
i.e., between the bounding curvesin Figure 1. Radically different, but still complex,
universes may exist in these directions in parameter space”. Support for this contention is
provided by a number of radically different model universes which have been constructed
by Aguirre [4], by Harnik, Kribs and Perez [27], by Adams[1] and by Jaffe, Jenkins and
Kimchi [31]. These are summarised in turn.

Aguirre’s Cold Big Bang Universe

On the basis of considering the effect of single parameter variations on structure
formation, Carr and Ress [13] have argued that the photon:baryon ratio cannot be less
than ~10° . Similarly, Tegmark and Rees[47] argue that the magnitude of the primordial
density fluctuations, Q, is fine tuned to be within an order of magnitude of itsvaluein
this universe. Despite these parameter sensitivities, Aguirre [4] has presented a case for a
universe potentially capable of supporting life in which the photon:baryon ratio, &, is of

order unity, and Q is smaller than its value in this universe by afactor of between a
thousand and amillion. Aguirre argues that such a cosmology can produce stars and
galaxies comparable in size and longevity to our own. As abonus, arich chemistry,
including carbon, oxygen and nitrogen, can arise within seconds of the Big Bang. The
previously claimed single-parameter boundson & and Q are avoided by varying both at

once, and by many orders of magnitude.

® And they will all exhibit parameter sensitivity — see section 5.
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The Weakless Universe of Harnik, Kribsand Perez (HKP)

Harnik, Kribs and Perez [27] consider a universe which has no weak nuclear force. This
isachieved by HKP by simultaneously varying the parameters of the standard model of
particle physics and the cosmological parameters. Section 2.1 discusses how reducing the
value of the Fermi constant sufficiently would lead to a universe with insufficient
hydrogen to support familiar chemistry. The reason is that a smaller Gg produces an
earlier freeze-out of the leptonic reactions. Hence the temperature is higher and the
abundances of neutrons and protons are closer to equality. However, we have taken for
granted that the neutrons and protons achieve their thermal equilibrium densities. This
will only be the case if the weak interaction exists, since this provides the mechanism for
thelr inter-conversion. Thus, the situation is entirely different if the weak interaction is
effectively absent in the hadron era. In this case, HKP assume that the relative neutron
and proton abundance can be fixed by fiat, as can the photon:baryon ratio.

HKP found that they could contrive a universe with a similar hydrogen:helium ratio as
ours, but with about 25% of the hydrogen being deuterium rather than protons. To do so
they chose a photon:baryon ratio of 2.5 x 10", i.e., about a hundred times larger than in
our universe. HKP argue that galaxies could still form despite the much reduced visible
baryon density, but that the number density of starsin the galaxies would be
appropriately reduced. They can claim that stars would form, because they have taken the
precaution of making the chemical composition of their universe sufficiently similar to
ours, thus ensuring that there would be a cooling mechanism to permit gravitational
collapse.

In the HKP universe theinitial fusion reaction in stars would be the formation of helium-
3 from a proton and a deuteron. Note that HKP have cunningly contrived to have
substantial quantities of deuterium formed during BBN, so there is no need for the usual
weak-force-mediated deuteron formation reaction from two protons. Since the first stellar
reaction in HKP starsis very fast compared with the usual weak-mediated deuteron
formation reaction, the core temperature of such stars would be lower. It has to be lower
to keep the reaction rate down to alevel at which the thermal power does not outstrip the
available mechanisms of heat transport away from the core.

The moral of both Aguirre'sand HKP’s model universesisthat by varying more than one
parameter at once, and by being bold enough to vary them by many orders of magnitude,
it is possible to discover distant regions of parameter space which potentialy could
support a complex, biophilic universe. The key is varying more than one parameter at
once. Consistent with Figure 1, the change in one parameter effectively offsets the
change in another. In addition, by making very large changes, the nature of the physics
involved changes qualitatively.

Adams’ Parametric Survey of Stellar Stability

Adams[1] has considered how common the formation of stars might be in universes with
different values for the universal constants. The most important quantities which
determine stellar properties are the gravitational constant G, the fine structure constant a,
and a composite parameter that determines nuclear reaction rates. Adams uses asimple
analytical model to determine the region within this 3-dimensional parameter space
which permits stellar stability. Using a parameterisation based on the logarithms of the
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above constants, Adams concludes that about one quarter of the region defined by either
increasing or decreasing G or o by ten orders of magnitude supports the existence of
stars. Whilst this cannot easily be trandlated into a statement about probability,

neverthel ess the requirement that stars be stable is hardly a strong constraint on the
universal constants - adramatically different conclusion from Smolin’s[45]. Yet again,
so long as more than one parameter is varied, the universe can evolve complexity (in this
case, stars) even for parameter values very different from our own.

The Modified Quark Mass Univer se of Jaffe, Jenkinsand Kimchi (JJK)

Another set of examples of potentially biophilic alternative universes, obtained by
varying more than one parameter, has been offered by Jaffe, Jenkins and Kimchi [31-33].
In these examples the parameters which are varied are the masses of the three lightest
quarks, u, d, s, together with the QCD scale, Aqcp - JK consider, for example, auniverse

in which the proton would be slightly more massive than the neutron. Whilst atomic
hydrogen would then be unstable, they argue that deuterium and tritium, as well as some
isotopes of carbon and oxygen, could be made stable. It is feasible, therefore, that arich
chemistry could emerge in such auniverse. A more radical alternative considered by JIK
isto reduce the strange quark mass considerably, so that nuclei become bound states of

neutronsand X~ rather than protons. Again JJK argue that some isotopes of hydrogen
and the surrogates of carbon and oxygen would be stable — and would be expected to
possess comparable chemistry. What would happen to stellar physics in these universes,
and whether the required elements would actually be formed in abundance, is unknown.
But these examples again demonstrate the potential for complexity to arise if multiple
parameters are varied to a congenial part of parameter space.

It will be demonstrated below that all aternative universes which give rise to complexity,
such as those suggested by Aguirre, HKP, Adams and JJK, will inevitably display fine
tuning.

3 The Two Distinct Fine Tuning Phenomena
We contend that fine tuning actually consists of two distinct phenomena.

The first phenomenon is the parameter sensitivity of the universe. Thisis the (apparent)
property of the universe that small changesin the parameters of physics produce
catastrophic changes in the evolved universe. In particular the complexity of the evolved
universe, and hence its ability to support life, would be undermined by relatively small
changes in the universal constants. Thus, ‘parameter sensitivity’ isthe claim that the
target in parameter space which is compatible with a complex universe is small in some
sense. The smallness of thistarget, if true, is afeature which requires explanation.

The second, and quite distinct, phenomenon is that nature has somehow managed to hit
this small target — which we will refer to as “fine tuning”. The actual constantsin our
universe have to be fine tuned to coincide with the requirements for a complex outcome.
In other words, given that only special values for the parameters will do (i.e., given
parameter sensitivity), nature had to contrive to adopt these particular values (i.e., nature
isfine tuned).
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The present paper is concerned only with the first phenomenon: parameter sensitivity and
how it arises. A great deal has been written about the merits, or otherwise, of a Creator or
the Multiverse as the contrivance by which the small target in parameter spaceis
successfully hit (i.e., fine tuning is achieved). It seems to have gone largely unnoticed
that an explanation is also required of the distinct phenomenon of parameter sensitivity.
Neither of these postulates, a Creator or a Multiverse, even attempts to explain parameter
sensitivity, i.e., why the target issmall in the first place. So, why isthe universe
parameter sensitive?

There is adanger of misunderstanding this point. Physicists might argue that every
instance of fine tuning (e.g., those listed in section 2) constitutes a demonstration, via

physical calculation, that the target is small. They might opine that the question “why
parameter sensitivity?” is answered by the totality of such calculations. But our
calculations are merely observations that parameter sensitivity appearsto prevail in our
universe. They do not provide an explanation of why this should be so, i.e., why this
feature should be expected.

The point can be illustrated in the following way. Before one looks into the physics of
these things, it is not obvious that there could not be complex universes corresponding to
the bulk of the volume of parameter space. Take life as an exemplar of complexity and
consider the universes which might result if gradual changes were made to the universal
constants. We can imagine, without any nonsense being obvious, that the lifeforms of our
universe might give way to a continuous spectrum of morphing lifeforms as the physical
parameters varied. Eventually radically different lifeforms would emerge, living in auniverse
whose physics was also radically different. But this description of the consequences of
changing the universal constantsis precisely what parameter sensitivity claimsis not true.
But why is this? Specifically, why could this never be true in any universe which evolves
complexity? Thisis the question addressed in the following sections.

We shall argue that parameter sensitivity is a mathematical result of the assumed
emergence of complexity. We shall argue that parameter sensitivity isinevitable in any
complex universe, and hence, as a consequence, so is fine tuning.

4 How Parameter Sensitivity Relatesto the Evolution of Complexity: Toy Models

This section illustrates, with the aid of toy models, the way in which parameter sensitivity
arises from the assumption that the universe evolves complexity.

What is meant by a complex universe? Thisis adifficult question, so it is fortunate that a
complete answer is not required for the present purposes. We shall see that conditions
which are clearly necessary for the emergence of complexity turn out to be sufficient to
imply parameter sensitivity.

In considering the meaning of “a complex universe” we generaly think of the universe as
itisnow. The living organisms and the ecosystem of planet Earth are the epitome of
complexity. However, all this did not emerge fully formed in asingle step from the
fireball of the Big Bang. Rather it is the current state of (one part of) a universe which has
been evolving for 13.7 billion years. The history of the universeis one of increasing
complexity. Thus, the formation of helium nuclei after the first few minutes represents an
increase in complexity compared with what preceded it. The same is true of the formation
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of thefirst neutral atoms at ~360,000 years, and the first stars or galaxies at some
hundreds of millions of years. The gravitational congealing of matter provided the
opportunity for complex, orderly structuresto arise. Despite their gaseous form, stars
have a considerable complexity of structure and evolution. The structure of galaxiesis
vastly more complex still, acting as they do as stellar nurseries. And the solid
astronomical bodies, planets and asteroids, provide the opportunity for great complexity
on smaller size scales.

From the point of view of the second law of thermodynamicsit initially appears curious
that the Big Bang fireball, which is generally assumed to have been in local thermal
equilibrium, neverthel ess gave rise to a universe which spontaneously produced orderly
structures. This comes about because the orderly, and complex, structures occur in
regions of gravitational collapse. Such regions have shrugged off their excess entropy,
using the vast tracts of amost empty universe as a dumping ground. Thisisthe salient
fact: inhomogeneity of the entropy distribution is a necessary condition for the emergence
of complexity.

Thisworld was not always complex. It became complex. And because, at the
fundamental level, “becoming” necessarily entails dynamics, the complexity of the world
isaproduct of dynamics. Most especially the dynamics of gravitational collapse and
nuclear fusion are the root cause of the possibility of complexity. Both of these processes
lead to the reduction of the entropy of (a part of) the baryonic component, the excess
entropy being carried away by other, generally lighter, particles, e.g., photons and
neutrinos. And when complexity reachesthe level of life, it is sustained against the
tendency to increase its entropy (decay) by the flux of free energy from its parent star,
Lineweaver [36], Egan [25], Michaelian [38], Wallace [48].

It may be unusual to speak of stellar nuclear reactions as “dynamics”, but the reacting
core of astar iscomprised of amyriad of individual particle dynamics. So if complexity
emerges from dynamics, and parameter sensitivity is defined in reference to complexity,
it follows that parameter sensitivity should also be understood as a property of dynamics.
Fortunately thermodynamics, the statistical properties of many body dynamics, suffices.

The key isto recognise that only a small portion of the mass of the universe will end up
complex. We do not need to consider the whole observable universe, but just some
comoving region, 3, which islarge enough to approximate to a closed system. Within3
the sub-system which will end up complex will be called X . It is necessarily an open sub-
system and may be regarded as a fixed inventory of baryonic matter. It is claimed that the
sequence of processes leading to complexity must include stepsin which N reducesits
entropy and hence becomes more ordered. We claim that thisis sufficient to produce
parameter sensitivity. Note that, in accord with the second law of thermodynamics, the
entropy of 3 can only increase. In fact, the irreversible processes involved in forming
and sustaining N implies that the entropy of 3 will increase.

The relationship between entropy and complexity is not an easy one. It is certainly not the
case that unfettered entropy minimisation leads to complexity. Arranging atomsin a
perfect crystal structure minimises their entropy but is the antithesis of complexity. On
the other hand, the maximal entropy of agasin thermal equilibrium is also the antithesis
of complexity. Complexity appears to exist at the boundary between order and disorder
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(Prigogine [41], Kauffman [34]). Many definitions of complexity have been offered, but
there is no universal agreement. Fortunately the only claim we need make is that some of
the evolutionary steps, starting from a universe devoid of structure, must involve the
reduction of the entropy of X. If true complexity isto be the outcome, then such
processes will not proceed to minimisation of the entropy of X, since, as noted already,
N would not then be complex. Nor isit necessary for the reduction in the entropy of Nto
be monotonic. A certain number of entropy reducing processes is claimed to be
necessary, but certainly not sufficient, for the emergence of the highest degrees of
complexity.

Our contention isthat this holds for any set of universal constants, and any replacement
of the standard model of particle physics, which result in a complex outcome.

A simple toy model will help illustrate a sequence of entropy reducing steps. We
deliberately choose aform of particle physics which differs from the standard model in
order to emphasise the generality of the argument. However, it reads acrossto similar
processes in our universe.

L et us suppose that complex structures are to be built out of combinations of two types of
‘matter’ particle: a and b. These particles are assumed to be present in afree state in some
primordial, chaotic epoch of the universe. The first step in reducing the entropy of the
‘matter’ component of the universe may consist of areaction a+b—c+d, wherecisto
be regarded as a bound state of a and b. The reaction is assumed to be exothermic.
Almost all the rest mass of a and b ends up in ¢, whilst particled isrelatively light and
hence will carry away the bulk of the energy released. So a, b and ¢ are the analogues of
baryonic matter, whereas d may be the analogue of a photon. The reaction produces a
reduction of the entropy of the ‘baryonic’ matter simply because, if attention is paid to
the baryonic components alone, the reactionis a+ b — c. So one particle results where
there were previously two. Other things being equal, entropy becomes simply particle
counting, so this represents a reduction in the baryonic entropy by afactor of about 2.

Of course the reaction proceeds because it causes an increase in the total entropy of the
universe. Thereis no deficit in the number of all types of particle in the reaction
a+b—c+d.Moreover, the energy released leads to an entropy increase. The energy
released by the reaction is the binding energy, B, of a and b in the bound state c. For the
reaction to make net progressin the face of potential thermal dissociation (i.e., despite the
reverse reaction c+d — a+b), the binding energy must be large compared with the
typical prevailing thermal energy, kT . Hence the energy of the ‘photon’, d, is much larger
than kT . Presuming that these d particles have some mechanism available by which they
can come into thermal equilibrium with the surroundings, it follows that after
thermalisation the initial energy of the d particle will be spread over ~ B, /KT >>1

different particles. Increasing the energy of alarge number of particles constitutes an
entropy increase. In summary, the reduction of the baryonic entropy is bought at the cost
of an overall increase in entropy which isborn by the other particles (e.g., particlesd).

Any reasonable measure of the strength of the interaction which causes the binding of a
and b will be such that the binding energy B increases monotonically with the strength.
Hence we can use B; itself as a measure of the strength of this ‘force’. The reaction will
proceed only if the force is strong enough to overcome thermal dissociation, which we
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can write symbolically as B, > KT (whilst accepting that there will really be phase space
factors and so on which complicate the exact expression). There is nothing in the least
surprising about this: the interaction must be strong enough to make the reaction go. But
note that B, > kT isaconstraint on the ‘universal constant’, B, which measures the
strength of the interaction, and this constraint is necessary in order to achieve areduction
of the ‘baryonic’ entropy via a+b— c+d. Thisisthe archetypal relationship between
parameter sensitivity and entropy reduction of .

Our toy model has not yet achieved any significant complexity, and could not be
expected to do so in asingle step. A succession of entropy reducing steps of differing
kinds is to be expected, and a complex outcome must at least include a great diversity of
compound particles. So we suppose that subsequent reactions can occur which result in
compound particles of theform a,c,,,. We may write thisas na+ mc— a,c,, + Ne, it
being understood that thisis shorthand for a sequence of two-body reactions. There are N
light particles, e, which carry away the bulk of the binding energy released in forming the
composite particlea, c,,. For the same reasons as before, such areaction involves an
overal increase in entropy, asit must, but areduction in the ‘baryonic’ entropy

becausen + m particles are replaced by just one compound baryonic particle. Also for the
same reason as before, the interaction which binds the compound particlesa,c,, must

have a certain minimum strength to overcome thermal dissociation (the reverse reaction).

However, there is now an important additional feature. Reactions of the form

na+ mc — a,c,, + Ne can occur only if theinitial reactions a+b— c+d do not consume
all thea particles. Firstly let usassumethat a+b—c+d isfar faster than

na+mc— a,c, + Ne.If a+b—c+d wereto proceed to completion, reactions

na+ mc — a,c,, + Ne could not occur. For na+ mc— a,c,, + Ne to occur, there would
need to be some means of terminating the a+b— c+d reactions whilst some a particles
remained. Thismay bedueto a+b—c+d being frozen-out by falling temperature or by
cosmic expansion. Or it may be that some other reactions are aso occurring which result
in copious production of d particles. A very large density of d particles will favour the
reversereaction c+d — a+b and might lead to a dynamic equilibrium at some non-zero
density of a particles. Whatever the mechanism, a non-zero density of a particles can
result only if the strength of the ‘force’, B, isinsufficient to drive the reaction against the
countervailing effects. In other words, there is an upper bound to B as well as the lower
bound established previously. Only if the strength of the ‘force’ is bracketed between a
lower and an upper bound can both reactions a+b—c+d and na+mc— a,c,, + Ne
actually happen. Thisisthe origin of parameter sensitivity, asillustrated by Figure 1, for
this toy model.

The point is that parameter sensitivity comes about in order to ensure that the ‘baryonic’
matter achieves sequential entropy reductions through both a+b—c+d and
na-+mc— a,c,, + Ne.

What happensif we assumethat a+b—c+d isfar dower than na+ mc— a,c,, + Ne?In
this case the burden of achieving a balance of compound particlesa,c,, shiftsto the
relative rates of the various reactions implicit in the sequence leading to
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na+ mc— a,c, + Ne. Aswe shall see below, this also requires fine tuning. And finaly,
what if we assume that theratesof a+b—c+d and na+ mc— a,c,, + Neare
comparable? Well, in that case, we have assumed fine tuning from the start.

The prize isto achieve arich variety of suitable chemistry, not merely a monoculture of a
single nuclear variety. In our universe, nucleosynthesisin stars enriches the ISM with a
very broad range of nuclel in several ways. Some lighter nuclei are gjected as the star
evolves, in the form of stellar winds and various instability phenomena. In fully evolved
stars, elements up to iron are preserved by the shell structure in which there is a gradation
of temperature, pressure and density conditions. Finally, elements beyond iron are made
by the complex physics occurring during Type |l supernovae. It is not trivial to ensure a
balance of this kind in the abundance of the products of nucleosynthesis.

In our universe, the synthesis of the chemical elementsinside starsisimmensely
complicated. So to illustrate how the production of a balance of elements requiresfine
tuning we opt for asimple toy model. We return to Gamow’s original idea in which the
chemical elements are made during BBN. To permit this to happen we change particle
physics and nuclear physics drastically. There is no neutron in this universe; the only
nucleon is the proton. Protons in this universe can form bound states of two, three, four,
and up to ten nucleons via some anal ogue of the strong nuclear force. The time-
temperature relation is assumed equal to that in our universe. The nuclear reaction rates
are contrived to give the more highly charged nuclei areasonable chance of being
formed, despite the falling temperature and density. This means radically altering the
Coulomb barrier (by fiat, there is no underlying theory here). The strength of the nuclear
force is measured by the binding energy per nucleon, B, which is assumed to be the same
for al nuclel.

The absolute number density of nucleonsis found from an assumed photon:baryon
ratio, &, and the usual black-body photon density in terms of temperature. The absolute

number densities are also adjusted due to cosmic expansion following the usual time
dependence. The reaction network consists of 25 different reactions. These reactions are
eventually frozen-out by cosmic expansion. The parameters B and & are the universal

constants whose fine tuning we wish to demonstrate.

The specific algebraic and numerical assumptions of the model are givenin the
Appendix, and are essentialy arbitrary. It is rather obvious what the outcome will be. If
the fusion reactions are sufficiently fast compared with the cosmic expansion rate, the
reaction sequence will proceed to completion before freeze-out. The universe will then
contain only the highest mass nuclei and no lighter nuclei. Thiswill occur if either the
nuclear force is sufficiently strong (large B) or the nucleon density is sufficiently high
(small &£). Conversely, if the fusion reactions are sufficiently slow compared with the
cosmic expansion rate, even the first compound nucleus (pp) will not have time to form
before freeze-out. The universe will be al hydrogen (perhaps permanently so if this
universe remains star-free). Thiswill occur if either the nuclear force is sufficiently weak
(small B) or the nucleon density is sufficiently low (largeé).
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Figure 4: Biophilic ranges of the parameters B and ¢ (between the lines)

The numerical results of the model are in accord with these expectations, Figures 2 and 3.
The optimal balance of light and heavy nuclei is obtained for B = 1 MeV and & =10°.

Suppose a biophilic universe has at least afraction 10 of each element. To produce a
biophilic universe it is necessary that B and & fall within the range shown in Figure 4.
Thisistherealization of Figure 1 for this model. The universal constants must be fine
tuned to produce a complex outcome. The tuning is not actually terribly fine, but then
many of the instances of tuning in our universe are not so terribly fine either.

Suppose we seek to circumvent this conclusion. We could make the fusion reactions very
rapid compared to cosmic expansion, but protect the lighter nuclel from being consumed
in some way. For example, we could assume the presence of some other type of particle
which could combine with protons or nuclei such that, after combination, the resulting
compound object was immune to further fusion reactions. Call thisreaction X.

If reaction X istoo fast compared with the fusion reactions then we will end up with an
al hydrogen universe again. Conversaly, if reaction X istoo slow we will end up with a
universe containing only the heaviest nuclei. So this contrivance fails: we will again
require afine tuning relating B and & to whatever universal constant controls reaction X.

It will be apparent from these examples that the connection between parameter sensitivity
and a complex outcome is quite elementary in nature. On the other hand, afew specific
examples cannot establish the general truth of the assertion that parameter sensitivity is
always a concomitant property of a universe which evolves complexity. Thisis addressed
next.
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5 The General Dynamical Explanation of Parameter Sensitivity

We wish to demonstrate that any sequence of entropy reductions of some subsystem, N,
must always require tunings of the universal parameters. Such a demonstration is
required for any system of the sort consider in the preceding examples, in which
complexity is achieved by binding fundamental particlesin ever more intricate ways. But
the proof should also accommodate any other form of entropy reduction, not just that
arising from particle binding. For example, volume contraction due to gravitational
collapse is a particularly important cause of entropy reduction in our universe.

Actually the demonstration should be more genera still, since it is conceivable that
complexity could arise in quite a different manner. For example, structure might not
reside in binding particles (i.e., in identifying their spatial degrees of freedom) but in a
correlation or coherence between spatially separated particles. Also, the fundamental
degrees of freedom may not be those of particles, but of fields. Most physicists believe
that the number of field degrees of freedom is actually finite rather than a continuum,
limited to a spatial resolution at around the Planck scale. It is even possible (according to
the holographic hypothesis) that the resulting spatia lattice is only two dimensional,
rather than three dimensional, [11,46]. It is desirable to formul ate the argument in terms
which are sufficiently general to embrace all these possibilities and more.

The natural arenafor a generalised exposition is phase space. Phase space comprises the
totality of degrees of freedom of the system in question, both generalised coordinates (or
fields), g; , and generalised momenta, p; . A point in phase space specifies a unique
microstate of the system. Studies of bulk behaviour consider, not individual microstates,
but macrostates corresponding to large numbers of possible microstates, and hence to
large volumes of phase space. For example, the pressure and temperature of a gas may
specify its macrostate, but there are many corresponding microstates, each of which
uniquely specifies the position and velocity of every molecule at agiven time. The
volume of phase space within which a system might lie is a measure of the number of
possible microstates, and hence is related to the entropy of the macrostate.

The evolution of complexity isthus related to the variation over time of the phase space
volume occupied by N . Specifically, it is claimed that there are necessarily physical
processes which reduce the phase space volume of X, sincethisis equivaent to
reduction of the entropy of .

Now the development over time of a given microstate is described by atrajectory through
phase space. For deterministic physics, this trajectory is uniquely determined by the
initial state (the starting point in phase space) plus the physical laws and the values of the
universal constants. It follows that the development of the extended phase space region
corresponding to a macrostate is also uniquely determined by the starting region, the laws
of physics and the universal constants, ic; { . In particular this appliesto . It is claimed

that there must be processes which sequentially reduce the volume of the phase space
region occupied by N . Suppose these processes are labelled 1, 2, 3..., in chronological
order. The phase space volumes of N\ at thesetimesare V; >V, >V, >.... But each

volume is calculable from the initial state for agiven set of universal constants, {c; |.
Taking theinitial state and the laws of physics as understood, we can thus write
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Vi (ie; §)>Va(ie; )>Vslie; f)> ... Thisis meant to emphasise that each phase space volume

can be calculated in terms of the assumed universal constants. This sequence of
inequalities between cal culable functions of {c j } therefore implies constraints upon the

universal constants themselves. Thisisthe origin of parameter sensitivity.

It would not be reasonable to expect complexity to arise from asingle physical process. A
sequence of processesisto be expected. The particular sub-set of universal constants
which isimportant will differ from one process to another. So the sequence of processes
givesriseto different tunings, possibly of different sets of parameters.

It isimportant to recognise that the dynamics determines not just the change of volume of
the phase space region representing X but also its position within phase space. Thisis
crucial to the next process in the sequence. As we saw in the toy model above, moving to
a phase space region with no a particles may prevent further entropy reduction. Hence,
the path taken by N through phase spaceis crucial. Achieving sequential entropy
reductionsis a strong constraint upon the global path, not just upon the ‘current” process.
For example, the entropic benefit to & of preserving hydrogen in the first minutes after
the Big Bang is realised only abillion years later with the formation of hydrocarbon
chemistry.

The phase space algebra can be made more explicit, and this has the advantage of
displaying the crucial path dependence more clearly. For any deterministic physics the
phase space trajectory {x, (t)} is uniquely defined by theinitial microstate, {x, (0)}. This
statement can be written in differential form as,

Sl @

The functions f; specify the physics which determines the system’s evolution, and depend
both upon the current state, {x, (t)}, and upon the universal constants, {c; |. We assume that
the phase space is sufficiently generally formulated that it can address particle reactions.
Thus, if a+b— c+d occurs, the phase space includes regions representing both a+b
and c+d. Suppose, for convenience of exposition, that significant physical events occur
at the discrete times t,,t,,t5,... when the region of phase space occupied by Nis
91,92,3,... respectively. Consider asmall element of volumeof o, attimet, and
location{x, f, dV =] dx . A timec later the evolved system effectively defines anew

|

set of coordinates x| = x; (t + &)= x +d& - ;. The evolved volumedVv'=]]dx isrelated to
i

x
X
=1+ &-Z% to first order in& . Re-arranging

1

dv . And since

theinitial volume by the Jacobian determinant: dV'=
N _5, +ét~§f—i we find that

o)
X; X; axj

and integrating over theregion g, yields the evolution of the phase space volume,V,, ,
corresponding to N, to be,
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dV@L ai:i
dat JL (ZI: x; Jdv @
In the case of a conservative system defined by Hamiltonian mechanics, and if X were
replaced by the approximately closed system 3, the RHS of (2) would be identically zero
by virtue of Hamilton’s equations’. Hence, the phase space volume does not change for
conservative Hamiltonian systems (Liouville’s theorem).

But, by hypothesis, X is a dissipative sub-system, necessarily gecting energy and entropy

av,
into its surroundings, so that its phase space volume is reducing, d‘: L <0. Thisisthe

familiar behaviour of dissipative dynamic systems, whose phase space volume tends to
shrink asymptotically onto some attractor, typically of lower dimension than the phase
space (albeit probably fractal). Thus, the phase space volume of N might shrink
asymptotically to zero. In fact, the dimension of X will reduce each time particles bind to
form composite baryonic particles. However, an equation like (2) will continue to hold
with the volume reinterpreted as being of reduced dimension.

The entropy of N need not reduce monotonically. It is sufficient that there are times when
it does so. By definition, these are the times t,,t,,t5,... Consequently our thesisis that,

v, i (fc; )
ER! })LZTJ}MO =
dv, ot (fc; )
92 _ D —JJdv <0 (3b)
dt sﬁz&Cj })[ i &
av, o (fc; )
93 _ Y —JJdV <0 etc. (3c)
& ol }>[ T

In (3a-c) the dependencies upon the universal constants, {c J- } , have been explicitly

displayed. Not only do the phase space velocity functions, f;, depend upon the universal
constants, but so do the changing phase space regions, ¢, , occupied by N over which the
integrals are carried out. The ‘path’ through phase space taken by the evolving region g,
depends upon the preceding region from which it derives, o, _;, and also upon the
physics encoded in the functions f;, and also upon the universal constants, {c; |.

For a conservative Hamiltonian system, (3a-c) would be replaced by equalities. Moreover
these equalities would be algebraic identities. But (3a-c) are not algebraic identities. They
are dynamic constraints on any subsystem whose entropy is successively reducing. And
note that all the dynamic variables, {x; |, vanish from (3a-c) by virtue of the volume

integrations. Hence, (3a-C) are actually constraints on the universal constants, {c j } , Which
must be fulfilled if Nisto have sequentia reductionsin entropy. These constraints

® The ‘velocity field’ f; in phase space has zero divergence because of Hamilton's equations.
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constitute fine, or possibly not-so-fine, tuning. These relations are the algebraic
embodiment of Figure 1.

The importance of the path, ¢, , taken through phase space must be emphasised. The path

determines the potential for continuing entropy reduction in later steps. The opportunity
for entropy reduction in, say, step 2, would be lost if step 1 resulted in a ¢, which is not
conducive to further entropy reduction. A phase space path which permits continuing
entropy reductions over many sequential processes might appear highly contrived.
Indeed, it may be highly contrived. However, it is not our concern here to explain how
complexity comes about (i.e., how such a path may arise spontaneously). It is sufficient
to note that complexity requires this, and that relations like (3a-c) must follow. Thisisthe
origin of parameter sensitivity.

There are anumber of potential challenges to the generality of the above argument.
Firstly, it is possible to question whether (3a-c) do actually constrain the parametersic; |.

After al, if we replaceN with the closed system 3 the second law of thermodynamics
tells us that,
of; ({Cj /)

[ (ZT]dV >0 (4)

I\

S

and this must hold for any values of the parametersic; |. So, despite appearances, (4) is
not a constraint upon {c J- } . Why should (3a-c) not also be of thistype? To refute this

consider a set of parameters, {c?} which correspond to switching off all inelastic

interactions. Under suitable circumstances the sub-system can now be considered as
effectively closed. It isno longer exporting its entropy to 3. In which case we have,

| {Z M}dv >0 (5)

N 8Xi

But comparison of (3a-c) with (5) shows that (3a-C) clearly do constraint the parameters
{CJ j-
The second objection isthat it is not entirely clear, in the general case, what is meant by
the distinct “processes’, enumerated above as 1, 2, 3... At therisk of being tautological,
these relate to the discrete fine tunings. The limiting curve in parameter space which is
defined by the inequalities (3a-c) may be identified with what Bousso et al [9] refer to as
a “catastrophic boundary”.

The third objection may be that “not everything is dynamics”. But actually, everything
that involves change is dynamics. It may be unfamiliar to formulate some physical
processes in terms of dynamics, simply because the dynamic perspective may not be
helpful in performing calculations. But the physics underlying any change in any system
must be dynamical when considered at the microstate level. The formulation in terms of
phase space is a convenient means of linking the entropy reduction to the evolution as
determined by the universal constants. It does not matter that it may not be a practical
means of carrying out a calculation.
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The fourth objection is the assumption of deterministic (classical) dynamics. This does
not address the potential indeterminism due to quantum mechanical behaviour. However,
we are concerned with physics on an astronomical scale, with correspondingly large
phase space volumes. It istrue that quantum calculations are essential in providing much
of theinput to astrophysical calculations (e.g., reaction rates). However, thereis no
compelling reason to be concerned that this translates into any significant indeterminism
at the scale of interest. Asfar as bulk behaviour is concerned, and providing we do not
attempt to address what happensat t = 0, it islikely that the classical formulation is
sufficient to establish the principle.

The final objection is that we have been cavalier in comparing phase space ‘volumes’
when the dimension of the sub-space occupied by N isreducing. In atrue continuum this
might indeed be a problem. But really, talking about phase space ‘volumes’ isjust a
shorthand for counting the number of degrees of freedom which are all ultimately
integers, whatever the dimension may be in the continuum description.

6 Relation of these Observationsto Other |ssues
What isand what is not explained

The hypothesis of this paper does not address how the universe becomes fine tuned. An
explanation of parameter sensitivity alone has been offered, i.e., why the target in
parameter space is necessarily small. No comment is made regarding how the universe
manages to contrive to hit this small target. The existing responses to this question have
involved either a Creator or one of the many variants of the Multiverse. The present work
leaves these offered explanations for fine tuning untouched, neither supporting nor
refuting either.

However two things are achieved. Thefirst isthat it isinappropriate to be surprised by
fine tuning. It isinevitable given the existence of complexity. The second relates to the
argument from design. The argument from design essentially claims that anything as
complex as our universe must have had a Designer/Creator. Some Creationists have
argued that the observed fine tunings strength their case. But we now see that thisis not
so. Since fine tuning is inevitable given complexity, the argument from design is not
strengthened by the observation of fine tuning.

The Cosmological Constant

Not all apparent fine tunings need necessarily arise in the manner proposed in section 5.
At one time the extreme flatness (Q =1) required at early epochs in order that the
universe be even approximately flat now might have been regarded as fine tuning. But its
very fineness spoke of a mechanistic explanation, such asis provided by inflation theory.
It is possible that a mechanistic explanation may ultimately be forthcoming for the
apparent extreme tuning of the cosmological constant, A , athough arevolutionin
fundamental physicsis probably required to achieveit, Albrecht et al [5]. Alternatively,
thefinetuning of A may be an observer selection effect, Martel et a [37], Weinberg
[49], Lineweaver [35], Egan [25]. The present work offers no enlightenment on this
issue.
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Relationship to the Causal Entropic Principle

The Causal Entropic Principle has been proposed by Bousso et al [8-10] as a criterion for
the abundance of observers in anthropic predictions. These authors define the causal
entropic principle thus, “the principle asserts that physical parameters are most likely to
be found in the range of values for which the total entropy production within a causally
connected region is maximized”. They argue that, “the formation of any complex
structure (and thus, of observersin particular), is necessarily accompanied by an
increase in the entropy of the environment. Thus, entropy production is a necessary
condition for the existence of observers. In a region where no entropy is produced, no
observers can form. The ‘entropic principle’ is the assumption that the number of
observersis proportional, on average, to the amount of entropy produced”. Bousso &t al
are careful to emphasise that it is the matter entropy only which they are referring to. The
Bekenstein-Hawking entropy associated with black hole or cosmological horizons should
not be included.

The causal entropic principleistherefore closely related to the arguments of this paper,
though not the same. We have not claimed that entropy is maximised, within any
particular region. Our assumption is weaker, namely that N reducesits entropy. This
irreversible process necessarily leads to an increase in the entropy of 3. Thisis
consistent with the spirit of the causal entropic principle, but attaining a maximum has
not been assumed here.

7 Conclusion

Parameter sensitivity and fine tuning are two separate phenomena. The problem of
elucidating why the universe is parameter sensitive has not previously been addressed,
despite much effort expended on fine tuning.

The thesis has been presented that parameter sensitivity arises as a natural consequence
of the mathematics of dynamical systems with complex outcomes. The argument is as
follows: the emergence of complexity in a sub-system, X, requires a sequence of entropy
reductions of X, which can be interpreted as a sequence of reducing phase space
volumes. This leads, viaavery general formulation of system evolution, to constraints on
the set of universal constants. Thisisthe origin of parameter sensitivity.

Hence, if auniverseis complex then parameter sensitivity isinevitably observed, and
therefore fine tuning will always be required to produce a complex world. The fine tuning
of our universe should therefore not elicit surprise. Moreover, any alternative universe
which gives rise to complexity, such as the model universes of Aguirre [4], Harnik, Kribs
and Perez [27], Adams [1] or Jaffe, Jenkins and Kimchi [31-33], would inevitably display
fine tuning.

This paper has not addressed how the universe achievesiits fine tuning, only that fine
tuning is an inevitable requirement for a complex outcome. Consequently the motivation
for postulating a Creator or a Multiverse is unchanged by the present work, except in one

respect.
Fine tuning has been interpreted by some as strengthening the argument from design

compared to its nineteenth century form. Thisis not so. The observation that the world is
complex is sufficient to imply parameter sensitivity, and hence that fine tuning must
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occur. So, the physicists’ discovery of fine tuning adds nothing to the argument from
design based directly on the world’s complexity, because the former is inevitable given
the latter.

Appendix: Details of the Toy Model for Gamow-style BBN Nucleosynthesis

The model does not bear any relationship to the physics of our universe. It isintended
only as an illustration of how fine tuning arisesif a balance of chemical elementsisto be
the outcome. A nucleus of N nucleons is assumed to have a binding energy of (N-1)B, so
that any reaction between a nucleus of N nucleons and a nucleus of M nucleonsto create
anucleus of N + M nucleonsinvolves an increase in binding energy by B. All reactions
of thisform ny +ny — ny,m +7 aepermitted to occur, upto N +M =10. The rate of

these reactionsis set to,
b2
RNy + Ny = Nyow +7]= NMCVB exp{— 3(%} (A)

where C = 22,000. Equ.(A.1) gives the reaction ratein s*(mole/cm®)™ when B isin MeV.
In our universe the exponential in (A.1) would represent the Coulomb barrier which
would be of increasing height for nuclel of increasing charge. In the aternative universe
the potential barrier has been made the same height for all nuclei.

It isimportant to include a barrier term so that BBN ceases virtually completely after a
few minutes or hours. The nuclel formed during BBN are then permanent features of the
universe. But we wish to give the heavier elements a chance of forming during BBN and
hence the barrier is made independent of atomic number. (We make no comment as to
whether this would be possible by adjusting the parameters of the standard model — quite
possibly not, but such is not the intention).

The universal temperature is taken to be,

10
710 (A.2)

N

where T isin K and t isin seconds. The universe is assumed to contain an equilibrium
number density of zero-mass, spin one particles (photons), given in mole/cm? by,

(A.3)

B 0.2436(k_T °
Pro A e

where A = 6 x 10%° m™. The total number density of nucleonsis given in terms of an
assumed photon:nucleonratio, &,

_FPr
g

The size scale of the universe varies as R o« 4/t in the radiation dominated era being
assumed here, and hence the above relations are consistent with a constant number of
photons and a constant number of nucleons, though the mean energies of both are
reducing.

Pn (A.4)
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Since all reactions of the form ny +ny, — ny,m + 7 a@e assumed to occur, and since we

have assumed that there are no stable nuclei beyond njo, there are thus 25 contributing
reactions. The effect of these reactions on both particle creation and particle consumption
must be addressed. The original supply of nucleonsis only consumed and not replenished
by any of these reactions (since we do not model photodisintegration directly).
Conversely, nyo isonly created and not consumed by any reactions. Writing the rate of a
reaction n, +n, —n,,, + as [ab], an example equation - for the rate of change of the

number density of ng nuclel - is,
s
dt

Ten equations of thisform, one for each p,,, comprise the complete reaction network.

These ten equations constitute the macroscopic description of the dynamical system,
together with Equs.(A.1-4). Numerical integration by time stepping from some starting
time, ts, to some finishing time, tg, is straightforward. Hence, the final abundance of each
of the nuclei isfound.

= [15]o105 + [24]p2 04 +[33]p305 ~[16]p106 —[26]02 06 ~[36]p3p6 —[46)pans  (A.5)

It is necessary, of course, to take account of universal expansion in reducing the absolute
number densities as time proceeds. This was done by multiplying al the particle densities

%
by afactor (ﬁj ’ at the end of each time increment, & .
+

It remains only to define how the starting and finishing times for the integration, ts and tg,
are determined. The former is defined by photodisintegration, and the latter by cosmic
expansion freezing-out the reactions. A full dynamical treatment would model the
photodisintegration reaction rate ny,y + 7 — ny +ny - However, at high enough
temperatures there is such anumerical preponderance of photons with energiesin excess
of B that this photodisintegration reaction is far faster than the rate of formation of
compound nuclei. At such temperatures we can assume as a working approximation that
there are no compound nuclel present. The ssimulation of the nuclear reactionsis therefore
started at the earliest time that the nuclei become stable against photodisintegration. By
integration of the black body spectrum, the fraction of photons with energies in excess of
B isgiven by,

Photons(E > B) = 0.417(2 + 2% + X )e’xl (A.6)

where, x, = B/KT; and T, is the highest temperature for nuclear stability. This occurs

when the fraction of photons with E > B is less than the nucleon:photon fraction, so that
T, isfound by setting (A.6) equal to 1/¢ , i.e,,

1
S

The time at which this occursis then found from (A.2) and defines ts. However, the net
rate of production of nuclear specieswill be virtually zero at ts, since nuclear stability is
only marginal at that time. To account for thisin avery crude fashion we arbitrarily

0.417(2 + 2% + X2 )e‘xl - (A.7)
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factor the rate of nucleus formation (i.e. the ‘forward’ reaction rate) by (t —t )/t for
times between ts and 2ts.

Reactions cease when their rate falls below the Hubble parameter. Hence, the freeze-out
of the nuclear reaction n, +n, —n,,,, + 7, whose rate is[ab], is assumed in our simple

treatment to occur when,

1
[ably/ parp SE (A.8)

Integration continues until all reactions are frozen out, which defines time tg. In cases
where the freeze-out time for the first reaction, n+n—n, + y, isearlier than the time ts at

which stability against photodisintegration occurs, then no nuclear reactions will take
place and there will be no nucleosynthesis at all.

References

[1] Adams, F.C. [2008]: Sars In Other Universes: Sellar structure with different
fundamental constants, JCAP08(2008)010.

[2] Agrawal, V., Bar, S. M., Donoghue, J. F., Seckel, D. [1998a]: Anthropic
considerations in multiple-domain theories and the scale of electroweak symmetry
breaking, Phys.Rev.Lett,. 80, 1822.

[3] Agrawa, V., Barr, S. M., Donoghue, J. F., Seckel, D. [1998b]: The anthropic
principle and the mass scale of the standard model, Phys.Rev., D 57, 5480.

[4] Aaguirre, A. [2001]: The Cold Big-Bang Cosmology as a Counter-example to
Several Anthropic Arguments, Phys. Rev. D64, 083508.

[5] Albrecht, A., et a [2006]: Report of the Dark Energy Task Force, arXiv:astro-
ph/0609591.

[6] Barrow,J.D., Morris,S.C., Freeland,S.J., Harper,C.L. (editors) [2008]: Fitness of the
Cosmos for Life: Biochemistry and Fine-Tuning, Cambridge University Press

[7] Barrow, J. D., Tipler, F. J. [1986]: The Anthropic Cosmological Principle, Oxford
University Press.

[8] Bousso,R., Harnik,R., Kribs,G.D. Perez,G. [2007]: Predicting the Cosmological
Constant from the Causal Entropic Principle, Phys.Rev.D76:043513.

[9] Bousso, R., Hall, L.J., Nomura, Y. [2009]: Multiverse Understanding of
Cosmological Coincidences, Phys.Rev.D80:063510.

[10] Bousso,R., Harnik,R. [2010]: The Entropic Landscape, arXiv:1001.1155.
[11] Bousso, R. [2002]: The holographic principle, Rev.Mod.Phys.74, 825-874.

[12] Bradford, R.A.W. [2009]: The Effect of Hypothetical Diproton Sability on the
Universe, JAstrophys. Astr., 30, 119-131.

[13] Carr, B.J., Rees, M.J. [1979]: The anthropic principle and the structure of the
physical world, Nature 278, 605-612.

[14] Carr, B.J. [2007]: Universe or Multiverse?, Cambridge University Press.

Page 24 of 26



Fine Tuning is Inevitable in a Complex Universe, R.A.W. Bradford

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]
[20]

[21]
[22]

[23]

[24]
[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]
[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

Carter, B. [1967]: The Sgnificance of Numerical Coincidencesin Nature, Part I:
The Role of Fundamental Microphysical Parametersin Cosmogony, Department of
Applied Mathematics and Theoretical Physics, University of Cambridge, Preprint.
Now available as arXiv:0710.3543.

Carter, B. [1974]: Large number coincidences and the anthropic principlein
cosmology, in Confrontations of cosmological theories with observational data
(I.LA.U. Symposium 63) ed. M. Longair (Reidel, Dordrecht, 1974) 291-298.

Csoto,A., Oberhummer,H., Schlattl,H. [2000]: At the edge of nuclear stability:
nonlinear quantum ampliers, Heavy lon Physics 12, 149. arXiv:nucl-th/0010051.

Csoto,A., Oberhummer,H., Schlattl,H. [2001]: Fine-tuning the basic forces of
nature by the triple-alpha process in red giant stars, Nucl.Phys. A688, 560c.
arXiv:astro-ph/0010052.

Damour, T., Donoghue, J.F.: [2008]: Constraints on the variability of quark masses
from nuclear binding, Phys. Rev. D 78, 014014.

Davies, P. C. W. [1972]; Time variation of the coupling constants, J.Phys. A, 5,
1296.

Davies, P. C. W. [1982]: The Accidental Universe, Cambridge University Press.

Davies, P. C. W. [2004]: Multiverse cosmological models, Mod.Phys.Lett., A 19,
727.

Davies, P.C.W., [2006]: The Goldilocks Enigma: Why is the Universe Just Right for
Life?: Allen Lane, London

Dyson, F. J. [1971]: Energy in the universe, Sci.Am., 225, 51.

Egan, C.A. [2009]: Dark Energy, Anthropic Selection Effects, Entropy and Life,
PhD thesis, University of New South Wales. Available as arXiv:1005.0745.

Gribbin, J., Rees, M. [1989]: Cosmic Coincidences: Dark Matter, Mankind, and
Anthropic Cosmology: Bantam Books, NY

Harnik, R., Kribs, G.D., Perez, G. [2006]: A Universe Without Weak Interactions,
Phys.Rev. D74 (2006) 035006

Hogan, C. J. [2000]: Why the universeisjust so, Rev.Mod.Phys., 72, 1149.

Hogan, C. J. [2006]: Nuclear astrophysics of worlds in the string landscape,
Phys.Rev. D, 74, 123514.

Hoyle,F. [1954]: On Nuclear Reactions Occurring in Very Hot Sars. I. The
Synthesis of Elements from Carbon to Nickel, Astrophysics Journal Supplement, 1,
121-146.

Jaffe, R.L., Jenkins, A., Kimchi, I. [2009]: Quark masses. An environmental impact
statement, Phys.Rev. D79, 065014.

Jenkins, A. [2009]: Anthropic constraints on fermion masses, Acta Phys. Pol. B
Proc. Suppl. 2, 283 — 288.

Page 25 of 26



Fine Tuning is Inevitable in a Complex Universe, R.A.W. Bradford

[33] Jenkins, A., Perez, G. [2010]: Looking for Life in the Multiverse, Sci.Am. January
2010, 302

[34] Kauffman, S.A., [1993]: The Origins of Order, Oxford University Press.

[35] Lineweaver,C.H., Egan,C.A. [2007]: The Cosmic Coincidence as a Temporal
Selection Effect Produced by the Age Distribution of Terrestrial Planetsin the
Universe, ApJ 671, 853-860.

[36] Lineweaver,C.H., Egan,C.A. [2008], Life, gravity and the second law of
thermodynamics, Physics of Life Reviews, 5, 225-242.

[37] Martel, H., Shapiro, P. R., Weinberg, S. [1998]: Likely values of the cosmological
constant, Astrophys.J., 492, 29.

[38] Michaelian,K. [2010]: Thermodynamic origin of life, Earth Syst.Dynam.Discuss. 1,
1-39. Also available as arXiv:0907.0042.

[39] Oberhummer,H, Csoto,A., Schlattl,H. [1999]: Fine-Tuning Carbon-Based Life in
the Universe by the Triple-Alpha Process in Red Giants, arXiv:astro-ph/9908247.

[40] Oberhummer,H., Csoto,A., Schlattl,H. [2000]: Stellar production rates of carbon
and its abundance in the univer se, Science 289, 88.

[41] Prigogine, I., Stengers, 1. [1984]: Order Out Of Chaos, Bantam Books, USA.

[42] Rees, M. J.[1999]: Just Sx Number: The Deep Forces that Shape the Universe,
Weidenfeld & Nicolson, London.

[43] Rees, M.J. [2003]: Numerical Coincidencesand Tuning’ in Cosmology, in Fred
Hoyle's Universe, ed C. Wickramasinghe et al. (Kluwer), pp 95-108 (2003),
arXiv:astro-ph/0401424.

[44] Schlattl,H., Heger,A., Oberhummer,H., Rauscher, T., Csoto,A. [2004]: Sensitivity of
the C and O production on the Triple-Alpha Rate, Astrophys. And Space Sci. 291,
27.

[45] Smoalin, L. [1997]: The Life of the Cosmos, Weidenfeld & Nicholson, London.
[46] Susskind, L. [1995]: The World as a Hologram, J.Math.Phys.36:6377-6396.

[47] Tegmark, M., Rees, M.J. [1998]: Why is the CMB Fluctuation Level 10°?,
Astrophys.J., 499, 526-532.

[48] Wallace,D. [2010]: Gravity, Entropy, and Cosmology: in Search of Clarity, British
Journal for the Philosophy of Science (Advance Access April 26, 2010).

[49] Weinberg, S. [2005]: Living in the Multiverse, in the symposium Expectations of a
Final Theory, Trinity College Cambridge, September 2005 (obtainable as
arXiv:hep-th/0511037 and also within Carr [2007]).

Page 26 of 26



This document was created with Win2PDF available at http://www.win2pdf.com.
The unregistered version of Win2PDF is for evaluation or non-commercial use only.
This page will not be added after purchasing Win2PDF.



http://www.win2pdf.com

