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literature. The classic statement of the Transcendental conception of him 
is in Emerson’s Representative Men. 22

And regarding Sampson Reed’s book,

Herein Reed was clearly expounding Swedenborg, though he was clever 
enough to conceal the name. For the Transcendentalists the booklet was 
chiefly important as supplying them with the basic content of their revolu-
tionary—or so they supposed it—aesthetic theory. It gave to the function 
of the artist a dignity that hitherto had not been even suspected in America, 
and so prepared the way for the Transcendental vocation.23

In their classic Literary History of the United States, Spiller & 
Co. trace the process whereby Swedenborgian concepts, via Trans-
cendentalism, may have found their way into world literature:

But European idealism was to act as more than a mere model for New 
England transcendentalism. For, working in and through transcendenta-
lism—and reinforced a little later by roughly similar teachings from the 
Orient—its influence leavened American literature as a whole, including 
even the writings of men like Hawthorne and Melville who were actively 
opposed to transcendentalism proper. The general leavening consisted not 
so much in the transmission and implanting of specific borrowings,—although 
this also occurred—as it did in the setting of problems and perspectives 
like the nature of the universe, the origin of evil, and the meaning of 
experience, which were destined to give American literature a universal im-
port and eventually swing* it into the orbit of world literature.24

So much, then, for this brief treatment of permeating influences 
of Swedenborgian doctrines and ideas. Much more could be 
added, including seeming popular acceptance of certain key ideas, 
such as the immediate (three days, to be exact) transition of the 
human being after death to full life in the spiritual world.

PHILOSOPHICAL NOTES

315 Why is “An Introduction to Rational Psychology?’ both a Con-
clusion and a Promise? It is a conclusion, not only because of its 
place as the final chapter of Part I of The Economy series, but 
also because it is a summary of results developed in Part I.

To what is it a conclusion? Early in Part I, at no. 67, the chap-
ter was promised as an essay on the “philosophy of degrees/’ and

22 Ibid., pp. 49f. 
23 Ibid., p. 53.
24Literary History of the United States, Third Ed. Revised (London, 

Toronto: Macmillan, 1963), p. 351.
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especially it is an essay on discrete degrees. Previous to this 
chapter, reasons are given for belief in discrete degrees based on 
inductions following anatomical evidence: the blood, its circulation 
in its vessels, the formation of the body—with illustrative material 
drawn from the formation of the chick in the egg—and, finally, 
from a study of circulation in the foetus and the operation of the 
heart following birth.

And yet, though standing physically at the end of Part I, its 
treatment of the Doctrine of Degrees—or as it is called alternately, 
the Doctrine of Order—nevertheless is relatively only at the be-
ginning of the philosophical works. For the larger part of The 
Economy series is yet to follow, and to this Swedenborg added 
The Animal Kingdom.

How in detail this chapter expresses a conclusion, and how 
it suggests a promise, can be seen only by an examination of its 
contents. And yet the doctrine of degrees is not all, for we also 
begin to see how from its applications other philosophical doctrines 
emerge, especially that of correspondences.

In order to help the reader I suggest the following titles for each 
of the nine sections, which as printed do not have titles. From these 
titles it can be seen that each of the sections is concerned with some 
aspect of the Doctrine of Degrees.

I. Teaching About Degrees from Nature.
II. An essay on Substance as Understood by Use of the

Doctrine of Degrees.
II. Continued. From Substance to a Meeting Between 

Theology and Philosophy Through an Understanding of 
Degrees.

III. The Way Down: The Place of Substance in Governance. 
How the Doctrine of Degrees Relates to the Title 
Economy of the Animal Kingdom.

IV. The Way Up: “Exciting Causes” in Degrees Superior 
from the Body and the World. Dependence of Freedom 
on Degrees.

V. An Essay on Simples. How the Doctrine of Degrees 
Leads to Universals.

VI. An Application of Degrees. Example: “Every Organ 
Is a Series.”

VII. An Essay on Things of the Same Degree of a Series.
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VIII. Concerning the Ruling Substance in the Animal Kingdom.
IX. The Doctrine of Degrees by Itself is Not Sufficient. Two

Other Possible Suggestions: Mathematical Philosophy 
and Correspondences.

Each of these titles will be discussed in the notes which follow.

316 I. Teaching About Degrees From Nature. The section opens,
By the doctrine of series and degrees we mean that doctrine which 

teaches the mode observed by nature in the subordination and coordination 
of things, and which in acting she has prescribed for herself. (Economy, 
Part I [hereinafter I] 581)

The summary heading of the last number in the section is,
Consequently, the science of natural things depends on a distinct notion 

of series and degrees, and of their subordination and coordination. (I 587)

These statements leave little doubt that the doctrine of degrees had 
its origin in Swedenborg’s scientific studies. From his studies of 
the atmospheres and bloods, as well as other anatomical examples, 
the doctrine of degrees appeared as a full-fledged conclusion apply-
ing in nature.

During the development of Section I there appears the general 
conclusion: “There is nothing in the visible world, which is not 
a series, and in a series.” (I 586)

Whereas this applies to all particulars, Swedenborg lists six 
main series divided into two sets of three each:

The superior series, those of the circumambient universe or 
world:

1. The series of substances simply derived from the first sub-
stance

2. The second series generated as actives
3. The third series that arises from a combination of the two 

former series, manifesting the passive and active principle in 
one.

The inferior series, those of the earth:
1. The mineral kingdom
2. The vegetable kingdom 
3 , The animal kingdom

317 II. An Essay on Substance as Understood by Use of the 
Doctrine of Degrees. The first created thing is not an object but
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the universal of the main series of creation. Creation results in 
numerous other determined series. Each series has its primary 
substance which is universal in that series.

The introductory number to this section says:

To the intent that we may advance from the primary sources of existence, 
we shall begin with substances, which are the subjects of accidents and 
qualities. These substances are manifold; nevertheless, of all that are in 
the universe, there is only one from which the rest flow, and on which, as 
their first principle, the principles of natural things are impressed by the 
Deity. Each series has its first and proper substance, which substance 
nevertheless depends for its existence on the first substance of the world.
(I 588)

This note considers the plurality of the primary substances, 
principles, beginnings, etc.; comment on the “only one from which 
the rest flow” is reserved for the note following.

To understand the plural of substance, as used here, and of 
plurality expressed by principles, simples, and of beginnings as 
used elsewhere, the doctrine of degrees is required. This doctrine 
and other philosophical conclusions of Swedenborg depended upon 
the science of nature as it was known in his day. It is difficult for 
many in our day, because of certain attitudes in modern science, to 
accept a philosophy similar to that of Swedenborg. Consider how 
things are when the plural beginnings is used.

In biological evolution there are beginnings, with explicit ac-
knowledgement of the plural. But these beginnings are not them-
selves in a series of creation, a series which has its first cause. 
These beginnings of evolution are formations based on chance. The 
new series, if indeed it can be referred to as a series, has its crea-
tion or beginning originating in chance formations, most of which 
do not survive. They have no reference to “one Source from 
which all things are.”

How different is this philosophy, which depends on chance for-
mations, from philosophy which views science as Swedenborg did 
in Part I of The Economy, of which the chapter on degrees is a 
conclusion. This is evident in that earlier chapter on the forma-
tion of the chick, which, far from being a discussion on anatomy, is 
really on use. Use is not a term of evolutionary theory; function 
is. Function is a term proper to survival only. One does not 
pass from one function to another by degrees, but one does pass 
from one use to another by degrees. One Use is for the sake of a
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higher use. Even on the visible plane of the formation of the 
chick, there is representation of use that goes beyond function. If 
this were not the case, what, one may ask, does Swedenborg add 
that is not already in Malpighi ? Malpighi is the anatomist Swe-
denborg quotes at length for his scientific evidence in the chapter 
on the chick.

Let us turn back to that chapter for an answer:

All things, thus produced successively, are fashioned in anticipation of, 
and according to, the use they are afterwards to perform. . . . How clear 
is it, then, that all the members, and all the appendages afterwards super- 
added to them, are so many instruments that are fabricated antecedently to 
the use for which they are destined. . . . But one member is never formed 
for its own use, unless at the same time for the general use of all its 
fellows. . . . (The first and last things said, I 251, Italics added)

Thus there is nothing but is a medium to some ulterior use and end, and 
as such contains within itself the law of the several things that follow it, 
and refers itself to those that go before it, on which it depends, and for 
the sake of which it exists in its own distinctive manner. (I 252, italics 
added)

In the series described in that chapter, what is added to Mal-
pighi is the sense of purpose—of use in each of the organs as they 
are successively formed. As to representations of figures of what 
happens in the egg, Swedenborg makes use of sketches by Mal-
pighi. He says,

But it is necessary that the reader should himself examine Malpighi’s 
figures, and become familiar with the initial forms of the hearts of the 
chick. ... (I 243e, and) The little heart itself wonderfully twines ... as 
beautifully shown in Malpighi’s figures. ... (I 251)

Malpighi twice made a series of drawings following through on the 
appearance of the chick. The drawings were separated by a few 
hours each in the Carly stages and by a day at a time later in incu-
bation.

These sketches show that in the formation of the chick its 
organs originate from one central point, later identified as the 
brain. It is this order in the formation of the chick that repre- 
sents purpose to Swedenborg. These figures are available in Vol. 
II of a recent large, four-volume work on Malpighi by Howard W. 
Adelmann (Cornell Press, 1966). Adelmann also reproduces 
many pages from The Economy in bilingual text, the original Latin 
and the English translation by Clissold.
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A second note on this section on substances is added to show
how theology and philosophy come face to face with each other_ a
quite unlikely thing to happen when substances are thought of as 
usual. In note 321 we will return to pluralities again in the cases 
of substances.

318 II. Continued. From Substance to a Meeting Between 
Theology and Philosophy Through an Understanding of Degrees.

. . . substances are manifold; nevertheless, of all that are in the uni-
verse, there is only one from which the rest flow. (I 590)

And on which, as their first principle, the principles of natural things are 
impressed by the Deity. (I 591)

To what does that substance belong that is referred to in the 
first quotation as “there is only one from which the rest flow" ? 
Is it by way of theology that we come upon it? Or by way of phi-
losophy ?

Clearly the words “are impressed by the Deity” in the second 
quotation suggest theology. And yet the one substance among sub-
stances arrived at through the doctrine of degrees suggests phi-
losophy.

With respect to the application of “are impressed by the Deity” 
there is no developing or proving required in Swedenborg’s philos-
ophy. It is simply a restatement of one of his postulates, namely, 
that God the Creator exists. (Concerning three postulates of 
Swedenborg’s philosophy see “The Nature of Swedenborg's Prep-
aration,” Elmo C. Acton, The  New  Philosophy , April 1973.)

Nevertheless “impressed by the Deity,” when applied, has pro-
found philosophical consequences, as we pass from theology to 
philosophy. Swedenborg as a philosopher refers to Aristotle’s de-
finition of substance: “Aristotle defines substance to be an ens 
which subsists per se, and sustains accidents . . .” (I 589). This 
definition divides into two parts:

1. Substance is an ens which subsists.
2. Substance sustains accidents.

What this means can be seen to some extent in the case of water. 
Water as water exists. Its use as water does not change it from 
being water, although it may become contaminated or again puri-
fied. It may change its state to steam or ice, but upon returning to 
the liquid state it is again water. So also with physical analysis of 
it into hydrogen and oxygen; it returns to water when the heat of a
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flame added to hydrogen causes it to unite with oxygen. Hence 
water as an ens subsists. Further, it sustains accidents in many 
ways. For example, the water in a pond sustains waves—from 
natural causes.

But what happens when Aristotle’s definition is applied to the 
first principle instead of to water ? Swedenborg says “the princi-
ples of natural things are impressed by the Deity.” (I 591) The 
first principle is an ens so created as to subsist. But since there is 
nothing superior to it in nature, principles or beginnings can only 
be impressed in it by the Deity. And so Swedenborg concludes, 
“Wherefore only half of the philosopher’s definition of a substance 
. . . applies to this first substance of the universe. . . .” (Ibid.)
319 III. The Way Down: The Place of Substance in Governance. 
How the Doctrine of Degrees Relates to the Title Economy of the 
Animal Kingdom. In this section the treatment of degrees is 
clearly related to government in the human organic by way of the 
term economy.

The opening sentence of the section says that the first substance 
of every series reigns throughout that series. This was illustrated 
in the earlier chapter in Part I on the chick in the egg, as well as 
by other examples, from which we have the conclusion:

Thus the mineral and vegetable kingdoms concur to the existence of the 
animal kingdom, since without those kingdoms, the connecting, compound-
ing, and perfecting elements should be wanting; and the spirituous fluid, 
being destitute of its auxiliaries, would in vain attempt to carry on its 
work of formation. (I 596)

Governance appears in the terms kingdom, perfecting elements and 
the phrase work of formation in this quotation.

Since governance in a series is accomplished by the primary 
substance of the series, and since this is universal in the series, 
governance is from within. This is in contrast with government by 
outside rule as referred to in common language.

320 IV. The Way Up: “Exciting Causes" in Degrees Superior 
From fhe Body and the World. Dependence of Freedom on De-
grees. Teaching about degrees is of the mind, demanding that it 
think by reasoning; in short it has relation to the understanding. 
But the will also is of the mind. And freedom is to the will as rea-
son is to the understanding. Freedom and reason are activities 
proper to the will and understanding respectively.
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What is the place of freedom in the human organic series, of 
which the mind is one degree ? In this section freedom is described 
in its relation to degrees as follows:

Thus freedom is predicable of the will, when causes arising from the 
world, or the body, can be referred as exciting causes to the will of superior 
faculties or powers, and when at the same time these latter concur or con-
sent before they are determined into act: consequently to the freedom of 
the will, it is of no importance what has ingress, but what has egress, or 
not what excites, but what is determined. (I 610, Italics added)

The phrase “exciting causes to the will” is only one of several 
used in this section that call attention to response in a superior 
degree to something in a lower degree. Italics are added to illus-
trate this in the following:

In such a manner, that the more simple substances are rendered conscious 
of every change which takes place in the compound series and sub-
stances. ... To the intent that these effects may be secured organs are 
provided, which may have a sense of all changes that take place out of the 
series. . . . The tunic or membrane (e.g. the skin) is sensible (and also 
in addition to touch: the tongue, nose, eye and ear to tasting, etc., each 
sensing). . . . But in regard to changes of higher order . . . which answer 
to the modification of inferior auras ... also more eminent organs which 
have a sense ... in a more perfect manner. ... (I 609)

Response to something inferior, as when there are exciting 
causes from the body or world to the will, is a minimal condition of 
concurrence to act. The concurrence of several things is required 
before an act is possible.

In order that there may be determination to act in freedom there 
is another action within a superior degree in relation to “exciting 
causes.” This is called consent. Concurring makes possible the 
equilibrium of forces from above and below referred to earlier. So 
exciting causes from the body and the world have to do with free-
dom, because the mind may consent through judgment to what it 
responds to from such excitations, or instead it can consent to a 
perfection from above. Consent to excitements from the body or 
world may be a moral involvement, but not always. It may in-
volve choosing coffee instead of tea. Such a consent may be 
morally neutral, or nearly so.

Near the end of the second part of The Economy (hereinafter 
II), where freedom is discussed with respect to morality, a dif-
ferent aspect of freedom is brought out, namely its essence: “Thus
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the essential and principal part of liberty consists in being able 
to choose the good, and to omit the evil. . . (II 321)

From the moral aspect “the quality of action” appears (I 610), 
and there is complete agreement in these two places by placing 
moral significance on “quality” and on the final words in the 
description of freedom given above: “. . . it is of no importance 
what has ingress, but what has egress, or not what excites, but 
what is determined.” (I 610)

Ingress, because of concurrence, makes choice possible. Egress 
depends upon what is consented to, making choice actual. What 
is determined into act as a result is not determination such- as in 
the first creation of the man as man, but it contributes to the 
creation of man beyond that first creation, namely, the man he 
becomes, as different from every other man. The determination of 
creation first creates a man qua man. The determination of an act 
in freedom is a part of the creation of a man to be the individual 
he becomes.

321 V. An Essay On Simples. How the Doctrine of Degrees 
Leads to Universals. When discussing substance under Section 
II above (note 317), it was stated that there is only one First 
Substance but many pfrimary substances. Primary substances are 
also simple substances. As ordinarily considered, what sense 
does it make to speak of many simple substances? It makes no 
sense except under the doctrine of series and degrees.

Each series has its simple. Each simple itself belongs to its 
series. Therefore what is referred to as superior and inferior, 
prior and posterior, interior and exterior, applies to series of 
simples.

Simple substances, and those which are less and more compound, which 
are the determining substance of things in their own series are, according 
to their degrees of simplicity or of composition, prior and posterior, superior 
and inferior.... (I 613)

Under Section I above (note 316) the six main series were 
listed in two groups of three each. The simple of the third series 
of the general series of the earth—that is, the animal kingdom— 
is the particular simple that is most important in the search for 
the soul.

. . . the spirituous fluid is the most universal substance in the animal 
series, because it is the all in every part, and the only substance in the 
seriesthat lives, or by which the rest live. ... (I 614)
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This section, as an essay on simples, is most important in under-
standing the philosophy of Swedenborg. Many thinkers verge on 
the doctrine of degrees, using various terms such as dimensions, 
layers, universes oj discourse, etc. But these ideas of themselves 
are not sufficient to describe discrete degrees until they are applied 
in such a way as to make visible a great variety of series, whose 
respective simples themselves are related by degrees, and to show 
that finally all series relate back to the one and only First Sub-
stance.

The subject of this section deserves a special study of its own 
and can scarcely be described in a note. Again Swedenborg goes 
back to Aristotle for a beginning and proceeds beyond him to a 
place where it can be said that the study of simples leads to a 
philosophy of universals.

Wherefore, the philosophy of universals is that which contains the 
principles and elements of the things which follow from them. But a 
universal has respect not only to substances as determination, but also to 
series as receiving determination from them. ... (I 614)

322 VI. An Application of Degrees. Example: “Every Organ is 
a Series” The predicates of a substance and any organ of the 
body can be “viewed” as this general series: 1. essentials; 2. 
attributes; 3. accidents; 4. qualities. For example, in the particu-
lar case of a muscle: (1) Its essence is the construction of the 
fibres; (2) Its attributes are the forces of acting by the fibres; 
(3) Its accidents are its modes or ways of acting; (4) And 
quality is provided by the variety and relation of the modes. (I 
620)

Each of the senses gives illustration in its series. Seeing with 
the eyes, for example, corresponds to seeing with the under-
standing. There is a way-up and a way-down relation between 
these two in seeing with the eyes followed by a redirection of the 
eyes as a result of understanding what was first seen; for example, 
seeing the green on an apple and looking on the other side to see 
if it is red there. This illustrates the interaction between seeing 
with the eyes and seeing with the understanding. There are 
many examples of this. One is in judging. One judges in a 
superior degree what is understood from what one sees with the 
eyes. “To judge of what belongs to an inferior power, a superior 
power is required.” (I 624)
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Again there is an interaction between the way up and the way 
down. To judge of what is inferior is impossible unless something 
about the inferior makes its way up to the understanding. I 
judge a ball to be spherical. How can I make that judgment un-
less the sphericity of the ball somehow makes itself felt (sensed) 
by the understanding ?

(A difficulty in language arises here because in this place 
Swedenborg uses “influx” with reference to both ways; he writes 
“It may be predicated further, that the superior enter by influx 
into the inferior, and vice versa. ...” Later he will not use influx 
for the way up. Physical influx, for example, is an upwafd in-
flux specifically denied by him.)

323 VII. An Essay On Things of the Same Degree of a Series. 
Somewhere, in discussing degrees, Swedenborg suggests that it is 
not required that he discuss continuous degrees in very much de-
tail because that concept is well known. What is not known is 
discrete degrees. Therefore he has written more on the latter sub-
ject than on the former. In this chapter, which is an essay on the 
doctrine of degrees, much less is said about continuous degrees 
than about discrete degrees, and nearly all is included in this sec-
tion. The contrast between the two kinds of degrees is shown by 
contrasting subordinate against coordinate. Subordinate has to do 
with discrete degrees, coordinate with the same degree.

Although the properties, attributes, or predicates of what com-
poses a single degree are not treated of so much, nevertheless it is 
emphasized that knowledge of these things is important in order 
to have knowledge of the nature of the degree itself. For without 
that distinct knowledge, its place within its series cannot be 
known.

It is important to have a distinct idea of units, or parts, and of the 
quantities and qualities thence resulting, in order that we may have a 
distinct idea of degrees in the progression of things; for from these ideas 
flow a distinct notion of series, its form, nature, composition, change,
and divisibility.... (1630)

324 VIII. Concerning the Ruling Substance in the Animal King-

the universe, and three inferior ones of the earth. The universal
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aura is the ruling substance of the third superior series, being it-
self composed of elements from the first two. The spirituous 
fluid is the ruling substance of the third of the inferior or earthly 
series, that is, of the animal kingdom. This first thing, or simple, of 
the animal kingdom, which is treated of later in Part II of The 
Economy, is not an absolute simple. It is already in the series of 
creation and very complex.

Swedenborg later refers to this in a quite revealing way through 
the use of the word touch! “. . . every one who touches upon 
this fluid, also in thought more or less touches upon the soul.” 
(II 246) Its complexity becomes positively and negatively re-
vealing when we think about how much we learn when we touch 
a common object (and only touch it—not look at it, for example). 
How much do we not learn from touch alone ? Consider an apple 
or a ball. How much does touch teach about nourishment in one 
case or a game in the other ? An apple or ball is a complex quite 
revealing to the touch. And yet how much of that complex in each 
remains unknown through touch? From this we gain a suggestion 
of Swedenborg’s evaluation of knowledge gained about the soul, 
and yet relatively how much is not gained, through knowledge 
about the spirituous fluid.

And so, as Swedenborg approaches the end of his “Introduction 
to Rational Psychology” in this the next-to-last section, we begin 
to appreciate in this brief look ahead how a marvelous variety of 
scientific knowledges are related by the doctrine of degrees. And 
yet we become aware, as just noted above, how little we can expect 
of philosophy alone even when assisted by that doctrine.

325 IX. The Doctrine of Degrees by Itself is Not Sufficient. Two 
Other Possible Doctrines Suggested: Mathematical Philosophy 
and Correspondences. Careful reading of the section tells us that 
the development of a mathematical philosophy is hoped for, but 
examples of correspondence are given. Earlier, when the anatomi-
cal discussions were given in Part I of The Economy, it was to 
learn about discrete degrees. Now that we know about several 
aspects of discrete degrees by way of the first eight sections of An 
Introduction . . we are prepared to go beyond; yet we are fore-
warned that certain difficulties arise if all we have to go on is the 
doctrine of degrees.
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This section begins with a brief review of the brain and its 
substances. This review takes the mind from aspects of degrees 
as a doctrine or as a teaching, back to things themselves. To go 
beyond what has been done so far—that is, to know that there are 
degrees actually—raises the question, In what do the degrees con-
sist ? And further:

In order then to ascertain and to know what that is in a superior degree 
which corresponds to its proper inferior, rules must be discovered to guide 
us in pointing it out, which we are enabled to do under any of the follow-
ing circumstances. (I 648)

Then follow four rules relating correspondence to the doctrine of 
degrees. But note the phrase “to ascertain and to know what 
that is in a superior degree which corresponds to its proper in-
ferior. . . .” The word corresponds appears very early in The 
Economy and is used several times in preceding sections of “An 
Introduction. . . .” But now that the doctrine of degrees has 
been learned as a first condition leading to rational psychology, 
corresponds become an important term in connection with the 
application of that doctrine and is no longer a word used only 
casually. As if to emphasize this, thirteen examples using cor-
respondences are given. (I 649)

Many suggestions of what correspondence leads to arise as one 
reads this section, but we cannot go into them in these notes.

But what about universal mathesis—or what Swedenborg re-
fers to so often as a mathematical philosophy of universals, or 
more, simply as mathematical philosophy, and finally as “universal 
mathematics” (I 651)? As we enter more and more into the 
doctrine of degrees, and although examples Of correspondences 
multiply, mathematical philosophy remains only a hope. In one 
place where examples of the mathematical philosophy are given, 
not much happens.

Some people are inclined to call Swedenborg a failure with 
respect to this hope. This is an absurd idea about Swedenborg’s 
philosophy. A scientist or philosopher often does his work by 
opening more than one way, sometimes only two, sometimes 
many. The success of his work consists in elimination of those 
ways which do not contribute to his work, and by developing 
those that do. He is not a failure because he opens possibilities, 
he fails if he does not eliminate wrong ones. This should be 
kept in mind as Swedenborg brings to a dose the next-to-last 
number of “An Introduction . . .” with the words,
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For such a philosophy [which he now has called universal mathematics], 
if well digested, will be, in a manner, the one science of all the natural 
sciences, because it is the complex of all. (I 651)

It is evident in what follows in his philosophy beyond “An 
Introduction . . .” that the doctrine of correspondence overtakes 
mathematical philosophy in importance. We hear less and less 
about it, and so far as I know—after a brief mention in The 
Hieroglyphic Key—nothing.

E. F. A.

COMMUNICATIONS 

Editor of The  New  Philosophy  :

I found Theodore Klein’s article in the January-March, 1975, issue Of 
The  New  Philosophy  on “Swedenborg’s Concept of Religious Knowledge” 
stimulating, thought-provoking, and worthwhile. However, I was surprised 
and disturbed that Dr. Klein almost completely disregarded the place of 
the Divinely revealed written Word in this concept. He does say (p. 198) 
that “Religious knowledge is viewed by Swedenborg as derived from reve-
lation,” but in the context of the article, this could be direct revelation to 
each individual person. On page 201 we read, “Although he describes 
statements of Divine Revelation as a basis for religious knowledge, Sweden-
borg does not see religious knowledge itself as a system of statements or 
propositions established as true.” This seems to me to put Divine Revelation 
in a peripheral and minor position. On the same page it is stated that 
Swedenborg regarded the language of the Bible as having an internal 
meaning, but still there is no consideration of the function of the Bible in 
relation to religious knowledge.

Is not the Word central to Swedenborg’s concept? It would seem that 
because of this omission, anyone who has not studied Swedenborg would 
be led by this article to believe that he considered religious knowledge to 
be acquired by each of us through parapsychic phenomena, communication 
with spirits, and the like. (The terms “psychic,” “mystical,” and “religious 
experiences” as used in the article need explaining.)

Perhaps the place of the Word is one of the “important implications” 
which Dr. Klein hopes will be explored. I hope that such exploration—by Dr. 
Klein or others—will result in another article in The  New  Philosophy  
and that it will show clearly where the Word fits into the scheme of sense 
experience and religious experience treated of in the present article. I also 
hope that it will lay to rest the specter of spiritualism toward which tins 
article inadvertently seems to lead.

Sincerely,
Mo r ha  Hya tt

Editor of The  New  Philosophy  :
I enjoyed reading Dr. Gutfeldt’s comments about the Badarian Civiliza-

tion an would like to call attention to a few other instances wherein



250 THE NEW PHILOSOPHY [April

primitive peoples have been found to be amiably disposed rather than 
beastlike.

Rene Dubos, author of Beast or Hngel, says in an article in Science
News: “The unique place of our species in the order of things is deter-
mined not by its animality but by its humanity. . . . The human species 
has exhibited for at least 100,000 years certain traits which are uniquely 
and pleasantly human and which are more interesting than those that ac-
count for its bestiality. . . . The existence of altruism has been recog-
nized as far back as Neanderthal times, among the very first people who 
can be regarded as truly human. . . . Many prehistoric finds suggest at-
titudes of affection. . . . Also the search for beauty unrelated to practical 
ends seems to have been a fundamental urge. ...”1 He cites several ex-
amples to illustrate these points.

In the Smithsonian Robert Wernick describes the ancient village at 
Lepenski Vir on the Danube in Yugoslavia: “The same sense of precision 
and order found in the construction of the houses is found also in their 
arrangement on the site. . . . The community must have existed a very 
long time to develop the cultural resources. . . . Study of the bones found 
there shows that there was no admixture of foreign population; the same 
people remained on the spot, intermarrying generation after generation, 
perhaps 120 generations in all—well over 2,500 years. During all that time 
they remained healthy. There are no deformed or diseased bones to be 
found. . . . They lived long, often into their eighties. . . . Srajovic con-
siders that Lepenski Vir must have been a kind of cultural metropolis. . . . 
There is no sign of a violent end.” 2 There is, in fact, no mention in the 
article of weapons or other evidence of violence for the whole 2,500 years ! 

In Psychology Today Brian Weiss writes of a people who lived once 
near what is now Kampsville, Illinois: “Neither famine, violence nor war 
seems to have intruded on the rather comfortable life of these people.” 3 

And then there are the delightful Tasadays of Mindanao pictured in 
National Geographic. Gentle, affectionate, “unmaterialistic,” they have “no 
weapons; trap but do not hunt . . . they have no word for war. . . . Food 
is divided; if there is little, children eat first. ... As they worked, Bala- 
yem sang a biking song [to the biking vine], thanking the plant and ex-
pressing his gratitude at having found food. ... A man and woman stay 
together until their hair is all white. . . . They occasionally scold young-
sters, but do not strike them.

“Our friends have given me a new measure for man,” says Kenneth 
MacLeish after visiting these people. “If our ancient ancestors were like 
the Tasadays, we come of far better stock than I had thought.” 4

Sincerely,
Rachel  D. Odhner

____ __________________________________________________________________
1 Rene Dubos, “The Humanness of the Human Species,” Science News 

(Nov. 30,1974), pp. 346-7.
2 Robert Wernick, “Danubian minicivilization bloomed before ancient 

Egypt and China,” Smithsonian (March 1975), pp. 38, 39, 40.
3 Brian Weiss, “The New Archeology,” Psychology Today (May 1975), 

p. 52.
4 Kenneth MacLeish, “Stone Age Cavemen of Mindanao,” National 

Geographic, (August 1972), pp. 232, 242, 245, 248.
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