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WHAT IS MAN?

Edward F. Allen *

INTRODUCTION

There is a story that in Plato’s Academy, following a discussion 
on the question, “What is man ?” this definition was offered: “Man 
is a two-legged animal.” Later someone added, “without feathers.” 
Diogenes then “plucked a cock and brought it to the Academy, 
remarking, ‘This is Plato’s man.’ ” And so the words “with 
broad flat nails” were added.

Actually the discussion on man in Plato’s dialogues is more 
serious than this. Yet the story has merit in that it suggests a 
kind of frustration one experiences as he pursues serious efforts 
to answer this question. The history of thought is filled with an 
almost countless variety of meanings given to the term “man.”

Oracles, psalmists, philosophers, and others, not to mention the 
individual man qua himself, have all asked and in some cases 
offered answers to the question, “What is man?”

Not so long ago Kant raised the question, embedding it in a 
contemporary scientific aspect. He asked why anthropology could 
not be extended to include aspects of man beyond the physical— 
beyond the knowledges gained by drawing distinctions between 
geological samples and artifacts—beyond the merely animal.

Martin Buber has a remarkable essay on “What is man?” in 
his Between Man and Man. In it he discusses three associated 
Kantian questions: “1. What can I know? 2. What ought I to 
do? 3. What may I hope?” He says, “. . . the first three are 
all related to the last,” namely “4. What is man ?”

During the twentieth century, some have resorted to a reduc
tion of man. B. F. Skinner, behaviorist psychologist, has driven 
freedom and dignity from man. Jean-Paul Sartre has charac
terized man as “a useless passion.” (See the last sentence in the 
next to the last section of Being and Nothingness, English trans
lation, Philosophical Library, 1956.)

There are countless examples of the dehumanization of man set 
forth by our humanistic-brother-animals, especially since the 
general acceptance of evolution as “proved.” It would be a sacri

*A revised version of an address given at the Annual Meeting.
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lege in some centers today to question Ryle’s characterization of 
mind as “a ghost in a machine.”

However much these reductions have been publicized, some peo
ple still approach the question “What is man?” by following it 
through traditional history. This approach has been referred to 
as Athens versus Jerusalem, because it follows one of the two ways 
of philosophy and religion respectively. By Athens is meant the 
tradition or way originating in the great classical period of the 
Greeks, especially with Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle. The other 
way is known as the Judeo-Christian tradition.1 The study of 
either way by itself produces a complex variety of answers to the 
question, “What is man?” By way of illustration let us briefly 
refer to two ways within Christianity, two important “polariza
tions” that have occurred within Christian history around what 
can be called “the man of the church.” (Note that according to 
the Writings, this man is a particular instance of man as he is 
found in history: The Most Ancient, the Ancient, the Hebraic, 
the Christian, the Scientific man.) The Christian “polarizations” 
(a term thrust upon us by the contemporary “activist-man”) build 
their definitions of the man of the church around Christian “faith,” 
or more particularly, we might say, “faith alone.” In these two 
polarizations faith means something different.

In the first a more accurate term is the word credo. “Credo 
quia absurdum est.” So wrote Tertullian. The call to faith even 
under absurd conditions tipped the scales in favor of faith over 
reason up to the time of Aquinas. But Aquinas, regarding man 
as reasonable as well as capable of faith, called upon Aristotle and 
reason to help man to become a man of faith. In our own day a 
Spanish philosopher wistfully looks back at the time since Aquinas, 
during which the church has dragged philosophy behind it.2 Al- 1 2 1 2

1 There are many published examples. One approach is illustrated by 
Bland Branshard’s book, Reason and Goodness. Another approach is illus
trated in Athens and Jerusalem by Lev. Shestov, where the distinction is 
drawn between reason and faith.

2 As Ortega y Gasset writes, “. . . there is no other form of entering into 
company with God except through solitude, because only under the shadow 
of solitude does the soul meet with its own authentic being. God, and facing 
Him, the solitary soul—there is no other true reality from the Christian 
point of view, in the Christian religion (not the so-called 'Christian philoso
phy’ which is, as we shall see, a sad and useless chain which Christianity 
drags behind it).” (What is Philosophy? New York: Norton & Com
pany, 1964, p. 174.)
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though originally reason was only intended to support faith, it 
eventually came to be regarded as superior to faith.

Closer to our own day, Christianity endured another faith alone 
contest, this time against charity. Readers of the Writings are 
likely to be more familiar with this polarization.

These examples are given only to illustrate the complexity of 
the question “What is man?” The larger question is already 
limited when we specify “the man of the church.”

Originally the man of the church regarded himself as an “image 
of God.” Later this image became a natural pattern, the pattern 
outlined by the man Jesus. In a sense this was the terminus of 
“Christianity.” For after this, man quo man, man as man, became 
just that. And man patterned himself after norms which he him
self set for himself. This is humanism. And by the middle of 
the nineteenth century, humanism had prepared man to accept 
biological evolution in an exclusive way, thus closing off the ways 
previously open toward higher sources.

Ways of Approaching the Question 
in the Works of Swedenborg

The fact that there are so many ways of approaching the ques
tion “What is man?” suggests the complex nature of man. There
fore these remarks can only be regarded as suggestions. The 
“full” development of any one of the ways might challenge the 
searching mind for a lifetime.

Important philosophical systems have already been characterized 
by the multitude of possibilities they raise for future searchings. 
When one thinks that by a certain way he has arrived at its end, 
the wonder of the search for truth ceases. And when wonder 
ceases, the search ceases. So it is with the definition of man.

Let us note a few of the varied ways in which man is treated 
in the works of Swedenborg, both philosophical and theological. 
By “ways” here I refer to those ways that are opened rather early 
in the philosophical works, and to which he returns several times.

One of these ways is suggested by the title of the book, Rational 
Psychology. More important than the specific content of the book 
itself, which incidentally was not published by Swedenborg, is what 
is suggested by the term “rational psychology.” Swedenborg 
closes the first part of his work on the Economy of the Animal
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Kingdom with a section entitled “An Introduction to Rational 
Psychology.” The reader of his philosophical works may be at 
a loss at first to understand the common meaning of “rational 
psychology” in the title of this section and in the title of the book. 
Actually the “Introduction” is the laying of a foundation for the 
understanding of man by means of the doctrine of degrees—or as 
it is also called, the doctrine of order.

We begin to realize the purpose or use of the philosophical doc
trine of series, or of order, in its application to understanding man 
as we enter into the final section of the second part of the Economy, 
called “The Human Soul.” There the general philosophical doc
trine is applied to a study of the degrees of the mind. The study 
of* what is called “The ladder of psychology” is related to what 
is called “the organic series.” In the book, the Rational Psychol
ogy, the emphasis is upon a particular interpretation of the psy
chological series. And in the Writings the emphasis is upon the 
continuous development within each degree of the mind and the 
successive opening of higher degrees of the mind of the spiritual 
man. These treatments, namely organic, psychological, and spiri
tual, can be regarded roughly as having reference to the body, mind, 
and soul of man respectively.

It is a common opinion in the world that the organic series and 
the psychological series do not exist as discrete series—although 
sometimes “levels” are spoken of. They are both usually referred 
to, in the reduced sense of the scientific attitude, by what can be 
observed by the senses exclusively. This is regarded as the sole 
basis of any knowledge of man, or indeed of any knowledge.

But in his philosophical works Swedenborg manifests a dear 
intention to relate the organic series and the psychological series 
in parallel ways as descriptions of man up to and including his 
freedom and morality. It is his intention to describe the organic 
seat both of man’s freedom and of his morality according to the 
doctrine of series and degrees, or of order. In the Writings as 
well, man is described according to the doctrine of degrees or of 
order. There it is emphasized that the degrees are degrees of 
receptacles of life from the Lord, and man is thus described as 
to his spiritual nature. And as to his spiritual nature man is more 
than man in the natural sense, beyond natural freedom and moral
ity. He is capable of becoming a particular man, according to 
his assumption of responsibility to a unique spiritual use.
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In addition to the consideration of man through the doctrine of 
series and degrees or of order, three other ways to which Sweden
borg returns several times are: The relation of soul to body, 
Freedom, and Creation.

Each of these ways is dependent upon the others, yet the special 
emphasis in each case is clear because they are treated of under 
special sections. This suggests that each is a way of approaching 
what man is. Without such an analysis, which permits us to 
view man from degrees and order, or from relation of soul to body, 
or from freedom, or by means of his creation, his complexity would 
appear too great for our minds. I shall refer to these ways only 
by mentioning places where they are given explicit consideration.

Soul and body. This manner of treatment is suggested in sev
eral places by the phrase “mechanism,” or “harmony,” or “inter
course,” between soul and body. Among the philosophical works 
there is the small work, the Mechanism of the Intercourse Between 
the Soul and Body. In the theological works there is the Inter
course between Soul and Body.

Freedom. In the philosophical works the seat of freedom is 
treated of in the section “The Human Soul” of the Economy of 
the Animal Kingdom, and in a chapter of the Rational Psychology. 
In the theological works free-will is treated of explicitly in a series 
of numbers in the Arcana and in a chapter devoted to it in the 
True Christian Religion.

In this paper particular use is made of the discussion in the 
Economy. The reader will sense a similarity with the treatment 
of freedom as a faculty of man in the Divine Providence.

Creation. Swedenborg returns over and over again to the ex
plicit treatment of creation. The subject created differs in each 
case. The Principia is the first important instance. Because it 
concerns creation, it should be referred to as a work on “cos
mogony” rather than “cosmology,” as is usually the case. Al
though the Principia involves man explicitly only in a minor way, 
we realize in retrospect that man is involved because the illustra
tions of the doctrine of degrees are first offered in this work. 
The Economy as the search for the soul is a work on creation 
because in it is developed the organic basis for man’s freedom and 
upon this depends the particular morality of a man, which in turn 
defines the nature of his uniqueness. The explicit treatment of 
the formation of the human body (i.e., the creation of the indi



1972] WHAT IS MAN? 253

vidual body) is given in the work Generation. This is a volume 
of the uncompleted series called the Animal Kingdom. Finally 
in the philosophical works there is the allegorical work the Wor
ship and Love of God based upon the Genesis story. Here the 
creative aspect is included in the “allegorical” treatment as con
trasted with cosmogonic (Principia), “the search” (Economy), 
or revelation (Genesis).

In the Arcana what is usually referred to as “The Story of 
Creation” assumes a radically different character from its literal 
meaning. The internal sense of Genesis as applied to man refers 
to his re-creation or becoming a regenerate man. Both the con
tinuous development within specific degrees and the opening of 
higher discrete degrees in the mind are described as depending 
upon man’s becoming a spiritual man through reformation, re
generation, and salvation. A somewhat different story of the 
creation of man as “becoming,” his becoming a man of the Church, 
is described in the True Christian Religion.

Man as will and understanding in the performance of use is 
discussed in the Divine Love and Wisdom which may be regarded 
as a work on creation. The beginning of man specifically under 
the Divine Laws of government, is described in the Divine Provi
dence. Number 2 of the Divine Providence describes the differ
ence between that work and the earlier work the Divine Love and 
Wisdom:

“Putting with these propositions the description of creation in that treatise, 
one may indeed see that what is called divine providence is government by 
the Lord’s divine love and wisdom. In that treatise, however, creation was 
the subject, and not the preservation of the state of things after creation— 
yet this is the Lord’s government”

I have found the above distinctive “ways” useful in approaching 
the question “What is man?” Perhaps the recognition of these 
“ways” as different because of what each emphasizes aids in what 
otherwise would be too complex a task in approaching the ques
tion “What is man?” But further, when the different parts of the 
analysis are clearly recognized, we can begin to form a picture of 
what the whole man may mean, as treated of in Swedenborg’s 
complex and voluminous works, both philosophical and theological.
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The Doctrine of Series and Degrees 
or

The Doctrine of Order

The Economy can be read as a text on the doctrine of series. 
It is both theoretical and experimental. The experimental part 
is taken from the anatomists of Swedenborg’s day. The theo
retical part is the interpretation of the anatomical knowledge and 
its extension using the doctrine of series.

The anatomical sections contain one example of series after 
another. Illustrations are given without explicitly stating “here 
is a series.” For example, in the section “On the Formation of 
the Chick, etc.” Swedenborg is writing of a substance which goes 
by many names, the “first,” “most universal,” etc. (EAK I 257). 
He says in one place “This is called by some the ‘plastic force,’ 
and the Archaeus; by others, simply nature in action . . .” (EAK 
I 253). I insert this reference because Swedenborg, by the use 
of these terms, although they are not his, is recognizing what to 
others appears as a metaphysical cause or first principle. It is 
the first degree of a series, and rules as the universal in succeeding 
series. On his own Swedenborg writes,

“Of this formative substance, therefore, scarcely anything can be predicated 
adequately, inasmuch as it occupies the supreme and superlative degree 
among the substances and forces of its kingdom; but I would rather call 
it a formative substance than call it nature; for it has within it a force and 
nature such as I have described” (EAK I 256).

Here is suggested an important aspect of series and degrees, or 
of order. What is of order is from within. The essential of order 
is not an arrangement of parts or a special kind of ordering in 
nature as we usually think of it, as for example, order in a parade 
or administrative order. Although this latter kind of order is 
important, the order in series and degrees Swedenborg calls “from 
order to order” (EAK I 258).

Order on one plane is not of itself order but is order according 
to its relation to a higher plane. What rules? There is in each 
series a universal or a principle that is at the head of the series 
or is more interior.

The Writings often use the term “interior” rather than “higher,” 
as for example, in discussing the combat of the “interior man” 
with the “exterior man.” Order must be established from within.
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External persuasion or compulsion does not lead to order as meant 
by the doctrine of order.

We may say that order in series and degrees has its origin in 
what is superior or higher or within or a priori, etc. These words 
all suggest space-time ideas. It is possible that their very variety 
indicates a kind of disatisfaction with space-time limitations. 
There appears a notion or an idea that is beyond words, for after 
all words in large measure, if not entirely, depend on images 
originating in the senses.

One of the most powerful of all of these terms is the term “uni
versal.” In the philosophical works it gains its first important 
meaning in the Principia. There, what is universal is not “out 
there” but rather within finites or elements as each is described 
progressively. The Greeks took the first step in expanding the 
notion of “out there” when they passed beyond the Mediterranean 
through the Gates of Hercules—even if only to a mythical Atlantis. 
Later came the expansion of the heavens, and with the help of 
Copernicus, the center of the universe was moved 92,000,000 miles 
away from the earth. Early in our century, with very much less 
noise than was made over Copernicus, the notion of the universe 
expanded into dimensions measured in light years. Man is only 
a small part of that “universe.” Most of the universe is “out 
there,” out there from man.

That is not the meaning of “universal” as Swedenborg uses the 
term. Man looks with eyes, and sees outside of himself what he 
may first think is universal. But a degree removed from man’s 
senses is his imagination, and when man retires from the senses, 
when he “closes his eyes” as Swedenborg somewhere quotes 
Augustine, he sees what the eye does not see. He sees what is 
within himself. And that vision, as Swedenborg illustrates in 
the Economy, can penetrate more and more deeply. This is a 
different kind of penetration than that of the physical eye when 
it sees farther and farther away from man. (The physical eye 
can increase its penetration out into space and also within smaller 
and smaller particles in space, with proper instruments to aid it. 
In an analogous manner the imagination can penetrate more deeply, 
more profoundly, with aids proper to it. This is a challenging sub
ject to students of Swedenborg’s philosophy in our day when posi
tivistic science and linguistic philosophy create a negative climate 
for such thinking.)
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Let us return to what can be seen within. The illustrations of 
series in the Economy have this in common. In all cases there 
stands at the superior position, or rather, at the innermost place, 
“the principle.” By whatever name, it has this character: it is 
what is universal. What is universal is everywhere. What is 
universal in a particular series is what is present throughout that 
series. And to be present can only mean to be present within. 
It is present within whatever is of each of the successive degrees.

The very name “animal kingdom” used by Swedenborg in his 
search for the soul involves what is within. Note here the mean
ing of “kingdom.” Whether it be in the Economy of the Animal 
Kingdom or in the later series, the Animal Kingdom, (or “The 
Soul’s Kingdom,” the translation Hugo Odhner prefers for that 
title) the word “kingdom” means the same thing. It refers to a 
government from within, government by the universal that is not 
out there, nor up there on a throne, but everywhere within.

This discussion obviously does not describe other things essen
tial to the nature of degrees, but I believe this emphasis on “uni
versal” and “kingdom” is useful to the understanding of “man” 
in the philosophical and theological works of Swedenborg.

At any rate, for our specific purpose in these remarks, the doc
trine of series and degrees or of order is the subject of “An Intro
duction to a Rational Psychology,” the final chapter of Part I 
of the Economy of the Animal Kingdom. This subject is funda
mental and preliminary to any treatment of rational psychology as 
given by Swedenborg in his philosophical and theological works.

I have not in these remarks discussed degrees as such, but have 
emphasized instead the order aspect. Treatments of discrete 
degrees by others have often ignored this important aspect of the 
doctrine.

Let us now consider two degrees of the human organic, namely 
the soul and the mind.

The Soul and the Mind

What is man? Soul and Body? Mind and Body? Or Soul 
only? Or Only Mind? Or only Body? Each of the views sug
gested by these questions is affirmatively supported by some 
philosophy. If we fellow the doctrine of series, however, soul, 
mind, and body are three degrees of what is called “the organic 
aeries."
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The importance of the application of the doctrine of degrees and 
series or of order is two-fold.

1. Its first application is to the series of organs and their corre
sponding activities.

2. Its second application is to the activity associated with the 
whole series itself.

The first application has to do with reality regarded objectively. 
In a sense we may discuss the organs and their respective activi
ties as if they were out there—as an anatomist would study a part 
of the body. In a sense we may speak even of the higher func
tions as disassociated from ourselves. There is a kind of objec
tivity in the sentence, “Just as the eye is the organ of sight so there 
is that which understands.” Swedenborg uses the word, “office” 
in the chapter of the Economy entitled “The Human Soul” to 
express the organic idea. Specifically with reference to the body, 
Swedenborg writes,

“We are also enabled to determine into act whatever the mind desires, not 
only almost without consulting, but even in opposition to, the animus; for 
the body is under the necessity of doing, and the animus of wishing, what 
the mind desires, as is perfectly well known in civil life: it being the office 
of the body to form looks and actions, to be disposed, and to do what the 
higher lives desire” (EAK II 322).

And again, this time specifically with reference to the mind 
Swedenborg writes, “The mind’s office then is, to choose the 
decorous or becoming, as the vehicle for carrying on the means 
to the end that it has in view” (ibid.).

The first kind of application of series is illustrated by the mind 
and body viewed as examples of degrees of substantial reality. 
The mind and body are substantial reality because matter com
poses the body, spiritual substance composes the mind. In either 
case when we say “substantial,” there is a kind of objectivity in
volved. It is as if each of us could observe the matter of a body 
or the substance of a mind.

This application distinguishing the office of mind and the office 
of body is an application of the doctrine of degrees and series and 
degrees and order that places emphasis on degrees.

The second application places more emphasis on order. Order, 
as mentioned earlier, is always from above or within. The reign
ing of the universal of a series (often referred to as influx) is 
downward or outward. And yet man’s understanding, that is, 
the beginning of his understanding, is from below, reaching up
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ward, trying to climb a ladder. How can we understand this? 
Not “out there,” objectively, but only within ourselves—yes, sub
jectively. If one had never tried to reach, what would “reaching” 
mean for him ? If one had never tried to climb what would “climb
ing” mean? And especially, without trying to understand, what 
would “understanding” mean? My understanding is so personal, 
so uniquely intimate, only I can understand when I say “I under
stand.” No one else can help me to understand as I understand.

Thus in this application of the doctrine where we emphasize 
order, we see that order itself is from above or within, but under
standing of order begins from below and reaches upward. Thus 
the first application is the way of reality. It is the way downward. 
The second application is the way the understanding develops. 
It is the way upward.

For me there is a meaning in the way the philosophy of Sweden
borg is composed so as to illustrate these two directions. The 
Principia, a radically objective work—calls at its outset upon 
science, geometry, and reason, presumably in a way that they 
might be called upon by any sound philosopher. Then it describes 
the process of creation downward from the Infinite to the finites, 
the atmospheres, and the solar system. What is man? Where 
is subjectivity during the eons required for this process? Man 
is not there even as an observer. This is “objectivity” in a radi
cal sense.

But when Swedenborg moves on to the Economy, what then? 
It is the search for the soul. And where does he begin? He 
begins with the red blood, whose corpuscles, whose parts, can be 
examined with the eye by the aid of a microscope. From there 
through the mind’s eye he looks upward to the purer bloods. The 
Principia is a way downward. The Economy is a way upward. 
We may be prepared in the Principia for the way downward. It 
treats of substantial reality itself. But the way upward refers to 
the growth of our understanding. Understanding begins with that 
which is before us from our senses, yet takes place within our
selves.

Reality that is substantial follows an order that is downward. 
Understanding begins at the bottom and looks upward. Under
standing is subjective.

At this point in describing man as mind and body, we can also 
introduce series and degrees, although in a limited way. A more
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complete idea of man is introduced when we accept the reality 
of soul as well as of mind. When the idea of the soul is intro
duced, the distinctiveness of Swedenborg’s philosophy and espe
cially of his doctrine of series and degrees and of order, begins 
to appear more sharply.

What is the difference between soul and mind? Let us recall 
the two kinds of application of the doctrine of series and degrees 
and of order. One objectively and downward, the other subjec
tively and upward.

In the chapter called “The Human Soul,” there are a number of 
illustrations of the first kind of application. One of them refers 
to the controversy of his day over innate ideas, and Swedenborg 
says,

“It appears then that both those who advocate the doctrine of connate ideas, 
and those who oppose it, may base their arguments upon the same facts; 
showing that controversy is not about the truth, but only about the mode 
in which the one truth or the other is to be explained” (EAK II 294).

What is that truth that is “the one truth?” What is that truth 
that is “the other?” The one truth is the truth about the soul. 
The other truth is the truth about the mind. The soul is one 
degree of the human organic. The mind is another degree of the 
human organic. As the theme develops, the soul has what Sweden
borg calls “intelligence”—the mind “understanding.” Each of 
these two words must be understood in its relation or in its proper 
place, if the whole man is to be described according to the doctrine 
of degrees.

How is the soul manifest? Two ways given by Swedenborg 
are: First, the soul is responsible for the formation of the body 
and all of its organs before birth, and serves as the source con
trolling and preserving order in the body after birth. Second, 
the soul has latent characteristics that sometimes appear after 
skipped generations. Certainly these things do not result from 
man’s thought. A man does not think in the womb, nor does he 
think the reign of order in his body, nor does he think the latent 
effects of heredity which he may be the recipient of or the trans
ferring agent for from his father to his son. “Intelligence” of the 
soul governs. This does not follow because of his thinking. Nor 
does he have characteristics like those of his grandfather whom he 
has never seen because he has thought them. Of “intelligence,”
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Swedenborg says further, “Thus the soul of an infant has the same 
intelligence as the soul of an adult; and the soul of an idiot as the 
soul of a sage . . (EAK II 294).

Does man resign himself to the limitations of an infant or of an 
idiot ? And in the government of society to government by infants 
or idiots? There is something inside ourselves that dictates a 
future, a maturity, that somehow surpasses being an infant or an 
idiot. Thus the mind begins to make its appearance.

With the emphasis upon these things that do in fact happen as 
we know, we begin to follow the way by which Swedenborg dis
tinguished between the two degrees: soul and mind.

In reference to our question “What is man?” we regard the 
soul as that which controls the formation of the body in the womb 
and controls the various activities that preserve the body after 
birth—and perhaps much of what we refer to as the unconscious 
or subconscious activities. Is the soul man? Because of his soul 
man is man at birth and not some other being. But the special 
man he is to become now begins to take form in that degree of 
the human organic known as the mind. Therefore the distinctions 
between the soul and the mind begin to appear.

The soul is inviolate. The essential mutations which cause the 
soul to be formed out of what was formless can take place only 
once. The soul, in a sense, is in a degree of perfection. At birth 
it has certain characteristics that are preserved in order that man 
may remain man.

The mind however must not be in that state of perfection. 
Note that it not only is not (which is true enough) but must not 
be in that state of perfection. Why? Why this demand for 
“imperfection?”
“If we were bom at once in full possession of the perfection and science of 
the soul, it may reasonably be doubted whether the human race could be 
propagated by natural generation; and whether it would not be most dis
tinctly conscious of its own formation, and by a foregone rule will overrule 
all the details of its growth in the womb . . .” (EAK II 299).

Perfection itself can be ascribed only to God. Yet that which 
in man is closest to God in the series of created things is in a 
state of perfection excelling all lower states. However wonderful 
the mind, which is the next degree, nevertheless it is not created 
in that perfection in which the soul is. Perfection of mind, as it 
seems to be meant, would make all men the same. Yet man can
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not be related to man in a distinctive way unless he is different 
from every other one of his fellows,

“There would be one general equality . . . because no form of society, either 
in this or in the future life; for all distinction and all relation resulting from 
distinction or difference perishes in equality” (EAK II 299).

How this general equality is averted by the differences between 
man and man made possible because of variety, and how the exer
cise of free choice ultimately determines one unique pattern from 
that variety—this theme permeates the text of the Economy, and 
will be discussed later. But let us pursue the organic series, intro
ducing another degree, one step downward, the animus.

The mind has freedom of determination, but the animus may 
or may not agree. Here we are introduced to the conflict between 
the internal man and the external. Freedom results when the 
mind rules the animus. Let us continue the definition of free 
choice:

. . but in those matters only in which the mind has been instructed by 
way of organs, in which it views the honorable, the useful, or the decorous 
as an end” (EAK II 326).

Here is an explicit shift away from the organic. From organic 
considerations there is a turning toward value judgment. Yet it 
says, “the mind has been instructed by the way of organs.” And 
further it says “in which it views the honorable, the useful, or the 
decorous as an end.” Just as it is the eye which sees, so there is 
that which understands. The eye is an organ. What under
stands is also an organ. These organs are degrees in a series. 
They are discrete degrees in that series. In each organ there is 
an activity. These activities are in a parallel series, the psycho
logical series.

This is the introduction of the possibility of morality in man 
at the border of what is still organic. He is introduced to what 
he “sees” as honorable, useful, decorous as ends. This seeing is 
not organic seeing by the eye; it is organic seeing by the mind. 
Seeing by the eye is at the beginning of and makes posable knowl
edge of nature. Seeing by the mind is the beginning of and makes 
possible knowledge of the man that is self—the moral self.

One accustomed to the Writings will ask, “What of the spiritual 
self?” Swedenborg suggests a new beginning of this, a new possi
bility above the mind as an organic:
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"But in higher and divine things, the mind can will the means, but in 
respect to the end, it must permit itself to be acted upon by the soul, and 
the soul by the spirit of God” (EAK II 329).

Thus we come to a new turning point, namely from what is 
moral to what is Spiritual. Such action as is from the soul comes 
“by the spirit of God.” The language is not that of the Writings. 
But one is amazed that such a conclusion was possible on natural 
grounds from scientific anatomical study. At any rate morality, 
it seems, can appear from what is natural, but spirituality comes 
from God.

The mind is distinguished on the one hand from the soul above 
and on the other hand from the animus below by the fact that it 
is the battleground for what enters it from these two, the battle
ground between the internal and external man.

It was said above that Swedenborg carries the subject beyond 
the controversy concerning innate ideas. He does this by relating 
soul, mind, and animus through the doctrine of degrees. It might 
be added that he also includes the body, because of the relations 
between the animus and the body he had explained elsewhere.

But there is another way he carries the subject further. This is 
hinted at in the statement about the necessity of differences be
tween man and man in order for society to exist. (See above 
EAK II 299.) Some details are added to this in the text of the 
Economy. It can only be noted in passing that here is an intro
duction to the subject of the social man.

An Interlude

An Introduction to Some Perspectives

What is man? In approaching the philosophical works of 
Swedenborg for the first time the reader might be overwhelmed 
by the anatomical content. On the one hand he might wonder 
how the study of anatomy leads to the study of free will and 
morality.

Today the study of man in his fullness, the whole man, is not 
a subject that rates high in the scale of scholarly values. By 
definition, the scholar is a specialist. As such he identifies “man” 
within the limits of his specialty.

However, in the history of thought there has been one aspect 
of man concerning which several serious efforts have been made
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to cross the boundaries of specialization. This is free choice and 
free will. From the time of Epicurus through the time of Sweden
borg even to our time questioning minds have sought an organic 
seat of free-will, or at least some basis in nature which would 
allow for the possibility of freedom. Although particular cases 
have received special notice, there have also been general examples.

At least twice the search for an understanding of the whole man 
involved not only philosophers, who are rare, but many people: 
the Platonic-Aristotelian time in Greece and the Renaissance pe
riod in Europe. The recognition by so many of the importance 
of the whole man during the latter period has given us the expres
sion “the Renaissance man,” meaning one who is concerned with 
the whole man. In these general examples, interest in the whole 
man did not depend on the single thread of freedom.

But just before and continuing into Swedenborg’s time, impor
tant philosophers began to analyze man in the sense of breaking 
him up into parts. In those days, however, analysis was not yet 
a deliberate attempt to specialize. Nevertheless what they wrote 
contributed later to a justification of the specialist view as a virtue 
in itself. This virtue carried with it the corollary of exclusiveness. 
Radical dichotomies were established. Man became either body 
or spirit, ah organic being or a psychological one. For example, 
Descartes’ dualism of mind and body soon dictated either the study 
of mind or of body—one or the other. Berkeley in effect excluded 
body. Hume in effect created a scepticism that denied spirit and 
in our day this includes mind. Logical philosophers in our day 
not only esteem the logic of both men’s arguments, but also pro
mote their scepticism, both natural and spiritual.

Since Swedenborg wrote at the time when the problems of tradi
tional philosophy were only beginning to be broken up into pieces, 
he could not be aware of the extremities of the results to follow. 
But he was aware of the breaking up of man, as is evidenced else
where in this paper where he referred to innate ideas. When, for 
example, man is regarded as soul only, we become aware of what 
is innate—when he is regarded as mind, we are aware of what is 
not innate. Descartes emphasized soul and hence believed in in
nate ideas. Locke emphasized mind and hence he believed in the 
tabula rasa. Mind at birth is a blank tablet. It remained for 
succeeding thinkers to reduce man to what could be described by 
anatomy and neurology. Man has become exclusively this descrip
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tion. The attitude conditioned by “exclusively” eliminated both 
soul and mind as essential to man.

Swedenborg wrote at a time when the analysis of the rationalists, 
those following Descartes, and of the empiricists, those following 
Locke, was taking place. But it is significant that a powerful 
meaning of “analysis” was still present in his day that has largely 
been lost in ours. Analysis then meant to seek the parts of the 
whole—not to seek the parts to the exclusion of the whole. Man 
is a whole who is more than the sum of his parts.

To Swedenborg, in whatever way he approached man—whether 
by creation, by degrees of the mind, by the anatomical considera
tions in his philosophy,—“the whole” depends upon man described 
according to series and degrees or order. Therefore whether he 
refers to the organic series or the psychological ladder, the effort 
is to consider the entire man. In the one case, “organic” reaches 
from the ultimates of the natural body to the substantiate of his 
spiritual body. In the other case, “psychological” reaches from 
the sense perceptions to the most interior components of thought.

These two series are parallel in the sense that for each psycho
logical activity there is an organic seat. This, as noted, is illus
trated by a statement by Swedenborg that just as the eye is the 
organ that sees, so there is that which understands. This is the 
mind.

Free choice and morality are of the mind, that is of its under
standing and its will. Man judges, and judgment leads to inten
tion and where possible, to acting by determination. A full under
standing of the relation of free choice, morality, understanding, 
will, judgment and intent is in large measure the subject of “The 
Human Soul” at the end of Part II of the Economy.

One important aspect therefore of Swedenborg’s treatment of 
the whole man is concerned with freedom and morality and its 
relation to that part of the organic series in which freedom and 
morality originate. This is discussed in the last section of this 
paper.

In that section further reference will be made to Swedenborg’s 
insistence on the difference between the soul of man and his mind. 
This difference is necessary in order that he may refer his doctrine 
of variety to freedom, and this to morality, and thence to the 
conclusion that each man is a certain uniqueness that distinguishes 
him from every other man.
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Since this treatment of man appears in his philosophical works 
after the completion of the Principia and also after a considerable 
part of the Economy had been written, and since his argument 
depends on the contents of these sources, it will be useful to refer 
to them briefly. One who glances at the content of this develop
ment (which fills four volumes) will appreciate the inadequacy 
of the present paper.

There is a further difficulty because the twentieth century mind 
has been conditioned to avoid thought about anything in creation 
that is beyond the perception of the senses or the senses aided by 
scientific instrumentation. Therefore the inferences of Sweden
borg beyond what one can see through the microscope are shunned 
as possible knowledge by the world generally and even by some 
who accept the Writings as The Word. With regard to this last 
remark, in the early part of this century some readers of the 
Writings were interested in the human organic described by 
Swedenborg. As the century progresses to its last quarter, fewer 
and fewer have such an interest, and some, joining the common 
attitude of the world, have become antagonistic to its study.

Yet it is a strange phenomenon that some of the latter become 
interested when someone not of the New Church gives Sweden
borg credit for a foresight in anatomical science—especially if the 
one speaking is some kind of a recognized authority in the world. 
But this part of Swedenborg’s contributions, while interesting, is 
not the subject of this paper. It is inserted by way of suggesting 
a difficult aspect of the subject which we are now entering, difficult 
not only in itself but also because of its dependence upon Sweden
borg’s earlier work, up to and including the tenth section of the 
final chapter of the second volume of the Economy. Our problem 
has a further complication which adds to the difficulty of discussing 
these things even with the people otherwise interested in Sweden
borg. To us Swedenborg himself as a man is important as a 
whole man—as to his preparation and as “the Servant” of the 
Lord. This important subject is also beyond the scope of this 
paper.

As noted, the basis for the final section of the first part of the 
Economy called “An Introduction to a Rational Psychology” was 
already established in the Principia and in the earlier sections of 
the Economy. In the Principia, through the description of the 
creation of the finites and atmospheres culminating in the ultimate
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tilings of the universe Swedenborg gives examples of discrete 
degrees in the world. In the earlier part of the Economy he added 
further illustrations, but this time with regard to the human 
organic. 

The examples concerning the organic in the Economy consist of 
the series of bloods, the series of arteries and veins, the importance 
of the teleological principle in creation illustrated by formation of 
the chick in the egg, the series of various motions in the body 
and especially the motion of the adult heart and the independent 
motion of the brain. This illustrative material seemed sufficient 
to Swedenborg to permit him to give his general description of 
the doctrine of series and of order which is the topic of the chapter 
“An Introduction to Rational Psychology.”

Further illustrative material for discrete degrees in the human 
organic is added afterward in the second volume of the Economy. 
After an introductory discussion of the motion of the brain, there 
is the series beginning with the cortical substance of the brain. 
The details are extended in other works on the brain and no doubt 
would have been even further described had not Swedenborg’s 
change from philosopher to theologian interrupted his projected 
Animal Kingdom (not to be confused with the Economy of the 
Animal Kingdom) after three volumes had been completed, and 
also three volumes on the brain itself.

And so with this general picture as a background let us try to 
understand some of the specifics that have to do with passing from 
the human organic series and the psychological series, or as 
Swedenborg calls it “the ladder of psychology,” to free will and 
morality.

Our introduction to the nature of the soul is by way of the 
variety of changes possible within its substance. At this point 
there is a typical application of the doctrine of degrees. What is 
essential in any degree, that is its life, comes from above. Yet 
in order to know about the nature of a higher degree of thought, 
one must look up from below. Thus as noted earlier we seem 
to be carried in two directions: with respect to the reality of the 
organic and the psychological, downward; but with respect to 
our thought about them, upward.

It is the latter activity, namely looking up from below, which 
Swedenborg uses as he tries to illustrate the meaning of variety. 
He calls our attention to the countless variety of possibilities within
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the air as it undergoes changes as evidenced by the transmission 
of sounds: speech, music, and the like. Further variety exists 
within the volume of the air as it changes according to its height 
above the surface of the earth. Nevertheless there is a kind of 
harmonious relation between the possibilities of variation in one 
place with respect to another. Broadly speaking, “harmony” 
means that a certain determination selected from all the possibili
ties in the variety does not interfere with other possibles that are 
also selected. In fact the choice of several varieties independently 
may contribute to a complementary association or whole that is 
greater than the sum of the parts only. This is illustrated in the 
harmony of sounds.

It can easily be made evident that variety and harmony increase 
many times in possibilities as we pass from sound to light, that is, 
when one compares activities of the ether with those of the air. 
The increase in variety in higher atmospheres, is discussed in 
some detail in the Principia where the first aura, “the supreme 
aura of the world” (EAK II 313) is three discrete degrees higher 
than air. It is doubtful if the natural numbers can be used to 
describe the relative degrees of activities in the higher auras.

But just as activities in the air are transient, that is, they cease 
when their causes are removed, so it is with something that corre
sponds in the supreme aura. For this reason they are called 
“accidental” mutations. “Accidental” is an Aristotelian term 
which refers to those changes (called “mutations” by Swedenborg) 
which take place in a specific way, yet which do not change the 
essential nature of that in which they occur.

Thus in addition to accidental changes it is necessary that in 
the process of creation something must happen to cause the soul 
as soul to exist as such. This change cannot be an accidental 
mutation. The soul is formed of its proper substances, and this 
formation Swedenborg calls the “essential mutation.” The essen
tial mutation refers to the creations of the soul as a soul.

Three Changes of the Soul

Swedenborg speaks of three kinds of changes or “mutations” 
related to the soul. One must be cautious for two reasons because 
of the language used.
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First, the word "mutation” as used in contemporary science, 
because of evolutionary thinking and radiation effects, refers to 
a phenomenon recognized during the last one hundred years or so. 
No one, so far as I know, has made a careful study of this mean
ing of "mutations” in relation to Swedenborg’s usage.

Second, understanding of Swedenborg’s usage may be hampered 
by the modifying terms he uses to describe three kinds of muta
tions: essential mutations, accidental mutations, and superior es
sential mutations.

Let us try to understand something of these technical sounding 
words by considering something that appears in headlines today: 
the air that surrounds the earth.

There are three kinds of changes in the nature of things asso
ciated with the air. Let us note each and relate them to the above 
terms.

First, the air is air. Why? Because during geological history 
the chemistry of changes in the earth and its surroundings pro
duced the complex gas we call “air.” This happened once. As
tronomers tell us the “atmosphere” around Saturn, Mars and the 
moon, for example, is different. During the geological period 
when the air was produced it was formed by a change in what 
was not air. This is a “mutation,” that is, a change in some things 
and the way they united. And to use Swedenborg’s term, it is an 
"essential mutation.”

Through this example we begin to form an idea of the meaning 
of “essential mutation” as applied to the soul. This mutation 
results in the structure of the spiritual substance of man as a form 
during his creation. This change causes the form of the soul. It 
causes the soul to be a soul. The soul once formed, this mutation 
does not take place again. Swedenborg tells us that if it did, the 
soul as a substantial being would cease to exist. This I believe 
to be what in later works Swedenborg refers to as the essence of 
man. Man at birth is man. He is distinguished from animals 
and other forms of creation by the structure of his soul.

Second, we say that sound travels “through” the air. But using 
the preposition “through” in this way gives a false image. Sound 
travels by means of the air—because of what happens to the air. 
To is a much better word than through. Air has a form as air. 
But within that form as air there are changes which produce the 
sound of middle C on the piano, for example, so that it travels
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from the piano to the ear. These forms are entirely different from 
the "form” we call air as air.

This change within the air ceases when its cause ceases. Thus 
it is an “accidental mutation.”

Swedenborg uses the air as an example in his effort to describe 
accidental mutations of the soul. He does not make explicit use 
of the structural form that takes place—as Rayleigh did for ex
ample in his classical work on sound, nor as sound engineers today 
using Fourier’s analysis. Not only did these notions develop 
many years after Swedenborg wrote, but it is questionable whether 
they would have been useful to him in his search for the soul.

What is developed in this appeal to analogy is the doctrine of 
variety, the knowledge of which does not depend on these things. 
Middle C was referred to above. But there is also high C, low C, 
and other notes. There are combinations of notes producing 
harmonies, musical sequences; also words, and all kinds of noises, 
not to mention modifications in the air beyond the sensitivity of 
the ear. Thus may be illustrated the numerous variety that is 
possible in the air.

Compare this vast variety of mutations in the air with much 
larger variety of light phenomena. How much greater is this 
variety of phenomena in light! And as we apply our thought 
through the successive atmospheres, or auras, to the first natural 
aura—the universal aura—we begin to form some idea of the 
countless variety of mutations that are possible in that aura. Really 
it is beyond countless variety. Swedenborg uses the term “in
finite variety.” This means something more than “countless” only. 
This means something more than what can be measured by the 
endless sequence of natural numbers.

Third, let us again return to the air for an example of the third 
kind of mutation. This is more difficult to understand both as to 
its cause and as to its nature. Yet it is very important on the one 
hand to understand the kind of air we have on earth today—not 
just air but the kind of air. It is this condition that the headlines 
talk about.

Then as we refer to the soul by analogy the problem will be to 
try to understand the cause and nature of mutations in the soul. 
Instead of the mutations which cause air to be the particular air 
it is, the question concerns what mutations cause a soul to be the 
particular soul it is.
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But first what of the air ? Perhaps the present interest in ecol
ogy might give us a hint. According to the disturbing news of 
recent years, what is called the “condition” of the air, that is the 
atmosphere, is being changed by man—yes, by the way in which he 
is living! Because of the by-products of that living process, a 
change is taking-place in the structure or composition of the air, 
which may be endangering his living itself.

This change is different from the other two. It is not a change 
that produces air itself. It is not an essential mutation. Nor is 
it a change like that which produces music, or noises, or vocal 
communication. All of these cease almost instantly when their 
causes cease. Only the echoes may remain temporarily. Even the 
“noise menace” of our cities is a local and transient one whose 
threat to health is a minor problem as compared with the pollu
tion of air. This condition does not cease when the cause ceases. 
The air now is something different from what it used to be. This 
example gives us an introduction to a possible meaning of “superior 
essential mutation.” What something is, is what is essential to it. 
According to Swedenborg, a superior essential mutation is a muta
tion that changes the very nature of something.

The superior essential mutation makes the air what it is today, 
something different from the air two hundred years ago. It is 
not the air as it was created. It is not the noise filled air caused 
by an accidental mutation. It is the present state of the air. That 
state is not the result of creation nor of occasional causes. It is 
a result of the history of the air. That history is not the result 
of an occasional puff of smoke nor gas explosion. It is the result 
of many such puffs and explosions. It is caused by an increasing 
multiplicity of these, because of the way man lives—because of his 
existence, not his essence! Yet that existence is changing the 
essence of the air.

An interesting side remark is that man through this process is 
also changing as to his existential being. His new existence has 
become so much a part of himself that he would not know what 
to do without these things that are causing superior essential muta
tions in the air. He does not know how to live without producing 
the wastes of industrial society and present day home living. He 
does not know how to live without depending on the rapid gas 
explosions in the cylinders of his automobile.

Analogously, there are superior essential mutations in the soul. 
These mutations result in a particular soul becoming the unique
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soul it is—resulting from how the man of that soul has acted, yes, 
how he has lived. Actions are of three levels: actions that lead 
to physical health or disease, actions leading to moral health or 
not, and actions leading to spiritual health or not.

We shall see that in the discussion of the actions of the body 
there is a beginning of the relation between freedom and morality. 
This analysis of mutations by Swedenborg is wonderful. “Won
derful” because of the original meaning of wonder, that is to ask 
questions of wonder leading to further knowledge, understanding 
and thought. Nevertheless these remarks bringing in freedom, 
morality and wonder are premature.

The theme concerning mutations that is emphasized by Sweden- 
Borg is that of variety. It is upon that he later depends for an 
explanation of the possibilities in freedom and thereafter for the 
meaning of morality, and of the individuality of a particular man, 
and further of his place in society.

Just as thumb prints distinguish one body from another, so the 
structure that results from the third kind of change of which. 
Swedenborg speaks is the foundation for the individual man dis
tinct from all others, for his free choice, and then of his morality. 
Is it for this reason that Swedenborg called these changes superior 
essential mutations? In his subsequent works and especially in 
the Writings, the doctrine of variety is extended to include the 
spiritual will and understanding and performance of use as re
ceptacles, Love, and Wisdom, and Use which make man what 
he truly is.

Of Freedom and Morality

It may appear strange to extend “organic” to include soul and 
mind. But even if we grant what appears strange, perhaps as 
we turn to freedom and morality, “strange” is not the word. It 
might be better to use “far-fetched.” However, Swedenborg, in 
the tenth section of the chapter on “The Human Soul,” by 
affirming a basis in the organic series, does introduce freedom and 
morality. How can this be?

Specifically, Swedenborg is trying to show how in the nature 
of things free choice is possible within the organic. It may seem 
at first that free choice is something entirely apart from the 
organic. But from the times of Democritus and Epicurus through 
that of Swedenborg and even to our own time, there are those 
who for the satisfaction of their minds seek a means by which
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freedom is possible within the nature of things in creation, even 
in the natural motion of the atoms of Democritus, or, as in con
temporary physics, the election by photons to travel one path or 
another.

To Swedenborg the possibility of free choice depended upon 
the variety of determinations that are possible in the soul. Some
times he refers to the numerosity of this variety by the word 
“infinite.” This is the reason he spends so much effort on possible 
mutations in the soul and especially on that variety which depends 
upon man exercising free choice.

What is it that depends upon infinite variety as a possibility? 
It is called free choice. And what is free choice? Swedenborg 
writes,

“. . . free choice is: namely that the mind has the power to elect whatever 
it desires in a thought directed to an end: hence to determine the body to 
act; whether according to what the animus wishes, or whether contrary . . .” 
(EAK II 317).

Let us carefully note several phrases as they appear here; each 
is important: “to elect” what is “desired in a thought,” “thought 
directed to an end,” hence "to determine the body to act,” and 
then “to what the animus wishes, or . . . contrary.”

Each of these expressions is so important that Swedenborg 
brings them into the text time and again. We cannot examine 
the meaning of free choice here by going into all of the details 
of the meaning of these several phrases. But to illustrate the 
possibilities refer to “end” used in one of the phrases. Note these 
examples:

. . in our very souls is implanted the thirst of knowing and exploring the 
most hidden and the highest things; and an ardent desire of discerning 
ulterior ends in means, and of divining the future from the present and the 
past” (EAK II 322).

In this case we are reminded that the positivistic philosopher 
of today would put such thirst to sleep or radically remove it as 
producing meaningless thoughts. Quite a different enthusiasm for 
ends appears in the following concerning certain persons who 
would utterly set aside all natural passions of the body as evil 
in themselves:
“Those persons therefore appear somewhat beside themselves, who aim, not 
to moderate, but altogether to exterminate the pleasures of the world of 
the senses and delights of the world, as if they were so many deadly and
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pernicious poisons. For they would deprive bodily life of its appropriate ex
citements; the progression of ends, of their means; . . . for it depends upon 
free will that we regard these things not as ultimate but as intermediate 
ends; since it is an eternal law that everything is judged by its ends" (EAK 
II 323).

It is here emphasized that man in choosing must be satisfied with 
something less than final ends—but in any given choice the end 
responsible for that choice must indeed be accepted as an end, not 
as a final one but as an intermediate one, that is, as a means.

Quite a different kind of an end appears in the following,

“But as regards the becoming, it always is for the sake of something, for 
it is the essential form of the useful and honorable, being not at all in itself 
an end; since when assumed as an end it is pure vanity, ... the very 
insanity that for the most part sticks to pride” (EAK II 326).

How important is this warning to us today when action is put 
ahead of other things, as is routine busyness that fills time, busy
ness for the sake of busyness, where ends of immediacy are so 
numerous as to utterly prevent our attention from being directed 
to worthy ends. Many seem to enjoy being conditioned to this 
kind of becoming for the sake of becoming rather than to regard 
becoming for the sake of something—a higher end beyond this 
“pure vanity.”

And of such ends that are higher, Swedenborg also has a word:

“But in higher and divine things, the mind can will the means, but in respect 
to the end, it must permit itself to be acted upon by the soul, and the soul 
by the spirit of God” (EAK II 329).

Here the means are referred to as means, not as ends. If choice 
is made it is indeed of the means, but means directed to an end 
for which the true accomplishment depends upon God.

And finally one more use of “ends,”
“. . . if we extend our reflections to the essence of free choice, and to the 
end for which free choice is given, we may infer intellectually, that all 
moral distinction of souls, and all natural distinction of bodies, takes its 
rise from this source. For whence the diversity of minds, except from the 
free power of thought?” (EAK II 335).

What a spectrum of ends! And since choice depends upon 
ends, it follows; what a spectrum of choices! What one can 
learn from Swedenborg when he analyzes for us—separating out 
as in this case the variety of possible kinds of choice one can 
make! Man can choose immediate ends dictated by the senses



274 THE NEW PHILOSOPHY [July

of the body as ends in themselves, or he can in a puritanical way 
shun those same ends because he sees them only as ends in them
selves and not as intermediates. Or he can choose action or 
busyness as ends in themselves. And finally, viewing all these as 
means rather than ends, he can select long term or farther removed 
ends with a trust that in the long run, God will help.

Referring back to the phrases in the definition of free choice, 
perhaps we could scan the use of these phrases in the text as we 
did with “end,” thus increasing our knowledge of the power of 
the meaning of “free choice” and hence increase our knowledge 
of the meaning of man who acts in freedom according to the 
understanding he accumulates with respect to those other phrases 
as with the case of “ends.”

But let us proceed to the next step beyond free choice, for we 
are not interested in free choice for the sake of free choice itself. 
The sentence following the above quotation from EAK II 335 is, 
“Whence the diversity of morals, except from the execution of 
the will?”

Without going into the details, we can come to understand, I 
believe, that with the spectrum of ends referred to in the six 
quotations there may be associated an hierarchy of values. Surely 
there is a difference between an end that is “vanity,” or is imme
diate to the exclusion of further ends, and an end that makes of 
these others only means or intermediate ends. Thus the corre
sponding choices themselves form a parallel spectrum to that of 
a different end. The spectrum of values defines the morals one 
can choose. Thus we enter upon an understanding that makes of 
the following something more than a maxim, that is, something 
out there for the other fellow, but rather something that is im
portant within each of our own selves as individual man:

“By mere liberty we are distinguished from brutes, as by our use of liberty 
we are distinguished from our fellow-mortals” (EAK II 334).

Let us return to the becoming which done for its own sake was 
vanity, according to Swedenborg. Why was that becoming re
ferred to as vanity? Because it was regarded as an end, not as 
a means.

In reality becoming is most important, and it is not a contra
diction to say that the most important part of being is becoming. 
Through becoming, man arrives at a state that is better than his
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present one—or worse. But the latter case puts an end to becom
ing, while improving puts no end to becoming.

The creation or the forming of what is new, that is the nature 
of the man whose end is to become man. Man is thus made a 
dynamic being through becoming, and on the level of which we 
are treating man, this dynamism or activity of becoming refers 
to becoming more moral.

Hence the moral distinction of souls and the natural distinction 
of systems one from the other, proceeding not from any error or 
lapse of the mind, still less of the animus and the body; but from 
deeper causes, ... for everyone lives and dies amenable to God 
for his own conduct alone” (EAK II 325).

COMMUNICATION 
The Editor, The New Philosophy 

Dear Mr. Alfelt,

I refer to the lecture “Evil and Early Man” by Alfred Acton II printed 
in the number July-September 1971.

Like those seem to have been who were privileged to hear the lecture I 
have been stimulated by what has been brought forward here, and there are 
many more times when, I know, I shall want to refer to it in the future. 
As it is I have by no means gone into all the implications which have been 
suggested. To be honest, this is a relatively new field for me, and given a 
longer period of thought and study I would probably write much more fully. 
However there are, at this state, four things I have reacted to.

1. I found our lecturer too ready, in a sense, to accept scientific datings 
where fossils, etc., are concerned. Come back at me, by all means, because 
I am a novice here, but do scientists really know? Mr. Acton says, 
“Kenapoi fossil is about 4,000,000 years old while Lothagam fossil is dated 
5,500,000 years ago.” I am guessing that these are very recent discoveries. 
I have been reading up The History of Man by Professor Carleton S. Coon 
(late Professor of Anthropology and Curator of Ethnology at the University 
of Pennsylvania) who makes no mention of either and is unprepared to date 
man further back than about 750,000 years ago. As a matter of fact I can’t 
help bringing to mind here a comment he makes: “So few are the bones and 
so dubious the exact dates of many of them that more than one interpreta
tion is possible. It would be an unhappy world if all my colleagues felt 
obliged to agree with me or I with them. The earth holds many surprises 
and we may be all wrong” (page 65). And one can of course go to the 
opposite extreme. In 1968 W. Meister and others discovered human sandal 
prints, and C. Burdick found also human footprints, in association with 
fossil trilobites in rock in Utah, U.S.A. Trilobites are alleged by evolu
tionists to have dominated about 540 million years ago. Do we date man 
right back to then? Or does this not bring home to us how imprecise, 
vague and uncertain this whole matter of dating is?
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2. You might guess that this takes me to another assumption our Lecturer 
makes—that the theory of evolution is correct. Page 104, bottom para
graph: “True, life may have come from outer space, but it developed in the 
seas. There were fish before animals or man," Here we get involved in 
a subject which Remands lengthy treatment on its own, but the more I go 
into it the more 4 gome to feel that the popular, scientific theory of evolution 
is not right. It has seemed a plausible theory to fit the very, very few facts 
which have come to light. I personally had not realised, until recently, how 
wild some of the Evolutionists’ assumptions are.

3. Bottom of page 105 to top of page 106 reads: “The Lord is the Creator. 
Evil cannot create, hell cannot create, it can only pervert what already 
exists? I just fed that there are others better qualified than I am to go 
into this. I see the point that is being got at and thought it excellent when 
I first thought about it. I am not sure it is exactly right though. I am quite 
sure that there is only one Creator, as Mr. Acton says, from Whom flows 
all creative force and energy. As I have previously understood it though 
that ‘force’ or ‘energy’ flowing into and affecting the hells can there be per
verted giving rise to evil forms of life on earth. The fact of spontaneous 
generation is involved here. DLW 342: “The whole experience about the 
case does not lend itself to the opinion that these noxious animalcules and 
insects are hatched from eggs carried thither, or lying in the general ground 
since creation. For worms come forth in minute seeds, inside nut shells, 
in wood, in stones, and even out of leaves. And upon plants and in plants 
there are lice and grubs which correspond to them. Flies, too, appear in 
houses, fields and woods in great swarms in summer, with no oviform matter 
to account for them. Then there are the vermin that devour meadows and 
lawns, and in some hot localities fill and infest the air; and those that swim 
and fly invisible in fetid waters and fermenting wines and in pestilential air.” 
(See Topics from the Writings for further discussion about the matter. 
Page 210 ff) Despite the impression I get from Mr. Acton's comments I 
understand hell to be an instrument for perverting inflowing life from the 
Lord before that life is ultimated in the natural world, or on the natural 
plane. How else can DLW 347 talk of “noxious” animals originating by 
immediate influx from hell?

4. I have no quarrel with Mr. Acton where he dates the end of the Most 
Ancient Church with the advent of writing (top of page 103). Here 
though I find him trying to be too precise. I think there are reasonable 
grounds for believing that writing took a long time to develop even to the 
form of the Mesopotamian and Egyptian examples that have come down 
to us.

The reactions I have expressed in no way diminish my appreciation for 
what Mr. Acton has done.

Yours sincerely,

(Rev.) Ian A. Arnold
25 Tidworth Crescent
Colonel Light Gardens
South Australia 5041
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