On Fields and Forms

A review of the book “The Presence of the Past” bRupert Shel- that vehemently. In Sheldrake’s homepage
drake this crucial point is impressively illustrated
Eckart Lohr by a dispute between him and the biologist

Steven Rose.

Why does a man, whose genome differmore fundamental unified field, such asSheldrake is not content to apply his
minimally from that of a chimp become athe original cosmic field.” theory solely to the morphogenesis of
man and not a chimp? How to explain th&ince these fields already include the ultiforms, but he extends it consistently to
regeneration of injured tissue, how danate aim of the certain structure and henagther areas. Thereby the focus is on the
organs get their specific forms and whaare teleologically organized, they are in anemory, the process of learning as well as
are the mechanisms, that control theseertain way similar to the Aristotelianthe organization of animal and human
developments? concept of entelechy. But due to its evolusocieties.

These and other questions, which are ndéibnary character they differ clearly fromApart from a few exceptions — one is the
or unsufficiently clarified up to now, arethe Platonic ideas, which are presented &erman physicist and bearer of the Right

tried to be answered by the British biolo-eternal and uncreated. Livelihood Award Hans Peter Duerr —
gist and author Rupert Sheldrake in “Thén addition to these properties the fieldsSheldrake's theses evoked a storm of con-
Presence of the Past”. are in contact with other fields indepentroversy in the scientific community. This

It is a completely revised edition of thedent of the temporal or spatial distances due firstly to the fact that biology — in
book which was first published in 1988. Sheldrake calls this “morphic resonance“spite of quantum physical knowledge —
Today we know a lot about genes andvhich “differs from the kinds of resonancestill moves within the mechanistic-
how the DNA codes for proteins, but wealready known to science...”, because iteductionist paradigm; on the other hand it
have little idea how the essentials of lifé¢'does not involve a transfer of energyoriginates from the theory itself. To this
finally join together to build each of thefrom one system to another, but rather day Sheldrake's theory in spite of many
individual forms “and in relation to mor- non-energetic transfer of information.” experiments is still lacking scientific evi-
phogenesis itself, it is most unlikely thatFirst the morphic resonance ensures thgence and some scientists generally deny
the overall sequence of events is isomoemerging of a new specific structure. Irthe falsifiability - according to Karl Popper
phic with the genes.” the following this structure is equipped- of his theory.

Of course Sheldrake does not deny theith a certain potential. If this is an animalMoreover the biologist and former mem-
theory of inheritance, but he does not besrganism its structure and its field respedver of the Royal Society fails to explain
lieve in the conventional explanation oftively is in resonance with the morphogenthe emergence of the completely new,
the evolutionary basis of morphogenesis iic field of the certain species. As soon awhile his fields are distinguished precisely
terms of the inheritance of chemical geneghis potential has been realized, the momby the fact that they are of a more con-
Instead he contrasts the mechanistic aphic resonance ensures, that the certagervative and habitual nature and have the
proach of biology with his “hypothesis of structure of the organism is maintainedproperties to stabilize a once chosen path.
formative causation”. The continuity of each individual structureSheldrake's explanation that aside from
In physics, fields play a significant role in— while it does not matter whether it is arinherent goals or attractors morphic fields
the description of nature. There we tallelectron or a complex organism — is wareontain creativity itself, which “involves
quite naturally of gravitational fields thatranted by self-resonance “with its own pasftinding new ways of reaching these goals”
give things their weight as well as elecpatterns of activity. All organisms areis not really convincing at all. But in spite
tromagnetic fields, which are responsiblelynamic structures that are continuouslyf these objections, Rupert Sheldrake is an
for the organization of material systemsrecreating themselves under the influencimtelligent and creative mind, who has
Even without the possibility of direct ob- of their own past states.” succeeded in bringing a breath of fresh air
servation no one seriously doubts theim the Early 70s of the last century, thdo a partially gridlocked biological re-
existence. Based on the existence of thegthilean biologist Humberto Maturanasearch, although his hypothesis is not
physical fields Sheldrake maintains, thatoined the term autopoiesis to describe thariginally his and has been represented by
simultaneously with the formation of aself-organization and self-preservation obthers before him.

new material structure — whether animatéving systems. Sheldrake's idea of selfif it wants to retain its credibility and not
or inanimate —a field is generated, whichresonance thus could be understood as &pse into dogmatism and even worse
influences the further development of thisautopoiesis-concept extended by the diundamentalism instead, science must
specific material structure and is in turrmension of morphogenetic fields. remain open to unconventional thinkers
affected by the structure itself. Since for example animals share the colwho are not consistent with the predomi-
This certain field ensures, that a once chdective memory of their species, accordingiant paradigm. Such creative minds can in
sen path is stabilized. That is, morphogeto Sheldrake a once learned behaviouthe best case provide the impetus needed
netic fields include a memory, which holdsmust be learned more quickly by all indi-by mainstream science, in order not to
all previous developments of this certairviduals of the certain species in the futuresolidify in traditional ways.

structure and is thus cumulative. Thes@his also applies to the synthesis of not

fields are also “not transcendent forms, bytreviously existing substances.

immanent in organisms”. The more often a specific substance — e.g.

Sheldrake does not tell us how and whgn active ingredient — is synthesized, the

these fields are emerging, but also “physeasier and faster it should happen in the

ics cannot explain the nature of the differfuture all over the world. According to

ent kinds of fields in terms of anythingSheldrake this has been in part confirmed

else physical, unless it be in terms of &y scientific surveys. Other scientists deny



