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P H ILO SO PH IC A L N O TES

Change and Permanence. This was the title of the first note in 
N ew P hilosophy for October-December, 1964. It was there 
indicated that the tension between the concepts of change and 
permanence had its beginning in the philosophies of Heraclitus and 
Parmenides.

Subsequent notes have dealt with the kind of change that is called 
“ motion.”  I will review these briefly.

Contrast was drawn between the “ particles”  that are used by 
Newton in his Principia and the “ particles”  that are described by 
Swedenborg in his Principia.

Newton’s particles were hard and impenetrable. They were the 
smallest physical elements in his dynamics. It was their trajec
tories, their translational motion through space, that were the ob
jects of his consideration. In some cases the particles or the 
trajectories were quite hypothetical and unreal. For example, in 
potential theory it is shown that if a spherical mass is of uniform 
density, its gravitational potential at a point outside the sphere is 
the same as if the entire mass were concentrated at a point at the 
center of the sphere. Therefore, often a mass particle located at 
a point is a simplified concept that is more useful for dynamical 
calculations than the more realistic concept of the spherical mass 
itself would be. In any case the particle itself is regarded as hard 
and impenetrable and without any internal structure that is useful 
in the calculations.

On the other hand Swedenborg’s particles have structure, and 
this structure is defined by activity. A  brief review was given to 
show that the particles of physics are possessed not only of local 
motion among themselves and of “ spins” but also of internal struc
ture based upon activity. These ideas were expanded upon in the 
notes in the January-March issue for 1965.

In the earlier set of notes it was pointed out that Dewey had 
distinguished between moderns and Greeks, saying that whereas 
“ the ancients spoke of kind and essence,” the concern in the present 
day is for “ change,”  “ laws of motion,”  and of "generation and 
consequence.”

While my own notes give a picture that grossly oversimplifies 
the problems of change versus permanence in history, Dewey’s
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generalizations seem to do violence to the very ideas he treats of. 
Dewey could not have been ignorant of history. His explanation 
can only be understood in terms of his own philosophy— naturalism. 
Naturalism is a monistic philosophy. And of course the “ higher” 
activities that exist in pluralistic philosophies have no consequence 
nor meaning in a monistic philosophy. Dewey accepts only such 
activities as are within the gross natural world of sensation. These 
seem to me to have all of the limitations of the closed universe of 
Ptolemy and of the natural motions of Aristotle. Hierarchical 
order today often seems identified with those substances associated 
with the natural heaven, with fixed animal species ( i.e., without 
benefit of evolutionary processes) and even with fixed ranks as 
suggested by “ aristocratic,”  “ feudal,” etc. in the sociological area. 
Therefore it seems that what Dewey recognizes as significant is not 
only limited by such knowledge as was available to the Greeks as 
contrasted with modern knowledge but also the limitations which 
are thrust upon things by a thoroughgoing monistic hypothesis. 
(Cf. Dewey, Reconstruction in Philosophy, Chap. III.)

I will quote again as in those notes from another place to show 
the unequivocal dependence of Dewey’s philosophy upon monistic 
naturalism.

If one denies the supernatural, then one has the intellectual responsibility 
of indicating how the logical may be connected with the biological in a 
process of continuous development. This point deserves emphasis, for if 
the following discussion fails to fulfill the task of pointing out satisfac
torily the continuous path, then that failure becomes, for those who accept 
the naturalistic postulate, but a challenge to perform the task better.

(Dewey, Logic, The Theory of Inquiry, p. 25.)

Metaphor and the Modern Mind. When Dr. Odhner gave the 
paper that is printed in this issue as an address at a recent meeting 
of the Association the remarks in the discussion which followed 
were directed for the most part at whether or not the modern mind 
had largely given up the use of metaphor.

The lecture itself, however, did not give any suggestion that the 
use of metaphor was dated and that it is to be associated historically 
with any special mind ancient or modern. The reference in the 
paper, singled out in the discussion, is as follows:

The pragmatic modern mind—overloaded with facts—is easily made con
temptuous of metaphor and underestimates the value of what the Writings
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call representative truth, the type of truth which speaks in correspondences 
and allegories, and is addressed rather to the heart than to the brain. 
Yet this type of truth is the first form of human communication—older 
than speech or words.

Dr. Odhner, you will note, says the pragmatic modern mind is 
prone to avoid metaphor. This may be, but even in this case 
leading writers on pragmatism made use of metaphor, it seems to 
me. Peirce, the “ founder of American pragmatism,”  contributed 
to logic, mathematics, physics, astronomy, and psychology. And 
since he was not a positivist it is difficult to see how his regard 
for metaphor could have been contemptuous.

Incidentally, it is humorous in this connection to note what Philip 
P. Wiener has said of him.

Peirce was fascinated by so many complex and difficult subjects that towards 
the end of his life he compared himself to “a mere table of contents, so 
abstract, a very snarl of twine.” (Introduction to Values in A Universe o f  
Chance.)

One must recognize that the early pragmatists were really 
arguing for the existence of a reality on the natural plane that is 
disengaged from ideas and thought— or to put it another way, they 
were arguing for a duality. Monism had come a long way since 
Berkeley had used it to try to establish a basis for his God-of-the- 
philosopher. By the end of the nineteenth century monism had 
become largely naturalistic monism. Indeed it might be said that 
for monists the metaphor and the symbol cease to exist separate 
and distinct from their object.

And so if it be true that some modern minds are contemptuous 
of metaphor, this contempt must be limited to those who have 
adopted a monistic philosophy whether it be idealistic or naturalis
tic. In each of these cases, it seems, monism must identify symbol 
with object. In dualism the symbol represents the object whether 
it be an electron, a natural world, a spiritual world, God, or even 
gods,— as in mythology.

Pragmatism with its criterion can be applied by monists and also 
by dualists. Wiener says of Peirce:

The gist of that message lies in Peirce’s profound sense of the fallibility and 
yet supreme value of honest, persevering inquiry by individual minds sharing 
a common desire to learn and a common faith that an indefinite community 
of such investigators must sooner or later discover the truth and the reality
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corresponding to it. He joins a high idealism of the inner world of values to 
his “Common-Sense Realism,” or belief in an independent world of external 
things with qualities existing pretty nearly as we ordinarily experience them 
or instinctively react to them. If water quenches our thirst and washes our 
bodies clean, then water really has these properties, and anything else that 
produces the same effects has a valid claim to be considered or called “water.” 
No vain world of “mere” appearances or obscure realm of “ things in them
selves,” such as we find in theories of “Being as such” in the history of 
“ontology” from Plato to the existentialists in our own day, plays an effec
tive role in our learning or conduct, and hence, on Peirce’s pragmatic rule, 
most metaphysics of the ontological sort is “moonshine or gibberish,” of no 
significance for science or ordinary common-sense knowledge. ( Ibid.)

(Which suggests an interesting exercise concerning the ancients, 
namely to compare Plato and Aristotle on the use of symbol, meta
phor, and myth. It might be that if treated with sufficient per
spective and depth this could lead to a prize essay.)

By-passing William James, another American pragmatist, who is 
far enough away from monistic leanings to be “ claimed” by some 
writers in New Church literature, I come to Dewey. It has 
already been indicated above that he is a monist and so according to 
the admission in these notes he might be contemptuous of metaphor. 
Whether or not he has expressed himself on this point I am not 
aware. He would not have done so without applying the pragmatic 
formula.

However, there seems to be a difficulty with Dewey’s pragmatism 
even though there is a monistic identification of symbol with object. 
Note four examples:

Example 1: Dewey does not use the term “ pragmatism”  itself. 
I look in vain through the index of his Logic, The Theory of 
Inquiry for the word “pragmatism.”  Pragmatism, Dewey feels, has 
come to mean so many things that he seeks another term. And so 
he suggests “ instrumentalism” or ( ! )  “ experimentalism.”  (Cf. 
his Essays in Experimental Logic.)

Example 2 : Dewey used the title, “ The Theory of Inquiry.” 
W hy not “ The Theory of Truth” ?

Example 3 : When Dewey writes on philosophy he writes on 
the “ reconstruction of philosophy.”  (Cf. a book by that title.)

Example 4 : Dewey gives to Part One of his Logic, The Theory 
of Inquiry the title “ Introduction: The Matrix of Inquiry.”  Prob
lem : How to find what Dewey is trying to express, or what is the 
ground or thing, or what have you, of which “ pragmatism”  or



1965] PHILOSOPHICAL NOTES 107

“ instrumentalism” or “ experimentalism”  is an extension and with 
which it makes a unity in a monistic world ? Or what is it of which 
“ inquiry” or “ truth” is a part or extension ? Or what happened to 
philosophy (to be explicit, the philosophy of Aristotle, Descartes, 
etc.) after it was “ reconstructed” ? I do not think any of these 
questions would be meaningful to anyone but a monist. But I 
believe that a monist ought to be responsible for the ambiguity that 
only monism can create in these words. The pragmatist might 
apply the pragmatic principle and produce the judgment that there 
is no difference between the words or that they amount to the 
same thing: that is, “ pragmatism,” “ instrumentalism,”  and “ ex
perimentalism” ; or “ inquiry” and “ truth.”  But why does the best 
known author on these terms try with such effort to use one rather 
than the other from time to time ?

As for the fourth example, what sort of a reality is “ matrix of 
inquiry”  an extension of or a part of? In short, how are we to 
understand “ pragmatism,”  “ instrumentalism,”  “ experimentalism,”  
“ inquiry,”  “ truth,” or “ matrix” except as metaphors, that is, as 
representations of some reality other than the terms themselves. 
If a term, “ truth” for example, is one thing and real and what it 
stands for is another thing and real, then it seems to me we already 
have at least a dualistic world. They are two distinct things 
although related. The unity of a monistic world, it seems, would 
require that the term and what it stands for cannot be two differ
ent realities.

Symbols, Metaphors, and Myths. This is an important topic. 
It is a huge topic. It not only refers back to thought with the 
Greeks through the term “ mythology” but includes much modern 
thought and, especially, all of theoretical physics as well as much 
mathematics. It includes much of the fine arts, although it might 
exclude some so-called examples of present day fine arts in so far as 
these examples depend only upon a literalistic expression of a 
technique.

Although consideration of the relation of the symbol to its object 
began in the earliest times of formal philosophical statements— even 
with the pre-Socratics— the definition of the relation, in terms 
understandable to the present day mind was best stated in the 
writings of George Berkeley. Before this time the relation was 
considered largely in a naive sense, i.e., implicitly and noncritically.
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But the need for a relation appeared dramatically to Berkeley be
cause of the dualism of Descartes.

Those who have opposed Descartes for the most part have joined 
camps wherein the need for a relation was avoided through some 
form of monism. If all is one, if all is a unity on one plane of 
creation whether natural or spiritual, there is no need for a relation.

There are two main versions of monism, but there is a similarity 
between the two. In each case the symbol and the object are 
identified. Berkeley’s idealism identified the idea and reality. 
This provides his kind of monism. Recent naturalistic attacks upon 
the distinction between mind and body have produced a variety 
of monisms.

An example of naturalistic monism is found in the writings of
A. N. Whitehead. He calls out against what he calls “ bifurcation” 
theories, and says that we are not warranted “ in assigning a 
superior reality in nature to material inertia over color or sound. 
So far as reality is concerned all our sense-perceptions are in the 
same boat and must be treated on the same principle.”  And again 
“ . . . our perceptual experience does tell us of a common objective 
world, but that things perceived are merely the outcome for us of 
this world, and are not in themselves elements in the common 
world itself.”  (Whitehead quoted by Lovejoy, The Revolt Against 
Dualism, p. 196.)

In modern times and especially since printing of books has 
become so commonplace, there has been a tendency to narrow the 
means of communication down to words. Some men have become 
so narrow that for them the manifest thinking process seems re
versed— i.e., without words there are no ideas, and often words 
seem to take the place of higher activities of the mind. This is 
manifest in religious and philosophical as well as in literary dis
cussions. Let me remain with words and the three main manifes
tations of communication between man and man and also between 
man and himself.

Words are used in the three ways indicated by the title of this 
note: Symbols, metaphors, and mythology. (P i), the Greek 
letter, stands for a ratio: the ratio of the circumference of a circle 
to its diameter, h stands for Planck’s constant in physics. Another 
way of writing it is (6.6256 ±  0.0005) • 10-27 erg sec. Because h 
divided by 2π is used so often in physics, firms that print scientific
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work have added to the available symbols on their linotype ma
chines the symbol h. You will note that Lancaster Press was able 
to supply this symbol as a matter of course.

Metaphors and myths are more complicated signs or representa
tions than are symbols. A  metaphor is at least a word or more 
likely a phrase— that is, a string of symbols, whereas a myth is a 
composition of such symbols into a plot.

Naively, symbols, metaphors, and myths stand for some thing or 
represent some thing. A  logical monistic theory would have to 
identify these representations with a spiritual thing or with a 
natural thing on the one hand, or else consider them an extension 
or a part of some thing. A  logical monism cannot tolerate a 
“ bifurcation.”

Philosophy a Personal Thing. Hugo Odhner has written that 
“ philosophy is a personal thing.”  So have others. How is this 
related to the present topic of words, symbols, and myths ?

John Burnet has written:

No one will ever succeed in writing a history of philosophy; for philosophies, 
like works of art, are intensely personal things. It was Plato's belief, indeed 
that no philosophical truth could be communicated in writing at all; it was 
only by some immediate contact that one soul could kindle the flame in 
another. ( Greek Philosophy, Introduction.)

Nevertheless Burnet is a historian, and his business cannot be 
carried on without words. He is especially interested in the place 
that philosophy had at the time of Plato and he uses words, not 
“ immediate contact,” in his effort to reach others. So the word 
appears as something distinct from “ immediate contact.”

Mythology and the Greeks. As indicated earlier in these notes 
there is a tendency with some people to distinguish between 
“ ancient”  and “ modern” people as to their respective attitudes 
towards motion. It was the purpose of previous notes to show the 
error in this distinction. Also as indicated earlier there is a 
tendency to distinguish between the ways in which the “ ancients” 
and the “ moderns” regard symbols, metaphor and myths. It is the 
purpose of the present notes to indicate that the distinction should 
be drawn between people not according to time but instead accord
ing to whether their philosophies are monistic, or dualistic, or 
pluralistic.
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It is interesting to note how Burnet, quoted above in another 
regard, reflects on the way in which “ the Greeks” had respect for 
mythology. He says in discussing the trial of Sokrates ( “ I have 
not thought it well to present Greek names in Latin dress.”  
Burnet’s Preface) :

We have now to ask why Sokrates was charged with irreligion and why he 
was put to death. We must at once put aside the idea that it was for not 
believing the stories told about the gods. It is not likely that any educated 
man believed these, and uneducated people probably knew very little about 
them. There was no church and no priesthood, and therefore the conception 
of religious orthodoxy did not exist. So far as mythology was concerned, 
you might take my liberty. ( Greek Philosophy, p. 148.)

As for Socrates himself Burnet calls attention to the following:

When he related eschatological myths in the Orphic Style, as he often did, 
he used to warn his hearers that they were at best something like the truth. 
( Ibid, p. 106.)

Monism and God. Under a monistic philosophy it seems that 
idealism and naturalism are the only possibilities. In the case of 
idealism the only possible basis for the existence of objects when I 
am not experiencing them is that they are created by the thought 
of a spirit. Berkeley’s idealism originated in his effort to explain 
God’s place. God’s existence is accepted by him, a priori. God’s 
existence is not required in many naturalistic philosophies, but in 
the case of a believer such as Whitehead, one must seek “ to find a 
place for God.” Monism, whether idealistic or naturalistic, seems 
to require that whatever is must be all or a part of God, if God is a 
reality in that philosophy.

Spinoza was more straightforward than Berkeley or Whitehead. 
He did not have to go looking for God because for him God is in 
the world and the world is in H im ; He is the immanent principle 
of the universe.

Dewey is also straightforward. If the assumption that God 
exists satisfies the pragmatic principle, then it is better to accept 
God’s existence than not— unless of course, the assumption that He 
does not exist also satisfies the pragmatic principle. I am not aware 
of any analysis of this, but surely it must be in the literature some
where.
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The Internal Sense. To symbol, metaphor, and myth we add 
allegory. This suggests another field. Associated with this latter 
term is the New Church term “ internal sense.”  This expression 
gives to “ literal sense” a verbal representation that is removed 
even farther from its clear ordinary meaning as a symbol. What 
might be termed “ the most natural meaning”  is the same as the 
“ literal sense.”  The literal sense is the form in revelation that 
stands for a higher or “ internal”  meaning.

Most of the readers of these notes perhaps are so familiar with 
the expression “ the internal sense” that it may be difficult for them 
to appreciate what is meant by accepting the “ literal sense.”  The 
following quotation is added to show by contrast what a literal 
interpretation can lead to.

Holy Writ seems to indicate that hell is within the earth, for it describes 
hell as an abyss to which the wicked descend. We even read of the earth 
opening and of the wicked sinking down into hell (Num., xvi, 31; Ps., liv, 
16; Is., v, 14; Ez., xxvi, 20; Phil., ii, 10, etc.). Is this merely a metaphor 
to illustrate the state of separation from God? Although God is omni
present, He is said to dwell in heaven, because the light and grandeur of 
the stars and the firmament are the brightest manifestations o f His infinite 
splendour. But the damned are utterly estranged from God; hence their 
abode is said to be as remote as possible from His dwelling, far from 
heaven above and its height, and consequently hidden away in the dark 
abysses o f the earth. However, no cogent reason has been advanced for 
accepting a metaphorical interpretation to the most natural meaning o f the 
words of Scripture. Hence theologians generally accept the opinion that 
hell is really within the earth. (Father J. Hontheim, in the Catholic 
Encyclopedia (New York: Appleton, 1910), quoted by Santillana in The 
Crime o f  Galileo, p. 99).

The Variety of Symbols. Letters, numerals, words, phrases, 
essays, stories, poems, pictographs, calligraphy, photographs, dif
ferential equations, symphonies, statues, not to mention metaphors 
or myths, are all symbols.

W hy this great variety? It seems the monist must explain the 
very existence of the variety. It seems the pluralist must explain 
their relations.

Unity versus Connected Wholeness. There is a certain appeal 
to “ unity”  in all monistic philosophies. There is a certain demand 
for connected wholeness in all complete pluralistic philosophies. 
Evidently then there is a difference between “ unity”  and “ con
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nected wholeness.” But these notes are already too long to permit 
our going into this subject now.

The Human Form of Society. This is a part of the title to Dr. 
Odhners paper. What is the nature of the human form? Is it 
monistic or dualistic ? Dewey seems to distinguish between animal 
and man only in that man has language. This brings us back 
again to the nature of symbols, metaphor and myth. Are they 
separate from their object or do they make one with it?

History and the Human Form. History depends on societies, 
upon their generation and their degeneration. Societies, if they 
are in the human form, make the human form the basis for an ap
proach to the understanding of history.

The City of God. Dr. Odhner ends his “ Principles of the New 
Philosophy” (cf. New P hilosophy April-June 1965) with a brief 
section entitled “ The City of God.”  It closes with the sentence:
Thus our philosophy, like that of Swedenborg, leads as by a Divine 
synthesis to the doctrine of the New Church, whereby the Lord, in His final 
advent, may inform, reform, and regenerate the minds of men for a life of 
religion and active usefulness in this world and the next; and so build up 
His New Jerusalem.

This is a naive philosophy. It accepts the Divine, and historical 
events, independent of man. It accepts men, their minds, real 
values, a natural world and a spiritual world.

Where do we look for a synthesis of so many “ realities” ? W e 
look for it in the final end of creation, that is in man and in his 
relation to God— not the philosopher’s God but the God of 
revelation.

“ The City of God” is a phrase that comes to us from St. 
Augustine. Whether we call it a symbol or a metaphor or a myth—  
for he wrote an entire volume on the subject— it stood for a 
philosophy of history.
The Augustinian philosophy of history considers the temporal and historical 
process in the context of the eternal nature and purpose o f God. . . . (Thilly, 
A History o f Philosophy, p. 184.)

also
It became the prototype of such modem—though radically different— 
philosophical interpretations of history as those offered by Rousseau, Hegel, 
Comte, Nietzsche, Marx and Spengler. (Ibid.)
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The title “ City of God" has appealed to others in the New 
Church than Dr. Odhner. The Rev. K. R. Alden wrote a book 
with this title. Dr. Alfred Acton when he was translating the 
Psychologica also used this expression:

It is clear from these references that the proposed work to which the 
Infinite was the introduction was to establish the existence and immortality 
of the soul and its communion with the body, in the most exact and rational 
manner; that it was to be, as it were, a demonstration of the City of God 
as existing on earth in a human body. It is with such a work in mind that 
Swedenborg seems to have entered upon his study of W olff’s Psychologia 
Empirica; and in this study to have introduced so many passages, invariably 
marked “ Nota Bene,” wherein he outlines his doctrine concerning the soul, 
especially as to its being geometrical and mechanical.
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Your attention is called to three new entries in the list of pub
lications for sale on the inside back cover of the New P hilosophy.

Dr. Odhner’s P rin c ip les  o f  the N e w  P h ilo so p h y , as revised 
and presented in the preceding issue, is available in reprint form 
(see page 102).

Two works of Swedenborg, removed from the list because o f 
temporary inaccessibility of copies, have been restored: T h e  R e 
ta rd a tion  o f  th e  E a rth  and O n to lo g y , o r  th e  S ign ifica tion  o f  
P h ilo so p h ica l T erm s.
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