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Darwin's works hasbeen the subject of some debare in recenc years,' One
of the areas of dispute ariszs from the fact that Bergson—one of the fir
contemporary thirnkers to zombine the empirical investigation of scicnce
with the meiaphysical problematisation of philoso phy—<id not makean
exhaustive study of Darwits work. [F we consicer how strongly Bergson
was concernzd with the scientific evolutionism of the sccond half of the
19th century, the apparent lack of a deta’led dislogue with furdamencl
texts such as O the Origir: of Species becomes more noriceable,

Thas, ourarticle has twe pusposes: to demonstrace thar Bergson's inter-

matters: and 1o show that Bergson’s study of Darwin's work, and of Darwin-
ism, was fund | to the ion of B i 1 i

- !
BERG5ON'S inTEREST 1N DaRwin: 4 HERMENEUTICAL
MISUNDERSTANDING
With the recsnt Daswin-related celebrations—his bicentenary and the
150" anniversary of the puslication of his greatest work, both events o
2009—it is sometimes easy to forger that the status canferrec on. him
today has taken severnl decides to achicve and that his work was subjers
to much criticism and rejection at first, !

Maye waros of the necd o distinguish between the various “theorics”
underlying what is commonly labelled as “the theory” of Darwin, and
paints ot thar whilehe ide of sl cvolucion and comman anee
try between specics was given rapic approval during the years foll o
a.;JpA..l‘;Jm tion c;fOn the Origin nfSpel:'q the procse my;?n 3.]‘]3? the
multiplicatior. of specics occurs has remained controven .
decades (Touwerd 185.94). T is necessary o take chis ﬁ?;“] e
when eonsidering the writings of a philosopher,
the late 19% and early 20% centuries,

At the beginning of the 20* century, Bergson formulated his own
#volutionary thought, which was laid out in Creasioe Evolution (Livelusim
éatrice, it published in 1907. At tha time, the principle of natura;
selection sill met withoppasition, partcularly from supporters ofntural
theology. For them, accepring tha living beings cvolved as the resuls of
purely ratural mecharisms implied not only the abdication of Ged's role
in creation, bust also meant handing over cosmic destiny o indetermi.
nate and indeterminable forces. Morcover, Bergson was interested in the
construccion of . metaphysics of e i which it was xsendal 1o integate

nto account
or even a scientist, from
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the findings of the sciences of living beings (La pensée 28). Consequenly;
he studied evolutionary theories in gencral, focusing on what they sid

about living phenomena. This is why, as we will see, when oudining what

he considered to be an authentic cvolutisnary theory, Bergson drew not

only on Darwinism, but zlso on other main evolutionary medels upon

which the great debates of the era reflected, such as the theorics of Herbert
Spencer, Hugo De Vrics, Lamarck, or Theodor Eimer.

Indeed, it would have been enirely unreasonable for Bergson to over-
rate Darwin's work when compared to all the other scizntific theories of
evolution of that time, since Darwin represented, according to Bergson,
one scientific proposal among others. Even though Bergson did actuzlly
know works such as O #he Origin of Spesies, his philosophical ideas con-
sisted of a “bio-philosophy”? which endawed che biological scisnces with
an intuitive metaphysics of duration (durée).” The Besgsonian mode of
explanation aimed at pointing out the evidence of the facts of expericace
as the foundation for a true metaphysics: the pesitive hysics. Thus,
Bergon understood Darwinian writings about narural evoluton as pare
of a wider group of positive proposals.

hould also be noted that the French took same
time to accept Darwin's work as a legitimate theory of evolution, deferring
their recognition of the characteristic features of Darwinism and resisting
its official acceptance. The chief reason for this resistance was institutional
pressure fueled by cerrain prestigious nacuralists, which promulgated what
“Thomas Huxley, a close colleague and friend of Darwin, referred to as a
conspiracy of slence (sce Stcbbins). Ilustrative of this arc the cight years of
discussion and debate at the Académie des Sciences de Paris aboutaccepting
Darvin asa member. Following the catcgorical refusal ofthe Anatomy and
Zoology sections of the academy, Darwin was finally admitted in 1878
by the Botay section. Nevertheless, the latcer safeguarded themsclves by
intai hat theiri in Darwins ibutions lay exclusively in
the cbservations and iences with which the igaror had enriched
the area of vegetal physiology, and net in his scientific theories, which
idered excessively revoluti
“We believe that Bergsan’s work shows that he was indifferent o any
isund di aed with the underrating of Dlarwin as an inves-
tigator of natural evolution.® He maintained close relationships with the
English scicntific and phi/osophical clitcs, and also demonstrated in his
work a detailed study of 2 number of their scientific works. Our reference
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tathe French resistance concerning Darwin's cvolurionism mainly serves to
reiterate the profound dfferences berween theway in which s importance
is acknowledged in the study of natuzal evolution today and the way in
which it was understood at the beginning of the 20" century.

DARWIN'S PLACE IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF BERGSON'S B10-
PHILOSOPHY

Bergson's interest was especially direc:ed to the Darwinian evolutionary
approach rather than to an exhaustive study of Darwin's work itself. How-
ever, as already mentiored, Bergson also considered and reflected upon a
number of Darwin's writings. His contact with these works began prior
tohis formulation of evolutionism as proposed in Crearive Evolutien and
his interest embraced a number of themes.

As wewill try to demonstrate, we find in all Bergsonian references a
group of reflections that allow us to reiteratz how serious his scientific
problematization was. Bergson was mainly interested in the construction
of an all-encompassing view of the positive and metaphysical dynamism
that, in his understanding, permeatesall natural reality.

In fact, the first references to Darwin appear very early in Bergson's
wiitings. [n 1883, at the age of 24, when Beigson was teaching philoso-
phy in Clermont-Ferrand, he wrote a review of Lucretius, the Lain poet.
‘With a brief but incisive comment, he makes an analogy to “Darwin, the
great naturalist,” underlying the %ill”hypothetical character of biological
transformism (Meélange: 292). Betgson had completed his education in
pilosophy a few years earlier ar the fcole Normale Supérieure (Paris),
dering which time he deepencd his knowledge of the writings of the man
who, for many years, he would consider to be the leading authority on
questionsof evolution: Herbert Spencer.” Therefore, he was familiar with
evolutionism both in philosopay and the biclogical scienees.

A few years later, in 1889, Bergson returned to his reflections on
Darwin’s work with th: publication of his doctoral disscrtation, Fssai
suz les donnces irumédiates de la conscience. "This work aimed to clarify a
seties of misundrstandings regarding psychic phenomena arising from
psychological studies of that dme. In the first chapter, concerning the
inappropriate quantification of the inner states of cor:sciousness, Bergson
attempts to throw light upon the role played by the body in the exteri-
orzation of certain emotions. And it is in this context that references to
Darwin appear. He quotes from The Expression of the Emations in Man

Carvalho & Meves/Bio-Philosophical “Insufficiency” of Darwinism 137

and Animals regarding what he considers 1o be a remarkable description
of the physiological symproms involved in emotions such as fary or pain
(Lessai sur les donnée; immédiates de la conicience 21-23, 27-28)2

Bergson does not agree with the theses defended in that book, sup-
potted by many other thinkers from the ficlds of psychology, philosaphy,
or physiology, according to which emotions can be reduced to the sum
of the organic sensory symptoms they provoke. According to Bergson,
there are emorional states in the human psyche underlying physiological
changes that cannot be examined in the same way as the mind analy-
ses the body or deconstructs external objects located in space. Bergson
criticizes associationist tendencies existingat the time, maintaining that
inner change in states of consciousness can not be measured in definable
quantities, but occurs as a temporal flow or durée.

It seems unquestionable to us that, in his carly yecars, Bergson read
and rellccted upon Darwin's works, while at the same time recognized
the distance between his own perspective and thar of Darwin. We there-
fore consider that Bergson’s interest in Darwin was not cnly confined to
what he had to say about evolution, but also extended w the biological
daa which helped him develop his own bio-philosophy. ‘This seems w
be reaffirmed by the references made to two botanical studies, Climbing
Planss and Fertilisation of Orchids,"® in Creative Evolution.

In the secand part of Creative Evolution, Bergson talks about instinct
being one of the divergent dircctions of life’s tendencies (Creative
Evolution 170-72). In fact, Bergson considers that life splits itself in
three major tendencies: torpos, instinct, and intelligence—which are
present to vatying degrees in all forms of lfe, be they vegetable. animal,
or human. T the specific passage of Creative Evolution we are referring
to, he seeks to show how vegetable torpor is sometimes close w animal
instinet, and he refers o the studics made by Darwin in Climbing Plarnts
and Fertilisation of Orchids.

“These scudies contain pasitive descriptions that could clearly support

gson’s theses. The work on climbing i analogies
berween the tendrils of certain plants and animal hands (Darwin, Lss
mauvements 109-10), whereas the study Fertilisation of Orchids states that,
in the absence of a better choice, nature hzs endowed these plancs with a
kind of sensiticeness, which allows them to engage insects in the pollination
process and w guide them specifically to female plants (Darwin, De &
fecondation 206-07).
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It is not with reference to Darwin as the presenter of an evolutionary
theory that these observations are made in Creatsve Fvolution. Indeed, the
naturalist’s mame is only indicated in 2 footnote, Bergson is simply refer-
ring to certain botanical studies. Again, it seems clear that his goal was
to build a natural reading of the characteristics and positive behaviors of
living phenomena, For that reason he appealed to the works of narural-
ists and biologis:s of the time, including Darwin’s; this was an obvious
methodological step.

‘We therefore think it is necessary to introduce a methodological
distinction in Bergsonian hermeneutics between, on the one hand,
the connection of Bergson-the metaphysics with the work of Darwin-
the-bivlogical-sciences-researcher and, on the other hand, the dialogue
between the Bergsonian evolutionism and some evolutionary theories

influenced by Darwin.

[DARWINISM: A STEP IN THE GONSTRUCTION OF TRUE EVOLUTIONISM
Although Bergsan disp ayed throughout his works a particular interest
in the findings of biolcgical studies, it is in Creative Evolusion that he
considers the formation and creativity of the natural world in depth.
Mercover, despitz the canstraints of ies language and subject matter, it was
this work which incteased his populatity beyond the field of philosophy
and which made his contribution to both French and European biology
so important

His ideas were criticized for lacking scientific credibility because
they were 100 close ta vitalist ¢hinking; Despite this he persisted in his
denunciation of what he saw as decisive defects in the natural sciences in
their attempts to cxplain the evolution of lifc. In a letter written in 1912,
responding precisely to ane of these criticisms, Bergson stated: “It is pos-
sible thar the method from I'Evolution Créatrice brings us, as you put it,
‘outside o1 behind the kiological field’; but since it would have no other
restle than to diaw the biologist’s attention to the insufficiency of this
or that principle of explanation and in the direction where others should
be looked for, it scems to me that it would be scientific at least from thar
viewpoint® (Corsespondamces 491).

And it was ac this level that Bergson made the scientific community,
especially duriuy the fisse part of the 20° century, aware of the urgent
necessity to reconsider its ideas about the evolution of life. Moreover, sev-
cral biologists coafirmed this in the second half of the century, Regarding
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this matter, Mayr and Provine (314) state that “Before one can fully under-
stand the intellectual miliew in France at that period [the beginning of the
twentieth century] it is necessary to say a few words abour Bergson, who
was not a biologist but a philosopher. He wrote a whole book {based on
his lectures at the Collége de France) abour creative evolution. All Freneh
biologists were very heavily and dircctly infinenced by Bergson. Arguments
derived directly from Bergson occur in the writings of Grassé, Cuénot,
Vandel, and even Teilhard de Chardin.” “Theodesius Dobzhansky praises
Bergson by stating that he was the philosopher who best approximated
his reasoning and, in 1967, published an article entitled “Lévolution
créatrce.” And Jacques Monod also confirmed the importance of this
book by noting that Crearive Evolusion was essential reading for those
wanting to obtain an academic degree in biology (39).

However, if from the viewpoint of the natural sciences Creative Evolution
suggested both inevitable and innovative approaches, its main importance
lay in Bergson's subtle combination of scientific data and philosophical
problematization. We have o rake into account the fact that his aim was
not todo science, but rather he aspired to the broader goal of constructing
an accurate reading of living macer, its essence and its dynamics,

Aczording to Bergson (Creative 85), the scientific status of a theory
restricts it o 2 particular point of view of the phenomena under study, bu:
this point of view isa prerequisite for the rigor of the approach. However,
in the case of natural evolution, science can only provide a partial and
limited view of realicy. Hence, Bergson concludes, the subject of naural
evolution should also become the object of philosophical study:. Because
it does not seek any practieal application, philosaphy does not have to
upheld the scienific way of looking at reality:

According to Bergson (Crearive 29), science carries the intelkctual
functions to the highest degree, bringing precision and exactitude to
ordinary knowledge, meaning that its goal is to forcsce events and get us
ready 0actand be a light for onr conduct. Since science analyzes the whole
into several elements, looking for reperition, it does not see ircedudibility
and ir-eversibility in reality. It is philosophy that walks this way by sccess-
ing lifc as real and inner cvolution, that is, as a continuous creation o
unforesceable form. Thus, Bergson does not opt for any existing scientific
theorizs nor does he remain bound by their positive rexsoning. Instead,
he chooses the field of philosophy, which, being much wider, not only

cncompasses bur surpasses all scientific theories ar once.
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Creative Evolution discusses, therefore, the transformist biology of the
time in the context of an understanding of the very nawre of life (Vessence
méme de la vie). For this reason, the essential character of Bergsonian
philosophy is metaphysical, which means it is as a philosopher and not
as a biologist that Bergson approaches the problem of cvolution. Life is
a dimple and indivisible act and its nature, or essence, is described by
Bergson as an inner original impesus (élan), passing from one generation
of germs to the other as the cause of evolutionary variations. This impetus
is incommensurable with everything clsc; it cannot be reduced to physical
rezlity and, therefore, cannot be expressed symbolically. That is to say,
science cannot descnb: it. It is only reached from within, through a form
of intell 1 the ical intuition.”

“This mecaphysical contexs becomes clear inthe firs chapter of Greasive
Er/alnlnm :nuded “The Evolution of Life—Mechanism and Tclr:o\agyy
which di and legiis of the two grear phil hi
paradigms of interpretation of thc univrse, namely, mechanism and final-
ism. Bergron refers to them metaphorically as the two garments human
reasoning uses in order to “wear” life, though he considers that, strictly
speaking, neither of them fits exactly. He suggests, howeves, that final-
ism eould dar: living ph as longas it is i
“cur” and “sewn’ again”: metphysics works to messure in the cutting
and sewing process (La pensée 196-97). Noncthelcss, Bergson analyzes
the various scientific forms of mechanism in detail.

It is in this context that the main theories of biological evolutionism
emerge in his work. Bergson uses a concrete evolutionary example to
peint out the limits of evolutianary biology. He chase not only what he
considered to be one of the greatest enigmas of living nature, but also
what he saw as an essential element in explairing the secret of evolution:
the reason for the emergence of identical scnsory organs in two specics
which developed complecely independenty of one another. To be more
precise, he sought an explanation for the presence of eyes with the same
functional structures in humans and in certain molluscs. Bergson asked
why the eye of a scallopis structurally analogous to the human eye, and
made of the same elements—a retina, a cornea, and a erystalline lens—and
why it has an identical eellular structure (Grearive 62-63)."

The evolutionary theories inspired by mechanism were discredited by
Bergson because they chimed -hat evolution would only result from the
adaptation of the organism to certain osternal physicochemical conditions.
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Creative Evolution divides the theories into three majr groups: thoie
inspird by Darwin and De Vics, which mainain thae bio gical vriations

- occur 1s the result ofa purely accid lified by

Eimer, which claim that those variations follow a prt-d:ﬁned path; ard
the theories inspired 5y Lamarckians and neo-Lamarckians that situate th:
cause of those variations in th ism itself, whether they h

of a hereditary mechanism or of a conscicusly voluntary principle.

In the present context oaly the Bergsonian reflections on Darwinian
theory mattez. On the one hand, Bergson criticizes the insufficiency of
the mechanisms of adaptation whil, on the other, he stresses the need 10
compensate for the accidental dimension of variation in organisms with
anather type of causality.

As for issves such as the emergence and development of a complex
visual system in humans and scallops, especially the process by which the
evolutionary variations leading to that result came about, Darwinim intre-
duced the notion of the adaptation of the erganism to external conditions
and pestulated a series of unconscious accidental variations—a principle
known as gradualism—maintained by narural selction ard cstablished by
‘herediary In other words, facrors favoured the
best adapted specimens with small and unnoticcable modifications which
occurred gradually and were maintained by natural selection. The subtlery
and minutencs of he changs allowed for the preservadion of harmory

d coordi berween the vari nstitute th
of the organ in question, so its functioning is never puc at risk.

Hewever, Bergson continucs, according to Darwinian principles when
the newly dissimulated characteristics do not demonstrate any kenefit or
usefulncs to the spocxes in question, their conservation is not favored
by d g Thus, only evolutionary changes that show
a clearly utilirarian and adaprational advantage for the survival of the
species would last.

As he could not conceive how modifications could be at the same
time unnoticeable but uscful, Bergson thought that if the fragility of the
Darwinian explanation was obviousin the case of the formation of a single
visual system, there would be an even greater reason for the similarity
berween the vertebrate eye and the eye of a mollusc to be scen as unfeasiblz.
So how could it be proved tht the same very small variations were produced
in the same order in two completely independent evolutionary lines if
cheir appearance was purely accidental?
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Not even Darwin’s appeal to the law of correlation can solve this prob-
lem, Bergson concludes(Creazive 67). That principl ding to which
ckanges are not located in a single point of tac organism, but arc acces-
sarily reflected in other arcas) scems to offer an insufficient explanation.
Tt would appear that sodidary variations are confiused with complementary
wariation:: the former are only simultineous, when swhat matters is that
several changes are produced in an organized manner so the organ does
not only continue to fuaction, but alss does <o in an increasingly refined
way. Thus, natural selection, by itself, did not appear to be sufficient as
the driving force of evolution.

Thus. Bergson can be scen to have three main criticisms of
Darwinism. First, the causal dimension of the variations would imply an
answer tathe problem of morphological similarity between two different
species through the resort to probability, which would be equivalent o
rexognizing that the basis of the princ ple of evolutionary variability was
exterior t organisms, nd that changes were merely random. Sczond,
thei piibly small dimension of the marphological changes would
make |( impossible for the variations to demonstrate their utilicy and
50 be maintained by ratural selection. And lastly, the appeal to the
capacity of organisms to adapt to external conditions would appear
to be an Insuff planation, given that, scientifically speaking, it
would leed to the necessity of chance and, philosophically speaking,
it would merge two different senses of “adaptation” (one being the
passive insertion of orgenic matter in a pre-existing form and the other
being comstruction, in which life responds actively to external obstacles).
This conseptua confision would result, according to Bergson, in
a releological anthropomorphic discourse that gives the organism a
determined causality.

Bergson concludes that Darwinism would thus need to make another
nan-mechanical causality intervene which, allied to narural selection,
would struggle for the general conservation of the saecies. The stress in
Bergsonian criticism was on the effective irsufficiency resulting from
the combining of the concepts of “unconscious accidental variation”
and “natural selection.” If they were to be mainsained, the physiological
changes, such as the ones in question in the cxample of ocular physiology,
would have to be explained through another principle because natural
selection by itsclf would not be sufficient. Since Darwinism made the
variasions depend only on random factors, Bergson considered that the
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eye example cemonsrrated how natural selection would have to be helped
by some kind of miraculous intervention.

The hypothesis bzsed onan orgpms ms lcndcn(y o dmng: by aczldcn[
was refuted by Bergson. “The physiological and
present in the structure ofthe human eye and the eye of the scallop, allicd
to the complex nature of the performance of the visual function main-
tained throughout the evolutionary history of beth species, represented
the major obstacles 10 his acceprance of Darwinist theory. Based upon
the conerete evidence of the empirical observations found in the scientific
literature of that time, Bergson concluded that it was impassible 0 accept
that chance rules the evolution of life.

Using a metaphor to express his point of view, Bergson states: “That
two walkers starting from diffcrent points and wandering at random
should finally meet, is no great wonder. But that, throughout their walk,
they should describe two icentical curves exactly superposable on each
other, is altogether unlikely. The improbability will be g-eater, the more
complicated the routes; and it will become impossibility, if the zigzags
are infinitely complicated” (Creatize 57).

‘The rejection of the idea of chance constitutes one of the funcamental
aspects of Bergsonian evolutionism. Nonetheless, his reasoning has been
criticized for its imprecision because of his omission of the doubts raised
by Darwin himself concerning this aspect of his theory (see Barthélémy-
Madaule). In On the Origin of Species, the naturalist explicitly rejects
chance as the keystone of the cvo utionary mechanism because of the
belief that with the advancement of biological studies, in time it would
be posiible to understand what was really directing evolution.

However, apart from this reservation, the evolutionary biology of the
next century would assumc that chance played a centeal role in evolution.
For that reason, it sesms clear that what interested Bergion was not the
analysis of Darwin's work icsclf, bur the implications arising from t, which
he referred to as the spirit of Darwinism (Creative 55).

What, then, did abook like O the Origin of Species represent for the
arguments of Creative Evolation? Tt was the basic text that influenced
subsequent generations of scientists and which conwined a means by which
to consider nztural erolution. As a matter of fact, as well highlighted by
PA. Miquel, it is not from Darwin's work that Bergson selects one of the
main positive aspects of his #riue evolutionism (Creative 367), but rather from
neo-Darwinists such as August Weismann (se¢ Miquel, “3ergson,” 120,
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DARWIN: INSUFFICIENT, BUT UNAVOIDABLE
“Ihsough a chronological analysis of his remaining work, Betgson's position
ita relation to what Darwin stood for becomes clearer.

Iu 1911, Bergson presented a paper at a conference at the University
of Birmingham entitled “Life and Consciousness,” wherein he stated
that the evolurion of life on carth consists of the effects of a creative
farce that is present in all matter. Indeed, this was the essential vein of
the mexaphysical evolutionism Bergson had presented threc years before
in Creative Evolution. He states: “There is no need to recall here all the
facts which, since Lamarck in France and Darwin in England, have been
adduced o condrm the idea of an evolution of species, that is to say, of
the generation of some specics from others commencing by forms prob-
ably of infinite simplicty” (Mélanges 928).

Bergson is only interested in taking from scientific evolutionism the
positive confirmation cf the variability and morphological complexity of
species; this is his mair goal in his readings of Darwin.

Later on, following the commemorations of Darwin's 100% anniversary
andthe 50% ann-versary-of the publication of O the Oigin of Species, events
celebrated in 1909, the American philasopher and psychologist James
Mark Baldwin published the book Dartvin and the Humanitses, The French
teanslation, Le darwinsme dans les sciences morales, appeared three years
laterand Bergson was made responsible for its presentation at the Acedémie
des Scientes Morales et Palitiques. He ook this opportunity to repeat what
he considered to be the difficulties present in the ofiginal formulation of
Darwinism, especially concerning the insufficient explanation of chance
as the cavse of evolutionary variations. Bergsan explained the nesassity of
complementing Darwir's initial approach with alternarive formulations
which allow for the exdlusion of heredity of acquired characteristics. He
finished his review with a starement thar reveals his real motives: “We
would like to point our particularly, among the first three chapters of the
bock, the one called ‘L2 darwinisme et la philosophie’. In it, Mr. Baldwin
develops this idea (capital, in our opinion) that the evolutionist doctrine i
not necessarily mechanistic, that there can be smore or less in the effect than
in the cause, that Is to say nature produces noveltics” (Mélanges 1023).

The actitude is, therefore, the same as Bergson had expressed in Crea-
sive Eyolerion when, after criticizing mechanist cvolutionary theorics, he
situates himself midway between neo-Darwinism and neo-Lamarckism
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(Creative 171-73). Bergson criticized the accidental nature of variation
but acknowledged that it was at the germinal level that evolutionary
dynamics was processed. Although he criticized the individual dimensior
of the effort responsible for variability; he did accept itsexistence, but he
considered it to be unconscious. In other words, it is an effort of whick
most erganisms are unaware.

Lt s in this area, between neo-Darwinism and neo-Lamarckism, that
Bergson developed his evolutionary hypothesis of the “élan vital,” whick.
is a vital impetus (dan) that docs not depend uniqudy on adapratior.
to extzrnal circumstances, nor does it have its origin in the individua
organ sms initiative. Although both factors contribure to the cosmic
evolutionary process, priority resides in life icsel Fas the driving principle
of activity. To Bergson, this original principle has a psychological nature,
which allows life to be divided into different tendencies, which, at the
same rime, remain part of one another.

“The resort to the notion of “élan” was Bergson’s solution to the problen:
of referring to what could not be contained in rigid concepts. For many
decadzs, the "élan” was mistakenly underscood as a sign of a sterile meta-
physical vitalism and criticized as being unsciendfic. However, Bergson
is clear when he states that this image itself has no value, and it must be
used as an indication of a new evolutionary perspective (Aélanges 1526)
that we think s bio-philosophically situated between the cmpirical data
and metaphysical problematization.

In 1932, in his last original work, Les dewx sources de la morale et de
fa religion, Bergson returns to the notion of “¢lan” (115-20). Twenzy-five
yearszficr Creasive Evoluution, Bergson teiterares the posirive and empirical
character of the vital principle, an indicaror that life cannot be reduced to
the explanations given by physics and chemistry. Bergson returns to the
‘main tenets of his evolutionism. He mentions only one theory of biological
evoludionism, Darwinism, stressing that icis insufficient. The reader cannor
disregard the fact that no other name or biological theory is mentioned,
in cortrast to the many philosophers and evolutionary scientists quoted
in Creative Evolution. ‘This was probably because Darwinism was by then
the lezding theary of evolutionary biology and because Bergson recognizes
this change in Darwir's status by highlighting only this theory our of all
those he had mentioned in 1907,

Furthermore, we consider it is possible that Bergson was being asked
to adcpt a pasition specifically in relation to Darwinism. It is what seems
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<o happen in a ketter from 1935, which, as far as we can gather, consists
of Bergson's las: wuum dogument about Darwin. This leltcl reasserts
unequivocally the E fan position on the

of Darwinism (Mélang= 1525).

In chislight, it is possible to understand thar the insufficiency derected by
Bergson in Darwinism emerges from the absence of an explanatory principle
that can plainly give a satisfying account of the evolution of specics, cither
in scientific o in metaphysical terms. Bergson's criticisms do not involye 1
refutation of Darwin's scientific work or the evolutionary positions based on
it, but arise from the i ion that philosophical thinking
must cultivate with the sciences of ife. We are, thercforc, facinga bio-philo-
sophical insuffidiency that leads Bergson to say regarding the reception of
Creative Evolution: “1fa boolc suc}\ as mine can contribute to eliminate the

ious (and hene i h that pengtrates a good
deal of our evolutionism, [ would be uuly happy” (Comespondances 160).
Bergson embodied a phllmophlcal perspective in which m:nuﬁc

theori inly abour th fthe natural world:

in such & way that a broader perspoctive of reality emerges. Tn this
dialectical procedure, it is philosophy itself that succeeds when it takes
intoaccount not only the contents of scientific investigation, but the way
in which some sciences are able to provide a positive picture of the inner
becarningof things. Thus, science is not incompatible with philosophy, nor
can Darwin or Darwinism be completely excluded from the understanding
of Bergsan's bio-philasopbical cvolrtionism.

EnoNoTES
1. Sse, €.g., Bartaélemy-Madaule; Goddard; Miquel, “Bergsan cr Darwin."

2. With the concept of a Bargsonian “bio-philosophy” we ate not alluding
to asimpl “philosophy of biology.” but a new reasoning paradigm buile in
the image of biology, that is, of the scica ific works about living phenomena
thatemerged in the 19th century. This model of intelligibility brought from
biology itsexperimental and factual dimensions, bringing together the positive
daca and grounding it in a metaphysical perspective.

3. Depitechoosing “duration” as the best translation for dierés, we think it s
wseful to rzcall the Following statement by Francis Maose: “Duréeis one of the
maost important aations in Bergson’s philosophical position, and it is usually
translated ‘duration, a translation which had Bergsor's own authorization.
But it scems to me that the most natural use of chis word in English is to
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refer o 2 measurable period of time during which something happens, It is
perfecrly truc that the French word #uré’lso has this meaning, However,
my sense is that the French word can more readily be applied to rhe fizet or
property of going through time than the English ‘duration’. ... Bergson wishes
o draw attention w something close to this second sense of the term, and
in fact wishes to disassociate time as measurable from time as durée. | have,
therefore, with a littlc hesitation, adepted ‘durance’ as my translation of Zurée’
(resureccting an obsolere meaning of this English word)” (58-59).

4. Bergson uses the expression “métaphysique positive” in a leteer to William
James (February 15, 1905) “Je seubaite que ces eforts convergentes abou-
tissent la constitu d'une ique positive, c'es

de progrés indefini, au lieu d'érre tout entidre 3 prendre ou 3 laisser, comme
les anciens systémes” (Mélanges 652).

5. In the last decades of the 19th century and first decades of the 20th
century, the reception of Darwin's theory in France did not undergo any
significant change in relation ro the preceding period and, according o
Conuy (45), misunderstandings and errors of interpretation of his theories
have continued to occur.

6.Tn “La philosophie francaise.” written in 1915 for the French representa-
tion at the Universal and International Exposition of $an Francisco, Bergson
dedicated a small paragraph to the consideration of Lamarck’s and Darwin's
works in the formulation of biological evolution. He recognized the prece-
dence of the French naturalist’s ideas concerning the transformation of the
specics, burstated that Darwin's glory is not diminished, since he was close
to the positive facts than Lamarck (Melanges 1162-63).

7. Spencer had the most decisive influence on Bergson's idzas on cvolution,
but piradoxically he was alsa the cause of the greatest philosophical
disappointment because, according o Bergson, his work didn' pay cnough
attention to scientific evolution.

8. Bergson read the French edition of this boole: Zes expressions des émotions
chez Ihomme et chez les animass, . by S, Pozzi and R, Benoit in. 1874,

9. Thesume rfesenc reappeass in 1900 in the ise civion o Le Rire (Lagh-
ter), a work ughter provoked by comedy: However, ina late:

cdition, Bergron omitced the reference to On she Origin of Species in the bibli-

ography subsequent to che preface. Nevercheles,since Bergzon did no: make
any ckange concerning Darwinism to the contents of Ze Riret reedition, we
think t was a matter of edicoriz] economy rather than an act of any spmbolic
significanice concerning the philosopher’s thoughts on Darwirs work.




148 PROCESS STUDIES 41.1 (2012)

10. As with The Expression of the Emations in Man and Animals, Bergson
studied these two works in theit French editions: Les monvements et les habi-
suedes des plantes grimpanes, published in 1877 by Richard Gerdon, and De
la fecondation des orchidées par les insects et des bons réseltats de croiszment,
translatec in 1870 by Louis Rérolle.

11. In An Introduction to Metaphysics, Bergson gives his defin tion of mera-
physics, saying that it is the science which claims to dispense with symbols (La
pensée et ie mowant 182). True metaphysics doesn't work with ready-made
cencepticns, rather with a kind of intelllectual auscultation (La pensée et
le mouvant 196) by which one places oneself within an object in order to
<eincide with what is urique in ic.

12. Our paper will not analyze Bergsonian finalism ir. depth. We will only
point outthat Bergson sates that reality creates effects where it goes beyond
itself; but he never accepts that these effects are previously given or can be
deduced 1 priori. Therefore, they are not “goals.” However, once produced,
the mind can analyse these efects rationally and reconstruct retrospeztively
the course they have tken (Crearive 52). These are the different and renewed
senses of finalism proposed by Bergson (Mélanges 1524).

13. This example given by Bergscn was alreadly strongly disappraved ofby Ber-
nard Balan and Armand Riqulés due to its lack of scientificaccuracy. However,
PA. Miquel, as we have scen, argued that Begson's example still makes sense if
we consider another typeof mollusc such as curtlefish, which are cepha opods
(“De Pimmanence”). We also note that the example of the complexity of the
eyehasbeen often used by the craationists as:a supposed demonstration of the
existenceofan intelligentdesign in nature. Tt is imporcant to stress that Bergson
was not interested in this kind of argument because he though that one canot
fully understand the coneept of creation if one puts it in terms of some things
that are czeated and som:one who is the creator (Creatsve 249). For Bergson,
ereation in naturemust b: scen through 2n interior perspective: the perspective
of evolution itself, Hence the title of his book: Crearive Evolution.
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