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Abstract

Recently an addition to charles darwin’s theory of evolution has received a considerable inter-
national publicity, titled: on the roles of function and selection in evolving systems.1 „motion, 
gravity, electromagnetically charged fields, and the principle of interactions described by the 
second law of thermodynamics energize universal evolution,” they argue. but it is not quite 
clear why they did not start from an autopoietic theory that describes complex natural and social 
subsystems without contradiction? this would have the explanatory power to bridge the gaps in 
darwin’s theory of evolution in a more elegant way. 
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Darwin’s theory leaves to chance the emergence of new capacities essential for survival. 
These abilities prove their indispensability by being passed on by the living organism to future 
generations.2

The new theory of the history of origins and evolution has finally brought natural scientists, 
who had been studying the origin and evolution of life for centuries, out of their intellectual 
paralysis.

But this theory calls for patience as well. It takes us on a journey of individual evolution with-
out letting us know how the world came about. Darwin’s genius lies in the fact that, despite this 
pitfall, he describes a future vision of a self-functioning system. Children could draw the homo 
sapiens without any prior study. The idea of how species change was complemented by the idea 
of adaptation, which determined the direction and manner of change, simply and clearly. But not 
without consequences. Religion was juxtaposed with scientific thinking, atheism became synony-
mous with pragmatism knowing the real sciences – faith became a metaphor for ignorance.3

Faith is essential to understanding life born of dust and mud. Darwin was irrefutable for the 
creativity of his theory describing the process of individual evolution, yet some of his critics 
questioned his theory.4 How can a ‘living’ organism repel a frontal assault from the extremes of 
its environment? 

For all the creativity of scientific atheism and evolutionary theory, they failed to describe 
the first moment of life’s emergence, or even to provide insights into the boring daily routine 
of species adaptation. It also pushed ‘real science’ and faith, the science of the soul, as far apart 
from each other as possible. The description of the laws of nature remained incomplete – and 
this creative tenet of biology became a matter of faith.

We must start from nature’s rules, its capacity for renewal and self-healing.5 We must pre-
suppose the existence of all sensible substances and recognise their interdependence. The sub-
systems of nature and society have created for themselves an overarching rule that has deter-
mined not only the near future but also the unforeseeable on a human scale. 

The evolution of man as an individual came to the centre of evolution because men sought 
the origins of human existence. Throughout his life, man has resolves countless contradictions. 
His conflicts may be emotional, existential or transcendental.

In reality, autopoietic systems6 that work well in theory already turn a blind eye to the contra-
dictory nature of processes in every aspect of existence – which would defeat the very purpose 

2	  Oldroyd 1986. 133–168. 
3	  Livingstone 2009. 348–369. 
4	  Behe 1996. Darwin’s Black Box. 
5	  Cremaldi – Bhushan 2018. 907–935.
6	  Giddens 1984; Luhmann 1995; Mingers 2002, 2004a. 278–299.
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of this holistic approach? Do we think that nature does not correct itself, that cells and commu-
nities cannot recover from a disease? We know this is not true!7 The living cell has this capacity. 
Nevertheless, this appealing theory has given a major role to natural knowledge produced in 
synchrony with man, which is an inseparable speciality because of its uniqueness.8 

This is belief

The power of this personal end product lies in its uniqueness and intimacy. In modern society, 
religion is already a social subsystem, which is then so complex that a separate science, the-
ology, has been built around it. Faith, of course, has also been forced to undergo one of man’s 
devastating simplifications: it has been institutionalised over the centuries. It is now a religion, 
which continues to have elemental force because it is personal.9 A religious man may know 
the history of his faith, he may have already come across a written codex of one of the world 
religions, he may have read it, and even less often he may have quoted it. But this is not what 
determines the ability of his faith to heal the mind and body. The power of this personal end 
product lies in its uniqueness and intimacy, shaped by the demands of its physical and spiritual 
environment. In the collective process that has been going on since the ascension of man, and 
which has been completed in a single lifetime at a lightning speed, it becomes the most intimate 
inner creation of a believer. But it also holds other surprises. 

Faith and religion are not identical; their sources are, but while faith is imperceptibly organ-
ic, the institutionalised, demonstrative, orthodox version of religious practice creates violence. 
both are inexplicable creations of the brain.

Religion, most people think, is a bridge. (The masses of modern society are alienated from 
religion by its bondage, callousness and poor sense of humour.) Religion and faith have become 
a controlling, healing, emotion-generating structure, completed and shaped to our own needs, 
still today, but almost certainly forever, unknowable from man’s point of view.10 We do not 
know how it works, nor will we. Not because it is none of our business. To know it is not remote, 
but impossible and unjustifiable.

For centuries there has been a debate about whether people make decisions with their hearts 
or with their brains. At the infantile age of his development, the heart was still attributed this 
role, only because it sometimes had a rapid pulse or a labored breathing. This theorem has held 
for centuries. Only modern science has been able to ‘disprove’ it - at least in its belief. The 
arguments in favour of the brain’s role in controlling the body’s activity have been mounting.

In a layman’s mind, it would be able to alleviate disease.11 Take the example of depression, 
which can have many causes: external environmental, genetic, but also due to an imbalance in 
neurotransmitters.12

7	  Reya et al. 2003. 423
8	  Zeleny 2006; Hall 2005. 3.
9	  Beyer 1998. 45. 1–29.
10	  Levin 2009. 77–96.
11	  Luo – Yu 2015. 6. 
12	  Beck - Alford 2009. 
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In addition to the known neurological processes, the hormonal system also has an impact on 
the development of depression. The sella turcica is located in the dorsal fossa of the skull, the 
two lobes of which produce different hormones and perform different functions. The posterior 
lobe stores and secretes oxytocin (anti-anxiety and euphoric) and vasopressin, while the anterior 
lobe produces growth hormone and influences processes related to sexual function, metabolism 
and stress management. Pituitary function is influenced by higher nervous system centres, sig-
nals from the periphery, environmental influences, nutrition and stress.13 

The antidepressants developed on the basis of this knowledge have been given a “complex” 
task: to block the escape route of serotonin, noradrenaline, dopamine (neurotransmitters, “chemical 
messengers”), which are responsible for mood changes, leaking back from the “synaptic cleft”.14 

Drugs that block the killer protein slow down the reflux of neurotransmitters, delaying their 
“reuptake”. For the sake of accuracy, we should add that the breakdown enzymes affect the 
function of a protein responsible for the reuptake of dopamine and serotonin from the gap into 
the neuron (the molecule is not broken down, it is just recycled, in order to be secreted back into 
the gap later, to enhance the transmitter’s effect.)

The drugs take a week or two to prove whether they reduce the chances of developing de-
pression. The drug closes the “synaptic gap”. But the brain, why does it not reduce the chance 
of depression developing, or dampen its power once it has developed? (As a reminder, the cause 
of depression is not just hormonal: genetic and environmental influences also contribute to its 
development.)15

Yet why doesn’t it narrow the “synaptic gap” on its own, without the administration of med-
ication? Why not turn on its heels and slow down the reuptake? Researchers have come up with 
different solutions (SSRI, SNRI drug classes have been developed.) This has given a “helping 
hand” to a brain that does not seem to be up to the task.16 

Remember, depression is a very complex symptom: the brain’s hormone production is far 
from being solely to blame for its development (humans are a fragile, power-hungry, closed 
organism, often unable to fight off attacks from the outside environment. Once in trouble, the 
wounded person can hardly accept even emotional help.)17 A closed ‘self-referential system’, 
which has been much discussed, can lose its vitality and even its faith. The link between de-
pression and hormones was not superfluous, because the analogy between the legendary ‘auto-
poietic’ system, which is sensitive and responsive to the environment, and evolution is striking, 
but we do not understand: if evolution is a magic bullet, why do diseases exist, or how can 
depression, for example, develop? Which we may have been able to show: the organism could 
alleviate it, or reduce the chances of it developing, because it has evolutionary knowledge (be-
lief, “master program”, whatever you want to call it) that was created at the same time as man, 
it has this experience.

If we adopt a holistic (autopoietic) view, where all events are closely causally linked, we can 
rule out the possibility that the brain and our hormone-producing, controlling organs are doing 

13	  Van Praag 2004. 891–907.
14	  Delgado 2004. 25–34. 
15	  Nestler 2002. 13–25.
16	  Biringer et al. 2009; Pigott et al. 2010. 164–174.
17	  Boas et al. 2019.
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their job wrong. They are doing what they are supposed to do. Doubtful, are we even investigat-
ing what is worth investigating? (Medical and biological science is now capable of correcting, 
in some cases, the errors of living things in the current state of evolution. Once recognized and 
learned.) The doctor heals the patient. It is also not true that there is no research on fundamental 
questions. But the relationship between the body and evolutionary knowledge (belief) is not 
understood, not researched. The question itself gives the appearance of ignorance. Even today.

Let us repeat: “We don’t understand because it is none of our business. Its knowledge is not 
remote, but impossible and unjustifiable.”

Faith is the most intimate special knowledge, born at the same time as man, personalized as 
a result of evolutionary development, which does not control hormone production – but induces 
important biochemical reactions.

(We know such a consequence of emotional waves, but we do not yet see deeper.) The name 
transcendent is also a misnomer, because it is not otherworldly, but immanent. Its existence and 
role cannot be questioned.

Why do the nerve cells not “knock out” depression by increasing the production of serotonin 
and noradrenaline? 

This is the real dilemma. It would be a life-saver in the case of depression that triggers a 
chronic symptom complex. Let’s repeat. “Because there is no cause is our business. To know it 
is not only remote, but impossible and unjustifiable.”

Scientific thinking cannot be separated from faith, these two sciences have been artificially 
set in opposition to each other in order to protect the theory of evolution, although in fact they 
are inextricably linked, like a program to a means of production. They arose side by side, in 
synchrony. They are evolutionary products, relying on each other to do all they can to sustain 
human life and the viability of species.

If the physiological impact of these phenomenological mosaics of decisive force in Charles 
Darwin’s theory had been proven by basic research, if they were more than mere hunches (em-
bedded in a logical system), the theory would have been stronger.

Acting in the living cell, or looking into the past, into the future, into the clear night sky: 
pondering the unmitigated force upon man and the earth, we understand: everything happens for 
a reason, and if we look beyond the narrow limits of our knowledge, even if we search blindly, 
we can plot the irregular elliptical orbit of a planet. Because we know the forces at work at a 
distance, the effects of which can be felt even here, close to the Earth. Man can see no further 
than this. You could say that’s not a small thing, but you’d be wrong. It is nothing. It’s pointless 
to design a space shuttle with nowhere to go.

“Save time and multiply your chances of living?” – the image of a spacecraft landing safely 
on a tail on a wobbly platform cannot give that illusion. Until the infinity of distance, the fact of 
perceived scientific inertia, is disproved by the same science - validly and adequately - we will 
increase our chances of living by repeating what we have.

The success of an individual’s evolution is also very much a function of time: the faster it 
takes for the most stable individual of a species to evolve, the less evolutionary pressure it is 
under, the greater its chances of survival.

If this process is prolonged to an extreme, the chances of this stable form evolving are re-
duced due to competition between species or environmental changes. It is likely that the chances 
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of species survival will be improved if a narrower spectrum is attempted. The success of the 
prolonged evolution of an infinite number of species over an infinite time, left to blind luck and 
chance, is almost impossible.

“Why did Darwin leave the renewal of species to pure chance?”
These inherent (inherited and acquired) knowledge are a programme to ensure the shortest 

possible scenario of adaptation. We now assume that the creation of new mutations across the 
stage boundaries of individual evolution takes place faster than we had imagined (through the 
evolutionary knowledge available in the brain). It is incomprehensible why Darwin left the 
renewal of species to pure chance. For this would stretch the evolution of the phylogeny to in-
finity, which would radically reduce the chances of improving the survival of species.

The knowledge, which is made up of intuitions, individual knowledge composed by collec-
tive and personal past, can be called “guiding faith”.

“Why don’t the nerve cells produce more dopamine, serotonin, if they could alleviate the 
suffering of the depressed patient? (It would not eliminate the complex underlying causes of his 
illness.)

The question can be answered without much effort. At first glance, the process of evolution 
seems very simple, so it has quickly become part of the public discourse.18 A comprehensive 
formula for change and natural processes. Its uniqueness and creativity made it an unpleasant 
and well-trained opponent.

We still haven’t answered the question. Why don’t the nerve cells immediately rush to the 
aid of the depressed patient with a little extra serotonin and dopamine production? Not because 
they are not programmed to do so, but to maintain species, not to cure individuals or correct dis-
eases. Why did the revolutionary theory explain everything without being asked? It is because 
the proponents of scientific thought have forcibly extended its reach, public discourse has forced 
Darwin’s logic, and a creative scientific approach has been surrounded by a smaller obscurity, 
contrary to the scientist’s intention:

As an overarching explanation, it has become the dominant one in describing the interac-
tions of man and nature. It is likely: Darwin did not design it for this purpose. Or he was consid-
ering: how much scientific creativity was needed to overturn his theory. Unpredictable. Then he 
let it go. His success was guaranteed.19

He was too successful! Let’s look at homo sapiens and his successors! First, man gathered 
some tree branches and set them on fire. A little later, on the time horizon of the Earth’s history: 
with his tail, he formed a vehicle landing on the waves of the waves, which, after leaving the 
planet’s atmosphere, lost power and returned, and thanks to the mastery of high mathematics, 
after many attempts, finally landed successfully in a revolutionary new position: with his tail. 
But why? 

Surely the rocket doesn’t land back on its tail, because we think it doesn’t make sense. (If 
it does, there’s a big problem.) Obviously, this statement is disputed by many. These ideas are 
seemingly far apart, but they are part of the story of evolution.

The adaptive, self-healing capacity of the body is not inferior to that of the soul, which 
is open to all solutions, not for the individual but for the whole species, in the hope of a 

18	  Falk 1988; Dennett 1995.  61–94.
19	  Mayr 1991. 123–139.
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predictable and potent future. It programs itself again and again. This knowledge commu-
nity created (belief), participated in collective evolution, and was later institutionalized by 
humanity. Even the atheist does not deny, he feels some kind of faith (no wonder, since for 
him this knowledge is not transcendent, but immanent, this knowledge is this worldly). It is 
a program that has been living in the deep layers of bodies for thousands of years, changing. 
It is designed to guide.

Bad news. In the turbulence of a complex modern society, it is slowly unable to perform its 
task, nor to keep up with the pace, to switch to the tempo of modern society. It was not designed 
for that! It cannot put a substantially renewed programme into operation within a generation or 
two. In a turbulent world, it can correct the fluctuations of body and soul. Quickly put pressure 
bandages on spiritual wounds.

In Europe, the proportion of people who consider themselves religious is falling year by 
year, according to self-report surveys.20 People are beginning to lose their sense of coherence 
and can become unbalanced. The individualism and gross irrationalities of modernity are al-
ready testing evolutionary knowledge. The main problem is that our capacity for evolution and 
adaptation is no longer a defence in this turbulent environment.

Alienation, man’s loss of contact with his natural group-mates, his insensitivity to nature, the 
generalisation of all these things, are far greater dangers than the launching of a tactical nuclear 
bomb on the Russian-Ukrainian front.21 

Man has come to understand the complex interconnectedness of life on earth (its autopoietic 
aspect). It presupposes the existence of guiding knowledge evolving in parallel in the force field 
of evolution. But can Darwin’s infinite evolution of the individual, which destroys the chances 
of survival, be true? Rather, it was this particular knowledge that kept the fast-moving evolution 
on course, that spared it from dead ends. But it is no longer immune to the self-destruction of 
modern society.
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