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porary and the answer conies into one’s consciousness later. In 
the internal sense of the Word, forgetting means removal and 
hence apparent privation, because with regard to the memory,

Those things which a man thinks are immediately under his view, and 
the things which relate to such subjects present themselves in order around, 
even to the things not in relation which are most remote and in such case 
are in oblivion: the things which are opposite are thence separated and 
hang downwards and present themselves beneath, and act as an equilibrium 
to those which are above; this orderly arrangement is effected by the good 
which flows in; so it is with all a man’s thought. [AC 5378]

What is meant by things that are opposite? Man’s affections 
appear to be involved here, for if his thoughts are drawn from 
memories, the memories of the opposite evils and falsities are 
forgotten and, as it were, beneath.

Summarizing some of the main points briefly, the external 
memory can now be seen as man’s storehouse for all the knowl-
edges he receives in freedom into his mind through the five senses, 
which knowledges are arranged in a wonderful order according to 
man’s loves. Those in the interior memory form the basis of his 
thought, and enable him to become a rational man.

All this is made possible by influx from the Lord through the 
spiritual world ift.which man’s mind is. By no amount of labora-
tory research could these things be discovered, but they can only 
be made known through Divine revelation.

It is a sobering thought that each of us in our everyday lives 
is writing his own Book of Life, and in this context, the most 
important function of man’s memory is to enable him, in the 
exercise of his freedom, to be led by the Lord to heaven.

COMMUNICATION

To the Editor of The  New  Philosophy  :
Having read and enjoyed the article “Adam, Noah and the Stone Age”

written by the Rev. Erik E. Sandstrom (The  New  Philosophy , Vol. 
LXXVIII, no. 2, April 1975, pp. 211 ff.) I find myself wanting to discuss 
a matter that has long been of major concern to me. My major point has 
to do with the method with which anyone approaches the subject of the 
Most Ancient Church and the Ancient Church in terms of human history. 
In order to illustrate this point I will draw specific ideas from Mr. 
Sandstrom’s article and I do this not so much to refute these ideas, but 
to clarify what I mean by a proper method.
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Mr. Sandstrdm honestly states that he does “not claim to have ex-
hausted all known facts” and that he feels impelled to view what facts he 
has from the Writings. I emphatically stress the latter statement as 
being the only valid method for anyone who accepts the Writings as 
Divine Revelation. I also accept the idea that no one is capable of acquir-
ing and assessing all the “known facts” in any subject area. However,
I do feel that a person must have a sufficiently broad spectrum of knowl-
edge upon which he may satisfactorily base an hypothesis. In the present 
case I do not feel that the author shows evidence of such a foundation. 
When a New Church author wishes to deal with nondoctrinal matters, he 
owes this to his audience, that there is real reason and real validity in his 
treatment of those matters. Five sources do not offer enough support 
from which to speak, especially when they are of the nature of those 
referred to in the article. Among the sources are an article from a popu-
lar magazine on an extremely early skull, a popular and general treatment 
on early man, and a somewhat outdated book whose real emphasis is on 
Biblical times. Now all of the sources have been written by knowledge-
able men, and they all contain valuable information. But there is not 
enough.

As yet there is no scheme which can avoid certain problems. The 
information given us by the Writings as to the external existence of the 
Most Ancient Church and the Ancient Church is scanty and does not fit 
in neatly with what secular scholarship offers. Many hypotheses are 
possible, some are plausible, very few are probable, and none are certain. 
The Writings are concerned with the internals of man and the church. 
Such internals cannot be ascertained from any other view. Therefore all 
the fields of research into the study of early man cannot confirm what 
the Writings have to say about the internals of the Most Ancients and 
the Ancients. They can only confirm what the Writings have to say 
about the externals—forms of worship, economic livelihood, housing, etc. 
They can, that is, but they don’t for the most part. This is not to say 
that they disprove the evidence from the Writings, but rather that there 
are many open areas subject to extensive questioning. For example, 
secular scholarship depicts early man prior to the time of agricultural 
and pastoral societies as dependent on the gathering of food, principally on 
the hunting and eating of animals. Now even though Mr. Sandstrdm has 
referred to AC 715 where there is the mention of the eating of clean 
animals by the Most Ancients, the much stronger statement in the Writings 
is of a people who ate no meat (AC 1002, also referred to in the article). 
Would such a strong statement be written if the predominant source of 
food was animal flesh? What then can be said about what the Writings 
and secular scholarship have to say? Are they both describing the same 
people? What of the two statements of the Writings themselves—were 
the Most Ancients meat eaters or not? How much meat did they eat?

The Writings mention that the Most Ancients herded flocks (AE 799), 
but the very earliest evidence of herding comes at the very end of the 
Old Stone Age, and then only as a supplementary source of food. If the
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argument is brought forward that the absence of evidence docs not ex-
clude the possibility of shepherding c. 35,000 or earlier (assuming that the 
Most Ancients are to be dated then), the answer has to be that such 
arguments from silence have been seen to be very weak ns the basis for 
any opinion. In this ease, if Neanderthal man had indeed been a shepherd 
it appears very unlikely that no archaeological evidence would have been 
found which indicated some pastoral element in Neanderthal society. There 
is no evidence of such a society prior to 9,000 BC, and this evidence is 
isolated to one or perhaps two sites in the Zagros Mountains.

The Most Ancients were survived only by a few who were capable of 
being formed into the Church Noah (AC 468). According to Mr. Sand-
strom's hypothesis the Most Ancients were to be equated with the Neander-
thals, and the Church Noah with Cro-Magnon man. Were there only a 
few Cro-Magnons who totally replaced the Neanderthals c. 35,000 BC? 
Noah is said to have been not of the Most Ancient Church (AC 535), 
nor was he the full Ancient Church, but was rather the parent of that 
Church which is more accurately represented by his sons (Shem, Ham, 
and Japheth) and their descendants. If the Neanderthals were the Most 
Ancients and they died out c. 35,000 BC, and if Noah and his sons did not 
come out of the ark until c. 8,000 BC, giving the time of the beginning of 
the Ancient Church, what then constituted the church specific c. 35,000- 
8,000 SC? That is a very long time for the world to be without a life- 
securing medium, or even to be with only a temporary, transitional church.

These are the types of response I have to every conjecture made by 
anyone who has tried to fit the Most Ancient Church into man's history— 
and that includes my own dreams and schemes. If so much of an attempt 
to fit scholarship in with the Writings is conjectural and full of problems, 
is there a value in such attempts? If the attempt is largely conjectural, 
the answer is "no,” for conjectures can only be disclaimed and not truly 
supported. Of far greater value would be the clear portrayal of what the 
Writings do say about all the externals of the Most Ancients and the 
Ancients. Alongside this task is that of discovering what are the scholarly 
opinions on human society up till the time of the Lord’s first Advent and 
on what evidence these opmions are supported. Then, rather than try to 
put the two together, they should be examined in juxtaposition in the hope 
of seeing how they naturally fit, i.e., without problems. Only then will we 
have a valuable hypothesis. In any scholarship the principles, issues, 
problems, and evidence must be carefully determined and stated before any 
Solutions or hypotheses can be formed. To my knowledge, this has never 
been done in the study of the first two specific churches and human history. 
On the positive side, this type of approach is now being taken by some 
people of the New Church and I am positively hopeful that co-operative
efforts will produce some solid basis for further study in this area.

Bryn Atoya, Pa.
Sincerely yours, 

Prescott  A. Rogers
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