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Wincenty Lutostawski

DARWIN AND SEOWACKI [1909]™

Little is known on Juliusz Stowacki’s thoughts abbiology as a natural
science in the strict sense, yet he voiced cesigimificant ideas which do de-
serve attention, especially now as the debate owiBa theory is continuing.

Stowacki himself went through the experience hedu® attribute to his
predecessordA prophetic poet needs but so litfle] A spark in his mind —
and the Sun flares up for him! Something’s aboutappen — yet it has
happened to him! — A miracle’s but in the bud —igefull bloom in himt™
What science was to explain and demonstrate ifutee, Stowacki was able
to sense and divine in inspiration.

As is common with prophetic utterances, Stowaciswot very specific
in his intimations, yet they appear to reflect epms that certainly yield to
empirical proof, even though the process may reqailot of effort, patience
and plain good luck.

This report is not designed to prove that Stowagks right in his think-
ing, yet | am positive that his ideas, albeit yaproven, were right.

| first entertained this idea long ago and saidirs@ study written in
German in reply to a call for a contest in a newergdic journal founded in
Berlin a couple of years ago. Yet the editors wamvilling to publish my
article, and the manuscript was eventually lost.

Later, as | lectured at a dozen American univiession various matters
Polish | used to recall that comparison of Stowawith Darwin, and then the
Polish poet’s ideas always shone by their depthoaitichnce.

The surprise, and to some extent, the apprecjatiogtowacki’s theory |
saw in my American audiences strengthened me ibahgf that the theory |
was presenting to them was not a vain product @gimation but an idea
deserving scientific scrutiny. So as | was begignmy public activity in
Warsaw | chose this topic of Darwin and Stowackirioy first lecture at the
Warsaw Philharmonic Hall on 23 November 1908, aad h have prepared
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this for print to invite my fellow countrymen todiscussion of the matter and
to undertaking some tests and experiments that assay the inspired
intuitions of Stowacki’s genius.

To do that in what | think is the best suitablenfol rely on the first
version of my lecture | took down on paper righboplelivery and which |
published inStowo Warszawskief 27—29 November, yet | am bound neither
by the shape of the lecture nor the article publisin the quoted journal as an
extensive yet not perfectly accurate summary thereo

The lecture, as all my lectures, was improvised iamay have included
certain thoughts that were omitted in the subseadition of the notes for
publication. Next to the plain ideas, the lectuseried with it a power of
conviction, which tends to be lost in print. Thepontant thing here is the
subject—matter, rather than the form of its expoasg-orm in such cases will
elude capture even by a stenographer for it is rti@e just a series of words
and sentences when coming from someone who, toeqlbtkiewicz,
officiates the Word.

That is why | skip the introductory passage toldéwture that inaugurated
my service in the public chair where | explained ¥y | intended to perform
my office. What | said then will be summed up iseparate article where |
am going to explain my understanding of what Miekiiz meant to say to his
successors who would have the courage to takeftgp,ram, the mission of
officiating the Word anywhere in the name of théigPoSpirit.

Let me now proceed to the matter announced irtitleeof this contri-
bution, and ask the reader’s forbearance and patias Stowacki himself
demanded for the later rhapsodieSbé Spirit King[Krol Duch] as he saidif
you are lazy, you may desert this work: but them wil be spell-bound by
the truth, which will stop you on your progresktmwiedge’

* * *

It is hard to see how two lives can have differedanore ways than the
life of Stowacki, the quintessential poet, fromttlbé Darwin, the quintessen-
tial naturalist. They both were born in the samary&809, the year in which
Lamarck published hiBhilosophie zoologiquea book expounding for a first
time ever a scientific theory of origin of speciasyiew which both Stowacki
and Darwin subscribed to and which has come to vk as Darwin’s
theory.

A couple of months from now Polish people will &eebrating the 100
birthday of Stowacki, as naturalists across theldwill be remembering Dar-
win’s 100" anniversary. These two lives just could not beertifferent. The
two men have nothing in common with one anotherthssse who know
Stowacki as a poet but have never heard of higaatintuitions may at first
find it odd that these two names are mentioned lsydsde.

Pjeslis leniwy, dzieto odrzucisz: wszakzostaniesz pod zaklem prawdy, ktéra ci w drodze wiedzy dalej
is¢ nie pozwoli
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Darwin’s grandfather and grand grandfather engagethtural science,
and that hereditary propensity did not end in GiwiDarwin himself as it
continued into the following generation with hisotwons making their names
as reputable natural scientists. Darwin himself ltfld doubt about his call-
ing even though his father wanted him first to b#oator, later a theologian.
His interest in the study of nature showed veryyeiar him. He was barely
seventeen when he wrote his first scientific pagesenting his first observa-
tions of nature, and even at that time he was ate&nto the views of Lamarck,
his senior by 50 years as scientific founder of eradransformist theory. At
twenty—two he joined that famous five—year voyagsuad the world which
he later made immortal in which he gathered mosthef materials for his
general conclusions. But it was only in his fiftigtear that he published his
most famous book which even in his lifetime attealceveryone’s attention
not only among naturalists but also, through thieref of many popularisers,
among the broadest groups of educated people coatitries.

Perseverant in his work, moving forward step ®pstlways in one and
the same direction, he continued to add new and oleservations to his
concept and he lived to see his theories nearlyeusally accepted. He lived
most his life in his country, close to its capitalpughing his land, a calm and
quiet life, in prosperity and with a loving familgetting visitors from all over
the world. The kind of life he was given was preghfor him by several
generations of predecessors, and Darwin neverdhédit to overcome any
obstacles, he simply took up the job he was fonéid apt to do, by heritage.
His place in the progress of humankind was markedrly, and he gladly
accepted that, living and dying a happy man, engyhe years of his age and
gratified by his fame.

Such lives are typically lives of success and wess, free of tragic
struggling, hardships or devastating efforts tgpsaps one’s own nature. Such
lives, quiet, unfolding calmly amidst favourabletsgs, are often found in
biographies of the great men of England. Their tgs#apoet, author of so
many plays, lived a quiet uneventful life, rewardeih success and fame
even before he died. Much similar lives, lives tpsby step rising to wider
and wider horizons, were the experience of emipehticians such as Pitt or
Gladstone, thinkers like Ruskin, and even religioeformers, founders of
churches, or artists.

Nothing like that will be found in our quartershere any sensible plan,
even one that does not last through a lifetimel stimble over a host of
external and internal barriers. It is hard to inm&giwo peoples of the Aryan
race differing in more ways than the English arelRoles. If you can describe
the former as servants of the body, our destinylshbe to serve the spirit.
Bodies and material things in their developmenindbnearly go through as
vehement tempests as those that break out ondaldeofdhe spirit.

Darwin became the epitome of a materially secdilggent and useful
life, the noblest striving of the English peopleiwcB life is all logic and con-
sistency, there is no waste in it, perhaps no havent or exuberance, but no
unbearable suffering, either. Goethe could not lmeant such life with his
comment:Himmelhoch jauchzend, zu Tode betriibt, selig altiie Seele,



136 Wincenty Lutostawski

die liebt for everything in such life unfolds in a quietdaarderly manner, as
if following a carefully designed project.

How very different is that from the case of StokiacAn exile and
rambler, he constantly roved to new destinationgeneeally getting full
satisfaction in his temporary life. He never tastied sweetness of his own
homestead, never arranged a home of his own wieecedld host guests. He
got no appreciation during his lifetime, and evewnsixty years after his
death, he remains unknown, for while Darwin’s wohks/e been published
many times and in numerous translations, Stowacekilings have never yet
appeared in a complete edition and hardly anyorseelvan heard his name
outside Poland.

While Stowacki, like Darwin, followed closely affiaithfully his calling —
as from his earliest years he was primarily a pest,Darwin was was
primarily as natural scientist — in his brief temgny life Stowacki’s poetry
changed in form and substance much more than ditbtin and substance of
Darwin’s works.

Yet these two men, so different in so many ways] Bomething in
common, besides their year of birth. Both devoteal best of their mature
lives mostly to studying the question of origin sjfecies and of man, both
wrote their most important books on this particuteatter, and both embraced
Lamarck’s transformism to recognise that differepécies of organic bodies
originated from one another in such a way that digand more perfect
species developed straight from beings belongingwer species.

So, both stood up against the predominant vieppasedly based on the
Scriptures, according to which plants and animasewcreated in a series of
acts of a Supreme Being which did that separatelgdch species, rather than
derive one species from another in a natural way.

This popular interpretation of the first chaptértiee Books of Moses is
entirely unfounded for even in translations thesetalk about a gradual
appearance of higher and higher organic forms amngord about the manner
of their origination. The Hebrew original of thedOlestament, certain writers
believeé, has much deeper meaning and holds mysteriesngetcaunted for.
This question should, Fabre d’Olivet held, be dised solely by those who
knew the Hebrew language who might try to explairu$ what it meant that
man was formed of the dust of the ground. If wegmea the Maker not as a
potter moving with his tangible and visible hand thheel of creation but as
an invisible and immaterial ghost who works throug¥isible powers, then
the origin of plants, animals and man from the ddishe ground or, as Moses
says, from earth, is not at all at odds with transist theory.

For ages on end, that naive childish understandlifdoses’ words made
people imagine mature animals appearing in thedaafrhature suddenly, and
miraculously, for with no intervention by parenss, those who clung to such
manifest miracles felt uncomfortable being toldpiat up with the invisible

! As does in particular Fabre d’Olivet in his exestl studyLa langue hébraique restituée
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miracle of transformism, which they thought wasslpsrsuasive as evidence
of Divine might.

Yet transformism is everlasting and no inventidrether Stowacki or
Darwin. Two contra—positioned schools of Greek gdophy — followers of
Democritus the materialist and their opponents agrioffowers of Plato the
idealist — were in agreement on this one point ¢har hundreds of thousands
of years the shapes of animals and plants weregai@nwith one species
originating from another.

Plato considered this idea self-evident to thermxthat in his last pub-
lished work, theLaws he barely mentions it never bothering to adduce a
evidence thereof. Next, Epicurus in his philosophieritings assumed gra-
dual changes of forms over many generations aabyand Lucretius ibe
natura rerumeven discussed details of such transformationk.l&8er Saint
John Chrysostom held that the human species wasged by beings resem-
bling humans yet not given the faculty of reason.

In 1809, the year of Darwin’s birth, Lamarck wagopshing his famous
Philosophie zoologiqyea book based on good scientific method in whieh h
quotes huge amounts of evidence gathered by hinsetfemonstrate the
likelihood of transformism, or the natural descehtome species from other
ones.

None of that invalidates the idea of action byighér force, a super-
natural power driving such transformations. Yensfarmism touched off a
dogged fight from clergy of various denominatioas, though that idea was
potentially a huge threat to faith or the Churclenfarkably, it all broke out
only after Darwin came forward with his idea, besmu.amarck’s trans-
formism had provoked no major discussion. Lamartldasformism went all
but unnoticed for 30 years, while Darwin’s theaopk just 10 years to get all
the world, not just naturalists but theologianspremmists and sociologists,
alarmed and upset.

The fight against Darwin is in many ways much like battle for the
Copernican system several centuries back. A cedaalogy is noticeable
between these two naturalists, who each questi@retproved untrue, long—
standing views based on misinterpretations of th@eByet never disproving
the authority of the Scriptures.

Copernicus was the first scientist to humble miaslas he demonstrated
that the Earth was not the centre of the univeutgust a mote, a second-rate
particle in the vastness of far larger worlds. Tblange in the traditional
perception of the position of the Earth in the ense was a lesson of humility
to mankind, for, if there are other, bigger and enoragnificent, worlds, then
it is probable that other, wiser and better, magkimay exist as well, a
likelihood very seriously considered by many in dumes, among them the
astronomer Flammarion.

Humility is very eminently a Christian virtue, gothat sense the Coper-
nican impact was in no sense against Christ. Orother hand, however, if
the Earth is so badly humiliated the miracle ofaimation of God himself in
the human form is bound to appear bizarre and faitthis dogma calls for
new explanations.
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Was Christ incarnating in millions of inhabitecipéts? Or was the Origi-
nal sin such exceptional a tragedy in the univénaé the incarnation of God
was needed on Earth alone?

Either part of this alternative is difficult to m@rehend as long as you
stand to the traditional interpretation of the Beaif Moses, so it is not sur-
prising that the Copernican concept seemed a godlea to many clergymen
and infuriated the Inquisition.

Yet when it turned out to be true, with a mountioggly of evidence in its
support, and as nobody could find any error oforay there, even the most
ardent Catholics reconciled themselves to it, anthay realised the modest
role Earth had in the universe they even grew imieation of God’s grace
shown to mankind through the incarnation of Christ.

It also began to dawn on many that the internsthaimonies, the never—
ending tension between the aspirations of thetsgmd the desires of the flesh
we perceive as natural to human life on Earthaasghing but common in the
universe, and so original sin is no fable but aystemm very ancient times of
a tragedy, a one—off incident in the life of thavense, which disarranged
God’s order and structure on Earth, eventually targaa situation where
individuals and social classes alike are locked fight for survival.

This case reinforced the conviction that no theofynature can really
enervate the faith, and even when it seems ininictétie existing faith it can
actually energise the spirit to fresh strengthstiioit to new powerful acts of
mind and body. Even after Copernicus the churchHaak great saints and
rather than fall has continued to grow, while reatyg sects go on splitting
into more and more denominations.

And yet as Darwin propagated Lamarck’s transfonm&nd so gave man-
kind another painful lesson in humility by knockingan off the preeminent
pedestal on which it was hoisted by the traditiorsald insufficient
interpretation of the books of Moses, some of theety that was born over
the Copernican theory now reappeared, and natisralgmin came under fire
in the name of theology, with accusations that #x@yundermining the faith.

Once again, the powers of reason and expressidrichbe put to great
efforts to defend freedom of research againstottiam theologicumMonks
faithful to the church, such as Le Roy the Dominica Wasmann the Jesuit,
were able to reconcile transformism with theolodystudy by Grossman on
that very topic was rewarded with a prize by théhGkc theological faculty
in Munich, and brilliant poet Fogazzaro devoted ellanritten study to the
defence of transformism showing that it not onlgslmot topple the Catholic
faith but indeed deepens it.

Any natural theory that take us to humility elevadhe Christian spirit.
The history of religion knows only one case of aldwide religion prior to
Christianity that spread far beyond the boundaoiethe country of origin,
namely Buddhism.

Buddhism differs from Christianity specifically liat it fosters pride in
man telling people that they can reach absoluttegion on their own, with
no act of grace by God; but Christian teachingtedl always to rely on Grace
and to beseech God for it.
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Buddha holds that man is part of God and has yatiare what they had
earned themselves in previous lives, but Christhtes that man is a creature
of God and always has far more than they desenvéhéy are the soil, less or
more fertile, on which seeds of grace will be sown.

So, in this alternative of religious beliefs, Cogeanism and Darwinism
teach us humility and so they confirm the teachafigChrist rather than
Buddha, insofar at least as we take from Darwinigmat reverberated loudest
in the widest stretches of humanity, namely thedi@rmist idea, to which
Darwin and Stowacki and Lamarck subscribed, yetctvhivas popularised
mostly by Darwin.

Darwinism comprises two other theories which arerendifficult to
reconcile with Christian doctrine and spiritualityan transformism. Darwin
did not stop with embracing the transformist prapas, with adducing argu-
ments in support of the view that first specimeha oew species were born
of parents still belonging to another species.

To identify the factors behind the transformatudrone species to another
Darwin pointed to sexual selection and strugglestawvival — both essentially
material forces — as the causative factors.

These factors are effective, their effectivenessvgn at least on the
development of variations within one species. Tlieduestion is, are these
same factors sufficient proof of the developmeme# species?

A change of a species may be subject to laws otiaer those the species
as such is subject to. Characteristic features sgegties may be independent
from selection or struggle for survival, even thiowgrtain secondary features
which are sufficient for variations to develop &yl be dependent on such
characteristic features. Or else, selection andygte for survival could bring
about a change of species as secondary factord, fapa certain primary
factors Darwin may never have taken into considanat

According to Darwin, his understanding of strugdte survival and
selection implies that changes in the particula&css undergo gradually and
very slowly over centuries, and so Darwin has toeat that many inter-
mediate forms between one species and another.

And Darwinists admit that such intermediate forbesween the species
have never yet been detected, even while speciofesimecies existing today
have been found in very ancient geological deposits

This is the point over which Darwin’s theory ofodwtion differs the most
from Stowacki’'s. Stowacki presented his views @angformism more than ten
years before Darwin, between 1841 and 1849, inrabweorks, of which his
Genesis from SpiritGenezis z Duchds the most importaht There is also a
Letter to Rembowskwith comments to th&enesis from SpiritOther major
contributions to transformism are found in Stow&kater poetic works, such
as Samuel ZborowskiZawisza CzarnyThe Spirit King or the posthumous
parts of Beniowski Except for theGenesis from Spiritnone of those titles
have yet been published in critical editions.

! Edited by W. Lutostawski in Cracow, 1903.
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To find the particular works of that epoch you édade search for them in
various publications some of them unavailable ftomoksellers, and that ex-
plains why few people in Poland realise the enosmstientific implications
of Stowacki’s correct insights, his naturalist iititen.

To most audiences Stowacki is a name only of god840, as the author
of In Switzerlandor Kordian. The writer ofThe Spirit King however, is en-
tirely a different character, a sage like few otherthe history of mankind, a
prophet and inspired poet, and a patient expldréreosecrets of nature.

His research method is completely different fromnin’s, but it does
not deserve to be discarded, for Stowacki couldheifwished, use Darwin’s
method, whereas Darwin would never be able to tm&ggki’'s method.

Darwin sees, hears, perceives, with his senseaaSki shuts his eyes and
ears, to contemplate in his spirit the matter tiaet caught his attention before.

So, by such clairvoyance of things past arrivethatperception that new
species used to appear abruptly, that first spewnéa new species sprang off
parents still very different, with no intermedidoym, with no gradual change.

Scientific research in recent years bear out Stiils view, as no
confirmation has been found that Darwin’s theorgasrect — for such inter-
mediary forms, if they ever existed at all, havegbeed, as nobody has found
any. Many eminent naturalists, not only before Lerkato name but Linné or
Cuvier, but after Darwin as well, such as AgassiZ/wchow, stood by the
idea of natural invariability of species. Agassibscribes to transformism yet
he demands in every new species an act of creatlvef God, which finds
expression in the embryo of a new creature.

According to Agassiz, and in keeping with what vi&aki believed,
change occurs in the egg, and any offspring bregakut from the egg is
already different from its parents.

This contrast of views could perhaps be explawét the opposite re-
plies Darwin and Stowacki would have given to thddren’s riddle of which
was the first, the hen? Or the egg?

According to Darwin, the hen first broke out ofegyg, which was not yet
a hen’s egg but very close to one. According tav8kki, the first hen’s egg
was laid by a bird that was not quite a hen amehg only that egg from which
the first hen broke out and that hen then laidia tren’s egg and it never had,
even among its most distant relations, any typen eeenotely similar to its
own parents.

The abruptness of changes, the sudden emergersceaet species, was
confirmed in experiments professors Loeb and Jadfaed out in California,
and de VrieSin Holland. Should it turn out one day that Stokiagas right
that new forms appear suddenly, and not, as Dativiught, gradually,
through many intermediate stages, then the exptanaiven by Stowacki
will deserve special attention from thinkers.

Y Hugo Marie de Vries (1848-1935), Dutch botanistjiscovered the laws of heredity (after Mendel,
whose work remained unknown through to the early@tury). In 1901, in a series of experiments ¢raah-
strated the occurrence of suddenly appearing \@m&in plants, which he recognized as signifiamugh to
lead up to the emergence of a new species. He naowd variationsnutationsand introduced this term in
biology.



Darwin and Stowacki 141

At first sight such sudden appearance of a nem gems very unlikely,
even though we already know of a similar developgntea radically different
respect. When you try to ponder possible formsabygons and try to derive
one from another, you find no intermediate formwastn the triangle and the
quadrangle. Even the tiniest, infinitesimally smalide, when added to a
triangle, makes it a quadrangle, and no thing méeliate is conceivable there
nor can the possibility of an intermediate formieagined.

If a form so simple, a form composed merely oésidnd angles, can lead
up to a definite number of types only, with no mtediate form at all think-
able, then various forms of organisms, with moratiees, are even more
likely to develop definite combinations of suchtteas, without any interme-
diate forms at all.

Furthermore there is a possibility that certaiatdiees appear or vanish
suddenly and these features correspond to therefiife between species,
while other features may change gradually and ge@esariations inside one
and the same species.

Imagine, say, a series of figures of differentoco$ in shapes of simple
geometric polygons transforming one into anothes.léng as that changes
affect colour or size, change can unfold gradudfly,there are many inter-
mediary shades that gradually pass into one anbgtareen the two colours.
Similarly, there are an infinite number of intermaeg sizes, which may be
infinitesimally similar to one another, between taiges. These are features
corresponding to variations inside one species thede may change gra-
dually, passing through innumerable intermediargrees that are closely
similar to one another.

But as soon as a single side, however small,decdo any one of such
figures, the change that ensues is a sudden oaen@s species emerges with
no intermediary form at all. Where such change Bpecies is accompanied
by secondary and continuous transformations, wketich the eye, a hasty
beholder may draw the superficial conclusion tHatlaange is continuous,
gradual, and that it unfolds through intermediamnfs.

For this case to highlight the essential relabbthe Darwin’s theory to
Stowacki’s let us suppose that certain changezen@ colour may be caused
by a certain kind of external factors and that sclshnges unfold gradually.
Further, suppose that what in that perception amddmental changes, which
involve the increasing in number of sides or anglegures, depend not on
such factors but result from completely differeatises.

Should in that particular structure occur a glgraiange in colour at the
same time as the triangle was changed to a quddraiity one very tiny in-
significant side, the hasty beholder is more likelytake notice of the change
in colour than of the all but imperceptible fouside of the quadrangle, and so
to take colour, rather than number of sides, asfélagure specifying the
species, next class colours that are most closelyas as variations of one
species, and identify a change of species whetewimlg a succession of
intermediary shades colours an entirely new codmsues.

In such case, Darwin would be on the side of thxed®lders who focus
on the eye—catching colour, even though colouruis @& secondary feature,
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while Stowacki would not be impressed by the appeee of colour but

would put the main emphasis on the change of sidethe feature which,
while less susceptible to sensory perception,dgative of deeper and more
fundamental differences in the structure of bodies.

Let us further imagine those polygonal figuresfitst changing only in
size but not in colour or shape, then, followingnjmahanges in size, chang-
ing their colour, and eventually, following manyaeiges of colour, changing
their form, that is, the number of sides. In thade; change of colour could be
considered equivalent to change in size or shdpse ifailed to notice the
difference that exists between colour and shapeg¢adsur may undergo
changes gradually, through an infinite successibrintermediate shades,
while shape is a feature that in that case chasgddenly and admits of no
intermediate form. Darwin will see such changesyahkat are changes in
colour and size. Stowacki does not think much et tkind of changes, but
instead he seeks changes that are changes of fatrhadds such changes to
be features of new species.

Apart from size, colour, shape, there may be @aurtfeatures that
correspond to functions of organisms, for instahsexuality or monosex-
uality, of which it is clearly known that one oretlother exist, yet nothing in
between is imaginable. Features that are geomigtrafined in space are not
the ones marked by the peculiar quality that thiyee exist or do not exist.

Another question presents itself, if you try tg s@w many features need
to be identified for a species to be recognisethaasng emerged as a new
species. Many experiments would have to be catdeatrive at a conclusive
answer. But if Stowacki is right, then geometriatiees of shapes all depend
on invisible features of the spirit. Thus, if thiesf man acquired in spirit even
the slightest ability to reason such as his pardigtshot have, then from that
feature of the spirit could have resulted the ugrigosition in man, and
speech, and many other features such as can bsvaerby the senses.

Stowacki argues that a new species appears ordy atself, up to a point
existing in a lower form, begins to desire a neatdee and is given it by God.
So, every new species would be created by Godeirsahl of such self, which
outwardly would then appear in a new shape.

The same selves carry out the work of forms orthEfar ages. We, us,
are now at the peak of creation, we that once trbagery new thing to the
world — the first diamond, as well as the firstapas well as the first snake.

As that first snake hissed, by doing that it madeuge discovery from
which its distant descendants — in what was alrdadgan shape — derived
the ability to sing.

The selves that at a lower level by creative irspsiland by a yearning for
perfection introduced new forms, the same selveg abthe highest level
display their creative drive in a different direxti

So, a great genius among men had a differenttfpastan idiot. The same
self that first ordered carbon patrticles into thepe of diamond, acquired at a
higher level some other new force, starting a naecassion of forms, the
very same self, the spirit of The Word, today wseddhuman body, and shines
with the light of genius.
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The apparent outward monotony of human forms iissalt of external
necessities, yet under it an infinite multiplicdj/forgotten histories of human
selves is hidden.

Each self incarnated over millions of years in yndifferent shapes, with
the succession of such forms being prescribed hsolute rule but depend-
ing on the deepest essential meaning of such self.

The order of forms of ancestors man originatesfit® not identical for all
humans, either. Certain humans may have had anmamgancestors species
other never had. Along such different ways the toreaselves of the Earth
unfolded towards human forms, while other selvesipced highly organised
societies of ants or bees.

This goes to show that Stowacki opens us to widwizons than does
Darwin, and he leaves more room to the free creaml of the spirit, accord-
ing less significance to external material condiio

The difference between the views of Darwin andw@cki is funda-
mental. Darwin is on the watch—out for externaltdeas and seeks external
factors that cause changes. Natural selectionasctnjunction of parents
similar to each other who pass on what they haveammon to their
offspring. Struggle for survival is the mechaniesimination of individuals
that lack certain features. Certain features serand pass onto the offspring
because they turned out useful in external figgtsrest other contestants or in
winning individuals of the other sex.

There is no talk there of spiritual changes, saddenges undertaken by
selves. Indeed, in Darwin’s theory spirituality deps under the effect of
external material conditions. Stowacki, on the othend, feels spirituality is
ultimately the driving force of any transformatiaom external material con-
ditions and shapes. In Darwin, genesis is oneeshifl as in Stowacki genesis
is genesis from Spirit. Stowacki considered thekblbe wrote under this title,
with the power of reason put to sleépe most important of his works.

All human individuals, Stowacki believed, have lmehthem millions of
temporarily forgotten experiences which contributedlirecting the course of
development to their present shapes and aptitudédsgmt a man is, is a
composite result not only of a long successionnaieators going back to the
beginnings of organic life on Earth, a successitnctvis different for each
individual, but also, and more importantly, theganet state of an individual is
an outcome of experiences of the self in diffedeodies, with the order of
incarnations not necessarily identical to the oafeiorms represented by the
string of ancestors.

Yet even with this immense heritage of the flest the hidden memory
of spirit, every self in every body has now, mohart ever, the power of
creative will and so they may any time plead withdGor a new change, a
new opening of new ways, still in their old bodyrfs but already preparing
for incarnation in a form that is adequate to thenge of spirit.

So histories of bodies, Stowacki believes, dodegend, as in Darwin, on
external conditions only, but they are generallyeapression of the history of
the creative spirit, and that is why in Stowackyg®logy actually precedes
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biology: his biology cannot be understood withoutderstanding his
psychology.

Stowacki’'s views find unexpectedly confirmation lmtest work by the
eminent French thinker Henri Bergson, a readerhitopophy at the College
de France in Paris.

Bergson has a Polish Jewish family background, white he does not
know Stowacki, when reading his brilliant book yget a feeling that he may
have absorbed, mysteriously and unawares, fronamigstors, some of the
Polish spirit, the same spirit that vitalised Stokis ancestors and that
Stowacki himself best articulated.

In his recent bool&volution créaticeHenri Bergson convincingly shows
that causality, and even finality, are not sufiitieo explain the development
of the universe.

What is also needed is, beyond and above thaktaiwe force, a Divine
force, which drives the world not so much accordmg@ preconceived plan or
to a predetermined end as in constant communicatitim living creative
selves, answering their needs or aspirations, ringpthem, subsisting in the
entirety of Being in its countless manifestations.

New forms emerge, not so much as means leadintp wgmds, not so
much as effects of certain causes, but as belongitige creative harmony of
all life, of which they are part manifestations.

It is in that entirety of life that every humarifsgcts and every self, even
the lowest one, always acts in a mysterious relaligp with the supreme self.
Creation is the life of the world, a standing newsrding miracle, over-
stepping boundaries, never leading up to any oeeifsp end, for such end,
fully self—sufficient, is contained in every momettife.

Here Bergson can be seen as if inspired by Stovgasfgirit, as he un-
folds before the human mind horizons in which ratselection and struggle
for survival are barely second-rate incidents.

You have to re-read Bergson several times, and&gki’s later works,
to realise how close a spiritual kinship that desemt of Polish Jews had to
the descendant of Polish knights.

Sometimes prophetic intuition may bear fruit befpainstaking intellec-
tual efforts to examine hypotheses that may flarsuddenly in an experience
of clairvoyance. Stowacki's hypotheses can only&ledated at a huge cost of
research effort into the history of the Earth, amaxperiments on possible
future developments of organisms.

What have to be undertaken are large scale exeetamin the line of
trials the eminent gardener Burbdias carried on in California with a view
to transforming variations and species. HoweverpBok bases his work on
natural selection alone, with struggle for survikahned from his work as he
extends great care to the plants he so loves.

P Luther Burbank (1849-1926), American agronomisiyetoped something like 800 new varieties of
plants. Famous for his research on hybridizatioth amuge number of experiments (he worked on songgth
like 30 thousand plant varieties).
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A Polish naturalist who would like to verify Stoualda’s views would have
to rule out natural selection as well, and act éawith the spirit and prayer
on selves of plants or animals he might grow, 1bfoah in them those won-
drous and sudden spiritual changes that Diotimatioento Plato in th&ym-
posionas she uses the magical wordsajfnes katopsetdSymposior210e:
suddenly he will have revealed to him

That is talk of a spiritual change that will spawountless material
changes. If matter is an expression of spirit, gpidt is not an efflorescence
of matter, then change may be touched off by sgiieffects, with no part
therein of natural selection or struggle for suaviv

A Polish Burbank would pin his greatest hopes owtthose plants be-
coming starting—points of new species that wouldieae precedence in the
struggle for survival or would become the mostaative to the individuals of
the opposite sex in natural selection. Such welbdzed, strong, materially
vital individuals would at best serve the purpos@roducing variations, but
they would be incapable of calling to life a nevesies, for they are just too
comfortable in the shapes they have.

We would look primarily to individuals that are paired physically, im-
balanced, nervous at higher levels of organisatang so yearning for a
higher form all the more as they are unhappy withform they have.

As we eliminate for experimental purposes theatsf@f material factors,
which do have certain effects in the normal cowfsthings, we could intro-
duce what is already known to mankind organisekigtier levels as fasting
and mortification. The way a seed, which is in dangf rotting in humid sail,
sprouts and brings forth a new plant, a specidsinethe toughest physical
conditions could in a very similar manner be weleoground for acts of
spirit.

Such spiritual acts could be of two kinds: pratgehigher spirits to ask
them for succour, or human selves acting diregtlyrufauna or flora selves.

In either case, the effects of selection and gteudpr survival could be
reduced to a minimum and thus the superiority pnoviespirit over matter, a
purpose Stowacki served faithfully in the last yeaf life.

Details of such experiments, which are of epodigificance to huma-
nity, cannot be described ahead of the fact, becthes experimenter would
have to follow a different method than evolutiosisuch as Darwin. Such
experiments would also be driven by different mediv The aim of such
experimenting would not be merely to broaden ougrgdic knowledge, but
to furnish empirical evidence of religious dogmadjiet to Stowacki formu-
lates in his proposition tha&verything is created by, and for, the Spirit, and
nothing exists for a bodily end.

Whoever would like to seek God on that way, wdudde to submit their
experiments to Divine inspiration and to securgphiedbm people of ardent
faith who are keen to see spirit—driven knowledgally prevail among the
people over materialistic sophistry. Such effortwierth undertaking, if it
gives us an opportunity to shake off the shackfedeterminism that usually
fetter Darwinists, to get a rational argument ipEart of axioms of creative
will such as were revealed to us in prophetic @oetin intuitive insights.
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The works of Darwin are going to stay for everaageasury of exper-
iences and observations, its main merit beingdhaaterialistic age he disco-
vered convincing, albeit still insufficient, mat&ist arguments in support of
the theory of transformism, which is not a matéestal theory at all. Without
Darwin, transformism would not have become a comidea familiar to all;
as its recognition worldwide was necessary for mityato make strident
accomplishments not only in natural science bud atcial science, even the-
ology, insofar as transformism makes it easieufoto grasp the idea of God.

Darwin had a powerful effect on the entire bodynaddern views of the
world and it spread transformism in a way neithemiarck nor Stowacki ever
did.

But Darwin’s theory of struggle for survival anélection provide only a
temporary scaffolding for the construction of aajrand magnificent edifice
of knowledge about the history of life on Earth @sduture directions.

When the building has been completed the scaffglaill no longer be
used and then Stowacki is no longer going to lak& bne more forerunner of
Darwin. In fact, Darwin will then appear mainly agyreat populariser of the
views of Lamarck and Stowacki.

Before that happens, however, Darwin’s follower®oland should get to
know Stowacki more closely and try to find ways atfecking Stowacki’s
supreme biological hypothesis, which is that a ispecies appears suddenly
and without intermediary forms. Experiments undeziafor that purpose
should comprise, if we are to follow the prophgaet’s advice, consideration
not just of biological but of spiritual factors a®ll, but what is needed there
is not just knowledge as such but ardent faith too.

Bravery and perseverance and very strong faithregeired where the
power of will and faith is to be applied to act@kchain of organic forms until
a new element has appeared in it. That is wherg@glgehologist of religion
must collaborate with the naturalist. Such psychiolal experiences would be
the only adequate reflection of Stowacki’s creativieking.

Religious experiences have begun to be submittadiéntific research in
other respects. William Janmewas the first one to prove with all rigours of
scientific method that prayer in respect of a maosial needs is effectual.

It is only through the application of prayer thalowacki's evolution
theory can be put to the test of truth. Unfortulyateost of those who pray do
not believe in evolution, and most Darwinists wontd bother to pray.

A broader perspective is needed for a man to ateleng last, that your
devotee saying the rosary all the day long is @otaw—minded compared to
your determinist naturalist whose beads are hisaltdterations of inversely
used watchwords aftruggle for survivalselection or suggestion

The way struggle for survival or selection are thet all-decisive factors
in the world of external factors, suggestion aleneertainly not a sufficient
explanation accounting for all that may occur betwspirits.

! In hisVarieties of religious experiencranslated into French a&xpérience religieuse
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Suggestion is taken to mean an imposition of thleofva stronger self on
a weaker self. But there is no need for a strofgee to be aggressive in its
operation and it may be applied in order to supploet weaker self in its
action, imposing nothing, to set it free of its iiations that hold it back in
development. Prayer is neither suggestion nor aggestion, but only the
drawing of strength from a higher self to help péstward aspirations of a
self that happens to be on a lower level of develut. Every self, at any
level, holds in it a creative power which can befsse — this, in a nutshell, is
the quintessence of the gospel of Stowacki, theesawisdom of the Nation
that everything is created by, and for, the Spirit, amathing exists for a
bodily end.
transl. by Z. Nierada

Wincenty Lutostawski’s articl®arwin and Stowackis a first ever study
of Stowacki’s view of transformism. It is also ameresting presentation of
the relationship of Darwinism with a view to Frenphe—Darwinian trans-
formism and to Christianity. Lutostawski takes irgocount both studies by
naturalists and reflections of philosophers. Henghthe putative conflict bet-
ween evolutionism and Christian views about naisifeaseless and seeming,
and one that follows only from misinterpretations @arwin’s writings.
(Lutostawski presents thinkers reconciling these turrents, e.g. Le Roy,
Wasman.)

It is significant that Lutostawski notices the Wwaass of what is going to
be called Darwinian gradualism, which only explaims mechanism of deve-
lopment of forms and species belonging to the starenomic groups but
does not explain significant changes assumed tb upato the emergence of
reptiles, mammals etc. It was their attitudes tdgalism that, according to
Lutostawski, accounted for the different views eblition by Darwin and
Stowacki. Lutostawski underlines that the poetyceai his views more than
10 years beforfe Darwin did.

Lutostawski thought Stowacki’'s transformism coldddge the gap. If
adopted, Stowacki’'s interpretation could, Lutostemiselieved, contribute to
the understanding of mechanisms of evolution. Itoisbe noted that what
Lutostawski proposed as an interpretation of Stdwsddeas is among the
first attempts — years before Richard Goldschmidgpeful monstergheory
or Stephen Jay Gould’s punctuated equilibrium thedrthe 1970s to 1980s.
Lutostawski’'s Darwin and Stowackis thus not only one of the first inter-
disciplinary texts to link poetry with natural se@e, but a major contribution
to reflections on evolutionary theory at the tufihe 19" to 20" centuries.

Lutostawski makes a curious mention on the histaryhis text, which
was first rejected, and subsequently lost, by thieoes. Perhaps that attempt
of his to reconcile poetry, mysticism and Christtaonught was why the text
Darwin and Stowackimay have right from the start been branded as
politically incorrectand therefore marginalized. If that was the cteeyiews
expounded in the article deserve now to be recaltetpublished in English.

Piotr Daszkiewicz



