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EVOLUTION

Alfred Acton II *

In this study we wish to consider the question of man’s natural 
origin. For the New Churchman this consideration begins with the 
acknowledgment that there is a Creator who has formed us by 
orderly means. We ask, as we seek to penetrate the mysteries of 
faith: “How did the Lord bring about the orderly development of 
life to accomplish His crowning goal, man ?” Are there any teach
ings in the New Word which will help us as New Churchmen to 
see an answer to man’s origin that will do no violence to Divine 
truth, and at the same time make it possible for us to accept the 
vast body of facts accumulated by anthropologists and other sci
entists ?

We recognize that the Lord works on man from within and with
out at the same time. From within He gives us curiosity, and, as 
we develop, other loves which lead us to see Him in the form of 
His Divine truth. From without we are faced with experience, 
both the experience of sense facts, and the experience recorded in 
the pages of revelation. We are further instructed that because 
these two forms of experience, that is, the two worlds presented to 
us for study, come from the same author, they are not in conflict. 
The two foundations of truth, revelation and our natural sense ex
perience (broadly called “science”), cannot contradict one another 
if they both be rightly understood. Where there is apparent con
flict, further study of both is needed. Yet if from within we have 
no love to look to God, all the truth presented from without, how
ever perfect, will eventually be denied by our insanity.

* Originally presented in two lectures to students at the Academy of the 
New Church College, Bryn Athyn, Pennsylvania.
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We assume that as New Churchmen we have a love from within 
to see truth. We assume further that the spiritual, which is the 
essence of revelation, is discretely above the natural. At the same 
time, we recognize that spiritual truth as it appears in revelation is 
couched in fallacies—in sense appearances which may well be 
wrong, but which nevertheless illustrate principles of eternal spiri
tual value. The science of the Hebrew authors of the Old Testa
ment is an easy illustration of this principle. For these men, the 
story of creation in six days at the voice of God was scientific fact, 
as far as their knowledge of scientific fact went. They had no idea 
that what they were writing was based on other than observable 
truth. Their world was earth-centered. They had no problem 
accepting the scientific principle that the sun was created after 
light. Of course the truth is that these seven days of creation il
lustrate a spiritual, not a natural, principle. As we all know, it is 
the creation of a spiritual man, not the natural earth, that is dis
cussed in the spiritual truth of Genesis. So too, in the New Testa
ment, the authors of the book of Revelation and Matthew found 
no problem seeing the sun and moon fall upon the earth. Again, 
this event was for them a scientific possibility. Yet again the 
scientific, or so-called scientific, truth was used in revelation for 
the purpose of illustrating a spiritual reality: At the Last Judg
ment, the truth of former Christianity did in fact fall upon the 
earth of that church, exposing it to the intellectual devastation of 
atheistic thought. In the New Word we also find apparent sci
entific truths which in reality are wrong but are used to illustrate 
spiritual principles. Perhaps the most famous of these errors is 
found in the Divine Providence, where we read that regardless of 
chromosomal pairings a black father will always have a black child 
and a white father will always have a white child when he mates 
with a woman of opposite color (DP 277). The experience of our 
day clearly demonstrates how wrong this apparent scientific fact 
is. We do not reject this experience. Instead we recognize the 
spiritual principle which the apparent scientific fact of revelation 
is illustrating, and embrace that truth as of more worth than the 
fact which our penetration into the mysteries of God’s creation has 
rejected. We accept the spiritual principle that the soul of a 
child is transmitted from the father.

Indeed, this truth is of cardinal importance to our essential 
spiritual faith. On this fact hangs our understanding of the in
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carnation and the glorification of God. If the mother contributed 
to the soul, then the birth of God via the virgin Mary would have 
been an impossibility, since His soul, the Father, would have been 
tainted with the mortal substance of Mary. And so God would 
have remained man, since to put off the soul is to destroy identity.

When we consider the origin of man’s natural body, the spiritual 
question of the soul coming from the father takes on other but equal 
importance. If man had an animal father, would he not then have 
had an animal soul ? Are not these souls, that of man and animal, 
discretely different? Whatever our theory as to man’s origin, 
whether it be some form of evolution or some other theory, we can
not violate the essential spiritual truth that the soul is from the 
father, and that man’s soul is discretely above that of animal.

There are many other spiritual principles found in the pages of 
revelation which must be considered by the conscientious New 
Churchman as he seeks to understand his natural origins. Yet I 
know of no teachings which will limit the New Churchman to any 
one theory concerning this question. This fact can be illustrated 
by the variety of theories which conscientious New Churchmen 
have come up with in answer to this perplexing question. Actu
ally, for the New Churchman there is but one villain in the multi
tude of theories propounded as answers. The villain, of course, is 
the most popular, that is, atheistic or agnostic evolution developed 
from the theories first propounded by Darwin. These theories 
refuse to consider the possibility of creation by a loving God.

But what other theories might we consider as alternatives to this 
widely held position ? Religious men of past ages have found three 
theories which have for a time at least satisfied their questions con
cerning their natural origins. In the New Church, five other pos
sible solutions have been offered. These theories can be listed as 
follows: The anthropomorphic theory of creation, the fiat theory, 
and the God-directed Darwinian evolution theory. With New 
Churchmen: the Arboreal theory, the hominine animal theory, a 
New Church version of the God-directed Darwinian evolution 
theory, evolution by limitation, and the microcosmic theory of 
evolution.

The first of the non-New Church theories is the most primitive. 
For lack of a better name I have called it the anthropomorphic 
theory. The name anthropomorphic means man-shaped. This
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theory states that God created as does man. God was, as it were, 
a giant man who picked up the substance of the earth and, using 
his man-like hands, fashioned a body out of that clay into which He 
breathed life. The theory finds full expression in the second chapter 
of Genesis. There we see not just Adam formed out of dust, but 
Eve taken from his rib. The truth underlying this theory is, of 
course, that God could not create out of nothing. The New Word 
is quite clear on the principle that out of nothing nothing comes 
(DLW 282, 283). Yet obviously, to conceive of God as a giant 
human being who uses man-like hands to mold our body is a 
primitive thought concerning the Divine. Many degenerate mythol
ogies of the Ancient Church, having fallen from a true picture of 
God-man, express this philosophy. But the theory today has little 
else than historical value.

In Genesis, chapter one, where an entirely different sequence of 
creation is given, this primitive degenerate concept of creation is 
superseded by the fiat theory of creation, the theory held even today 
by fundamentalists. Note in passing how different the concept of 
creation is in the two accounts of Genesis. In chapter one we go 
from sea to earth to vegetables to fish to animals to men and 
women. In chapter two we go from rain or mist to man to a 
garden or the vegetable kingdom, to animals to woman. Of course, 
though both the anthropomorphic and fiat theories are couched in 
science long since refuted, they both still contain spiritual prin
ciples concerning man’s origin. God did create; He used an 
orderly sequence, though probably neither of the two mentioned 
is accurate, and creation was an act of His will. Fiat, “let there 
be . . . and there was,” illustrates the importance of God’s will 
in creation. Further, both theories stress the importance of man as 
God’s crowning work. The New Churchman, with the many 
teachings of the New Word concerning the purpose of natural 
creation as a heaven from men on earth, would do well to re
member that the villain, atheistic evolution, sees man not as the 
goal of creation but as a small step in the accidental development 
of animal forms which will in time be superseded by some other 
higher life form.

The fiat theory, as interpreted by former Christianity, supports 
the philosophical position that God created out of nothing: a theory, 
as noted, condemned in the New Word (DLW 282, 283). It need
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not be so understood from the Genesis account. Still, if God did 
create from something, the means He used to fashion this sub
stance, according to the fiat theory, were commands. God said, 
and there was. The fiat theory will not allow for one order of life 
to evolve into another. Each form of living thing was a separate 
instantaneous creation. Also, if we fully accept this theory, we 
must also accept seven days as the time period in which such cre
ation took place. Most advocates of this theory today are willing 
to allow seven general stages, which may involve many eons rather 
than a few days. But some strict advocates of the theory still exist. 
These people find no trouble defending their position of seven days 
of creation. They simply say that God on each day of creation 
created the fossils and other geological evidences, which appear to 
contradict their theory in order to allow mortal men the freedom 
to reject their Maker. In other words, fossils were created as 
fossils, not formed as they would appear to have been, and this for 
the sake of human freedom.

There is one passage in the New Word which seems to support 
the fiat theory, at least upon first reading. An angel speaking to 
Swedenborg on the subject of creation, when contrasting creation 
in heaven and on earth, pointed out that “creation in the spiritual 
world was from moment to moment in accordance with the af
fections of angels.” He added that there was a difference between 
creation there and in our world.

In your world they were created in like manner in the beginning; but it 
was provided that they should be renewed unceasingly by the propagation 
of one from another, and creation be thus continued (TCR 78).

If creation “in the beginning” in our world were instantaneous, 
and if each form sprang from a different spiritual affection inflow
ing in a general way from God by means of the spiritual atmo
spheres, how could one life form evolve into another? Does not 
instantaneous mean all at once? What could be more instantaneous 
than the fiat command? There are, however, other teachings in the 
New Word which lead us away from the angel’s thought concern
ing natural creation. The work Divine Love and Wisdom teaches 
that creation came from seeds and that there was a general progres
sion in life forms from these seeds. Obviously a seed must grow 
into a plant, and is not the instantaneous creation of the fiat 
theory (cf. DLW 312, 172). Further careful study of the angel’s
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remarks, though they perhaps favor a fiat interpretation, will re
veal that the passage is not so strong as to preclude any other 
theory. What is instantaneous? Is it the soul substance which 
has the image of the body which will follow? If so, any seed, in
cluding the human reproductive seed, has this instantaneous image.

One further teaching of the New Word tends to support the fiat 
theory as opposed to evolution. We read in the Divine Providence: 
“For by means of the Divine from Himself the Lord provides that 
all things may be held together in the order in which and into 
which they were created” (DP 55). We would assume from this 
passage that a fish could not evolve into a frog and so on up a 
scale since the use of the fish and frog differ, and each would be 
held in that order. Only fiat would allow for both the fish and 
the frog to be created apart from one another, since only fiat has 
specific Divine creations. Yet, as we shall see, other New Church 
theories concerning evolution reconcile this passage with their 
position without doing it violence. Fiat is not the only answer to 
separate created forms held in order for the sake of use.

Darwinian evolution posed the greatest challenge to fiat creation, 
though historically many philosophers, Swedenborg in his earlier 
days included, had posited other theories. We do not here chal
lenge the facts of Darwin: Darwin was a careful naturalist and his 
observations were detailed. Nor do we believe that Darwin’s 
theory today is what it was yesterday, or will be tomorrow. 
Mendel’s genetic principles, including the concept of mutation, have 
greatly changed the original theory. Still, the theory, as many 
today teach it, presents a philosophical approach which we can and 
must challenge. This approach says man is a freak; true, the 
fittest freak of all, but still a freak who will probably be superseded 
by a more fit freak. Indeed, biologists today are talking about 
producing that freak through controlled mutations, thus allowing 
man some role in the formation of his successor; a thing which all 
evolution to date has been unable to do. Life, according to this 
theory, is an accident. The proper combination of slime got to
gether in the proper geographical setting with a perfect temperature 
and miraculously began to respire, digest, and reproduce itself. I 
use the word “miraculously” due to the tremendous improbability 
of such an event, but perhaps the agnostic evolutionist would pre
fer the term “accidentally.” In any event, from this first freak
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later freaks evolved due to chance mutations caused perhaps by 
solar activity and other radiations, and due to the geographical iso
lation of these freaks which allowed them to endure, and also due 
to the principle of the survival of the fittest. The accident of a 
thumb that could touch its fingers and so grasp things produced 
man from some primate strain. Since this thumb made man able 
to kill almost all his enemies and since its action helped his brain 
to grow, the primate eventually evolved into the freak he is today— 
man the animal. Of course, the New Churchman cannot accept 
this theory. The simple truth that there is no such thing as an 
accident is sufficient to refute its basic hypothesis, not to mention, 
of course, its complete denial of God.

Former Christianity, however, was only interested in the Dar
winian theory’s denial of God, and its rejection of man as God’s 
final creation. Since it believed that God could intervene in His 
creation, and that there is such a thing as chance, or Divine inter
vention, the concept of accident developing upon accident was not 
repugnant as it is to the New Churchman who believes that God 
cannot operate outside of His established order.

Because former Christianity can accept much of atheistic Dar
winian theory it has no real quarrel with the agnostic scientist, 
except of course, for the fundamentalists who still hold out for fiat 
creation. Instead, Christians today for the most part accept Dar
winian evolution with the philosophical proviso that such evolution 
was not mere accident, but rather organized by Divine intervention 
at stated intervals seeking to provide a home on earth for man.

As we noted earlier, today’s form of Darwinian evolution poses 
another serious problem to the New Churchman which Christianity 
is not concerned about. We accept the teaching that man is not an 
animal and that his soul could never have come from an animal 
father. Many Christians around us have already rejected the vir
gin birth as an impossible miracle, and so have no trouble reject
ing man’s discrete difference from animal. Who cares how the 
soul is transmitted as long as we have one and it is immortal? 
Don’t animals have some kind of soul anyway?

Still another doctrine of the New Word is at variance with cur
rent Christian evolutionary theory. We believe that life inflows 
into a vessel; true, it inflows only according to the form of the 
receiving vessel, but still life is an influx. Some chance organiza
tion of material particles will not necessarily produce life. There
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must be an influx into that vessel which is from the Lord. Life 
elsewhere may exist according to a different arrangement of chemi
cals than that which we call life here. Yet still because God will 
not act contrary to His own order, and since God may have al
lowed life to begin in some manner similar to that posited by the 
evolutionists, it is perhaps possible for us in the laboratory to re
create the circumstances under which the first influx of life took 
place and so to watch new life form. We note that such an ex
periment, even if successful, would not be the creation of life, let 
alone human life which is discretely above it; rather, it would 
simply be the formation of a receptacle of life which would receive 
according to its form. As New Churchmen we can never say man 
creates life, nor that life is the product of a chance combination of 
material parts.

Perhaps a teaching should be added here that somewhat favors 
evolution. This teaching is that the Lord did not create the world 
all at once and leave it alone, but rather, preserves his creation by 
perpetual new creation. We read: “for subsistence is a perpetual 
coming forth, and consequently preservation in connection and 
form is perpetual creation” (AC 4322, 10076). Of course, the 
sustainer who is responsible for perpetual creation is the Lord, 
and it is not said that the perpetual creation is the creation of new 
forms of life to replace old ones.

A few further passages from the Arcana Coelestia also seem to 
support some idea of evolution. The first of these points out that 
man began natural, like wild animals, and then became spiritual, 
and at last became celestial like the men of the Most Ancient 
Church. In other words, the species “man” evolved into something 
more perfect, from something less perfect. Of course this passage 
simply says man was natural, not that he was an animal as the 
evolutionist says. But a second passage in the same series of num
bers gives us pause to consider just what this early man, or pre- 
adamite, was. It states clearly that man before regeneration, 
which apparently began with the Most Ancient Church, was non
man, and that the term “man” was applied to the species only 
after the establishment of that church. We read:

Every member of the (Most Ancient) Church without exception, or dis
tinction, was called a “man” (Adam), and at length (that is, in process of 
time) this name was applied to any one who in body appeared as a man to 
distinguish him from beasts (AC 288 cf. 310).
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The teaching of this series also states that there was a genetic 
change as man rose to become celestial. The men of the Most 
Ancient Church, we read, “had celestial seeds implanted in them; 
whence their descendants had seed in them from a celestial origin” 
(AC 310).

From this context it is not too far beyond the plain teachings to 
postulate that there was a race of non-men who by regeneration 
became men and thereby caused a genetic change, the implantation 
of a celestial seed, which was then passed on to their progeny. 
Of course, such non-men are elsewhere called pre-adamites, and we 
know they are in heaven so that they did have immortal souls. 
The question of the evolutionists is, Were there perhaps some non
eternal non-men who preceded those in heaven? Did man evolve 
from animals? Was he, while natural, simply animal? Such 
questions are questions which New Church theories of evolution 
must consider—and such will be our next consideration.

There are at least five New Church theories on man’s origin: the 
arboreal theory, first propounded by Swedenborg in The Worship 
and Love of God (which he wrote prior to his call) ; the hominine 
animal theory; a New Church version of the evolutionary theory; a 
theory of evolution by limitation; and the microcosmic theory of 
evolution.

The arboreal theory was first propounded by Swedenborg him
self. It states that each of the three kingdoms of creation was the 
base of the next higher kingdom. The mineral kingdom was the 
mother of the vegetable kingdom, even as the vegetable kingdom in 
turn was the progenitor of the animal. In this theory man is a 
member of the animal kingdom. Perhaps we might wonder about 
this fact. Is not man higher than animals? Is there not a human 
kingdom which is above the animal? As far as live forms on 
earth are concerned, the New Word answers these questions “no.” 
Man is identified as a member of the animal kingdom. We read: 
“In the animal kingdom not only man, but also each particular ani
mal, even the least and lowest is representative” (AC 3000). And 
again: “First things are each and all things of the animal kingdom. 
Those of the lowest therein which are called worms and insects, 
the middle are birds and beasts, and the highest, men” (DLW 65). 
Man as to his body is an animal. It is only as to his soul that he 
differs from the animal—he will live forever. Now, of course, the
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soul does weave the animal matter of the body into a form for 
use, and so man is the highest of the animats.

But to return to the arboreal theory. Each kingdom was the 
parent of the next. Minerals were organized into forms which 
when activated by the “fingers of God,” thought of as the atmo
spheres of the natural and spiritual world, became living seeds 
from which the vegetable kingdom in turn sprang. Each seed was 
a separate formation of the mineral kingdom. Further, once a 
seed was formed out of a mineral it could not change that form and 
become some other kind of vegetable. All vegetables came di
rectly from minerals, no vegetables from other vegetable forms. 
In its turn, the vegetable kingdom became acted upon by the fingers 
of God. Each particular vegetable gave birth to a particular animal 
form. The grasses with their abundant variety became the insects 
still often found among them. The bushes and shrubs gave birth to 
birds and small animals; perhaps, though this is not specifically 
said, seaweed and other underwater vegetation gave birth to the 
fish; certain trees produced certain mammals; and at length, the 
tree of life brought forth a man, who, according to Swedenborg’s 
theory, was Adam.

The theory was propounded in the Worship and Love of God, a 
book published in 1745, which was after Swedenborg’s call but 
prior to his first studies of the Word and three years before the 
publication of the Arcana Coelestia. No serious students consider 
this book as a part of the New Word, yet it is a transition work 
and does show some of Swedenborg’s first thoughts on the Genesis 
story. It should be noted that the book was a poem, and subject to 
all the interpretation of poetry. The fact that Adam was the first 
man is, of course, contrary to the teaching of the New Word. Yet, 
ignoring that criticism, Swedenborg has at least tried to give a 
scientific explanation of how creation by a loving God could happen. 
Though his theory may seem somewhat unscientific today, in its 
own day it did no violence to observable facts. Perhaps a flavor 
of the poem would be of use. We read concerning the birth of 
man:

There was a grove in the most temperate region of the orb, not under 
the meridian sun, but in a certain middle station between the arctic pole of 
the zodiac and its greatest curvature from the equator, which was exposed 
to the rays of the summer sun . . . (which could by its angle) . . . 
temper the subject air with the mildest spring of all. This grove, I say, 
was a complete orchard. ... In the midst of it again was a fruit tree.
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which bore a small egg, the most precious of all, in which, as in a jewel, 
nature concealed herself with her highest powers and stores, about to be
come the initiaments of the most consummate body; therefore this fruit-tree 
was called the TREE OF LIFE. But this little egg was not yet fecundated, 
though nature had collected into it, as into a sort of sacred little ark, her 
most excellent treasures and valuables. . . . Into this egg, as into a cen
tre, then the Supreme Mind came to meet her, and from itself, as the Sun 
of Life itself, with concentrated rays, conceived the supercelestial form or 
soul, which was life and capable of containing what is infinite, or the In
finite itself. (All vegetative life and spiritual powers conspired to allow 
this tender egg to grow. At length, all things now prepared) the parturient 
branch, according to the times of gestation inclining itself by degrees to
wards the ground, deposited its burden commodiously on the couch spread 
beneath. (With this birth all nature conspired to bring joy to God’s 
crowning work.) The choicest flowers encompassing this couch, now ex
haled their odors from their deepest pores to exhilarate with rich and 
delicious gifts all the blood of the infant. Whatever was in the kingdoms 
of nature, favored, and in its own manner greeted this birthday (32-38).

A second New Church theory states that man’s mother was an 
animal. According to this theory, it is more logical for man to 
come in an orderly succession from the highest animal form which 
has existed prior to his birth. This form would have had the 
best developed brain. For one kingdom to spring in toto from 
another is too abrupt a development as far as this theory is con
cerned. According to the hominine animal theory, the process 
of the incarnation of God illustrates the process of the origin of all 
life forms. God, with a discretely different soul, sprang from man, 
by means of a virgin birth. This birth apparently was caused by 
God ordering the spiritual atmospheres in such a way that they 
could spark the multiplication of cells in the womb of Mary. A 
similar pattern of Divine influx and parthenogenesis, or virgin 
birth, allows for the apparent evolution observed by scientists. 
There was a Divine implantation of a seed from a soul without the 
mediation of a natural father, which allowed the higher order of life 
to spring forth. Once born, this life form continued according to 
the nature of its soul. The element of miracle implied in this 
theory makes it sound highly unscientific, yet it does no violence 
to the teachings of the New Word, so far as I know. Indeed, the 
concept of implantation of a more perfect seed seems to be taught 
at least in part. The first parents of the Most Ancient Church, 
we are taught, had “celestial seeds implanted in them; whence 
their descendants had seed in them from a celestial origin” (AC 
310). Note here that this teaching uses the term “parents” which
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could mean many mothers; or as would seem more logical since 
seed is from the father, many fathers; or both, considering both 
ova and sperm as seed. If mothers is meant, then the passage con
firms the homjnine animal theory, if not, then we seek another.

An alternative to the hominine animal theory is the New Church 
version of Darwinian evolution. This theory begins with the ac
ceptance that life is an influx. As an influx it is governed by the 
prime rule of influx, namely, that form of the receiving vessel 
determines the nature of the influx. With this truth in mind the 
theory notes that if there is a dramatic change in the form of a 
vessel, then the influx will change dramatically. A mutation is a 
dramatic change. The mutant is not, hereditarily speaking, the 
same as the parent. Also, it can pass on the change. Is not the 
implantation of a new kind of seed in actuality the reshaping of the 
seed of a lower order father by means of mutation, which by the 
nature of the change allows the establishment of a new kind of 
soul in the ultimate? Yes, answer the adherents of New Church 
evolution. For them there is no problem in the soul of man being 
discretely above the soul of animals. A mutation has in fact so 
altered the seed of the father that it is an entirely new thing in 
terms of the influx it receives. Nor is there a problem in the 
proposition that all life forms once created will be able to pass on 
their qualities unchanged in future generations. Unless there is 
further mutation, this is exactly what should happen.

But why should mutations take place? New Church evolution 
answers this question “because God wills it”; yet the more philo
sophical answer states that inherent in the first finition of God was 
all possible life, and that this striving of the spiritual in the natu
ral has brought about such mutations in an effort to find fit forms 
for expression. In other words, the human soul was potentially 
present in the very first finite thing, but it found no expression 
until by mutation a form had evolved which could give it suitable 
life. God worked on His creation both from the spiritual within 
and the natural without. The natural from without appears like 
evolution since life forms viewed from without must build up.

A fourth theory is the microcosmic theory of evolution. This 
theory operates on the proposition that the development of the 
embryo will help us in seeing how the human race developed since
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the human race can be viewed as a single man. The first con
scious life of man is at birth. The first conscious life of the Grand 
Man, that is the birth of heaven, had to take place when the first 
man arrived there. Prior to that, according to the microcosmic 
theory, there was an embryological development of this Grand 
Man which took place as the human form developed on earth. The 
theory observes that the embryo goes through many stages which 
look extremely foreign to the human figure. There are things in 
this development that look like gills and a tail, for example. The 
embryo begins with a single cell. So too, according to the micro
cosmic theory, did man begin. As scientists now recognize one- 
celled animals and one-celled plants, this theory postulates one- 
celled things which, though they look like animals, are really the 
beginnings of developing humans. Just as the fertilized cell of the 
embryo divides and specializes, so did these first created human 
cells which lived on the earth over a very long period of time. In 
process of time these cells became organized into forms which pre
figure the various stages of embryological development. There 
may even have been an ape-like form that lived millions of years 
ago which in reality was this embryological human. At length, 
when the form had finally developed to a stage almost like that of 
man, the human was able to inflow fully, and so, the first human 
being lived. But, I suppose, just as the body must develop after 
birth, so many different men might have existed: for example, 
Neanderthal, Rhodesian and Cro-Magnon men. The basic prob
lem with this theory seems to be that it seeks to make man’s 
physical body as something different from that of an animal, 
(though to be sure we might never recognize this difference from 
a skeleton) while the New Word seems to teach that as to his 
body man is an animal. Still, the theory does no real violence to 
any of the doctrines of the New Word, and it does account for the 
fact of many different types of man.

A final theory that we wish to consider is a theory of evolution 
by limitation. I do not treat this last because I have special affinity 
for it, but because it is so different from the others. This theory 
denies all upbuilding of forms from a lower to a higher. Instead, 
it says that the highest form was first. Now that does not mean 
that a human being consciously pre-existed all other forms of life, 
but it does mean that the potential human was the first of creation.
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The end prefigures the means. So the goal God has for the world 
must be present prior to the first establishment of the means 
whereby this goal is attained. This means that the first of finition 
must have in it all the potentialities of the most complex life forms.

In itself that statement is accepted by all the New Church 
theories we have discussed. But evolution by limitation takes the 
concept further. In this theory the first natural created thing, 
spoken of as the natural sun, has all life forms in it. Organization 
of this matter is not an upbuilding from one lower form to another, 
but rather a drawing out of more specialized forms. Limitations 
being imposed upon this first natural form specialize its uses and 
so make it both more and less perfect. More perfect as to use, 
less perfect as to the potential expression of life. With the vege
table kingdom we found a limitation of this first created stuff in 
such a way that it could never be animal or human, although the 
original created stuff had that potential. So also with each genera
tion of animals the original stuff was more and more particularized, 
that is limited, making that animal less and less able to become a 
man. But perhaps an illustration will help us to see what evolu
tion by limitation is all about. Imagine a large pile of sand. Take 
a bucket of water and pour it on top of the pile, always in the same 
spot, until the water is gone. As the water runs down the pile it 
will form into many different rivulets which are further and further 
apart. So with life stuff. It is all from the Lord. It was present in 
the first living cell as the water was on the top of the pile. But as 
those cells became more organized the life stuff within was more 
and more limited into a particular use, which was further and fur
ther apart from other uses. This was not an upbuilding process, but 
a limiting one, although there is the definite appearance of up
building due to specialization.

A final word ought to be said about evil animals. It is the 
teaching of the New Word that all evil originates in man. God 
did not create evil. So animals, said to be evil, could not exist 
prior to man whose evil loves gave than their origin. Since the 
scorpion and the alligator, and many carnivores are specifically 
listed as evil animals, and since our sense evidence places the 
origin of man long after the origin of these animals, we have a 
problem. If we accept some New Church type of evolution, how 
can we reconcile the presence of evil animals prior to man? Let
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us remember just what evil is. Evil is not nothing. According 
to the New Word, evil is the perversion of good. In other words, 
evil is not a specific creation in itself. Only after there is a good 
can it be perverted. Only after there is orderly creation can there 
be disorder. Evil can simply twist existing forms or acts toward 
selfishness. For example, the act of sex is good in itself, but as 
adultery it is vile.

We can conclude that certain animal forms must have pre
existed their perversion into evil animals. They had to be created 
by the Lord first in order for them to be perverted. So a carnivore 
may well have pre-existed man, provided he was not evil as to his 

• use, provided his killing enhanced natural uses by preserving the 
animal population. The True Christian Religion specifically states 
that carnivorous fish pre-existed man, pointing out how useful 
they are in keeping the seas from being overrun. Yet, when a 
carnivore turns from his natural use and begins to destroy spiritual 
uses, that is when he turns from an animal-meat diet to a man- 
meat diet, then he is perverting his use. We believe such a per
version could never have taken place without the hells. That 
carnivores lived prior to evil is hinted at in a passage from the 
Arcana Coelestia where we read that the good men of the Most 
Ancient Church ate no meat because it was to them a wickedness 
and like wild animals. If there were no carnivores eating meat, how 
could man regard meat-eating as like animals? So the form 
existed, but the perversion of the form under which we suffer did
not exist.

We have now traced nine theories of man’s natural origin. One 
real villain is readily seen. But as to the rest, there are no clear 
teachings as to which particular theory may be the best Perhaps 
further study of both science and revelation will help us to see 
God’s orderly means of creation better, but for the present all we 
can do is guess.

The New Churchman is not to be bound in this matter. He is 
free, free to enter into the mysteries of both this world and the 
other, free to contemplate the beauty and mystery of God’s crea
tion.

Space does not permit the inclusion here of a bibliography that accom
panies this article. It will be published in the April-June issue.
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