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While for more than seventy-five years The  New  Philosophy  
has been the principal means for carrying out the second purpose 
of the Swedenborg Scientific Association, the time is coming 
when lengthy and detailed studies must be produced, which will 
of necessity be of interest to only a few, and which will not lend 
themselves to publication in the limited space available in The  
New  Philosophy . New means, such as the publication of mono-
graphs, will have to be developed if the association is to go 
forward. It has also been suggested that the association could 
serve as a clearing-house through which independent New Church 
scholars could be put in touch with others having similar or related 
interests. To this end, communications directed to any of the 
association’s officers would be welcomed.

E. B. A.

COMMUNICATIONS 

Editor of The  New  Philosophy  :

I would like to reply to the careful and thoughtful analysis by Erik 
Sandstrom, Sr. (The  New  Philosophy , Jan. 1976, pp. 380 f.) of my 
earlier article on meditation in your journal. The essence of his position 
is to support meditation on content (e.g., to reflect on the nature of God) 
but to call into question passive potency (watching, but not identifying 
with internal processes). My article took apart the single process of 
meditation into these two aspects because, in practice, an initial emphasis 
on content can seriously damage the benefits of the whole process. I indi-
cated that these can later be seen as aspects of a single process. Mr. 
Sandstrom says the Writings do not clearly support passive potency. 
I agree. Almost always when they speak of meditation or reflection they 
refer to reflecting on content The support for passive potency is there, 
but it is as subtle and pervasive as Swedenborg’s obvious experience of 
the Divine.

I fear Mr. Sandstrom and I stand on opposite sides of the fence. I was 
speaking from the experience of meditation to the understanding of doc-
trine. Mr. Sandstrom is speaking from doctrine to the possibility of ex-
perience. For instance, he argues that “More serious, however, is the risk 
that the kind of meditation that seeks to perceive influx, instead of helping 
to undo proprium may unwittingly open up a flux from the proprium 
itself.” Proprium basically means what is of one’s own. By spending 
a few minutes a day noting, but not identifying with, whatever mental 
content occurs, one at least briefly quits seizing all mental contorts as 
though they are of one’s own making. But that is merely the reasoned part 
of the argument. The experience itself undoes proprium. The only real 
way to see it is to try it From a long experience in meditatum, I have 
to say it is obvious to me that all mental experience is given by influx,
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as the Intercourse of the Soul and the Body asserts. There is only influx, 
and even “what is of my own” is given by influx. But to know the im-
pact of this doctrine one needs the experience first. I advocated the ex-
perience of passive potency first, because without this root overly rational 
people easily get lost in meditating on content. If the individual can even 
approach the lessened breathing Swedenborg described as a childhood ex-
perience, then he can meditate on content and not get lost.

Mr, Sandstrom argues that AC 2557 “tells us that influx does not teach. 
It disposes the mind, so that it may be taught, but no more.” I certainly 
agree. The purpose of my emphasis on the approach that was Sweden-
borg’s childhood experience is to learn to dispose the mind. When it is 
disposed right, God teaches it And this is the root of meditation, the 
root to be reached before meditating on specific content.

But again, I emphasize, I am speaking from experience to doctrine. 
This is the way Swedenborg came to doctrine. When we argue from 
doctrine, often there is proprium finding support for whatever is its posi-
tion. I agree, of course, that the Writings stress shunning evils as sins 
as a major way of regeneration. Yet, for me, there is in the Writings 
much more than this to regeneration. In fact, if I had to paraphrase it 
in one sentence, I would say the Arcana indicates that regeneration in-
volves a shift in the basis of personal identity. And this is where 
meditation, as one of many avenues, can be useful. On the other hand, 
those who fear this simple process probably should avoid it. Again, 
though I differ, I appreciate and respect Mr. Sandstrom’s well thought out 
reply.

Wilson  Van  Dusen

Editor of The  New  Philosophy  :

By courtesy of Dr. Wilson van Dusen I was given an opportunity to 
see his above comments before they went into print While wishing the 
author of the original article to have the last word in the present discussion 
—and I understand this can still be arranged—I must nevertheless respond 
on a matter of doctrine. As I understand the Writings, they do not teach 
what Dr. van Dusen at one point seems to imply that they do.

My reference is to the following: “All mental experience is given by 
influx, as the Intercourse of the Soul and the Body asserts. There is only 
influx and even what is of my own’ is given by influx.” This statement 
as I read it comes through as ignoring the reception of influx, not by 
accidental omission but by personal philosophy and belief. The reception 
aspect, accounting as it does for freedom, is in its way of equal importance 
with the influx aspect I stand ready to be corrected if I have misread 
our author, but he has left me with the strong impression that he believes 
influx to be determinative. I believe, however, that in that sense all mental 
experience is not “given by influx.” Compare the firm teaching in TCR 
154:5, that the Word in man’s internal, or the Lord as the Word, does 
hot act through man but only in and into him, a teaching echoed by TCR 
371:6: “The Lord acts, and man receives action from the Lord and 
operates as if from self, indeed of sdf from the Lord” (italics mine).
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Intercourse of the Soul and the Body put» it in terms of reciprocity: “Man 
thinks and wills as if from self, and this as-if-from-self is the reciprocal 
of conjunction, for there is no conjunction without a reciprocal, as there 
is no conjunction of an active with a passive without a reactive.” I think 
the point that influx is not determinative is terribly important.

Of course there is no question but that everything depends on influx. 
But so does everything vegetative depend on sunrays. Still, the rose seed 
receives those rays and builds a rose, while the seed of the poison ivy 
takes the same rays and uses—or abuses—them to form poison ivy. “It 
is a universal law,” says the Arcana, “that influx adapts itself to efflux, so 
that influx is checked if efflux is” (AC 5828:3).

The above relates to us ordinary people. There is a parallel relating 
to Swedenborg as revelator. Dr. van Dusen, emphasizing that he “is 
speaking from experience to doctrine,” asserts that “this is the way Sweden-
borg came to doctrine,” and the context tells us that he means the ex-
perience of influx. Yet throughout his life Swedenborg suffered himself 
to be taught “through his external” (to speak with AC 2557:3). As a 
philosopher his guideline was the following: “The principal means which 
lead to truly philosophical knowledge are three in number—experience, 
geometry, and the power of reasoning” (Principia, Part I, p. 2); and that 
he is not speaking of the experience of influx is very clear from his next 
comment: “By philosophy here we mean the knowledge of the mechanism 
of the world . . . which it is possible to unfold to view by experience, 
assisted by geometry and reason” (ibid.). And Swedenborg the revelator 
adds to his mental equipment not only a very thorough knowledge of the 
Word of the Lord as given in this world (this after a systematic study 
and indexing of it), but also by special Divine grace the direct experience 
of the spiritual world “both as to sight and as to hearing and speech" 
(Inv. 43).

I think this is not to say that Swedenborg came to doctrine by “the 
experience of passive potency”—if now this is what Dr. van Dusen meant 
to imply. Nor, of course, is it to say that Swedenborg came to doctrine 
without Divine influx, in his case influx operating as immediate Divine 
inspiration.

Erik  Sandstrom

Editor of The  New  Philosophy  :

The difference between what Mr. Sandstrom has just presented—influx 
operates in relation to our reception, and my statement, it is all influx, is a 
matter of levels of consciousness. I stated the innermost essential of the 
doctrine, because that is what is demonstrated in meditation. “From a 
long experience in meditation, I have to say it is obvious to me that all 
mental experience is given by influx . . This essential is also plamly 
stated in the Writings in ISB and other places.

“This means that man .can think and will nothing from himself, but 
that everything he think's and wills and consequently says and does, is 
from influx” (DP 287).
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“All the angels in heaven confess that no one can think from himself, 
but does so from the Lord, while all the spirits of hell say no one can 
think from any other than himself” (DP 288).

The experience that we are free to cooperate with God (TCR 371:6) 
is already at a level nearer ordinary consciousness. At this level there is 
our reception of influx. At a still more ordinary, everyday level of 
awareness we appear truly self determined and there is no awareness of 
God or influx. All of these are true, but these later levels are closer to 
the appearance of our ordinary experience. I stated the matter in its 
innermost form because that is what is given in meditation. This is 
probably the most fundamental finding of meditation. One needs to sus-
pend identifying with mental acts and then find the mind goes on doing, 
thinking, and speaking inwardly anyway to begin to grasp that what the 
Writings say of influx is really true. I fear the truth of doctrine and its 
impact is easily missed where it does not rest on experience. An instruc-
tive passage on this is SD 5917. Yes, there is the matter of reception in 
ordinary consciousness. I was speaking of a simple, easy to experience 
state which demonstrates the deeper understanding that it is all given
by God.

I will not take up the matter of how Swedenborg came to his findings 
in the same detail. I am surprised that Mr. Sandstrom cites from the 
Principia, which came before the powerful revelations of the theological 
works. In the theological works I do not see Swedenborg “assisted by 
geometry and reason?’ Where does he reason in the theology whether a 
tiling is so and apply geometry to it? This some followers do, but what I 
see in the theology is a pure, it is thus. This is the mark of one who has 
seen and known directly.

It is to me a delight that a relatively simple experience can confirm a 
central truth of the Writings. I do not fear that doctrine will not 
accord with experience. It is so true it can be found in experience, over 
and over again, endlessly. It is a charity to help others to demonstrate 
this for themselves. Having been found, its truth becomes more real and 
substantial for doctrine is ultimately of life and is Life. Yet I respect as 
simply different in method and approach those who would prefer to stand 
back and reason of these tilings.

Wilson  Van  Dusen


	Untitled



