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About Intelligent Evolution  
 

The apprehension of all authors is to be misunderstood and, as a 
result of being misunderstood, to have their works misjudged. This 
book on intelligent evolution will only be misjudged when it is 
misunderstood, and it will only be misunderstood when readers 
choose to skim through it and not to think through and learn from it. 
 
A theoretical expedition like Intelligent Evolution can only be 
fruitful if its readers are grounded in the knowledge of Christ Jesus 
as Savior and the only-begotten Son of God at the same time that 
their minds are open to additional invisible realities and unseen 
possibilities. 
 
Intelligent Evolution is a study of abstract concepts that relate to 
cosmic evolution, biological evolution, and consciousness evolution 
under the governance of the Creator-God. 
 
As an explorer of inner space through Christ Jesus since early 
childhood, the present author has not only learned to ignore the 
demonic illusions that exist in inner space but also to give no 
credence to the false glories of spiritual darkness that seem real 
there as well. 
 
Igniting Godõs interest in us does not depend on how educated or 
uneducated we are. Concerning how educated or uneducated we 
are, Godõs grace and mercy are extended to each one of us because 
of His own nature and not because of our own individual or 
collective natures and experiences (except for our forgiving natures 
and salvation experiences). Each human being should recognize 
that, relative to the Creator-God, he or she is pitiful and pitiable as 
well as a wise fool; however, that recognition alone is insufficient to 
spark Godõs interest in us. What sparks Godõs interest in us is: 1) that 
we are His errant creation; and 2) the degree to which we seek His 
approval. For example, trying to ram our doctrinal beliefs down the 
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throats of others does not spark Godõs interest in us; to the contrary, 
God prefers to let us stew in our own juices when we seek to control 
others. In order to seek Godõs approval, authentic Christians should 
be willing to learn not only what Christ Jesus loves in order to 
demonstrate it in thought, feeling, desire, deed, word, and attitude 
but also what Christ Jesus hates in order to avoid indulging or 
practicing it. 
 
It is the authorõs hope that this book on intelligent evolution will not 
only ignite the interest and approval of the Creator-God but also the 
interest and approval of His people.   
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A Note to the Readers 
 
As used in this book, KJV is an abbreviation for the public domain 
King James Version of the Holy Bible. To ensure their accuracy 
throughout this book, all paraphrases of the public domain King 
James Version of the Holy Bible were finalized only after first 
checking: 1) the Masoretic Hebrew text of the Tanakh (the Jewish 
Bible) for accuracy of passages from the KJV Old Testament; and   
2) the earliest Greek text extant for accuracy of passages from the 
KJV New Testament. Additionally, to enhance readability of the 
public domain KJV text, the present author has changed words like 
hath, thou, and ye to their modern equivalents. 
 
Although God the Father (i.e., the Lord God Almighty) and God the 
Son (i.e., the Lord Jesus Christ) are consubstantially united in the 
Godhead along with God the Holy Spirit, in order to distinguish God 
the Father from God the Son, an upper case òHó is used for personal 
pronouns specifically referring to God the Father (He, His , and 
Him) and a lower case òhó is used for personal pronouns specifically 
referring to God the Son (he, his, and him). 
 
Most transliterated Hebrew and Greek words referenced within the 
text of this book (Volume One and Volume Two) are noted by their 
respective numbers [in brackets with a preceding òHó for Hebrew 
or òGó for Greek] from the Dictionary of the Hebrew Bible and the 
Dictionary of the Greek Bible found in Strongõs Exhaustive 
Concordance of the Bible by James Strong (Copyright 1890), 
Crusade Bible Publishers, Inc., Nashville. 
 
Finally, whenever the word God is used in this book (i.e., with an 
upper case òGó), the reader should assume that the word is referring 
to the God of the Holy Bible ñ who is the Lord God Almighty or 
Yahweh (YHWH), the one true and only real Creator-God, Creator-
Evolver, and Creator-Savior.  
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About the Author 
 

It seems to me that I have lived my entire life believing that 
thoughts are things and that things are thoughts. For example, I 
remember a recurring dilemma throughout most of my childhood 
concerning the meaning of òexitó and òentranceó signs. Often, I had 
to pause at a door with such signage and think, òAm I exiting the 
store in order to enter the world or am I exiting the world in order to 
enter the store?ó I often needed to look at the direction in which the 
doors would swing in order to solve the problem. This dilemma 
occurred regularly. As I saw it, life was only filled with conceptual 
puzzles that needed to be figured out. Now, as a senior adult, door 
signage continues to pose similar questions that I must ask myself 
(and answer correctly) before I act. 
 
As a child, I often laughed when I fell. I thought it funny that the 
cumbersome body in which I found myself could be so clumsy and 
unaware of its surroundings or that its nervous system could be so 
incapable of making right decisions relative to the direction of its 
movements. I still laugh for similar reasons. Although I could write 
at length about many related things at this juncture, it is sufficient 
for me to state that, because I found the world to be an inhospitable 
place at a young age, it was easy for me to learn to dissociate myself 
from it. I have always felt, and still feel, like a stranger in a strange 
land. I have always felt, and still feel, that physicality, or 
corporeality, is alien to me and that I am an alien in it. As a result, 
throughout my entire life, I have always made a distinction between 
physical existence (corporeal existence) and spiritual being 
(incorporeal being). 
 
Throughout my life, words, phrases, and statements have come to 
me from out of nowhere. For example, I remember walking home 
one day in 1966 and inwardly hearing, òTime is a sequence of related 
events.ó Every word and image that I received over the years, I 
would ponder and reflect on, often for decades. As I matured, I came 
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to understand and accept that I had a susceptibility, or sensitivity, to 
external words and images from otherworldly sources. 
 
I am very grateful for my mentoring as a young person by an aunt 
who had a substantial understanding of Christian metaphysics. She 
posed just the right questions to me about who I thought I am and 
who I really am. As a preteen, I remember her telling me to look at 
myself in her wall mirror. She asked me if the image in the mirror 
represented who I really am. I remember her telling me that it did 
not and why it did not. We met regularly to explore together who 
and what I was, and am, in God through Christ Jesus. During her 
tutelage, I became very comfortable with the concepts and language 
of Christian metaphysics, comparing and contrasting such concepts 
as corporeality versus spirituality, absolute truth versus relative 
truth, and statements of existence versus declarations of  being. 
 
As a young person, I loved traditional childrenõs Sunday School. And 
I was a Vacation Bible School (VBS) junkie: During the summers, I 
would attend the Baptist VBS, Lutheran VBS, Methodist VBS, and 
Presbyterian VBS for two weeks each to study the Bible, memorize 
Bible verses, and work on Bible-related crafts. I also attended Bible 
Camp in Mukwonago, Wisconsin during the summers. I loved ñ 
and still love ñ reading, studying, and comprehending the Holy 
Bible and using the spiritual truths that it contains as a filter through 
which to view the world, its reality, and its unreality. 
 
I remember deciding as a sophomore in high school what I wanted 
to do with my life: I wanted to become a biology teacher, a pastor, 
and an author. 
 
In order to help fulfill my goals, I majored in biology at Loyola 
University in Chicago. My favorite science courses included: 
comparative embryology of vertebrates, comparative anatomy of 
vertebrates, physiology, histology, genetics, physics, and organic 
chemistry. In addition to science courses, I took various elective 
courses in world religions, Aristotelian logic and ethics, and 
metaphysics. I distinctly remember that my metaphysics professor, 
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an ex-Jesuit, hated my written compositions because I always tried 
to link metaphysics to Christianity. I now understand that, although 
he believed in the existence of an invisible reality, he thought of it 
only as an intellectual reality and not a spiritual one.  
 
I have always enjoyed reading books directly and indirectly related 
to metaphysics, like Immanuel Kantõs Prolegomena to any Future 
Metaphysics (1783) and Walter Haushalterõs Mrs. Eddy Purloins 
from Hegel (1936). Today, I still read such works. For example, I 
have recently finished reading Friedrich Nietzscheõs Also sprach 
Zarathustra (1885). I read the German original side-by-side with an 
English translation (Thus Spoke Zarathustra) to see if they were the 
same book. (Because the two languages do not possess the same 
nuances of word meaning, I concluded that they really are not 
exactly the same.) 
 
After earning my Bachelor of Science degree in biology at Loyola 
University (Chicago) in 1969, I remained at Loyola for an additional 
two years to earn a Master of Science in biology with an emphasis in 
cell biology. Serving as a graduate teaching assistant in the 
Department of Biology at Loyola permitted me to finance my 
graduate studies: I especially enjoyed teaching human histology 
laboratory sections while I was there. During my Junior and Senior 
years as an undergraduate as well as during my graduate years at 
Loyola, I also worked as an electron microscopist in the Department 
of Oral Histology at the University of Illinois Dental School. 
 
After receiving my Master of Science degree in 1971, I became a high 
school biology teacher at a prestigious, all-boys college preparatory 
school where I taught for two years. I then served for two years on 
the faculty as a Research Associate in the Department of 
Ophthalmology at the University of Illinois Medical Center, where I 
first-authored and co-authored many scientific papers in reputable, 
refereed (i.e., peer-reviewed) journals under my birth name of 
Joseph Vlchek (J.K. Vlchek). While working as a Research 
Associate, I entered a doctoral program as a graduate student in the 
Department of Anatomy at the University of Illinois Medical School 



 

xii 

 

(the Abraham Lincoln School of Medicine). While in that program, I 
took advanced human anatomy, advanced human physiology, and 
advanced human histology. During that time, I also began to teach 
òStructure and Function of the Human Body,ó òEvolution, 
Genetics, and Development,ó and òScientific Inquiryó as an adjunct 
faculty member in the Department of Natural Science at the Lewis 
Towers Campus of Loyola University. 
 
Although I continued adjunct teaching at Loyola for many years, I 
left the University of Illinois Medical Center to take a full time 
teaching position with the City Colleges of Chicago in the 
Department of Biology at Kennedy-King College, where I taught 
human anatomy and physiology full time for eight years to students 
of medical education (primarily nursing students). Because the 
Department of Anatomy at the University of Illinois permitted at 
that time only full time status for its doctoral students, I 
matriculated into a doctoral program at the University of Chicago in 
its Department of Biology with the endorsement of the 
distinguished cell biologist, Dr. Hewson Swift, in whose laboratory I 
had conducted my research for my Masterõs thesis while at Loyola. 
At the University of Chicago, I took courses in biochemistry, 
lipoproteins and enzyme kinetics, and cell biology. Incidentally, the 
biochemistry course at the University of Chicago was the most 
difficult course I have ever taken. We covered the 1,000-page eighth 
edition of Principles of Biochemistry by Albert L. Lehninger in nine 
weeks, and students were responsible for all formulas, equations, 
and molecular structures in the book. 
 
Eventually, I decided that I knew all that I needed to know for future 
independent learning in the content area of biology. I became more 
intrigued and challenged by the presentation of information to 
enhance its assimilation and accommodation by learners. So, in 
1981, I left everything in Illinois to move to Arizona: 1) to enter a 
doctoral program in education at Arizona State University with an 
emphasis in teacher education, language, literacy, linguistics, and 
statistical analysis as well as 2) to teach for the Maricopa County 
Community College District, where I served full time as: (a) biology 
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and chemistry faculty at South Mountain Community College for 
five years; (b) lead professor in human anatomy and physiology (as 
well as Biology Department Chairperson) at Scottsdale Community 
College for ten years; and (c) founding instructional dean at the Red 
Mountain Campus of Mesa Community College (MCC) and director 
of MCCõs Extended Campus for a total of ten years. Altogether, I 
worked in the Maricopa County Community College District for 
twenty-five years. During that time, I earned my Doctor of 
Philosophy (Ph.D.) from Arizona State University in 1988 with a 
dissertation entitled Testing the Ecological Validity of Student-
Generated versus Teacher-Provided Postquestions in Reading 
College Science Text (1988). I am pleased that my research findings 
were accepted for publication in the highly respected, refereed 
Journal of Research in Science Teaching in 1991. 
 
Throughout my life, I have always multi-tasked and led double 
professional lives. For example, during the last ten years of the time 
that I worked for the Maricopa Community College District, I also 
served as Senior Pastor for Healing Waters Ministries in Tempe, 
Arizona. Additionally, for the past twenty-one years (1996-2017), I 
have served as International President and Chief Executive Officer 
of Christ Evangelical Bible Institute (CEBI), which has thriving 
branch campuses in India, the Philippines, and Tanzania. In that 
capacity, I have been responsible for developing, designing, and 
deploying Bible curriculum as well as for in-servicing the various 
branch campus administrators, ministerial students, and local 
pastors. At the time of this writing (2017), I am still serving as 
International President and CEO of CEBI as well as teaching online 
Bible courses. 
 
I believe strongly that after we are saved, and at the same time we 
are being sanctified, our individual actions on Earth are part of an 
òapplicationó for the jobs that we will each hold during Christ Jesusõ 
millennial reign on Earth. My greatest goal is to be one of the many 
committed Christian educators who will be teaching throughout the 
Millennium . It is my hope that I will be able to use this book as a 
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textbook for students of Christian metaphysics during that period of 
time. 
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An Introduction to Volume One 

 
Here I am residing in Dayton, Tennessee. I am Joseph Adam 
Pearson, the furless and fearless anthropoid who is writing a book 
entitled Intelligent Evolution . It is more than coincidental that I 
am writing this book on harmonizing, or blending, the merits of 
creationism with the merits of evolution in Dayton, Tennessee 
because this city represents a metaphysical vortex in time and 
space where the two topics have already been brought together in a 
formal way. For the sake of clarification, creationism in this book is 
the doctrine that the Creator-God created everything in the 
physical universe as recounted in the first chapter of Genesis; and 
evolution in this book refers to: 1) cosmic evolution as interpreted 
by astronomical observations of the physically observable universe; 
2) biological evolution as interpreted by abiogenesis1 and neo-
Darwinism, the latter of which includes microevolution2 and 
macroevolution;3 and 3) consciousness evolution.  
 
It was in Dayton, Tennessee that the Scopes Trial took place in 
1925. The State of Tennessee versus John Thomas Scopes alleged 
that John Scopes, a high school science teacher, violated the Butler 
Act, a Tennessee state law passed in 1925 that forbad: 1) denying 

                                                 
1 Abiogenesis describes the theory that the earliest life forms developed from 
inanimate matter in the primordial sea due to the unique conditions and 
circumstances present at the time. 

2  Microevolution describes change of relative gene frequencies within a given 
species or one of its populations. Microevolution occurs over a relatively short 
period of time. The emergence of new species (speciation) may or may not 
occur at this level of evolution. 

3  Macroevolution describes change that takes place above the level of species 
and occurs over a much longer period of time (i.e., at the level of geologic time 
scales). The emergence of new species (speciation) may or may not occur at this 
level of evolution. 
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the Biblical account of creation; and 2) teaching the theory of 
evolution. 
 
Although John Scopes was convicted of violating the Butler Act, his 
conviction was later overturned on the basis of a technicality. 
Because the Scopes Trial indulged both political and judicial 
monkey business, it did not provide for true academic debate 
between informed people from the two opposing sides. To be sure, 
òtrue academic debateó neither favors theology and philosophy 
over modern science nor vice versa. òTrue academic debateó 
simply allows for a rational discussion by people who have made 
themselves knowledgeable in relevant areas on both sides of the 
aisle that pertain to the topic at hand. For the sake of further 
clarification, òtrue academic debateó is not intended to be mere 
intellectual exercise; rather, it is intended to have practical 
applications and implications as well as broaden the insights and 
perspectives of those involved as players, participants, and 
evaluators. 
 
Because the Butler Act was repealed in Tennessee in 1967, and 
because the Supreme Court overturned a similar state law from 
Arkansas in 1968, the prohibition of teaching evolution has been 
effectively overturned for public education in the United States. 
However, today, almost one hundred years after the Scopes Trial, 
many people still do not know how to effectively harmonize, meld, 
blend, or synthesize the various views on the Genesis account of 
Creation with the various modern scientific views on evolution. To 
be sure, many evangelical Christian schools, colleges, and 
universities ñ including Bryan4 College in Dayton, Tennessee as 
recently as 2014 ñ are requiring their faculty to sign amended 
statements of faith that reinforce a rigidly narrow interpretation of 
the Genesis account of creation as well as repudiate interpretations 
to the contrary by branding any divergent thinking as non-

                                                 
4  Bryan College was founded in 1930 and named after William Jennings 
Bryan, the prosecuting attorney for the State of Tennessee in the Scopes Trial. 
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Christian. In doing so, these institutions are effectively removing 
theology from the domain of academic freedom. (Remember, in 
addition to providing the foundation for oneõs personal faith, 
theology is an academic content area that, ideally, should lend 
itself to passionate discussion, vigorous debate, and well-
researched philosophical treatises). 
 
One of the reasons that people fear academic debate comes from 
their own opinions that cloud their views as they navigate this life. 
The Satanic nature of Christian denominationalism prohibits 
Christians from thinking independently or, if they do, from 
opening their mouths to speak their minds ñ especially if they are 
members of an organized religious bureaucracy. Metaphysically, it 
is as if our opinions form electromagnetic force fields that prevent 
us, individually and collectively, from fully understanding topics 
about which we have preconceived notions and biases based on our 
own individual belief systems and limited intellectual conclusions 
(intellectual conclusions, including the conclusions of the present 
author, are always limited). Oneõs personal cloud of opinion is 
impenetrable or penetrable based on the nature of the cloud and 
how the nature of each topic is perceived relative to that cloud. 
Individuals who have inquiring minds and permit their 
imaginations the necessary freedom to carefully consider the merits 
of new ideas, thoughts, concepts, and constructs have the least 
dense and, therefore, the most penetrable clouds of opinion. Thus, 
new truths are more readily available to such individuals because 
they are received in a positive way, regardless if they are ultimately 
accepted or rejected by those individuals. In contrast, new truths 
are obfuscated to those who permit their fears of the unknown to 
make their own individual clouds very dense and highly 
impenetrable. In an ideal world of education, training, nurture, and 
socialization, individuals are taught to think for themselves and not 
reject new ideas without first hearing them out and understanding 
their intended relevance and practicality as well as the posited 
reasons for their validity or invalidity. 
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This written work, Intelligent Evolution , is based on the following 
three major assumptions: 
 

 
Assumption One 

 
There is a personal Creator-God who is intimately involved in all 
events in the physical universe. This Creator-God is not simply the 
Prime Mover, First Cause, or Initiator of all events in the physical 
universe by, first, establishing laws associated with physics, 
chemistry, and biology and, then, allowing those laws to 
predetermine all subsequent actions, interactions, and reactions. 
Rather, this Creator-God is the living Supraconsciousness, or 
divine Mind, that continually provides the intelligent governing 
substrate for all events in the physical universe ñ past, present, 
and future. This Creator-God is neither physical nor housed in 
physicality. This Creator-God is invisible and indivisible. And this 
Creator-God is eternal. Despite being personal, the ways of this 
Creator-God are immeasurable and often beyond the compre-
hension of human beings. This Creator-God is the God of the Holy 
Bible, who is best experienced, understood, and known by human 
beings through their acceptance of His only-begotten Son, Christ 
Jesus, as Savior of the world and personal Savior.    
 
 

Assumption Two 
 
Metaphysics, the branch of philosophy that includes the studies of 
being and reality (visible reality as well as invisible reality), 
provides the best tool to bridge the gap of understanding between: 
1) creationism and the òintelligent designó of all living things by a 
Creator-God; and 2) evolution and its concepts of: a) the cosmic 
evolution of the physically observable universe; b) the origins of all 
living things, such origins including their common ancestries and 
genetic variances resulting in, as well as explaining, the origin of 
different biological species and their adaptations to environmental 
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change (collectively referred to in this book as biological 
evolution); and c) consciousness evolution. 
 
Christian Metaphysics is the specific branch of theology and 
philosophy that seeks to provide spiritual reasons for physical 
events; it remains Christian as long as it does not lose sight of the 
role of Christ Jesus as the only sacrificial atonement acceptable to 
the Creator-God for the iniquity and sin of souls in dust (i.e., 
corporeality), who actually became mortal because of their iniquity 
and sin. In this work, Christian Metaphysics joins: 1) the theoretical 
to the empirical; and 2) the unseen known to the seen known in 
order to help bridge the gap between creationism and evolution. 
 
Christian Metaphysics is the best possible tool to help bridge the 
gap between creationism and evolution because it is capable of 
synthesizing and integrating the two views. In the book Intelligent 
Evolution, the strengths of the present author are evidenced in his 
ability to perceive, apprehend, and think metaphysically at the 
same time that he tightly grasps the spiritual efficacy of the shed 
blood of Christ Jesus. Another useful gift of the present author for 
the writing of this book is his susceptibility, or sensitivity, to 
external words and images from otherworldly sources. 
 
Major authors in the present authorõs studies of Christian 
Metaphysics include: Aristotle (384-322 BC), Immanuel Kant (1724-
1804 AD), Mary Baker Eddy (1821-1910 AD), and Pierre Teilhard de 
Chardin (1881-1955 AD). Aristotle was a pantheist and philosopher. 
Immanuel Kant was an agnostic and philosopher. Mary Baker 
Eddy was a Christian Scientist and theologian. And Pierre Teilhard 
de Chardin was a Jesuit Priest and naturalist-philosopher. Although 
Aristotle was a pantheist, he is included because his contributions 
to Christian thinking, ethics, general philosophy, and metaphysics 
are immense. Although the present author has formulated his own 
brand of Christian metaphysics, the development of his brand has 
been greatly influenced not only by all four of the thinkers just 
mentioned but also by many others not specifically named in this 
book. 
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Assumption Three 
 
The major difference between a contemporary understanding of 
creationism and a contemporary understanding of evolution is in 
the roles or non-roles of chance and variables in astronomical 
origins as well as the origins of species. Creationism, as espoused 
by most Christian fundamentalists, claims that there is no chance 
or variables in the origin of the cosmos and the various biological 
species. Evolution, as espoused by most modern scientists, claims 
that chance and variables were, and still are, in operation in the 
origin and maintenance of: 1) the physically observable universe;   
2) all extinct as well as currently existing biological species; and    
3) all new species. However, rather than pitting creationism and 
the Creator-Godõs intelligent design of the physical universe 
against evolution and the roles of chance and variables in the 
ordered randomness of the physical universe, this work, entitled 
Intelligent Evolution , attributes all change in the physical universe 
ñ including all biological evolutionary change ñ to the spiritual 
means of the Creator-God, who provided, and still provides, 
teleological directionality to all cosmic, biological, and 
consciousness evolutionary changes at the same time that chance 
and variables are permitted to play roles in various aspects of those 
changes. 
 
As used in this book, the noun teleology explains physical 
phenomena by the purposes they serve as determined by the 
Creator-God, who is the First and Final Cause. Thus, the adjective 
teleological includes starting from the end and reasoning  
backward (i.e., regressing) from the intelligent design of the 
physical universe to its First and Final Cause. Although traditional 
teleology only refers to the Final Cause, the present author has 
expanded it to include the First Cause in order to more accurately 
reflect teleologyõs link to the creative aspect of the Godhead in 
Christ Jesus, who is òthe Alpha and the Omega,ó òthe beginning 
and the ending,ó and the òfirst and the lastó of all real being (see 
Revelation 1:8, 1:11, 21:6, and 22:13). 
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For the sake of additional clarification, teleology is the 
metaphysical explanation that the goals and intended results of the 
Creator-God, and not physical causes, guide design and purpose in 
the physically observable universe, including all aspects of physical 
evolution. Teleology holds the doctrine that an intended outcome 
(that is, a results-driven, or purpose-oriented, cause) consciously 
guides all cosmic evolution, all biological evolution, and all 
consciousness evolution in the physically observable universe. In 
this work, the teleological cause of the physical universe is not 
something nebulous but, instead, the opportunity for salvation 
through the shed blood of Christ Jesus extended to all salvageable 
fallen souls (which is to say, souls not beyond reclamation or 
redemption). The teleological cause of the physical universe is 
ultimately found in the Creator-Godõs Plan of Salvation, aptly and 
ably explained in the Holy Bible. The present author contends that 
the physically observable universe exists as we know it solely for 
the purpose of our salvation and, thus, for the Glory of our Creator-
God. 
 
To be sure, the Creator-God is not adverse to chance and variables 
playing roles in evolutionary changes provided that they do not 
interfere with His Plan of Salvation through Christ Jesus. The 
Creator-God recognizes that the roles of chance and variables even 
augment His Plan of Salvation because they help to ensure healthy 
genetic diversity as well as biological success, succession, and 
ascendancy ñ all of which have augmented, and continue to 
augment, the final teleologic cause of enhanced survivability, 
sustainability, and thrivability of one species, Homo sapiens. 
(Without the survivability, sustainability, and thrivability of Homo 
sapiens, opportunities for the salvation of fallen souls would be 
greatly diminished.) 
 
The three major assumptions of Intelligent Evolution  are explained 
more fully in the three major parts of this book, which address the 
following general topics in Volumes One and Two:  
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Part One 
Creationism versus Evolution: Redefining the Problem 

 
Part Two 

Bridging the Gap between Creationism and Evolution: 
Using the Tool of Metaphysics as a Problem-Solver 

 
Part Three 

The Theory of Intelligent Evolution: 
Explaining the Solution to the Problem 
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1.1  The Role of Chance 
 
Chance is not as chancy as one might think. There is a science to 
chance. Chance is partly responsible for the ordered randomness in 
the physical universe, including the diversity of all living 
organisms. Because the outcomes of chance follow mathematical 
laws associated with probability (i.e., combinations and 
permutations), the outcomes of chance are predictable, especially 
with regard to dominant genes, co-dominant genes, recessive 
genes, multiple alleles (that is, sets of genes associated with 
individual characteristics or traits), genetic mutations (most of 
which are disadvantageous to a biological species, some of which 
are advantageous), and population genetics (most individual 
populations are in a dynamic equilibrium). 
 
Our Creator-God employs chance to ensure that there is: 1) genetic 
diversity within each biological species, 2) genetic diversity within 
each ecosystem, 3) genetic diversity within each biome, 4) genetic 
diversity throughout the entire planet (specifically, in its 
biosphere), and 5) genetic diversity throughout the physical 
universe. (Did you really think that we are alone?) 
 
Genetic diversity is ordained by our Creator-God because genetic 
diversity is healthy for each species, each ecosystem, each biome, 
and the planetõs entire biosphere. Genetic diversity is healthy for 
each biological species because it ensures that an entire species is 
as capable as possible of surviving major changes to its ecosystem: 
For example, some individuals within each species will always be 
more fit than others in the same species to survive certain geologic 
and climatic changes. Genetic diversity is also healthy for the entire 
biosphere: For example, although large dinosaurs became extinct 
due to massive geologic and climatic changes throughout the 
entire globe during the Cretaceous-Paleogene extinction event 
approximately 66 million years ago, many of their smaller 
phylogenetic cousins did not become extinct, ensuring the survival 
of: 1) gene pools similar to the large dinosaur gene pools, and        
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2) ecologic interrelationships similar to those involving large 
dinosaurs. And, because the teleological cause (that is, the first and 
final cause) for all alterations in gene pools is the eventual 
emergence, survival, and thrivability of Homo sapiens, the 
extinction of large dinosaurs ñ as well as approximately 75% of all 
plant and animal species on the planet Earth at that time ñ not 
only removed major threats to the future development of human 
society, culture, and civilization but also created evolutionary 
opportunities for the rapid advancements of then-existing species 
as well as the emergence of new species ñ all of which would 
ultimately pave the way for the eventual emergence of anthropoids 
and hominids (or hominins, depending on how up-to-date oneõs 
taxonomic terminology is). Is the present author implying that the 
Creator-God arranged for an asteroid to hit the planet Earth just at 
the right time for the purpose of drastically altering ecosystems to 
facilitate rapid evolutionary changes, the diversification of 
mammals, and the gradual emergence of anthropoids and 
hominids?  The answer is òYes.ó 
 
Genetic diversity is sanctioned ñ that is, permitted, approved, and 
controlled ñ by our Creator-God to ensure that biological life on 
this planet continues to continue even though all individuals die 
and some individual species die out. Each biological species has 
been programmed by our Creator-God to be genetically diverse in 
variety, and all biological species have been purposely made by our 
Creator-God to be interdependent with other species. Our Creator-
God ordained the role of chance in biological diversity in order to 
ensure the adaptability of each phylogenetic group to external 
changes, including competition for survival with organisms from 
its own group as well as with organisms from other groups. If some 
aspects of biological evolution are due to chance, then our Creator-
God ordained it to be so. Nothing is done without our Creator-
Godõs permission, approval, support, guidance, and direction. 
 
Chance, as most people think of it in relation to natural selection, 
does not exist. It does not exist as most people think of it because 
biological diversity is nonrandom and the outcomes of mutations, 
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adaptive radiations, and natural selection are predictable and, in 
most cases, inevitable. In other words, teleologically speaking, the 
origin of Homo sapiens was inevitable the first nanosecond that 
the Big Bang began (i.e., at the start of the inflationary epoch). 
Although individual events in the biosphere may seem to be 
random, it becomes apparent that they are nonrandom when events 
are grouped together in various sets throughout relative space-
time. Here, the expression relative space-time means, physically 
speaking, that space cannot exist without time, and time cannot 
exist without space. In contrast, metaphysically speaking, absolute 
time is absolute space. 
 
Chance under the auspices of the Creator-God is directed chance 
and not haphazard, or uncontrolled, chance. Directed chance 
played an important role in creation-evolution, and directed chance 
plays an important role in the eventual extinction of human 
somatic identities and their replacement by spiritualized somatic 
identities (i.e., astral gelatinousÊ  forms for saved people). Indeed, 
in the not-too-distant future, all human forms will cease to exist. 

 
 

1.2  The Whole Universe 
 
In this book, the Whole Universe is divided into: 1) the spiritually, 
or metaphysically, observable universe; 2) the physically observable 
universe; and 3) the empty vacuum of space beyond the fringes of 
the physically observable universe. (The fringes of the physically 
observable universe constitute the cosmic horizon.) The physically 
observable universe and the empty vacuum of space beyond its 
fringes together comprise the entire physically knowable universe 
ñ which is largely knowable through the physical senses and 
instrumentation. (Instrumentation includes mechanical and 
technological extensions of our physical senses.) In contrast, the 
spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe constitutes the 
entire unknowable universe ñ which is largely unknowable 
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because it is unknowable to the corporeal, or physical, senses and 
instrumentation ñ although it is, of course, knowable to the 
spiritual, or metaphysical, senses through the Creator-Godõs Holy 
Spirit. 
 
In his other books on Christian metaphysics, the present author 
uses the phrases material universe and physical universe 
interchangeably. However, in this book, the phrase material 
universe is not synonymous with the phrase physically knowable 
universe or the phrase physically observable universe. Rather, here, 
material universe refers more specifically to the universe of 
ordinary matter (elemental, atomic, or baryonic matter) ñ which is 
to say, in this book, the phrase material universe is not meant to 
include either dark energy or dark matter. Certainly, an 
understanding of ordinary matter as the material universe is 
consistent with what Aristotle, Kant, Eddy, and even de Chardin 
knew of the entire universe. To them, the phrase material universe 
sufficiently described the physical universe as they understood it. 
Among other things, they had never heard of dark energy nor of 
dark matter; simply stated, robust evidence for the existence of 
dark energy and dark matter was not widely reported until after 
their lifetimes. 
 
Incorporating principles of physics and metaphysics, following are 
seventeen foundational axioms that the present author has used to 
conceptualize the major components of the Whole Universe: 
 
1. Matter is the substance, or essence, of the physically observable 
universe. 
 
2. Matter is anything that has mass and takes up space. 
 
3. Mass is a fundamental property of matter. 
 
4. Mass is one way that matter can be measured. 
 
5. Using  mass-energy  equivalents  is  a  specific  way  to  measure  
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matter that takes into account the interconvertibility of mass and 
energy in the physically observable universe. (See the òmass-energy 
equationó immediately following this list of seventeen axioms.) 
 
6. If mass is a fundamental property of matter, then matter is a 
function, or root, of mass. 
 
7. For the physically observable universe, mass and physical energy 
are properties of consciousness but consciousness is not equivalent 
to matter. 
 
8. If mass and physical energy are properties of consciousness, 
then, consciousness is a function, or root, of mass and physical 
energy in the physically observable universe but not in the 
spiritually observable universe because there is no mass or physical 
energy in the spiritually observable universe. 
 
9. Spirit is the substance, or essence, of the spiritually observable 
universe; and spiritual energy is the causative agent in the 
spiritually observable universe. (The Creator-God is the First and 
Final Cause of the Whole Universe and its component parts.) 
 
10. Spirit is massless and takes up no space in the spiritually 
observable universe because there is no space in the spiritually 
observable universe (as human beings understand space). 
  
11. Spirit and spiritual energy are ways that consciousness can be 
measured in the physically observable universe but not in the 
spiritually observable universe because Spirit and spiritual energy 
are immeasurable in eternity. 
 
12. Spirit and spiritual energy are fundamental properties of 
consciousness. 
 
13. Spirit and spiritual energy are fundamental properties of 
consciousness in both the physically observable universe and the 
spiritually observable universe. 
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14. If Spirit and spiritual energy are fundamental properties of 
consciousness, then consciousness is a function, or root, of both 
Spirit and spiritual energy as well as both mass and physical 
energy. 
 
15. Consciousness is a function, or root, of Spirit and spiritual 
energy in the physically observable universe as well as in the 
spiritually observable universe. 
 
16. Given conditions established, required, and fulfilled by the 
Creator-God, spiritual energy and physical energy are inter-
convertible within the Whole Universe. 
 
17. The Creator-God is also the Creator-Evolver in addition to the 
Creator-Savior. 

 
 
Based on the interconvertibility of mass and energy (E = mc2 or    
m = E/c 2), the mass-energy, or mass-equivalent, content (Ǫ) of the 
physically observable universe is represented by the equation that 
follows: 
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In the physically observable universe, the following constitute such 
a small percentage that, even altogether, they are fractionally 
negligible ñ or effectively zero ñ in relation to the whole: 1) the 
mass-energy content of elements of ordinary matter heavier than 
hydrogen and helium; 2) the mass-energy content of antimatter (for 
example, positrons, antiprotons, and antineutrons); and 3) the 
mass-energy content of everything else (for example, electro-
magnetic radiation). That they are fractionally negligible does not 
mean that they have no value. For example, illustrating the Creator-
Godõs propensity for creating something out of nothing as well as 
making something out of next-to-nothing, it is primarily from the 
mass-energy content of elements heavier than hydrogen and 
helium that the Creator-God spoke into existence our solar system, 
including our Earth and all biological life on it. 1) Because more 
than 99% of the bulk composition of the Earth (by elemental-mass) 
is composed of elements heavier than hydrogen and helium, and  
2) because more than 90% of all living substance is composed of 
elements heavier than hydrogen and helium, our Creator-God, once 
again, has illustrated that He takes from what is rare to form what 
is precious in order to further magnify and glorify His Holy Name 
ñ in this case, through the creation-evolution of biological life. 
 
The truth be told (and it is being told right here), the physically 
observable universe is still evolving. Supernovae (supernovas) still 
produce every element of ordinary matter possible: And all 
elements heavier than hydrogen and helium are still created by      
1) fusion in the combination of various hydrogen and helium 
atomic nuclei and 2) spallation in the ripping apart of atomic nuclei 
of heavier elements and reconfiguring them into atomic nuclei of 
lighter elements (a kind of fission-fusion, one might say). Indeed, 
the entire physically observable universe is still in the process of 
being created. This ongoing creation-evolution has helped the 
present author conclude that the Genesis account of cosmology ñ 
as well as of abiogenesis and biogenesis on Earth ñ is primarily an 
account of the creation and evolution of our individual planet in 
relation to the rest of the physically observable universe.  
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At this juncture, it is important to emphasize that the physically 
observable universe is finite for two major reasons: 
 
1.  The physically observable universe exists only for a finite time. 

It began with the Big Bang, and it will be dissolved at the end of 
the millennial rule of Christ Jesus on Earth. Its finite age is even 
attested to in the Bible by: a) the Genesis account of creation;  
b) its presentation by God the Son to God the Father at the end 
of his millennial rule (1 Corinthians 15:24-28); and c) the 
creation of òa new heaven and a new earthó(Revelation 21:1). 

 
2. The physically observable universe occupies only a finite place. 

It ends in space at its fringes, or cosmic horizon.  
 
The physically observable universe is not eternal and was never 
meant to be eternal ñ nor can it ever become eternal or ever be our 
eternal, or heavenly, home. Only the spiritually observable universe 
is eternal. In this book, the terms infinite , infinitude, infinity , finite, 
finitude, and finity do not apply to the spiritually observable 
universe but the terms eternal and eternity do. In contrast to the 
spiritually observable universe, the entire physically knowable 
universe is infinite because there is no physical end to the empty 
vacuum of space beyond the physically observable universe, but 
the physically observable universe itself is finite because there is a 
physical end to it. (Metaphysically speaking, even the cosmic 
infinite has a beginning and an ending: the nothingness of infinity 
began at the time of the Big Bang, and it will end when the 
physically knowable universe ceases to exist.) As used by the 
present author, the terms eternal and eternity never apply to the 
physically knowable universe ñ neither its physically observable 
universe nor the infinite and empty vacuum of space beyond its 
fringes.  
 
The finite has a beginning and an ending. In contrast, eternity has 
neither a beginning nor an ending. Because the Creator-God is 
eternal, the Creator-God is neither infinite nor finite. 
Metaphysically speaking, the Creator-God is neither too big nor too 



 

I -19 

 

small. Because the Creator-God is eternal, the Creator-God is 
ageless, dimensionless, and motionless: Our Creator-God does not 
have age, dimensionality, and movement as corporeal beings 
understand age, dimensionality, and movement. In this book, the 
words eternal and everlasting are synonymous; and the word 
forever refers to the full duration of relative time in the physically 
observable universe. In other words, eternal and everlasting are not 
synonymous with forever. In this book, forever lasts only up to the 
time of the creation of òa new heaven and a new earthó(Revelation 
21:1 KJV) at the end of the millennial reign of Christ Jesus. 
  
Although the term universe is used in multiple ways in this book, 
its plural uses are for the two major components of the Whole 
Universe and not meant to convey that the Whole Universe 
includes a multiverse of multiple physical universes. And, although 
the physically observable universe and the empty vacuum of space 
that surrounds it will both disappear one day (that is, cease to exist 
because they will be transmogrified to, translated into, infused by, 
returned to, and swallowed up by the substance of the Creator-
Godõs Holy Spirit), the Whole Universe will still remain, but it will 
then be composed only of what is referred to in this book as the 
spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe. 
 
The spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe (also known 
in this book as the Spiritual Universe, Heaven, the Creator-Godõs 
Heavenly Consciousness, the Supraconsciousness of the Creator-
God, Paradise, and Eden) is spiritual, immortal, and eternal. In 
contrast, the physically observable universe is physical, mortal, and 
finite. Again, although the empty vacuum of space that surrounds 
it is infinite, the physically observable universe itself is finite 
because there is an end to it at its fringes (indeed, as mentioned 
earlier, it also has a temporal end when it ceases to exist). The 
spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe is the state and 
place where the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit is substance. Correctly 
apprehended by Aristotle, the substance of a thing is its essence 
and, conversely, the essence of a thing is its substance. Therefore, 
Spirit constitutes both the substance and essence of spiritual things 
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in the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe; and 
matter constitutes both the substance and essence of physical 
things in the physically observable universe. Spirit is the primary 
reality of the Creator-God. Matter is only a secondary reality. 
 
The spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe is real. The 
physically observable universe is also real but in a different way. 
Some metaphysicians have tried to pit Spirit against matter when 
they should have been pitting Spirit against Evil. Although realities 
of the spiritually observable universe and the physically observable 
universe may intersect and interact at times, they are largely 
separate from one another. Metaphysically speaking, the two 
universes are conjoined at the same time that they exist in tandem. 
(See Figure One.)     
 

 
Figure One 

 
 
The spiritually observable universe and the physically observable 
universe represent two separate creations, or elaborations, of the 
Creator-God. In effect, the physically observable universe was 
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ordained by the Creator-God in order that spiritual beings who fell 
from the spiritually observable universe would have something 
practical to fall into. Today, the primary focus of the Creator-God 
throughout the Whole Universe is the salvation of fallen, or errant, 
souls who were immortal before their fall but are now mortal due to 
their fall. The Creator-God uses corporeality to achieve this end as 
it relates to His Plan of Salvation for souls who inhabit the 
corporeal bodies of Homines sapientes (the plural of Homo 
sapiens). 
 
Although Adam and Eve were originally created as spiritual beings, 
they fell from their first estate in the spiritually observable universe. 
When they fell, they fell by the design of the Creator-God into 
anthropoid bodies belonging to the genus and species of Homo 
sapiens on the planet Earth. In other words, the fallen Adam and 
Eve materialized as human beings alongside of other hominins 
that had already evolved on the planet Earth. 
 
In the appearance of hominins on the planet Earth, the Creator-
God used biological evolution to create an anthropoid species 
capable in complexity of eventually housing the fallen souls of 
spiritual beings. Here, capable in complexity is especially referring 
to a central nervous system with highly developed cerebral hemi-
spheres, including frontal lobes sufficiently able to permit higher 
order thinking, memory, and imagination.  
 
In other words, when the fallen spirit beings of Adam and Eve 
materialized as two human beings, other hominins were already 
living at that time, but they were soulless. Thus, when Cain, the 
banished son of Adam and Eve, went to live with the people of Nod 
(Genesis 4:16-24), he was with soulless hominins who were living in 
an adjacent region east of the portal through which Adam and Eve 
were expelled from the Garden of Eden (Genesis 3:23-24). 
 
Eve is called òthe mother of all livingó(Genesis 3:20) not because 
she was the mother of all H. sapientes but because she is the 
mother of all hominins who have souls. Indeed, all descendants of 
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Adam and Eve are H. sapientes with eternal souls. Our individual 
fallen souls are temporarily fused, or tethered, to individual human 
bodies in order for us to learn to grow back to the Creator-God as 
well as for us to have opportunities for eternal salvation ñ that is, 
the restoration of our fallen souls to immortality ñ by embracing 
the shed blood of Christ Jesus as the only sacrifice acceptable to 
the Creator-God for the forgiveness of our iniquity and sin. 
 
Except for Adam and Eve, no other hominins living at the time that 
Adam and Eve fell to Earth possessed eternal souls. Thus, the 
people of Nod did not possess eternal souls but the children of 
Cain did because they were direct descendants of Adam and Eve 
through Cain. Thus, all members of H. sapiens today have souls 
because they are all direct descendants of Adam and Eve. There 
are no soulless hominins living today because none of them 
survived the cataclysmic flood that occurred during Noahõs time. 
 
If the author of Intelligent Evolution  were responsible for the 
taxonomic nomenclature describing these two early groups of 
anthropoids, he would name hominins without souls Homo 
sapiens var. sine anima5 and those with souls Homo sapiens var. 
cum anima.6 
 
All order in the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe 
has been propagated and maintained by the Creator-God. All 
cosmic and biological order in the physically observable universe 
has also been propagated and maintained by the Creator-God. Any 
and all order and non-randomness (that is, negative entropy, or 
negentropy7) that exists in the physically observable universe is a 

                                                 
5 άHomo sapiens var. sine animaέ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ άmodern man variety without a 
ǎƻǳƭΦέ 
 
6 άHomo sapiens var. cum animaέ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ άmodern man ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎƻǳƭΦέ 
 
7 Entropy ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ άǘƘŜ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ǳǎŀōƭŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ƛƴ ŀ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŘƛǎƻǊŘŜǊΦέ Lƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘΣ 
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reflection of the order that exists in the spiritually, or 
metaphysically, observable universe. And any and all disorder and 
randomness (that is, entropy) in the physically observable universe 
is a direct result of the Luciferian Fall. 
 
Failure to recognize and apprehend the significance of the 
Luciferian Fall results in oneõs failure to understand the desirability 
for the return of fallen souls to the spiritually, or metaphysically, 
observable universe. And, for the sake of comparison and contrast, 
there is no entropy (i.e., loss of energy) in the spiritually, or 
metaphysically, observable universe: Divine substance and divine 
energy are never lost in Spirit although some divine substance and 
divine energy were altered by being converted into physical 
substance, or matter, and physical energy at the time of the 
Luciferian Fall. (The Luciferian Fall is metaphysically coincident 
with the Big Bang.) In the spiritually observable universe, divine 
substance and divine energy are never diminished because they 
possess the unique trait of self-propagation. 
 
òDivine substanceó is Spirit (i.e., the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit) 
and òdivine energyó is the eternal energy, or divine fire, of the 

Godhead. In the Greek New Testament, Theos (ɗŮ ɠ) means òthe 

supreme Divinity;ó Theios/Theiotes (ɗŮ ɞɠ/ɗŮɘ Űɖɠ) means 

òGodhead;ó and Theion (ɗŮ ɞɜ) means òdivine fire,ó which is òthe 
eternal energy of the Creator-God.ó In this book, the anglicized 
word theion (the English plural form is theions) provides a useful 
neologism. A neologism is òa newly-devised word or a new sense to 
an already existing word.ó For the purpose of Intelligent Evolution , 
a theion is òthe smallest indivisible unit of divine, or eternal, 
energy.ó (This definition satisfies the ònew senseó aspect of a 
neologism.) An analogy that might help the reader or listener to 
understand is: òtheion is to divine energy and divine light as 
photon is to physical energy and physical light.ó Just as a photon is 

                                                                                                                                       
negentropy ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ άǘƘŜ Ǝŀƛƴ ƻŦ ǳǎŀōƭŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ƛƴ ŀ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ŘƛǎƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƻǊŘŜǊΦέ 
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a force-carrying, massless elementary particle in the physically 
observable universe, so is a theion a force-carrying, massless 
elementary particle in the spiritually observable universe. 
 
One measure of the utility of the photon to theion comparison 
arises in the capacity of the units to self-propagate or not. Because 
photons are not able to self-propagate and theions are able to self-
propagate, the photon to theion comparison is less than perfect. 
However, it is still a useful analogy, and conceptualizing theions 
provides a useful paradigm for understanding divine substance and 
divine energy in the spiritually observable universe. 
 
For the sake of clarification, the reason that theions are able to self-
propagate is that they are composed of divine love in addition to 
divine light. (Indeed, divine light and divine love are inseparable 
and are only mentioned here separately for the sake of discussion.) 
The Creator-God Himself is composed of theions. Thus, the 
Creator-Godõs very nature, or essence, includes His desire to self-
propagate ñ or, in this case, to make created beings in His 
complete image and perfect likeness. To be sure, this desire is born 
of His divine love. His divine love wants (no, needs) to be shared 
with others in fellowship, communication, compassion, tenderness, 
mercy, grace, and care. Because the Creator-God is divine Love     
(1 John 4:8 and 4:16), He wants (no, needs) to share the largess of it 
with beings created in His complete image and perfect likeness. 
 
The only danger in understanding the paradigm of theions is in the 
misguided conclusion that one can know the unknowable or can 
reduce the omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent Creator-God 
to oneõs own terms of understanding. What guards against 
operating in this misguided conclusion is oneõs ability to live in a 
state of perpetual contrition, which state is against the fallen nature 
of being human but very much a part of the unfallen nature of 
being divine ñ that is, a part of the spiritual creation of the 
Creator-God ñ which includes being recast in the spiritual image 
and likeness of the Creator-God through the shed blood of Christ 
Jesus. 
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Any and all order and non-randomness that exists in the physically 
observable universe becomes understandable to us when we 
understand the Creator-God and His deific Force, which Force is 
His spoken Word, creative Logos, or divine Principle ñ by which 
He creates, operates, gathers, and restores. All of the laws that 
provide the governing substrate of the Whole Universe are 
elaborated by the Supraconsciousness, or divine Mind, of the 
Creator-God. The creative Logos, or divine Principle, of the 
Creator-God permits human beings to again possess the Earth by 
overcoming Evil, iniquity, and sin through the shed blood of Christ 
Jesus. òMortality is swallowed up by immortalityó(2 Corinthians 
5:4) only through the metaphysical application of that blood. 
Although Christians may not be able to stop an active volcano from 
killing them, they can stop an active volcano from impacting 
negatively on the immortal life that has been restored to them 
through Christ Jesus. 
 
Although one should aim for a literal understanding concerning the 
shed blood of Christ Jesus, the application of the shed blood of 
Christ Jesus to earthborn problems is metaphysical ñ which 
application is, in one way, neither literal nor figurative and, in 
another way, both literal and figurative. Applying the shed blood of 
Christ Jesus to earthborn problems requires us to metaphysically 
look at all problems through that blood. It is through such a view 
that earthborn problems become resolved ñ meaning, understood 
as well as solved. The resolution of an earthborn problem is:          
1) always metaphysical primarily; and 2) only physical secondarily, 
if at all. 
 
Partitioning our thinking is necessary to understand both the 
spiritually observable universe and the physically observable 
universe at the same time in order that we might have a 
metaphysically stereoscopic view of the Whole Universe. 
 
To be sure, the physically observable universe is not only an 
allegory of the spiritually observable universe but also an inverted 
reflection of the spiritually observable universe. With that said, 
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however, the physically observable universe is not a parody, a 
perversion, or an imitation of the spiritually observable universe; it 
is simply the Creator-Godõs second creation, or second elaboration. 
All order in the physically observable universe is a metaphysical 
representation of the order in the spiritually observable universe. 
Although physics may seem to govern the physically observable 
universe, metaphysics actually does. And cosmic, biological, and 
consciousness evolution reflects the spiritual evolution, spiritual 
phylogeny, and spiritual ontogeny that occurred, and still occurs, in 
the first creation of the Creator-God, the spiritually observable 
universe. 
 
For the sake of clarity here, evolution in the spiritually observable 
universe is not like evolution in the physically observable universe. 
Entities in the spiritually observable universe do not evolve into 
new entities; and new species do not arise in the spiritually 
observable universe. Instead, it is more on point to say that the 
spiritually observable universe continues to expand in the 
Supraconsciousness of the Creator-God. This spiritual expansion 
constitutes spiritual evolution. 
 
Because the Supraconsciousness of the Creator-God continues to 
expand, so does the consciousness of His entire creation, including 
His spiritually observable creation as well as His physically 
observable creation. Thus, the Whole Universe continues to evolve 
and expand. 
 
Like the consciousness of His entire creation, the Supracon-
sciousness of the Creator-God expands and will continue to 
expand. For example, before the Creator-God came to Earth as 
God the Son, the Creator-God had never experienced temptation 
for Himself (James 1:13). Because the Creator-God is omniscient, 
He knew what temptation is and could have dictated a highly 
accurate 100,000 volume encyclopedia about it. But the Creator-
Godõs knowledge of temptation was only academic ñ which is to 
say, His knowledge of temptation was not experiential (i.e., 
personal and intimate by having been tempted Himself). However, 
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through the experiences of Christ Jesus, the Creator-Godõs 
knowledge of temptation is now not only academic but also 
experiential. What God the Son learned about temptation 
(Hebrews 4:15) while he was on Earth was shared synchronously 
and simultaneously with the rest of the Godhead. (For the sake of 
clarity, the Godhead consists of God the Father, God the Son, and 
God the Holy Spirit.) 
 
The Creator-God evolves Himself by expanding His Supracon-
sciousness. And the Creator-God evolves His creation by 
expanding the consciousness of His created beings. The Creator-
God even evolves human beings by expanding their understanding 
of Him. By permitting us to experience and overcome Evil for 
ourselves, the Creator-God has brought us closer to His divine level 
of knowledge and understanding. Although we can never become 
the Creator-God, we can become more like Him and, thereby, 
make a more suitable eternal companion for Him ñ individually, 
collectively, and corporately. 
 
By permitting Himself to experience temptation through the life 
experiences of God the Son, God the Father has also brought 
Himself closer to fallen created beings. Through the life 
experiences of Christ Jesus, the entire Godhead now knows 
experientially what it means to be vulnerable to temptation when 
oneõs soul is in human flesh. As God in the flesh (1 Timothy 3:16 
KJV), Christ Jesus was touched with and by our infirmities. Godõs 
eternal mercy flows to us, first and foremost, through the shed 
blood of His only-begotten Son, but it is also effluent because of 
the Creator-Godõs firsthand understanding of our condition in 
corporeality through the earthly experiences of His only-begotten 
Son. The entire Godhead has experienced temptation, 
victimization, and the shedding of innocent blood personally 
through God the Son. 
 
That the Supraconsciousness of the Creator-God expands and will 
continue to expand is not in conflict with the truth that God never 
changes. To be sure, the Creator-Godõs substance and nature never 
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change. The Creator-Godõs personal species, kind, substance, and 
essence never change. But He continues to consciously expand the 
substance and nature of His Being. In addition, the Creator-God is 
ever-expanding experientially. If the reader or listener thinks about 
it, this is what one should expect from the Godhead because the 
Creator-God is dynamic and not static. The Creator-Godõs divine 
and universal Mind remains insatiably inquisitive and curious at 
the same time that it is creative. The Creator-God continues to 
create and expand Himself into His ever-expanding spiritually 
observable universe. The totality of an ever-expanding Creator-God 
can only fit into the totality of an ever-expanding Creation. (In this 
way, there is a parallel, or analogy, between the infinite vacuum in 
which the physically observable universe is located and the eternity 
that encompasses the spiritually observable universe.) 
 
For readers or listeners who may have taken offense on behalf of 
the Creator-God: 1) because the present author has stated that the 
Creator-God is òinsatiably inquisitive and curious,ó and 2) because 
they feel that this statement is inconsistent with the Creator-Godõs 
omniscience, please know that the Creator-God endowed created 
beings with free will so that He might interact with them as well as 
be challenged by them. The Creator-God is not content with just 
observing His created beings; the Creator-God wants (no, needs) to 
interact with us. To be sure, the Creator-God wanted, and still 
wants, an eternal companion in us all individually, collectively, and 
corporately, but the Creator-God does not want His eternal 
companion to be composed of predictable and robotic automatons. 
It pleases the Creator-God to interact with our own creativity-in-
action, especially as it is intended to honor Him by reflecting His 
complete image and perfect likeness. To be sure, the Creator-God 
is the source of our individual, collective, and corporate creativity 
ñ including our creative imaginations. 
 
For the sake of clarity, the Creator-God does not devolve. Unlike 
the free will members of His original creation (that is, immortal 
beings who became mortal beings through their own iniquity and 
sin), the Creator-God cannot devolve. Devolution can only occur in 
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segments, aspects, and parts of the Creator-Godõs creation when 
created beings consciously choose to depart from Him by stepping 
outside of His Will through disobedience. Of course, this happened 
to Lucifer and the angels who fell with him as well as to Adam and 
Eve; and it still happens to the souls of mortal beings who 
consciously (that is, willfully ) reject the Creator-God by rejecting 
His Plan of Salvation and, thereby, continue to disobey His 
Supreme and Sovereign Will. As a result of their irrevocable 
rejection of the Creator-God, the souls of all eternally-reprobate 
mortal beings become the demons, devils, evil spirits, and unclean 
spirits described in the Holy Bible (all four terms are used 
synonymously throughout this book as well as within the various 
translations and versions of the Holy Bible). 
 
In His omnipotence, the Creator-God has permitted Satan, 
demonic forces, Evil, iniquity, and sin to exist but only for a 
predetermined time. Satan, demonic forces, Evil, iniquity, and sin 
ñ all of which constitute spiritual chaos ñ will be expunged at the 
end of the millennial rule of Christ Jesus on Earth. Unfortunately, 
some people erroneously presuppose that the Creator-God is 
already òAll-in-alló everywhere. However, the Holy Bible is clear 
that the Creator-God, who is òAll,ó only becomes òAll-in-alló after 
the millennial reign of Christ Jesus on Earth has ended (see 1 
Corinthians 15:28 KJV), when God the Son hands everything over to 
God the Father. òTrue man,ó òMan,ó òimmortal man,ó or òoriginal 
Manó (all synonyms here for the unfallen, immortal beings 
collectively known as Adam) was first created spiritually; it was 
only when Adam permitted self-will and self-pride to take hold that 
Adam fell from immortality to mortality. Fortunately, it is through 
the shed blood of Christ Jesus that the souls of òfallen man,ó 
òmortal man,ó or òthe lost Adamó are fully restored to Spirit. 
(Efforts to restore lost souls to immortality without their accepting 
the shed blood of Christ Jesus as atonement for their iniquity and 
sin are of no avail.) The final translation of the physical creation 
back into Spirit at the end of the Millennium requires the full 
metaphysical application of the shed blood of Christ Jesus to 
everything restorable, reclaimable, and redeemable that has been 
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outside of the spiritually observable universe in temporality since 
the Luciferian and Adamic Falls. 
 
The Whole Universe currently contains tandem creations, or two 
elaborations: one spiritual and one physical. The physical was 
created, or manifested, to catch eternal souls when they fell. (The 
Adamic Fall and the expulsion of Adam and Eve from Eden were 
synchronous.) Depending on where you are standing relative to 
eternity, it can appear to you that the substance, or essence, of the 
spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe was altered as it 
fell to become the substance, or essence, of the physically 
observable universe. For that reason, the entire physically knowable 
universe might also be referred to as the altered universe. 
Regardless, it is important to conceptualize the Creator-Godõs 
tandem creations not only as conjoined universes but also as 
overlying parallel universes that are inverted reflections of one 
another. 
 
Human beings live in a metaphysically rotated, or refracted, 
version of the spiritually observable universe. That is why, when we 
are in the right frame of mind, we can catch a glimpse of the 
spiritually observable universe now and then. The substance, or 
essence, of the spiritually observable universe is Spirit. And the 
substance, or essence, of the entire physically observable universe 
is matter and the physical energy into which matterõs mass can be 
converted and vice versa. (See the discussion on the mass-energy 
content of the physically observable universe earlier in Section 1.2.) 
Serious students of Christian metaphysics need to be reminded 
frequently that it is a huge mistake for them to pit Spirit against 
matter because they will be fighting the wrong enemy. Instead, 
they need to pit Spirit against its true enemy, Evil. Human beings 
do not need to forsake matter, but, instead, they need to forsake 
Evil by overcoming iniquity and sin. All redeemed beings in Christ 
Jesus, including those who currently reside in human bodies as 
well as those who currently live in spiritual bodies, are comfortable 
and satisfied no matter where they are. Human beings do not need 
to deny the existence of matter or physical conditions. Believing 
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that something does not exist when it does exist is accompanied by 
unnecessary difficulties as well as ongoing consternation. 
 
The spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe is eternal, 
and the created beings housed in it are immortal, not mortal. 
Because the souls of human beings move from mortality to 
immortality through the shed blood of Christ Jesus, the teleology of 
Teilhard de Chardin is not so far afield when we understand that 
cosmic evolution, biological evolution, and consciousness 
evolution are all purpose-oriented, moving in the direction of a 
greater complexity that is more reflective of true spiritual being. 
Where de Chardin misses the mark is in his understanding of the 
Omega Point. The entire physically knowable universe is not 
rushing to become the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable 
universe because, at the end of the Millennium, the entire 
physically knowable universe will be resorbed by, translated into, 
and infused, or swallowed up, by the spiritually observable 
universe. At that time, the currently-existing tandem creations, or 
two parallel universes, will again become one. 
 
The Whole Universe, including the spiritually observable universe 
and the physically observable universe, is the manifestation of the 
Creator-Godõs deific Force. Created beings who live in the 
spiritually observable universe are real. And created beings who live 
in the physically observable universe are also real. Human beings 
are merely Godõs created beings in His second estate.  
 
Both immortal man and mortal man each have their own realities: 
These two groups of created beings each have a different referent 
and possess a different substance, or essence, in their respective 
realities. However, one is no less real than the other even though 
each group is in a different state and condition of being. (For the 
sake of clarity, mortality and immortality  are states of being, and 
corporeality and incorporeality are conditions of being: Some 
immortals are corporeal in that they are saved fallen souls who have 
not yet returned to Heaven; and some immortals are incorporeal in 
that they have already returned to Heaven. All mortals are unsaved 
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fallen souls. Depending on where they are located in mortality, 
some mortals are incorporeal, and other mortals are corporeal.) 
 
As introduced earlier, evolution is a process that occurs in both the 
spiritually observable universe and the physically observable 
universe. It is not that the Creator-God improves upon His work in 
the spiritually observable universe ñ instead, He expands upon it. 
Just as the Creator-God is not stagnant, so are His created beings 
not stagnant. The Creator-God co-exists with His created beings as 
well as inhabits them. Although the Creator-God governs the 
Whole Universe, He only inhabits the spiritually, or metaphysically, 
observable universe and saved souls in corporeality. The physically 
observable universe cannot hold the spoken Word, divine Principle, 
or creative Logos of the Creator-God, except: 1) in a metaphysical 
sense, 2) in the singular instance when the Creator-God took on 
flesh as Christ Jesus, and 3) in saved souls who remain in 
corporeality because their human life spans have not yet ended. 
 
Because the Creator God is eternal, He does not have a beginning 
or an ending. Likewise, because His first creation, the spiritually 
observable universe, is eternal, it also does not have a beginning or 
an ending. In contrast, because his second creation, the physically 
observable universe, is not eternal, it does have a beginning and an 
ending. When the present author refers to the infinite  axes of 
eternity elsewhere in his literary works, it is a figurative reference 
and not a literal one: The spiritually observable universe possesses 
only metaphysical axes. Although the physically observable 
universe has a center and circumference physically, the spiritually 
observable universe only has a center and circumference 
metaphysically. (Our Creator-God is the center and circumference 
of the spiritually observable universe.) 
 
All souls were created in eternity before the beginning of the 
physically observable universe. All souls were created at the same 
instant in eternity through the same vocalization, articulation, and 
actualization of the Creator-God. Because souls were created, all 
souls have a beginning. However, their common beginning cannot 
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be understood in terms of chronological time because all souls 
were created in eternity. It may sound strange to the reader or 
listener, but, once souls were created, it was as if they always were 
(just as they always are and always will be). Because all souls live, 
move, and have their being in eternity, it is impossible for saved 
fallen souls still in corporeality to imagine themselves not being. 
For example, no reader of, or listener to, this book can think back 
to a time when he or she was not (that is, did not exist) or did not 
have consciousness. This is partly so because all souls existed as 
ideas in the Supraconsciousness of the Creator-God even before 
they were created. (If readers or listeners try to think of a time 
when they did not exist, they will not be able to even imagine it.) 
 
There was an instant in eternity when each one of us was pushed 
into being from idea status to a personal state of volitional self-
awareness; it was then that we were vocalized, articulated, and 
actualized individually, collectively, and corporately ñ all at once. 
And, once created, souls are not able to conceive of a time when 
they did not exist. It is that simple. As soon as we were brought 
forth into being, we were joined in eternity to eternity. And, 
regardless of whether we are in an immortal or mortal state of 
being, our souls remain eternal. 
 
Once souls were created by God, they could not become uncreated. 
In other words, all souls will continue throughout eternity without 
ever stopping because all souls were created to be eternal. Just as 
the reader or listener cannot take back a sincere kiss of friendship 
from a friend who becomes unfaithful to their friendship, so also 
the Creator-God cannot undo His gift of granting eternity to each 
volitional and self-aware created being. Although òcannotó might 
seem like hyperbole concerning the omnipotent Creator-God, part 
of His gift of eternal life to newly-created beings was His decision 
that He would not ever take the gift back. He imposed that 
constraint on Himself before He created all souls. This is what 
makes the gift of eternal life such a remarkable gift. We might 
destroy the gift given to us personally (hence comes the notion of 
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true freedom with responsibility), but the Creator-God still will not 
take it back. 
 
That Christ Jesus, the spoken Word, creative Logos, or divine 
Principle of the Creator-God identifies himself as the òAlpha and 
Omegaó(Revelation 1:8, 1:11, 21:6, and 22:13) does not mean that he 
has a beginning and an ending. Christ Jesus identifies himself as 
the Alpha and Omega because he is the First Cause of the 
physically observable universe as well as its Final Cause: The 
physically observable universe has its beginning and ending in 
Christ Jesus ñ which is to say, its creation and re-creation have 
their origin and completion in him. Christ Jesus is the be-all and 
the end-all of everything. Christ Jesus is every bit of it . (Christ Jesus 
is not the Theory of Everything, he is the Evidential of Everything.) 
Christ Jesus is not just the Way-shower; he is the Way. The entire 
physically knowable universe has its restoration to the spiritually 
observable universe at the end of all relative space-time. This 
occurs when the Creator-God infuses the all that belongs to Christ 
Jesus with His All, which is the Totality of His Being. This 
restoration coincides with the end of the physically knowable 
universe. 
 
The Creator-God evolves spiritual ideas in the spiritually 
observable universe that are reflected in the physically observable 
universe, including all that is ordered and non-random. Cosmic 
evolution, biological evolution, and consciousness evolution in the 
physically observable universe reflect the ideas, thoughts, concepts, 
and constructs found first in the spiritually observable universe. 
 
The First, Prime, and Primary Cause of everything (except for Evil, 
iniquity, and sin) is the Creator-God. He alone is responsible for 
the Whole Universe and its component parts. He alone is 
responsible for the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable 
universe; and He alone is responsible for the physically observable 
universe. Any and all order in the physically observable universe is 
a manifestation of the Creator-Godõs divine Principle, or creative 
Logos. Cosmic evolution, biological evolution, and consciousness 
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evolution in the physically observable universe are not self-induced 
evolutions or evolutions by random chance or coincidence: not one 
of them is godless. Except for Evil, iniquity, and sin, the Creator-
God is responsible for creating everything. And, except for Satan 
and his fallen angels, demonic forces, and unclean spirits, the 
Creator-God is responsible for creating everyone. 
 
The Christian metaphysics of Mary Baker Eddy did not recognize:         
1) that there would be a new creation (that is, a re-creation) at the 
end of the Millennium; and 2) that there is a necessity for re-
creation after the eradication of the effects of all Evil, iniquity, and 
sin from the entire physically knowable universe. The Christian 
metaphysics of Eddy only recognized the restoration of the Whole 
Universe to spiritual sense through spiritual unfoldment. For the 
sake of clarity here, unfoldment is different from evolution. 
Unfoldment is the gradual understanding of the truths in the 
spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe and their 
practical applications to the human experience. Unfortunately, 
unfoldment does not include the restoration of fallen, mortal souls 
to immortality because Eddy's Christian metaphysics does not 
clearly acknowledge that the truth of all being is found solely in the 
shed blood of Christ Jesus. 
 
Fallen, mortal beings can only have a finite sense of the eternal. 
Because of this, they easily misconclude that infinity is the same as 
eternity. To them, infinity is the same as eternity because infinity 
ògoes on forever.ó They do not understand that òforeveró is a 
concept that only relates to the space-time of the entire physically 
knowable universe, which possesses dimensionality. In contrast, 
eternity is dimensionless ñ it is without relative space and without 
relative time. For the sake of clarity, time in eternity is absolute 
time, time in the physically observable universe is relative time, and 
time in the void beyond the fringes of the physically observable 
universe is empty time. 
 
In the spiritually observable universe, here, or absolute space, is the 
counterpart to relative space in the physically observable universe; 
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and now, or absolute time, is the counterpart to relative time in the 
physically observable universe. To be sure, everyone in the 
spiritually observable universe is here and now. Thus, in the 
spiritually observable universe, 1) here and now, 2) the here-now, or 
3) absolute time and absolute space are the counterparts to relative 
space and relative time (i.e., relative space-time) in the physically 
observable universe. Although the Creator-God fills every place in 
the spiritually observable universe here and now, the Creator-God 
does not fill all relative space and relative time in the physically 
observable universe. The Creator-God does not reside in the 
physically knowable universe. The Creator-God resides only: 1) in 
the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe; and             
2) within saved fallen souls still residing in corporeality. 
 
Order and non-randomness in the physically observable universe 
are not perverted images and perverted reflections of the spiritually 
observable universe but, rather, inverted images and inverted 
reflections. Cosmic evolution and biological evolution are the 
inverted images and inverted reflections of the Creator-Godõs 
expansion of the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe. 
Inverted images and inverted reflections of the spiritually 
observable universe are never perverted unless the observer 
himself/herself has been perverted by Evil, iniquity, and sin. 
Indeed, inverted images and inverted reflections of spiritual 
realities and truths are made sense of by the human brain that has 
been inspired by Christian metaphysics ñ which is to say, 
educated, trained, and nurtured in thinking as Christ Jesus thinks. 
 
The uninspired human brain cannot distinguish spiritual realities, 
or truths, from inverted images and inverted reflections, but the 
inspired human brain can (the inspired human brain is the 
spiritually nurtured brain). Inverted images and inverted reflections 
of the spiritually observable universe are interpretable by the 
inspired human brain. Inverted images and inverted reflections of 
spiritual objects and truths are made sense of by the inspired 
human brain as capably as the uninspired human brain makes 
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sense out of the inverted images and inverted reflections of 
physical objects that fall upon the retina. 
 
It is not the Creator-Godõs responsibility to create order out of the 
chaotic ideas to which human beings are exposed. It is the 
individual responsibility of human beings to try and make sense of 
it all. For example, it is our responsibility to make sense out of 
creationism and evolution, two substantive yet seemingly-
contradictory perspectives. Indeed, we need to pray to our Creator-
God for insight, understanding, and wisdom, but the Creator-God 
wants us to exercise our own free will in making intellectual 
decisions that help explain seemingly contradictory and opposing 
ideas, thoughts, concepts, and constructs. Rather than pointing our 
finger at people with ideas, thoughts, concepts, and constructs that 
differ from our own, we need to struggle to understand them and, 
then, 1) accept and integrate them into our own belief systems,      
2) mentally shelve them for future consideration, or 3) reject them 
after carefully considering them. 
 
The following paragraph is a good first starting point for melding 
creationism and evolution: 
 
Regardless of whether you òbelieve inó (which is to say, òacceptó) 
the paradigm of evolution, its major strength is found in the 
unifying concept that it presents to the human mind for 
understanding the interrelationship of all life forms on Earth (and 
throughout the physically observable universe). Similarly, 
regardless of whether you òbelieve inó (which is to say, òacceptó) 
the paradigm of creationism, its major strength is found in the 
unifying concept that it presents to the human mind for 
understanding the basic sequence in the origin of all life forms on 
Earth. Expressed in these ways, because they are not pitted against 
each other, we are freed to consider how evolution and creationism 
can best be interrelated in a unifying paradigm through Christian 
metaphysics. 
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There is one Creator-God but tandem creations, or two created 
elaborations: the spiritually observable universe and the physically 
observable universe. They are parallel universes superimposed on 
one another because they are on different planes of consciousness. 
If one lives in the spiritually observable universe, then that universe 
is superimposed on the physically observable universe. And if one 
lives in the physically observable universe, then that universe is 
superimposed on the spiritually observable universe. 
 
Cosmic evolution, biological evolution, and consciousness 
evolution are neither false nor unreal; in fact, they represent 
Creator-driven order and non-randomness in the physically 
observable universe. Although each creation (that is, each universe) 
is no less God-driven than the other, the blind forces of physical 
nature are quelled in us individually, collectively, and corporately 
by apprehending the spiritual, metaphysical, and supernatural 
forces of Spirit. 
 
To summarize at this juncture, order and non-randomness in the 
physically observable universe are not perverted images and 
perverted reflections of the spiritually observable universe but, 
rather, inverted images and inverted reflections of the spiritually 
observable universe.  
 

>>>>><<<<<  
 

A Note on the Permanent Dissolution of All Corporeality 
 
Regardless of the specific paradigm used for its demise, the 
physically observable universe will eventually come to an end. The 
physically observable universe will undergo its final phase change 
when the Creator-God infuses it with the Totality of His Being 
after the millennial reign of Christ Jesus on Earth (1 Corinthians 
15:24-28). Depending on the paradigm used, either a collapsed and 
imploded physically observable universe will be engulfed and 
expunged by the Creator-God or a rapidly-accelerating and 
continually-expanding physically observable universe will be 
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subdued and dissolved ñ that is, overtaken and erased ñ by Him. 
Independent of the mechanisms involved, the net effect will be the 
same: the physically observable universe will disappear and be 
replaced with something more closely resembling the Creator-
Godõs original, unfallen creation ñ something not corporeal but 
incorporeal in nature. And, although there will be òno more seaó 
(Revelation 21:1 KJV) in this re-creation, the Creator-Godõs òwater 
of lifeó (Revelation 21:6 KJV) will be present instead. Thus, 
although the hallmark of all biological life is physical water, the 
hallmark of all spiritual life is the essence of the Creator-God, 
which is His Holy Spirit. To be sure, the òpure river of wateró in 
the new creation (Revelation 22:1 KJV) is the Creator-Godõs very 
own Spirit! 

 
 

1.3  Thermodynamics 
 
The Laws of Thermodynamics relate to the physically observable 
universe but not to the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable 
universe. Following is a discussion of the three laws of 
thermodynamics as they relate to the entire physically knowable 
universe as well as to the theme of intelligent evolution: 

 
 

1.3.1  The First Law 
 
The First Law of Thermodynamics is also known as the Law of 
Conservation of Energy. It states that the overall internal energy of 
an isolated system remains constant. 
 
Energy is simply changed from one form to another in an isolated 
system. This is the essence of Einsteinõs E = mc2 where E  is 
energy, m is mass (mass is the amount of matter that an object 
contains), and c is the velocity of light. Generally speaking, if 
energy is lost or gained in an isolated system, then there must be a 
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corresponding change in the systemõs surroundings. However, 
because the entire physically knowable universe is infinite, it is an 
isolated system that has no surroundings; therefore, energy is 
neither lost nor gained in the entire physically knowable universe.  
 
In contrast, unlike the entire physically knowable universe, the 
physically observable universe is finite and an open system; 
therefore, the physically observable universe can lose energy and 
matter to its surroundings ñ which is to say, it can lose energy and 
matter to the empty vacuum of space that is beyond its fringes (i.e., 
the cosmic horizon) and constitutes its surroundings. For the sake 
of clarification, astronomersõ measurements of redshift and 
brightness in light emitted at various points throughout the 
universe show that the physically observable universe continues to 
expand into the empty vacuum of space beyond its fringes at a 
rapidly-accelerating rate. 
 
In a way, the surroundings of the physically observable universe 
include not only the vacuum of space beyond its fringes but also 
the vacuum of space between all ordinary matter that exists within 
it. Although many physicists would claim that dark matter exists in 
the contiguous vacuum space between matter in the physically 
observable universe, this so-called substance could also subsume 
ghosted images of measurable energy from various subatomic 
particles, quanta, and electromagnetic radiation that have already 
passed through the vacuum spaces in between the various clusters 
of ordinary matter in the physically observable universe. 
 
It is important to note at this juncture that when physicists claim 
that dark matter is nothing and something at the same time, they 
are playing a game of semantics because something can never 
really be nothing and nothing can never really be something ñ no 
matter how hard we try to make it so. Nothing is nothing, and 
something is something, and the two never meet except when the 
Creator-God creates something out of nothing or makes something 
out of next-to-nothing. Indeed, the Creator-God creates ex nihilo as 
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well as makes de novo. (Nuanced differences between the two 
phrases ex nihilo and de novo are addressed in Section 3.2.4.) 
  
Metaphysically speaking, chaos can be regarded as nothing 
because the something of chaos is non-ordered and random; thus, 
the matter and energy of chaos would only be regarded as 
something  metaphysically if the matter and energy of chaos gain 
order and become non-random. Although some physicists might 
chide creationists for inventing intelligent energy that has ordered 
the physically observable universe, the same physicists think 
nothing, so to speak, of hypothesizing string theory to explain the 
physically unexplainable. 
 
Most evolutionists would reject the notion of the Creator-Godõs 
intervention to change nothing into something ñ which is to say, 
to change the void and formlessness of the matter and energy of 
chaos into the order and non-randomness through which cosmic 
evolution, biological evolution, and consciousness evolution could 
take place. Instead, they attribute all evolution to random chance 
and coincidence. And most creationists would reject the notion of 
an ever-expanding physical universe that originated from the Big 
Bang 13.72 billion years ago because they think that such a notion 
conflicts with the Genesis account of creation. 
 
Both groups of people have been unable to harmonize evolutionary 
theory with what they think is the Genesis account of creation. The 
Creator-God did intercede to bring order and non-randomness to 
the physically observable universe during and after the Big Bang. 
In fact, the Creator-God not only interceded 13.72 billion years ago 
but continues to intercede today. The Creator-God intercedes 
through the Creator-Godõs spoken Word ñ which is His creative 
Logos, or divine Principle of Creation ñ Christ Jesus himself. It is 
the spoken Word of God, Christ Jesus, that creates order out of 
disorder, nothingness, and chaos: 
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{1} In the beginning, God created the heaven and the earth. 
{2} And the earth was without form, and void; and darkness 
was upon the face of the deep. And the Spirit of God moved 
upon the face of the waters. {3} And God said, òLet there be 
light,ó and there was light. {4} And God saw the light, that it 
was good: and God divided the light from the darkness.     
{5} And God called the light Day, and the darkness He 
called Night. And the evening and the morning were the 
first day.           Genesis 1:1-4 KJV
    

 
Here is the present authorõs rendering of Genesis 1:1-5 that blends 
creationism and cosmic evolution: 
 

{1} After the Big Bang, the Creator-God brought order out of 
chaos in the physical universe by separating matter and 
energy from the empty vacuum of space and organizing 
them: {2} At first, matter and energy had no form and the 
entire universe had the appearance of darkness because 
there was no source of physical light-energy in the entire 
universe. But the Spirit of the Creator-God acted to change 
the physical appearance of the entire universe by moving 
His creative Logos, or divine Principle, upon it. This 
imposed order in the physically observable universe.          
{3} Then the Creator-God said, òLet there be physical light-
energy,ó and there was physical light-energy. {4} And God 
saw that the physical light-energy was good: and the 
Creator-God divided the physical light-energy from the 
empty vacuum of space. {5} And the Creator-God called the 
light -energy òDay,ó and He called the darkness of the empty 
vacuum of space òNight.ó The process of separating matter 
and physical light-energy from the empty vacuum of space is 
responsible for the emergence of relative space and relative 
time in the physically observable universe. These events 
constitute the first cosmic eon of relative space-time. 
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1.3.2  The Second Law 
 
The Second Law of Thermodynamics states that the entropy of an 
isolated system almost always increases. (This Second Law of 
Thermodynamics is also known as the Law of Increasing Entropy.) 
 
Entropy represents the gradual loss of usable energy in an isolated 
system, which lost energy results in an increase in disorder and 
randomness regardless of how uniform the disorder and 
randomness may become. Chaos (that is, disorder and 
randomness) in an isolated system almost always results at the 
expense of order. Order deteriorates, resulting in chaos, or non-
order. Therefore, the entire universe (i.e., the physically knowable 
universe), which is an isolated system, is headed in the direction of 
increasing chaos. In order for entropy to decrease in an isolated 
system, external usable energy would need to be employed to 
increase and maintain its order. Thus, any order maintained in our 
solar system in particular, or in the physically observable universe 
in general, would come from its surroundings. Since the spiritually, 
or metaphysically, observable universe constitutes the 
òsurroundingsó of the entire physically knowable universe, any 
order initiated and maintained anywhere in the physically 
observable universe, including our own solar system, originates 
somewhere in the Whole Universe outside of the entire physically 
knowable universe. In other words, the effects of all negentropy in 
the physically observable universe can be traced to the Creator-
Godõs theions described earlier in this book. This includes any 
cosmic and biological order as well as all restoration to order (such 
as physical healing by spiritual means as well as all other beneficial 
supernatural events). 

 

 
1.3.3  The Third Law 

 
The Third Law of Thermodynamics states that the entropy of a 
system approaches a constant value as the temperature approaches 
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absolute zero. The entropy of an isolated system at absolute zero 
(0O Kelvin) is zero. (For reference, absolute zero is defined as minus 
273.15O Celsius or minus 459.67O Fahrenheit.) 
 
Since there is no entropy in the spiritually, or metaphysically, 
observable universe, matter and physical light-energy do not exist 
there. Theoretically, if matter and physical light-energy could exist 
in the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe, they 
would be instantly annihilated and disappear as if they had never 
existed. Just as òflesh and blood cannot inherit the Kingdom of 
Godó(1 Corinthians 15:50 KJV) so also can matter and physical 
light -energy not exist in the spiritually, or metaphysically, 
observable universe. The Creator-Godõs theions act as a meta-
physical kind of antimatter to matter. 
 
Relative to the third law of thermodynamics, at absolute zero no 
entropy exists in the physically observable universe, but no entropy 
ever exists in the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe 
because divine light and divine love self-propagate and, thus, 
divine energy never dissipates there. This is an important point 
because it is God-driven negentropy from the spiritually observable 
universe that imparts all order and non-randomness to the 
physically observable universe. And it is God-driven negentropy 
from the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe that 
holds everything together in the Whole Universe through the very 
essence of God, which essence is His Spirit ñ whose function, or 
root, is the divine Mind, or Supraconsciousness, of God. 
 
To summarize at this juncture, the three laws of thermodynamics 
are in operation only in the physically observable universe and are 
never in operation in the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable 
universe. 
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1.4  Genesis Days and Geologic Time 
 
Unfortunately, many people who believe in the authority of the 
Holy Bible do not see the necessity for harmonizing the Genesis 
account of creation with reasonable perspectives widely held to be 
true in the natural sciences. It is unfortunate because seeming 
inconsistencies between the Genesis account and prevailing views 
in anthropology, archeology, astronomy, biology, chemistry, 
cosmology, geology, paleontology, and physics exist mainly 
because of the ways in which people have been taught to hold the 
views provided by Genesis and the natural sciences not only at 
variance but also as irreconcilable. Many Christians are taught to 
fear evidence from the natural sciences and to believe in a pseudo-
science that attempts to validate their doctrinal perspectives and 
misguided religious conclusions, especially with regard to the 
timeline of creation. It is equally unfortunate that most natural 
scientists are taught to seek only natural explanations for all 
supernatural phenomena reported in the Holy Bible. It is 
unfortunate because many modern scientists ignore the possibility 
that some faith-based explanations may not only be valid but also 
the only explanations possible. 
 
Because the Biblical account of creation indicates that the sun, 
moon, and stars were not created until the fourth day,8 solar time, 
lunar time, and sidereal (or stellar) time did not exist to measure 
time for the first three so-called days of creation. The eisegesis9 of 
conservative theologians would argue that the Hebrew word for 
day (that is, yom) always means a twenty-four hour period of time 
throughout the entire Holy Bible. They fail to take into 
consideration that there are two verses in the Holy Bible stating 

                                                 
8  Genesis 1:14-19 
 
9  Eisegesis ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƘŜǊŜ ŀǎ άƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭΣ ƻǊ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ 
ōƛŀǎΦέ   
 



 

I -46 

 

that òone day with the Lord is as a thousand years and a thousand 
years as one day.ó10 They also fail to take into consideration that 
the planet Earth during its formation had days that were much 
shorter than they are now. The rotation of the planet Earth about 
its axis has slowed down considerably since the Earthõs formation, 
and it continues to slow down. The planet Earthõs earliest days, 
consisting of daytime and nighttime, were closer to six hours in 
duration. 
 
Rigidly narrow Christian theologians would argue that the use of 
the words òeveningó and òmorningó for the first three days ñ 
recorded in Genesis 1:5, 1:8, and 1:13 ñ reinforces the notion that 
the days in the Genesis account were exactly as they are now. 
However, without solar, lunar, and stellar light during the first 
three days of creation, there could be no evening, or setting of the 
sun, and no morning, or rising of the sun. Therefore, either 
òeveningó and òmorningó are referring to different referents (for 
example, òeveningó could be referring to the beginning of one 
cosmic eon and òmorningó could be referring to its ending) or they 
are included simply for the purpose of literary parallelism for each 
of the recorded seven days of creation ñ similar to the factually 
inaccurate parallelism found in the repetition of fourteen 
generations three times in the genealogy of Christ Jesus recorded 
in Chapter One of the Gospel of Matthew. (That some generations 
have been omitted in Chapter One of Matthew is acknowledged by 
many Christian theologians.) 
 
Concerning òeveningsó and òmorningsó for the planet Earth, we 
should also be reminded that currently there are places on the 
planet Earth that have no evenings and mornings during any given 
twenty-four hour period of time because they are situated near one 
of the two poles. For example, throughout much of Antarctica, 
where the South Pole is located, there were no nights from 
September 22, 2015 through March 21, 2016 because it was only 

                                                 
10  Psalm 90:4 & 2 Peter 3:8: King James Version 
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sunny during that period of time. Thus, in much of Antarctica, 
because òsunlightó is six months long and òdarknessó is six 
months long, there is only one evening each year and only one 
morning each year. As a result, if defined as consisting of one 
evening and one morning, one òdayó in cities near the South Pole 
is one year long and not twenty-four hours long. 
    
Certainly, it is not impossible to reconcile the seven days of the 
Genesis account of creation with prevailing views in the natural 
sciences if one recognizes the validity of three concepts: a) that 
each of the seven Genesis òdaysó represents a substantially longer 
period of time ñ what the present author calls a cosmic eon;         
b) that there is a òfast forwardó presentation of creation events in 
Genesis; and c) that the Creator-God can slow down or speed up 
time at His Will: 

 
1. Many conservative Christians are frightened by the 

concept that the Genesis account of the seven days of 
creation may not consist of twenty-four hour days 
because they erroneously believe that such thinking 
might take away from the believability of the Biblical 
message of salvation through Christ Jesus alone. They 
unconsciously or consciously subscribe to the notion that 
everything in the Bible must be true literally, or exactly as 
they understand it, or nothing in the Bible can be true. 
Paradoxically, as a result, their own faith in the entire 
Biblical narrative is found wanting. 

 
2. A òfast forwardó perspective is a concept understood by 

many conservative Christians. For example, in explaining 
the seventieth week of Daniel (Daniel 9:24-27), some 
conservative Bible students and scholars skip time and 
resume counting when relevant events begin again in the 
future. I make this point not to endorse their views on the 
seventieth week but to indicate that the òfast forwardó 
concept is embraced by people who are not labeled as 
heretics by other conservative Christians. Another 
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example of a òfast forwardó is found in between verses 23 
and 24 in 1 Corinthians 15, where the Apostle Paul òfast 
forwardsó 1,000 years from the time of Christ Jesusõ return 
(verse 23) to the time that he delivers his kingdom to God 
the Father (verse 24). 

 
3. That God can slow down or speed up time is a concept 

accepted by many conservative Christian theologians ñ 
for example, when they acknowledge that God slowed 
down time to honor a prayer request from King Hezekiah 
of Judah (2 Kings 20:8-11) or that God stopped the sun 
and the moon from moving to honor a command from 
Joshua (Joshua 10:12-13).      

 
      

As the present author sees it, the inability of some people to 
reconcile seemingly contradictory and/or complex details, 
concepts, and facts in the Genesis account of creation with 
prevailing views in the natural sciences concerning evolution is due 
to their failure to think metaphysically, or conceptually. 
 
Christian metaphysics is a tool that can be used much like 
binoculars, enabling students of life to carefully study details of 
both accounts from afar (i.e., objectively) that can then be blended 
together to form a coherent narrative and unified theory of 
creation-evolution. The act of harmonizing and blending 
creationism and the theory of evolution is our responsibility and 
not the Creator-Godõs responsibility. Because we have the basic 
facts, it is our responsibility to put them together into something 
that is intelligible and honors both perspectives. For example, a 
metaphysical harmony could be achieved between the Genesis 
account of the creation of Adam and prevailing views of evolution 
in the natural sciences if the Genesis account of the creation of 
Adam represents the original creation of immortal beings in an 
incorporeal Paradise known as the Garden of Eden at the same 
time that a race of hominins without souls was evolving at the 
Creator-Godõs direction on the planet Earth. Such harmonization 
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would posit that when errant spiritual beings fell to temptation and 
were concomitantly expelled from their immortal state and 
incorporeal condition, their souls became òfrozenó in a state of 
being (which state is mortality) that included the relative space-
time of the physically observable universe. In other words, their 
appearance in corporeality, or human flesh, was coincident with, 
and dependent on, their fall and expulsion from their original, 
glorious estate in Godõs Paradise (i.e., the Garden of Eden). This 
harmonization would help to explain how Cain and Seth, the 
second and third sons of Adam and Eve, were able to find wives 
who were not their own siblings. Their spouses would have come 
from the race of hominins without souls who had evolved 
biologically at the Creator-Godõs direction. 
 
Understanding this harmonization also requires the capacity to 
conceptualize that the unfallen Adam was actually a composite of 
spiritual beings ñ the majority of whom had to wait until after 
their collective fall for their individual turn to enter corporeality 
through having their souls housed temporarily in preassigned 
human bodies. (òTemporarilyó here refers to the actual lifespan of 
individual human beings.) 
 
If you, the reader or listener, are only looking to find flaws in the 
metaphysical harmonization just presented, then you are missing 
the major point. Regardless of whether the harmonization just 
presented by the present author is precisely accurate or not, 
harmonization should be attempted in order to show that these two 
bodies of knowledge (one body of knowledge that is supernatural 
and the other body of knowledge that is natural) can be 
complementary and not opposing or contradictory. 
 
When one uses metaphysics as a tool to harmonize the schemata of 
two different conceptual frameworks, one should not expect there 
to be an exact one-to-one correlation and perfect alignment 
between comparable or contrasting sets of elements from the two 
frameworks. In fact, skillfully and methodically using Christian 
metaphysics reveals that, when taken together, various schemata 
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from the two frameworks may not only be true at the same time but 
also can be superimposed over one another to reveal a greater 
truth. To be sure, simultaneously attending to multiple layers of 
truth produces a vision of the whole that is significantly greater 
than the sum of its parts. Practically speaking, using Christian 
metaphysics enables one to understand truths that are 
supernaturally overlaid. The present author can attest that the 
tempo of oneõs understanding gradually quickens from adagio to 
allegro as one routinely employs Christian metaphysics to look at 
life. 
 
Based on the genealogies carefully recorded throughout the Old 
Testament, or Tanakh (the Hebrew Bible), it is clear that Adam 
and Eve were people who lived approximately 6,000 years ago. Of 
course, the genealogies in the Old Testament are tedious reading 
but necessary in order for us to calculate the approximate passage 
of time since the appearance of Adam and Eve in corporeality ñ 
which is to say, in human flesh. 
 
Thus, whatever else the Holy Bible is or isnõt, it is a book that 
covers 7,000 years of time on Earth (that is, seven days of 1,000 
years each):  
 
Å 4,000 years from the appearance of Adam and Eve in corporeal 
flesh at the time of their òfalló to the first advent of Christ Jesus 
(the passing of four òdaysó);  
 
Å 2,000 years from the time of the first advent of Christ Jesus to 
the second advent of Christ Jesus (the passing of two òdaysó); 
 
Å 1,000 years for the millennial reign of Christ Jesus on Earth 
(the passing of one òdayó), culminating in World War IV 
(known as the Battle of Gog and Magog in the Book of 
Revelation), the Great White Throne Judgment of the Creator-
God, and the creation of òa new heaven and a new earthó 
(Revelation 20:8, 20:11, and 21:1).  
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The majority of Christians and modern scientists should be able to 
agree on the chronology presented in the Holy Bible relative to a 
7,000 year period of Earth time. If that can be a second starting 
point for mutual understanding and agreement between Christians 
and natural scientists, then a majority of the desired harmonization 
will  have been achieved (see page I -37 in this book for the first 
starting point). 
 
It is clear from the Holy Bible that, in addition to Adam being the 
name of a historical person, the name Adam is also a plural word 
representing: 1) humanity as a whole, 2) Homo sapiens in general, 
and 3) an entire specific group of hominins with fallen souls. Adam 
is a Hebrew plural word for male and female corporeal beings with 
an iron-based, or reddish, pigment. (Reddish here is referring 
directly to the hue of iron-containing oxygenated blood and, thus, 
only referring indirectly to related skin color.) 
 
To summarize at this juncture, the seeming variances between the 
Genesis account of creation and the facts and well-grounded 
theories in the natural sciences concerning cosmic evolution, 
biological evolution, and consciousness evolution can be 
reconciled harmoniously: 
 

1. If   Christians and natural scientists would read Genesis 
1:1 through Genesis 2:7 as a condensation, or capsuliza-
tion, of astronomical, geological, chemical, biochemical, 
and biological events that include the eventual 
emergence of an entire species of hominins without souls 
whose physical bodies were capable in complexity of 
housing the fallen souls of the original Adamic race of 
spiritual beings. 

 
2. If   Christians and natural scientists would read Genesis 

2:8 through Genesis 2:25 as a description of the creation 
of a heavenly, or incorporeal, paradise known as the 
Garden of Eden and the creation of incorporeal beings 
collectively referred to as Adam. This premise 
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presupposes that the Garden of Eden was (and still is) in 
a parallel, incorporeal world superimposed over and 
above the planet Earth in a different plane of 
consciousness ñ specifically in eternity and not in the 
space-time of the physically observable universe. 

 
3. If   Christians and natural scientists would read Genesis 

3:1 through Genesis 3:24 as a condensation, or capsuliza-
tion, of the fall to temptation of individually-created, 
incorporeal beings ñ collectively known as Adam ñ that 
resulted in their expulsion from an immortal state of 
being to a mortal state of being. 

 
 
Although physical coordinates are given for the Garden of Eden in 
Genesis 2:10 through Genesis 2:14, those coordinates can be 
understood metaphysically as also representing a locus in a 
parallel, incorporeal world superimposed over and above the planet 
Earth in a different plane of consciousness. That is why Christ 
Jesus referred to the Kingdom of God as òat handó(Mark 1:15 KJV 
and Luke 21:31 KJV) ñ meaning, òwithin us,ó òright next to us,ó 
and òbeside us.ó This is also why the heavenly Paradise of God is 
described as a garden with trees in Revelation 2:7, 22:2, and 22:14. 
Indeed, as mentioned previously, the Creator-Godõs Garden of 
Eden and Hi s heavenly Paradise are synonymous. 
 
Metaphysically speaking, are Christian people not trans-species?  
Here, I am not writing about dysphoric people or contemporary 
pagan people sometimes referred to as furries (i.e., people who 
fancy that they possess the spirits of animals other than Homo 
sapiens). I am writing about fallen, albeit saved, created beings 
who feel like aliens on the planet Earth because they know their 
true home is in a different state of being. 
 
Are saved human beings not spiritual beings living in corporeal 
bodies? Are we not strangers in a strange land? Will we not leave 
our human bodies behind one day? Will saved fallen created beings 
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in the future not have new bodies, or refreshed somatic identities, 
that will be more representative of who they really are in Christ 
Jesus? If you can answer òYesó to the five questions just posed, and 
if you can picture, imagine, and understand what the five questions 
represent, then you are thinking about the future using Christian 
metaphysics.  
 
I f you can think metaphysically about the future that is described 
in Revelation 21:1 to 22:5 of the Holy Bible, then you should also be 
able to think metaphysically about the ancient past that is 
described in Genesis 1:1 to 3:24 of the Holy Bible. 
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Part Two 
Bridging the Gap between 
Creationism and Evolution: 

Using the Tool of Metaphysics 
as a Problem-Solver 
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2.1  Thinking Metaphysically 
 
The question òWhat is truth?ó has been debated for millennia. The 
truth be told (and it is being told right here), there are different 
levels of truth, but the highest level of truth for human beings is 
Christian metaphysical truth. Although Christian metaphysics is 
both spiritual and supernatural, it is insufficient to only define 
Christian metaphysical truth as spiritual truth or supernatural truth. 
The following paragraphs in this section help to define Christian 
metaphysics more fully by discussing how it is involved in seeing, 
thinking, knowing, and believing. 
 
People in the physically observable universe need to see 
metaphysically ñ that is, they need to be able to discern the cause, 
substance, essence, meaning, and purpose of physical phenomena 
ñ including physical objects, events, and conditions of animate 
being. It is in this way that they see past the physically observable 
universe to the spiritually observable universe. In contrast, people 
in the spiritually observable universe do not need to work toward 
seeing metaphysically because they automatically and clearly see 
the cause, substance, essence, meaning, and purpose of everything 
with which they come into contact mentally. In other words, people 
in the spiritually observable universe do not need any special tool, 
not even the tool of metaphysics, to observe their own reality nor, 
for that matter, the reality of mortal beings. For immortals in the 
spiritually observable universe, knowledge itself provides inner 
sight. For the saved souls still inhabiting the physically observable 
universe, their authentic faith provides spiritual sight, including 
metaphysical hindsight, insight, and foresight. However, for the 
unsaved, which includes lost souls in corporeality, only their 
physical senses provide sight ñ but only an outer sight that 
permits them to experience physical reality and not the eternal 
reality to which immortal beings belong. 
 
What human beings see as the physically observable universe is an 
altered version of the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable 
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universe. It is as if human beings are looking at the spiritually 
observable universe through a kaleidoscope whose viewing 
chamber has been rotated so that all images from the spiritually 
observable universe are twisted, bent out of shape, and refracted at 
a disadvantageous viewing angle. Thus, the reality that human 
beings see is different from the reality that actually exists within the 
spiritually observable universe because the viewing chamber is 
fashioned from iniquity , which is a result of our collective turning 
from obeying the Will of the Creator-God. It is as if we are looking 
through a metaphysical black hole where iniquity serves as the 
gravitational force in its tunnel that distorts all images from the 
spiritually observable universe. Seen in this way, the physically 
observable universe constitutes the òshadow of turningó(James 1:17 
KJV) ñ turning here synonymous with òiniquity,ó and sin defined 
within the present authorõs literary works as òaction based on that 
turning.ó 
 
It is only through re-turning to the Creator-God by consciously 
accepting the shed blood of Christ Jesus that human beings can 
catch glimpses of the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable 
universe while their souls are still held in corporeality. Personal 
suffering and living in a perpetual state of contrition can increase 
the definition of images from the spiritually observable universe by 
increasing the resolution of what is metaphysically seen. 
 
When meta and physics were first linked together relative to the 
works of Aristotle (Aristoteles), they did not have the same 
combined meaning that the word metaphysics has today. Before 
his book entitled Metaphysics was published, Aristotle wrote a 

series of eight òbooksó referred to by the opus title ūɡůɘə  

əɟɧŬůɘɠ (phusike akrosis) ñ literally, ònature orations,ó or 
òorations [about] natureó ñ and gradually referred to simply as 
Physics (i.e., Nature). Aristotleõs written work entitled Physics (or 
The Physics) is a collection of writings on natural philosophy 
(natural philosophy is the noun phrase that predates natural 
science) with an emphasis on many topics that have as much to do 
with metaphysics as they do with the modern science of physics. In 
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fact, Aristotleõs Physics greatly influenced Pierre Teilhard de 
Chardinõs elaboration of the final metaphysical cause and purpose 
that he named the Omega Point. (See Section 2.4.4.2 ñ entitled 
The Psychism of de Chardin in Volume Two for more on the 
Omega Point.) 
 
After Physics, Aristotle wrote a series of fourteen òbooksó that were 
referred to by the opus title Ű  ɛŮŰ  Ű  űɡůɘəɎ (ta meta ta phusika) 
ñ literally, òthat [which was written] after the Physicsó and 
gradually referred to simply as Metaphysics (or The Metaphysics). 
The word metaphysics eventually took on the connotation of òthat 
which is beyond the physicaló ñ or òthat which is invisible, 
including that which is spiritual or supernaturaló ñ and has 
increasingly grown in acceptance as such. 
 
Although the word metaphysics is not in the active vocabularies of 
most Christians living before the Millennium, the present author 
has tried to lay the groundwork for its greater acceptance and use 
after Christ Jesus returns. Here are a few of the definitions for 
metaphysics that the present author has given in some of his 
previous works: 
 

Metaphysics here means òa spiritual science and sense 
beyond comprehension by mere human science and sense.ó 
(As I See It: The Nature of Reality by God, page 107, 
footnote 218) 
 
Metaphysics describes the nature of reality. Christian 
metaphysics describes the nature of spiritual reality from the 
standpoint of salvation through Christ Jesus. Metaphysics 
resolves things into thoughts and thoughts into things. 
Christian metaphysics accomplishes the same thing except 
that every view is filtered through the lens of the Holy Bible 
with all hindsight, insight, and foresight provided by the 
only teacher of all truth, the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit. 
Thinking metaphysically for Christians requires that we hold 
the whole spiritual truth while simultaneously attending to 
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its various parts. Thinking metaphysically for Christians also 
requires that we look beyond corporeality and physical 
explanations to spirituality and supernatural explanations for 
understanding how to resolve lifeõs challenges. (God, Our 
Universal Self: A Primer for Future Christian Metaphysics, 
page xi) 
 
Christian metaphysics for the third millennium of the 
Christian era is a way of looking at life that recognizes and 
acknowledges the existence of a supernatural reality and a 
spiritual universe in addition to the existence of a corporeal 
reality and a physical universe. However, contemporary 
Christian metaphysics employs the understanding that a 
supernatural reality and its accompanying spiritual universe 
supersede any and all physical, material, or corporeal 
realities without denigrating the practicality of physical, 
material, or corporeal solutions to physical, material, or 
corporeal problems. (God, Our Universal Self: A Primer for 
Future Christian Metaphysics, page 88) 
 
To be sure, in order to use principles of Christian 
metaphysics to treat lifeõs problems, we must first confess 
that the Lord Jesus Christ is in control of everything. (God, 
Our Universal Self: A Primer for Future Christian 
Metaphysics, page 94) 
 
For the purpose of this book, metaphysics is defined as òthe 
nature of reality,ó consisting of ontology (i.e., the study of 
being and existence), natural theology (i.e., the study of God 
and how God relates to this world and the things in this 
world), and universal science (i.e., the study of ultimate 
principles and how they impact our understanding of 
causality and our understanding of the levels of organization 
of matter and their interactions as well as their finitude). By 
extension, divine metaphysics [i.e., Christian metaphysics] 
is therefore defined as òthe nature of supernatural realityó 
(i.e., the essence of spiritual reality). To be sure, divine 
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metaphysics [i.e., Christian metaphysics] has no physical 
bounds except in its description. (Divine Metaphysics of 
Human Anatomy, pages 8-9) 
 
Divine metaphysics [i.e., Christian metaphysics] (noun 
phrase): (a) the nature, or essence, of spiritual, or 
supernatural, reality; (b) that which is beyond explanation 
based on natural science or the laws of physics, chemistry, 
and biology; (c) that which resolves things into thoughts, 
concepts, ideas, and principles as well as that which resolves 
thoughts, concepts, ideas, and principles into things [i.e., 
spiritual objects] based on spiritual and supernatural reality 
and sight (i.e., spiritual insight, hindsight, and foresight). 
(Divine Metaphysics of Human Anatomy, page 22) 
 
Metaphysics is the study of unseen realities. Metaphysics is 
also the nature, or essence, of the highest spiritual reality. 
Metaphysics includes the understanding that thoughts are 
things and things are thoughts. Metaphysics takes into 
account that there is a spiritual universe in addition to a 
physical universe. Spiritually-scientific metaphysics does not 
negate that there is a physical universe. Instead, it takes into 
consideration that there is a higher reality of which an 
understanding is necessary in order to effect reproducible 
spiritual changes in various human conditions. Metaphysics 
employs spiritual truth to effect emotional, mental, physical, 
spiritual, and social change. Christian metaphysics is the 
highest form of metaphysics. (Hello from 3050 AD!, page 87) 
 
As you stand firm in your understanding of the power and 
authority of the shed blood of Christ Jesus, you are 
employing Christian metaphysics. Standing firm in that shed 
blood is beyond being literal or figurative: it is metaphysical. 
It is metaphysical because it is based on faith in informed 
ways. (òStanding firm in the shed blood of Christ Jesusó 
would be figurative only if it were used in a poetic sense by 
someone who is merely offering lip service to its truth or 
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blithely commenting about it.) (Hello from 3050 AD!, page 
94) 
 
 

Anytime that you think beyond the physically observable universe 
and beyond physical activities and conditions of being associated 
with them, you are thinking metaphysically. Thinking 
metaphysically includes thinking conceptually about what is 
hidden to oneõs physical senses. Thinking metaphysically from a 
Christian standpoint requires searching for a higher, greater, and 
invisible reality that can be experienced only through the 
heightened and elevated spiritual sense that is derived 
supernaturally from the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit that indwells us. 
 
If you draw a graph on paper using x, y, and z axes and can 
imagine how the graph would look three-dimensionally in infinity 
and you assign meaning to the graph, then you are thinking 
metaphysically. If physical objects represent concepts to you (for 
example, if an upholstered armchair represents relaxation to you), 
then you are thinking metaphysically. If certain concepts are 
tangible to you because you can clearly imagine them, then you are 
thinking metaphysically. If you recognize that someone who is 
hurling insults at you or speaking sarcastically to you is trying to 
stab you and cut you to the emotional and spiritual quick, then you 
are thinking metaphysically. If you can think of interrelated 
concepts as intersecting geometric shapes (for example, as 
correlated factors represented in a Venn diagram), then you can 
think metaphysically. Thinking metaphysically is thinking outside 
of the box where the box was only an idea to begin with. Although 
quantification may not occur when you think metaphysically, 
qualification always does. In other words, you may not think in 
terms of numbers and percentages using quantities, but you will 
always think in terms of characteristics and descriptive aspects 
using qualities. 
 
If you believe that behind each physical thing and every physical 
experience there is at least one associated invisible concept, then 
your belief system is grounded in metaphysics. 
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If you believe that you are alive in Christ Jesus, then you are 
thinking m etaphysically. If you look for spiritual reasons or causes 
to explain the situations and circumstances you are in, then you are 
thinking metaphysically. If you say òI seeó when you finally 
understand a difficult concept, then you are expressing yourself 
metaphysically. 
 
In order to indicate their frame of reference clearly, people who 
think metaphysically may try to qualify the source of their spoken 
and written thoughts with phrases like: òMetaphysically speaking,ó 
òSpiritually speaking,ó òSupernaturally speaking,ó òHumanly 
speaking,ó òPhysically speaking,ó òCorporeally speaking,ó òFrom 
a metaphysical standpoint,ó òFrom a spiritual standpoint,ó òFrom 
a supernatural standpoint,ó òFrom a human standpoint,ó òFrom a 
fleshly standpoint,ó òFrom an earthly standpoint,ó òFrom a 
physical standpoint,ó òFrom a corporeal standpoint,ó òFrom a 
physically natural standpoint,ó and òFrom a spiritually natural 
standpoint.ó 
 
If you believe that you are whole and healthy in Christ Jesus 
regardless of an unchanging or worsening physical condition, then 
you are applying metaphysical principles to your daily life. If you 
are a Christian who happens to be paraplegic and you claim that 
you walk daily with Christ Jesus and that you are running a race to 
please the Creator-God, then you are looking beyond appearances 
to a higher reality that is metaphysical, and not physical, in nature 
(here, in nature means òin essenceó). 
 
One of the reasons to study Christian metaphysics is to help us 
separate legitimate spiritual thinking from thinking steeped in 
dogma, superstitions, mythologies, urban legends, and folk tales. 
Thinking about the omniscience, omnipotence, and omnipresence 
of the invisible Creator-God always involves metaphysical thinking. 
Yes, the Creator-God came to Earth in the form of Christ Jesus in 
order to: 1) help us understand eternal truths; 2) present God to us 
in a more relatable way; and 3) experience firsthand what it is like 
to be mortal and human. Additionally, the Creator-God came to us 
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in the flesh as the only-begotten Son of God to teach us the 
difference between: 1) what has real value and what has no value at 
all; 2) what pleases the Creator-God and what displeases Him; and 
3) how to behave and how not to behave. Christ Jesus is our eternal 
role model and our eternal mentor through the Creator-Godõs Holy 
Spirit. Of course, first and foremost, God the Son gave his life for us 
as the only substitutionary offering acceptable to God the Father 
for our iniquity and sin. (Christ Jesus is not just the Way-shower, 
Christ Jesus is the Way.) Salvation through the only-begotten Son 
of God can only be understood fully by thinking and 
conceptualizing metaphysically. 
 
Many people do not grasp the meaning of begotten in the 
expression only-begotten Son of God. Therefore, for the sake of 
clarity, it is important to state here that òbegottenó is the past 
participle of the verb òbeget,ó whose past tense is òbegató (beget, 
begat, begotten). The word beget means òto give birth toó or òto 
bearó (bear, bore, born). Thus, the word òbegottenó means òborn,ó 
òbirthed,ó or òphysically conceived by the union of reproductive 
cells (i.e., spermatozoon and oocyte) and delivered at parturition 
from a uterus.ó The first man Adam was not òbegottenó by the God 
of the Holy Bible. Only Christ Jesus was òbegotten.ó In the case of 
Christ Jesus, òbegat by Godó and òbegotten by Godó mean that:   
1) God Himself provided the seed and Mary (Miriam) herself 
provided the egg for Christ Jesus to be conceived; and 2) Christ 
Jesus was physically born through Maryõs birth canal, consisting of 
uterus and vagina. Christ Jesus was generated: 1) by God the 
Father not through sexual relations but through His Holy Spirit 
overshadowing Mary (Luke 1:35 KJV); and 2) by Mary the mother 
through her personal physical contributions of egg, uterus, and 
intrauterine nutrition. (Although Mary is the mother of Jesus, and 
Jesus is God-in-flesh, Mary is not the mother of God.) 
 
Thinking metaphysically goes way beyond thinking in figurative or 
poetic language or only using oneõs imagination. For Christians, 
thinking metaphysically requires: 1) an imagination that is tethered 
to the Creator-God through His Holy Spirit; 2) looking for and 
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applying general spiritual truths and principles to daily living; and 
3) expressing our thoughts in language that seeks to keep our own 
consciousness elevated at the same time that it seeks to elevate the 
consciousness of others without policing and correcting the ways 
in which others express themselves. (However, it is okay to police 
and correct oneõs own thinking and how one expresses oneself.) 
 
Thinking metaphysically includes recognizing that life was 
incorporeal before it became corporeal and that we were created as 
spiritual beings first. Thinking metaphysically enables us to catch a 
glimpse of the absolute truth here and there, reminding ourselves 
at the same time that, in corporeality, we can only see and know in 
part. It helps us to realize that, although the Creator-God is 
everywhere, He is not to be found in physical objects. It causes us 
to think of the sun, moon, planets, stars, solar systems, galaxies, 
and the entire physically observable universe as representations of 
spiritual concepts, principles, and ideas in the mind of God. 
Metaphysical thinking even permits us to conceive of parallel 
universes ñ one spiritual and the other physical ñ existing side by 
side ñ each superimposed on the other. 
 
If you see a butterfly and can imagine that it represents a flying 
flower in Godõs spiritually observable universe, then you can think 
metaphysically. If you can look at water as a physical 
representation of the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit, then you can think 
metaphysically. If you can conceive that human corporeal images, 
appearances, or forms mask our compound, composite, collective, 
and corporate identities in Christ Jesus, then you can think 
metaphysically. 
 
When you learn a spiritual principle, you are actually learning it 
metaphysically; and, if you try to apply it practically to relevant 
situations and conditions, then you are seeking to apply it 
metaphysically. When you think metaphysically, you understand 
that you are on a spiritual journey and that you are either moving 
toward or away from the Creator-God. Thinking metaphysically for 
human beings requires us to use earthly tools such as alphabet 
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letters, individual words, phrases, and sentences, but we should 
also be reminded that written language first originated as 
pictographs and ideograms. Thus, modern communication 
requires us to think, speak, and write using contemporary 
alphabetic language that metaphysically represents the inter-
relationship of pictures, ideas, concepts, constructs, and images. 
 
Thinking metaphysically includes the recognition that spiritual 
principles build upon one another and that, once we learn one 
major spiritual principle, we are then better prepared to learn the 
next one. Thinking metaphysically requires refinement throughout 
oneõs life by living in spiritual inquiry combined with oneõs 
unending gratitude to the Creator-God for everything that we have 
and all that we are. Thinking metaphysically enables us to select 
important concepts from the belief systems of others and 
accommodate and assimilate them into our own belief systems. 
Thinking metaphysically and expressing ourselves metaphysically 
permit us to hand down important thoughts, ideas, concepts, and 
constructs from one generation of learners to the next. 
 
If you regularly look for an invisible reality behind the physical 
appearances that you see, then you are thinking metaphysically. If 
you acknowledge that there is a hidden, invisible reality behind the 
motives of others, then you are thinking metaphysically. If you 
understand that Evil often masquerades itself as Good and that you 
may be fooled by Evil, then you are thinking metaphysically. If you 
ask God to refine your ability to discern elements of His 
supernatural reality, then you are seeking to understand life 
metaphysically. 
 
When you think metaphysically, you gradually become more aware 
of the cold, dead images that come from Satanõs mortal mind and 
the crisp, animated images that come from the Creator-Godõs 
immortal Mind. You cannot think of the Lord God Almighty 
without thinkin g metaphysically, but thinking metaphysically 
requires spiritual nurture and daily practice in thought, in mind, in 
word, and in deed. 
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Although the word metaphysics may not be in the active 
vocabularies of most pre-millennial Christians, metaphysics as a 
process is regularly used by most pre-millennial Christians. For 
example, following are two statements that are not only believed 
and understood by pre-millennial Christians but also believed and 
understood metaphysically ñ even though they may not know or 
understand the specific word metaphysics: 
 

(1)   Christ Jesus bore the iniquity and sin of the world on 
the cross of his crucifixion at Calvary.  

 
(2)   The shed blood of Christ Jesus is the only sacrifice 

acceptable to God the Father for the remission of our 
sins and for His forgiveness and removal of our iniquity.
  

       
In statement (1), it is physically true that Christ Jesus was crucified 
on the cross at Calvary. However, although every authentic 
Christian understands and believes that it is literally true that 
Christ Jesus bore the iniquity and sin of the world on the cross at 
Calvary, they also understand that it is not physically true that he 
òbore their iniquity and sinó because: 1) iniquity and sin are not 
physical objects; 2) iniquity and sin have no physical mass; and, 
therefore, 3) iniquity and sin cannot be physically transferred or 
carried (i.e., borne). And, since it is not figuratively, or 
metaphorically, true that Christ Jesus bore the iniquity and sin of 
the world, then it can only be metaphysically true ñ that is, true 
spiritually as well as supernaturally. Thus, in order for authentic 
Christians to understand statement (1), they must be using 
metaphysical thinking even though they may not know or 
understand the specific word metaphysics. 
 
In statement (2), it is physically true that Christ Jesus shed blood 
when he was crucified on the cross at Calvary. However, although 
every authentic Christian understands and believes that it is 
literally true that the shed blood of Christ Jesus remits our sins 
when we accept him as Savior and grants us forgiveness and 
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removal of our iniquity by God the Father, they also understand 
that it is not physically true that his blood remits our sins or grants 
us forgiveness and removal of iniquity because: 1) òsinó is not a 
ledgered item in an accounting column; 2) iniquity is not a physical 
object; and, therefore, 3) forgiveness of sin and removal of iniquity 
are not physical actions. And, since it is not figuratively, or 
metaphorically, true that the shed blood of Christ Jesus atones for 
our sins and grants us forgiveness for our sins and removal of our 
iniquity, then such atonement and forgiveness can only be 
metaphysically true ñ that is, true spiritually as well as 
supernaturally. Thus, in order for authentic Christians to 
understand statement (2), they must be using metaphysical 
thinking even though they may not know or understand the 
specific word metaphysics. 
 
If authentic Christians are already using metaphysics without 
knowing or understanding the word metaphysics, then why should 
it be important for them to be taught what the word means? 
 
Knowing and understanding the word metaphysics is important for 
the following reasons: 
 

1.  Unless students of life know and understand metaphysics 
as a branch of philosophy that is worthy of study, they 
will not be properly educated, trained, and nurtured in its 
practical applications nor be able to help others become 
properly educated, trained, and nurtured in its practical 
applications. 

 
2.   Unless students of life know and understand 

metaphysics, they will not be able to systematically learn 
its basic principles ñ which principles can then be 
employed to help resolve earthborn challenges and solve 
earthborn problems like unemployment, underemploy-
ment, spousal difficulties, poor health, disabilities, 
preparing for the future, survivability, sustainability, 
thrivability, and financial challenges. 
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3.  Unless students of life know and understand 
metaphysics, they will not be able to properly evaluate 
any systematic theology that claims to incorporate 
principles of metaphysics.   

 
4.  Unless students of life know and understand 

metaphysics, they will not be able to actively and 
proactively use its principles to answer questions 
associated with truth, reality, causality, purpose, and 
being nor use its principles to effect emotional, mental, 
spiritual, physical, or social change in their lives. 

 
 

To be sure, metaphysics and its principles could be studied using 
new nomenclature, but, then, we would be neglecting the important 
legacies of those who have spent quality time and effort in studying 
and articulating their views concerning metaphysics not only as a 
branch of philosophy but also as a branch of theology. 
 
To summarize at this juncture, it is important to emphasize that 
Christian metaphysics involves thinking conceptually with Christ 
Jesus at the helm of oneõs thoughts, taking and holding òcaptivity 
captiveó(Ephesians 4:8 KJV). In short, Christian metaphysics 
elevates oneõs thinking. 

 
 

2.2  What Thinking Metaphysically 
Is Not  

 
Thinking metaphysically does not mean that you become so 
heaven-bound that you are no earthly good. It does not mean that 
you are so lost in thought that you shirk your daily responsibilities 
and duties.  It does not mean that you use figurative language to 
impress others or to puff up the image you have of yourself. It does 
not mean that you play òword policeó or òthought policeó in order 
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to fix, or correct, the colloquial speech and individual thinking of 
others so that they do not appear to express negativity or support 
what you think is incorrect or in error. 
 
Thinking and expressing oneself metaphysically is not creating 
jargon or using slang to trivialize another personõs difficult 
situation or circumstance ñ for example, 1) in using the word 
invalid as an adjective (ònot validó) to signify the seeming 
unimportance of a debilitating condition in an invalid (noun that 
means òdisabled personó); or 2) in using the hyphenated word dis-
ease to refute an authentic disease process, denigrate standard 
medical protocols used to treat it, and trivialize the severity of the 
conditionõs consequences. To be sure, thinking and expressing 
oneself metaphysically is not creating jargon to diminish a 
fundamental of the Christian faith ñ for example, in using the 
hyphenated word at-one-ment with God without elucidating that 
unity with God comes only through the atonement of Christ Jesus. 
The guideline for jargon and slang that the present author uses and 
recommends to other metaphysicians is that if a slang or coined 
word or phrase takes away significant, intended meaning from a 
word or phrase and cannot retain its uniqueness when translated 
into a different language, then the slang or coined word or phrase 
should not be used or used only with a thorough explanation. 
 
In contrast to the previous two paragraphs, thinking 
metaphysically allows the thinker to understand that everyone is on 
his or her own personal journey and that we each can share the 
spiritual concepts and ideas to which we subscribe in a calm and 
courteous manner, looking: 1) to retain the concepts and ideas of 
others that resonate within our souls and are complementary to our 
understanding of Biblical principles; and 2) to discard the concepts 
and ideas of others that are harmful or not helpful to us and/or 
make light of the Creator-Godõs absolute truth. 
 
Thinking metaphysically to solve problems and resolve issues is 
not mind control. It is not disciplining oneõs mind to control 
external situations and circumstances. It is disciplining oneõs mind 
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to control internal reactions and responses to lifeõs situations and 
circumstances. It is not the mind of one human being controlling 
the mind of another human being. It is each mind yielding 
willingly to the Will of the Creator-God in order to please Him at 
the same time that each mind desires and seeks to know the 
thoughts, ideas, and thinking of the Creator-God on specific topics, 
subjects, and issues. 
 
Thinking metaphysically is not fantasizing how we might like 
something to be or what we might like someone to become. 
 
Thinking metaphysically to solve problems and resolve issues is 
not the òWord of Faithó movement, the òSpeaking Things into 
Existenceó movement, the òConfessing It and Possessing Itó 
movement, or the òProsperityó movement  (all four movements are 
essentially the same). 
 
For those who are reading or listening to this book during the 
Millenniu m, and who may not be familiar with the nomenclature 
just used, the òWord of Faithó movement was a huge pyramid 
scheme where those at the top of the pyramid (church leaders) 
struck it rich and those at the bottom of the pyramid 
(congregational members) were left playing the Creator-God as if 
He were a programmed gambling device that always pays out 
when the right formula is employed. The congregants were told by 
their leadership that if they were not prosperous, then they were 
using the wrong Biblical formula or thinking negatively. This near-
perfect deception blamed poverty and poor health on the negative 
thinking and negative vocalizations of those who were not 
materially prosperous or not in good physical health. Victims of 
physical disability, disease, senescence, poverty, unemployment, 
abuse, and murder were blamed for their own predicaments. 
Victims were taught to be ashamed of their situations and 
circumstances. Their conditions were labeled a source of 
embarrassment for themselves, their leaders, and their fellow 
congregants. 
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The phrases òspeaking things into existenceó and òconfessing it 
and possessing itó became quite trendy and cultish; they were in 
vogue during the latter part of the twentieth century and the early 
part of the twenty-first century. The phrases were included in a 
religious movement that cut and pasted different Bible verses 
together to build a false doctrine. It put people in bondage so that 
they could more easily be manipulated by their church leaders. 
Proponents of this movement often used verbiage from the 
following Bible verse: òIt is God who calls those things that do not 
exist as though they areó(Romans 4:17b KJV Paraphrase). 
Customarily, these proponents omitted the portion that references 
the Creator-God, who had created the physically observable 
universe and all living things in it by speaking them into existence 
(Genesis 1:1-27). Advocates of  òspeaking things into existenceó 
and òconfessing it and possessing itó taught that all Christians 
should be able to call or confess into existence advantageous 
situations that do not currently exist because such calling and 
confessing is the Will of God. 
 
In effect, the  òProsperityó movement teaches that: 
 

1.  Poor people do not have enough faith, are negative in 
their thinking, and fail to employ related Biblical 
principles. 

2.  Unhealthy people do not have enough faith, are negative 
in their thinking, and fail to employ related Biblical 
principles. 

3.  Disabled people do not have enough faith, are negative in 
their thinking, and fail to employ related Biblical 
principles. 

4.  Persecuted people do not have enough faith, are negative 
in their thinking, and fail to employ related Biblical 
principles. 

5. Murdered people did not have enough faith and were 
guilty of not declaring that only good would come to them 
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as well as not listening to the voice of God warning them 
about impending harm. 

6. Christians are entitled to get what they want because they 
deserve it and because God wants them to have it. 

7.  The material prosperity of human beings is more 
important to God than their humility. 

8. To manipulate God successfully, one needs to know the 
right formulas, think positively, and employ Biblical 
principles. 

9.  Church members must submit to the authority of church 
leaders because they are Godõs chosen representatives on 
Earth and because they can teach them the right Biblical 
formulas to use in order to obtain what they want. 
   

   

The worst thing about the òWord of Faithó movement is that it 
ends up blaming victims for their own victimization. This 
perversion of Godõs written Word is represented in the following 
thinking:  
 

òIf only they had listened to God, they would not have been    
 in that predicament.ó 

òThey must have expressed negativity in their thinking.ó 

òThey should have spoken protection into existence.ó 

òThey must have received what they deserved.ó 

òThey got what they were asking for.ó 

òThey brought it upon themselves.ó 

òThey reaped what they sowed.ó 

òThey lacked faith in God.ó  

   

The sins of the  òProsperityó Movement include: 

1.  Taking the Creator-God for granted. 
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2.  Failing to pray òThy Will be done.ó 

3.  Lacking gratitude for what one already has regardless of 
whether it is a little or a lot. 

4.  Placing material prosperity, worldly success, and physical 
healing above salvation in importance. 

5.  Not taking the Creator-God at His full Word (using only 
some Bible verses and not others). 

6.  Teaching others false doctrine (less than whole, or less 
than balanced, doctrine). 

7.  Rejecting what others have to say if it does not follow a 
prescribed formula or ritual using word-specific, cultish 
verbiage. 

  
 

In summary, the entire òProsperityó movement is a perversion of  
òlaying claim to what is rightfully ours.ó Unfortunately, Christians 
often confuse their fleshly mind (the mind of mortal man) with the 
mind that they have in Christ Jesus. Rather than trust the Creator-
God to know what is rightfully theirs, they trust themselves to 
decide instead. They fail to recognize that òthe mind governed by 
the flesh is hostile to God; it does not submit to Godõs law, nor can 
it do soó(Romans 8:7 KJV). 
 
Unfortunately, the representative thinking of the òWord of Faithó 
movement is not much different from the judgmental thinking 
expressed by the òfriendsó of Job. The òWord of Faithó movement 
is not that far afield from snake handling, incanting spells, magical 
thinking, and stage performing. It discourages people from 
diligently studying the whole Bible, thinking for themselves, and 
exercising personal free will ñ all three of which are activities that 
please the Creator-God because they utilize the gifts that He has 
given to us. In the final analysis, the òWord of Faithó movement 
reflects the original sin of Adam and Eve, who fell to Satanõs 
temptation for them to òbe as godsó(Genesis 3:5 KJV). 
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2.3  Proposed Curriculum for 
the Millennium 

 
 

As the present author sees it, the curriculum for secondary and 
tertiary school students during the Millennium should include the 
following sequenced coursework related to metaphysics: 
 

1.  The History of Metaphysics 
2. The Theology and Metaphysics of Aristotle and Plato 
3. The Theology and Metaphysics of Immanuel Kant 
4.  The Theology and Metaphysics of Georg Hegel 
5. The Theology and Metaphysics of Mary Baker Eddy 
6.  The Theology and Metaphysics of Pierre Teilhard de 

Chardin 
7.  The Theology and Metaphysics of Joseph Adam Pearson 
8. The Theology and Metaphysics of Christ Jesus 

 
 

Offered in tandem with the sequenced coursework related to 
metaphysics should be the following sequenced coursework in the 
mathematical and natural sciences: 
 

1.  The History of Natural Philosophy/Natural Science 
2. Aristotelian Logic, the Philosophy of Mathematics, and 

Computer Programming (Applied Mathematics) 
3. Algebra/Geometry (Euclidian Geometry) 
4. Geometry (non-Euclidian Geometry)/Trigonometry  
5. Advanced Algebra/Calculus 
6.  Physics/Astronomy/Cosmology 
7.  Chemistry/Geology 
8. Biology/Anthropology 
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2.4  Insights, Implications, & 
Applications from Others 

 
 

Why has the present author looked to Aristotle, Kant, Eddy, and de 
Chardin for insights, implications, and applications for his book on 
intelligent evolution? 
 
A newborn baby is not conscious of being a baby. It may be aware 
of other things around it, but it is not self-aware. Self-awareness is 
not initiated until an infant begins to learn and understand:            
1) language labels for other people in its presence, 2) language 
labels for physical objects to which it is exposed, 3) language labels 
for experiences that it has, and 4) language labels for potential 
experiences that it may have. An infant only begins to become 
conscious of itself in an intelligent way when it begins to perceive 
that other people, objects, and experiences are not its self  (i.e., its 
identity) and that it is not other people, objects, or experiences. To 
be sure, before it has language labels for people, objects, and 
experiences, a baby is aware that it is hungry or satiated, tired or 
awake, thirsty or slaked, warm or cold, comfortable or 
uncomfortable, etc., but it does not yet have a rudimentary 
understanding of who, what, where, and when it is ñ which is to 
say, it does not comprehend its own being. As an infant develops 
cognitively, beginning to understand the meaning behind language 
labels constitutes the awakening of its consciousness concerning 
its own human condition and being. Such an understanding 
represents the babyõs becoming aware of itself as a living being in 
contrast to other people and things and experiences. 
 
Understanding language labels, then, provides the key to 
unlocking a babyõs awareness of itself. Understanding language is 
the tool to unlock such self-awareness for the baby as much as 
understanding the metaphysical meanings behind language 
provides the tool necessary to unlock our comprehension of: 1) the 
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physically observable universe; 2) the spiritually, or metaphysically, 
observable universe; 3) intelligent evolution ñ including cosmic 
evolution, biological evolution, and consciousness evolution; and   
4) the Supraconsciousness, or divine Mind, of the Creator-God. In 
other words, just as a babyõs beginning to understand the meaning 
of language labels helps it to become aware of its conscious 
functioning self in contrast to the world around it, so does our 
beginning to understand the metaphysical meanings behind 
language representing people, objects, and experiences help us to 
become aware of our own supraself, or higher self, which is the 
absolute identity that we have in our Creator-God through Christ 
Jesus. It is in grasping metaphysical meanings that we are granted 
an acute, or refined, understanding of the hidden meanings behind 
our own lives and individual, collective, and corporate being. 
 
The right language, the right language labels, the right syntax, and 
the right semantics mean everything to our individually 
understanding the principles of being and the meaning of life in 
relationship to the Supreme Being. That is why education, training, 
and nurture are so important. Human beings who do not receive 
the highest levels of education, training, and nurture will not fulfill 
their full potential for understanding themselves or their Creator-
God. A spiritually enlightened sense derives metaphysical meaning 
from language describing objects, actions, and experiences; 
unfortunately, a developed intellectual and cognitive sense without 
a spiritually enlightened sense derives only physical meaning from 
language describing objects, actions, and experiences. 
 
In our education, training, and nurture, we look to the language of 
others to see if it can provide us with insights, implications, and 
applications concerning our own being and the reality, or realities, 
in which we find ourselves. That is why the present author has 
looked to the works of Aristotle, Kant, Eddy, and de Chardin. 
These authors were not only superior thinkers who thought 
metaphysically, they also had superior skills in articulating their 
views. To be sure, each of the authors cited did not have a perfect 
grasp of all metaphysical meanings of life and being, but their 
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thinking and writing help to provide us with ideas, concepts, 
constructs, and language labels applicable to the subject of 
intelligent evolution. 
 
Thinking metaphysically causes desired intellectual outcomes to 
materialize and sought-after ideas, concepts, and constructs to 
crystallize within oneõs own understanding. Thinking meta-
physically about intelligent evolution requires deep thinking. And 
deep thinking involves: 1) reflecting on the topic to comprehend 
what is known about it as well as what is not known about it;         
2) juxtaposing the topic with other topics to align, overlie, and/or 
brace them with one another; and 3) opening oneself to ideas about 
the topic from others.    
 
If alive today, Aristotle would probably identify himself as a 
philosopher and a naturalist but not a religionist, Kant would 
probably identify himself as a philosopher but not a naturalist or 
theologian, Eddy would probably identify herself as a 
metaphysician and a theologian, and de Chardin would probably 
identify himself as a philosopher-theologian as well as a natural 
scientist.  
 
Let us now turn to the contributions of Aristotle, Kant, Eddy, and 
de Chardin to clarify our own thinking relative to intelligent 
evolution. To be sure, the literary efforts of these four thinkers 
require and inspire deep thinking through the insights they provide 
as well as the various implications and applications they stimulate 
ñ regardless if any of these authors intended their literary efforts to 
engender thinking beyond their own or not. 
 
In the following sections, the present author will be integrating his 
own thinking with the thinking  of Aristotle, Kant, Eddy, and de 
Chardin. 
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2.4.1  Insights, Implications, and Applications 
from Aristotle 

 
Reading or listening to Aristotleõs collections of writings entitled 
Physics and Metaphysics is like panning for gold. It is tedious 
work, but occasionally you find a speck of truth that makes your 
efforts worthwhile, especially as it relates to a historically early 
metaphysical understanding of chance, change, temporality, 
eternity, corporeality, and incorporeality. 
 
As indicated previously, the two book titles, Physics and 
Metaphysics, are primarily transliterations of Greek words and only 
secondarily translations of those same words. The titles might be 
more accurate in English if they were, respectively, About Nature 
and Beyond Nature. And, although these collections of Aristotleõs 
writings may be referred to as books, it probably would be better to 
call each of them a compilation of orations, or discourses, because 
Aristotleõs explications were intended to be read as lectures, or at 
least used as notes for lectures, to audiences that included students 
and colleagues in his Peripatetic school at the Lyceum of Athens, 
Greece. With this said, the works could also be titled Discourses 
About Nature I and Discourses About Nature II. 
 
None of the written material in Aristotleõs Physics and Metaphysics 
perfectly reflects modern science or the contemporary 
understanding of the scientific method employed by modern 
scientists and represented in the following eight steps: 
 

1.  Formulating a question. 
 
2.  Performing a background investigation. 
 
3.  Constructing an original hypothesis. 
 
4.  Testing the hypothesis through experimentation. 
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5.  Analyzing results from the experimentation. 
  
6.  Drawing a conclusion by accepting or rejecting the 

original hypothesis. 
   
7.  Communicating the results and their implications. 
 
8.  Formulating subsequent questions. 
 
         

At one point, Aristotle wrote of an approach to discovery that ended 
with a conclusion, but at no point is that approach detailed in 
formulaic steps. Because of the lack of certain methodologies at the 
time, it would be more accurate to refer to Aristotle as a natural 
philosopher and to Aristotleõs natural philosophy (that is, Aristotleõs 
philosophy on nature) rather than use the modern verbiage of 
natural scientist and natural science to describe Aristotle and his 
work. Outside of some basic algebra, geometry, and physics that 
Aristotle used to provide proofs for a few of his hypotheses, 
Aristotle relied heavily on rational argumentation, including 
deductive and inductive reasoning, and the òevidence of our 
sensesó(Physics, VIII.8, p. 217) to demonstrate intellectual 
experimentation for his hypotheses and conclusions. At times, 
Aristotleõs hypotheses were null hypotheses, accepted or rejected 
on the basis of the results from thought-experiments using 
refutation, argument, and critical analysis without the benefits of 
modern statistical tools. To be sure, Aristotleõs methodology is only 
a precursor of the modern scientific method. 
 
Although his first collection of writings is called Physics and his 
second collection is called Metaphysics, evidence of Aristotleõs 
thinking on physics and metaphysics is found throughout both 
works. To be sure, Aristotle did not use the word metaphysics, and 
he himself did not provide the true etymological basis for the 
meaning of that word. Instead, what we consider metaphysics 
Aristotle referred to as First Philosophy, wisdom, theology, and the 
science of being as being (the last of which might be reworded 
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today as the science of being itself, or the science of being in itself  
ñ which is to say, the reality of being alone and not in relation to 
any qualifiers). Today, the science of being is simply referred to as 
ontology. 
 
Aristotleõs writings in Physics and Metaphysics are tedious to read, 
especially during oneõs first reading of them. Indeed, one might 
call Aristotleõs writings elliptical and another might call them 
rambling. Periodically, the truth is somewhere in between. To be 
sure, the reader of Aristotleõs works must be attentive in order to 
catch glimpses of metaphysical truth that Aristotleõs writings offer. 
Although Aristotleõs writing style might remind some modern 
readers of Gertrude Steinõs literary style, Aristotleõs style is more 
pedantic and less staccato than Steinõs and, of course, each of these 
thinkers (Aristotle and Stein) had a different intent for the 
repetition of their slightly amended phrases and sentences. (Steinõs 
successive alterations in repetitive sentence structure really had 
their origin in her capacity to look at life kinetoscopically.11) 
Additionally, just as poems each have their own cadence, so do the 
prose styles of most writers have their own cadence. At times, 
Aristotleõs written cadence reminded the present author of auction 
chanting, especially when Aristotle tried to prove his hypotheses 
through highly redundant rational argumentation. 
 
Philosophy in general and metaphysics in particular play important 
roles in helping us to resolve seeming theological conflicts. 
Although formulating a thesis, its antithesis, and their synthesis is 
attributed to Johann Fichte (1762-1814), one can find the 
underpinnings to such an approach in resolving conflict by paying 

                                                 
11  The Kinetoscope, patented by Thomas Alva Edison in 1897, was one of the 
earliest motion picture devices that permitted one viewer at a time to peer 
through a small hole and watch a succession of still images merge into what 
appeared to be movement. The Kinetoscope was a prototype of the cinematic 
projection system. 
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attention to Aristotleõs use of two contraries and their intermediary, 
which approach is included in both his Physics and Metaphysics. 
 
Although Aristotle lived before Christ Jesus and the origin of 
Christian writings that are now collected together to form the 27 
books of the New Testament, using Aristotleõs philosophical 
approach can easily resolve such Christian doctrinal conflicts as:   
1) the tri-unity and oneness of the Creator-God; 2) the two different 
spoken formulas used for water baptism; 3) the initial moment of 
the indwelling of the Holy Spirit in the new Christian convert;        
4) geocentrism and heliocentrism; and 5) the interpretation of the 
Genesis account of creation in relation to cosmic, biological, and 
consciousness evolution. Aristotle would have described any biases 
held for each of the five conflicts just named as the affections of an 
individual believerõs mind. He would have presented the opposing 
views as clearly as possible and then looked for a way to articulate 
an intermediary view that would have appeased those on either side 
of each issue. 
 
To be sure, without various philosophical and metaphysical 
approaches to describe why Christ Jesus is the only-begotten Son 
of the Creator-God, and why his crucifixion holds eternal 
significance for all people, no person who intends to avoid reading 
the Holy Bible (because that person is contentious, illiterate, or 
both) could ever be converted to Christianity. Philosophy in 
general and metaphysics in particular can be helpful to explain 
difficult theological concepts, especially to people who are not 
comfortable with the language of the Holy Bible regardless of 
specific translation or version. Yes, we should allow the Holy Bible 
to speak for itself, except to those who are unable to read it or are 
unwilling to listen to it being read aloud. 
 
Aristotleõs Physics and Metaphysics are appropriate for both a 
secondary school curriculum and a tertiary school curriculum, 
especially if excerpts from them are read aloud by students ñ in 
part, because the writings were intended to be used in orations. 
The present author would especially recommend Book V from 
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Physics and Chapter 7 in Book Lambda from Metaphysics. Book V 
from Physics is an important intersection of mathematics, 
philosophy, and nature. And Chapter 7 in Book Lambda from 
Metaphysics provides equivalency between the Prime Mover ñ 
also referred to by Aristotle as the Primary Mover, First Mover, and 
First Principle ñ and the Creator-God (that is, the Supreme Being, 
or Deity). 
 
The following two subsections on Aristotle are devoted to insights, 
implications, and applications from Aristotelian thinking in 
Physics and Metaphysics that especially have relevance to the 
present authorõs paradigm of intelligent evolution. 

2.4.1.1  Aristotleõs The Physics 

For Aristotle, being generally refers to perceptible, or sensible, 
things that are either inanimate or animate. In contrast, for many 
metaphysicians from Plato (Platon) onward, being refers to the 
spiritual idea, spiritual nature, essence, spirit, soul, or pneuma of 
oneõs inner self, higher self, supraself, or spiritual self in an unseen 
reality. The closest that Aristotle comes to a contemporary 
metaphysical definition for being is in his being as being (òbeing 
qua beingó) ñ which is just another way of referring to òbeing by 
virtue of itself,ó or òbeing of, in, and through itself.ó 
 
For Aristotle, nothing comes into being (that is, material existence) 
from non-being. In other words, all that is has come from 
something else that has preceded it in physical existence. And, 
except for Aristotleõs Prime Mover, everything changes due to 
principles and causes associated with material substance. This has 
relevance to our modern concept of evolution in the cosmos as well 
as in life on the planet Earth. To Aristotle, cosmic evolution, 
biological evolution, and consciousness evolution would be 
inherent in the very substances of which their physicality is 
composed. Aristotle would say: òThe attribute of changeability is 
inseparable from what it is an attribute ofó(Physics, I.5, p. 19). In 
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other words, if Aristotle had been aware of protoplasm and not just 
flesh, he probably would have concluded that protoplasm also has 
the capacity to evolve because of its intrinsic nature of change-
ability. 
 
Although Aristotle viewed his Prime Mover as Good, he also 
viewed it as an impersonal force, not a personal being; and he 
viewed that something opposite to the Prime Mover ñ that is, Evil 
ñ also exists. In Aristotleõs criticism of the Platonists, he states: 
 

The point is that while our view, in the context of there 
being something divine and good and desirable, is that the 
opposite to this also exists, as does that which by its own 
nature desires and longs for it, they [the Platonists] are 
committed to the view that the opposite longs for its own 
destruction.         
                      Physics, I.9, p. 31
     

 
For the present author, what Aristotle ascribes to the Platonists 
raises these two important questions: 1) Is it not possible that 
Satan, the Fallen Lucifer, longed for his own destruction simply by 
choosing to be the eternal Enemy of the Creator-God? 2) And, 
although Lucifer was not ever, and is not now, omniscient, did he 
not possess enough higher order intelligence to know that his 
rebellion would bring him to utter destruction? At some level, I 
think the answer to both questions is òYes.ó And I think that this 
conclusion is supported by the verse in Revelation that teaches us 
that Satan is now hard at work because he knows that his freedom 
is soon over (Revelation 12:12 KJV). 
 
The major difference between Platonists and Aristotle is that 
Aristotle was a pantheist (that is, one who believes that the Creator-
God can be found in the material universe and not just in its 
intelligent design). In contrast, Platonists believed that the Greatest 
Good could be found existing independently of matter, regardless 
of the Greatest Goodõs exact relationship to matter and matterõs 
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various appearances. So, whereas Platonists (as well as 
Neoplatonists) would look for the Prime Mover outside of the 
material universe, Aristotle and his disciples would expect to find 
the Prime Mover as part of the material universe itself. However, it 
should also be shared that thinking between the Aristotelians and 
Platonists was not always so sharply divided. For example, Aristotle 
believed that the Prime Mover ñ or anything eternal, for that 
matter ñ could not be located in relative time. 
 
Many modern natural scientists are Aristotelian in their approach 
to the meaning of life even if they might not appreciate or 
understand the descriptor Aristotelian. Why? They would agree 
with Aristotle that what we can observe is more important than 
what we are not able to observe. On the other hand, Platonists (as 
well as Neoplatonists) believe that what we are not able to observe 
physically is more important than what we can observe physically. 
Whereas Aristotle and his followers looked for ways to physically 
measure reality, Plato and his followers looked for ways to gain 
insights about universals as abstract ideas and for ways to describe 
them as ideal forms ñ commonly referred to with an upper case F 
to connote their transcendent nature (i.e., òFormsó). And Aristotle 
and his followers would look to gain insights about universals in 
things (that is, in matter and its substance). As evidenced in their 
writings, Kant subscribed to Aristotelian realism, Eddy subscribed 
to Platonic realism, and de Chardin was somewhat divided 
between the two. (Again, not all Platonic and Aristotelian views are 
mutually exclusive.) 
 
Describing the branch of philosophy known to him as First 
Philosophy (what is now more commonly referred to as 
metaphysics), Aristotle wrote that òit takes a single branch of 
knowledge to know the purpose or end of something and the way 
in which the purpose is achievedó(Physics, II.2, p. 37). In this way, 
Aristotle captured the essence of teleology. Aristotle added: òFrom 
one point of view we too [that is, human beings] are ends.ó So, if 
Aristotle knew anything about the biological evolution with which 
we are now educated (or not educated, as ignorance would have it), 
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he might have concluded that the whole purpose to the physically 
observable universe would be to end with the genus and species of 
Homo sapiens. In other words, every other genus and species 
fulfills what the Creator-God had in mind in order to culminate in 
and support the emergence, survival, sustainability, and thrivability 
of humankind. This does not contradict the Holy Bible in that the 
Genesis account of creation ends with the creation of individual 
Homines sapientes as creationõs pinnacle. Because Aristotle would 
have agreed that the deviser of any plan is a cause, he might well 
agree with Christians that the Author of the Plan of Salvation 
through Christ Jesus is the First and Final Cause as well as the 
First and Final Principle (or creative Logos). 
 
For the sake of clarity, while Aristotle argued that the telos, or end, 
of an acorn is to become an oak tree, the present author would add 
òfor the ultimate purpose of sustaining and enhancing human life.ó 
In other words, the telos of an acorn is to become an oak tree for 
the ultimate purpose of providing shelter, food, fire, aesthetics, and 
ecosystem sustainability for human beings. 
   
Aristotle minimized the roles of chance and spontaneity in the 
changes that occur in the material universe. He stated that òboth 
chance and spontaneity areé coincidental causesó and that òtheir 
sphere of operation is [in] events which do not have to 
happenó(Physics, II.5, p. 46). As noted by the present author earlier 
in Intelligent Evolution , the physically observable universe is finite 
but the physically knowable universe is infinite. That the empty 
vacuum of space beyond the fringes of the physically observable 
universe is infinite could be classified as coincidental because it is 
neither a requirement for cosmic evolution, biological evolution, 
and consciousness evolution nor a requirement for the desired end 
result of Homo sapiens and the interdependent ecosystems 
contributing to the physical survival of Homo sapiens. After 
explaining chance and spontaneity, Aristotle concluded: òThe 
upshot of this is that however much spontaneity is the cause of the 
[material] universe, intelligence and nature are bound to be more 
primary causeséó(Physics, II.6, p. 48). 
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The present author believes that Plato would agree with Aristotleõs 
statement that: 

éthere are two kinds of sources of natural change, and in 
one kind the source is not itself a natural object, in the sense 
that it does not contain its own source of change. In this 
latter category comes anything which causes change without 
itself changing (for example, that which is absolutely 
unchanging and is the primary entity in the whole universe) 
and what a thing is, or its form (since that is its end or 
purpose).                             
       Physics, II.7, p. 49
      

 
Insights, implications, and applications of Aristotelian thinking 
include the following: What Homo sapiens is, and what physical 
form it has, is the end or purpose of cosmic evolution, biological 
evolution, and consciousness evolution. Most of what else exists, 
including all other biological life, is neither by chance nor by 
coincidence because most of what else existed, and now exists, 
fostered the emergence, biological success, and continued survival 
of Homo sapiens. This, of course, presumes that Homo sapiens is 
the only suitable habitation for souls that have fallen from 
immortality to mortality . To be sure, no other species has the 
cerebral capacity and capability to channel an eternal soul ñ 
neither Gorilla gorilla (the Western lowland gorilla) nor Pongo 
borneo (the orangutan) nor Pan troglodytes (the chimpanzee) nor 
Tursiops truncatus (the bottlenose dolphin). Plato might add to 
these insights, implications, and applications that the physical 
form of Homo sapiens in some way reflects the abstract idea, or 
Form, of Man ñ capitalized here to distinguish original, or 
immortal, man from fallen, or mortal, man. (Other than: 1) words 
that follow certain rules of grammar and syntax, 2) proper nouns in 
English, and 3) all nouns in German, capitalized words in the fields 
of philosophy and theology refer either to transcendent ideas or to 
aspects of Deity.) 
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To Aristotle, final causes are crucially important in nature because 
everything has a purpose. He stated: òNow, ônatureõ is ambiguous 
in that it can refer either to matter or to form [i.e., physical 
appearance]; but since the end is form, and everything else takes 
place for the sake of the end, it is this form that is the cause since it 
is that for which everything happensó(Physics, II.8, p. 52, brackets 
mine). Thus, because the end is the cause, we can conclude that 
Homo sapiens is the final physical cause, or physical end, of all 
evolution. (The final metaphysical cause, or metaphysical end, of 
Homo sapiens is the salvation of souls.) In other words, Homo 
sapiens is the desired result of all evolutionary changes for the 
purpose of providing opportunities for salvation. However, that 
Homo sapiens is the final cause or end should not be misconstrued 
to mean that Homo sapiens is the intangible Prime Mover ñ the 
one true and only real Creator-God. And, just as the form of a brick 
wall is not its purpose for existing, so too is the form of Homo 
sapiens not its purpose for existing. As explained by intelligent 
evolution, the purpose of Homo sapiens is to temporarily house 
fallen eternal souls that they might be led to repentance. (At 
physical conception, all eternal souls in corporeality are unsaved 
fallen souls.) Indeed, the form and purpose of Homo sapiens are 
linked, but they are not the same. 
 
To the present author, Aristotleõs change is the underlying 
principle for cosmic evolution, biological evolution, and 
consciousness evolution. Taking Aristotleõs statement that òchange 
is the actuality of what is potentialó(Physics, III.1, p. 58), and 
applying it to all evolutionary processes, brings us to the 
conclusion that the cosmos and all of its elements always had the 
potential to evolve into human life ñ in keeping with òsomething 
which causes change without being changed itselfó(Physics, III.1, 
p.58) ñ or, in other words, in keeping with the direction provided 
by the Prime Mover, the Creator-God Himself. Indeed, 
evolutionary change resulting in Homo sapiens òis a special kind 
of actualityó(Physics, III.2, p.59). Concerning the noun phrase 
Prime Mover, it is important to note that the Creator-God can only 
be referred to as òthe Prime Moveró in, and for, the physically 
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knowable universe. In contrast, the Creator-God can only be 
referred to as òthe Alló in, and for, the spiritually, or 
metaphysically, observable universe. 
 
The present author is in agreement with Aristotle that òthe infinite 
cannot have an origin because that would limit itó(Physics, III.4, p. 
64) ñ although the present author prefers the word òeternaló be 
used instead of òinfiniteó when speaking of the Creator-God. 
According to what has already been posited by the present author, 
it is only the emptiness of space that is infinite in the physically 
knowable universe, and the physically observable universe 
contained inside of the emptiness of its space is finite. So, the Big 
Bang that occurred from the immense mass of finite centralized 
energy took place inside the infinite vacuum of space, and, as soon 
as energy was blown apart from its original central core, the 
physically knowable universe came into existence and continued, 
as it continues today, to expand into an infinite vacuum of space, 
such space the spot where God is not.  Paradoxically, nothingness 
is infinite but not eternal. Here, I must remind the reader that the 
present author does not use the words infinite and eternal  
interchangeably although, at times, Aristotle does. To the present 
author, eternal refers to: 1) that which is outside of the relative 
space-time continuum of the physically observable universe; and  
2) the here and now inside of the spiritually, or metaphysically, 
observable universe. At this juncture, I believe that Aristotle might 
add: òThey also call it the divine [that is, the Eternal], on the 
grounds that it is immortal and imperishableó(Physics, III.4, p. 64, 
brackets mine) ñ which is in agreement with the Christian 
theologies of Eddy and de Chardin but not the agnosticism of 
Kant. 
 
Aristotle made an important point when he stated that òanything 
with a source is dissolved back into the source it has come 
fromó(Physics, III.5, p. 68). This point is in keeping with: 1) the 
concept of the eventual permanent dissolution of all corporeality as 
well as 2) the Creator-Godõs infusion of the physically knowable 
universe by the Totality of His Being at the very end of relative 
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space-time (1 Corinthians 15:28) ñ when Christ Jesus returns the 
all over which he has been granted power and control to God the 
Father, the òAll,ó Who then becomes òAll-in-all.ó 
 
Aristotle was at variance with those who think of the infinite as 
matter because, as he stated, òit is odd for them to make it [that is, 
matter] the container rather than the containedó(Physics, II.7, p. 
76). In comparison, the present author has already stated that it is 
the Whole Universe that contains both the spiritually, or 
metaphysically, observable universe as well as the physically 
knowable universe until the physically knowable universe is 
infused by the Totality of the Creator-Godõs Being and, thereby, 
ceases to exist. 
 
To reiterate, the present author has identified the empty vacuum of 
space beyond the fringes of the physically observable universe as 
part of the physically knowable universe. Aristotle identified this 
empty space as void. Concerning this void, Aristotle stated that 
òthose who claim that void exists are really talking about place 
since what they mean by ôvoidõ is probably place deprived of body 
[that is, place deprived of form]ó(Physics, IV.1, p. 79, brackets 
mine). Thus, the empty vacuum of space beyond the fringes of the 
physically observable universe is really place deprived of matter. 
That this infinite void is deprived of matter is coincidental and 
incidental (though not accidental) to the concept of intelligent 
evolution: The infinite void is of no consequence in the long run 
because it is really nothing at all. Figuratively speaking, it is as if 
the entire physical creation was painted on a blackboard of empty 
space.  
 
According to Aristotle, a change of place is known as movement 
(Physics, IV.1, p. 78). To the present author, Heaven, or Paradise, 
may be an immortal state of being without the place, but it can 
never be the place without the immortal state of being. For 
physicality, place is anywhere that can be identified by coordinates. 
Since Heaven, or Paradise, is dimensionless and, therefore, has no 
coordinates, place in the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable 
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universe is, simply, here (it is there if you are still in corporeality 
but here if you are already restored to eternity). Taken with 
Aristotleõs point that a change of place is known as movement, the 
following question presents itself: òIs there no movement in 
Heaven?ó The answer is that movement in Heaven is something 
entirely unlike movement in the physically observable universe: 
Because one is always here in Heaven, one can never be displaced 
or replaced there. In other words, in Heaven one simply moves 
from here to here. When Ezekiel saw the faces of the cherubim, he 
was able to see all four of the faces at the same time even though 
each face was pointing in a different direction from the other three 
(Ezekiel 1:10 and 10:14). The Prophet Ezekiel was actually seeing 
through to the dimensionless here and now of eternity. 
 
The present author is amazed that so many of Aristotleõs 
statements, when taken in isolation and not in the context of the 
material, or physical, universe about which Aristotle mostly writes, 
have great bearing on thinking metaphysically. So, not only are we 
panning for gold in seeking to find absolute truth, we are also 
panning for gold in seeking language labels to express absolute 
truth in contexts different from the contexts in which they were 
originally used by Aristotle. For example, the following statement, 
though meant to apply to the place of a physical object in the 
material universe, could just as well apply to the so-called place of 
an object in the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe: 
    
é place will not in fact be a stable entity, and so one place 
will occupy another place, and there will be a plurality of 
coincident places.       
       Physics, IV.4, p. 87
          

 
Is Heaven not a plurality of coincident places? Are the three 
partitions of the Triune God not coincidental in the here and now 
of Heaven? Do immortal beings not translocate from one 
coincidental place to another as they travel in Heaven? Because 
Aristotle defines place for a physical object in the material universe 
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as òthe limit of the containing bodyó(Physics, IV.4. p. 87), could 
that definition not also be used to define place for a spiritual being 
in the spiritually observable universe? And, because the containing 
body of the spiritually observable universe is limitless, could 
potential places for a spiritual being not be limitless as well? Are 
immortal beings in the spiritually observable universe not in 
multipl e places all at the same time? In eternity, are spiritual 
beings not always here and now? 
 
Imagining a moving ship on a river, Aristotle stated that òthe 
container functions as a vessel rather than as a placeó(Physics, 
IV.4, p. 88). Could this not also be said of the somatic identity that 
we will each have one day in Heaven as restored immortal beings 
with new bodies? Then and there (in the here and now), our 
somatic identities will be the vessels for our souls. In other words, 
our individual somatic identities will not be places for our souls; 
they will be vessels, or vehicles, for them. 
 
The ideas in the last two paragraphs are metaphysical applications 
from the natural to the supernatural that are just as sound as taking 
the sun in our solar system to represent the Creator-God. (The sun 
is not the Creator-God; it merely can represent the Creator-God ñ 
the central core of all life, power, and being ñ whose face, or 
appearance, human beings cannot look at in proximity without 
being physically annihilated.) 
 
Ideas, insights, and understanding that we receive from the Holy 
Spirit give inner voice (i.e., mental expression) to the thinking of 
our Creator-God as well as help to shape our own thinking 
individually, collectively, and corporately. We communicate with 
our Creator-God through our thinking, and our Creator-God 
communicates with us through His thinking. And the individually 
created beings of God communicate with each other through the 
sharing of their thinking, regardless of where they are in the Whole 
Universe (i.e., in Heaven or on Earth). True communication 
between us and God ñ and among us individually ñ is an 
exchange of ideas, insights, and understanding. Metaphysically 
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speaking, our inner voice gives shape to the ideas, insights, and 
understanding we receive and they help to shape our inner voice. 
Moreover, the ideas, insights, and understanding we receive 
altogether provide the metaphysical form (i.e., Form) for our inner 
voice, and our inner voice helps to form, as well as inform, our 
thinking.  
 
Referring to objects in the material universe, Aristotle stated: òIt is 
also reasonable that everything of its own nature stays in its own 
placeó(Physics, IV.5, p.90). The same could be said when 
comparing beings in the spiritual universe to beings in the material 
universe, all of whom stay in their respective domains. Beings in 
the physically observable universe do not move to the spiritually 
observable universe unless they are translated there by the Creator-
God. Neither do beings in the spiritually observable universe move 
to the physically observable universe unless they fall there or, like 
some angels, purposely step into its plane of consciousness. 
 
When Aristotle first discussed time, he emphasized that òthe now 
is not a part of time because a part measures the whole and the 
whole must consist of its parts; time, however, does not seem to 
consist of nowsó(Physics, IV.10, p. 103). In other words, Aristotle 
posited that there can be no linear sequences of nows in the 
physically observable universe or the spiritually observable universe 
(using the present authorõs language labels). He stated clearly: 
òThere is no next nowó(Physics, IV.10, p. 103). However, Aristotle 
later argued against this in Physics, VI.1-VI.3, pp. 138-146 and VI.6, 
p. 154. Regardless of the arguments for or against, in the physically 
observable universe the nows of the past no longer exist and the 
nows of the future do not yet exist. However, in the spiritually 
observable universe, it is always now. In other words, there will 
never be an infinite number of nows in the spiritually observable 
universe because only one eternal now exists there. 
 
The genius of Aristotle is especially demonstrated in the following 
statement concerning time when he refers to what many today 
might call a multiverse: 
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é if there were a plurality of universes, the movement of any 
one of them would be time, just as much as the movement of 
any other one of them,  and the upshot would be a plurality 
of simultaneous times.      
              Physics, IV.10, p. 104 
           

   
Aristotleõs conclusion that time òmust be an aspect of changeó 
(Physics, IV.10, p. 105) is relevant to the paradigm of intelligent 
evolution, especially in reference to when the major events of 
intelligent evolution took place. Because relative time and relative 
space are associated only with the physically observable universe 
and not with the spiritually observable universe, evolutionary 
change through speciation is only associated with the physically 
observable universe and not the spiritually observable universe. 
Although the spiritually observable universe is dynamic, its 
members do not evolve into new species because relative time and 
relative space do not exist there (only a here and now exists there); 
and its members do not have the potential to evolve into new 
species because they are already fully actualized. (As stated 
previously, however, created beings in Heaven always retain the 
capacity to expand in consciousness.) In contrast, the members of 
the physically observable universe have evolved in speciation 
across relative time and relative space. Biological evolution, 
however, does not jump from one species to the next species; 
rather, the potentials of biological evolution already exist all at once 
ñ as in the wave of the Creatorõs hand and the utterance of the 
Creatorõs voice across relative time and relative space. If the wave 
of the Creatorõs hand could be frozen in time and space frame by 
frame (for example, kinetoscopically), we would see new biological 
species in each successive frame. We might misconclude that the 
new species came from the prior when, in metaphysical reality, 
they were all created in succession as parts of one action by the 
Creator-God ñ in graded steps across the backdrop of the 
physically observable universeõs time and space. 
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All of what has been stated in the previous paragraph is 
complementary to Aristotleõs assessment of where change takes 
place: 
 

Evidently, then, anything eternal, in so far as it is eternal, is 
not in time: it is not contained by time, nor is its existence 
measured by time. This is indicated by the fact that it is not 
affected at all by time either, which suggests that it is not in 
timeé         
            Physics, IV.12, p. 111
      
So anything which does not change, and does not rest either, 
is not in time.        
              Physics, IV.12, p. 111
           

 
The here and now of the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable 
universe is like an ocean, capable of carrying vessels on it and 
transporting them to regions heretofore not experienced by them. 
In this case, the transportable vessels include the souls of those in 
corporeality who are indwelt by the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit. 
Unfortunately, when souls in corporeality are not completely 
anchored in Christ Jesus, their imaginations are tossed about on 
such mental journeys. In contrast, when souls in corporeality are 
completely anchored in the Christ Jesus of òyesterday, today, and 
foreveró(Hebrews 133:8 KJV), their imaginations are able to venture 
forth without fear, anxiety, or trepidation. 
 
It is important for students of Christian metaphysics to use their 
active imaginations to catch glimpses of higher truths with the 
single requirement that they be anchored in a Biblical 
understanding of Christ Jesus. Without that anchoring, their use of 
active imaginations can lead to disastrous results because, thus 
untethered, the spirits of such souls can be whipped about by 
demonic forces into thinking, feeling, and acting in ways that are 
unholy and unwholesome as well as disappointing to God and 
themselves. (Read about the perils in trying to separate the power 
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of Christ from the identity of Jesus in An Introduction to  Volume 
Two of Intelligent Evolution  ñ in the subsection entitled The 
Unfortunate Separation of Christ and Jesus.) 
 
Using oneõs imagination is dangerous when that imagination 
entertains thoughts associated with fear, pride, vanity, willfulness, 
sexual lust, greed, covetousness, jealousy, envy, hatred, revenge, 
and unforgiveness. When the imagination entertains thoughts 
associated with those feelings, the imagination opens up cognitive 
portals to increased demonic attack. To be sure, all souls in 
corporeality, by virtue of their being in corporeality, are subject to 
external temptations. However, their own unholy emotions and 
desires make them even more susceptible to influences from 
demonic forces. When unholy thinking is entertained, demons are 
able to hook their parasitic claws ñ which is to say, patch their 
illusions ñ more easily into the brainõs cognitive framework in 
order to create imagined scenarios that further fan the emotional 
flames of unholy thinking. If such unbridled feelings are permitted 
to grow in intensity by our continuing to indulge them, this can 
place us in significant jeopardy. Entertaining unholy thoughts and 
feelings holds oneõs will power and self-control in spiritual 
abeyance12 and, thereby, makes the human brain more susceptible 
to receiving external images from unclean spirits. That is why 
saved fallen souls in corporeality must be on guard continually and 
maintain self-discipline at all times.  
 

                                                 
12 Abeyance here means: 1) a state without rightful control or without a 
rightful owner; 2) a state of being temporarily unoccupied; 3) a state waiting for 
a claimant; and, by extension, 4) a metaphysical state of increased susceptibility 
to external demonic attack. An example of the wordΩs use in a sentence follows: 
When entertaining unholy thoughts and feelings, full property rights concerning 
the human brain are held in spiritual abeyance until the rightful owner rebukes 
the unholy thoughts and feelings and repents of all sins committed in connection 
with those thoughts and feelings τ even if the sins are committed only ƛƴ ƻƴŜΩǎ 
imagination. 
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Heartfelt personal declarations and affirmations should daily 
include: 
 

1)  òI actively, earnestly, and sincerely desire and seek 
through Christ Jesus to think only the pure and holy 
thoughts of the Lord God Almighty.ó 

 
2)  òI actively, earnestly, and sincerely desire and seek 

through Christ Jesus to feel only the pure and holy 
emotions of the Lord God Almighty.ó 

 
3)  òI actively, earnestly, and sincerely desire and seek 

through Christ Jesus to express only the pure and holy 
thoughts and emotions of the Lord God Almighty.ó 

 
4)  òI actively, earnestly, and sincerely desire and seek 

through Christ Jesus to commit only the pure and holy 
actions of the Lord God Almighty.ó 

 
5)  òI actively, earnestly, and sincerely desire and seek to be a 

pure channel of the Lord God Almighty through Christ 
Jesus.ó        
    

 
To summarize at this juncture, when human beings entertain 
unholy thoughts and feelings, they extend an open invitation to 
unclean spirits to participate in their mental activities. (Unclean 
spirits are the disembodied souls of dead people who have 
consciously rejected Christ while in human form.) The present 
author knows much about this topic because he was born with a 
susceptibility to receiving external words, ideas, and images (some 
people might call it a sensitivity to receiving impressions). In other 
words, the present author has the capacity to receive words, ideas, 
and images from incorporeal sources. (For the sake of clarity, 
words convey some ideas and images but not all ideas and images.) 
This susceptibility has worked, at times, to his advantage and, at 
other times, to his disadvantage. To be sure, like the Apostle Paul, 
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the present author had a thorn in his flesh, or òmessenger of Satanó 
(2 Corinthians 12:7 KJV), assigned to him for decades. This angel 
of Satan was only recently removed (in January 2017) by the Lord 
Jesus Christ in his grace and mercy. (Although I had known for 
decades that I was being attacked demonically, I did not know that 
it specifically was by an angel of Satan. I thought it was by an 
unclean spirit. I did not learn of the exact nature of the attacks until 
I was informed by a heavenly source that the thorn was going to be 
removed from me. As strange as it may sound, about the time of 
the extraction, we even said good-bye to one another with the 
understanding that we would never again be in each otherõs 
presence.)  
 
In keeping with Aristotleõs views on the usefulness of time, time 
may or may not be an agent of change: Just think of the many 
people who have lived long lives and who have not matured 
cognitively, emotionally, spiritually, or socially. Not in keeping 
with Aristotleõs views on time that òtime is everywhere the 
sameó(Physics, IV.14, p. 116) are Einsteinõs theories of relativity. 
Einsteinõs theory of special relativity states that time slows down or 
speeds up depending on how fast one is moving in relation to 
something else, and Einsteinõs theory of general relativity states 
that time is bent by gravitational fields. Consequently, in contrast 
to the thinking of Aristotle, time in the physically observable 
universe is everywhere not the same. This is an important 
correction to Aristotleõs thinking that opens a window to 
understand the relativity of time concerning certain aspects of 
cosmic evolution, biological evolution, and consciousness 
evolution. 
 
As previously illustrated, students of metaphysics may borrow 
language from Aristotle and apply it to contexts not intended by 
Aristotle. For example, Aristotleõs comment that òa movement is 
not made up of movements but of discrete changes of 
placeó(Physics, VI, 1, p. 140) can be applied to cosmic evolution, 
biological evolution, and consciousness evolution, especially if 
intelligent evolution is viewed as one sweep of the Creator-Godõs 
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hand rather than a sequence of discrete actions. In order to 
understand this view, one needs to understand the Final Cause 
(that is, the teleological cause) of salvationõs availability for fallen 
souls in corporeality: This was always the main reason for any and 
all ordering and non-randomization in the physically knowable 
universe in the first place (as well as in the last place). As an 
additional example, Aristotleõs comment that òit takes infinitely 
many rather than finitely many nows to make contact with 
infinitely many thingsó(Physics, VI.2, page 143, italics mine) can be 
applied to the eternal separation of the spiritually observable 
universe from the physically observable universe ñ which is to say, 
the eternal separation of the here and now in the spiritually 
observable universe from the relative time and relative space in the 
physically observable universe. 
   
The present author has stated that the spiritually observable 
universe is dimensionless and that, in it, now replaces relative time 
and here replace relative space. Consequently, things do not move 
in the spiritually observable universe in the same way that things 
move in the physically observable universe. Dimensional motion 
requires relative space-time. Aristotleõs comment that ònothing 
moves in the nowó(Physics, VI.3, p. 143) is in agreement with the 
present authorõs assessment, especially if òthe nowó is the eternal 
now. Further, Aristotle stated: òIf it were possible for something to 
move in the now, there could be both faster and slower motions in 
itó(Ibid.) . Although there are sevenfold divisions in the spiritually 
observable universe (see Revelation 1:4, 3:1, 4:5, and 5:6), those 
sevenfold divisions are in the substance, or essence, of Spirit and 
not measurable in temporal terms. Thus, Aristotleõs two statements 
that: 1) òsince there is nothing whose nature is to move in the now, 
obviously there is nothing whose nature is to rest in the now 
either,ó and 2) òthe upshot of all this is that the same thing will 
simultaneously be at rest and in motion,ó(Physics, VI.4, 146) 
demonstrate compatibility with  Eddyõs idea that òGod rests in 
actionó(Science and H ealth 519:25) as well as to the broader 
Christian metaphysical concept that there is no such thing as 
inaction for the Creator-God.  
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Yes, as recorded in Chapter One of Genesis, the Creator-God did 
rest on the seventh day from His creative works, but He did not 
suspend His actions in eternity; He only suspended His actions for 
a period of time in temporality. Although it may appear in the 
physically observable universe that the Creator-God waits, He does 
not wait in the spiritually observable universe. This understanding 
is in agreement with the seemingly contradictory prophetic Biblical 
teaching that òthough [the vision of the LORD] tarry, wait for it; 
because it will surely come, it will not tarryó(Habakkuk 2:3b KJV). 
 
Divisibility exists in the physically observable universe but does not 
exist in the spiritually observable universe. In contrast, 
indivisibility exists in the spiritually observable universe but does 
not exist in the physically observable universe. However, 
indivisibility also exists in the vacuum of infinite space beyond the 
fringes of the physically observable universe because, as Aristotle 
taught, òit is impossible for infinity to consist of finite 
componentsó(Physics, VI.7, page 157). Teaching about indivis-
ibility, Aristotle stated that òsomething that has come into 
existence has done so at an indivisible momentó(Physics, VI.5, p. 
151) ñ in other words, one might conclude that any and all creation 
through ordering and non-randomization must occur at individual 
points where the eternal here and now of the spiritually observable 
universe intersect the relative space-time of the physically 
observable universe. Thus, in the paradigm of intelligent evolution, 
the Creator-God extended His hand ñ that is, His action ñ from 
where He resides to where He does not reside. 
 
Finities can be traversed in finite times. Infinity can never be 
traversed (see Physics, VI.7, p. 157). And traversability does not 
apply to eternity because all of eternity is here and now in the 
spiritually observable universe. There is neither relative time nor 
relative space in the spiritually observable universe. And, as stated 
earlier by the present author, no one moves in the spiritually 
observable universe as we think of motion because there are no 
dimensions there. Thus, the Creator-God can be referred to as the 
Prime Mover but only in the physically knowable universe because 
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nothing moves (as we know motion) in the spiritually observable 
universe, the state where He resides. Because òanything moving is 
moving in timeó(see Physics, VI.8, p. 159), there is no moving 
where there is no relative space-time. And, although the Creator-
God has sequestered the Glory of His Being in the spiritually 
observable universe, He will no longer sequester it when He 
infuses all that has been redeemed, reclaimed, and restored 
through Christ Jesus with òthe All,ó or Totality of His Being, at the 
end of the Millennium. To be sure, through the Creator-God, 
redeemed created beings will then be anywhere in the here and 
now  that they wish to be. 
 
òSince everything that changes changes in [relative] time and 
nothing changes in the nowó(Physics, VI.10, p. 165), salvation or 
redemption of the eternal soul is a change that occurs in relative 
time with ramifications for eternity. Aristotle stated that òno 
process of change is infinite because (as we have seen) every 
changeé has a starting-point and an end-pointó(Ibid.) . Thus, one 
can assume not only that there is both a starting-point and an end-
point for the salvation experience while the eternal soul is in 
corporeality but also that there is neither a beginning nor an 
ending for salvation in eternity; in eternity, oneõs salvation simply 
always is as soon as it has been individually received. 
 
Aristotle stated: òEverything that changes must be changed by 
somethingó(Physics, VII.1, p. 167). Aristotleõs understanding here 
fits nicely with the thesis of this book that the teleological cause in 
intelligent evolution presupposes the end-result of Homo sapiens 
as the intended corporeal encasement for the fallen eternal soul, 
specifically providing them with opportunities from the Holy Spirit 
to be granted repentance and receive salvation. 
 
All evolutionary changes have been made by the Creator-God as 
the Prime Mover for the intended end-result of Homo sapiens. 
Aristotle stated: òAny immediate agent of change ñ not in the 
sense that it is the purpose of the change, but in the sense that it is 
the original source of the change ñ is contiguous with what is 
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changed (by ôcontiguousõ I mean that there is nothing between 
them)ó(Physics, VII.2, p. 170). The Creator-God is not the purpose 
of the change but, rather, the original source of the change as well 
as all associated changes. The purpose of all evolutionary change is 
to provide a suitable habitation for the fallen eternal soul. òThat the 
final agent of alteration and the first object altered are 
contiguousó(Physics, VII.2, p. 172) is as metaphysically true for the 
teleological cause of Homo sapiens as it is for the first protist 
(protoctist), first prokaryotic cell, and first bacterium. The 
habitation of the fallen soul in a physical body belonging to Homo 
sapiens is intended primarily for the opportunity of that soul to 
receive salvation. 
 
Mortality is an altered state of immortality as a result of iniquity 
and sin. In reverse, immortality is an altered state of mortality for 
saved fallen souls as a result of their repentance and conversion in 
conjunction with their acceptance of Godõs only-begotten Son, 
Christ Jesus. This metaphysical truth provides a lens to understand 
the most significant change possible for fallen eternal souls. The 
present author knows this truth because òwhen a particular 
appears, the knower somehow knows the universal by means of the 
particularó(Physics, VII.4, p. 177). The aforementioned principle of 
metaphysics is supported by pure reason as well as empirical 
evidence. (There is more about this in Section 2.4.2 ñ entitled 
Insights, Implications, and Applications from Kant.) 
 
Aristotle drew from Empedocles when he wrote that things òare 
changing whenever love is creating a unity out of a plurality or 
hatred is creating a plurality out of a unityó(Physics, VIII.1, pp. 
185-186). Although Empedocles and Aristotle viewed these two 
changes as cyclic and repeating, the present author proposes what 
is in keeping with his view on intelligent evolution that there can 
only be one Big Bang (that is, only one outward manifestation of 
iniquity) and only one Infusion of the Totality of the Creator-Godõs 
Supreme Being in the formation of the All-in-all at the end of all 
relative space-time. However, the present author agrees with the 
Aristotelian view that òfor each kind of change, there must be 
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things with the capacity for that changeó(Physics, VIII.1, p. 186). 
For example, unfallen immortal beings were created with a 
capacity to fall, and fallen immortal beings who have not continued 
to fall toward a second death by irrevocably rejecting Christ Jesus 
still retain a capacity for repentance, conversion, and salvation. 
 
In his assessment of what Plato believed, Aristotle described what 
many Platonists (as well as Neoplatonists) still believe: òthat time 
has an originó(Physics, VIII.1, p. 188). Not only does the present 
author also believe that relative time has an origin, the present 
author believes ñ based on his understanding of the Holy Bible ñ 
that relative time has an end. Whereas time in the physically 
observable universe could be viewed as a succession of nows (or 
sequence of related events), time in the spiritually observable 
universe can only be viewed as one eternal now. In other words, 
relative time in the physically observable universe is divisible, and 
absolute time in the spiritually observable universe is indivisible. 
And relative time in the physically observable universe has a 
beginning and an end, but absolute time in the spiritually 
observable universe has no beginning and no end. The counterpart 
to relative time in the spiritually observable universe is eternity (or 
absolute time), which is the eternal now (that is, the eternal 
moment) just as the counterpart to relative space in the spiritually 
observable universe is here, which is the metaphysical center and 
circumference of Heaven. 
 
Aristotle ventured into Platoõs, Kantõs, and Eddyõs intellectual 
territories when he wrote: òFor if it is really true, as some people 
claim, that being is infinite and unchanging, it remains the case 
that this is not what our senses tell us and that many things do 
seem to changeó(Physics, VIII.4, p. 194). Further, Aristotle 
speculated that perhaps change is related to a òfalse beliefó(Ibid.)  
ñ something with which Plato and Eddy would readily agree. 
 
As a side note here, the present author believes that Aristotleõs pan-
theism prevented him from seeing two realities at the same time, 
one physical and the other spiritual. If Aristotle had not adopted 
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such a narrow view, he might have been able to see that Being 
exists in immortality at the same time that being exists in mortality. 
Similarly, the present author thinks that Eddyõs own peculiar 
Neoplatonism and immaterialism prevented her from seeing two 
realities at the same time. If she had not adopted her unwavering 
view, Eddy, too, might have been able to concede that Being exists 
in immortality at the same time that being exists in mortality. 
Requisite to such a view is an unwavering commitment to the 
sacrificial atonement of Christ Jesus at the same time that one is 
open to metaphysical theory. Without such commitment and 
openness, one cannot see two things at once or as a stereoscopic 
unity. 
 
Aristotle understood that any change requires: 1) an object that has 
the capacity to change, 2) a change agent, and 3) an instrument by 
which means the change agent causes change (Physics, VIII.5, p. 
202). Of course, Aristotle did not understand: 1) that Lucifer was 
the change agent and temptation was Luciferõs instrument for the 
fall of eternal souls from immortality to mortality; or 2) that Christ 
Jesus is the change agent and the shed blood of Christ Jesus is the 
instrument for the return of eternal souls from mortality to 
immorality. 
 
Aristotle postulated that a first agent of change must itself be 
unchanging. Although Aristotle was a pantheist, he acknowledged 
that this first agent of change must be Deity (also referred to by 
Aristotle as the Prime Mover, the Primary Mover, the First Mover, 
and the First Principle). Perhaps the so-called immortal Greek and 
Roman gods influenced Aristotleõs pantheistic and narrow views on 
Deity. Perhaps Aristotleõs subconscious belief in the supremacy of 
matter influenced such views as well. 
 
Aristotle did not know that the eternal first agent of change is the 
eternal last agent of change, and that these are the same agent ñ 
which is to say, the Creator-God: the divine Intelligence and 
Supraconsciousness of the Whole Universe as well as the God of 
the Holy Bible. Aristotleõs conclusion that òthe primary kind of 
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change is movement, that is, change of placeó(Physics, VIII.7, p. 
212) unwittingly provides Christian metaphysicians with insight 
that the first change in immortals who fell because of their newly-
developed iniquity was, in fact, a type of movement, or change of 
place, from the state of immortality to the state of mortality. 
 
Aristotle also unwittingly provided language for the Christian 
metaphysician to describe the ascendancy of the saved eternal soul 
as it figuratively wafts in return to its Creator-God: òAnything 
which is coming into being is incomplete, and is in progress 
towards its causeó(Physics, VIII.7, p. 212). And to those who might 
erroneously conclude that Good and Evil are in unity in the scheme 
of things, Aristotleõs language has great bearing on the separation 
of the two when he wrote: òOpposites, however, are different in 
species and do not constitute a unity; and the distinctions 
mentioned are differentiae of placeó(Physics, VIII.7, p. 217). In 
other words, Good and Evil are separate and in different places. 
This provides a solid argument against the erroneous conclusion in 
Daoist metaphysics that a yin and a yang co-exist harmoniously in 
the same oneness reality. 
 
The last summary statement that the present author shall use from 
Aristotleõs Physics before he turns to Aristotleõs Metaphysics is that 
òthe eternal first agent of change has no magnitude, and is located 
at the outer edge of the universeó(Physics, VIII.10, p. 227). This 
language is in total agreement with what the present author has 
proposed concerning the dimensionless nature of eternity and 
Deity and the representation of the physically observable universeõs 
relationship to the spiritually observable universe, which 
relationship is depicted in Figure One of this book. 

2.4.1.2  Aristotleõs The Metaphysics 

Aristotleõs Metaphysics is definitely a book for thinkers. As with his 
Physics, it is important to inform readers and listeners that the 
present author has applied concepts and terminology from 
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Metaphysics in somewhat different contexts than intended by 
Aristotle. In other words, the present author has used Aristotelian 
concepts and language labels that have utility for a discussion on 
intelligent evolution. 
 
Cause, or what might be thought of as reason for existence, is very 
important to Aristotleõs Metaphysics. Aristotle distinguished 
between the skilled person and the òmerely experiencedó person 
based on oneõs knowledge of cause. He stated that òthe skilled 
know the cause, whereas the experienced do notó(Metaphysics, 
Alpha 1, p. 5). From this, Aristotle deduced that òthe skilled can, 
whereas the merely experienced cannot, teachó(Ibid.) . Applying 
this to the paradigm of intelligent evolution, it is the skilled person, 
not merely the fact-based person, who can put his or her 
understanding of cause to work for elucidating the Creator-Godõs 
teleological cause of Homo sapiens as the reason for all 
evolutionary change culminating in the emergence, appearance, 
and form of that species. Aristotle concluded that òwisdom is 
knowledge having to do with certain principles and causesó 
(Metaphysics, Alpha 1, p. 6). According to the present author, 
wisdom for a human being is the ability to see through to the 
spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe while one is still 
in the physically observable universe. And without the Creator-
Godõs Holy Spirit residing within oneõs soul, it is impossible to see 
through to obtain spiritual wisdom. Seeing through to eternity also 
requires doing the Will of the Creator-God. Such seeing through is 
sight unimpeded by carnal consciousness. 
 
Aristotle posited, and the present author concurs, that òtheoretical 
knowledge is more capable of teaching [about the science of] 
causesó(Metaphysics, Alpha 2, p. 8, brackets mine). Aristotle then 
wrote what Eddy could have penned: 1) òFor this science must be 
theoretical of the primary principles and causesó(Metaphysics, 
Alpha 2, p. 8); and 2) òsuch a scienceé would be that which a god 
would most choose [because] that is the one of the sciences that is 
divineó(Metaphysics, Alpha 2, p. 9, brackets mine). Concerning 
this topic, Aristotle concluded: òWe have, then, said what the 
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nature is of the science that we are seeking and what the end is at 
which the search should aim and the whole methodó(Metaphysics, 
Alpha 2, p. 10). In other words, according to Aristotle, the nature of 
the science, or philosophy, sought is divine (i.e., divine science) ñ 
of which First Philosophy, or metaphysics, is the most important. 
According to Aristotle, First Philosophy, or metaphysics, is the 
study of First Principle, or God. (Thus, First Philosophy is also 
theology.) 
 
Concerning the notion of intelligent evolution, although the 
capacity for change is found in living substance (in this case, 
protoplasm), òit cannot be that the substrate forces itself to 
changeó(Metaphysics, Alpha 3, p. 14). Aristotle acknowledged the 
belief that òmind was present in the universe, as in the animals, 
and that this was the cause of order in natureó(Ibid., p. 15). From 
these two preceding statements, we gain greater insight into the 
nature of the teleological cause for Homo sapiens. 
 
In the fourth section of his first discourse in Metaphysics, Aristotle 
acknowledged Empedoclesõ contribution to philosophy that òlove 
is the cause of all good things and strife [is the cause] of bad 
thingsó ñ which therefore implies that ògood itself is the cause of 
all good thingsó(Metaphysics, Alpha 4, p. 17). Aristotle also 
acknowledged Anaxagorasõ contribution of òmind as a device for 
the making of the cosmosó(Ibid.) ñ hence the conclusion that the 
presiding principle and teleological cause of the entire cosmos are 
in a universal Mind. 
 
Over the past two millennia, philosophy has been especially 
undervalued by many Christian people. Aristotle stated that òthe 
study of truth is called philosophyó and òtruth is the aim of 
theoretical thought as action is of practical thoughtó(Metaphysics, 
Alpha the Lesser.1, p. 44). His comment that òwe do not know the 
truth without [knowing] the causeó(Ibid. , brackets mine) directly 
applies to religious and spiritual living because human beings 
cannot know the truth without first knowing the Primary Cause. 
Human beings must come to recognize the one true and only real 
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Creator-God as the Primary Cause as well as the First and Final 
Cause. Christian people must never be afraid to search for depth in 
meaning behind the truths of the Holy Bible. 
 
Philosophy should be important to all Christian people in order to 
have discussions about moral and ethical issues. It is too simplistic 
to castigate certain acts as representative of moral relativism and, 
therefore, as ònon-Christianó when one has not thought thoroughly 
through the reasoning behind the acts. For example, to believe that 
all murder is wrong except for assassinating someone like Adolf 
Hitler ideally requires dialectical contributions from both sides of 
such an equation before a decision is made to endorse such an act, 
refrain from endorsing it, condemn it, or refrain from condemning 
it. 
 
When Pontius Pilate asked Christ Jesus if he were a king, Christ 
Jesus responded: òTo this end was I born, and for this cause came 
I into the world, that I should bear witness to the truth,ó and 
òeveryone that is of the truth hears my voiceó(John 18:37 KJV 
Paraphrase). Because he was not grounded in Messianic 
expectancy, Pontius Pilate could only respond with the rhetorical 
question òWhat is truth?ó(John 18:38 KJV) Like all other people 
who have not hoped for Christ, waited for Christ, recognized 
Christ, and accepted Christ, Pilate could not recognize truth 
enough to trust in it. For Pilate and so many others like him, there 
can only be philosophical conundrums when Christ Jesus is not 
known as Savior to them. Without Christ Jesus, people are òever 
learning but never able to be brought to the knowledge of the 
truthó(2 Timothy 3:7 KJV Paraphrase). Theoretical expeditions like 
Intelligent Evolution can only be fruitful if one is grounded in the 
knowledge of Christ Jesus as Savior, only-begotten Son of God, and 
God Incarnate. 
 
If one is grounded in the knowledge of Christ Jesus, truth new to 
the learner should be sought ñ not truth that is contradictory to 
the truth in the Holy Bible, but truth that is complementary to it. In 
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order to learn new truth, one must regress13 to the primary cause, 
the first cause, the eternal cause, the teleological cause, and the 
final cause (all one and the same), knowing the Creator-God 
Himself by understanding who He is through what He is doing.  
 
That Christ Jesus is referred to in the Holy Bible as the Logos has 
significantly more meanings in addition to Word, Principle, 
Thought, and Speech because the Greek verb from which Logos is 
derived not only means òto speak or sayó but also òto collect or 
gather.ó Christ Jesus is the spoken Word of the Creator-God that 
not only creates but also gathers together that which was fallen and 
lost. Everyone who accepts Christ Jesus as Redeemer is re-created, 
born anew, and gathered into the Body of Christ. In other words, as 
Christ Jesus re-creates in salvation, he gathers in, or harvests, fallen 
souls who are no longer lost because they are now saved. 
 
Regressing to the primary cause, the first cause, the eternal cause, 
the teleological cause, and the final cause (all one and the same), 
we bend back in the continuum of relative space-time to 
understand the Creator-God as Prime Mover, Primary Existent 
One, and Divine Cause. Aristotle pronounced truth when he stated 
that òit is impossible that the primary existent, being eternal, [can] 
be destroyedó(Metaphysics, Alpha the Lesser.2, p. 46, brackets 
mine), and òwe are thought to know when we have cognition of the 
causesó(Ibid., p. 47). Relating this to the paradigm of intelligent 
evolution, we can only really know something when we learn to 
know Christ Jesus, who is the Cause of all-that-is. And we are led to 
trust the conclusion that, because the Creator-God cannot be 
destroyed, then the Destroyer (Satan or the Fallen Lucifer) can only 
destroy himself and those who belong to his destruction. 

                                                 
13 Throughout this book, regress ƳŜŀƴǎ άǘƻ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ōŀŎƪǿŀǊŘΣέ regressing 
ƳŜŀƴǎ άǊŜŀǎƻƴƛƴƎ ōŀŎƪǿŀǊŘΣέ ŀƴŘ regression ƳŜŀƴǎ άǘƘŜ ŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǊŜŀǎoning 
ōŀŎƪǿŀǊŘΦέ Regress, regressing, and regression are related to teleology by 
working backward from all that currently exists to the First and Final Cause of 
everything that is Good: the creative Logos, divine Principle, and spoken Word. 
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Conversely, if òthe created arise from the creatoró(Ibid., p. 46), 
then all who have returned to the Creator-God through Christ Jesus 
cannot be destroyed. If the reader of Intelligent Evolution 
understands what is posited in this book, then he or she is 
becoming a knower of truth because, as stated by Aristotle, òthe 
learner is the becoming knoweró(Ibid., italics mine). òFor now we 
[who are in corporeality] see through a glass darkly; but then 
[when we are fully restored to immortality, we shall see the truth of 
Christ Jesus] face to face: now I know in part; but then shall I know 
even as also I am knownó(1 Corinthians 13:12 KJV Paraphrase, 
brackets mine). 
 
Aristotle stated that the science of substance, or the science of 
essence, is the science of the primary causes, against which all 
other sciences are to be measured. In other words, all other 
sciences are of lesser value than metaphysics, or divine science. 
And, in that òall actions involve movementó(Metaphysics, Beta.2, 
p. 60), we may deduce that all cosmic, biological, and 
consciousness evolutionary changes, regardless of other factors, 
constitute metaphysical movement from the actions of the Creator-
God, the Primary Mover, across the skeins of relative time. 
 
Aristotle acknowledged that the absurdities in anthropomorphism 
are illustrated when people believe that, of sensible objects (i.e., 
physical objects), òsome are eternal and some perishable.ó He 
stated that, in doing so, people are òmaking the same sort of 
mistake as those who say that there are gods but that they are in 
the form of men: For they are doing nothing else than positing 
eternal men [i.e., eternal human beings], and these thinkers are not 
positing forms but eternal sensibles [i.e., physical beings]ó 
(Metaphysics, Beta.2, pp. 62-63, brackets mine). In other words, 
the concept of immortal mortals is as absurd as the concept that 
the essence of ideas is perceived by the physical senses. 
 
As you, the reader or listener, will come to understand ever more 
fully, all four metaphysicians covered in Intelligent Evolution  
exercised rational argumentation. Therefore, in that all four of 
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them gave evidence of superior thinking by using it, rational 
argumentation is one of the techniques that you should be looking 
to develop from studying this book ñ which techniques include 
induction, deduction, regression, logic, syllogism, affirmation, and 
refutation to lay the groundwork for conceptual understanding.  
 
Using the language of Aristotle, one should look to lay the 
groundwork for the conceptual understanding of insensible objects 
through extra-sensory, supra-sensible, or hyper-sensible 
perception. To be sure, such searching is more Platonic than 
Aristotelian. And, although rational argumentation can help you to 
gain insights, implications, and applications, rational argumenta-
tion cannot convince other people of anything unless the Creator-
Godõs Holy Spirit convicts them of its validity (when they are ready 
and willing to be convicted). 
 
Without having studied the Tanakh (the Hebrew Bible), Aristotle 
was able to say that òthose who do not eat the nectar and ambrosia 
[of the gods] are born mortaló(Metaphysics, Beta.4, p. 68, brackets 
mine). To be sure, Aristotleõs understanding is consistent with the 
Genesis account of the fall of Adam and Eve from immortality to 
mortality and the Creator-Godõs prohibition of their eating fruit 
from the tree of Life in Eden. Aristotleõs recognition of this truth is 
more than just coincidence. Aristotleõs metaphysical insight 
illustrates that truth is seen as truth by those who are open to 
seeing it. For the sake of clarification here, the food of immortals is 
never the food of mortals and, conversely, the food of mortals is 
never the food of immortals. (The primary reason that Christ Jesus 
ate after his resurrection was to demonstrate to his followers that he 
was not a ghost, spirit, or illusion.) 
 
Aristotle asked the question òHow is it that from imperishable 
things perishable things should come?ó(Metaphysics, Beta.4, p. 70)  
He added: òBut indeed if unity itself and being itself exist, then 
there is a great puzzle how there will be anything apart from 
themó(Ibid., p. 71). Like Eddy, Aristotle ignored the effects of an 
Adamic Fall. In Aristotleõs case, he was certainly aware of the 
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mythological effects of opening Pandoraõs box, but he simply had 
not been properly educated about the Adamic Fall from a Biblical 
perspective. In contrast, Eddy chose to ignore the Adamic Fall 
because, in the present authorõs estimation, that was her greatest 
insult to its cause as well as to its effects, and because she believed 
that evidence of the Fall could not exist in the spiritually, or 
metaphysically, observable universe (using the present authorõs 
terminology), especially if one viewed it as unaltered from the 
effects of Satan, or, in Eddyõs words, mortal mind. To be sure, 
Eddy would have agreed with Aristotleõs quote of Parmenides that 
òit is necessary that all things are one and that this is beingó(Ibid., 
italics mine). From the present authorõs perspective, all questions 
are eventually answered, all puzzles are eventually solved, and all 
discrepancies are eventually reconciled when we personally know 
the Creator-God through Christ Jesus, the Cause of all-that-is. That 
Aristotle described the role of potentiality in relationship to cause 
allows the inquiring Christian to extrapolate that the potentiality of 
souls to receive salvation is the sole teleological cause, reason, and 
purpose for the biological evolution of Homo sapiens: The species 
Homo sapiens exists to provide opportunities for salvation and 
eternal redemption to souls fallen from immortality to mortality. 
 
According to Aristotle, the science of being is First Philosophy, the 
study of the causes and principles of being as being (òbeing qua 
beingó) ñ which expression is just another way of referring to 
òbeing by virtue of itselfó and òbeing of, in, and through itself.ó 
Aristotle stated that òthe science [i.e., First Philosophy] we have 
specified must also cognize the opposites of the things that we 
have mentioned, the other, the dissimilar and the unequal and such 
other things as are spoken of either in relation to one of these or in 
relation to plurality and the oneó(Metaphysics, Gamma.2, p. 83, 
italics and brackets mine). We can infer from Aristotleõs position, 
then, that Eddy actually substantiated the existence of mortal 
mind, mortal man, and error because she argued against their 
existence and because she invented her own language labels for 
them: One does not name and give methods for combating what 
does not exist. For example, if the present author argued against 
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the existence of Evil, the present author would actually give assent 
to its existence even though he wished to demonstrate its non-
existence. In truth, in doing so, the present author really would 
want to argue that there is a power greater than the power of Evil 
ñ even though he was seeking to negate its potency. In other 
words, when we say that Evil does not exist, we are actually 
cognizing the opposite of Good (that is, Evil) as we try to treat its 
effects. Thus, when arguing that mortal mind, mortal man, and 
error do not exist, we substantiate that they do exist even if we do 
not wish to grant them the status of being. Aristotle was correct in 
claiming that òit is not possible to say truly at the same time that 
the same thing both is and is not a manó(Metaphysics, Gamma.4, 
p. 92). In application, saved human beings cannot be immortal 
beings and mortal beings at the same time; they must be one or the 
other. (It is the position of the present author that all saved human 
beings become immortal beings when they are saved even though 
they are still in corporeality.) Likewise, unsaved human beings 
cannot be immortal beings and mortal beings at the same time; 
they must be one or the other. (It is the position of the present 
author that all unsaved human beings are mortal beings.) To be 
sure, all souls are eternal regardless if they are immortal or mortal. 
 
It is somewhat ironic that arguing against, refuting, or denying the 
existence of something actually affirms its existence. Casting out 
demons, healing people of illnesses, and quelling stormy seas, 
Christ Jesus offered no argument against their existence. Christ 
Jesus did not refute or deny that negative conditions existed. 
Rather, he affirmed the existence of Evil, sickness, and inclement 
weather as he rebuked them. Christ Jesus did not heal people of 
illnesses that did not exist; there would have been nothing 
miraculous in doing that. In truth, rather than denying the 
existence of Evil and sickness, Christ Jesus affirmed not only that 
they existed but that there also existed a power that had absolute 
sway over Evil and sickness. Because the Creator-God was, and is, 
the source of his power, and because he was òGod in the fleshó      
(1 Timothy 3:16 KJV Paraphrase), Christ Jesus used his power to 
command wholeness, health, and peace into existence. That Christ 
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Jesus said that Jairusõ daughter was only sleeping when everyone 
knew that she was already dead was done for the purpose of 
teaching human beings that they should òhave no confidence in 
the fleshó(Philemon 3:3 KJV) and, therefore, not trust appearances. 
In other words, there is a reality greater than corporeality and the 
maladies to which it subscribes. 
 
Concerning natural science (more properly called natural 
philosophy for Aristotleõs time), Aristotle stated that òthere is a 
science higher than natural scienceó and ònatural science is a kind 
of philosophy, but it is not First Philosophyó(Metaphysics, 
Gamma.3, p. 87, italics mine). In other words, Aristotle taught that 
metaphysics is of primary importance and that natural science, or 
natural philosophy, is less important than metaphysics. Although 
the reader of, or listener to, Intelligent Evolution needs to 
understand natural science (just as the geologist Charles Lyell and 
the naturalist Charles Darwin gathered facts and made 
observations on nature and natural history), the reader or listener 
primarily needs to understand metaphysics in order to comprehend 
the spiritual First Cause, or First Principle, of intelligent evolution 
in order to make complete sense of the physical causes and 
principles that gave pulse to the various stages of cosmic evolution, 
biological evolution, and consciousness evolution. 
 
In most instances, Aristotle wrote about the perception of sensible 
things (that is, physical objects) and not about the discernment of 
spiritual things. The present author believes that there really was 
no dichotomy ñ and, therefore, no real dilemma ñ for Aristotle 
between the visible and invisible realms (at least none that Aristotle 
would directly acknowledge). Modern students of Aristotleõs 
writings must be careful not to attribute to Aristotle, or read into 
his writings, contemporary understanding from the thinking of 
others that occurred after Aristotleõs death. Although the present 
author has read beyond what Aristotle wrote in order to apply 
Aristotleõs concepts and language labels to contexts other than 
those intended by Aristotle (in particular, to the paradigm of 
intelligent evolution), the present author has not attributed to 
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Aristotle what Aristotle himself did not understand, have 
knowledge of, or wrote about. 
 
The following two statements are not contradictory to one another: 
1) The Creator-God created everything that exists (excluding Evil, 
demons, iniquity, and sin). And 2) Logos-driven evolution is 
responsible for cosmic, biological, and consciousness develop-
ments across all relative time and relative space. In addition to 
Supreme Being, the hyphenated word Creator-God describes a self-
existent force and cause. But the word evolution does not describe 
a force or cause. Evolution is a noun that describes a process 
impelled by a force or cause, but evolution, in itself, is not a force 
or cause. In fact, evolution is a process that has been shepherded, 
one step at a time, by the Great Shepherd. Evolution did not guide 
itself. Evolution has no consciousness of its own although it was 
designed by consciousness-in-itself, the Supraconsciousness of the 
Creator-God. 
 
Metaphysical language is the language of ideas. Regardless if the 
Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit uses words, images, or actions to speak 
to us, the Creator-God communicates to all of His created, both in 
H eaven and on Earth, using ideas. When the Creator-God shares 
Hi s ideas with people on Earth, hopefully they listen and ponder. 
And when we share our ideas with the Creator-God, His 
amusement is kindled because our ideas are so deficient in 
comparison to what is seen and understood by His people in 
H eaven. The Creator-God has spoken His ideas into existence in 
the physically observable universe through the process of 
intelligent evolution. That is why His people on Earth need 
Christian metaphysics to understand the cause, reason, purpose, 
and principle behind the sweep of His hand and the utterance of 
His mouth. Without thinking metaphysically, it would be 
impossible for us to understand the intricacies of what the Creator-
God has created and made. To be sure, when we are genuinely 
thinking intelligently in accord with His Will, we are reflecting the 
Creator-Godõs complete image and perfect likeness. 
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Aristotle acknowledged that both presence and privation òare 
causes as sources of processó(Metaphysics, Delta.2, p. 116). This 
idea certainly has application to the process of intelligent evolution 
in which the presence or absence of multiple factors impacts 
significantly on natural selection in both microevolution as well as 
macroevolution. Aristotle added that òa principle of change or 
process in this way is said to be a potentialityó(Metaphysics, 
Delta.12, p. 131). Applying this to the paradigm of intelligent 
evolution, we can unequivocally state that every cell has the 
potential to become any other cell over relative time and relative 
space. Thus, from a metaphysical standpoint, not only is a stem 
cell totipotent in an individual (depending on conditions present or 
absent, of course) but also each cell is totipotent on an evolutionary 
scale of change (again, depending on the conditions present or 
absent). Biologists understand that viruses cannot be changed into 
cells because viruses are not now, nor have they ever been, cells 
(perhaps they were once parts of cells, but they were never entire 
cells). Aristotle would explain that this ònon-potentiality [of 
viruses] is a privation of potentialityó(Ibid., p. 133, brackets mine). 
(The present author again reminds the reader or listener that he is 
simply borrowing concepts and language labels to help further 
explain metaphysically what is understood empirically today ñ in 
this far future after Aristotleõs death.) Although some viruses and 
bacteria have emerged after the origin of Homo sapiens, no virus or 
bacterium has replaced Homo sapiens as the last teleological rung 
on the evolutionary ladder. 
 
The present author concurs with Aristotle that First Philosophy 
(First Science), or metaphysics, is really theology in addition to 
wisdom. If only Christians could look at their own personal 
theologies as philosophies based on their understanding of the 
Holy Bible, they would have a much easier time discussing with 
others the significance of what they hold to be true and what they 
hold not to be true. They would feel less threatened and be better 
able to dialogue with others about their personal belief systems: 
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For who can doubt that if there is Divinity anywhere in the 
universe, then it is in the nature studied by First Science that 
It is to be found. And it is also for [this] Supreme Science to 
study the Supreme Genus [Deity]. And contemplative study 
is to be chosen above all other sciences, but it is this First 
Science of Theology that we must prefer to all other kinds 
[of science, including mathematics and natural science] 
even [above] contemplation. [brackets mine]   
                    Metaphysics, Epsilon.1, p. 155
      

 
The crux of the dilemma between natural science and metaphysics 
is articulated in Aristotleõs Metaphysics when he posited the 
following for himself as well as for his readers: 
 

Either (a) there is no other substance beyond those 
furnished by nature, in which case the science of nature [i.e., 
natural science] is the First Science, or (b) there is some 
Substance that is without change, and, if (b) is true, then 
that Substance is prior to all others and the science of it is 
First Philosophy [i.e., metaphysics] ñ and such a science is 
universal just because it is first. [brackets mine]  
           Metaphysics, Epsilon.1, p. 156
     

 
Do accidents happen in intelligent evolution? Yes, but they are not 
determinants of the emergence, survival, sustainability, or 
thrivability of the teleological cause or end. To be sure, one should 
ask a different question: òIf the outcomes of chance are foreknown 
by the Creator-God, do accidents really happen?ó The present 
author believes that Aristotle would weigh in on that question as 
follows: because òthere is no science of [the accidental]ó 
(Metaphysics, Epsilon.2, p. 160), accidents really cannot be studied 
as a whole but, rather, one at a time and, as a result, their impacts 
can only be studied one at a time. Thus, there is no science to 
accidents in intelligent evolution. 
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Only the mind that is in Christ Jesus is able to distinguish between 
and among: 1) what is really true, 2) what we would like to be true 
but is not, and 3) what is unreal but appears to be true. As 
indicated previously in Intelligent Evolution , Aristotle understood 
that an affection of the mind is something that the mind only 
desires to be true and, therefore, has a predisposition, or bias, for it 
to be true. Without Christ Jesus in our lives as Savior and Sovereign 
King, we are untethered enough to easily convince ourselves that 
something is true because we would like it to be true or because it 
is presented to our senses and sensibilities as true. For these 
reasons, we must be careful in our exploration of the spiritually, or 
metaphysically, observable universe not to project onto it our own 
interpretations of it or accept someone elseõs interpretations of it. 
We must try to remain objective even though our own language 
labels inject subjectivity into how we describe what we discern and 
apprehend. 
 
Aristotle asked many questions that are germane to our discussion 
of intelligent evolution. Two of these questions include: 1) òAre 
there, or are there not, any substances besides the perceptible 
ones?ó and, if so, 2) òWhat is [their] mode of being?ó(Metaphysics, 
Zeta.2, pp. 171-172, brackets mine) For the physically observable 
universe, òit is matter that turns out to be [its] substanceó 
(Metaphysics, Zeta.3, p. 175, brackets mine). Although Aristotleõs 
writings are sometimes obtuse, pedantic, rambling, and tedious; 
and although Aristotle sometimes used trivial examples, the 
student of metaphysics can still dissect out one very important 
truth from them ñ which is that substance and essence are 
synonymous. Thus, for corporeality, the essence of the physically 
observable universe is its substance, matter; and, thus, for 
immortality, the essence of the spiritually observable universe is its 
substance, Spirit. So, the answer to Aristotleõs first question posed 
at the beginning of this paragraph is òYes, there are substances 
besides perceptible, or sensible, ones.ó And the answer to his 
second question posed at the beginning of this paragraph is òSpirit 
is the mode of being, or substance and essence, of the physically 
imperceptible substances in immortality and eternity.ó  
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Because the souls of saved fallen created beings have become 
immortal again (although souls lost their immortality at the time of 
the Adamic Fall, they never lost their eternality), such immortal 
beings are able to come to know what the unsaved cannot know as 
long as they remain unsaved. (All unsaved have the potential to be 
saved unless they are already beyond reclamation because they 
have blasphemed the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit by saying that the 
Holy Spirit is the author of Evilõs lies.) 
 
Although a thing is not identical with its cause, òa thing must be 
identical with its essenceó(Metaphysics, Zeta.6, p. 185). Thus, 
although saved souls are not the Creator-God (even though they 
have been re-made in His complete image and perfect likeness), 
they are nevertheless identical with His essence ñ meaning, they 
are one with Him and in Him through His Holy Spirit. So, 
although saved fallen souls will never become the Creator-God, 
they again possess the same essence as the Creator-God and are 
one with Him in this way. It is the hope of the present author that 
the religious reader or listener will clearly understand the benefits 
from using philosophy to answer difficult theological questions 
such as òUpon believing in Christ Jesus, how is it that we actually 
become one with the Creator-God?ó (The answer is òWe become 
one with the Creator-God through His substance or essence ñ
which is to say, His Holy Spirit.ó) 
 
Aristotleõs doctrine of immanent form in matter is in stark contrast 
to Platoõs theory of transcendent Forms in intelligible substance (or 
Spirit). For Plato, Forms are non-material and abstract ñ 
nonetheless substantial ñ ideas that constitute the essences of 
physical objects and physical qualities. Platoõs Forms provide the 
essential bases of the one true and only real spiritual reality. 
Physical objects may be grasped by oneõs hand, but Forms can only 
be grasped by oneõs imagination as ideas. However, Forms are not 
products of oneõs mind. They are not products of oneõs mind 
because they have objective reality. For the present author, the 
spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe is the world of 
Platoõs Forms. For Aristotle, because of his pantheism, òit is 
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patently the case that there are no Formsó(Metaphysics, Kappa.1, 
p. 318). 
 
Platoõs Forms are in contrast to Aristotleõs òformsó (lower case f ), 
which are their physical counterparts. Both Plato and Eddy would 
say ñ if they used the same language labels ñ that physical 
òformsó are not real because they are merely outward appearances 
that belong to a shadow world rather than an ideal world.  
 
For Aristotle, there is only a sensible, or sensory, world. For Plato, 
there is only an intelligible extra-sensory, supra-sensible, or hyper-
sensible world connected to a corporeally sensible, or sensory, 
world that is an illusion. In opposition to Plato, Aristotle would 
claim that because Forms do not exist independently, they must be 
non-existent. Whereas Plato would claim that the evidence for 
Forms is intuitive based on the memory of a soul prior to its birth 
in human form, Aristotle would claim that the evidence for òformsó 
[in this case, physical appearances] is rational and òbased on 
principles of demonstrative reasonó(Metaphysics, Kappa.1, p. 317). 
For Plato, the Creator-God is transcendent, which means, in the 
language of the present author, that He is outside of the physically 
observable universe. For Aristotle, the Creator-God is immanent, 
which means that He permeates the physically observable universe. 
Unfortunately, people who create dichotomies like Plato and 
Aristotle are unable to comprehend that the following two 
statements do not require mutual exclusivity: 1) God transcends 
physical nature. And 2) God is immanent in physical nature. To be 
sure, it is in reconciling and blending these two together that 
permit one to understand the conceptual framework not only for 
intelligent design but also for intelligent evolution. The present 
author blends the previous two statements into the following 
statement: God transcends physical nature at the same time that 
He is immanent in physical nature through His intelligent design 
and evolution of it. 
 
For Aristotle, òthe definition [of something] is an accountó 
(Metaphysics, Zeta.10, p. 201, brackets mine). This provides a 
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useful tool to help us define the Creator-God through the account 
of Him that we find in the Holy Bible. An account of what the 
Creator-God has done, is doing, and will do helps us to define 
Him; and, by defining the Creator-God, we get to know Him. The 
Creator-God is not indefinable. In fact, all saved people personally 
know the Creator-God by knowing Christ Jesus, their Savior 
through the blood he shed at Calvary. 
 
In stating that òsome matter is perceptible but some intelligibleó 
(Metaphysics, Zeta.11, p. 208), Aristotle laid the conceptual 
groundwork for understanding the unseen invisible of physical 
nature and matter vis-à-vis the atoms of elements. Although 
Aristotle did not discover the atom, he speculated as to its 
existence. 
 
In many instances, human beings need to be able to conceptualize 
what it is they are looking for in order to find it. This was certainly 
true for discovering the atoms of elements as well as their 
subatomic particles. And it is true for discovering initial events in 
the Big Bang that occurred almost fourteen billion years ago 
during the formation of the physically knowable universe. 
Especially applicable here is Aristotleõs statement: òThis is in any 
case part of our purpose in trying to frame definitions for 
perceptible substances. After all, it is really up to physics and 
Second Philosophy to give us a theory of perceptible 
substancesó(Metaphysics, Zeta.11, p. 209). In the words of the 
present author, although it is up to Christian metaphysics to give 
us theories of cosmic evolution, biological evolution, and 
consciousness evolution, it is not up to Christian metaphysics to 
delineate the roles that specific physical forces play in elemental, 
chemical, atomic, and subatomic interactions. Metaphysicians 
leave that delineation to physicists and, in the words of Aristotle, 
Second Philosophy. 
 
Although Aristotle did not consciously imply the existence of an 
independent world of Spirit, we can infer from his writings that he 
believed the world of Spirit existed, just not independently of 
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matter. Students of Aristotle can conclude that Aristotle believed in 
the fusion of the invisibly unseen to the visibly seen. In other 
words, Aristotle believed in composites of form and matter. For 
example, Aristotle believed that the human soul always manifests 
as flesh and blood in a òconjunction of body and souló 
(Metaphysics, Theta.7, p. 271). Aristotle did not conceptualize the 
human body and the soul separately. Because Aristotle did not 
perceive them to be separate, he was unable to conceptualize that 
souls also exist independently of corporeality and matter. 
 
Although Aristotle did not believe that matter is the primary 
substance, he did believe that òthere can be no doubt that [matter] 
is a substanceó(Metaphysics, Eta.1, p. 234, brackets mine) and òthe 
hallmark of all perceptible substances is the possession of 
matteró(Ibid.). Students of Aristotle can only conclude that he 
thought of substance, or essence, as a composite of matter and its 
physical attributes, including òform.ó 
 
Aristotleõs comparison and contrast of potentiality and actuality is 
germane to the study of intelligent evolution. Important related 
concepts reveal that: 1) physical things change because they have 
the capacity to change; 2) when physical things change, it is 
because they have come in contact with an agent of change; and   
3) when changed, physical things demonstrate their actuality. The 
application of these truths to intelligent evolution is that 
potentiality exists in animate beings to provide the platform for 
something else ñ specifically, other animate beings from genetic 
changes. That animate beings change over relative time and across 
relative space has resulted in biological evolution and 
consciousness evolution. Aristotle stated: òAbout such things, we 
can make a generalization: in all cases such a thing is potentially 
the next item in the seriesó(Metaphysics, Theta.7, p. 270). The 
evolution of species, however, does not mean that one species 
begins where another species ends. If that were true, there would 
only be members of final evolutionary events (i.e., the most recently 
emergent species) and no other species that helped give rise to 
them would be extant. 
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That òthe end is the actualityó is true for Homo sapiens because 
Homo sapiens has always been the Creator-Godõs desired physical 
end for cosmic, biological, and consciousness evolution. But there 
is a subsequent actuality that is even more desirable and that is the 
re-immortalization of the eternal soul through the shed blood of 
Christ Jesus, which is the Creator-Godõs desired spiritual end for 
biological evolution. In other words, human beings are not truly 
actualized (or re-immortalized) until they accept salvation through 
Christ Jesus. The shed blood of Christ Jesus provides the 
mechanism and instrument of entelechy (i.e., the realization of 
potential) for the eternal soulõs change from mortal to immortal, the 
immortal here both the soulõs original, or pre-fallen, form and the 
soulõs final, or post-fallen, form when saved. 
 
In his Metaphysics, Aristotle stated: òI think we have made the 
point: actuality has priority not only over potentiality but over every 
principle of processó(Metaphysics, Theta.1, p. 277). The conclusion 
of the present author is that understanding potentiality and 
actuality expands individual human consciousness. 
 
For Aristotle, a being is either inanimate or animate. For the 
present author, 1) a being is a living thing that has intelligence, 
consciousness, self-awareness, and free will; 2) a human being is a 
living thing with the characteristics just given that belongs to the 
genus and species of Homo sapiens; 3) an immortal being is a 
spiritual being whose eternal soul is in Heaven with the Creator-
God; 4) an immortal soul is one that has been saved and is either 
already in Heaven as an immortal being or will be in Heaven as an 
immortal being after its sojourn in corporeality ends; and 5) a 
mortal being is a spiritual being whose eternal soul is fallen and is 
either in corporeality or in incorporeality either waiting to be born 
or waiting to be judged. 
   
For the present author, intellect, or intelligence, denotes the 
capacity for learning in relationship to reasoning and memory; 
intellect, or intelligence, includes cognitive, emotional, physical, 
social, and spiritual awareness. In subtle contrast to intellect, or 
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intelligence, consciousness denotes awareness of oneõs self, or 
personal being, in relation to oneõs past surroundings, immediate 
surroundings, and perceived future surroundings; like intellect, or 
intelligence, consciousness includes cognitive, emotional, physical, 
social, and spiritual self-awareness. 
 
A newly-understood concept enlarges the consciousness of a 
person as well as the entire human race by virtue of the person 
belonging to the human race. Ideally, of course, a newly-
understood concept needs to be shared with at least one other 
person who then can carry its torch further. 
 
In its best application, Aristotleõs sound reasoning explains why a 
tri -unity of the Creator-God is difficult for many people to 
understand: 
 

Now there are several ways in which the one and the many 
are in opposition. One of these lies in the fact that the one 
and the many are opposed as indivisible and divisible. What 
is either divided or divisible is accounted for as a kind of 
plurality, whereas what is indivisible or not divided is said to 
be a unity.        
           Metaphysics, Iota.3, p. 293
       

 
To be sure, in order to understand the tri-unity of the Creator-God, 
students of Christian metaphysics must hold the whole Godhead 
while simultaneously attending to the Creator-Godõs three parts. 
Tri -unity here is not an oxymoron; because the tri-unity of the 
Creator-God does not oppose itself, the triune aspects of the 
Creator-God can be simultaneously and synchronously present. In 
contrast, Aristotle explained accurately that òit is only opposing 
things that cannot be simultaneously presentó(Metaphysics, Iota.5, 
pp. 300-301). 
 
Students of Aristotle need to be reminded that, according to 
Aristotle, First Philosophy, or metaphysics, is equivalent to 
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wisdom, theology, and ontology (i.e., the science of being, or the 
study of òbeing qua beingó). Unfortunately, many students of 
theology have completely separated philosophy from theology, 
which does the greater disservice to theology. For example, to a 
fault, Christian Science is a religion and not a philosophy because 
there is only one acceptable view to Christian Scientists and that 
view is the view of Mary Baker Eddy on how to interpret the Holy 
Bible. In a philosophy, different views may be compatible and 
different views may be held by one person at the same time. Eddyõs 
ultimate insult to Evil is to ignore it, ironically, at a cost to absolute 
truth in promotion of error. Unfortunately for its adherents, 
Christian Science is able to bury its mistakes, which then can be 
conveniently forgotten. 
 
Blending Aristotleõs First Philosophy  with Christian metaphysics 
enables humanity to come to an understanding that the ultimate 
end point is the saved soul of a human being. Aristotle stated: òAnd 
nothing lies beyond an end point. The end point is the extreme in 
all cases and comprises everything elseó(Metaphysics, Iota.4, p. 
296). In direct contrast to Platoõs and Eddyõs thinking, Aristotle 
also stated that òthere cannot be Forms of the kind that some 
suppose. For then there would be perishable man and imperishable 
Manó(Ibid., p. 314). Of course, Aristotleõs conclusion is incon-
sistent with Platonism, Neoplatonism, and authentic Christian 
metaphysics. 
 
Aristotleõs views included that metaphysics is the highest form of 
theoretical science because òin this, if anywhere, would we find 
divinityó(Metaphysics, Kappa.7, p. 335). Aristotle believed that 
òthere are three kinds of theoretical science: physics, mathematics, 
and theologyó(Ibid.) . 
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And the highest kind of science is the theoretical kind, and 
of theoretical sciences the highest is the last in our list 
[òtheologyó]. It has to do with the most valuable of the 
things that are, and it is the proper object of a science that 
determines its relative excellence. [brackets mine]  
            Metaphysics, Kappa.7, p. 335
         

 
Concerning the physically knowable universe, anything that is not 
essential for cosmic evolution, biological evolution, and 
consciousness evolution as they relate to the salvation of mankind 
ñ or even the salvation of one human being ñ is accidental and 
co-incidental. òSo the infinite must be present as an accidental 
feature [of perceptibles in the physically knowable universe]ó 
(Metaphysics, Kappa.10, p. 343, brackets mine). To be sure, all 
evolution is process and movement across relative time and relative 
space in the physically knowable universe. The opposite of such 
process and movement would be stasis, the antithesis of intelligent 
evolution (excluding homeostasis, of course). 
 
According to Aristotle, òsubstance is [the] primary constituentó of 
the physical universe (Metaphysics, Lambda.1, p. 355, brackets 
mine). Aristotleõs idea of generated matter and ungenerated matter 
fit well with Einsteinõs mathematical construct of mass-energy 
equivalence as  E = mc2 if we assume that Aristotleõs ungenerated 
matter represents energy. And Aristotleõs idea that òall things 
originally were in potentiality but not in actualityó(Ibid.) is in 
agreement with what existed within the first three minutes of the 
Big Bang ñ which is to say, just prior to the earliest 
nucleosynthesis of the simplest atoms. 
 
The following theological principle that Aristotle articulated may 
cause the student of Aristotelian thinking to wonder why Aristotle 
had so much difficulty with Platonism: 
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And God also has life; for the activation of thought is life, 
and He is that activation. His intrinsic activation is supreme, 
eternal life. Accordingly, we assert that God is a supreme 
and living being, so that to God belong life and continuous 
and eternal duration. For that is what God is.   
     Metaphysics, Lambda.7, p. 374
      

 
The present author believes that Aristotle would have had great 
difficulty with the concept of bioevolution because his philosophy 
required him to conclude that òthe primary thing is not the seed 
but the complete specimenó(Metaphysics, Lambda.7, p. 375). In 
other words, if asked whether the chicken or the egg came first, 
Aristotle would have answered that the chicken came before the 
egg because the chicken was created whole, intact, and sublime. 
To Aristotle, the henõs egg would not have been thought of as an 
actual chicken although it would have been thought of as a 
potential chicken. The present author believes that Aristotle was 
too focused on matter and its related definitions (which Aristotle 
was quite good at formulating) in order to be able to grasp or even 
imagine cosmic evolution, biological evolution, and consciousness 
evolution in relation to Deity (i.e., the Creator-God). Although 
Aristotle might have concluded that God is not dead, he probably 
would have concluded that God just may be asleep. To be sure, we 
must attribute some of Aristotleõs indecision to the unknowable 
nature of our Creator-God. However, this unknowability only exists 
when one does not know Christ Jesus or, at least, has no Messianic 
expectancy. 
 
The present author does not agree with Aristotle that òthinking is 
the most godlike of things in our experience,ó but the present 
author does agree with Aristotle that òabsolute thinking is the 
thinking of thinking ó(Metaphysics, Lambda.9, pp. 382 & 383). The 
high esteem given to thinking by Aristotle must be 
counterbalanced with the teaching of Christ Jesus that, for human 
beings, forgiving love alone approximates divine perfection 
(Matthew 5:43-48). Thus, unselfish love, and not thinking, is the 
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most godlike of things in our human experience, and love in 
forgiving others is the beginning of absolute and unselfish love. It 
is not our intellect that saves us; only the shed blood of Christ Jesus 
does that. 
 
Applicable to intelligent evolution, Aristotle stated: òTraditionally, 
the evolution of entities must be advanced before either the good or 
the fine make their entryó(Metaphysics, Nu.4, p. 445). In other 
words, cosmic evolution, biological evolution, and consciousness 
evolution had to reach certain levels of advancement before fallen 
souls could emerge as Homo sapiens and, thereby, be in the state 
and condition appropriate for meaningful salvation opportunities to 
be offered to them and accepted by them. The concept of 
intelligent evolution (in consciousness evolution) is even 
demonstrated in the Bibleõs gradual teaching of: 1) atonement,      
2) the remission of sins, and 3) blood sacrifice requirements by the 
Lord God Almighty. 
 
Finally, concerning Aristotle, not only do individual human beings 
require time to reach a level of development sufficiently mature 
enough to grasp the need for personal salvation, the entire human 
race requires time to reach a level of development sufficiently 
mature enough for Christ Jesus to return to Earth. (Please be 
assured that the Creator-God alone determines when Christ Jesus 
returns.) Unfortunately, òthe central doctrine of Aristotleõs 
Metaphysicsó is òthat the foundation of the world is natural 
substance and not some separate and ideal entityó(Lawson-
Tancred, Hugh in Metaphysics, Nu.6, p. 450). Indeed, Aristotle did 
not know that òno one can lay another foundation than that already 
laid, which is Christ Jesusó(1 Corinthians 3:11 KJV Paraphrase). 
 
Let us now explore the metaphysics of Immanuel Kant as it relates 
to intelligent evolution. 
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2.4.2  Insights, Implications, and Applications 
from Kant 

 
This section has been constructed primarily from the following two 
literary works of Immanuel Kant: 1) Prolegomena to any Future 
Metaphysics (1783) ñ referred to as Prolegomena in the present 
authorõs citations (the plural word Prolegomena means òintro-
ductory remarksó or òthe essentials.ó); and 2) The Metaphysical 
Foundations of Natural Science (1786) ñ referred to as 
Metaphysical Foundations in the present authorõs citations. 
 
In the two books just mentioned, Kant often uses the phrases a 
priori  and a posteriori relative to certain propositions (i.e., 
suppositions and judgments). Because those two phrases may not 
be known or understood by the readers of Intelligent Evolution , it 
is important to explain what they mean as well as their significance 
to this present work:       
 
 

2.4.2.1  a priori and a posteriori 
 
The phrase a priori is a Latin prepositional phrase with the 
preposition òaó meaning from, out of, based on, after, or by way of  
and the noun òpriorió meaning the former, the past, or the prior. In 
common usage, extended meanings of the phrase a priori  include: 
òfrom the past,ó òbased on oneõs prior knowledge,ó and òby way of 
past individual experience.ó 
 
According to Kant, the most substantive types of a priori 
propositions are synthetical, or expansive, a priori propositions. 
Here, the phrase a priori especially connotes theoretical, 
speculative, or intuited judgments, assumptions, hypotheses, 
statements, or ideas that have not yet been tested through 
additional factual study, analysis, and personal experience (and, 
perhaps, can never be tested). In other words, although synthetical 
a priori propositions may be assumed based on prior personal 
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knowledge and experience that have produced oneõs personal 
worldview and knowledge storehouse, they have not yet been 
proven by additional knowledge and experience and are, therefore, 
assumed as true without specific analysis and factual proof. (To 
Kant, because their truth is self-evident, these a priori judgments 
do not require factual investigation.) Kant would have it that 
knowledge òlying beyond experienceó is knowledge derived a 
priori ñ or, in other words, òfrom pure understanding and pure 
reasonó(Prolegomena, English translation, p. 13). 
 
As an English speaker (English is my L1, or native language) as 
well as a German speaker (German is my L2, or second language), 
the present author finds interesting the difference in the syntactical 
placement of the phrase a priori  within Kantõs original German 
and various English translations of his literary works. In German, 
the prepositional phrase a priori  is often used after its associated 
noun. For example: òSie ist also Erkenntnis a priori, oder aus 
reinem Verstande und reiner Vernunftó(Prolegomena, German 
original, p. 12). In the original German, a priori  functions as a 
prepositional phrase analogous in syntactical use to the 
prepositional phrases aus reinem Verstande and [aus] reiner 
Vernunft.  However, the same sentence is rendered by translators 
in English as: òIt is therefore a priori knowledge, coming from pure 
understanding and pure reasonó(Prolegomena, English translation, 
p. 13). The translators would have been more accurate to translate 
the sentence into English as: òIt is therefore knowledge a priori, or 
from pure understanding and pure reason.ó In the German, òor 
from pure understanding and pure reasonó defines a priori; in the 
English, òcoming from pure understanding and pure reasonó 
defines the entire noun phrase òa priori knowledge,ó which 
particular syntax makes for a slightly different nuanced meaning. 
 
One might call synthetical, or expansive, a priori propositions 
intuited suppositions, but that description adds another layer of 
complexity by implying the question òCan accessible a priori 
knowledge actually exist independent of oneõs personal 
experience?ó The present authorõs answer to that question is: òNo, 
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one must have at least some life experience and a storehouse of 
some knowledge to posit an untested hypothesis or a conclusion a 
priori.ó The operative word in the question posed is accessible. 
The present authorõs answer would have been òYesó if the question 
had been òCan inaccessible a priori knowledge actually exist 
independent of oneõs personal experience?ó 
 
Even if a person is susceptible, or sensitive, to receiving external 
images and ideas through invisible, spiritual, or psychic means, 
that person must still depend on conclusions made from his or her 
physical and/or mental past experiences to serve as a filter for 
mentally testing the authenticity and accuracy of the received 
images and ideas. It is also legitimate to ask if òpast experiencesó 
here might include experiences during oneõs current corporeal life 
only or by way of far memory ñ which is to say, soul memory from: 
1) previous incarnations; 2) past incorporeality (for example, during 
oneõs existence in between incarnations); or 3) intermittent 
incorporeality. Here, intermittent incorporeality includes out-of-
body experiences during astral projection, spiritual visions, 
supernatural revelations, profoundly deep psychic impressions, and 
trances14 induced by the Creator-God's Holy Spirit. 
 
In comparison to the phrase a priori, the phrase a posteriori is a 
Latin prepositional phrase with the preposition òaó meaning from, 
out of, based on, after, or by way of  and with the noun òposteriorió 
meaning the latter. Thus, an extended meaning of the phrase a 
posteriori  is òbased on experimentationó or òafter the facts are 
known.ó The phrase a posteriori connotes propositions, 
assumptions, hypotheses, statements, or ideas that have been 
proven, or tested, through factual study, analysis, and personal 
experience. Therefore, a posteriori conclusions have been 

                                                 
14  In the King James Version of the New Testament (Acts 10:10, 11:5, & 22:17), 
the word trance ƛǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ DǊŜŜƪ ǿƻǊŘ ˁˋˍʰˋʽˌ όŜƪǎǘŀǎƛǎύΦ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
words, a trance induced by the Creator-DƻŘΩǎ Iƻƭȅ {ǇƛǊƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ state of spiritual 
ecstasy. 
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individually proven, or tested, through specific analyses resulting in 
factual proofs. While an a priori  proposition may be someoneõs 
mere opinion tested only mentally through reasoned judgment or 
in oneõs imagination by way of conclusions made from past 
experiences, an a posterior proposition is someoneõs conclusion 
tested by experimentation, including qualitative analysis and/or 
quantitative analysis. 
 
Although some academics might disagree, understanding where 
experience fits in is at the heart of cognizing the intended meaning 
of the phrases a priori and a posteriori: a priori requires having 
prior experiences in order to make a hypothesis, and a posteriori  
requires having additional experiences designed to test (i.e., prove 
or disprove) a specific hypothesis. An example of usage for both 
phrases is herewith provided by the present author using Chapter 
One of the Apostle Paulõs Epistle to the Romans. The following 
discussion of Chapter One of Romans also provides an example of 
just how essential philosophical discussion is to garnering a more 
solid understanding of Scripture. (For the sake of clarity, the Holy 
Bible is the only real Scripture.) 
 
Chapter One of Romans alludes to some people having knowledge 
a priori about the Creator-God based entirely on their observations 
of His intelligent and miraculous designs of the cosmos and of 
animate matter (which knowledge is teleological): 
 

{19} That which may be known of God is manifest in these 
people because God has shown it to them. {20} Because the 
invisible things of God (even His eternal power and 
Godhead) are clearly seen and understood from the creation 
of the world through the things that have been made, such 
people are without excuse: {21} Although they knew God 
through His creation, they did not glorify Him as God and 
were not thankful to Him. As  a  result,  they  became vain in 
their imaginations, and their foolish hearts were darkened.
              Romans 1:19-21 KJV Paraphrase
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In other words, the Apostle Paul believed that people should be 
able to theorize, infer, or intuit a priori that there is a Creator-God 
based on the existence of what has been created. For these people, 
viewing what exists as a creation  presupposes that what exists has 
been created by a creator (i.e., a Supreme Being with conscious-
ness) as opposed to viewing it as the product of a series of chance 
actions and random events. Obviously, in contrast to what the 
Apostle Paul posited, if one already believes that all physicality and 
animate matter are results of a series of physical accidents, then one 
is less likely to theorize, infer, or intuit a priori that there is a 
Creator-God based on what exists because one does not believe 
that what exists has been created by a Supreme Being; instead, one 
believes that what exists has been òcreatedó ñ or, rather, made ñ 
from a series of random physical events. Unfortunately, the Apostle 
Paulõs conclusions do not address people whose worldviews 
purposely exclude Deity; thus, though not intentionally, the Apostle 
Paul left an understanding of such skepticism and the basis for a 
godless worldview to the philosophical explication and 
psychological discourse of others. In other words, a full discussion 
is required on how an atheistic belief system influences 
recognizing, or failing to recognize, the intelligent design of a 
Creator. 
 
In comparison to people who can only theorize, infer, or intuit that 
a Creator-God exists, authentic Christians are people who know 
that the Creator-God exists based on their personal experience with 
His only-begotten Son through their own individual salvation and 
conversion experience and through understanding exactly who 
Christ Jesus is by reading (or listening to) and comprehending the 
gospel message in the Holy Bible, especially the New Testament. 
Thus, authentic Christians have an a posteriori  knowledge of the 
Creator-God because they have experienced Him for themselves. 
(To be sure, Kant and many philosophers would disagree with this 
conclusion, especially with the way in which the present author has 
used the phrase a posteriori.) Authentic Christians know that the 
Creator-God exists, and they trust Him because they know that He 
exists through their personal experience. 
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Unable to rely on the Holy Bible and a personal conversion 
experience, Kant could only concede that one may òlook beyond 
this boundary [established by the world of appearances] to the Idea 
of a Supreme Beingó(Prolegomena, p. 110, brackets mine) in order 
to specifically theorize, infer, or intuit a Supreme Being through 
analogy: 
 

Thereby [consciousness] does not just invent a being, but, 
as beyond the sensible world there must be something that 
can be thought only by the pure understanding, determines 
that something [i.e., a Supreme Being] é only, of course, by 
analogy [to the sensible world]. [brackets mine]  
                                     Ibid.  
 
 

2.4.2.2  On the meaning of Science 
 

Of the two works mentioned at the beginning of the section 
entitled Insights, Implications, and Applications from Kant, the 
first one listed is the one more heavily relied upon by the present 
author. The long title of Kantõs Prolegomena to any Future 
Metaphysics is actually Prolegomena to any Future Metaphysics 
that will be able to emerge as Science (Prolegomena zu einer jeden 
künftigen Metaphysik, die als Wissenschaft wird auftreten 
können). Just as science was viewed differently from modern 
science during Aristotleõs time, so too was science viewed 
differently from modern science during Kantõs time. For that 
reason, an earlier sense of science is herewith provided: 
 
Some insights are gained when one looks up the word science in 
the 1828 edition of Noah Websterõs An American Dictionary of the 
English Language. There, the primary purport of science is given 
as òknowledge, or certain knowledge; the comprehension or 
understanding of truth or facts by the mind.ó Then, using that 
sense in example, Webster declares: òThe science of God must be 
perfect!ó Further, Webster states that the term science may be 
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applied to subjects òfounded on generally acknowledged truths, 
[such] as metaphysics.ó 
 
Let us now compare Websterõs 1828 etymology of the word science 
with the Hebrew and Greek words from which the word science 
has been translated in the 1611 King James Version (KJV) of the 
Holy Bible. Webster traced the English word science back to the 
Latin noun scientia ñ which comes from the Latin verb scio/scire, 
originally meaning òto discern or distinguish,ó only later taking on 
the sense òto know.ó Fortunately, for the Hebrew and Greek 
etymologist, the word science is used once in the Old Testament 
(Daniel 1:4 KJV) and once in the New Testament (1 Timothy 6:20 
KJV). The Hebrew word from which science has been rendered is 
mad·dä́  [H4093], which means òintelligenceó or òconsciousness.ó 
Stepping to the side and examining that Hebrew wordõs closely 
related heteronym ma·dü´·ah [H4069], primitive particle mä 
[H4100], and probable root word yä·dah́  [H3045], we may 
extrapolate the truer sense of the word science in its earliest usage 
in the English language as òthe discovering, discerning, and 
comprehending of the what, when, why, and how of beingó ñ 
where being would logically apply to both inanimate and animate 
matter and mean òexistence.ó Looking to the Greek New 
Testament, we find that the word science has been translated from 
gnƅ´-sős [G1108], a word that has the connotation of òinner 
knowledge,ó òknowledge not derived from the physical senses,ó or 
òknowledge derived from spiritual or a priori cognition.ó Thus, as 
with the Hebrew so with the Greek are we brought to an 
understanding of science as òthe spiritual sense or intellectual 
awareness of beingó ñ which is in close agreement with the 
definition for ontology as òthe science of being.ó 
 
As a side note, John Wycliffe (d. 1384), the first complete translator 
of the New Testament into English from St. Jeromeõs Latin 
Vulgate, chose the phrase òscience of healthó (contemporary 
English spelling is used here) instead of òknowledge of salvationó 
as found in the King James Version. Thus, Wycliffe rendered the 
prophecy of the priest Zacharias concerning the Messiah, Christ 
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Jesus, as òhe shall bring [the] science of health to his peopleó 
(Luke 1:77 Wycliffe). 
 
The word science did not always mean the systematized 
knowledge of physicality nor imply a multi-step process for 
investigation ñ which is now used in modern science and 
commonly thought of in terms of the scientific method applied to 
biology, chemistry, and physics as well as their convergent 
disciplines and their various extensions in applied areas (i.e., the 
applied sciences). Thus, in its earliest usage, the word science 
conveyed a different meaning than it does today. 
 
Paradoxically, there are many Christian fundamentalists today who 
would object to the use of the word òScienceó with òChristó or 
òChristianó at the same time that they would feel entirely 
comfortable in using the phrase òCreation Scienceó to describe 
their posited alternative to the theory of neo-Darwinian evolution. 
Moreover, those who might object to the nomenclature òChristian 
Scienceó would have no problem using the words theology and 
Christology. This is especially ironic since the suffix ðology means 
òstudy, or science, ofó and that, thus understood, theology may be 
defined as òthe Science of Godó and Christology  as òthe Science of 
Christ.ó 
 
 

2.4.2.3  On the meaning of Natural Science 
 
This section is included because the present author believes that 
many people today who hear or read the words nature and natural  
think only of observing wildlife in its immediate environment or in 
the world at large ñ in other words, viewing plants and animals in 
their natural habitats. However, nature and natural includes all 
inanimate matter as well as all animate matter. Thus, natural 
science includes not only the biological sciences but also the 
physical sciences and, therefore, any scientific study of the 
physically observable universe, or cosmos. 
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Some modern scientists tend to look at observational studies ñ 
like natural history and physical anthropology ñ as less than 
academic because all steps of the scientific method might not be 
immediately employed. However, the recording of pure 
observations on nature using the naked eye or using technology ñ 
like telescopes, light microscopes, transmission electron micro-
scopes, and scanning electron microscopes for cosmological, 
histological, and geological observations ñ are part of natural 
science as discovery science, or discovery-based science. To be 
sure, teachers of natural science often use an inquiry method  to 
generate interest in their students for the particular natural science 
they teach, which method begins with questions and hypotheses 
formulated after making multiple observations. 
 
Before the present author began to read Kantõs The Metaphysical 
Foundations of Natural Science (1786), he was hoping to extract 
some practical understanding about metaphysics and natural 
science that could be beneficial to twenty-first century learners. 
Unfortunately, there was little to be found in the book. Perhaps a 
more accurate title for Kantõs Metaphysical Foundations of Natural 
Science might have been Overarching Theoretical Principles of 
Motion. Indeed, metaphysics is used in Kantõs Metaphysical 
Foundations to represent laws of physics that were 
incomprehensible, unexplainable, and unknown during Kantõs 
lifetime but are now understood during the twenty-first century. So, 
Kantõs metaphysics in Metaphysical Foundations has nothing 
practical to offer with regard to understanding the unseen invisible 
either in spiritual reality or in a priori cognition. Kantõs 
Metaphysical Foundations has more to do with phenomenology 
than noumenology.15 Even Kantõs transcendentalism  has nothing 
to do with spiritual reality and everything to do with transcending, 

                                                 
15  Noumenology is the study of things-in-themselves, the causes of 
phenomena, and the nature, or essence, of being; phenomenology is the study 
of objects of direct experience τ which is to say, the manifestations of 
noumena.  
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or rising above, oneõs current understanding of physics. Kant lived 
during such a scientifically backward time that he did not even 
recognize chemistry as a natural science; he stated that òchemistry 
indeed should be rather termed systematic art than 
scienceó(Metaphysical Foundations, p. 8). Similarly, Kant believed 
that psychology was an art and not a science. 
 
Concerning what natural science and metaphysics are, Kant states: 
 

A rational doctrine of nature deserves the name of natural 
science only when the natural laws at its foundation are 
cognized a priori, and are not mere laws of experience.    
                 Metaphysical Foundations, p. 8 
 
Pure cognition of the reason from mere conceptions is called 
pure philosophy or metaphysicsé    
                 Metaphysical Foundations, p. 9
       

 
In other words, Kantõs a priori scientific knowledge has more to do 
with eureka, gestalt, and epiphany moments regressed, or derived 
by working backwards, from the sense-world ñ as well as with 
intuiting overarching natural laws governing matter ñ than with 
recognizing unseen governing principles of the Prime Mover, 
Deity, or Creator-God. 
 
For the present author, the question òDo you know what a cat is?ó 
has subsumed within it the following three separate questions: 
 

1.  Do you recognize the physical attributes of a cat? 
 
2. Do you understand a catõs behaviors relative to its 

personality, its instincts, and how it thinks? 
 
3.  Do you understand a priori what a cat is in the mind of 

the Creator-God through His intelligent evolution of it?
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For Kant, only the first two questions would have significance. The 
third question would be superfluous to Kant because it would 
require supernatural and, therefore, unobtainable knowledge. 
However, Kant would probably re-ask the third question as òCan 
we know the meaning of the cat-in-itself (die Katze an sich selbst) 
apart from a catõs physical appearances?ó 
 
For the student of Christian metaphysics, the following quote from 
Kant might show promise until the student realizes that, for Kant, 
soul  is only the elusive human mind studied by the nebulous òartó 
of psychology: 
 

Now Nature, in this sense of the word, has two main 
divisions in accordance with the main distinction of our 
sensibility, one of which comprises the objects of the outer, 
the other the object of the inner sense; thus rendering 
possible a two-fold doctrine of Nature: the DOCTRINE OF 
BODY and the DOCTRINE OF SOUL, the first dealing 
with extended, and the second with thinking , Nature [these 
two doctrines are also called òcorporeal doctrine and mental 
doctrineó on pp. 10-11 of the same work]. [brackets mine] 
                 Metaphysical Foundations, p. 7
    

 
As viewed by the present author, the primary lesson in Kantõs 
Metaphysical Foundations is that without the Creator-Godõs Holy 
Spirit residing in us as a result of our personal relationship with 
Christ Jesus, a priori knowledge and intuitions are merely 
generalizations, conceptualizations, theorizations, and speculations 
from the human mind; they are not the knowledge of truth 
imparted to us by the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit. However, in the 
true spirit of Christian metaphysics, a priori knowledge and reason 
are neither mere postulations nor speculations. To be sure, one 
cannot really investigate a priori sources without personally 
knowing the Source of all physical things, which Source is also the 
Source of all things-in-themselves (die Dinge an sich selbst) ñ and 
which Source is the Creator-God Himself. (The phrase òthings 
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themselvesó [die Dinge an sich] can be used interchangeably with 
òthings-in-themselvesó [die Dinge an sich selbst]). Although the 
meaning of things-in-themselves is neither supernatural nor 
esoteric for Kant, the meaning of things-in-themselves can be 
conceptually elusive for many beginning students of Kant. (See the 
discussion on noumena in Section 2.4.2.4 ñ entitled The Science 
of Metaphysics and the Metaphysics of Science.) 
 
In Metaphysical Foundations, Kant hinted at the definition of 
metaphysics, defining it only in Aristotelian terms. In Assumption 
Two of the Introduction to Intelligent Evolution , the present 
author stated that Immanuel Kant was an òagnostic and 
philosopher.ó Although Kant was an agnostic, he had been 
immersed culturally in Prussian Pietism. As a result, he had at least 
been exposed to major Christian concepts and principles about 
whose certainty he was, or had become, unsure. 
 
In many ways, Kantõs Metaphysical Foundations is a sketchy 
regurgitation of Aristotleõs Physics. To be sure, Kant is pitiable in 
this book for multiple reasons, including that, in his thinking, there 
is no room for spiritual insight and supernatural revelations. The 
theme of his book is also poorly explicated. Kant himself expressed 
on page 17 of Metaphysical Foundations that he did not have 
sufficient time to devote to its writing. This should be painfully 
obvious to its readers. 
           
   

2.4.2.4  The Science of Metaphysics and the Metaphysics of Science 
 

Although Kantõs Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science was 
articulated poorly, Kantõs Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics 
is eloquent. In his Metaphysical Foundations, Kant delivers on 
phenomenology but not on noumenology. In his Prolegomena, 
Kant delivers on both noumenology and phenomenology. 
 
For the sake of clarity, noumena (singular, noumenon) are the 
unseen things-in-themselves behind all phenomena (singular, 
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phenomenon) of physicality. (See also Footnote 15.) Kant is clear 
that, although we can recognize physical appearances through our 
experiences as well as potential experiences with material objects, 
we can never know their noumena, or their truer meaning(s), 
unless we are contemplating them by using pure reason or 
regressing (i.e., working backwards) analytically from the 
phenomena that represent them. 
 
To be sure, Kant is fundamentally Aristotelian in his thinking on 
metaphysics. In An Introduction to Volume One, the present 
author states that metaphysics is òthe branch of philosophy that 
includes the studies of being and reality (visible reality as well as 
invisible reality).ó For people who focus primarily on the 
supernatural and esoteric, òinvisible realityó might only refer to 
spiritual reality. In contrast, for people who focus primarily on the 
natural and exoteric, òinvisible realityó might only refer to 
intellectual understanding and reasoning in the mental sphere of 
generalizations, conceptualizations, theorizations, speculations, 
and intuitions. Of course, these two views do not need to be 
mutually exclusive; however, an òeither-oró view is maintained by 
many people relative to: 1) metaphysics, 2) how to define 
metaphysics, and 3) how to apply metaphysics. Thus, before you 
enter into a discussion on metaphysics with others it is best that 
you know their fundamental views on metaphysics before having 
the discussion. In other words, do they believe that the invisible 
reality of metaphysics is only spiritual, only mental, or both 
spiritual and mental? For Kant, òinvisible realityó refers only to 
pure understanding and pure reason in the mental sphere of 
generalizations, conceptualizations, theorizations, speculations, 
and intuitions. 
 
Because Kant is fundamentally Aristotelian in his thinking, what 
can we find in his Prolegomena that might be helpful in building a 
cohesive understanding of Christian metaphysics as it relates to 
science generally and intelligent evolution specifically? And, if 
Kantõs unique vocabulary itself was not intended to possess 
supernatural and esoteric meanings, what insights, implications, 
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and applications can we gain from the unique language in his 
Prolegomena to apply to intelligent evolution? 
 
Kant asked: òIf [metaphysics] be science, how is it that it cannot, 
like other sciences, obtain universal and lasting recognition?ó 
(Prolegomena, p. 3, brackets mine)  Kant answered his question by 
stating that, in metaphysics, there is òno standard weight and 
measure to distinguish sound knowledge from shallow talkó (Ibid., 
p. 4). Kant mused that if only we could make òthe connection of 
cause and effect (including [their] derivatives [of] force and 
action)ó (Ibid., p. 6, brackets mine) as well as other similar 
connections a priori, then there could be òa complete reform of the 
science [of metaphysics]ó (Ibid., p. 7, brackets mine). For the 
present author, the following fundamental question presents itself: 
òCan we attain metaphysics as a perfectly new science and way to 
understand the Creator-Godõs intelligent evolution without making 
it cultish?ó òYes, we canó is the present authorõs answer. 
 
In Prolegomena, Immanuel Kant contrasted his critical idealism to 
dogmatic idealism, skeptical idealism, and mystical idealism. As 
the present author sees it, these three contrasting idealisms default 
to cults of positivity, immaterialism (i.e., matter as illusion), and 
mystery religion when they are not grounded in the person of 
Christ Jesus. In comparison to these three idealisms, Kant called 
his idealism òcriticaló because his was an attempt to raise idealism 
to a scientific level ñ a level at which it did not exist before Kant 
(and often does not exist today). In doing so, Kant tried to establish 
a need for 1) principles, 2) theorems, and 3) steps in metaphysics in 
order for it to be properly called a science ñ a science not derived 
from experience but from pure understanding and pure reason. To 
this end, the present author uses the phrase scientific metaphysics 
synonymously with Kantõs critical metaphysics. 
 
Is metaphysics for everyone? Although modern science in one form 
or another, and at one level or another, is for everyone, metaphysics 
may not be for everyone. Kant stated: 
 



 

I -143 

 

émany minds will succeed very well in the exact and even 
in deep sciences more closely allied to the empirical, while 
they cannot succeed in investigations dealing exclusively 
with abstract concepts.       
       Prolegomena, p. 11
      

 
Following are the eight major theorems of scientific, or critical, 
metaphysics that the present author has extrapolated from Kantõs 
Prolegomena: 
 

(1)  Scientific metaphysical knowledge cannot be empirical. 
 
(2) Scientific metaphysical knowledge is beyond human 

experience. 
 
(3) Scientific metaphysical knowledge is knowledge a priori ñ 

which is to say, knowledge from pure understanding and 
pure reason as well as from intuition, speculation, inference, 
and imagination. 

 
(4) Scientific metaphysical knowledge uses abstract concepts 

and articulates them in understandable language. In fact, 
metaphysical concept elaboration precedes metaphysical 
practice (i.e., looking at life metaphysically and using 
metaphysics to help solve lifeõs challenges). 

 
(5)  Scientific metaphysical knowledge expands human 

consciousness. (Scientific metaphysics adds something to, 
or amplifies, concepts human beings already possess.) 

 
(6) Scientific metaphysics is ever-expanding because the entire 

knowledge base for human beings is ever-expanding. 
 
(7) Although  the  truths  of  some  scientific  metaphysical con-

cepts,   propositions,  and  judgments  are  self-evident,  all 
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  scientific metaphysical concepts, propositions, and judg-
ments should be analyzable according to established 
objective criteria. 

 
(8) The field of scientific metaphysics monitors itself to avoid 

defaulting to cultish conceptual frameworks of idealism or 
materialism.   

            
Following are seven additional theorems used by the present author 
to distinguish Christian scientific metaphysics from philosophical 
scientific metaphysics: 
 

  (9) The difference between understanding invisible reality that 
is mental and intellectual and understanding invisible 
reality that is spiritual and supernatural is obtained only in 
the presence of the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit. 

 
(10) Without an abiding, authentic faith in the sacrificial 

atonement of Christ Jesus, practical Christian metaphysics 
is not possible for individuals. 

 
(11) Although Christian metaphysics has rules, it is not 

dogmatic except for the role of Christ Jesus in salvation. 
 
(12) Christian metaphysics achieves success solely by never 

giving up ñ in being consistently unfailing and consistently 
unwavering in devotion to Christ Jesus. In other words, 
Christian metaphysics is consistently unfailing and 
consistently unwavering regardless of its results when 
applied to challenges in the world of appearances. 

 
(13) Because objective truth is found in Christ Jesus, Christian 

metaphysicians are not merely speculative philosophers. 
 
(14)  Behind each physical thing, every physical experience, and 

every potential physical experience, there is at least one 
associated metaphysical concept.  
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(15) The reliability, demonstrability, and provability of Christian 
metaphysics is found in its teachability, practicality, and 
usefulness.   

 
       

Critical metaphysics and modern science are similar in that the 
entire knowledge base for each is ever-expanding. If the knowledge 
base for either of them ever stagnates, then there can be either no 
critical metaphysics or no modern science for the individual, the 
culture, the community, the organization, or the nation-state for 
which it stagnates. 
 
When metaphysics stagnates, it is no longer scientific metaphysics. 
And without scientific metaphysics, there can be no true 
metaphysics (or critical metaphysics in the language of Kant). For 
example, without its ability to conceptually expand, some 
systematic theologies have deteriorated into mere cults of positivity. 
Without the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit as their source of inspiration, 
these theologies have become stagnant and dying or dead. Locked 
in religious dogma, their bureaucratic organizations exist only to 
perpetuate themselves. They have rendered themselves and their 
adherents incapable of new discoveries. They cannot expand 
because of the constraints they have placed on themselves. As a 
result, they are neither scientific nor metaphysical. 
 
When science stagnates, then it is no longer modern science. And 
without modern science, there can be no true science. For example, 
without an ability to conceptually expand through scientific 
research, some alternative healing practices have become, or 
remain, pseudosciences. Locked in pseudo-scientific dogma, their 
artistry exists mostly to perpetuate their own practices. Because 
they have rendered themselves and their practitioners incapable of 
new supportive discoveries through bioscientific, evidence-based, 
and translational research, they are neither scientific nor 
metaphysical. They cannot expand because of the constraints they 
have placed on themselves. 
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Kant was clear in his belief that we can only know, experience, and 
intuit based on our sense perceptions of things. For this reason, he 
stated that òwe can know objects as they only appear to us (to our 
senses), and not as they are in themselvesó(Prolegomena, p. 30, 
Kantõs parentheses). For example, without experiential referents, 
plane geometry could not exist as a mathematical science. And the 
proofs required in Euclidean geometry (the high school geometry 
commonly taught during the twentieth century) using theorems, 
postulates, axioms, and hypotheses disprove the need for self-
evident, or a priori, certainty in its mathematical science. 
 
According to Kant, the best we can do is conceptually regress [work 
backwards] from phenomena to derive a priori or intuit the 
noumena behind the phenomena to which we are exposed, 
grasping at the same time that ò[physical] objects are not 
representations of things as they are in themselvesó(Ibid., p. 33, 
brackets mine). 
 
In contrast to relying only on their sensory perceptions of physical 
phenomena, Christians are taught not only to anticipate spiritual 
phenomena but also to rely on spiritual discernment as they look 
forward to the future ñ when they will know to the same extent 
that they themselves are known by the Creator-God (1 Corinthians 
13:12 KJV). And, although there are mirror images between the 
spiritually observable universe and the physically observable 
universe, the mirror images are congruent only in the Mind of the 
Creator-God and His Holy Spirit. In other words, the Creator-God 
is able to hold the Whole Universe at the same time that He 
simultaneously attends to all past, present, and future phenomena 
in the physically observable universe as well as to their noumena in 
the spiritually observable universe. 
 
In order to understand the concepts belonging to the paradigm of 
intelligent evolution, it is worthwhile to reiterate that, according to 
Kant, òthe senses never and in no manner enable us to know things 
in themselvesó(Prolegomena, p. 36). Thus, according to the present 
author, in order to understand fundamental concepts belonging to 
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intelligent evolution, we must spiritually theorize, infer, and intuit 
what was in the Creator-Godõs Mind from the inception of organic 
molecules and supramolecular assemblies to the various stages of 
microevolution and macroevolution throughout the history of the 
planet Earth. Fortunately, just as kinetoscopic images were 
available to Gertrude Stein that she might imagine differently from 
those who lived in generations that preceded her, so too are digital 
images available to us in the early twenty-first century to help us 
imagine differently from those who preceded us. Now, through 
digital imagery and informational graphics, human beings can 
easily picture how organic molecules and supramolecular 
assemblies can take shape and be built on invisible templates ñ 
such invisible templates, in the case of intelligent evolution, 
provided by the Creator-God Himself as the divine mental fabric 
upon which the stages of intelligent evolution are constructed. In 
other words, if abiogenesis, or the development of organic 
molecules from inorganic and inanimate substances, occurred 
within a lightning -charged primordial broth, then it is the Creator-
God Himself who made the soup and stirred as well as simmered it 
until it was done. 
 
Although Kant admits to idealism in the form of critical idealism, 
he seeks to avoid idealism proper, which, he states, has a tendency 
to dismiss all physicality as an illusion: 
 

Hence we may at once dismiss an easily foreseen but futile 
objection, òthat by admitting the ideality of space and of 
time the whole sensible world would be turned into mere 
sham.ó                 
       Prolegomena, p. 37
       

 
Applicability of Kantõs work on scientific, or critical, metaphysics to 
the concepts underlying the process of intelligent evolution are 
expressed in the two quotes that follow: 
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éwhenever we connect our intuitions of sense (whatever 
they may contain) in space and in time, according to the 
rules  of  the  coherence  of  all  knowledge  in  experience, 
illusion or truth will arise according as we are negligent or 
careful.         
                          Prolegomena, p. 39 
 
My doctrine of the ideality of space and of time, therefore, 
far from reducing the whole sensible world to mere illusion, 
is the only means of securing the application of one of the 
most important kinds of knowledge to actual objects and of 
preventing its being regarded as mere illusion.  
                          Ibid.
       

 
As the present author has stated previously: 1) Regardless of 
whether you òbelieve inó (which is to say, òacceptó) the theory of 
evolution, its major strength is found in the unifying concept that it 
presents to the human mind for understanding the interrelationship 
of all life forms on Earth (and, perhaps, throughout the physical 
universe). And 2) regardless of whether you òbelieve inó (which is 
to say, òacceptó) creationism, its major strength is found in the 
unifying concept that it presents to the human mind for 
understanding the basic sequence in the origin of all life forms on 
Earth. 
 
In order to articulate good Christian metaphysics, a spiritual line of 
tension must exist between what is known, understood, and 
comprehended metaphysically with how Christian metaphysics is 
practiced authentically. How does the present author know this? 
During his entire life, the present author has walked on this line of 
tension as if it were a tightrope between what is seen physically and 
what is seen spiritually. So, too, the concept of intelligent evolution 
requires unification of spirituality in its native sense with 
physicality in its native sense. In this way, the paradigm of 
intelligent evolution provides for a pure science of nature that is 
derived from scientific metaphysics (i.e., critical metaphysics) 



 

I -149 

 

using Christ Jesus as its foundation. In keeping with the language 
of the Holy Bible, Christ Jesus is eternally and all-at-once, the only 
deific Force, creative Logos, and divine Principle and the only 
articulated, expressed, manifested, and spoken Word of God ñ 
who, as Sovereign Lord, is never to be diminished, deformed, or 
defamed in thought, word, or deed. To summarize, good Christian 
metaphysics can only take place in a mind that employs a priori 
principles provided by the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit. Seeing 
intelligent evolution metaphysically in Christ Jesus proceeds only 
from understanding intelligent evolution metaphysically in Christ 
Jesus. 
 
Although Kant would say that unexplainable things-in-themselves 
(i.e., noumena) have no referent in either physical experience or 
physical appearance, he at least acknowledged that things-in-
themselves exist and that òtheir possibility depends solely on the 
reference of the understanding to experienceó(Prolegomena, p. 60). 
Here, unexplainable things-in-themselves and their possibility òdo 
not derive from experience, but experience derives from themó 
(Ibid.) . Similarly, the conceptual framework upon which hangs the 
concept of intelligent evolution is not derived from physical 
referents, but physical referents are derived from it: 
 

And we indeed, rightly considering objects of sense as mere 
appearances, confess thereby that they are based upon a 
thing in itself, though we know not this thing as it is in itself 
but only know its appearances, namely, the way in which our 
senses are affected by this unknown something.  
                    Prolegomena, p. 67
         

 
Unfortunately, Kant believed that outside of physicality there can 
be no meaning because human beings can only base meaning on 
physical appearances, physical experiences, and potential physical 
experiences. Thus, Kant disallowed meaning based on spirituality, 
spiritual appearances, spiritual experiences, potential spiritual 
experiences, and spiritual phenomena. To be sure, we should 
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disallow fictionalized accounts and occult conjectures of creation, 
but we should not disallow genuine impartation of spiritual truth 
and true implantation of spiritual knowledge by the Creator-Godõs 
Holy Spirit. Although Kant allowed for insights and intuitions 
regarding things-in-themselves, he posits that these insights and 
intuitions are themselves derived from physical appearances, 
physical experiences, and potential physical experiences. Thus, 
based on a modified version of Kantõs reasoning, we should be able 
to work backwards (that is, regress) from physical appearances and 
physical experiences to gain insights and have intuitions about the 
Creator-Godõs progression of thought concerning the steps and 
stages of morphogenesis in the intelligent evolution of the various 
species in the domains and kingdoms of living things. 
 
In contrast to Kant, who thought that òthe understanding does not 
derive its laws (a priori) from, but prescribes them to, natureó 
(Prolegomena, p. 67, Kantõs parentheses), the present author thinks 
that òthe understanding derives laws (a priori) from, as well as 
prescribes them to, nature.ó In other words, for the present author, 
human beings can create unifying concepts in categories but only 
after sufficient physical, mental, and spiritual experiences. 
Intelligent evolution is a major òprinciple on which the 
understanding [can] be exhaustively investigated, and all the 
functions, whence its pure concepts arise, [can be] determined 
exhaustively and preciselyó(Ibid., p. 70, brackets mine). Through 
the grammar of metaphysical thinking, we can regress to the 
multiple start points from which the various stages and steps of 
abiogenesis, biogenesis, microevolution, macroevolution, and 
speciation progressed. Thus, as the present author sees it, concepts 
of reflection provide for concepts of connection. In this way is the 
principle of intelligent evolution most elegant for conceptualizing 
physical evolution through spiritual means. 
 
Kant stated: 
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Metaphysics has to do not only with concepts of nature, 
which always find their application in [physical] experience, 
but also with pure rational [or mental] concepts which never 
can be given in any possible [physical] experience whatever. 
Consequently, [metaphysics] deals: 1) with concepts whose 
objective reality (namely, that they are not chimeras) and 2) 
with assertions whose truth or falsity cannot [referring to 
both the concepts and assertions] be discovered or 
confirmed by any experience [mental or physical]. [brackets 
mine]                           
                    Prolegomena, p. 75 
        

 
Thus, Kant did not extend validity to supernatural implantation and 
spiritual impartation from the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit: 1) without 
Whom we cannot hear, see, or experience the invisible reality of 
connectedness that exists in the intelligent evolution of all life;       
2) without Whom we do not receive spiritual, emotional, mental, 
physical, and social healings; and 3) without Whom we are unable 
to operate our spiritual gifts. Concerning spiritual efficacy, the 
mind of the modern scientist begs the question òWhere is the 
statistical reliability of these so-called spiritual activities?ó The 
answer is between the parameters of null and one hundred per cent 
based on the multivariate factors that impinge on and influence 
their processes, procedures, and results. 
 
How is Christian metaphysics objectively possible? Christian 
metaphysics is a different species of thought that permits the 
individual to rise above corporeal thinking and transcend 
experiences based on physicality. Although Kant was stuck on 
invisible reality as only intellectual or mental and not spiritual, he 
did derive these three categories of transcendental Ideas from his 
critical metaphysics: 1) psychological Ideas, 2) cosmological Ideas, 
and 3) theological Ideas. For the sake of clarity, it should be 
reiterated that transcendental for Kant is not representative of 
transcendentalism or Neoplatonism but only of higher-order levels 
of critical thinking.  



 

I -152 

 

If Kant had understood that Bible prophecy is the òtestimony of 
Jesusó(Revelation 19:10 KJV), he would not have written the 
following: 
 
éthe cosmological Ideas of the beginning of the world or of 
its eternityé cannot be of any service to us for the 
explanation of any event in the world itself.   
                   Prolegomena, p. 79
        

 

Concerning such cosmological Ideas, Kant continued: 
 

And, finally, we must, according to a right maxim of the 
philosophy of nature, refrain from explaining the design of 
nature as drawn from the will of a Supreme Being because 
this would not be natural philosophy but a confession that 
we have come to the end of it.     
                Ibid.
   
 

With regard to the last quote, the present authorõs response is that, 
in acknowledging the Will of the Creator-God relative to intelligent 
evolution, we have not come to the end of natural science but to a 
greater understanding of it. Although Kant subscribed to critical 
idealism, Kant was ever the realist in touting the possibility of 
meaning only through physical appearances as well as through 
physical and mental experiences. Lest anyone misconclude that 
Kantõs pure reason has a supernatural edge to it, Kant confirmed 
that òpure reason does not in its [transcendental] Ideas point to 
particular objects which lie beyond the field of experience, but only 
requires completeness of the use of the understanding in the 
system of experienceó(Prolegomena, p. 80, brackets mine). 
 
Not all of Kantõs thinking belongs to the past. However, his ideas 
of the impenetrability of matter were disproved by modern nuclear 
physics and the cosmological origin of matter during the Big Bang 
and in current stellar events. And Kantõs understanding of the soul 
is found wanting: Kant would say that whatever can be said of the 
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soul before death cannot be said of it after death. Indeed, for Kant, 
òthe death of a man is the end of all experience which concerns the 
soul as an object of experienceó(Prolegomena, p. 83). That is 
simply not true because, although the saved fallen soul, when 
returned to Paradise, is fused in the substance of Spirit to its 
Creator-God, it experiences unparalleled joy and love as an object 
of experience through the Creator-Godõs adoration. For the sake of 
clarity here, although the Creator-God adores His creation, He 
does not worship His creation. In contrast, created souls of God 
adore their Creator as well as worship Him because He is their 
Creator-God. Created souls are predicates of the Creator-God and 
not vice versa. 
 
Although Kant was not correct in his understanding that things-in-
themselves, or noumena, are not related to appearances or 
experiences, he is correct in his understanding that òto conceive 
the soul as a simple substance [for example, Spirit], on the 
contrary, means to conceive such an object (the simple) as cannot 
be presented to the sensesó(Prolegomena, p. 86, brackets mine). 
However, to understand that Spirit is not experienced by the 
physical senses does not mean that Spirit does not exist or that 
matter does not exist. They both exist but on different planes of 
existence, or levels of consciousness. Kant almost accedes to this 
understanding by stating òif natural necessity is referred merely to 
appearances and freedom merely to things in themselves, no 
contradiction arises if we at the same time assume or admit both 
kinds of causality, however difficult or impossible it may be to 
make the latter kind conceivableó(Ibid., p. 91). Then, Kant 
captured the essence of intelligent evolution when he stated that 
òthe cause, as to its causal act, could not rank under time-
determination of its state; that is, it could not be an appearance [in 
physical phenomena], but would have to be considered a thing in 
itself, while only its effects would be appearancesó(Ibid., p. 92, 
brackets mine). Indeed, the Creator-God, as the sole, or First and 
Final, Cause of intelligent evolution, is not the appearance in 
physical phenomena but the foundation of appearance in physical 
phenomena. 
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Can Deity be found in Kantõs writings. Yes, but only in immanent, 
pantheistic, and symbolical anthropomorphic forms, an under-
standing of which that can only be regressed (i.e., reasoned 
backwards) from physical cause and effect. For Kant, symbolical 
anthropomorphism òconcerns language only and not the object 
itselfó(Prolegomena, p. 106); this is in contradistinction to 
dogmatic anthropomorphism which assigns human characteristics 
to the Creator-God literally and not figuratively. Thus, using 
language labels from Kant, that the Creator-God tasted human pain 
and suffering through the experiences of Christ Jesus represents 
symbolical anthropomorphism and not dogmatic anthropo-
morphism. 
 
Although Kant referred to Deityõs òeternal reasonó and òdivine 
natureó(Prolegomena, p. 92), Kant only conceptualized Deity 
mentally and not spiritually because he lacked the Creator-Godõs 
Holy Spirit. To Kant, òthe thing in itself at its foundation and its 
causality remain unknownó(Ibid., p. 93). Such limitations to his 
understanding and reason existed because he was without a 
personal relationship with Christ Jesus. 
 
An additional application from Kantõs Prolegomena to intelligent 
evolution in general and speciation in particular is found in this 
statement about subordinate beginnings: òevery beginning of the 
action of a being from objective causes regarded as determining 
grounds is always a first beginning, though the same action is in 
the series of appearances only a subordinate beginningó(Ibid., p. 
94). In other words, when applied to intelligent evolution, the 
emergence of each new species through speciation is really a 
subordinate beginning in a succession of beginnings. Although 
noumena, or things-in-themselves, are behind micro- and 
macroevolutionary phenomena, whose events occur in relative 
space-time, òdetermining causes as things in themselvesé do not 
fall under conditions of time [or space]ó(Ibid. , brackets mine). As 
understood in Christian metaphysics, the appearance of each new 
species is òsubject to natural necessityó(Ibid., p. 95). In other 
words, according to the present author, the purpose or mission of 
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intelligent evolution is in the emergence of: 1) a suitable species as 
host, or residence, for fallen souls as well as 2) all ecosystems that 
collectively support the survivability, sustainability, and thrivability 
of that host. Only Homo sapiens provides a suitable host for the 
fallen eternal soul; for this reason, the members of Homo sapiens 
are at the pinnacle of intelligent evolution regardless of any and all 
speciation in the domains and kingdoms of living things that 
occurred after the initial emergence of Homo sapiens. For 
example, although some new types of bacteria and viruses emerged 
after the origin of Homo sapiens, they are not at the pinnacle of 
intelligent evolution. Their appearance is inconsequential to Homo 
sapiens except for their impacts on ecosystems in which Homo 
sapiens are found, and except for their potential impacts on end-
time events in the appearance of apocalyptic diseases sanctioned 
and dispensed through the Creator-Godõs Wrath (i.e., Justified 
Anger). 
 
Concerning his transcendental Idea known as the theological Idea, 
Kant stated that òit totally breaks with experience and from mere 
concepts of what constitutes the absolute completeness of a thing 
in general; and thus, by means of the Idea of a most perfect primal 
Being, it proceeds to determine the possibility, and therefore the 
actuality, of all other thingsó(Prolegomena, p. 96). This statement 
is fully complementary to the concept of intelligent evolution 
because the sequential actualization of the various living things is 
perfectly dependent on the Creator-God. 
 
For Kant, all intuition is intelligent intuition dependent on sense 
perception as opposed to supernatural intuition dependent on 
spiritual discernment, supernatural implantation, and divine 
impartation. Kant did acknowledge, however, that complete 
satisfaction cannot be derived from reason: 
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Reason through all its concepts and laws of the 
understanding which are sufficient to it for empirical use, 
that is, within the sensible  world,  finds  in  it  no satis-
faction because ever-recurring questions deprive us of all 
hope of their complete solution.     
                       Prolegomena, p. 102
      

 
Kant believed that only in the knowledge of things-in-themselves, 
or noumena, òcan reason hope to satisfy its desire for 
completenessó(Prolegomena, p. 102): 
 

We must therefore think an immaterial being, a world of 
understanding, and a Supreme Being (all mere noumena), 
because in them only, as things in themselves, reason finds 
that completion and satisfaction which it can never hope for 
in the derivation of appearances from the homogeneous 
grounds, and because these actually have reference to 
something distinct from them (and totally heterogeneous), 
as appearances  always  presuppose  an  object  in  itself  and 
therefore suggest its existence whether we can know more of 
it or not.         
       Prolegomena, p. 103 

 
Kantõs position was that human beings can never know things-in-
themselves. The present authorõs position is that saved human 
beings, through the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit who resides within 
them, can know things-in-themselves, or noumena, through 
spiritual intuition, supernatural discernment, spiritual phenomena, 
and revelation (i.e., divine impartation). Kant failed to understand 
that the Creator-God is objectively real to human beings through 
Christ Jesus. Kant was an agnostic; in other words, he believed that 
the Supreme Being is òunknown to usó(Prolegomena, p. 107) as 
well as unknowable by us. For himself, Kant confessed that òthe 
nature of the Supreme Cause itself remains unknown to meó(Ibid., 
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p. 108). Indeed, Kant had no personal relationship with Christ 
Jesus. 
 
The following two quotes from Kant serve as good summary 
statements for his understanding of critical, or scientific, 
metaphysics and the bounds of natural theology: 

The world of sense contains merely appearances, which are 
not things in themselves, but the understanding, because it 
recognizes that the objects of experience are mere 
appearances, must assume that there are things in 
themselves, namely, noumena.     
             Prolegomena, p. 109 

Natural theology is such a concept at the boundary of 
human reason, being constrained to look beyond this 
boundary to the Idea of a Supreme Being.   
     Prolegomena, p. 110 

     
In other words, because there is an invisible reality behind what we 
physically see and experience, let reason: 1) fully enlarge itself up to 
its boundary (i.e., oneõs psychic horizon); and 2) permit the 
consciousness of which it is a part to look beyond that boundary. 
How do we permit our consciousness to look beyond the boundary 
of reason? The present author responds: òBy letting our 
imaginations soar in keeping with the Will of the Creator-God 
through His only-begotten Son, Christ Jesus.ó 
 
The language of mathematical science provides a conceptual 
framework upon which one can think about abstract mental 
concepts. Although much verbiage in the language of 
mathematical science is derived from experience, and although 
some mathematical formulas can have immediate practical 
application(s) to the world of appearances, some specific aspects of 
mathematical science are purely theoretical and, therefore, neither 
derived directly from experience nor have immediate practical 
application(s) to the physically knowable universe. To be sure, 
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some theories based on mathematical science may not be proved 
for decades, or even centuries, if ever. For example, mathematical 
formulas associated with gravitational waves in Einsteinõs general 
law of relativity were purely theoretical when they were conceived 
by Einstein in 1918 and are only being proved as true nearly a 
century after their formulation. 
 
Similar to the language of mathematical science, the language of 
Christian metaphysics provides a conceptual framework upon 
which one can think about abstract spiritual concepts, including 
those associated with intelligent evolution. Although much 
verbiage in the language of Christian metaphysics is derived from 
the thinking and experiences of early metaphysicians, and although 
some Christian metaphysical formulas can have immediate 
practical application(s) to the world of appearances, some specific 
aspects of Christian metaphysics are purely theoretical and, 
therefore, neither derived (i.e., regressed) from experience nor have 
immediate practical application(s) to the physically knowable 
universe. To be sure, the theories of intelligent evolution may not 
be proved for decades, if ever, to the satisfaction of researchers. 
However, as they relate to intelligent evolution, the theorems, 
postulates, axioms, and hypotheses of Christian metaphysics must 
be clearly stated and explicated if intelligent evolution is ever to be 
tested and proved by additional research in the field of Christian 
metaphysics and its various domains. 
 
Speaking of language, the brain of Homo sapiens has the capacity 
not only to understand language but also to invent language in its 
absence, including a language for Christian metaphysics. In 
learning a second language, or L2, there comes a point in the 
learning of it when the words, phrases, and sentences of oneõs 
native language, or L1, intersect the words, phrases, and sentences 
of oneõs L2 at coincident points of meaning in the brain. After one 
has tried to think in oneõs L2 long enough, words, phrases, and 
sentences from oneõs L2 mentally appear at the appropriate time 
and place to permit one to think as well as express oneself in that 
language. Similarly, when one has tried to think in the language of 
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Christian metaphysics long enough, words, phrases, and sentences 
that convey metaphysical meaning appear in oneõs thought 
processes at the appropriate time and place. (To be sure, readiness 
of the individual as well as need, in conjunction with the Creator-
Godõs Will, determine the appropriate time and place.) 
 
There exists a world of appearances in addition to the one with 
which Kant was acquainted. Kant was only acquainted with a world 
of appearances associated with the physically observable universe. 
There is also a world of appearances associated with the spiritually, 
or metaphysically, observable universe. The Apostle John wrote 
that some elements of that spiritual world would be obvious to 
people when Christ Jesus returned for his millennial reign on 
Earth: 
 

{1} Behold, what manner of love the Father has bestowed 
upon us, that we should be called the sons [or heirs] of God: 
Therefore, the world knows us not because it knew him not. 
{2} Beloved, now are we the sons [or heirs] of God, and it 
does not yet appear what we shall look like, but we know 
that, when Jesus Christ shall appear, we shall look like him 
for we shall  see  him  as  he  is. {3} And every person that 
has this hope purifies himself or herself, even as Jesus Christ 
is pure. [brackets mine]            
              1 John 3:1-2 KJV Paraphrase
        

In other words, when Christ Jesus appears, each saved fallen soul 
shall receive its new, personal somatic identity, which is a spiritual 
appearance (i.e., an astral gelatinousÊ form) and not a physical 
appearance. Then, we shall see in Spirit even as we are seen in 
Spirit. And we shall know even as we also have been known, and 
always will be known, in Spirit. The present authorõs point here is 
that not all appearances are physical; some appearances are 
spiritual. For the sake of clarification, spiritual appearances are 
noumena and not phenomena.  
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Kant stated that if we use metaphysics òas a natural disposition of 
reasonó(Prolegomena, p. 114), then metaphysics is actual and can 
be scientific. However, if we use metaphysics to debate the 
existence of illusions, then its pursuit is in vain and cannot be 
scientific. True science includes chemistry and astronomy. 
Pseudoscience includes alchemy and astrology. Whether 
metaphysics is science or pseudoscience depends on how it is 
defined and used by its practitioner(s).  

Kant stated that òheretofore [before his time] metaphysics has 
never existed as a scienceó(Ibid., p. 117, brackets mine). However, 
Kant continued, if we ground metaphysics in critique and a priori  
propositions and not probability and conjecture, then and only then 
can it exist as science. The present author adds that metaphysics 
must not only be grounded in pure reason but also in an 
understanding of Godõs written word, the Holy Bible. In contrast to 
Kant, the present author believes that the authentic Christian does 
not need to forego metaphysics and its instruction in order to adopt 
a rational faith. As in the case of intelligent evolution, metaphysics 
and a rational faith can be blended together to see just what the 
Creator-God has done, and why He has done it. 

Let us now explore the metaphysics of Mary Baker Eddy as it 
relates to intelligent evolution. 

 

2.4.3  Insights, Implications, and Applications 
from Eddy 

 
Mary Baker Eddy (1820-1910) was the Discoverer and Founder of 
Christian Science. Christian Science is a dogmatic, cultish religion 
that combines Neoplatonism and immaterialism. (Neoplatonism is 
a resurgence of Platonism with diverse reinterpretations and 
extraplatonic inclusions. Immaterialism is the belief that physical 
things have no reality apart from oneõs perception.) Christian 
Science pits spirituality against corporeality instead of Good 
against Evil. It does not just present that corporeality is delusory 
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(which it can be) but that corporeality is illusory (which it is not). 
Unfortunately, it misdirects people to fight against the ills of 
corporeality and not against the demonic forces of Evil. 
Consequently, time, effort, and energy are wasted by people who 
try to force change on corporeality even when it is clear that the 
desired change will not occur. This last statement is not meant to 
diminish the authenticity of miraculous healings that have taken 
place throughout Christendom because of divine intervention 
through prayer, the laying on of hands, and affirmations of the 
Creator-Godõs mercy and goodness in the name of Christ Jesus. 
 
To be sure, the ills of corporeality and the demonic forces of Evil 
do not always overlap: It is Evil, not corporeality, that generates 
illusions. Corporeality is not an illusion and, except for magic, 
hypnotism, and certain types of propaganda, it cannot be used to 
fabricate illusions. And, despite what Eddy has written, 
corporeality is not an illusion of Evil. Although Evil is not an 
illusion, it can, and does, fabricate illusions. Evil fabricates 
illusions in the human mind by using oneõs: 1) unpleasant 
memories, 2) unholy desires, 3) unhealthy emotions, and 4) faulty 
rationalizations: 
 
1) òUnpleasant memoriesó here include the memories of past sins, 
especially unconfessed sins. 2) òUnholy desiresó here include lust, 
greed, covetousness, and vengefulness. 3) òUnhealthy emotionsó 
here include hatred, unforgiveness, jealousy, discouragement, and 
naivet® about, or indifference to, Evil. And 4) òfaulty 
rationalizationsó include making excuses for oneõs own unholy 
desires, unhealthy emotions, and sin.  
 
Evil can also use unmitigated pain, depression, suffering, and 
tribulation to distract us, wear us down, and wear us out in order to 
more easily implant its illusory seeds and false scenarios within our 
minds. Based on the memories, desires, emotions, and conditions 
just mentioned, demonic forces fabricate illusions within our 
subconscious/unconscious mind in the hope that we will act on 
them as if they constitute reality. Paradoxically, as we act on Evilõs 
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illusions, they actually become our reality. And the more that we 
indulge demonic illusions, the more the illusions become 
entrenched within our conscious functioning self as reality. To be 
sure, demonic forces desire our descent into their hell. It does not 
matter to them if our descent is rapid or gradual as long as we are 
spiraling downward. 
 
Christian metaphysics is not equivalent to Christian Science. 
Christian Science is a religion. Christian metaphysics is a 
philosophical way of life centered on Christ Jesus. Christian 
Science has some Christian metaphysics in it, but Christian Science 
is neither the center nor the circumference of Christian 
metaphysics. Christian Science demonstrates inflexibility in 
thinking and in its approach to resolving and solving lifeõs 
problems, but the idealism of Christian metaphysics demonstrates 
flexibility in thinking an d in its approach to resolving and solving 
lifeõs problems. Christian Science is inflexible, but Christian 
metaphysics extols the virtues of thinking theologically, spiritually, 
philosophically, and judiciously all at the same time. (It is in these 
ways that Christian metaphysics demonstrates flexibility.) 
Christian metaphysics provides a healthy, circumspect way to 
think; Christian Science, however, can make and keep one less 
than healthy spiritually, emotionally, mentally, physically, and 
socially. The religion of Christian Science shares some, but not all, 
characteristics associated with the òProsperityó Movement, the 
òConfess It and Possess Itó Movement, the òWord of Faithó 
Movement, and the òSpeaking Things Into Existenceó Movement. 
(Please review Section 2.2 in this book ñ entitled What Thinking 
Metaphysically Is Not.) 
 
Eddyõs concept of Christian metaphysics as Christian òScienceó 
stems not only from the etymology of the word Science (please 
review Section 2.4.2.2 in this book ñ entitled On the Meaning of 
Science) but also from the: 1) demonstrability, 2) reproducibility,  
3) teachability, 4) practicability, and 5) provability of metaphysical 
healing. Indeed, as Eddy stated, òMan is deathless, spiritualó 
(Science and Health, 266:29), but, as the present author would add, 
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it is only immortal man restored by the shed blood of Christ Jesus 
that is deathless and spiritual: It is only saved fallen man, not 
mortal man, that òcoexists with God and the universeó(Ibid., 
266:31-32). 
 
Christian Science is dogmatic because it does not acknowledge the 
multivariate nature of corporeality, specifically that there can be 
multiple contributing factors (sometimes synchronous, sometimes 
sequential) to the individual ills and negative circumstances of 
humankind. And Christian Science is dogmatic because it 
constrains its followers to a specific spoken and written vocabulary 
and a narrow way of looking at life and dealing with lifeõs 
problems. For these reasons, Christian Science is not scientific 
metaphysics, which is both self-critical as well as expansive. 
Because Christian Science cannot expand, it stifles spiritual 
growth. And, because it does not breathe, it only permits shallow 
breathing in its followers. Many of its followers have fooled 
themselves into believing that they are practicing Christian 
metaphysicians if they wear a smile, ignore life-threatening 
conditions, and speak positively concerning all aspects of life, 
including sin, sickness, disease, disability, and death. 
 
Nevertheless, despite all of the negative things that the present 
author has just written, much can be learned about Christian 
metaphysics from the writings of Eddy. Eddy was a superior 
thinker with superior literary skills who established clear 
connections between Christianity and historical metaphysics in a 
well-thought-out systematic theology. Indeed, she was the first 
person, male or female, to establish a systematic theology based on 
Christian metaphysics. Although other people after her purloined 
ideas from her to begin their own religious movements, their 
brands never measured up to her brand: Their brands were only 
watered down versions of hers because they lacked substance, 
commitment, and action based on informed faith. Paradoxically, 
however, remaining steadfast to her singular perspective was the 
downfall of Eddyõs Christian Science. The most unfortunate thing 
about the Christian metaphysics of Eddy is that it leads people to 
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depend mostly on her written works rather than diligently search 
the Holy Bible and learn its truths for themselves. As a result, 
adherents to her theories are often spiritually unbalanced and 
unhinged from mainstream Christian thinking that is Biblically 
authentic. 
 
Eddyõs greatest fault in the development of her systematic theology 
was in failing to declare unequivocally the necessity for the 
sacrificial atonement of Christ Jesus for the forgiveness of sin. Her 
Christian metaphysics recognized the restoration of the Whole 
Universe (using the present authorõs phraseology) only to spiritual 
sense through spiritual unfoldment. As previously stated in this 
book, unfoldment is the gradual understanding of the truths in the 
spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe and their 
practical applications to the human experience. Unfoldment does 
not include the restoration of fallen, mortal souls to immortality 
because Eddyõs brand of Christian metaphysics did not posit 
unambiguously that the truth of all being is found only, and alone, 
in the shed blood of Christ Jesus. Eddy did not subscribe to the 
theological position that mortal man is fallen man. Rather, Eddy 
posited that fallen man is an illusion to the corporeal senses, 
themselves the source of all illusion and error. 
 
Eddyõs answer to the question òIs there no sacrificial atonement?ó 
(No and Yes, 33:12) misses the mark. (The present author has often 
thought that Eddyõs just-cited work on this topic might as well 
have been called Maybe.) Nowhere in any of her literary works 
does Eddy explicitly refer to the forgiveness of sin as a 
consequence of the shed blood of Christ Jesus. It should be noted, 
however, that Eddy did write that òthe spiritual essence of blood is 
sacrificeó(Science and Health, 25:3). Had she just clarified the role 
of Christ Jesus as the Creator-Godõs only-begotten Son and his 
death as the only sacrifice acceptable to God the Father for the 
forgiveness of sin, the present author would have been satisfied 
with Eddyõs treatment of the topic. Without this clarification, Eddy 
is definitely not on point. Without the shedding of Christ Jesusõ 
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blood, there can be no òdominion over all the earth and its hostsó 
(Ibid., 102:14-15). 
 
Scripture clearly states that blood is life and that there is no 
remission of sins without the shedding of blood: 
 

For the life of the flesh is in the blood: and I [the Lord God 
Almighty] have given it to you upon the altar to make an 
atonement for your souls: for it is the blood [of sacrificed 
animals] that makes an atonement for the soul. [brackets 
mine]                       
                   Leviticus 17:11 KJV Paraphrase 
 
éthe blood is the life.      
        Deuteronomy 12:23a KJV Paraphrase 
 
And almost all things are by the Law of Moses purged with 
blood; and, without the shedding of blood, there is no 
remission of sins.              
         Hebrews 9:22 KJV Paraphrase
        

 
During Old Testament times, it was the shed blood of sacrificed 
animals that regularly made atonement for the sins of Israel. 
During New Testament times, it is the shed blood of Christ Jesus 
that makes atonement for the sins of humankind òonce for alló 
(Hebrews 10:10 KJV). The Lord God Almighty Himself provided a 
sacrifice for the sins of the world in His only-begotten Son, Christ 
Jesus. Therefore, unless we personally accept the shed blood of 
Christ Jesus as the only sacrifice acceptable to the Lord God 
Almighty for the remission of our individual and collective sins:     
1) we have no righteousness in His sight, 2) we are not saved, 3) we 
cannot go to Heaven, and 4) we are subject to His Wrath both on 
earth and in the hereafter. (For the sake of clarity, the Wrath of the 
Creator-God is His Justified Anger.) 
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In answering the question òIs there no sacrificial atonement?ó 
Eddy stated: 
 

The real atonement ñ so infinitely beyond the heathen 
conception that God requires human blood to propitiate His 

justice and bring His mercy ñ needs to be understood. 
       No and Yes, 34:19-22 
 
It was not to appease the wrath of God, but to show the 
allness of Love and the nothingness of hate, sin, and death, 
that Jesus suffered.        
          Ibid., 34:11-13 
 
He [Christ Jesus] atoned for the terrible unreality of a 
supposed existence apart from God.     
          Ibid., 34:15-16 
 
The spiritual interpretation of the vicarious atonement of 
Jesus, in Christian Science, unfolds the full-orbed glory of 
that event; but to regard this wonder of glory, this most 
marvellous demonstration, as a personal and material 
bloodgiving ñ or as a proof that sin is known to the divine 
Mind, and that what is unlike God demands His continual 
presence, knowledge, and power, to meet and master it ñ 
would make the atonement to be less than the AT-ONE -
MENT,  whereby the work of Jesus would lose its efficacy 
and lack the òsigns following.ó      
                   Ibid.,  34:11-20 
 
     

In trying to address the metaphysical aspects of Christ Jesusõ 
sacrificial atonement, Eddy loses the heart of the matter ñ albeit in 
articulately flowing and beautifully wordsmithed language. 
Unfortunately, because her language is too figurative in addressing 
the question of sacrificial atonement, it loses the essence of true 
Christian metaphysics ñ which enables one to see the visible and 
the invisible at the same time, mortality and immortality at the 
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same time, Good and Evil at the same time, sin and forgiveness at 
the same time, death and life at the same time, redemption and 
damnation at the same time, Heaven and Hades at the same time, 
and creationism and evolution at the same time. Eddyõs figurative 
use of atonement as at-one-ment diminishes the significance of the 
remission of our sins through the blood sacrifice of Christ Jesus. 
Our at-one-ment with the Creator-God is the direct result of 
sacrificial atonement, specifically through the tortured murder and 
shed blood of Christ Jesus, the only-begotten Son of God. 
 
Earlier in this book, the present author wrote that Christian 
metaphysics is not dogmatic except for the role of Christ Jesus in 
salvation (Theorem Number Eleven in Section 2.4.2 ñ entitled 
Insights, Implications, and Applications from Kant). Christian 
metaphysics must always be dogmatic and precise, however 
figurative one might be about the role of the shed blood of Christ 
Jesus in the salvation of humankind. (Remember, just because 
language is metaphorical does not make it metaphysical and, 
conversely, just because language is metaphysical does not make it 
metaphorical.) About the unique and necessary role of Christ Jesus 
concerning salvation, Christians must be uncompromisingly 
steadfast and unwaveringly inflexible. Without the sacrificial 
atonement of Christ Jesus, Christian metaphysics has no power to 
change anything. In fact, it ceases to be Christian. 
 
In keeping with Eddy, sin does not exist inside the Mind of the 
Creator-God, but, in contradiction to Eddy, sin does exist outside 
of the Mind of God, and the Mind of God identifies sin for what it 
is. Unfortunately, it did not dawn on Eddy that by naming 
seemingly illusory things that are opposite and opposing to the 
immortal life one has in the Creator-God (such nomenclature 
including mortal mind, mortal man, disease, and death), she 
actually acknowledged their existence: One does not name things 
that do not exist except in fiction. And one does not expend time, 
effort, and energy to dispel things that do not exist. For example, 
demons cannot be cast out in prayer if one believes that they are 
mere illusions of Evil. Demons, unclean spirits, devils, or evil 
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spirits (all four terms are synonymous) have reality and power but, 
fortunately, not the ultimate reality or power. (As a side note here, 
unclean spirits appear to be brown when seen with spiritual vision 
because they have a muddy, murky, or brownish cast.) 
 
At the time of this writing, the organized religion known as 
òChristian Scienceó is almost extinct because it never established 
clear-cut theological connections with mainstream Christianity. For 
that reason, with the death of its leader, organizational Christian 
Science not only lost its Discoverer and Founder but also its most 
effective proponent, best apologist, and greatest spokesperson. 
 
Because the overwhelming majority of the earliest converts to 
Christian Science were from mainstream Christianity, most of them 
were already knowledgeable about the efficacy of the shed blood of 
Godõs only-begotten Son, Christ Jesus. Consequently, for them, 
Christian Science was their next step in understanding the Creator-
God and practicing the application of His truths to daily living. At 
the time of this writing, however, virtually no Christian Scientist 
recognizes or acknowledges the underpinnings of their faith in the 
shed blood of Christ Jesus. The truth be told (and it is being told 
right now), the few Christian Scientists who exist at the time of this 
writing would find Godõs requirement for an atoning blood 
sacrifice astonishingly barbaric and uninformed metaphysically. 
Therefore, without acknowledging the full power of the shed blood 
of Christ Jesus to appease Godõs Wrath as well as to save from sin 
and to heal, Christian Science has lost its greatest power to heal. 
(Beneficial aspects to positive thinking still exist in it even though 
it is not perfectly aligned theologically with ñ which is to say, on 
the right side of ñ the Creator-Godõs absolute truth.) As the 
present author has stated in his work entitled As I See It: The 
Nature of Reality by God (p. 9), òwithout the shed blood of Christ 
Jesus, all spiritual truths are of null effect within our personal lives. 
To be sure, the truths are not untrue and are not of null effect 
within the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe; they 
are just ôuntrueõ in our personal lives ñ that is, there is no efficacy 
to their application within our day-to-day experience.ó 
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Although the present author recommends that the contemporary 
student of Christian metaphysics read the copious literary works of 
Eddy, never mistake that he is an advocate for the institutional 
bureaucracy known as òChristian Scienceó (also known as the 
òChurch of Christ, Scientistó). Although some aspects of the 
doctrines it represents are extremely beneficial, this organized 
religion has neither grown with the times nor matured into what it 
might have become had it not backed itself into a theological 
corner as a self-proclaimed complete, perfect, and intact systematic 
theology with a òforever Leader.ó Personally, the present author 
believes that Christian Science should never have become a 
Christian denomination; it would have fared much better had it 
functioned in perpetuity as: 1) an evolving and expanding inter-
denominational Christian metaphysical society, 2) an international 
Christian metaphysics publishing company, and 3) a world class 
college or university of Christian metaphysics with an 
undergraduate curriculum similar to that presented in Section 2.3 
in this book ñ entitled Proposed Curriculum for the Millennium. 
 
For the present author, the most practical definition of metaphysics 
given by Eddy is in terms of what metaphysics does. In her primary 
work, Science and Health with Key to the Scriptures,16 she stated 
that òMetaphysics resolves things into thoughtsó(Science and 
Health, 269:14-15). For the present author, metaphysics not only 
resolves things into thoughts but also thoughts into things, which 
òthingsó are not only discernible to spiritual sense but are also 
capable of being apprehended by human beings whose intellect 
has been properly nurtured physically, emotionally, mentally, 
spiritually, and socially. 
 
Eddy had a lifelong interest in studying reality. She wrote that as a 
girl her òfavorite studies were natural philosophy [i.e., the 
systematic study of nature, or natural science], logic, and moral 

                                                 
16  Science and Health with Key to the Scriptures by Mary Baker Eddy, published 
by the Christian Science Board of Directors. Boston, Massachusetts, 1906.   
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science [i.e., philosophy]ó(Retrospection and Introspection, 10:7-8, 
brackets mine). As Eddy matured, her interests expanded to 
include historical metaphysics. It is evident from the literary works 
of Eddy that she had a substantial knowledge of well-known 
philosophers and thinkers who had written about metaphysics, 
including: Plato (c. 428-347 BC), Aristotle (384-322 BC), René 
Descartes (1596-1650), Baruch Spinoza (1632-1677), John Locke 
(1632-1704), Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (1646-1716), George 
Berkeley (1685-1753), David Hume (1711-1776), Immanuel Kant 
(1724-1804), Johann Gottlieb Fichte (1762-1814), and Georg Wilhelm 
Frederik Hegel (1770-1831). Indeed, Eddy referred to all of these 
notable authors in her own literary works. 
 
Although Eddy stated that she had not read Berkeley before the 
publication of her first edition of Science and Health with Key to 
the Scriptures in 1875 (Message 1901, 24:21-23), by 1901 she wrote 
the following about Berkeleyõs work: 
 
Bishop Berkeley published a book in 1710 entitled òTreatise 
Concerning the Principle of Human Knowledge.ó Its object 
was to deny, on received principles of philosophy, the reality 
of an external material world. In later publications he 
declared physical substance to be òonly the constant relation 
between phenomena connected by association and 
conjoined by the operations of the universal mind, nature 
being nothing more than conscious experience. Matter apart 
from conscious mind is an impossible and unreal concept.ó 
He denies the existence of matter, and argues that matter is 
not WITHOUT  the mind, but within it, and that that which 
is generally called matter is only an impression produced by 
divine power on the mind by means of invariable rules styled 
the  laws  of  nature.  Here he makes God the cause of all the 
ills of mortals and the casualties of earth.   
               Message of 1901, 23:23-24:8
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To be sure, Eddy made it clear that she was well-acquainted with 
earlier works on metaphysics by others when she wrote: 
 

Leibnitz [ sic], Descartes, Fichte, Hegel, Spinoza, Bishop 
Berkeley, were once clothed with a òbrief authority;ó but 
Berkeley ended his metaphysical theory with a treatise on 
the healing properties of tar-water, and Hegel was an 
inveterate snuff-taker. The circumlocution and cold 
categories of Kant fail to improve the conditions of mortals, 
morally, spiritually, or physically. Such miscalled meta-
physical systems are reeds shaken by the wind. Compared 
with the inspired wisdom and infinite meaning of the Word 
of Truth, they are as moonbeams to the sun, or as Stygian 
night to the kindling dawn.          
                  No and Yes, 22:4-14
          

 
Although Eddy was not entirely correct, Eddy was not all wrong. 
Indeed, Eddy was a modern-day Hypatia. Both Hypatia and Eddy 
were vilified for being women with superior abilities in thinking 
and in articulating their views. Hypatia was a mathematician, 
astronomer, and philosopher and head of the Neoplatonic school at 
Alexandria, Egypt during the fourth century of the Christian Era. 
(Alexandria was the capital of Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine 
Egypt.) Murdered in circa 405 AD by her political rivals, none of 
Hypatiaõs written works survived. Fortunately, the overwhelming 
majority of Eddyõs written works have survived. (Because of their 
unusual roles in history, it would not surprise the present author to 
learn, upon his entering Heaven, that Hypatia was a previous 
incarnation of Eddy.) 
 
Eddy further demonstrated her familiarity with the works of well 
known authors of metaphysics by facilely incorporating the 
vocabulary of historical metaphysics into her writings, which 
incorporation included the following words and phrases: a priori, 
being, corporeality, essence, First Cause, idealism, illusion, 
incorporeality, Logos, Neoplatonic, noumenon, nothingness, 
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ontology, phenomenon/phenomena, physicality, Platonic, 
Principle, realism, reality, self-evident proposition(s), something-
ness, substance, teleology, transcendental, transcendentalism, 
universal being, universal law, universal mind, and unreality. 
 
Although it is clear that Eddy used the vocabulary of metaphysics 
generated by the historical philosophers known to Eddy, it is also 
clear that Eddyõs works were no less original than any other author 
who has been influenced by their own teachers and mentors as well 
as significant authors whose works they have read and studied. 
Indeed, Eddy did not think or write in a vacuum. Although there 
have been charges that Eddy plagiarized her work from other 
sources, such charges are completely unfounded. Her systematic 
theology is original despite its being influenced by people who lived 
during her lifetime as well as by those who had died well before her 
time. Concerning the originality of her work, Eddy wrote: 
 

The first edition of my most important work, Science and 
Health, containing the complete statement of Christian 
Science, ñ the term employed by me to express the divine, 
or spiritual, Science of Mind-healing, was published in 1875. 
When it was first printed, the critics took pleasure in saying, 
òThis book is indeed wholly original, but it will never be 
read.ó The first edition numbered one thousand copies. In 
September, 1891, it had reached sixty-two editions. Those 
who formerly sneered at it, as foolish and eccentric, now 
declare Bishop Berkeley, David Hume [who wrote 
extensively on moral science], Ralph Waldo Emerson, or 
certain German philosophers, to have been the originators of 
the Science of Mind -healing as therein stated. [brackets 
mine]                  
           Retrospection and Introspection, 37:1-15 
 
Kant, Locke, Berkeley, Tyndall, and Spencer afford little aid 
in understanding divine metaphysics or its therapeutics. 
        Miscellany,  349:9-11 
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Although Eddy distanced herself from one of her most important 
contemporary mentors and colleagues, Phineas Parkhurst Quimby 
(1802-1866), and after his death even described him as òan obscure, 
uneducated manó(Miscellany, 305:1), it becomes clear to the 
discerning and probing student of truth ñ after examining written 
accounts of their professional relationship and Quimbyõs own 
literary efforts ñ that Quimby influenced Eddy with regard to       
1) her attitude and approach concerning spiritual healing and        
2) some of her distinct verbiage. After carefully examining the 
written evidence, the present author has concluded that, although 
Eddyõs work is original, Eddy brought some of Quimbyõs ideas to 
spiritual maturity, fruition, and erudition. To be sure, Quimby had 
a significant impact on Eddy. 
 
Throughout her writings, Eddy used these terms and phrases 
interchangeably: òdivine metaphysics,ó òChristian Science,ó17 
òabsolute Science,ó òAll Science,ó òDivine Science,ó òSpiritual 
Science,ó òMind-science,ó òthe Science of Life,ó òthe Science of 
Mind,ó òthe Science of Soul,ó òthe Science of Spirit,ó òthe Science 
of God,ó òthe Science of man,ó òthe Science of Truth,ó 
òmetaphysical Science,ó and òthe Science of being.ó Concerning 
òthe Science of beingó (which is the definition for ontology given 
previously by the present author), Eddy crafted a òscientific 
statement of beingó from her point of view: 
 

There is no life, truth, intelligence, nor substance in matter. 
All is infinite Mind and its infinite manifestation, for God is 
All-in-all. Spirit is immortal Truth; matter is mortal error. 
Spirit is the real and eternal; matter is the unreal and 
temporal. Spirit is God, and man is His image and likeness. 
Therefore man is not material; he is spiritual.                                  
           Science and Health, 468:9-15 

                                                 
17  The noun phrase Christian Science was published first by Phineas Parkhurst 
Quimby in 1863. From The Quimby Manuscripts, Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 
1921, page 388 (see also pages 185 and 196). 
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In contrast to Eddy, the present author has posited that immortals 
are not material in body, or somatic identity, but mortals are. Eddy 
ñ like Aristotle and Kant ñ failed to hold the Whole Universe 
while simultaneously attending to its two major parts. As the 
present author has already explained, the physically observable 
universe and the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe 
are the two major parts of the Whole Universe. 
 
Concerning the topic of intelligent evolution, there is much food for 
thought in Eddyõs writings. Although she herself rejected 
Darwinism (to be sure, the ever-evolving tenets of neo-Darwinism 
had not been laid down during her lifetime), Eddyõs metaphysical 
works contained many seeds to help the present author elaborate 
the concept of intelligent evolution (such seeds unknown to Eddy 
during her lifetime, of course). 
 
In a paragraph with the margin heading of Man springs from Mind, 
Eddy wrote the following about Darwin and Darwinian evolution: 

 
All error proceeds from the evidence before the material 
senses. If man is material and originates in an egg, who shall 
say that he is not primarily dust? May not Darwin be right in 
thinking that apehood preceded mortal manhood? Minerals 
and vegetables are found, according to divine Science, to be 
the creations of erroneous thought, not of matter. Did man, 
whom God created with a word, originate in an egg? When 
Spirit made all, did it leave aught for matter to create? Ideas 
of Truth alone are reflected in the myriad manifestations of 
Life, and thus it is seen that man springs solely from Mind. 
The belief that matter supports life would make Life, or 
God, mortal.          
                                Science and Health, 543:17-30
    

 
Of course, Eddyõs question òMay not Darwin be right in thinking 
that apehood preceded mortal manhood?ó is purposely facetious, 
hoping the reader will make the opposite conclusion. To the 
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Christian Scientist, the last sentence in Eddyõs just-quoted 
paragraph poses no problem because it is assumed that all life is 
immortal and that no real life is mortal. Eddy did not acknowledge 
the possibility of two realities each with its own form of life: 1) one 
corporeal and visible and 2) the other incorporeal and invisible. 
Like Eddy, the present author acknowledges that neither man nor 
matter constitute the Creator-God, but, unlike Eddy, the present 
author also acknowledges that the Creator-God has used matter to 
house in physicality some of His myriad ideas for the sole purpose 
of providing a complete and perfect cosmological and ecological 
backdrop to sustain His invention of housing fallen souls in 
Homines sapientes (the plural of Homo sapiens) for the purpose of 
providing them (the fallen souls) with opportunities for salvation. 
 
In a paragraph with the margin heading of The ascent of species, 
Eddy wrote: 
 

One distinguished naturalist argues that mortals spring from 
eggs and in races. Mr. Darwin admits this, but he adds that 
mankind has ascended through all the lower grades of 
existence. Evolution describes the gradations of human 
belief, but it does not acknowledge the method of divine 
Mind, nor see that material methods are impossible in divine  
Science and that all Science is of God, not of man.  
            Science and Health, 551:9-16
        

 
In response to the just-cited paragraph, the present author agrees 
that Darwinian evolution òdoes not acknowledge the method of 
divine Mind,ó but the present author posits that the paradigm of 
intelligent evolution does acknowledge that method. Accordingly, 
intelligent evolution is the particular method that the Creator-God 
used in forming the entire corporeal backdrop that He created ex 
nihilo  as summarized in the Genesis account of creation. 
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Eddy dismissed the contributions of the well-known metaphysical 
philosophers as well as those of Darwin in understanding the true 
nature of Man (capitalized here to distinguish from mortal man, or 
humankind): 
 

When every form and mode of evil disappear to human 
thought, and mollusk and radiate are spiritual concepts 
testifying to one creator, ñ then, earth is full of His glory, 
and Christian Science has overshadowed all human 
philosophy, and being is understood in startling 
contradiction of human hypotheses; and Socrates, Plato, 
Kant, Locke, Berkeley, Tyndall, Darwin, and Spencer sit at 
the feet of Jesus.        
     Miscellaneous Writings, 361:9-16
  
In its history of mortality, Darwinõs theory of evolution from 
a material basis is more consistent than most theories. 

Briefly, this is Darwinõs theory, ñ that Mind produces its 
opposite, matter, and endues matter with power to recreate 
the universe, including man. Material evolution implies that 
the great First Cause must become material, and afterwards 
must either return to Mind or go down into dust and 
nothingness.        
                  Science and Health, 547:15-23
       

 
Unfortunately, Eddy was too dismissive of Darwinõs understanding 
of speciation, and her brief explanation of Darwinism is inaccurate 
and, therefore, unjust. 
 
Although Eddy rejected the notions of Charles Darwin (1809-1882), 
she did not reject those of Louis Agassiz (1807-1873). To Agassiz, 
òeach species of plant or animal life was a thought of the Creator. 
This belief was the basis for Agassizõ never-ending opposition to 
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Darwinõs conclusions regarding the transmutation of species.ó18 
Nevertheless, Agassiz also fell into Eddyõs disfavor: 
 

In one instance a celebrated naturalist, Agassiz, discovers 
the pathway leading to divine Science, and beards the lion of 
materialism in its den. At that point, however, even this great 
observer mistakes nature, forsakes Spirit as the divine origin 
of creative Truth, and allows matter and material law to 
usurp the prerogatives of omnipotence. He absolutely drops 
from his summit, coming down to a belief in the material 
origin of man, for he virtually affirms that the germ of 
humanity is in a circumscribed and non-intelligent egg.   
               Science and Health, 549:24-550:2
       

 
It is important here to note that, while in Paris, Agassiz had been a 
student of Georges Cuvier (1769-1832). Cuvier was a well-known 
naturalist with expertise in the areas of zoology, geology, 
taxonomy, and paleontology. (Cuvier is often referred to as the 
father of paleontology.) Cuvier recognized irrefutable proof in 
fossilized evidence for extinct species. However, because Cuvier 
did not subscribe to the idea of gradual, adaptive change in the 
production of new species, he concluded that the creation of new 
species occurred de novo after mass extinction events. As a 
catastrophist and creationist, Cuvier believed that the Creator-God 
repopulated the Earth with some, but not all, previously existing 
species as well as additional, new species after each mass 
extinction event that He orchestrated. Thus, Cuvier was neither a 
proponent of the Genesis account of creation nor a proponent of 
the then-held view on evolution, which view was specifically 
Lamarckian and not Darwinian. (Information about Lamarck is 
provided in Section 2.4.4.4 ñ entitled On the Relevance of 
Lamarck and Haeckel.) 

                                                 
18  From Mary Baker Eddy Mentioned Them, The Christian Science Publishing 
Society, Boston, Massachusetts, 1961, p. 10. 
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Eddy used the word chemicalization multiple times in her literary 
works, which word is helpful to the present author in his 
metaphysical description of the earliest stages in the origin of 
physical life. To be sure, there are differences between the 
dictionary definition, Eddyõs definition, and the present authorõs 
definition for chemicalization. A dictionary definition for 
chemicalization is òthe act or process of using chemicals.ó Eddyõs 
definition is òthe process which mortal mind and body undergo in 
the change of belief from a material to a spiritual basisó(Science 
and Health, 168:32-169:2). In contrast to both the dictionary and 
Eddy, the present author defines chemicalization as òthe impetus 
given by the Creator-God to aggregate atoms, ions, compounds, 
and molecules together in the primordial sea in order to form the 
organic building blocks necessary for the origin of physical life.ó 
Chemicalization is used by the present author instead of the 
godless word abiogenesis, which term in natural science refers to 
òthe theory that the earliest life forms accidentally developed from 
inanimate matter.ó (As a side note here, to describe a word as 
godless is not intended to be pejorative; it just indicates that the 
Creator-God has not been given a place in its historical meaning.) 
To be sure, the word abiogenesis in traditional evolutionary theory 
is always used in a godless sense. As used here, chemicalization 
includes the first steps in the crystallization of the Creator-God's 
thinking in the origin of biological life on the planet Earth. 
(Additional information on chemicalization is given in Section 
3.1.4.1 ñ entitled Chemicalization of Precursors Necessary for 
Biological Life). 
 
Although Eddy did not use the term abiogenesis, she wrote against 
what she thought was an illusory process when she stated: òFrom 
mortal mind [i.e., the source of all corporeal illusions] comes the 
reproduction of the species, ñ first the belief of inanimate, and 
then of animate matteró(Science and Health, 189:25-27, brackets 
mine). As an interesting side note, Eddyõs fault-ridden concept of 
the female reproductive cell (i.e., an ovum) was greatly influenced 
by the fanciful, microscopic descriptions of it by Agassiz. 
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2.4.3.1  Eddyõs Cosmology 
 

Eddyõs understanding of the universe was predicated on her view 
that òGodõs universe is spiritual and immortaló(Science and Health, 
289:24) and that òthe corporeal senses are the only source of evil or 
erroró(Ibid., 489:24-25). Yet Eddyõs presentation of the universe in 
her literary works was still enigmatic because, although she tried to 
ignore matter as nothing (in her words, òno thingó), she really did 
not succeed. For example, Eddy stated that òastronomical order 
imitates the action of divine Principle; and the universe, the 
reflection of God, is thus brought nearer the spiritual fact, and is 
allied to divine Science as displayed in the everlasting government 
of the universeó(Ibid., 121:28-32). If, in Eddy' s view, everything 
corporeal is inclusive of illusion, then why use anything corporeal 
to prove what exists in a spiritual reality? If one is going to argue 
that matter and its properties exist only to the physical senses, then 
one should not use matter and its properties to illustrate spiritual 
principles of the Creator-God. As the present author sees it, the 
Whole Universe is only an enigma when one fails to take both of its 
major components into consideration as realities unto themselves: 
Neither the spiritually observable universe nor the physically  
observable universe are illusions to those capable of using meta-
physically stereoscopic vision. For the people who use such vision, 
it is clear that both universes coexist and have parallel yet overlying 
realities. 
 
Eddy acknowledged the opposing geocentric and heliocentric 
views of the physical universe and gave credit to Copernicus for 
sorting the truth out concerning the heliocentric view. She stated: 
òCopernicus has shown that what appears real, to material sense 
and feeling, is absolutely unreal. Astronomy, optics, acoustics, and 
hydraulics are all at war with the testimony of the physical sensesó 
(No and Yes, 6:23-26). Unfortunately, Eddy made an unwarranted 
cognitive leap by using faulty logic in her line of thinking to 
conclude: òThis fact intimates that the laws of Science are mental, 
not material; and Christian Science demonstrates thisó(Ibid., 6:26-
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28). Here, individual truths have been poorly cobbled together by 
Eddy to form a patchwork quilt of  unrelated concepts. 
 
Concerning stellar and planetary bodies in the physically 
observable universe, Eddy stated: 
 

Advancing spiritual steps in the teeming universe of Mind 
lead on to spiritual spheres and exalted beings. To material 
sense, this divine universe is dim and distant, gray in the 
sombre hues of twilight; but anon the veil is lifted, and the 
scene shifts into light. In the record [Eddy was referring to 
Genesis 1:23], time is not yet measured by solar revolutions, 
and the motions and reflections of deific power cannot be 
apprehended until divine Science becomes the interpreter. 
[brackets mine]           
             Science and Health, 513:6-13
           

 
The previous quote gives the student of Christian metaphysics the 
first glint that Eddy may have been seeing the physical universe as 
a perception-altered form of the spiritual universe and, unlike the 
present author, not as two separate creations or universes.  Eddy 
implied that what the corporeal senses are witnessing is an elided 
view of what the present author would call two parallel realities. 
 
Concerning space, Eddy stated: 

 
The three great verities of Spirit, omnipotence, omni-
presence, omniscience, ñ Spirit possessing all power, filling 
all space, constituting all Science, ñ contradict forever the 
belief that matter can be actual.            
       Science and Health, 109:32-110:3 
   
We bury the sense of infinitude, when we admit that, 
although God is infinite, evil has a place in this infinity, for 
evil can have no place, where all space is filled with God.  
           Science and Health, 469:21-24 
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Divine Science, the Word of God, saith to the darkness upon 
the face of error, òGod is All-in-all,ó and the light of ever-
present Love illumines the universe. Hence the eternal 
wonder, ñ that infinite space is peopled with Godõs ideas, 
reflecting Him in countless spiritual forms.    
         Science and Health, 503:12-17
      

 
Throughout her literary works, Eddy eschewed pantheism. 
Therefore, it is clear in Eddyõs descriptions of space that she was 
describing the noumenon of space, or space-in-itself, and not the 
phenomenon of the empty vacuum of space found in the physically 
knowable universe. Again, as was the case for stellar and planetary 
bodies, Eddy described what she could see of the spiritual universe 
using her understanding of Christian metaphysics and her 
corporeal view of the physical universe to work backwards to the 
spiritual universe ñ which is to say, Eddy regressed to the Creator-
Godõs original creation and described what she could see in its 
unfallen state of being. For the present author, this is confirmed in 
Eddyõs statements that: 1) òin divine Science, the universe, 
including man, is spiritual, harmonious, and eternaló(Science and 
Health, 114:27-29); 2) òthe term Science, properly understood, refers 
only to the laws of God and to His government of the universe, 
inclusive of manó(Ibid., 121:28-32); and 3) òthe universe is filled 
with spiritual ideas, which He evolves, and they are obedient to the 
Mind that makes themó(Ibid., 295:6-8). If one can conclude that the 
Creator-God evolves spiritual ideas in the spiritually, or 
metaphysically, observable universe, then one's conclusion is not so 
far afield from the possibility that the Creator-God can also evolve 
spiritual ideas that manifest as physical objects in the physically 
observable universe. 
 
In seeing the spiritually, or metaphysically, observable universe, 
Eddy had a glimpse of the truth, but that glimpse caused her to put 
blinders on relative to the reality of the physically observable 
universe. Because she had concluded that òthe human mind and 
body are mythsó(Science and Health, 150:32-151:1) and that òSpirit 
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and its formations are the only realities of beingó(Ibid., 264:20), she 
could not help but conclude that òthe physical universe expresses 
the conscious and unconscious thoughts of mortalsó(Ibid., 484:13-
14). To Eddy, matter was only a òsupposition of erroró(Ibid., 
503:11) rather than a self-evident, or a priori, proposition. 
 
Eddy wanted metaphysics to take the place of physics. The present 
author desires that metaphysics be used alongside of physics ñ at 
least while souls are in corporeality. For Eddy, only the spiritual 
universe existed. She did not understand, or care to acknowledge, 
the role of the Luciferian Fall in the alteration of the spiritual 
universe to produce the physical universe. For this reason, Eddy 
confused or misunderstood the timeline for òa new heaven and a 
new earthó(Revelation 22:1). The ònew heavenó and ònew earthó 
referred to in Revelation 22:1 only appear: 1) at the end of the 
millennial reign of peace on Earth by Christ Jesus (i.e., the 
Millennium ); and 2) after Christ Jesus has turned the reins of the 
physical universe over to God the Father (1 Corinthians 15:28). 
Eddy assumed that what the Apostle John reported as òa new 
heaven and a new earthó would be seen by all of us immediately 
upon our making the transition from human life to heavenly life 
(Science and Health, 572:19-25). To be sure, in her own way, Eddy 
acceded to the existence of a physical universe, but she purposely 
refrained from openly admitting it. 
 
According to the present author, upon the introduction of iniquity 
into the spiritual universe, a modicum of the substance, or essence, 
of spiritual life was altered to appear as inanimate matter and 
(eventually) animate matter, but Eddy failed to see this clearly 
during the majority of her lifetime. The present author does not 
fault Eddy for this failure because he recognizes the necessity for a 
gradual progression in Christian metaphysical thinking before one 
can arrive at the concept of intelligent evolution. Although one 
might be poised to take oneõs next step, one simply cannot take a 
next step before or during oneõs first step. (Each step that we take 
is either a next step in the right direction or a misstep in the wrong 
direction.) To be sure, the same is true for writing: If we do not 
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write down our first idea on a topic or read it clearly somewhere 
else, we really are not ready to develop that idea in order to receive 
the next related idea. For example, if the present author had not 
read and comprehended Eddyõs definition of a year as a òspace for 
repentanceó(Science and Health, 298:20), he would not have 
apprehended the idea that time itself constitutes the space for 
repentance of sins ñ or its more succinct version appropriate for 
the paradigm of intelligent evolution ñ that is, relative time 
constitutes relative space. Thus, in the physically knowable 
universe, relative space and relative time are not only merged in 
fact but also in purpose. 
 
Had Eddy lived longer, it would not have surprised the present 
author if she had successfully penned an additional book that 
touched on some of the concepts and ideas covered in Intelligent 
Evolution. Indeed, Eddy was too gifted not to eventually see the 
multid imensionality of what the present author calls the Whole 
Universe ñ regardless of the specific ideas or terminology used. 
The present author certainly acknowledges Eddyõs contribution to 
his own spiritual development in Christian metaphysical thinking. 
Without her literary works, this work on intelligent evolution would 
never have been attempted or accomplished. In fact, the present 
author considers his book the next following step in Christian 
metaphysics after Eddy. 
 
Insights granted to the present author have permitted him to 
understand that, in her later years, Eddy had personal assistants 
and board members that functioned as enforcers and filters who 
would have destroyed any unusual written work by her on the topic 
of Christian metaphysics in order to preserve and protect the 
organizational bureaucracy of the Church of Christ, Scientist. Had 
she lived longer, the present author believes that Eddyõs final 
published work would have been entitled The Altered Universe. 
 
Eddy believed that òspiritual evolution alone is worthy of the 
exercise of divine poweró(Science and Health, 135:9-19), but the 
present author would respond that Eddy was not simultaneously 
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attending to both major parts within the Whole Universe and, for 
that reason, was not also considering physical evolution as worthy 
of the exercise of divine power. Although Eddy did not have 
physical evolution in mind when she wrote the following, there is 
really nothing within her statement that is at odds with the concept 
of intelligent evolution: òThere is but one primal cause. Therefore 
there can be no effect from any other cause, and there can be no 
reality in aught which does not proceed from this great and only 
causeó(Ibid, 207:20-23). In other words, from the present authorõs 
perspective, our Creator-God is not only the primal cause of 
spiritual evolution through consciousness expansion and unfold-
ment but also the primal cause of physical evolution through 
cosmogenesis, abiogenesis, biogenesis, and speciation. Our 
Creator-God is the only First Cause, Final Cause, and Prime 
Mover. Regardless of Luciferõs Fall and the Adamic Fall, our 
Creator-God is the one true and only real Cause. To be sure, 
cosmological, geological, and biological observations can be 
interpreted both physically and spiritually at the same time; the two 
interpretations are not mutually exclusive nor are they meant to be 
separate and contradictory when one has a metaphysically 
stereoscopic view of the Whole Universe in Christ Jesus.  
      

 
2.4.3.2  An Oddity Explained 

 
It is odd to the present author that Eddy wrote that òthe perpetua-
tion of the floral species by bud or cell-division is 
evidentéó(Science and Health, 68:23-25) because such an 
acknowledgement would normally lead one to at least speculate 
that internal changes might occur in a cell (or fertilized ovum) that 
could account for alterations in an organismõs own morphology or 
in the morphology of the organismõs progeny. (Although the words 
microevolution and macroevolution would not be coined during 
Eddyõs lifetime, she could have concluded the processes they name 
without having those two terms available to her.) Regardless of 
what she could have concluded, there was no knowledge of DNA 
and the genetic code during Eddyõs lifetime ñ a viable model for 
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DNA not described by Watson and Crick until 1953, forty-three 
years after Eddyõs death. 
 
Because she did not have a knowledge of contemporary bio-
chemistry, genetics, cytology, and mutations, it is comprehensible 
why Eddyõs metaphysics led her to pit matter against divine Mind. 
(Eddyõs divine Mind is what the present author refers to as the 
Supraconsciousness of the Creator-God.) She did not know any 
better because there simply was no better for her to know. A most 
unfortunate set of circumstances now exists for Christian Scientists 
of the twenty-first century, who are left with a knowledge of the 
universe, the planet Earth, and human physiology that dates no 
later than 1910, the year that Eddy died and the year of her final 
edition of Science and Health. Remember, to Christian Scientists, 
Eddy is their òforever Leader.ó For this reason, the majority of 
practicing Christian Scientists are unable to grow beyond what was 
known to Eddy during her lifetime. This presents a conundrum as 
detrimental to spiritual growth as if people only subscribed in 
thought to what Aristotle or Kant understood and wrote about or to 
what Pearson understands and writes about. 
 
Following the Afterword to Volume One and An Introduction to 
Volume Two, we will explore the metaphysics of Pierre Teilhard de 
Chardin as it relates to intelligent evolution. 
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Afterword to Volume One 
 

In summary at this juncture, metaphysics is the scientific study of 
invisible reality. The invisible reality studied in metaphysics is 
purely intellectual, purely spiritual, or a combination of both. For 
people who have not yet accepted, or who consciously reject, Christ 
Jesus as the only-begotten Son of God, only Savior of the world, and 
personal Savior, metaphysics can only remain a philosophical 
endeavor based solely on what human understanding and reason 
provide and what the intellectual agency of human consciousness 
enables. For people who accept Christ Jesus as the only-begotten 
Son of God, only Savior of the world, and personal Savior, 
metaphysics transcends philosophical boundaries to open doors to 
the unseen in spiritual knowledge from the Holy Spiritõs agency of 
soul-consciousness. For saved human beings, Christian 
metaphysics possesses both intellectual and spiritual components.  
 
Because saved souls in corporeality are within the earth plane of 
consciousness, they are exposed simultaneously to different 
streams of consciousness and different currents within those 
streams. However, what they are exposed to depends largely on 
what captures and maintains their personal interest, attention, 
focus, and commitment. Human beings have access to streams of: 
1) spiritually-enblackened consciousness, 2) intellectual conscious-
ness, and 3) spiritually-enlightened consciousness. At any given 
moment, human beings individually choose to go with the flow 
from one of the following two stream sets: a) intellectual conscious-
ness and spiritually-enblackened consciousness; or b) intellectual 
consciousness and spiritually-enlightened consciousness. 
 
Without the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit residing within oneõs soul, 
metaphysics can never be more than a purely intellectual endeavor. 
In a purely intellectual endeavor, the human brain relies solely on 
its own cognitive abilities to fill in the blanks concerning unknown 
information. When a person is educated, literate, and intelligent, 
the human brain can easily fill in missing information with highly 
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plausible possibilities based on prediction from the personõs prior 
experiences. However, the information supplied may not be 
accurate. In contrast, when a person has accepted Christ Jesus as 
the only-begotten Son of God, the only Savior of the world, and 
personal Savior, the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit will help to fill in 
what is missing with accurate information ñ provided it is the Will 
of the Creator-God for that person (and other people through that 
person) to know and understand the missing information at that 
particular time.  
 
Although information supplied through the agency of the Creator-
Godõs Holy Spirit is always accurate, sometimes the recipient 
misinterprets the supplied information or provided insight because 
of the recipientõs reasoned conjecture, skewed emotional bias, 
diminished interest in the topic at hand, or doubt due to a lack in 
faith. And, although the information that the Creator-Godõs Holy 
Spirit supplies may be easy to understand by the recipient because 
what is being conveyed is simple and direct, it can, instead, be 
difficult for the recipient to understand because what is being 
conveyed is complex and multi-layered.  
 
Based on his own experiences, the present author believes that, 
when the information that the Holy Spirit relays is complex and 
multi -layered, it is because the Holy Spirit wants the recipient of 
such information to gradually comprehend specific spiritual 
concepts over a span of time and not immediately. Why? The Holy 
Spirit wants the recipient to cogitate on, ponder about, and reflect 
on certain spiritual truths in order that the spiritual truths conveyed 
are indelible in ñ and, therefore, not easily erased from ñ the 
recipientõs memory. The Holy Spirit wants us not only to grasp the 
spiritual truths that are being conveyed but also to never let go of 
grasping them. The Holy Spirit wants the information conveyed to 
be spiritually savored by the recipient and ever-present for practical 
application. Understood in these ways, it should be clear to the 
reader or listener that a perfect understanding of a spiritual truth is 
generally hard-fought and hard-won but also gratefully received 
and much appreciated. 
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Although the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit depends on no human 
being for direction, the Holy Spirit knows that, in supplying 
missing information or providing insight to a human recipient, at 
least some of that recipientõs experiences and knowledge base must 
be used to couch the information or insight in order for the 
recipient to more ably extract meaning from, and practical 
application for, the information supplied or insight provided. Thus, 
the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit often uses a combination of the 
recipientõs human intelligence and spiritual understanding when 
providing information or insight to the recipient. The previous 
statement reiterates that the invisible reality studied in Christian 
metaphysics is both intellectual as well as spiritually-enlightened 
for saved human beings. The present author adds that an element 
of caution is inherent in the explanation just given because of the 
Holy Spiritõs sovereignty: In other words, the Holy Spirit can do 
and will do whatever the Holy Spirit chooses to do ñ regardless of 
what truth the present author or any other author might perceive or 
how that truth might be presented. 
 
How do you know when information is supplied primarily by your 
own intellect, and how do you know when information is supplied 
primarily through the agency of the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit? 
 
Let us consider the following example to compare and contrast 
how the human intellect and the Creator-Godõs spiritual agency 
work differently (albeit, at times, complementarily) in supplying 
missing information and providing insight:  
 
If presented with the sentence òWhen in _______, do as the ______ 
do,ó your intellect will supply the missing words Rome and 
Romans if you have heard or read that statement before. If you 
have never heard or read that statement, your intellect will come up 
with at least one set of plausible possibilities ñ for example, 
òWhen in danger, do as the wise do.ó In contrast, the agency of the 
Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit may minister a special insight to you by 
emphasizing what it is that you: 1) might not already know; or       
2) might already know but not necessarily in the same way that the 
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Holy Spirit presents it. For example, the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit 
might minister the following statement to the recipient: òWhen in 
Christ, do as the righteous do.ó (Of course, the Creator-Godõs Holy 
Spirit might supply an entirely different structure for a spiritual 
idea, construct, or concept ñ which is to say, in a way that departs 
from utilizing a simple fill -in-the-blanks stem or frame.) To be 
sure, contextual relevancy as well as level and degree of 
applicability help to determine whether the information supplied or 
the insight provided is primarily from your own intellect or the 
agency of the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit. 
 
At this juncture, it is important for the reader or listener to learn 
that, after personally receiving salvation through Christ Jesus and 
sharing the gospel message of salvation with others, the present 
authorõs raison d'être, or purpose for earthly existence, is to 
elucidate Christian metaphysics through the leading of the Creator-
Godõs Holy Spirit for people living during the millennium of peace 
(i.e., the Millennium) ñ when Christ Jesus reigns for one thousand 
years on Earth.  
 
The present author believes that, once spiritual truth is said, it can 
never be unsaid. In other words, as soon as spiritual truth is 
discovered and articulated in the earth plane of consciousness, it 
becomes accessible to others who are also in that plane. That is 
one reason why the same so-called original idea can be expressed 
by two different sources in two different locations at approximately 
the same time. And that is why, although human beings can 
possess spiritual truth, they can never really keep it to themselves 
or prevent others from accessing it. Thus, a spiritual breakthrough 
for one person often constitutes a breakthrough for others. Just as 
one cannot really hide gold or oil in the physical world after it is 
discovered, so also one cannot really hide spiritual truth in the 
earth plane of consciousness after it is apprehended. To be sure, 
the readiness of humanity to receive a revealed truth also plays an 
important role. 
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An Introduction to Volume Two
 

 
The Importance of Christ Jesus to Creation, 

Re-Creation, Evolution, Expansion, and 
Consciousness Unfoldment 

 
 

Christ Jesus, the Only-Begotten of Yahweh 
 

ɛɞɜɞɔŮɜ ɠ (pronounced mo-no-ge-nase´) [G3439] is the most 
important word in the Greek New Testament when it is used in 
conjunction with the physical conception and birth of Christ Jesus 

as the Son of Yahweh, the God of the Holy Bible. ɛɞɜɞɔŮɜ ɠ (mo-
no-ge-nase´) is a compound word composed of the two base words 

ɛ ɜɞɠ (pronounced mo-nos´) [G3441] and ɔŮɜɜ ɤ19 (pronounced 

gen-au´) [G1080]. ɛ ɜɞɠ (mo-nos´) means: one, only, only one, one 
and only, solitary, and unique; and ɔŮɜɜ ɤ (gen-au´) means: born 
(i.e., delivered from a uterus), begat, begotten, birthed, conceived, 
generated, and legitimate. Because ɛɞɜɞɔŮɜ ɠ (mo-no-ge-nase´) is 
a compound word, its complete meaning includes the individual 
meanings of both root words and not just the meaning of one of 

them. In other words, the full definition for ɛɞɜɞɔŮɜ ɠ (mo-no-ge-
nase´) includes: only-begotten, one and only physically born, only 
legitimate, uniquely-conceived, and solitarily-generated. Although 

some scholars have chosen to define ɛɞɜɞɔŮɜ ɠ (mo-no-ge-nase´) 
by the single word only because they believe that the begotten 
portion is redundant, implied, archaic, and/or unrelatable to the 

                                                 
19  ʴʶ˄˄ ˖ όǇǊƻƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ ƎŜƴ-au´ύ ώDмлулϐ ƛǎ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ʴ ˄ˇˌ όǇǊƻƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ 
gen´-osύ ώDмлурϐΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ʴ ˄ˇ˃ʰʽ όǇǊƻƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ ƎŢ´-no-Ƴơύ 
ώDмлфрϐΦ ʴ ˄ˇˌ όƎŜƴ´-os) means: genus, kind, kindred, offspring, descendant 
(i.e., child), or speciesΤ ŀƴŘ ʴ ˄ˇ˃ʰʽ όƎŢ´-no-Ƴơύ ƳŜŀƴǎ originated or ordained. 
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modern ear, the definition only without begotten is, in fact, an 
under-translation because it is missing one-half of its full meaning. 

To be sure, using the single word only to define ɛɞɜɞɔŮɜ ɠ (mo-no-
ge-nase´) does not impart the same meaning as using only-
begotten. 
 
Many people do not grasp the meaning of begotten in the 
expression only-begotten Son of God. Therefore, for the sake of 
clarity, it is important to state here that òbegottenó is derived from 
Old English and is the past participle of the verb òbeget,ó whose 
past tense is òbegató (beget, begat, begotten). The word beget 
means òto bearó (bear, bore, born), òto give birth to,ó and òto 
produce offspring.ó Thus, the word òbegottenó means òborn,ó 
òbirthed,ó òconceived,ó or òphysically delivered from a uterus.ó 
The first man Adam was not òbegottenó by the God of the Holy 
Bible because the first man Adam was neither from a fertilized egg 
nor delivered from a uterus and because the first man Adam was 
neither self-existent nor equivalent to the Creator-God. Christ 
Jesus, however, is self-existent and equivalent to the Creator-God 
(John 1:1). Only Christ Jesus was òthe begottenó of God. Although 
the first man Adam was òthe Son of Godó(Luke 3:38 KJV), the first 
man Adam was a created being and never God-in-flesh (i.e., God 
Incarnate) as was Christ Jesus (John 1:14 KJV). 
 
In the case of Christ Jesus, òbegat by Godó and òbegotten by Godó 
mean: 1) that God Himself provided the seed and Mary (Miriam) 
herself provided the egg for the conception of Christ Jesus; 2) that 
Christ Jesus was physically delivered from Maryõs uterus; and        
3) that Christ Jesus was composed of the same spiritual substance 
as God in addition to human flesh. Christ Jesus was not generated 
through sexual relations but through the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit 
overshadowing Mary (Luke 1:35 KJV).  Mary the mother was a full 
participant in the conception and birth of Christ Jesus through her 
personal physical contributions of egg, uterus, and placental 
nutrition. (Mary was not just an incubator into which a second 
Adam had been placed.) Although Yahweh is the Father and Mary 
is the mother of Christ Jesus, and Christ Jesus is God-in-flesh, 
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Mary is neither the wife of God nor the mother of God. Christ Jesus 
was the unique hybrid of the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit and Maryõs 
corporeality (i.e., her physical substance). 
 
Although the first man Adam was created in the complete image 
and perfect likeness of the Creator-God, the first man Adam was 
not equal to the Creator-God. In other words, the first man Adam 
was not God. In contrast, Christ Jesus was composed of the same 
self-existent substance as God and, as such, is uniquely one in 
being, or spiritually conjoined, with the Creator-God. Thus, Christ 
Jesus was, is, and always will be the same as God because he, in 
fact, is God Himself. The first man Adam was made only of created 
substance; in contrast, Christ Jesus was composed of the same self-
existent substance as God that uniquely appeared in physical flesh. 
(Christ Jesus was, is, and always will be God regardless of the state 
or condition of being that he was, is, or will be in.) 
 
In  order to define only-begotten correctly concerning Christ Jesus, 

it is important to properly contextualize ɛɞɜɞɔŮɜ ɠ (mo-no-ge-
nase´) according to the writings of John the Apostle. Christ Jesus is 
known as òthe Word of Godó not only in Revelation 19:13, written 
by John the Apostle, but also in the Gospel According to John: 
 

{1} In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with 
God, and the Word was God. {2} The same was in the 
beginning with God. {3} All things were made by him; and 
without him was not anything made that was made. {4} In 
him was life; and the life was the light of all people. {5} And 
the lifeõs light had shone in darkness, but darkness could not 
comprehend it. {10} He was in the world, and the world was 
made by him, but the world did not recognize who he was. 
{14} And the Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us, and 
we beheld his glory ñ the glory as of the only begotten 
[ɛɞɜɞɔŮɜ ɠ] of the Father, full of grace and truth. {18} No 

one has seen God at any time; the only begotten [ɛɞɜɞɔŮɜ ɠ] 
Son, who is at the core of the Father, he has declared Him . 
{34} And I [John] saw him, and bare record that he is the Son 
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of  God. {49} And  Nathanael  responded  to  Jesus and  said, 
òRabbi, you are the Son of God; you are the King of Israel.ó 
[italics and brackets mine] 
    John 1:1-5, 10, 14, 18, 34, & 49 KJV Paraphrase 

 
 
To summarize at this juncture: 
 

1.  Christ Jesus is òthe Word of Godó(Revelation 19:13 KJV). 
 
2. The Word of God is the Creator-God (John 1:1 KJV). 
 
3. The Word was made flesh as the only-begotten Son of 

God in Christ Jesus (John 1:14, 18, 34, and 35 KJV). 
 
4.  Christ Jesus is God Incarnate (i.e., God-in-flesh). 
 
5. God was in the world that he had made, but the world did 

not recognize him because those in darkness could not 
see his transfigured glory ñ the glory that John, James, 
and Peter had witnessed on the mountain when Jesus 
spoke with Elijah and Moses (John 1:4, 5, 10, and 14 KJV).
   

 
For as long as people on Earth consciously reject Christ Jesus as 
the only-begotten Son of Yahweh and God-in-flesh, they place 
themselves under the curse of Yahwehõs Wrath, or His  Justified 
Anger, not only while they are on Earth but also throughout 
eternity. However, for the duration that souls are in corporeality 
(i.e., in a human body), they still have an opportunity (not 
necessarily just one opportunity) to remove themselves from the 
curse of Yahweh by: 1) accepting Christ Jesus as the only-begotten 
Son of Yahweh and God-in-flesh (God Incarnate); and 2) accepting 
his sacrifice on the cross of Calvary as the only sacrifice acceptable 
to God the Father for the atonement of their iniquity and sins and 
the remission of the debt owed for their iniquity and sins. 
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Satan and his demons do not mind if people accept that: 1) Christ 
Jesus is one prophet of many prophets; 2) Christ Jesus was born of 
the virgin Mary (Miriam); 3) Christ Jesus is the prophesied Messiah 
of Israel; 4) Christ Jesus was a worker of miracles; and 5) Christ 
Jesus will return one day to defeat the Antichrist, or False Messiah. 
However, Satan and his demons are adamant that no one on Earth 
learn that: 1) Christ Jesus is the only-begotten Son of God; 2) Christ 
Jesus is the only incarnation of God in human flesh; 3) Christ Jesus 
is the Savior of the world; and 4) Christ Jesus is our personal Savior 
ñ all four concepts explicitly and implicitly stated and restated in 
the New Testament. 
 
By influencing human beings to reject the four concepts given in 
the previous paragraph, Satan and his demons help confirm for 
Christians that, of all theological concepts, these four concepts are 
the most powerful for people on Earth to know. How do we know 
that they are the most powerful? They threaten Satan in his mission 
to prevent the salvation of human beings and, thereby, seek to rob 
Yahweh of the restoration of His creation. To be sure, although 
Satan is the enemy of all human beings, Satan is only our indirect 
enemy; Satanõs true Enemy is Yahweh, the God of the Holy Bible. 
It is for this reason that Satan seeks to rob Yahweh of His creation. 
Satan erroneously believes that, by robbing Yahweh of His 
creation, Satan will unseat Yahweh as Supreme Being and replace 
Him as universal Sovereign. 
 
Everything that Satan has done after his fall has been to fulfill his 
desire of robbing the Creator-God of His creation, unseat the 
Creator-God as Supreme Being, and replace the Creator-God as 
universal Sovereign. To this end, throughout the history of 
humankind, Satan has tried to: 1) murder all Jews, 2) murder all 
Christians, 3) discredit the witness of Jews and Christians, 4) firmly 
establish the Antichrist religion of Islam throughout the Earth, and 
5) cause all people on Earth to doubt the accuracy of the Old and 
New Testaments and the validity of the gospel message of 
salvation through Christ Jesus as the only-begotten Son of God and 
God-in-flesh. 
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The central doctrines of Islam promote that: 1) Christ Jesus is not 
the only-begotten Son of God (Islam teaches that it is blasphemy to 
say that Allah has an only-begotten Son); 2) Christ Jesus was not 
God-in-flesh (Islam teaches that it is a blasphemy to say that Christ 
Jesus is God); and 3) Christ Jesus is not an intercessor between 
human beings and God (Islam teaches that Christ Jesus did not 
really die on the cross and that the Islamic Allah does not need an 
intercessor for the salvation of human beings if the Islamic Allah 
desires to save them). 
 
To minimize the significance of the word begotten when used 
about Christ Jesus, literate Muslims sometimes refer to Psalm 2:7 
from the King James Version of the Bible to say that, according to 
the Bible, King David was also òbegottenó of God. It states in 
Psalm 2:7 (KJV): òI will declare the decree: the Lord God Almighty 
has said to me, ôYou are my Son; this day have I begotten you 
[italics mine] .õó However, in Psalm 2:7, the God of the Holy Bible 
is not speaking about King David but about the King of Kings, who 
is Christ Jesus. In other words, the òbegottenó in Psalm 2:7 is 
Christ Jesus. To be sure, the entire Second Psalm is prophetic 
Scripture about Christ Jesus and not King David. (There are many 
verses throughout the Book of Psalms that are prophetic 
concerning Christ Jesus.) It states clearly in Psalm 2:8 (KJV): òôAsk 
of Me [the Lord God Almighty], and I will give you the heathen for 
your inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the earth for your 
possession [brackets mine].õó The Hebrew word for òthe heathenó 
(or òthe nationsó in other translations) is goyim, which means òthe 
Gentiles.ó King David did not rule over the Gentiles throughout the 
whole world (i.e., to òthe uttermost parts of the earthó): King David 
was the king of the children of Israel in the land of Israel. Only the 
Savior of the world, Christ Jesus, rules over Gentiles throughout the 
whole world. To further confirm this understanding, whenever the 
word begotten from Psalm 2:7 is referenced in the New Testament 
(Acts 13:33, Hebrews 1:5, and Hebrews 5:5), it is always concerning 
Christ Jesus and not King David. 
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In transitioning to the next section, it is important for the reader to 
always remember that Christ Jesus is the Christian God. That is 
why he is described as the deific Force, divine Principle, creative 
Logos, and spoken Word responsible for all creation, re-creation, 
evolution, expansion, and consciousness unfoldment. That is why 
Christ Jesus is worshiped. 
 
 

The Transformative Nature of Christ Jesus 
 
Christ Jesus is the deific Force, creative Logos, divine Principle, 
and spoken Word at the core of the Creator-God ñ or, using the 
jargon of the King James Version, òin the bosom of the 
Fatheró(John 1:18 KJV). As such, in addition to the characteristics 
and qualities explained in the immediately preceding section, 
Christ Jesus is responsible for: 1) all creation; 2) holding together 
not only each atom but also the Whole Universe; 3) all re-creation 
and restoration to God the Father of all that is His; 4) all cosmic, 
biological, and consciousness evolution; 5) all phylogeny and 
ontology (explained in Section 2.4.4.4 ñ entitled The Relevance of 
Lamarck and Haeckel); and 6) all four stages in our personal 
spiritual development.  
 
Regardless of the specific verbiage used, Christians living before 
the Millennium should already be aware of the following four 
developmental stages in the consciousness evolution of individual 
saved souls in corporeality: 
 

1.  Preparation of the individualõs emotions, intellect, and 
will to receive salvation. (Depending on individual, this 
may be a short term process or a lifelong process.) 

 
2.  The actual receiving of salvation itself through: a) oneõs 

personal belief in Christ Jesus as the only-begotten Son of 
God; and b) oneõs confession of faith in Christ Jesus as 
personal Savior. (Belief and confession may occur at the 
same time or at different times.)  
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3. Sanctification through perpetual contrition, self-
discipline, spiritual focus, and an unwavering desire to 
please the Creator-God. (This process continues through- 

 out the remainder of oneõs life on Earth after one receives 
salvation.) 

 
4. The continuity of oneõs life in an immortal state of being 

throughout eternity after the death of oneõs physical body 
(provided, of course, that one received salvation while in 
oneõs physical body).  

 
 
Most Christians are not aware that, in addition to the four personal 
development stages just listed, Christ Jesusõ transformative nature 
is also responsible for: 1) all cosmogenesis, 2) all chemogenesis,    
3) all abiogenesis and the emergence of all physical life, 4) all 
phylogenesis, 5) all embryogenesis, and 6) all consciousness 
evolution by controlling the directions and movements of all 
electromagnetic force, all gravitational force, and all interactive 
forces in the physically knowable universe. In short, Christ Jesus is 
the Driver, Prime Mover, Engineer, and Orchestrator behind all 
activities in the physically knowable universe with the exception of 
activities controlled by Evil ñ Evil consisting of Satan, his fallen 
angels, and his unclean spirits, demons, evil spirits, or devils. 
 
 

The Unfortunate Separation of Christ and Jesus 
 
The First Council of Nicea was convened in 325 AD to establish a 
common doctrine, creed, and canon law acceptable to the majority 
of Christendom. The most important work of the First Council of 
Nicea was in resolving the relationship of God the Son to God the 
Father and articulating that relationship in the written Nicene 
Creed. After the Council of Constantinople in 381 AD, the resulting 
creed included the refined statement of Christian belief òin one 
Lord Jesus Christ, the only Son of God, begotten from the Father 
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before all ages, God from God, Light from Light, true God from 
true God, begotten, not made; of the same essence as the Father.ó 
 
Students who have a thorough understanding of the Holy Bible 
recognize that one cannot have òJesusó without having òChristó (or 
òthe Christó) and one cannot have òChristó (or òthe Christó) 
without having òJesus.ó Christians should try to hold the whole 
name, òChrist Jesusó (or òJesus the Christó), while they 
simultaneously attend to its two parts, òJesusó and ò(the) Christ.ó   
 
The words Jesus and Christ are inextricably linked together and 
should rarely be used separately so as not to confuse the hearer, the 
reader, or even oneself (yes, we can easily confuse ourselves). The 

English word Christ is a title derived from the Greek word ɉɟɘůŰ ɠ 
(Christos) [G5547] and its counterpart in Latin, Christus 
[CHRISTVS]. The Greek word Christos [G5547] is a translation of 
the Hebrew word HõMoshiach [H4899], which means òthe 
Messiahó or òthe Anointed Oneó in English. And the Greek word 

ɀŮůů Ŭɠ (Messias) [G3323] is the transliterated form of the 
Hebrew word Moshiach [H4899], meaning òMessiahó or 
òAnointed One.ó 
 
Unfortunately, many students of the Holy Bible are not aware that 
the noun Christ has been trivialized by those who entertain certain 
inaccurate concepts from Eastern religions, New Age philosophy, 
Theosophy, and Christian metaphysics. 
 
For example, the Hindu deity Krishna, the supposed earthly 
incarnation of the Hindu deity Vishnu, is worshiped by seeking to 
propagate his consciousness as revealed in various Hindu 
scriptures. (For the sake of clarification, the Holy Bible is the one 
true and only real Scripture.) This concept of Krishna Conscious-
ness has been imported to Christianity as an ill-defined Christ 
Consciousness.  
 
To be sure, when used alone, the word Christ may accurately imply 
a spiritual state of mind and a heightened level of consciousness; 
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unfortunately, however, when used alone, the word Christ can also 
inaccurately imply that the spiritual state of mind and heightened 
level of consciousness can be achieved without accepting the 
Biblical Jesus as: 1) the only-begotten Son of God, 2) the only 
Messiah of Israel, 3) the one true Savior of the world, 4) oneõs only 
personal Savior, 5) the Word of God, and 6) the Christian God. 
Indeed, one cannot have òthe Christ,ó òthe mind of Christ,ó 
òdivine Mind,ó òuniversal Mind,ó òChrist Consciousness,ó or òthe 
Supraconsciousness of Godó without accepting the shed blood of 
the only-begotten Son of God as the only sacrifice acceptable to 
God the Father for the remission of our sins and the cancellation of 
the debt we owe to Him for those sins.  
 
One of the earliest representations of codification in the separation 
of Jesus from Christ and Christ from Jesus is seen in the writings of 
Phineas Parkhurst Quimby (first referred to in Section 2.4.3 of 
Volume One in Intelligent Evolution ), whose errant ideas helped 
serve to form related false doctrines propagated by such religious 
movements as Christian Science, Unity, and Religious Science (i.e., 
Science of Mind). Quimbyõs separation of Christ from Jesus is 
captured in the following quotes from three of his essays: 
 

Jesus called this [divine and scientific] truth the Son of God. 
Peter called it Christ. The peopleõs ignorance confounded 
the two together and called it Jesus Christ. This last 
construction has given rise to all the religious wars and 
bloodshed since the Christian era [began]. [brackets and 
italics mine] Quimby, Christ and Truth, January 1860, in The 
Quimby Manuscripts, p. 197  
 
I will try to explain the true Christ from the false Christ, and 
show that òChristó never was intended to be applied to Jesus 
as a man, but to a Truth superior to the natural man ñ and 
this Truth is what the prophets foretold. Quimby, True and 
False Christs, January 1860, in The Quimby Manuscripts, p. 
201 
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The idea that the man Jesus was anything but a man, was 
never thought of. Jesus never had the least idea of such an 
explanation [that he should be called the Christ]. [brackets 
mine] Quimby, Jesus and Christ, March 1860, in The 
Quimby Manuscripts, p. 216 

 
 
Let it be understood that making the words and meanings of Christ 
and Jesus mutually exclusive leads one to gross doctrinal error and, 
as a result, an overall weakening of what should be oneõs personal 
and empowering faith through Jesus Christ. 
 
For the purposes and intents of Intelligent Evolution , readers 
should assume that, when the present author uses the expression 
Christ Consciousness, it is synonymous with the Consciousness of 
the Biblical Jesus, who is God Incarnate (i.e., God-in-flesh). 
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2.4.4  Insights, Implications, and Applications 
from de Chardin 

 
 

2.4.4.1 An Introduction  to de Chardinõs The Phenomenon of Man 
 
One of the reasons that we read the written works of other authors 
is: 1) to see what insights they may have had or may have missed; 
2) to see if we can determine the validity or invalidity of those 
insights (even the ones we think they missed); and 3) to see if we 
can expand upon those insights with insights of our own. We do 
not read other authors in order to come to complete agreement 
with them, think exactly as they do, or express ourselves exactly as 
they have. We read other authors that we might better learn to 
think for ourselves. Of such is the case for reading the works of 
Aristotle, Kant, Eddy, and de Chardin with the purpose of thinking 
about ideas, concepts, and constructs potentially relatable to the 
paradigm of intelligent evolution. 
 
As we seek to understand an authorõs specific writing  or 
publication, it is important not only to read the lines (that is, pay 
attention to specific word and phrase meanings through grammar, 
syntax, and parsing) but also to read behind the lines by 
understanding historical contexts and word etymologies (i.e., not 
only historical word origins but also a particular authorõs intended 
ñ and even peculiar ñ meanings for certain words) as well as the 
authorõs background, biography, and stated intent for his or her 
writing . And, as we seek to understand an authorõs specific writing , 
it is important not only to read behind the lines but also to read 
between the lines by learning to identify implications of, and 
inferences from, the authorõs writing. And, as we seek to 
understand an authorõs writing, it is important not only to read 
between the lines but also to read beyond the lines concerning 
applications of its written truths to related events, circumstances, 
and realities as well as applications of its ideas, constructs, and 
concepts to contexts not originally intended by a particular author: 
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This is what the present author has sought to do with the cited 
works of Aristotle, Kant, Eddy, and de Chardin and their ideas 
specifically relatable to his paradigm of intelligent evolution. 
 
When reading a book by any author, it is important to read all 
introductory notes by the author and notes by the bookõs translator 
(if a translated edition exists). We must also read the bookõs 
introduction, preface, foreword, epilogue, postscript, appendix, 
footnotes, and endnotes. Examples of why this is necessary are 
found in the following paragraphs of this section (2.4.4.1). 
 
The primary source for the present authorõs section on de Chardin 
is de Chardinõs work entitled The Phenomenon of Man (Le 
phénomène humain). The translation used by the present author is 
an edition that is very popular ñ if not the most popular ñ in 
English. It is the present authorõs opinion that the translator of Le 
phénomène humain committed a grave error by choosing to 
eliminate de Chardinõs òinitial capitals for all abstract nouns such 
as ôscience,õ ôlife,õ ôthought,õ and also for ôworld,õ ôuniverse,õ ômanõ 
and other such key words of his workó in order to make the printed 
page look òmore normal to the English readeró(Phenomenon, 
Translatorõs Note, page 9). This is a grave error because it is 
standard for authors of metaphysical works, even in English, to 
capitalize nouns that are intended to have abstract and/or 
transcendent meanings to signal to their readers that the word 
meanings go well beyond what is normally perceived. Fortunately, 
the present author had a copy of Le phénomène humain in French 
to ensure that capitalized nouns with abstract or transcendent 
meanings could be determined and noted for the purpose of 
writing this entire section (2.4.4). 
 
If readers were unfamiliar with the background and biography of 
de Chardin and only read the main body of The Phenomenon of 
Man, and not its Epilogue, Postscript, Appendix, and Footnotes, 
they might misconclude that: 1) de Chardin did not have a personal 
relationship with Jesus Christ; 2) de Chardin asked philosophic 
questions without incorporating Jesus Christ into their ultimate 
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answers; and 3) de Chardin put his faith and hope in humankind as 
the source of all love. However, it is primarily in the Epilogue, 
Postscript, Appendix, and Footnotes of The Phenomenon of Man 
that de Chardin makes clear his faith in òthe uncompromising 
affirmation of a personal Godó through His òRedeeming 
Incarnationó(Epilogue, p. 293) as Christ Jesus when he states that 
òChrist invests himself organically with the very majesty of his 
creationó(Ibid., p. 297). To be sure, de Chardin comprehended 
about Christ what many seasoned Christians do not comprehend 
ñ which is to say, that Christ Jesus is the Creator-God (see John 
1:1-5).  
 
In one of the footnotes to his Postscript, de Chardin states: 
 

For a Christian believer it is interesting to note that the final 
success of hominisation20 (and thus cosmic involution) is 
positively guaranteed by the ôredeeming virtueõ of the God 
incarnate in his creation. But this takes us beyond the plan 
of phenomenology. 
      Postscript, Footnote 2, page 308 

 
 
In the Appendix to Phenomenon, de Chardin declares in his final 
statement: 

                                                 
20  Hominisation (after the French and British spelling) is a word coined by de 
Chardin, who explained that it άcan be accepted in the first place as the 
individual and instantaneous leap from instinct to thought, but it is also, in a 
wider sense, the progressive phyletic spiritualisation in human civilisation of all 
the forces contained in the animal worldέ(Phenomenon, p. 180). In other words, 
concerning the wordΩs broader sense, there is an additive aspect to 
hominisation that runs the full gamut of consciousness from the level of 
animalcules up through the entire spectrum of anthropogenesis. Readers of de 
ChardinΩs works should not confuse the word hominisation (or hominization) 
with the word humanization; these two words are not synonymous. [A further 
explanation for hominisation/hominization is given by the present author later 
in this section (2.4.4).] 
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In one manner or the other it still remains true that, even in 
the view of the mere biologist, the human epic resembles 
nothing so much as a way of the Cross. 
        Appendix, page 313 

 
 

The present author cautions readers to be circumspect and 
judicious concerning reviews or explanations written about an 
author by someone who has made only a cursory examination of 
the authorõs life or of topics about which that author has written. 
For example, de Chardin uses the word orthogenesis21 in The 
Phenomenon of Man to describe a particular theory that he 
espoused. If the meaning and explanation of the theory named by 
this word is reviewed in Wikipedia, one would find that 
orthogenesis represents hypotheses that are obsolete, rejected, 
refuted, collapsed, and dead. Although outdated hypotheses in 
natural science may be described using those words because the 
hypotheses can be proven or disproven based on facts determined a 
posteriori, a priori hypotheses in metaphysics can neither be 
proven nor disproven because they describe an invisible reality that 
transcends physical reality and, in effect, are untestable except by 
an uncommon common sense vis-à-vis pure understanding and 
pure reason.. To be sure, de Chardin defined orthogenesis 
differently than many other scholars who have used or currently use 
the word. But one would only know that from reading it in contexts 
used and explained by de Chardin. 
 
It is important to note that de Chardin coined new words and 
slanged old ones to convey his unique message. I t is also important 
to note that the French and British spelling of many of de 
Chardinõs words are retained by the present author in quotes from 
the translated edition of The Phenomenon of Man. 

                                                 
21 As used by de Chardin, orthogenesis describes the increasing 
complexification of living matter in evolution: In other words, rather than just 
spread, living matter ascends in complexity in improbable ways through 
evolution. (See Phenomenon of Man, p. 109.) 
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2.4.4.2 The Psychism of de Chardin 
 
Because of the wordõs association with satanic witchery by most 
Christians and with commercial charlatanism by most intelligent 
people, the word psychic, as either noun or adjective, is often not a 
good word to use in 21st century American society. However, 
people who have a distaste for the word psychic are either ignorant 
of the wordõs etymology or have chosen to ignore the continued 
importance of the word and its related variants and derivatives in 
academic theology, philosophy, and modern science.  
 
Just as the Greek word pneuma was important to Aristotle and 
continues to be important to New Testament scholars, so does the 
Greek word psuche ñ from which the words psyche, psychic, 
psychical, psychism, psychology, and psychiatry derive ñ continue 
to have importance in academic theology, philosophy, and modern 
science. 
 
Based on the two Greek nouns most often used in the New 

Testament for a human beingõs òspiritó and òsouló ñ ˊɜŮ ɛŬ 

pnyü'-mä [G4151] (òspiritó or òbreathó) and ɣɡɢ psü-khń' [G5590] 
(òsouló or òmindó) ñ one might define: 1) spirit as òthe invisible 
essence of a human being characterized by his or her unique 
personality;ó and 2) soul, or mind, as òthe seat of a human beingõs 
thoughts and feelings that impart his or her consciousness.ó In 
modern scientific contexts (especially in biology, neurology, 

psychiatry, and psychology), ɣɡɢ psü-khń' (òsouló or òmindó) 
refers to consciousness that is associated with general regions and 
specific areas of the human brain. Thus, what is psychic, or 
psychical, is in contrast to what is physical.  
  
Highly educated biologists, philosophers, theologians, historians, 
psychologists, psychiatrists, neurologists, and linguists might 
spend a significant amount of time trying to elucidate and clarify 
the differences between the òspiritó and the òsouló of a human 
being. So, we will leave that work to them. However, it is important 
to add at this juncture that the combined òspiritó and òsouló of a 
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human being are like dissolved sugar in distilled water: The water 
molecules and sugar molecules are indivisible from one another 
under normal circumstances and conditions. In other words, the 
combined òspiritó and òsouló of a human being are indivisible 
from one another under normal circumstances and conditions. To 
be sure, oneõs combined òspiritó and òsouló are, however, 
distinguishable as well as divisible from oneõs somatic, or physical, 
identity even though they both can influence oneõs bodily form, 
likeness, appearance, and physiology.  
 

Indeed, ɣɡɢ psü-khń' is the Greek word from which the English 
nouns psychic and psychology have been derived.  Thus, just as the 
word psychology means òthe study of the mind,ó so, in certain 
contexts, can the noun psychic mean òmind reader.ó In an 
extended sense, the adjective psychic goes well beyond describing 
functions of the cerebrum as detected by human brain wave 
activity. And, in its most transcendent sense, the adjective psychic 
describes detecting activity in the invisible, electromagnetic, and 
supernatural realm by gifted and talented òsensitives,ó  
òsusceptible channels,ó or òpsychics.ó Metaphysically speaking, to 
be a psychic means that one òreceives impressions from the soul, 
or mind, of another personó and that one òis able to transcend 
space-time to sense consciousness aspects of the past, present, and 
future.ó Common 21st century cultural connotations of psychic 
activity include clairvoyance (knowing beforehand), clairaudience 
(perceiving what is inaudible), far memory (òrememberingó events 
and circumstances outside of oneõs own lifetime), and telepathy 
(reading another personõs mind). 
 
In de Chardinõs The Phenomenon of Man, the words psychic, 
psychical, and psychism are never used in reference to the common 
21st century cultural connotations listed in the last sentence of the 
preceding paragraph. Rather, psychic, psychical, and psychism  
had very broad meanings to de Chardin that included everything 
and anything associated with consciousness, the interiority , or the 
Within: 
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We shall assume that, essentially, all energy is psychic in 
natureé [i talics mine] 
          Phenomenon, p. 64  
 
It is generally accepted that we must assume psychic life to 
ôbeginõ in the world with the first appearance of organized 
life, in other words, of the cell. 
         Phenomenon, p. 88 
 
From the moment we regard evolution as primarily 
psychical transformation, we see there is not one instinct in 
nature, but a multitude of forms of instincts each 
corresponding to a particular solution of the problem of life. 
The ôpsychicalõ make-up of an insect is not and cannot be 
that of a vertebrate; nor can the instinct of a squirrel be that 
of a cat or an elephant: this in virtue of the position of each 
on the [phylogenetic] tree of life. [brackets mine] 
           Phenomenon, p. 167  
 
Here, and throughout this book [The Phenomenon of Man], 
the term ôconsciousnessõ is taken in its widest sense to 
indicate every kind of psychism, from the most rudimentary 
forms of interior perception imaginable to the human 
phenomenon of reflective thought. [brackets and italics 
mine] 
        Phenomenon, Footnote 1, p. 57  

 
 
Thus, for de Chardin, psychism includes cytoplasmic streaming, 
taxes (i.e., behavioral responses to stimuli [pronounced tak-seez´]), 
tropisms, instincts, self-reflections, intuition s, socializations, and 
consciousness convergence by any and all living things. 
 

From the biosphere to the species, [evolution]  is nothing but 
an immense ramification [branching]  of psychism  seeking 
for itself [to be expressed] through different forms. [brackets  
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and italics mine] 
               Phenomenon, p. 151 
 

 
To de Chardin, psychism existed in the protoplasm of the very first 
primordial cells just as it exists in the physical centers of 
consciousness (e.g., cerebral hemispheres) of the most complex 
vertebrates living today. Extremely important to the present 
authorõs paradigm of intelligent evolution, de Chardin identified 
Christ Jesus as the principle of universal vitality responsible for all 
consciousness in primordial cells as well as in complex 
multicellular organisms: 
 
Christé put himself in the position (maintained ever since) 
to subdue under himself, to purify, to direct and 
superanimate the general ascent of consciousness in which 
he inserted himself. By a perennial [i.e., ongoing and 
everlasting] act of communion and sublimation [i.e., 
transformation], he aggregates to himself the total psychism 
of the earth. [brackets and italics mine]          
                               Phenomenon, Epilogue, p. 294  
 
 

To express the role of Christ Jesus in subduing and gathering all 
things unto himself in the process of their ultimate unification and 
eventual collective presentation to God the Father at the end of the 
Millennium , de Chardin stated: 
 

And when [Christ Jesus] has gathered everything together 
and transformed everything, he will close in upon himself 
and his conquests [through the process of involution], 
thereby rejoining, in a final gesture, the divine focus he has 
never left. Then as St. Paul tells us [in 1 Corinthians 15:24-
28], God shall be all in all. [brackets mine] 
               Ibid.  
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Although the present author sees the formation of the all in all (at 
the end of the Millennium of Jesus Christõs rule on Earth) as an 
infusion of the physically knowable universe with the Totality of 
the Creator-Godõs Being and Fiery Presence, de Chardinõs view is 
somewhat more immanent than transcendent: 
 

This [formation] is indeed a superior form of ôpantheismõ 
without trace of the poison of adulteration or annihilation: 
the expectation of perfect unity, steeped in which each 
element will reach its consummation at the same time as the 
universe. [brackets mine] 
               Ibid.  

 
 
Because of his bent toward Aristotelianism ñ as attested by his 
embracing òimmanence within matteró(Phenomenon, p. 88), de 
Chardin failed in his writing to provide an account of the Biblical 
revelation that, when God the Son presents everything under his 
feet (i.e., within his control and under his power) to God the Father 
at the time of the formation of the all in all referred to in 1 
Corinthians 15:28 (KJV), all elements in the physically observable 
universe will be consumed by fervent heat in a God-induced atomic 
fission: 
 

{10} But the day of the Lord will come as a thief in the night, 
at which time the heavens shall pass away with a great noise, 
and the elements shall melt with fervent heat, and the earth 
also and the works that are therein shall be burned up.     
{11} Seeing then that all these things shall be dissolved, what 
manner of persons ought you to be in all holy conversation 
and godliness. {12} Looking for and hastening unto the 
coming of the day of God, wherein the heavens being on fire 
shall be dissolved, and the elements shall melt with fervent 
heat. 
         2 Peter 3:10-12 KJV Paraphrase 
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For de Chardin, every physical thing has both a òWithinó as well as 
a òWithout.ó The òWithoutó (i.e., le Dehors) comprises a physical 
thingõs external features and characteristics. The òWithinó (i.e., le 
Dedans) of a physical thing is consciousness itself, which has 
urged and pushed physicality to grope toward hominization. To de 
Chardin, reflection (i.e., self-reflection and knowing that one 
knows) has played the most important role in the beginning of the 
hominization of anthropoids. He believed, and rightfully so, that, 
when anthropoids crossed the threshold from simply thinking  to 
reflecting, and from simply knowing to knowing that they knew, 
they had evolved into true man (i.e., hominized men and women, 
or modern hominins). For de Chardin, the psychic advance of 
prehistoric true man from earlier anthropoids is evidenced by:       
1) their increased cerebralization with correspondingly larger 
cranial cavities; and 2) their behaviors associated with self-
reflection. The aforementioned behaviors first appeared as a 
complete package, or ensemble, of skills somewhere between 
80,000 and 48,000 years ago and included: 1) chipping and 
polishing stones; 2) making fire in hearths; 3) ritually burying the 
dead; 4) adorning the living or dead body with scars, inks, tattoos, 
and/or jewelry; 5) carving and painting on rocks and cave walls;   
6) planting crops; 7) making artifacts associated with worship; and 
8) producing functional pottery. In his self-reflection, the earliest 
modern man not only recognized his own physical, mental, 
emotional, spiritual, and social needs but also invented ways to 
meet those needs.  
 
For the present author, just as Homo neanderthalensis and Homo 
sapiens coexisted and interbred in Eurasia for an overlapping 5,000 
year period of time (from approximately 44,000 to 39,000 years ago), 
so also did prehistoric modern man (Homo sapiens var. sine 
anima) and the descendants of Adam and Eve (Homo sapiens var. 
cum anima)22 co-exist and interbreed for up to 1656 years (from 

                                                 
22  See footnotes 5 and 6 in Volume One for explanations of the present 
authorΩs nomenclature concerning these two varieties of Homo sapiens. 
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approximately 4004 BC to 2348 BC), which duration is based on the 
following two criteria: 1) from calculations of Bible genealogies, 
Adam and Eve materialized on Earth in approximately 4004 BC 
when they were evicted from the Garden of Eden; and 2) from 
calculations of successive generations of various Antediluvians in 
the Bible ñ specifically Adam, Seth, Enosh, Kenan, Mahalelel, 
Jared, Enoch, Methusaleh, Lamech, and Noah ñ Noahõs flood 
occurred in approximately 2348 BC.  
 
Just as Homo sapiens, some of whom interbred with Homo 
neanderthalensis, outlasted and replaced Homo neanderthalensis, 
so also did Homo sapiens var. cum anima, some of whom 
interbred with Homo sapiens var. sine anima, outlast and replace 
Homo sapiens var. sine anima, resulting in physically-evolved 
human beings with souls. For the sake of clarity, Adam and Eve 
materialized in the flesh of hominids (specifically, in the flesh 
bodies of hominins or modern human beings) and their direct 
descendants interbred with hominids (specifically, hominins or 
modern human beings) who had evolved physically but did not 
have souls. Thus, contemporary members of the species Homo 
sapiens received their physical forms from the descendants of 
Adam and Eve who interbred ñ beginning approximately 6,000 
years ago ñ with physically-evolved modern man. Consequently, 
in keeping with the Will of the Creator-God, all direct descendants 
of Adam and Eve received eternal souls (albeit fallen eternal souls) 
as their birthright . 
 
In addition to a geosphere and a biosphere, de Chardin believed 
that the Earth possesses a surrounding noösphere, or sphere of 
human thought, with an axis of increasing complexity that:            
1) drove the evolution of humankind in the direction of reflection as 
well as socialization and 2) continues to drive its evolution toward 
higher heights through unification. In other words, de Chardin 
postulated that the Earth possesses a global human consciousness, 
or human collective consciousness, that moved humankind from 
possessing simple instincts to developing traits associated with 
self-reflection and, then, to developing traits associated with 
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socialization. To de Chardin, traits associated with socialization are 
of a higher order than traits associated with reflection because they 
have allowed modern man to reach his current psychic heights and 
will permit him to reach even higher heights in the future through 
unification (as human beings converge in the future at the Omega 
Point). 
 
To de Chardin, the future higher heights of human beings include 
reaching the Omega Point. To the present author, the higher 
heights of humankind along the way to this so-called Omega Point 
also include human beings developing spiritualized intuition in the 
form of increased extra-sensory perception, heightened 
susceptibility to the thoughts of the Creator-God, and enhanced 
sensitivity to the specific thoughts and feelings of others. The 
development of this spiritualized intuition is in keeping with the 
following Bible prophecy: 
 

{17} òIt shall come to pass in the last days,ó says the Lord 
God Almighty, òI will pour out My Holy Spirit upon all flesh: 
and your sons and your daughters shall prophesy, and your 
young men shall see visions, and your old men shall dream 
dreams; {18} And on my servants and on my handmaidens in 
those days I will pour out My Holy Spirit; and they shall 
prophesy.ó 
    Acts 2:17-18 KJV Paraphrase (quoting Joel 2:28-29) 

 
  
To be sure, the Creator-God has not chosen any human being to be 
the sole voice of truth for this òpsychozoic eraó(Phenomenon, p. 
183). Rather, the Creator-God has chosen His Holy Spirit to be the 
sole voice of truth for this age. How will  humankind know when its 
psychism has arrived at its highest heights? For the present author, 
we shall arrive ñ as well as recognize that we have arrived ñ when 
our thoughts in relative space-time are no longer distinguishable 
from thoughts in eternity. 
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Like de Chardin, the present author believes that there is a role for 
our enemies to play in the development of higher psychisms in 
modern man. (For the present author, higher psychisms include all 
mental activities associated with spiritualized intuition .) So 
important is the role of this impetus for change, de Chardin asked 
òWhat would we do without our enemies?ó(Phenomenon, p. 149) 
In other words, our enemies provide stimuli for us to reach higher 
psychisms by helping us to move away from our òfundamental 
inertiaó(Ibid.)  ñ in conjunction, of course, with the outpouring of 
the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit, such outpouring first referred to by 
the Prophet Joel (Joel 2:28-29). Our enemies play an important role 
in our arriving at higher heights because their potential, immanent, 
and actual intrusions or invasions force the development of our 
spiritualized intuition to help ensure our individual and collective 
survival. 
 
The present author believes that the higher psychisms of increased 
extra-sensory perception, heightened susceptibility, and enhanced 
sensitivity are examples of spiritualized intuition that accompany 
the higher consciousness provided to us by our Creator-God 
through His Holy Spirit. In contrast to de Chardinõs requirement of 
an innate òinner principleó(Phenomenon, p. 149) for increased 
psychogenesis, the present author views the human brain of 
modern man more as a channel, or conveyor, for heightened 
consciousness rather than as an originator of increased 
consciousness. As once told to me by a heavenly source, òThe 
family of God increases by decreasing, includes by excluding, and 
often varies yet never changes.ó Metaphysically speaking, the 
family of God excludes its enemies at the same time that it 
sharpens its wits in spiritualized intuition through the Creator-
Godõs Holy Spirit in order to protect itself from potential intrusions 
as well as imminent invasions. Christ Jesus forewarned his 
disciples: òUnderstand that I send you out as sheep in the midst of 
wolves: therefore, be wise as serpents and harmless as 
dovesó(Matthew 10:16 KJV Paraphrase). Spiritualized intuition 
mediated by the Creator-Godõs Holy Spirit is an integral part of 
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being wise and providing an effective witness in addition to 
surviving. 
 
Much ado has been made about de Chardinõs Omega Point by all 
sorts of people who want to make the concept more complicated 
than it is. To de Chardin, evolution is simply the rise of 
consciousness, and the rise of consciousness eventually effects a 
psychic union of all human beings, whose psychic union is named 
by de Chardin as the Omega Point. For de Chardin, òno 
evolutionary future awaits man except in association with all other 
menó(Phenomenon, p. 246). In the elaboration of his Omega Point, 
de Chardin placed hope in mankind by developing his own 
peculiar brand of religious humanism; to be sure, he believed that 
òthe crown of [human] evolutionó is situated òin a supreme act of 
collective vision obtained by a pan-human effort of investigation 
and constructionó(Ibid., p. 249, brackets mine). Unfortunately, de 
Chardinõs ideal human government consists of an elite 
intelligentsia dominating the masses (Ibid ., Footnote 1, p. 245). 
Although de Chardin decried the injustices of Communism and 
National Socialism, he might not have condemned the most 
modern form of totalitarianism (i.e., the Beast of Islam under the 
control of the final, end-time Antichrist). To be sure, de Chardinõs 
fascination with populist unanimity and mechanization is seen in 
his comment about perverted idealism: 
 

Monstrous as it is, is not modern totalitarianism really the 
distortion of something magnificent, and thus quite near to 
the truth? 
       Phenomenon, p. 256 

 
 
The previous quote from de Chardin is equivalent to saying that 
Stalin and Hitler were geniuses. Although one can argue for the 
genius status of those despots, it is not expedient to do so because 
their cunning was a perversion of the Creator-Godõs nature of 
intelligence that He intended for humankind. 
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For those who might erroneously assume that de Chardinõs Omega 
Point is equivalent to Christ Jesus, Christ Consciousness, or a 
Cosmic Christ, de Chardin provides clarification that there is still 
òa supreme Someoneó who supersedes his human-based Omega 
Point:  
 

To be more exact, òto confirm the presence at the summit of 
the world of something in line with, but still more elevated 
than, the Omega point.ó This is in deference to the 
theological concept of the òsupernaturaló according to 
which the binding contact between God and the world, hic 
et nunc inchoate [here and now not fully formed], attains to 
a super-intimacy (hence also a super-gratuitousness) of 
which man can have no inkling and which he can lay no 
claim by virtue of his ònatureó alone. [brackets mine] 
              Phenomena, Epilogue, Footnote 1, p. 298 
 

 
Thus, Christ Jesus himself is òalready on highó(Phenomenon, p. 
298) ñ at a summit far beyond the locus in which a unified and 
evolved human consciousness can, and will, converge ñ which 
locus is called the Omega Point by de Chardin. To be sure, without 
reading one footnote in its Epilogue (see previous quote), the 
student of de Chardinõs The Phenomenon of Man might dispute 
the existence of the actual truth to which de Chardin subscribed 
(i.e., that there is something beyond the Omega Point). 
 
 
2.4.4.3 The Metaphysics of de Chardin in The Phenomenon of Man 
 
Either de Chardin was not entirely honest with himself or he was 
not entirely honest with his readers, reviewers, and colleagues. 
(Certainly, both types of dishonesty can be true as well.) And, 
because we cannot determine it conclusively, either his dishonesty 
was intentional or it was unintentional. The present author has 
made his own conclusions based on what de Chardin himself has 
written in The Phenomenon of Man: 
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Although sufficient definitions and ample explanations and 
examples of metaphysics have been provided in Volume One of 
Intelligent Evolution , the simplest and best definition of 
metaphysics (i.e., the one that the present author believes has the 
greatest utility for the readers of Intelligent Evolution ) is òthe 
abstract study of invisible reality as it relates to the cause and 
essence of physical reality and its purpose for existence.ó Applying 
this definition as well as a number of other accepted alternative 
definitions, de Chardinõs The Phenomenon of Man is definitely a 
metaphysical work. However, de Chardin issued this disclaimer in 
the Preface to his book: 
 

If this book is to be properly understood, it must be read not 
as a work on metaphysics, still less as a sort of theological 
essay, but purely and simply as a scientific treatise. The title 
itself indicates that. This book deals with man solely as a 
phenomenon; but it also deals with the whole phenomenon 
of man. 

             Phenomenon, Preface, p. 29 
 

 
Regardless of the direction in which de Chardin wanted to steer his 
readers, the present author believes that The Phenomenon of Man 
must be read as a work on metaphysics because that is what it is in 
toto. I t is not simply òa scientific treatise.ó To be sure, there are 
many scientific facts presented in de Chardinõs book from the areas 
of anthropology, archeology, biochemistry, biology, chemistry, 
cosmology, geology, paleontology, and physics, but there are many 
metaphysical concepts presented in it  as well ñ some blatantly 
metaphysical and others implied. And the overarching theme of 
The Phenomenon of Man that provides coherence to that work is 
metaphysical in essence. The present author believes that it would 
have been more accurate for de Chardin to title his book The 
Causality and Phenomenology of Man. 
 
To be sure, although de Chardinõs work addressed the 
phenomenology of man, it also addressed the noumenology of man 
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(even though de Chardin did not care to openly admit that it did) . 
As an academically-trained and credible biologist, geologist, 
naturalist, and paleontologist with extensive professional 
experience in those areas, perhaps de Chardin intentionally made 
this blunder to redirect the readerõs attention away from his 
philosophical and theological views on cosmology and ontology. 
Perhaps, from de Chardinõs perspective, there would be less 
criticism of his work if readers and reviewers looked at it as a 
scientific rather than a metaphysical treatise. Whatever the reason, 
it is considered a blunder by the present author because the work 
would have stood the test of time better if de Chardin had simply 
labeled The Phenomenon of Man a metaphysical work with 
underpinnings in anthropology, archeology, biochemistry, biology, 
chemistry, cosmology, geology, paleontology, and physics.  
 
In what way would de Chardinõs work have stood the test of time 
better as a metaphysical rather than a scientific treatise?  
 
For the present author, calling a written work metaphysical when it 
is metaphysical helps to remove it from the fray of unwarranted 
criticisms concerning its scientific nature because readers and 
reviewers will look at it as speculative (as they should look at it). 
Except, perhaps, for unintended inaccuracies about scientific facts 
or for clearly irrational argumentation and/or  magical thinking, 
true metaphysical works are lifted an extra degree above criticism 
because they are representative of the abstract thinking and 
speculation of 1) one thinker or 2) a group of thinkers who think 
similarly. Metaphysics is all about thinking. Who can discredit 
thinking when it is meant to be abstract and speculative? Certainly, 
one can reject the conclusions of a particular thinker, but one 
cannot say that the work of a particular thinker does not deserve an 
objective hearing. For example, one may conclude that Intelligent 
Evolution is fanciful but one cannot conclude that it should never 
have been written or published. Why not? It is the present authorõs 
right to do both regardless of who agrees or does not agree with the 
concepts he has presented in his work. 
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There is a great deal of relevance in this statement by Lewis Carroll 
from Through the Looking-Glass (1872, Chapter Six, p. 205): 
òôWhen I use a word,õ Humpty Dumpty said, in rather a scornful 
tone, ôit means just what I choose it to mean ñ neither more nor 
less.õó However, just because de Chardin chose to deny the label of 
metaphysics for The Phenomenon of Man does not make it so. 
Rather, what de Chardin actually wrote throughout his book makes 
it so or does not make it so. And what de Chardin has written 
throughout The Phenomenon of Man makes it undeniably 
metaphysical  rather than not metaphysical. 
 
In Section 2.4.3 of Intelligent Evolution , the present author stated 
that òjust because language is metaphorical does not make it 
metaphysical and, conversely, just because language is meta-
physical does not make it metaphorical.ó Relative to metaphysical 
language and written imagery employing simile, metaphor, or 
personification, de Chardinõs The Phenomenon of Man has three 
categories: (a) writing that uses imagery but is not genuinely meta-
physical; (b) writing that uses imagery and is genuinely meta-
physical; and (c) writing that is genuinely metaphysical but does 
not use imagery.  Representative examples of these three categories 
in The Phenomenon of Man follow: 
 
 

(a) The Use of Imagery that is not Genuinely Metaphysical 
 
The following quotes from The Phenomenon of Man illustrate that, 
when language becomes too flowery and/ or overly personified, it 
loses the metaphysical value it might  have had: 
 

Refracted rearwards along the course of evolution, 
consciousness displays itself qualitatively as a spectrum of 
shifting shades whose lower terms are lost in the night. 
          Phenomenon, p. 60 
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Let us have a look at the earth in its early stages, so fresh yet 
charged with latent powers, as it balances in the chasms of 
the past. 
              Ibid., p. 67 
 
A circle can augment its order of symmetry and become a 
sphere. 
              Ibid., p. 89 
 
The elemental ripple of life that emerges from each 
individual unit does not spread outwards in a monotonous 
circle formed of individual units exactly like itself. It is 
diffracted and becomes iridescent, with an indefinite scale of 
variegated tonalities. 
            Ibid., p. 105 
 
And then, so it seems, so as to enlarge the breach thus made 
by its first inroads in the ramparts of the unorganised world, 
life discovered the wonderful process of conjugation. 
            Ibid., p. 106 
 
Sometimes the new subdivisions seem merely to correspond 
to superficial diversifications ñ they are effects of chance or 
of a playful inventive exuberance.     
             Ibid., p. 117 
 
é the elements of a phylum tend to come together and form 
societies just as surely as the atoms of a solid body tend to 
crystallise. 
            Ibid., p. 118 
 
In the course of this struggle to master the dimensions and 
the relief of the universe, space was the first to yield ñ 
naturally, because it was more tangible. In fact the first 
hurdle was taken in this field when long, long ago a man 
(some Greek, no doubt, before Aristotle), bending back on 
itself the apparent flatness of things, had an intuition that 
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there were antipodes. From then onwards round the round 
earth the firmament itself rolled roundly. 
            Ibid., p. 217 
 

 
In order for language that employs imagery to be useful either to 
pure science or to pure metaphysics, it needs to be written, or 
rewritten, without attempts to be cute, flowery, or forced. Indeed, 
todayõs writers of pure science will  write, or rewrite, evolution-
related statements to reflect no anthropocentric or theocentric 
sentiments and no purpose for any evolutionary change even if the 
change is advantageous for survival of an organism or a group of 
organisms. And, in contrast, todayõs writers of pure metaphysics 
would write, or rewrite, evolution-related statements to reflect 
anthropocentric and/or  theocentric sentiments as well as purpose-
related reasons for each evolutionary change:  
 
For example, òlife discovered the wonderful process of 
conjugationó(Phenomenon, p. 106) could be rewritten in the 
language of pure science to make clear that living things do not 
consciously incorporate into their populations processes that are 
advantageous to their survival; rather, groups of living things (i.e., 
populations, species, or phyla) incorporate changes that have 
occurred by chance that then prove themselves to be either 
advantageous or disadvantageous for survival. But the same 
statement òlife discovered the wonderful process of conjuga-
tionó(Ibid. ) could be rewritten in the language of pure metaphysics 
to make clear that, although living things do not consciously 
incorporate into their populations processes that are advantageous 
to their survival, an immanent or transcendent force directs (not 
necessarily òdiscoversó as de Chardin would allege) any and all 
changes to ensure the emergence, survivability, sustainability, and 
thrivability of a specific population, species, or phylum ñ for 
instance, of Homo sapiens for the ultimate purpose of permitting 
salvation opportunities for fallen souls who reside in human bodies. 
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(b) The Use of Imagery that is Genuinely Metaphysical 
 

Before proceeding with this section, it is important for the reader to 
understand that the present author herewith gives examples of de 
Chardinõs use of imagery that is genuinely metaphysical but with 
which the present author may or may not agree concerning the 
nature of its metaphysical truth: 
 

The consciousness of each of us is evolution looking at itself 
and reflecting upon itself. With that very simple viewé a 
new light ñ inexhaustibly harmonious ñ bursts upon the 
world, radiating from ourselves. 
       Phenomenon, p. 221 
 
Either nature is closed to our demands for futurity, in which 
case thought, the fruit of millions of years of effort, is stifled, 
still-born in a self-abortive and absurd universe. Or else an 
opening exists ñ that of the super-soul above our souls; but 
in that case the way out, if we are to agree to embark on it, 
must open out freely onto limitless psychic spaces in a 
universe to which we can unhesitatingly entrust ourselves. 
            Ibid., p. 233 
 
The coalescence of elements and the coalescence of stems, 
the spherical geometry of the earth and psychical curvature 
of the mind harmonising to counterbalance the individual 
and collective forces of dispersion in the world and to 
impose unification ñ there at last we find the spring and 
secret of hominisation. 
            Ibid., p. 243 
 
Now from this point of view and in the present condition of 
things, there are two ways, through two stages, in which we 
can picture the form mankind will assume tomorrow ñ
either (and this is simpler) as a common power and act of 
knowing and doing, or (and this goes much deeper) as an 
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organic superaggregation of souls.    
            Ibid., p. 248 
 

 
Metaphysical language that uses imagery (i.e., simile, metaphor, or 
personification) abounds throughout The Phenomenon of Man. 
For example, de Chardin used personification when he stated;       
1) that nature has ògropedó and will continue to ògropeó to find 
new ways to òinventó itself; and 2) that consciousness from its 
outset has been ògropingó for its consummation through physical 
evolution and its continuing ascent in biological complexity (see 
also Phenomenon of Man, pp. 237-238): 
 

Groping is directed chance. It means pervading everything 
so as to try everything, and trying everything so as to find 
everything. Surely in the last resort it is precisely to develop 
this procedure (always increasing in size and cost in 
proportion as it spreads) that nature has had recourse to 
profusion. [ italics mine] 
        Phenomenon, p. 110 
 
It was a marvellous period of investigation and invention 
when, in the unequalled freshness of a new beginning, the 
eternal groping of life burst out in conscious reflection. 
[i talics mine]  
            Ibid., p. 205 
    
 

Concerning his use of personification, de Chardin admitted that 
the words ògropingó and òinventionó are both òimbuedé with 
anthropomorphismó(Phenomenon, p. 223). And, concerning de 
Chardinõs metaphysics, the present author acknowledges that the 
consciousness behind de Chardinõs evolution is either not 
intelligent or not as intelligent as it should be if de Chardin is 
referring to the Supraconsciousness of the Creator-God, Who 
knows all outcomes before He causes them to come to pass. 
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(c) Genuinely Metaphysical Language that does not use Imagery 
 
To de Chardin, consciousness was, and is, the single unifying and 
most coherent factor that binds the physical universe together. 
However, rather than attribute all consciousness to the immanent 
or transcendent Mind of the Creator-God, de Chardin assumed the 
perspective that òconsciousness reveals itself as a cosmic property 
of variable size subject to a global transformationó(Phenomenon, 
p. 58). To be sure, the immanence of consciousness is evident in de 
Chardinõs particular phenomenology: He believed that conscious-
ness was, and is, always present but that its presence was not really 
evident until an individual knower could know himself or herself in 
thought through reflection, culminating in the knowerõs 
understanding that biological evolution manifested itself in 
phylogenesis as the ramifications of a biological tree of life. (For 
the sake of clarity, a phylum is a group of organisms that ranks 
above class and below kingdom, and phylogenesis is the 
evolutionary development and diversification of a group of 
organisms either into a population within one phylum or into an 
entirely new phylum.)  
 
Indeed, de Chardin concluded that simple things possess less 
consciousness and that complex things posses more 
consciousness: 
 

The degree of concentration of a consciousness varies in 
inverse ratio to the simplicity of the material compound 
lined by it. Or again: a consciousness is that much more 
perfected according as it lines a richer and better organised 
material edifice. 
         Phenomenon, p. 60 
 
Spiritual perfection (or conscious ôcentreityõ) and material 
synthesis (or complexity) are but the two aspects or 
connected parts of one and the same phenomenon. 
                Ibid., pp. 60-61 
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To connect the two energies, of the body and the soul, in a 
coherent manner: science has provisionally decided to 
ignore the question, and it would be very convenient for us 
to do the same. Unfortunately, or fortunately, caught up as 
we are here in the logic of a system where the within  of 
things [de Chardinõs le Dedan des Choses] has just as much 
or even more value than their without [de Chardinõs le 
Dehors], we collide with the difficulty head on. It is 
impossible to avoid the clash: we must advance. [ italics and 
brackets mine] 
              Ibid., p. 62 
 

 
The two previous quotes beg this question: òDoes a purely 
scientific treatise ever: 1) discuss spiritual perfection except to 
point the reader to someone elseõs written work about it; or 2) try to 
connect the energies of the physical body [i.e., the Without of 
Things, or le Dehors des Choses] and the spiritual soul [i.e., the 
Within of Things, or le Dedan des Choses]?ó The unabashed 
answer is òNo, it does not.ó A purely scientific treatise would never 
discuss spiritual perfection except to state that the topic is outside 
of the realm of natural science. And a purely scientific treatise 
would never discuss the Within of Things except in a physically-
elemental, -atomic, or -subatomic sense when using descriptive 
imagery ñ and, certainly, never in a noumenal sense. 
 
De Chardin believed that òa certain mass of elementary 
consciousness was originally emprisoned in the matter of 
earthó(Phenomenon, p. 72) and this imprisoned consciousness 
gave rise to the earliest forms of life on the planet Earth. Although 
it provides a metaphysical explanation for the origin of life, de 
Chardinõs conclusion is inconsistent with the paradigm of 
intelligent evolution put forth by the present author, in which all 
direction to physical evolution is given by the transcendent 
Creator-God and all outcomes are pre-determined as well as 
foreknown by Him.  
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In the final analysis, de Chardinõs The Phenomenon of Man is a 
metaphysical treatise with scientific underpinnings. It is not a 
scientific treatise. (Hopefully, the readers of Intelligent Evolution 
will not consider the last two sentences negative criticisms of de 
Chardinõs work.) 
 
 

2.4.4.4 The Relevance of Lamarck and Haeckel 
 

Both Jean-Baptiste Pierre Antoine de Monet, Chevalier de Lamarck 
(1744-1829) and Ernst Heinrich Philipp August Haeckel (1834-1919) 
are important to the theory of evolution in general and to the 
paradigm of intelligent evolution in particular. They are included in 
this section on de Chardin because de Chardin referred to each of 
them: He referred to Lamarck by name as well as in discussing 
Lamarckõs work, and, without specifically naming Haeckel, de 
Chardin clearly utilized Haeckelõs theory ñ that ontogeny recapit-
ulates phylogeny ñ many times throughout The Phenomenon of 
Man. As a side note, it is important for the readers of, or listeners 
to, de Chardinõs work not to confuse the surname Haeckel with the 
surname Hegel, whom de Chardin also referred to in The 
Phenomenon of Man.  Georg Wilhelm Frederich Hegel (1770-1831) 
was a philosopher generally considered responsible for German 
idealism and from whom Eddy was accused, incorrectly so, of 
purloining her metaphysical thinking . 
 
 

Lamarck 
 
In his book, Zoological Philosophy: An Exposition with Regard to 
the Natural History of Animals, published in French in 1808, 
Lamarck specifically refers to himself as a ònaturalist and 
physicistó(p. 184). However, for the modern reader, it would be 
more accurate to state that Lamarck was a French botanist, 
zoologist, and taxonomist. And, for the purpose of clarification at 
this juncture, a taxonomist is someone: 1) who categorizes 
organisms into groups based on their physical and physiological 
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characteristics as well as their probable evolutionary relationships; 
and 2) who names species based on accepted rules for such naming 
(i.e., newly-discovered species, species that have not been named 
previously, or species that have not been named correctly). 
 
Lamarckõs Zoological Philosophy is an eloquently written book, 
and its 1914 English translation by Hugh Elliot is presented in 
beautifully flowing, well-written, and easy-to-understand language. 
Zoological Philosophy could easily be used as one of the textbooks 
for a course in the history of natural philosophy/natural science 
(see Section 2.3 ñ entitled Proposed Curriculum for the Millen-
nium). 
 
In his Zoological Philosophy, Lamarck presented the following 
practical definitions for species and nature: 
 

Any collection of like individuals which were produced by 
others similar to themselves is called a species. 
               Ibid., p. 35 
 
Natureé cannot be for us more than the totality of objects 
comprising: (1) all existing physical bodies; (2) the general 
and special laws, which regulate the changes of state and 
position to which these bodies are liable; (3) lastly, the 
movement distributed at large among them, which is 
continually preserved or being renewed, has infinitely varied 
effects, and gives rise to that wonderful order of things 
which this totality embodies. 
            Ibid., p. 183 

 
 
Lamarck believed that there was a solid basis for his articulating a 
philosophy of zoology: 
 

It is known that every science must have its philosophy, and 
that it cannot make real progress in any other way. It is in 
vain that naturalists fill their time in describing new species, 




