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3. This consists of books quoted from or referred to by Sweden
borg. Other scientific and philosophical works by his contempo
raries, which throw light on the intellectual, cultural and physical 
climate in which he flourished, were also added.

During the course of his intensive researches into the life and 
work of Swedenborg, Bishop Acton compiled a desiderata list of 
books which properly belong in this collection. Both by his careful 
perusal of book dealers’ catalogues from all over Europe and else
where, and by his personal search in Europe, Bishop Acton was 
instrumental in securing for the Library most of the books in this 
collection. The money to purchase these books came from gener
ous gifts, sometimes from Mr. H. F. Pitcairn, sometimes from the 
Rev. Theodore Pitcairn, sometimes from library appropriations, 
and year after year, from Bishop Acton himself.

For some time these two collections were referred to as “ The 
Swedenborg Library.”  Then, for the sake of convenience, the 
librarians fell into the practice of saying “ Room 17”  collection 
(from the number of the room in the library where the collection 
was kept) and “ Swedenborg’s Library.”

4. The last but largest of our special collections is known as 
The Star Collection. In July, 1914, Mr. L. E. Gyllenhaal says in 
his first report as librarian: “ W e are about to carry out a plan 
contemplated by Emil F. Stroh. W e are going to keep on reserve 
one copy of each edition of Swedenborg’s work which the Library 
possesses, so that there will be no danger of loss through circulation 
of any volumes of the historical collection.”

PH IL O S O P H IC A L  N O TES

T H IN K ! This was printed in large letters on a sign over each 
of the machines in a shop course I once took. In this case “ Think” 
is an admonition; it means “ Think about your body before turning 
on the m otor!”  This is only one way of thinking. The mathema
tician, the scientist, the creative artist— each develops his special 
way of thinking. While these ways are distinctive, the mind is 
such a marvelous reality that they are not exclusive— except per
haps in time. The same mind is capable of thinking in each of 
these ways. It can, however, think constructively only if it is free 
to concentrate on one way at a time.

Introspection, or thinking about thought itself, or causing the
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mind to turn upon itself in order to investigate how it works, is a 
kind of thinking which had arrived at the peak of importance dur
ing Swedenborg’s time. Its manifest creations among other things 
were the two schools of philosophic thought: rationalism and 
British empiricism. Its further results are found in the work of 
Kant and his followers.

It is clear that this kind of thinking is completely different from 
that referred to in the admonition on the sign T H IN K ! If a 
student upon reading the sign had engaged in introspection he 
would have been accused by the teacher of going to sleep.

Thinking and Introspection. Above I used the term “ admonition” 
in connection with the sign “ Think.” That is, the sign was a warn
ing ; it meant, “ Think in a certain way or else . . . . ”  But Descartes, 
Locke, Swedenborg and others often ask their readers to give 
attention to a form of thought here called introspection. This is 
done in an advising or counseling manner, although even in this 
case there is a warning: Unless one thinks in this way the fruits 
of what are in the author’s words cannot be enjoyed— that is, 
unless one applies himself to introspection. These notes will dis
cuss some things about the introspective nature of thought using 
examples from Swedenborg, Locke and Descartes.

Locke counsels his reader to think in a certain way because 
words alone will not carry his ideas. This will be illustrated in a 
note that follows where he warns that the reader will not under
stand “ unless he reflects on . . .  .”

Swedenborg similarly counsels with such advice as, “ Let anyone 
look within himself, and he will observe that it is so.”

Some examples of introspection in the Writings will appear in 
notes to follow. But there is a difference between introspection 
as a sole source of knowledge and the sources of knowledge dis
cussed in the Writings. In the Writings the main source of 
knowledge is revelation. In the extreme application of intro
spection in rationalism, however, the source lies in introspection 
itself— or rather in the fact that introspection is possible.

The best known example of this is in the philosophy of Descartes. 
In this connection when we see the word “ think” we can hardly 
fail to recall the famous theorem of Descartes, “ Cogito ergo sum.”  
These notes will conclude with some remarks concerning this 
theorem, made by the Rev. Theodore Pitcairn many years ago.
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Tw o general kinds of psychology are known: that which de
pends upon introspection or rational psychology, and that which 
depends also upon sense perception. During the last hundred 
years this last has grown into experimental psychology.

A  note will be inserted to indicate that Christian W olff made a 
division between the two psychologies. The voluminous works of 
Swedenborg on anatomy and especially upon the brain in his 
“ search for the soul”  also place emphasis upon that branch of 
experimental psychology known as physiological psychology. This 
shows that he had an experimental, that is, scientific approach, 
joined with his own rational or introspective, that is, philosophic 
approach.

Before giving illustrations from Locke and Swedenborg, as 
promised above, let me go back in time and devote a small space 
to the earliest formal study of psychology, that of Aristotle in his 
De Anima.

De Anima. This is the Latin title of a work by Aristotle which 
stands at the beginning of the history of rational psychology. See 
the set of notes for October 1966 for references to Plato and his 
predecessors.

The emphasis in the present set of notes is upon what joins 
the De Anima and rational psychology together, that is upon intro
spection. It should be noted, however, that psychology has never 
been solely introspective even in De Anima or when it is referred 
to as rational psychology.

In the table of contents of De Anima there are included topics 
which Aristotle must have come to know by means of observations 
of others rather than by introspection only. Aristotle also wrote 
an associative work Parva Naturalia, the larger portion of which 
depends upon observations.

In Swedenborg’s Rational Psychology, also sometimes called De 
Anima, there is included much that concerns the senses rather 
than introspection. Introspection, however, is not far away, for 
in this case it is a mental observation of one’s own senses rather 
than observation by means of instrumentation as in the case of 
modern physiological psychology. Swedenborg’s method is closely 
related to the contemporary psychological meaning of introspection. 
(See Webster, 1958 ed.)
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Locke and Introspection. The introspection that is called upon in 
rational psychology should not be confused with solipsism. For 
example, Descartes would fully expect other philosphers to follow 
his Cogito ergo sum arguments in their minds even as he does.

When Locke speaks it is to his reader, in whose reality he be
lieves. His reader’s reality is necessary because he expects him to 
reflect, even as he, Locke, does, in order that his reader may 
understand. He says for example:

Such is the difficulty of explaining and giving clear notions of internal 
actions by sounds, that I must here warn my reader that “ordering, directing, 
choosing, preferring,” etc. which I have made use of, will not distinctly 
enough express volition, unless he will reflect on what he himself does when 
he wills. (Human Understanding, Bk. II, Chap. X X I — 15.)

Locke asserts that he cannot hope to be understood by “ sounds” 
( i.e. words). And so the reader is requested to reflect, that is, to 
penetrate into the operation of his own mind. This is to be con
trasted with the contemporary scientific method. W e think of a 
scientific experiment as one conducted by a trained observer who 
is viewing objects external to himself: meter readings, scale read
ings, photographic records, etc. As one reads a work on science 
one can hardly expect to make the observations for himself of the 
things discussed— unless he himself is a professional scientist, or in 
special cases is in a classroom laboratory or a science museum. In 
these cases the experiment is often planned and arranged by some 
higher authority: teacher, curator, etc.

Locke, however, calls upon his reader to conduct his own experi
ment— within his own mind. And his reader is called upon to do 
this not by way of an illustration but in order to understand. 
Understanding depends upon introspection.

This kind of intellectual activity is not now generally recognized 
as “ scientific.”  To be “ scientific”  one must be “ objective.” Psy
chology, to be objective, must be derived not by introspection but 
from observations by a second person. Such observations per 
force are only appearances of the subject’s actions or his stated 
decisions. The observer cannot make immediate use of the intro
spective activity. This is experimental psychology, not rational 
psychology.

I will now pass from Locke to Swedenborg. I suggested in the 
December issue that by reading the Writings we come to know
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about a higher psychology, one even beyond that called “ rational 
psychology.”  Some examples were suggested. Another note had 
to do with intellectual degrees that are discrete degrees of thought. 
In the next note I will give an example of intellectual degrees.

Intellectual Degrees. In the Arcana Coelestia it is describing the 
ark where it says:

A  window shalt thou make to the ark, and to a cubit shalt thou finish it 
from above; and the door of the ark shalt thou set on the side thereof; with 
lowest, second, and third stories shalt thou make it. (Quoted A C  651, from 
Genesis V I : 16)

In AC 657 it says:

That by the “ lowest, second, and third stories,” are signified things of 
knowledge, of reason, and of understanding ( scientifiea, rationalia, et in- 
tellectualia), follows also from what has been shown. There are three 
degrees of things intellectual in man; the lowest is that of knowledge (sci- 
entificum) ; the middle is the rational; the highest, the intellectual. These 
are so distinct from each other that they should never be confounded. But 
man is not aware of this, for the reason that he makes life consist in what 
is of sense and knowledge only ; and while he cleaves to this, he cannot even 
know that his rational part is distinct from that which is concerned with 
knowing ( scientificum) ; and still less that his intellectual part is so.

Contemporary philosophy is so monistic that mind and body 
cannot be regarded as two different things. Therefore if one 
speaks of three degrees of the mind the idea seems fantastic and 
not at all scientific to the contemporary thinker.

But in accepting revelation we accept as knowledge its state
ments about knowledge, reason, and understanding. Further in
trospection applied to these objects or realities illustrates the 
possibility of a “ higher psychology.”

The arrangement:
1. Knowledge
2. Reason
3. Understanding

is called a series. There are other examples of series in the 
Writings that are closely related to this one. (This series and 
those discussed in the next note illustrate one kind of series. 
There are others in Swedenborg’s Principia: cosmological series 
of finites, and also the series of atmospheres. In his anatomical 
works there are the series of bloods and of fibers.)
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Series. The use of series in Swedenborg’s philosophical works 
and the Writings is of outstanding importance. These series are 
so numerous and their applications so various that care must be 
exercised to note the context in which each series occurs; other
wise confusion will result. Furthermore, a comparison of various 
English translations indicates that translators have injected inter
pretations which may or may not be important. Reference to the 
original Latin will be necessary in some cases.

The examples given in this note indicate the variety of possible 
problems in the “ higher psychology” that await the attention of 
the interested student.

In the last note there is given an example of a series; knowledge, 
reason, and understanding. At the outset of number 657 of Arcana 
Coelestia, from which the quotation is taken, the emphasis is upon 
the things of knowledge, upon the things of reason, and upon the 
things of the understanding. These discretely different things are 
associated with three different realities, as if Swedenborg were dis
cussing a spiritual cosmology.

But as the number develops there is a shift of emphasis from 
realities in man to influx from the Lord. The series is used then 
to describe the steps outward from what is interior to what is 
exterior, by which influx arrives from the Lord even to the 
memory.
Without influx of the Lord’s life into the things of the understanding in 
man— or rather into things of the will and through these into those of 
understanding— and through things of understanding into things rational, 
and through things rational into his knowledges which are of the memory, 
life would be impossible to man. (A C  657.)

Related to this series, which places emphasis on influx, there is 
developed through AC 99 a construction of man’s nature according 
to his reception of what is scientific, his reception of what is 
rational, and his reception of what is intellectual.

And in AC 2504 the “ things” of the mind are applied to faith 
where it speaks of scientific things of faith, rational things of faith, 
and intellectual things of faith.

Another series is given in AC 991. It says that scientifics are 
of three kinds: sensuous, rational, and intellectual.

Notice that one of the examples given in the last set of notes has 
four and not three levels. That series is taken from AC 1495. It 
is: memory-knowledges, rational truths, intellectual truths, and
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celestial truths. In this series there is one level of knowledge and 
there are three levels of truths. In going from knowledges to 
truths we are going from man’s thought which is more or less 
passive, as a receptor of knowledges, to man’s thought that is 
active, seeking the possibilities of life according to truth. When 
truth is considered some kind of life is meant.

In the last three degrees living-truth is emphasized by the num
ber just referred to, where the trinal series is given: the rational, 
the intellectual, and the celestial. The primary emphasis is upon 
the distinction between knowledge and truth. Once this distinc
tion is understood then it is possible to distinguish between the 
degrees of truth. The emphasis is upon the life which distinguishes 
them, namely the living that is scientific, the living that is rational, 
and the living that is intellectual. The emphasis is upon the living 
mind, as it lives in truth.

Thus the various series mentioned above in each case are used 
to place emphasis upon something different:

1. There are different degrees of reality meant by knowledge, 
reason, and understanding.

2. There are different kinds of reception in what is scientific, 
in what is rational, and in what is intellectual.

3. There are things of faith, which are intellectual things of 
faith, rational things of faith, and memory-knowledges of 
faith.

4. There are memory-knowledges that are sensuous, that are 
rational, and that are intellectual.

5. There are knowledges and there are truths.
6. There are rational truths, intellectual truths, and celestial 

truths.
Thus degrees are used to emphasize many things: mental activ

ity, reception, things of faith, kinds of knowledges, and kinds of 
truth.
Sources of Knowledge. Three kinds of knowledges are referred 
to in these notes. But there are only two sources, spiritual and 
natural. The natural source divides into two aspects:

1. Science as it is commonly understood in contemporary 
thought. This includes sense perceptual data, and its 
organization in theory, as well as mathematical thought.

2. Introspection or subjective psychology or rational psy
chology.
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Introspection. In a note above I suggested that introspection is 
an important source of knowledge. The rationalistic philosphers 
Descartes, Spinoza, Wolff, and Leibniz depended upon introspec
tion. Even the so-called British empiricists from Locke to Hume 
depended upon it. It is an amazing testimony by contemporary 
positivists that the roots of their thought are in Hume. Yet in no 
way does the Humean treatment of the understanding depend upon 
empirical psychology in its contemporary sense. Not only that, 
but even a recent vintage of positivism, that is, logical positivism, 
is not experimental in the sensual meaning of that term. The 
dependence is upon empiricism in the introspective, that is, psy
chological sense. The argument depends upon what is logical 
rather than what is experimental.

But whether or not we go to the dead end of rationalism in 
Spinoza, or again to the dead end of Locke’s empiricism in Hume, 
or in a different way in contemporary positivism, we do learn 
knowledges from reading Spinoza, or Hume, or the positivists. At 
least we learn how they think. And this is knowledge we learn 
from them and not from ourselves, nor from science in general, 
nor from revelation. And so their introspection is a source of 
knowledge for us. But whether it is important knowledge or 
whether it is an ultimate source are two extra questions and it is 
the question of ultimate source that Theodore Pitcairn treats in 
an early paper of his. But before discussing that I wish to insert 
a note about Christian Wolff, whose work Psychologia Empirica 
Swedenborg studied.

Christian Wolff and Psychology. In these notes I have put special 
emphasis upon rational psychology as distinct from experimental 
psychology. Also in other places I have said that rational psy
chology has been out of the picture as a study since about the 
middle of the nineteenth century. Nevertheless each of these 
statements might be regarded by some as an overstatement. It 
should be pointed out that W olff recognized the possibility of two 
psychologies. Windelband says:

According to him, all subjects should be regarded both from the point of 
view of the eternal truths and from that of the contingent truths: for every 
province of reality there is a knowledge through conceptions and another 
through facts, an a priori science proceeding from the intellect and an a 
posteriori science arising from perception. These two sciences were to
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combine in the result in such a way that, for example, empirical psychology 
must show the actual existence in fact of all those activities which, in 
rational psychology, were deduced from the metaphysical conception of the 
soul, and from the “faculties” resulting from this conception. On the other 
hand, following Leibniz’s precedent, the distinction in value of the two modes 
of knowledge was so far retained as to regard only the intellectual knowledge 
as clear and distinct insight, while empirical (or, as they said at that time, 
historical) knowledge was regarded as a more or less obscure and confused 
idea of things. (A  H istory of Philosophy p. 460.)

Christian Wolff, 1679-1754, should not be confused with 
Pancratius Wolff, who in 1697 taught “ that thoughts are mechan
ical activities of the human body, especially of the brain.”  ( Windel- 
band, ibid. p. 454.)

Notes and comments which Swedenborg made while studying 
W olff’s Psychologist Empirica were published by the Swedenborg 
Scientific Association in 1923 with the title Psychologica. The 
relation of these notes to Swedenborg’s cosmological and other 
writings is discussed in the preface by the translator Alfred Acton.

“ The Ultimate Source of Philosophic Ideas.”  This is the title of 
a paper by the Rev. Theodore Pitcairn. It is published in N ew 
Church L ife for April 1928. Because it is pertinent to the 
present notes, and also because it may not be easily available to 
many of my readers, I will outline what seems to be the main idea: 
that the ultimate source of philosophic ideas lies in “ external 
sensation.”

He begins with the important Cogito ergo sum of Descartes. 
He puts the Cartesian decision in the following w ay:

Every idea which he (Descartes) entertained in his mind he believed was 
open to the possibility of a doubt, until it dawned upon him that the idea of 
“ I think, therefore I am,” was an expression that was not open to this 
possibility; the reason being that the opposite statement, “ I am not, there
fore I think,” involved a contradiction of itself, and really confirmed the 
original proposition. (p. 227)

This is accepted on rationalistic grounds by Descartes to be as 
certain as a theorem in geometry. Nevertheless, according to Mr. 
Pitcairn, the ultimate source of this rationalistic beginning must 
be in sense perception. His argument rests on whether or not the 
“ I ”  and the “ am” in the argument have been examined.

T o arrive at them, he says, must involve a “ process of some
thing like reasoning.”  And so
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with monistic versus dualistic interpretations (for example in the 
electricity case there comes a place where the very nature of our 
problem shifts from one involving “ a continuous distribution of 
electricity”  to the “ arrangement of individual charges” ).

Dualism and Monism. What, if anything, do these words mean? 
In the paper “ The Ultimate Source of Philosophic Ideas” three 
philosophies are listed as follows:

1. Dualism (as e.g. Descartes)
2. Monistic (Naturalistic, as, e.g., Hobbes)
3. Monistic (Idealistic, as, e.g., Berkeley)

The author then has the following interesting concluding remarks:

Swedenborg has usually been classed as a Dualist and a Cartesian. It is 
our opinion that this is a misclassification. W e  believe that Swedenborg’s 
philosophy differs fundamentally from each of these classes, while it agrees 
in certain aspects with all three.

Swedenborg agrees with Descartes in maintaining that there are two kinds 
of substances, which are distinct, namely, spiritual substance and matter. 
He differs from Descartes’ teaching that there is no finite ratio between 
these two types of substance, and insists that, as to substance, these two 
belong to one series, the upper half of which is living and the lower half dead.

Swedenborg agrees with the idealists in their belief that spiritual substance, 
being nearer to its sources than matter, is in a sense more real than matter. 
He differs from them in maintaining that matter has a reality of its own.

Finally, Swedenborg agrees with the materialists that our basic concepts 
of structure, organism, body, etc., are derived through the outer senses, and 
so are based upon matter. He differs from them in insisting that neverthe
less matter is not the only reality, nor indeed the chief reality. Swedenborg’s 
philosophy cannot, therefore, be grouped under any of these headings.

The object of this paper is to invite your careful consideration of the 
way in which the ideas of the mind have been formed. If we are not careful 
to consider this process, our philosophic discussions are apt to degenerate 
into words, the ideas connected with which are obscure. (pp. 235-236)

Whether or not philosophers or others will accept this intrusion 
on the apparent distinction between monism and dualism, we know 
by much evidence that each of these words stands for ideas that 
have posed seemingly impossible problems. At any rate, without 
excluding the either-or interpretation of monism vs. dualism, the 
author who wrote that paper 40 years ago shows that even if our 
ultimate source of philosophic ideas lies solely in sense perceptions 
there are several paths by which we can travel to learn about things 
that are beyond immediate sense perception.

E. F. A.
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