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General conclusion: The masks of Proteus

The historian of philosophy and philosopher Nicolai Hartmann says in 1944: “traditional
metaphysics have been frequently exposed in their core ideas and guidelines and have often
been criticized for their mistakes, but they have not been investigated according to their
intimate driving motive. 1 see this motive in the irresistible tendency to teleology, which, as
Proteus, is harbored by innumerable figures, that often remain hardly recognizable, yet
always the same”.”® 1 find this passage particularly pertinent. Here teleology or final
causality is seen as something deeply anchored in metaphysical thinking. Even in the middle
of the 20™ century, teleology is seen by this author as something “intimate” to metaphysics
and, at the same time, something “irresistible” to the philosophers who want to give a
complete account of what nature is, beyond material physics, atoms and movements. Even
more interestingly, Hartman also claims that teleology is a Protean concept.

According to this very idea, this work has shown that teleology, and namely, the model of
immanent teleology, can change, and at the same time remain "the same". We have seen that
the "articulated intimate driving motive" that remains between Aristotle and Bergson is none
other than perfection and the tendency towards it. We also have seen some of those
"innumerable figures" in their discourses on nature and human beings. In my account, the
series may be understood in a couple of opposites: transcendental teleology/immanent
teleology, individual teleology/ global teleology, development teleology/ contribution
teleology, beneficiary teleology/ aim teleology, teleology based on vertical/horizontal
analogies, conservative teleology/transgressive teleology, primary teleology/secondary
teleology. Eventually, there are hybrid cases that challenge those labels: the city in Aristotle
or individual freedom in Bergson. All the masks of this Proteus harbor in the end the same
ontological claim: there is a need to reach completion in this world, a need that is natural and
by no means tragic. The model of immanent teleology that we have seen is an account of this
fulfillment.

We have seen in which sense Bergson thought that immanent teleology is essentially
psychological, and according to the Protean status of the topic, why it is so flexible, extensible
and comprehensive too. These questions appear in Chapter 1 and have been answered in
detail all throughout the dissertation. It is psychological because it is analogical. It is analogic
because humans are not an external spectator of nature anymore. Human knowledge is here
integrated within nature. I have shown that there is a structural familiarity between human
consciousness and the living.”® Finalism is flexible because it changes according to the
conception of perfection that we want to apply. We can move from the world of forms and
eternal stability to the cosmos, to creativity and continuous change, and remain perfectly
finalistic. The world-view of teleology understands nature as a both plural and articulated
drives towards activity and function.

Although Aristotle, the founder, as we saw in Chapter 2, conceived teleology in the domain
of regular phenomena, in an everlasting world, he also left open a path for reformers of
teleology with his considerations on unpredictable events. I hope I have demonstrated to what
extent Aristotle's framework is rich and comprehensive. We see in 3 how Bergson uses the

7 Hartmann, Nicolai. Teleologisches Denken, [El pensar teleoldgico]. Trad. Jos¢ Gaos. FCE, México, 1966, p.

227, translation and italics are mine.
784 Spaemann, Robert. (Die Frage Wozu) Fini naturali. Storia & riscoperta del pensiero teleologico. Op.cit.
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term perfection and analogy, how he also understands mitigated anthropocentrism in an
evolutionary way and, finally, how he recombines primary secondary teleology. In his global
accounts of Life and history he uses both temporal dimensions of teleology. The
cosmological ground is regular, although the particular events within the process are
contingent, a matter of secondary teleology. Hence Bergson introduces contingency at the
center of his global conception of nature. Secondary teleology is not part of exceptional cases
as it was in Aristotle, here it is at the core of nature. In 2.1 and 3 we can see the depth and
complexity of the reformer of immanent teleology. We can see what he meant with going
further.

In general terms, in 2.2.a and 4.1 we have seen an important agreement between the founder
and the reformer of immanent teleology. According to this model of thinking, Aristotle's and
Bergson's philosophy of nature understand the world of life as plural, against
anthropocentrism. Aristotle wrote against anthropocentric Platonism, but Bergson attacks the
post-Cartesian tradition, in which analogies and anthropomorphism are rejected. I believe,
with Johnson (2.1.c), that immanent teleology automatically rejects anthropocentrism by
appealing to anthropomorphism. This fits with Bergson. I understand his natural philosophy
as an attack on modern anthropocentrism, in which providential teleology is not the problem
anymore but the mechanistic conception of the world. Bergson certainly did not think that a
living being can be reduced to atoms moved by inertial determinate laws.

The large set of phenomena gathered in 2.2.a and 4.1 show that immanent teleology considers
life as an irreducible striving towards the fulfillment of one function as far as possible.
Bergson highlights the Aristotelian teleological notion of function and got rid of that of form.
Immanent teleology understands nature as a sum of functions. They are irreducible to each
other. Each kind of living being has inscribed in its nature one type of completeness and
perfection. Immanent teleology recognizes innate goals and perfection in the natural world.
Among them, again, the human species finds itself within that plurality, and not outside. Thus
survival, reproduction, well-being, destination and maturity are applied to embryos, wasps or
mature humans. Bergson's approach is not evolutionary, in this sense, so it remains in
primary teleology, as if living beings were always the same. The approach of both is not so
different.

This naturalistic philosophy can have some accounts that sound strange to our contemporary
ears (namely, their understanding of cities or communities), but also has elements of great
value. Like in the case of Johnson with Aristotle, my view of Bergson can be supported with
solid arguments from environmentalist readings.” Furthermore, more importantly from the
theoretical point of view, teleology is a proper philosophy of life and biomorphism. This
permits us to understand the ontology of life.

The embryos movement and change, the wasp’s and human’s growth and behavior tend all to
avoid death, the permanent menace of every living being, and they tend to reach the best of
our potentialities, the permanent ambition. That is, living (or survival) and living-well are the
goal of every entity from the moment it is alive. In a recent study on teleology from a modern
perspective, the philosopher Hans Jonas developed this line in emphasizing the irreducible
value between life and death.” It is a value that could not be noticed beyond life. Only from
the perspective of living beings could we finally understand the absolute value, the level of

785 A line started by Gunter, Peter. “Bergson and the war against nature”. Op. cit.
78 Jonas, Hans. Das Prinzip Leben. [El principio vida). Trans. José Mardomingo. Trotta, Madrid, 2000.
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perfection or telos, of being alive. As Aristotle says, “living is better than not living”.”” I

think there is a teleological meaning in this line. From the moment something is alive, it
understands this perfection spontaneously and not by any logical skill: there is the tendency
to survive and reproduce. There is the teleological striving to perfection, to what is "better".
In the most abstract terms, the ontology of life implies a natural non-conscious tendency to
overcome death by flourishing. This is the immanent goal of every living being. The
Darwinian term "struggle" dramatizes the process of survival and reproduction, but in the end
it is based on a hard teleological claim. Life is for the sake of living in the best possible way.
Aristotle and Bergson are both philosophers of pluralism, anthropomorphism and life. Death
is not at the core of their philosophy. Aristotle has several commentaries on biological death
and decay, and one short physiological treatise, but the most part of his huge biological work
and his ethics is devoted entirely to life, led by his teleological perspective. By no means he
followed his master in his speculations regarding the afterlife. Bergson's teleology expresses
the same idea. Activity, maturity, emergence and flourishing were the center of the
worldview of this reformer of teleology. Following Horkheimer, Benjamin has written "in
Bergson there is no death".”® I interpret this affirmation as deeply right: Bergson focused his
sight on being alive, on the télos and not the eschdton.

With the human realm, what we call goal, perfection or the for the sake of becomes much
more complex. Not just survival of the individual or of the species is to be considered a goal.
Among superior animals, the télos is well-being. Among humans, in Aristotle, that is called
happiness or eudaimonia. In the realm of human ethics Bergson held a eudaimonistic
perspective. On the one hand, we saw in 4.1 that Bergson addresses human life in
conservative terms, namely, in terms of attention to life. But at the beginning of 4.2 we find a
second way of addressing the goal of human beings, compatible with the previous. There I
show how Bergson introduces transgressive teleology or freedom (production of
unforeseeable novelty in the world). The distance between this faculty and attention to life in
Bergson is comparable to contemplation and the rest of human faculties in Aristotle.
Transgressive teleology means that the specific goal inscribed in the individual is precisely to
overcome the general average conception of the human being for the sake of a self-made
personality. In Bergson we find the only case in which transgressive teleology is individual.
As we saw in 4.2.a this transgression can be understood from two perspectives. There is a
beneficiary here, but at the same time there is a contribution to the whole.

Bergson introduces free-will, seen as creativity, at the center of his ethics. This leads to the
idea that in creativity lies the ultimate completeness and happiness of every human being.
Now we have departed from the ancient framework and gotten closer to contemporary
thought, more concerned with concepts like creativity. According to Bergson, happy maturity
or, in his terms, deep joy implies self-creation. The teleology that understands well-being or
happiness as freedom, transgressive teleology, implies the paradox of finalism without goals.

The paradox becomes bigger when the domain of transgressive teleology becomes bigger.
Between 2.2.b and 4.2 I have shown the conceptual roots of the modern term progress. In
Aristotle we saw different kinds of global teleology, where perfection or télos must be
understood as contribution. What in Aristotle is eternal, in Bergson is in constant change.

7 “GA.IL1.731b20-2al. See 2.2.a.

"8%Dass im Bergsons durée der Tod ausfillt, dichtet sie gegen die geschichtliche (...) Ordnung ab“. Benjamin,
Walter. Baudelaire. Suhrkamp, Frankfurt am Main, 2017. p. 139. Horkheimer, Max. “On Bergson’s
metaphysics of time”. Trans. Frances Stracey. Radical Philosophy, 131. May/June 2005.
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What in Aristotle is contribution to one order, in Bergson is contribution to one transgression
to better subsequent stages. Teleology, seen as one static contribution, appears in the modern
concept of ecology, but global transgression appears in the usual concept of progress.
Regarding the whole cosmos or only mankind, the paradox of transgressive teleology
reappears. It is, again, teleology with no #élos.

In 42b, 4.2.c and 4.2.d we have the widest scope of Bergson's teleology. The proportion
between the cases of individual teleology in Aristotle is directly proportional to the cases of
global teleology in Bergson. This is one of the differences between our two treatises on
teleology, Phys.Il and EC. Furthermore, in Bergson the global passages are held with the
macrocosmos/microcosmos analogy and this is not the case in Aristotle. This has to do with
the fact that Bergson was closer to the notion of anima mundi than Aristotle. In 4.2.b and c I
have demonstrated the cosmological roots of Bergson's view of Life or biology in EC. In
4.2.d I show what Bergson does regarding history in DS. This global teleology is not inspired
by any prime mover, as we found in Aristotle. So, this idea of the élan involves only its own
perfective nature. This reformed model of immanent teleology challenges in other ways the
classic one.

Regarding its origins, I have noted to what extent the tendency to perfection is rooted in
nature. The impulse called Life fulfills a regular need, exigency or function of the cosmos. To
this extent, it is global teleology with no go. It qualifies as primary teleology since the nature
of Life, consciousness or the élan is regular, and not contingent. According to Bergson it does
not change. The cosmos and Life are always the same.

Apart from completing Bergson's point, I have used the model of the secondary teleology,
found in my Aristotelian account 2.1.d. This means that to some extent, the historical
outcome of this force is to be interpreted retrospectively: because of its unpredictability
(noticeable with the form of divergence) and uniqueness (every even in Life and history is
unrepeatable). The plant form or any major historical event are all contingent. Bergson
understands Life as “a tree” and took the Darwinian branching pattern. He transferred that to
his account of history too. In sum, there are multiple lineages in Life. This nuances his view
of global teleology.

At the same time as he deals with such a great amount of contingency, he points to one
lineage that is not accidental, nor contingent, but necessary. It is the development of the
central nervous system: it leads to man, the only success in nature. Success means fulfillment.
Notice that human form as such is contingent, but its freedom, its creativity, means a goal in
nature. The goal of nature is creativity, but not human beings as such. Evolution has not
stopped yet. As I said, Bergson combines in his vision of the élan primary regular teleology
and secondary teleology for contingent events. Contingency is not mere chance, but one
main feature of Life. Bergson’s contribution to the model of immanent teleology is complex
and sophisticated.

This complexity is due to the aim of combining natural teleology and a hard theory of
freedom. Teleology without a goal leads, as I have said, to one severe problem. Namely: it is
impossible to define a possible Bergsonian goal of history, or even a goal of nature. Bergson
applies coherently, I believe, ethics to cosmology. Free will overcomes any sort of limit. In
cosmic terms, nature is also this openness to new evolution, to new transformation. Like any
of our self-creations it is unpredictable. When we defend immanent teleology and creation at
the same time, the teleology with no goal, or open progress, may arise at some point of the
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discourse. While there is a component of creativity, the goal cannot be already finished. This
can be expressed regarding human beings, in a eudaemonist framework (our goal is self-
creation, and self-creation may imply completion and happiness). It can also be expressed in
a cosmological framework: the Universe, and more concretely, Life, tends toward better
expressions of its own essence.

This idea comes from Bergson's view of global teleology as something philosophically
sensible. This is, I think, a contemporary feeling. Descartes and Bacon saw providential
teleology as something useless, but not dangerous. Bergson in PR considers that global
providential teleology tends to annul human freedom and that a Aeroic philosophy has to face
it.”” He coincides on that with Hartmann as well, and talks in the same terms.”

In different contemporary philosophers and historians, I find a certain reluctance regarding
the question of global teleology, even in cases of non-providential teleology. At different
levels, teleology is seen as a philosophical risk that involves a rejection of pluralism and that
impoverishes richer speculative perspectives. Global teleology seems to impose tyrannically
one principle upon the rest of nature. This is the case among recent interpreters of Aristotle,
as we have seen in 2, but also regarding XIX history, closer to Bergson, like global
teleologies of history”' and evolutionary thought.”” Global teleology is also considered to be
potentially dangerous if it is taken to the political arena, where human individual goals can be
subsumed for the sake of higher purposes. Partially, I believe that Bergson shares with
contemporary intellectuals this suspicion regarding global overarching views, global
teleologies among them. As we have seen, with a philosophical sensibility familiar to us
nowadays, Bergson pointed out the risks of big systems with regard to ontological pluralism
and also personal freedom. At the same time, he did not avoid the grandiose approach,
although he endeavored to make it compatible with those two claims.

At the same time, Bergson openly defends global teleology against other authors like
Driesch, as we have seen in several occasions from the first chapter. Bergson rejects global
providential teleology in the case of Leibniz, for instance, and also Spencer's progressive
view. He just promoted another kind of global teleology based on a vertical analogy, from the
part (human) to the whole (nature). I find a certain tension in his work with regard to this
question, but he manages to combine the global immanent drive and openness. Like every
defender of the model of immanent teleology, he recognizes plurality and freedom but a
global drive through Life and history. In any case, there is no need among the Bergsonian
scholars to adapt his doctrine to the current ideology, and to overcome their reluctance if they
find it is so preposterous that there are dominant lines in evolution. Anyway, we have seen

789 Bergson in PM, p. 123-124.

™0 In Hartmann: “The idea of providence is then an argument by human weakness, passivity and letting go. It is
the tacit axiomatic characteristic of almost whole of the speculative metaphysics. It has to be openly said that
that this venerable metaphysics has been essentially the point of view of the weak and retarded, almost a sole
series of teleologisms. Its creators had worked mainly from theology. There is scant metaphysics straight and
heroic” Teleologisches Denken [El pensar teleologico]. Trad. José Gaos. FCE, México, 1966, 383. My
translation.

"!'In a recent book entitled Dialectique sans téléologie. Hegel, Gentile, Adorno one can read that “the Hegelian
dialectique (...) has been regularly interpreted as irremediably teleological” and that is possible to “release it”
from teleology. Buissiére, Evelyne. Dialectique sans téléologie. Hegel, Gentile, Adorno. Editions Kimé, Paris,
2016. I quote from the back cover of the book. My emphasis.

72 Richards, Robert. The Meaning of Evolution: The Morphological Construction and Ideological
reconstruction of Darwin's Theory. University Chicago Press, 175-176.
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that the roots of this global thinking are venerable and the approach at stake is, in many cases,
modern and concerned with those problematic issues.

There is still a second problem for Bergson. I think this problem is even philosophically
harder. The paradox of teleology without a #élos entails a certain obscurity, but produced by
clear ideas: namely, the perfective spontaneity of nature, the naturalistic conception of man,
the need for a creative free will at the core of ethics and, ultimately cosmology. Bergson's
teleology with no goal is the product of naturalizing the human being (there is a function in
man, as in every organism) and humanizing nature (there is indetermination and creativity in
Life).

But the second aporia comes from the tension within the theory of free will, the core of
Bergson's thought. The problem is that one can ask whether there is a clash between his early
approach to individual humans (from DI to IM) and his mature global approach (in EC, CV
and DS). Roughly speaking, his mature grandiose understanding of nature as moved by a sort
of soul of the world can be seen as a menace to the autonomy of the free individual human
being. Bergson shows how teleology can be combined with unpredictability. This means that
there is freedom and creativity. But in the end, it is unclear to what extent we are all
independent, responsible sources of creativity. The genius is Bergson's paradigm of freedom,
but in CV he says this is closer to “the source” of Life.”” It could be interpreted as if human
freedom was an emanation of Life, since Life comes to be such an overarching entity. Given
that there is freedom in the world, we can ask whose freedom this is. In general, Bergson
talks about an overarching élan, but eventually he talks about a personal élan: that of the
genius.” It is difficult to know when Life’s impulse finishes and when human responsibility
starts. I think this problem is unsolved and certainly goes beyond my aim in this work.

793
794

CV,in ES, p. 32.
DS, 2012, p. 80
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Summary in English

Several ancient, medieval and modern philosophers have used final causality or teleology in a
transcendental way. This means that everything tends naturally toward its own completion, in
harmony with the rest of the cosmos, because of some divine causation. In different ways,
they claim that the individual developments and the convergence of all of them in a general
equilibrium are made by one divine providential entity. In some of these frameworks the final
cause can be conceived as a sign of god’s wisdom or a proof of its existence. However, final
causality can also be understood in an immanent way, without the participation of any kind of
divine artisan or creative god. From that perspective, nature is not seen as a passive matter
upon which god works and introduces perfection, but as an innate tendency to completion
and perfection. The tendency of a seed towards growth, and ultimately to reach maturity, or
the general equilibrium in the cosmos made by the convergence of every perfective tendency,
is understood by Aristotle, the father of this philosophical perspective, without the
contribution of any providential god. I claim that, in the post-Cartesian and deeply Darwinian
era starting around 1900, the influential philosopher Henri Bergson used final causality in an
original way, applying it to the restricted field of the biological world.

Although I address the big differences between the Aristotle and Bergson, my main aim is to
show the common roots of immanent teleological thought. The main ideas behind this
framework are: i) nature is something active, spontaneous; ii) perfection is not restricted to
divine or human intelligence, hence nature is to be conceived as composed by an uncountable
plurality of beings; iii) immanent teleology implies a naturalistic conception of human
beings. For this reason, certain anthropomorphic analogies between humans and their
surrounding nature are philosophically permitted. iv) there is individual immanent teleology,
expressed in development, growth and plenitude regarding one substance (plant, animal,
human). Furthermore, there is a global immanent teleology that makes all the particular
flourishing processes converge in one general good. In Aristotle this good can be seen as
equilibrium and its everlasting duration. Far from this view of global perfection, in Bergson
there is a dynamic and progressive conception of the evolutionary world: life and, ultimately,
human life are part of a process that tends toward freedom or contingency. Harmony and
stability are not the goal of the cosmos, but rather complexity and freedom.

In opposition to the widespread understanding of Bergson as a philosopher of pure becoming,
in Chapter 1, I defend the claim that, in his view of the living world, everything has to be
linked to its specific action. As I show in detail in this dissertation, non-human organisms,
embryos, human souls, human societies and the whole cosmos are conceived with regard to
specific actions, that is Bergson’s modern way of interpreting the abstract term “perfection”.
Furthermore, I defend this claim by appealing to plenty of analogies between the human mind
and different natural phenomena.

In Chapter 1, I gather together Bergson’s critiques of the excesses of final causality. We can
also find these critiques in Aristotle, but unlike to Aristotle in the Physics, Bergson focuses
his philosophical considerations on teleology only with regard to global teleology. It is true
that Bergson rejects certain analogies between nature in general (what he calls Life or the
vital impulse) and a human artisan. In addition, he denies that there is any kind of general
harmony in the world. I do not disregard these statements, but I believe that they have been
overemphasized and we have to contextualize them cautiously. I think it is obvious that
Bergson defended the use of analogy between mind and nature, because for him mind is part
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of nature, and not an isolated entity. So, he does not reject all kinds of analogy. As I show in
Chapter 3, Bergson uses analogies constantly for the purpose of illustrating his original final
causality. Secondly, Bergson by no means rejects all kinds of “general goals” by rejecting the
idea of harmony. As I said, the general goal, function or end of the entire cosmos is freedom,
according to Bergson. For this reason, Bergson sees the appearance of human beings as a
relative success of this tendency. At this point, Bergson introduces another critique of global
teleology. It is the most important critique, in fact: for him the global doctrine of final
causality can lead to determinism or fatalism. Bergson’s theory of the vital impulse is both
perfective and relatively unpredictable. Bergson combines openness and directionality,
creating some philosophical problems far from Aristotle. It is part of what I call the reform of
immanent teleology. In Chapter 1 I also stress the value of some passages from Creative
evolution in which he finds himself as a reformer of both individual and global teleology.
After refuting the a-teleologist readings of Bergson, it is necessary at this point to show what
is the classic model of teleology, for having a clear idea of what a reform of it means.

In Chapter 2, I analyze Aristotelian teleology, and also address two closely related topics (the
natural scale and Aristotle’s theory of chance) that may have importance for Bergson. The
line of argument in this long chapter prepares the structure of the following chapters. Section
2.1 deals with Aristotle’s argument for endorsing teleology and its structural parts. I do the
same in Chapter 3 regarding Bergson. Section 2.2 focuses on the fields of application of
teleology in Aristotle; Chapter 4 follows the same order for Bergson.

Aristotle’s structural elements of teleology have to be found within his theory of causality in
Physics.I1. The most important feature of final causality is perfection or completion. This
term can be interpreted in multiple ways. In Aristotle, perfection is related to the form or the
species, the metaphysical substratum of any natural item. For Aristotle one child is imperfect
in comparison with its mature form, where the form human has attained the full definition.
The form is necessarily linked with another notion, that of function. Attaining a form means,
in Aristotle, attaining fulfillment regarding one specific action. Perfection, form and function
have a circular relation in this context. Every species and every function is a different form of
perfection in Aristotle’s pluralistic world.

The second structural element is that of analogy. As I mentioned above, analogy means that
human beings are part of nature. There is a plurality in the world, but also a common root that
permits analogy. The analogy between the artisan and the process of growth is typical in
Aristotle. To this extent, “art imitates nature” since it follows the same teleological model:
the goal (perfection, form, function) is at the end of any rational activity. Health, victory and
dwelling are the ends of walking, fighting and constructing houses, respectively. Aristotle
defends anthropomorphism, if anthropomorphism means that there are features in our mind
that can be transferred to the natural world.

The third structural element is implied in the previous argument, and not openly stated. In
Aristotle there is no anthropocentrism, since the natural world is not for the sake of human
beings and the natural world can be thought with no reference to us. At the same time,
according this philosopher, human beings are the most perfect being within the infralunary
world. It means that they can establish special analogies with heavenly bodies, for instance.
This third element nuances the feature of pluralism: there are multiple kinds of perfection, but
some are better than others. The fourth structural element is regularity. It is explicitly used by
Aristotle. Regularly, the natural items attain their ultimate goal, form and function. That is
why natural failures, such as monsters, are exceptions. For Aristotle, in nature things tend
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toward the good or the best. In this section I have also analyzed Aristotle’s theory of chance,
since it will also play a role in the chapters on Bergson. He thought that non-regular events
could also be reconstructed in the framework of teleology. That is what I call secondary
teleology, against the primary teleology of regular events.

The domains of teleology illustrate, with different forms, what perfection can mean.
Regarding individual teleology, I ascend in the natural scale from the lower levels to the
upper ones. Since Bergson will apply teleology exclusively to living beings, I have stressed
Aristotle’s teleology in the biological realm. Survival (including nutrition and reproduction),
and well-being among the superior animals (horse life for the horse) may represent perfection
in this field. In the case of humans, well-being means happiness, which includes the
fulfillment of the rational faculties. This can also be applied to the heavenly rotatory bodies.
The peak of the scale is god, an entity that also has a function: thinking of itself.

The second part of 2.2 shows how we should interpret perfection in the global teleology
passages. This meaning is compatible with survival and well-being, although it establishes a
second wider perspective. Individual perfection may imply in this context a contribution of
some kind to the environment or the cosmos. The mere activity regarding the specific
function implies participation in the general order. Also, reproduction implies the stability of
the species in an eternal world: Aristotle thinks that through reproduction the individual,
perishable, infralunary being participates in eternity. Aristotle uses the Platonic language of
imitation when talking about this second form of contribution. In short, these obscure
passages, with less use of human analogies, show that perfection can be seen beyond the
boundaries of one substance or species.

Chapter 3 is devoted to the structure of the teleological view. I show the different terms that
Bergson uses by means of perfection, through analogy with human consciousness. I find four
types of analogy in Bergson’s entire career. In general terms, two of these imply perfection in
the sense of being, of the conservation of being. The other two refer to change, transgression
and ontological progress. Bergson sees both tendencies in nature and in us as well. This
chapter also deal with the peculiar status of mankind in nature, for Bergson. According to
Bergson human beings are natural and, at the same time, special. I also define Bergson’s view
as mitigated anthropocentrism: human beings are the summary of nature (now from the
evolutionary perspective) but also add special faculties that imply special analogies. There
are no heavenly bodies to be analogous with here, but every individual being, and especially
geniuses, are similar to Bergson’s Life or é/an vital, an overarching composite entity that has
to be with the ancient soul of the world, something that is not found in Aristotle. In Chapter
3, I also distinguish two levels of teleology. There is regular teleology, related to conservative
teleology: survival and action is as regular among living beings here as in Aristotle.
Furthermore, there is a global teleology involved in his view of history of Life and history of
mankind. Bergson’s global teleology combines primary teleology (since the cosmos, and
namely, Life, regularly tend toward contingency and freedom) with secondary teleology:
history of Life and mankind is singular, unpredictable and contingent. Although there is
directionality and perfection, the concrete forms, outcomes of this evolution, and the final
attainment of the goal of the world is uncertain. In comparison with the rest of the living
world, humans are a relative success, that is all. The future is open.

In Chapter 4, I illustrate the different forms of perfection noted above. It plays an identical

role as 2.2 did. Approximately, individual teleology is linked in Bergson with what I called
conservative teleology. Here I use the term destination, as Bergson does. The destination of
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living organisms, embryos, humans and societies are analyzed in this section. Concepts
familiar to us such as survival, conservation or, a key Darwinian term, adaptation are at stake
here.

Furthermore in 4.2 I deal with transgressive teleology which is surely the most original part
of Bergson’s approach, although it also introduces several problems. Apart from one case, the
field of transgressive teleology is history of Life, history or cosmology, that is, global
teleology. The non-global field is the human being. While in 4.1 I highlight human’s
tendency toward survival and adaptation, here I address his or her tendency to overcome
already-made limits. For Bergson, human being’s ultimate destination is to create something
new and unpredictable. In his eudaimonistic perspective, maturity is self-creation: thus, to
create something includes us. We are the product of our original choices. As we can see there
is directionality, but still openness in this level. In the next levels—that of evolutionary
biology, history or cosmology—this paradox is transferred to Life or Consciousness,
understood as an overarching entity that progresses through individuals. In Bergson,
transgressive teleology must be unpredictable and any success (like human beings) can
become a decay.

In my Conclusion, I defend the deep understanding of life that seeks immanent teleology. It is
what Bergson took from Aristotle in first place. Bergson’s individual teleology is to be
understood in terms of his concept of attention to life. Immanent teleology implies both a
need to understand living beings beyond concepts and human rationality, and to understand
human beings within nature. The organism tends toward life naturally, with no help of
reasoning. Life, being on earth, is then perfection. Survival, living-well and all fulfillment of
innate potencies are, against death or decay, irreducible notions for understanding the living
being from the moment it is alive. Not only the coordination of the parts in view of the whole,
but especially the particular good that the whole is seeking are important. These notions are
to be found in our consciousness, but the philosophy of immanent teleology does not think
that it should lead to a total refutation: human beings are part of nature, and, namely, part of
life. Since the root of life is this tendency toward survival, etc., final causality may be thought
of as biomorphism, rather than anthropomorphism.

Secondly, transgressive teleology is more original to Bergson, since such a topic is alien to
the Aristotelian worldview. While applied to individual persons it tries to combine
directionality and eudaimonology with freedom, openness and unpredictability. The result is
that happiness is to be found in pure creation. This upshot, expressed as the paradoxical
notion of teleology with no goal, becomes much bigger when the field also becomes bigger:
in the rest of the cases of transgressive teleology Bergson erects a global immanent
evolutionary teleology that combines one regular element (the goal of the world) and
contingency (the effective history of Life and mankind). Although submitted to innumerable
contingencies and eventual decay, Life or the élan vital are directed towards what Bergson
considers is perfect. It reproduces the previous paradox (teleology with no goal) in global
teleology, a philosophical field seen as archaic and problematic nowadays. Moreover, within
Bergson it introduces a new major problem. Given that Life is free, that is, unpredictable and
creative, it is difficult to demarcate the limits between this overarching force and individual
human beings. When Bergson talks about the heroes, the peak of freedom among humans, he
says that they are closer than any other individual to the source of Life. While there is in
Bergson an unpredictable creativity in the world, it is not clear whose freedom this is.
Certainly, the borders between individual transgressive teleology and global transgressive
teleology look blurred.
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Summary in Dutch

Antieke, middeleeuwse en moderne filosofen hebben finale causaliteit, ofwel teleologie,
transcendentaal gebruikt. Dit betekent dat alles van nature gericht is op zijn eigen
vervolmaking, in harmonie met de rest van de kosmos, vanwege een zekere goddelijke
causaliteit. Zij claimen op verschillende wijze dat individuele ontwikkelingen en de
convergentie daarvan in een algemeen evenwicht veroorzaakt worden door één goddelijke
voorzienige entiteit. In sommige van deze denkkaders wordt de finale oorzaak beschouwd als
een teken van gods wijsheid of een bewijs van het bestaan daarvan. Finale causaliteit kan
daarentegen ook begrepen worden op immanente wijze, zonder de invloed van enig soort
goddelijke maker of scheppende god. Vanuit dat perspectief wordt de natuur niet gezien als
een passieve materie waar een god mee werkt en waarin hij perfectie aanbrengt, maar als een
aangeboren gerichtheid op vervolmaking en perfectie. De gerichtheid van een zaadje op
groei, en uiteindelijk op het bereiken van volledige wasdom, of het algemene evenwicht in de
kosmos dat tot stand komt door de convergentie van elke gerichtheid op perfectie, worden
door Aristoteles, de grondlegger van dit filosofisch perspectief, begrepen zonder bijdrage van
welke voorzienige god dan ook. Ik betoog dat in het post-Cartesiaanse en diepgaand
Darwiniaanse tijdperk rond 1900, de invloedrijke filosoof Henri Bergson finale causaliteit op
originele wijze heeft gebruikt door het toe te passen op het afgebakende domein van de
biologische werkelijkheid.

Hoewel ik hier de grote verschillen tussen Aristoteles en Bergson behandel, is mijn
belangrijkste doel om de gemeenschappelijke wortels van immanent teleologisch denken te
laten zien. De belangrijkste ideeén achter dit denkkader zijn: i) de natuur is actief en
spontaan; ii) perfectie is niet beperkt tot goddelijke of menselijke intelligentie; daarom is de
natuur te beschouwen als samengesteld uit een ontelbare veelheid van zijnden; iii) immanente
teleologie impliceert een naturalistische opvatting van de mens; daarom zijn bepaalde
anthropomorfe analogieén tussen mens en de omringende natuur filosofisch toegestaan; iv) er
is individuele immanente teleologie, uitgedrukt in ontwikkeling, groei en volheid met
betrekking tot één substantie (plant, dier, mens); daarnaast is er een alomvattende immanente
teleologie die alle afzonderlijke processen laat samenkomen in één algemeen goed. In
Aristoteles kan dit goed worden gezien als evenwicht en de eeuwige duur daarvan. In
tegenstelling tot deze omvattende perfectie vinden we in Bergson een opvatting van de
evolutionaire wereld als dynamisch en progressief: leven, ook menselijk leven, is deel van
een proces dat gericht is op vrijheid ofwel contingentie. Niet harmonie en stabiliteit zijn het
doel van de kosmos, maar eerder complexiteit en vrijheid.

In tegenstelling tot de wijdverbreide opvatting dat Bergson een filosoof van het pure worden
is, verdedig ik in Hoofdstuk 1 de stelling dat in Bergson’s visie op de levende werkelijkheid
alles verbonden moet zijn met specifiek handelen. Zoals ik in detail laat zien in dit
proefschrift, worden niet-menselijke organismen, embryos, menselijke zielen, menselijke
samenlevingen en de gehele kosmos beschouwd in relatie tot specifieke handelingen — dat is
Bergson’s moderne manier om de abstracte term ‘perfectie’ te interpreteren. Verder verdedig
ik deze stelling door een beroep te doen op een groot aantal analogieén tussen de menselijke
geest en verschillende natuurlijke verschijnselen.

In Hoofdstuk 1 verzamel ik Bergson’s kritiek op extreme vormen van finale causaliteit. We
kunnen deze kritiek ook vinden in Aristoteles, maar, anders dan Aristoteles in de Physica,
concentreert Bergson zijn kritiek alleen op alomvattende teleologie. Bergson verwerpt
bepaalde analogieén tussen de natuur in zijn algemeenheid (die hij leven of levensimpuls—
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élan vital—noemt), en een menselijke ambachtsman. Bovendien ontkent hij dat er enige
vorm van algemene harmonie in de wereld bestaat. Zonder deze feiten te veronachtzamen ben
ik van mening dat ze teveel nadruk hebben gekregen en dat we ze zorgvuldig in hun context
moeten lezen. Volgens mij is het evident dat Bergson het gebruik van de analogie tussen
geest en natuur verdedigde omdat voor hem de geest deel is van de natuur, niet een
geisoleerde entiteit. Hij verwerpt dan ook niet alle vormen van analogie. Zoals ik in
Hoofdstuk 3 laat zien, gebruikt Bergson voortdurend analogieén om zijn originele opvatting
van finale causaliteit te illustreren. Bovendien verwerpt Bergson met het verwerpen van de
notie van harmonie geenszins alle vormen van ‘algemene doelstellingen’. Volgens Bergson is
vrijheid het algemene doel, de functie van de gehele kosmos. Daarom ziet Bergson het
verschijnen van de mens als een relatief succes van deze gerichtheid. Op dit punt introduceert
Bergson een andere kritiek van alomvattende teleologie. Dit is de meest belangrijke kritiek:
de doctrine van alomvattende teleologie kan leiden tot determinisme of fatalisme. Bergson’s
theorie van de levensimpuls is zowel gericht op perfectie als relatief onvoorspelbaar. Bergson
verbindt openheid en gerichtheid, waarmee hij een aantal filosofische problemen genereert
die niet bij Aristoteles optreden. Dit is deel van wat ik de hervorming van de immanente
teleologie noem. In Hoofdstuk 1 benadruk ik tevens de betekenis van een aantal passages uit
De scheppende evolutie waarin Bergson zichzelf ziet als hervormer van zowel individuele als
alomvattende teleologie. Na het weerleggen van a-teleologische lezingen van Bergson wordt
het noodzakelijk om te laten zien wat het klassicke model van teleologie behelst, om een
helder idee te krijgen wat de hervorming ervan inhoudt.

In Hoofdstuk 2 analyseer ik de aristotelische teleologie, en behandel ik twee nauw
samenhangende onderwerpen, nl. de natuurlijke hi€rarchie (scala naturae) en Aristoteles’
theorie van het toeval, die van belang kunnen zijn geweest voor Bergson. De opzet van dit
lange hoofdstuk wordt herhaald in de hoofdstukken over Bergson. Sectie 2.1 bespreekt
Aristoteles’ argumentatie om teleologie aan te nemen, en de structuur ervan. Ik doe hetzelfde
in Hoofdstuk 3 met betrekking tot Bergson. Sectie 2.2 richt zich op de toepassingsgebieden
van de teleologie in Aristoteles; Hoofdstuk 4 doet hetzelfde voor Bergson.

De structurele elementen van de teleologie van Aristoteles vinden we in zijn theorie van
oorzakelijkheid in Physica I1. Het belangrijkste kenmerk van finale causaliteit is perfectie of
vervolmaking. Deze termen kunnen op verschillende wijzen worden uitgelegd. In Aristoteles
is perfectie verbonden met de vorm of species, het metafysisch substraat van elk natuurlijk
ding. Voor Aristoteles is een kind onvolmaakt ten opzichte van zijn volwassen gedaante,
wanneer de menselijke vorm zijn definitie volledig waarmaakt. De vorm is noodzakelijk
verbonden met functie. Een vorm realiseren betekent in Aristoteles vervulling realiseren met
het oog op een specificke handeling. Perfectie, vorm en functie verwijzen naar elkaar in deze
context. ledere species en iedere functie is een andere vorm van perfectie in Aristoteles’
pluralistisch universum.

Het tweede structurele element is dat van de analogie. Analogie betekent dat mensen deel
uitmaken van de natuur. Er is pluraliteit in de wereld, maar ook een gemeenschappelijke
grond die analogie toestaat. De analogie tussen de ambachtsman en het groeiproces is
typerend voor Aristoteles. ‘Kunst imiteert de natuur’ omdat het hetzelfde teleologisch model
volgt: het doel (perfectie, vorm, functie) is het eindpunt van iedere rationele activiteit.
Gezondheid, overwinning en wonen zijn de doelstellingen van respectievelijk wandelen,
vechten en huizen bouwen. Aristoteles verdedigt anthropomorfisme, als anthropomorfisme
betekent dat er kenmerken in onze geest zijn die kunnen worden overgedragen op de
natuurlijke werkelijkheid.
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Het derde structurele element is impliciet in het voorgaande. Er is geen anthropocentrisme in
Aristoteles, omdat de natuurlijke werkelijkheid niet bestaat omwille van de mens, en omdat
de natuurlijke werkelijkheid gedacht kan worden zonder verwijzing naar de mens. Tegelijk
zijn mensen volgens Aristoteles de meest perfecte levende wezens in het ondermaanse. Dat
betekent dat er specifieke analogieén zijn tussen mensen en, bijvoorbeeld, hemellichamen.
Dit derde element nuanceert het kenmerk van pluralisme: er zijn vele vormen van perfectie,
maar sommige zijn beter dan andere.

Het vierde structurele element is regelmatigheid en wordt expliciet door Aristoteles ingezet.
In de regel bereiken natuurlijke entiteiten hun uiteindelijke doel, vorm en functie. Daarom
zijn mislukkingen in de natuur, zoals ‘monsters’, uitzonderingen. Voor Aristoteles tenderen
natuurlijke dingen naar het goede of het beste. In dit hoofdstuk heb ik tevens Aristoteles’
theorie van het toeval geanalyseerd omdat het ook een rol zal spelen in de hoofdstukken over
Bergson. Aristoteles was van mening dat niet-regelmatige gebeurtenissen ook konden worden
gereconstrueerd met behulp van teleologie. Dat noem ik secundaire teleologie, ter
onderscheiding van de primaire teleologie van regelmatige gebeurtenissen.

De domeinen van de teleologie illustreren in verschillende vormen wat perfectie kan
betekenen. Ten aanzien van individuele teleologie bestijg ik de ladder van de natuur van de
lagere tot de hogere niveau’s. Omdat Bergson teleologie alleen zal toepassen op levende
wezens, heb ik de nadruk gelegd op Aristoteles’ teleologie in het biologisch domein.
Voortbestaan (inclusief voeding en voortplanting), en—onder de hogere dieren—welzijn (het
paardenleven voor een paard) kunnen dienen als voorbeeld van perfectie in dit domein. In het
geval van mensen betekent welzijn geluk, inclusief de vervulling van de rationele vermogens
van de mens. Dit kan ook worden toegepast op de omwentelingen van de hemellichamen.
Aan de top van de piramide staat god, die ook een eigen functie heeft: zichzelf denken.

Het tweede deel van sectie 2.2 laat zien hoe we perfectie moeten interpreteren in de passages
over alomvattende teleologie. Perfectie is compatibel met voortbestaan en welzijn, hoewel
het een tweede, ruimer, perspectief opent. Individuele perfectie kan in deze context ook een
of andere bijdrage aan de omgeving of de kosmos betekenen. De activiteit ten aanzien van de
specifieke functie op zichzelf impliceert al deelname aan de algemene orde. Reproductie
impliceert bovendien de stabiliteit van de species in een eeuwige wereld: Aristoteles meent
dat vergankelijke individuele ondermaanse levende wezens door reproductie deelhebben aan
de eeuwigheid. Aristoteles gebruikt de Platoonse terminologie van imitatie als hij over deze
tweede bijdrage spreekt. Kortom, deze obscure passages die minder gebruik maken van
analogieén met de mens, tonen dat perfectie gevonden kan worden buiten de grenzen van één
substantie of species.

Hoofdstuk 3 is gewijd aan de structuur van het teleologisch wereldbeeld van Bergson. 1k
behandel de verschillende termen die Bergson gebruikt voor perfectie, in analogie met het
menselijk bewustzijn. Ik vind vier typen van analogie in Bergson’s carri¢re. In algemene
termen impliceren twee ervan perfectie en behoud van zijn. De andere twee verwijzen naar
verandering, overgang en ontologische vooruitgang. Bergson ziet beide tendenzen zowel in
de natuur als in ons. Dit hoofdstuk behandelt tevens de bijzondere status van de mensheid in
de natuur volgens Bergson. De mens is volgens Bergson natuurlijk, en tegelijk bijzonder. Ik
identificeer Bergson’s visie als gematigd anthropocentrisme: mensen zijn de samenvatting
van de natuur (nu vanuit evolutionair perspectief), maar ik voeg daaraan ook speciale
kenmerken toe die samenhangen met speciale analogieén. Er is hier geen sprake van analogie
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met hemellichamen, maar elk individu, en de genius in het bijzonder, lijkt op Bergson’s leven
of levensimpuls, een overkoepelende samengestelde entiteit die in contact moet staan met de
aloude ziel van de wereld—iets wat we niet bij Aristoteles aantreffen.

In Hoofdstuk 3 onderscheid ik ook twee niveau’s van teleologie. Er is reguliere teleologie,
verbonden met teleologie van behoud: voortbestaan en handelen zijn net zo regulier onder
levende wezens bij Bergson als bij Aristoteles. Verder is er alomvattende teleologie in
Bergson’s opvatting van de geschiedenis van het leven en de geschiedenis van de mensheid.
Bergson’s alomvattende teleologie combineert primaire teleologie (de kosmos en vooral het
leven zijn in de regel gericht op contingentie en vrijheid) met secundaire teleologie: de
geschiedenis van het leven en de mensheid is singulier, onvoorspelbaar en contingent.
Hoewel er gerichtheid en perfectie is, zijn de concrete vormen, de uitkomsten van deze
evolutie, en het uiteindelijk bereiken van het doel van de wereld onzeker. In vergelijking met
de rest van de levende werkelijkheid zijn mensen relatief gezien een succes, dat is alles. De
toekomst is open.

In Hoofdstuk 4 geef ik illustraties van de verschillende vormen van perfectie die hierboven
werden genoemd. Het hoofdstuk speelt dezelfde rol als sectie 2.2. Bij benadering is
individuele teleologie in Bergson verbonden met wat ik teleologie van het behoud noemde.
Hier gebruik ik de term einddoel (destination). Het einddoel van levende organismen,
embryo’s, mensen en samenlevingen wordt in deze sectie geanalyseerd. Hier komen bekende
concepten als overleving, behoud, of (met een Darwiniaanse term) adaptatie aan de orde.

In sectie 4.2 behandel ik de overgangsteleologie (transgressive teleology) die zonder meer het
meest originele aspect van Bergson’s benadering is, hoewel deze ook met problemen komt.
Met één uitzondering is het domein van de overgangsteleologie de geschiedenis van leven, of
kosmologie, ofwel alomvattende teleologie. Het niet-alomvattende domein is de mens. Waar
ik in sectie 4.1 de menselijke tendens tot overleving en adaptatie benadruk, bespreek ik hier
de tendens om bestaande grenzen te overstijgen. Volgens Bergson is het einddoel van de
mens om iets nieuws en onvoorspelbaars te cre€ren. In zijn eudaimonistisch perspectief is
volwassenheid zelf-creatie: iets creéren omvat onszelf. Wij zijn het product van onze
originele keuzes. Er is gerichtheid, maar ook nog steeds openheid op dit niveau. Op de
volgende niveau’s—die van evolutionaire biologie, geschiedenis of kosmologie—wordt deze
paradox overgedragen naar Leven of Bewustzijn, begrepen als een overkoepelende entiteit
die voortgang boekt middels individuen. In Bergson moet overgangsteleologie
onvoorspelbaar zijn en kan ieder succes (zoals mensen) vergaan.

In mijn conclusie verdedig ik het diepe inzicht in het leven dat de immanente teleologie
zoekt. Dit is wat Bergson vooral aan Aristoteles ontleend heeft. Bergson’s individuele
teleologie moet begrepen worden in termen van zijn concept van de aandacht voor het leven.
Immanente teleologie impliceert zowel de noodzaak om levende wezens te begrijpen los van
concepten en menselijke rationaliteit, en om mensen te begrijpen in de natuur. Het organisme
is van nature gericht op leven, zonder hulp van redeneren. Leven, bestaan op aarde, is dan
perfectie. Overleven, welzijn en het vervolmaken van aangeboren potenties zijn, anders dan
dood of vergaan, niet verder te reduceren begrippen om het levende te begrijpen vanaf het
moment dat het leeft. Niet alleen de coérdinatie van de delen ten opzichte van het geheel,
maar vooral het specifieke goed dat het geheel nastreeft is van belang. Deze begrippen zijn te
vinden in ons bewustzijn, maar in de filosofie van immanente teleologie leidt dit niet tot een
weerlegging: mensen zijn deel van de natuur, en vooral, deel van leven. Aangezien de bron
van het leven dit streven naar overleven etc. is, kan finale causaliteit eerder gedacht worden
als biomorfisme dan als anthropomorfisme.
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Overgangsteleologie is nieuw bij Bergson; zo’n wereldbeeld is Aristoteles immers vreemd.
Toegepast op individuele personen wil overgangsteleologie doelgerichtheid en eudaimonisme
verbinden met vrijheid, openheid en onvoorspelbaarheid. Het resultaat is dat geluk gevonden
moet worden in pure schepping. Deze conclusie, uitgedrukt als de paradoxale notie van
teleologie-zonder-doel, krijgt meer betekenis zodra het domein groter wordt. In de resterende
toepassingen van overgangsteleologie ontwerpt Bergson een alomvattende immanente
evolutionaire teleologie die een regelmatig element (het doel van de wereld) verbindt met
contingentie (de feitelijke geschiedenis van Leven en van de mensheid). Hoewel het Leven en
de levensimpuls onderhevig zijn aan ontelbare contingenties en uiteindelijk vergaan, zijn ze
gericht op wat Bergson als perfect beschouwt. Dit reproduceert genoemde paradox
(teleologie-zonder-doel) in alomvattende teleologie, een filosofisch onderwerp dat heden ten
dage als ouderwets en problematisch wordt beschouwd. Bovendien introduceert het in de
context van Bergson een belangrijk nieuw probleem. Aangezien Leven vrij is, dat wil zeggen
onvoorspelbaar en creatief, is het moeilijk om de grenzen te bepalen tussen deze
overkoepelende kracht en individuele mensen. Wanneer Bergson spreekt over de helden, het
toppunt van vrijheid onder de mensen, zegt hij dat zij dichter bij de bron van Leven staan dan
ieder ander individu. Hoewel er in Bergson een onvoorspelbare creativiteit in de wereld is, is
het niet duidelijk wiens vrijheid dit is. De grenzen tussen individuele en alomvattende
overgangsteleologie blijven onduidelijk.
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