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scathing indictment in the Writings, as in the following: "by intelli- 
gence and wisdom is not meant the capacity to think and reason-,... for this 
exists equally with the evil as with the good. . . . From this it is that the learned 
of the world, who are in the love of self, having greater resources for confirming 
falsities, are more blind than the simple" (AC 10201:3). And: "... there is nothing 
that cannot be confirmed, this being the work of ingenuity, not of intelligence, 
still less of wisdom; and what is false may be confirmed more readily than what 
is true, because it favors the cupidities, and agrees with the fallacies of the 
senses" (AC 6500). Also, in a passage which describes the condition of many 
modern thinkers (sociobiologists, and cosmogonists who acknowledge nothing 
beyond nature, for example), we read the following: "The intelligent of the 
world are especially in this ignorance [that there is an internal through which 
what is from God can enter man]. . . . Hence it is that they believe little, and 
moreover apply their knowledges to confirm that all things are of nature" (AC 
8513). And, "The ability to confirm whatever one pleases is not intelligence, but 
only ingenuity, which may exist even in the worst of men" (DP 318:8). 

And finally, by way of contrast, we have in Divine Providence 318 a 
very concise statement of what it is to be truly intelligent: "Only 
those who perceive truth to be true are intelligent." 

(To be continued) 
 
 
 
 

Notes and Comments 
A Letter to the Britannica 

Introduction 

The Encyclopedia Britannica is certainly one of the most widely con- 
sulted general reference sources in the English language. It also has 
a more extensive treatment of Swedenborg and the New Church 
than any other such source this writer is familiar with. The accuracy 
of the Britannicas treatment is thus of interest to students of Swe- 
denborg and his work, within or outside of the organized New 
Church. 
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The article on Swedenborg in the 1967 edition of the Britannica 
was by the Rev. Arthur Clapham, a minister of the General Confer- 
ence of the New Church. When the Britannica switched to its new 
Micropedia/Macropedia format with the 1974 edition, however, the 
review was done by Inge Jonsson, Professor of Literature at the 
University of Stockholm. Prof. Jonsson had done his doctoral thesis 
on Swedenborg's The Worship and Love of God. In addition, he wrote the 
biography of, and the entry on, Swedenborg in the Encyclopedia of 
Philosophy. 

Prof. Jonsson's review has been reprinted without change in 
succeeding issues of the Britannica since that time, with exception of 
the very latest edition, just out, in which the original opening para- 
graph is deleted. I felt that this review had some serious shortcom- 
ings, and so wrote a letter to the editors of the Britannica detailing 
these. This letter is excerpted below, its comments originally follow- 
ing a brief review of my credentials to make such a critique. 

 
The Letter 

My major reservations involve Prof. Jonsson's article on Sweden- 
borg. Let me say at the outset that I mean nothing personal by any of 
these critiques. Prof. Jonsson is certainly a proven scholar in this 
area and one of the most knowledgeable living students of Sweden- 
borg's philosophic period, second only perhaps to Prof. Edward 
Allen at the Academy of the New Church. Unfortunately, Prof. 
Jonsson's focus of expertise in this area, betokened by his earlier 
work dating back to his thesis, appears to have resulted in an undue 
emphasis on the philosophic aspect of Swedenborg's thought in the 
Britannica review, even from the point of view of the history of ideas 
that is Prof. Jonsson's own forte. Furthermore, while scholarly 
skepticism is always healthy, there seems reason to question 
whether the article has not overstepped the bounds of fairness in 
this respect. While one would not expect a non-"convert." (Prof. 
Jonsson's term for himself in the Introduction to his book on Swe- 
denborg) to be unduly laudatory, neither would you expect put- 
downs from a non-"maligner" (again his self-description). These are 
the general themes I would like to raise questions about. Specifically: 

1. The second line of the article on Swedenborg terms him a 
mystic (as does the Micropedia review). This is a familiar misconcep- 
tion, which presumably was why Clapham notes explicitly in the 
previous Britannica editions review of Swedenborg that he was not a 
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mystic.1 Now, there are certainly aspects of Swedenborg's work, 
such as his transitional Worship and Love of God, that some might class 
as mystical, in the sense of being poetic and allegorical. Perhaps Prof. 
Jonsson's beginning his study of Swedenborg with a thesis on this 
work caused him to view the rest of Swedenborg through a lens 
tinted in this respect. But how any serious reader of Swedenborg's 
typically dry, detailed rationalist characterizations could confuse 
them with at least the classical mysticism of Eastern religions, 
fraught with elliptical prose and concepts, is, to say the least, 
unclear. Fortunately, the Micropedia "New Church" review avoids 
this error, using instead the more conventional "scientist, philos- 
opher and theologian" characterization of Swedenborg. 

2. Prof. Jonsson's first paragraph contains a statement regarding 
the small size of the organized New Church which is true but 
misleading. Many, indeed an unknown number, of the followers of 
Swedenborg have felt no need for, or been actively opposed to, the 
idea of organized religion, based on Swedenborg's teachings about 
the "as of self" (i.e. free will) and every man being a church in least 
form. Henry James the elder was a famous, and colorful, proponent 
of this viewpoint (as Prof. Jonsson notes in his book). As evidence 
that the number of non-organizationally affiliated individuals may 
be substantial, there is the fact that the two major publishers of 
Swedenborg's work, both of which are not church-affiliated, rou- 
tinely sell thousands of copies of his and collateral works annually— 
and donate thousands more. To comment on the organized church's 
demographics without a qualifier in this respect is thus misleading. 
If there isn't room for such qualifiers in the opening paragraph, the 
subject should be postponed until there is such room (or left to the 
"New Church" article). In Prof. Jonsson's article, of course, the 
subject is never addressed at all. Finally, it should be noted that the 
explosive growth of indigenous (i.e. non-mission-related) numbers 
of readers of Swedenborg in West Africa is introducing a new 
demographic element to this picture. 

A more serious problem in the first paragraph is the comment 
that Swedenborg's scientific theories, "though novel during his life- 
time, were soon surpassed by the rapid developments in science in 
the 18th and 19th centuries." It is hardly unique to observe that the 
thought of earlier figures in the history of science were "surpassed" 
by the work of later figures. But this misses the point. What is 
1 J. L. Odhner, "Swedenborg—Unlike Mediums," New Church Life 104:7, 
1984. 
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significant is that Swedenborg prefigured the work of other, typi- 
cally better known, figures in a surprising diversity of disciplines, 
ranging from brain physiology and geology to heavier than air 
aircraft design.2 Indeed, as Akert and Hammond note, "it is possible 
to wonder whether the coming decades may not equip us to find 
other ideas in Swedenborg's writings which will also take on the air 
of premature brilliance, where they now appear strange and unim- 
portant." Prof. Jonsson to some extent relents in this respect in a 
couple of places later in the review, including comments about 
Swedenborg's ideas being precursors to the Kant-Laplace nebular 
hypothesis and that Swedenborg "has been given credit for some 
contributions to the localization of the mental processes," but these 
comments would appear to fall in the "damning with faint praise" 
category and do not really counter the thrust of this shortcoming. A 
fairer statement in terms of historical accuracy would seem called for. 

3. The second paragraph continues the put-downs. Swedenborg's 
father was "egocentric"—or was he simply a strong minded, activist 
clergyman (as Charles XI commended him for being), opposed to 
many aspects of faith-alone Christianity in a jaded age? Prof. Jons- 
son's evaluation here is based on the elder Swedberg's autobio- 
graphy, which certainly had "egocentric" statements, but what 
correlation this document may have had with his behavior as a 
father to Emanuel is, to say the least, unclear. Swedenborg's major 
biographer, Sigstedt, in The Swedenborg Epic (which Prof. Jonsson 
commended in his book), paints a more positive image of the elder 
Swedberg's behavior (Chapters I & II). 
2 K. Akert, M. P. Hammond, "Emanuel Swedenborg (1688-1772) and 
his contributions to neurology," Medical History 6:255, 1962; T. H. 
Schwedenberg, "The Swedenborg manuscripts, A forgotten introduc- 
tion to cerebral physiology," Archives of Neurology 2:407, 1960; "Emanuel 
Swedenborg (1688-1772), natural scientist, neurophysiologist, theolo- 
gian," Journal of the American Medical Association 206:887, 1968; R. R. Glad- 
ish, "Notes on the influence of the Writings on western culture," The 
New Philosophy 78:229, 1975; R. W. Gladish, Review, "Swedenborg 
among the nineteenth century literati," The New Philosophy 76:498, 1973; 
Transactions of the International Swedenborg Congress, 1910 (London: Sweden- 
borg Society, 1912); "Swedenborg, Emanuel," in C. Gillispie (ed.) Diction- 
ary of Scientific Biography, Vol. 13 (New York: Scribners, 1980); G. L. Baker, 
"Emanuel Swedenborg—An 18th century cosmologist," The Physics 
Teacher, October 1983, p. 443. W. C. Gibson, "The early history of 
localization in the nervous system," in P. J. Vinken and G. W. Bruyn 
(eds.) Handbook of Clinical Neurology, Vol. 2 (New York: Wiley, 1969), p. 12. 
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According to Prof. Jonsson's Britannica article, Emanuel's father 
also had a "remarkably naive" belief in guardian angels and spirits—a 
familiar characterization of those believing in spiritual reality by 
those who do not, but hardly the stuff of an objective review. 
Swedenborg thus "received from his psychical heritage as well as his 
childhood environment a predisposition for the supernatural"—in 
other words he grew up in a religious home with a father particu- 
larly interested in the influence of the spiritual on the natural world, 
but the statement as written in the review has the strong connota- 
tion that Swedenborg was an eccentric, son of an eccentric. Again, 
does this phrasing belong in such a review? 

4. Prof. Jonsson makes the comment that Swedenborg's "method 
as a researcher consisted mainly in collecting facts from microsco- 
pists and drawing his own conclusions from them." Even aside from 
the fact that Swedenborg's sources were not limited to "the micros- 
copists" (in his own book, Prof. Jonsson specifies the anatomists and 
biologists—pp. 46, 52, 55), this statement is once again an instance 
of put-down by misleading understatement. The connotation to the 
lay reader is that Swedenborg in effect took a lazy shortcut. The fact 
is that Swedenborg was—again—centuries ahead of his time, in this 
case in being explicitly aware of what is now termed the experimen- 
ter effect (cf. quote on pp. 150-151 of Sigstedt's biography, also cited 
by Akert and Hammond), which has led to contemporary science's 
development of the blind study paradigm. Also, in fairness, should 
not there be some kind of comment on the extraordinary predictive 
mileage Swedenborg got out of his basically inductive method? 

Prof. Jonsson's "damning with faint praise" continues in his com- 
ment about Swedenborg "having been given credit for some contri- 
butions to the localization of the mental processes," noted above, 
and that his anatomical works "remained almost unnoticed by con- 
temporary science; and when they were discovered by some 19th 
century scholars, science had moved beyond them." Again, the fact 
that historians of science have not yet fully investigated Sweden- 
borg's work (not surprising, in view of his being out of the main- 
stream of European science of the time, and so not cited widely) 
doesn't detract from Swedenborg's achievements as a precursor. 
Nonetheless, these achievements have been more extensively cre- 
dited than Prof. Jonsson seems aware. In sum, Prof. Jonsson's reduc- 
ing the significance of Swedenborg's science to simply playing "a role 
in Swedenborg's personal development" hardly seems defensible in 
an objective review. 
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5. Prof. Jonsson's publications indicate that he has found the 
"doctrine of correspondences" of interest from his earliest days of 
studying Swedenborg. It is thus surprising that he misrepresents 
this concept in his review. The subject is too lengthy to treat fully 
here, but, briefly, Prof. Jonsson's attempt to equate correspondences 
merely with symbolism falls short of the mark. Symbolism is 
involved, but by itself is a more limited construct, equivalent to 
Swedenborg's "representation" or "signification." Correspondence, 
in Sandstrom's words, "is the thing itself, that which is intrinsic in 
creation."3 Prof. Jonsson may be driving at this with his statement at 
the end of p. 855 about "everything outward and visible in nature 
had an inward spiritual cause" but tying this to symbolism as he does 
earlier in the sentence, and the remainder of his explanation, mud- 
dles the issue. 

6. The most notable shortcoming of the review is the relative 
brevity of the treatment of Swedenborg's theological work com- 
pared to that given other aspects of his life. That theology repre- 
sents incontestably the most historically significant aspect of 
Swedenborg's work (as Prof. Jonsson admits in the reviews opening 
sentence), is on a scope (7+ million words, not counting revisions) 
and on a level of originality for its day perhaps without parallel in 
history for an individual theologian. Yet it is relegated to a few brief 
(and partially erroneous) paragraphs at the end of the review. The 
Journal of Dreams (which Swedenborg did not write for publication) 
receives half as many column inches in the review as the treatment 
of the whole of the theological works. The monumental Arcana 
Caelestia (12 octavo volumes in the English translation) and Apocalypse 
Explained (6 volumes) are not even mentioned, nor indeed are any but 
one of his theological titles, despite extensive citation of his scientific 
and philosophic works. St. Augustine is as well cited in the review— 
i.e. one work—and receives a plug to boot (i.e. the "great" North 
African theologian)! 

This abbreviated treatment is a surprising about-face from the 
previous Britannica edition's treatment of Swedenborg, which spent 
about half its space on the theology, and cited the Arcana, Heaven and 
Hell Conjugial Love and Divine Providence. The at least mildly ironic 
result is that a source like Cavendish's Man, Myth & Magic. An 
Illustrated Encyclopedia of the Supernatural presents a more balanced cur- 
rent review than the Britannica! 
3 E. Sandstrom, "The doctrine of correspondence: Both science and 
philosophy," The New Philosophy 73:379, 1970. 
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7. And speaking of the journal of Dreams review, Prof. Jonsson feels 
(inevitably?) the need to mention its sexual aspects. Once again we 
confront the question of what gets included—and thus by definition 
emphasized—in a brief review. Swedenborg has a great deal to say 
on the whole subject of sex, from sex role definition to the avowedly 
spiritual origins of sexual union itself. To bring up in isolation the 
journal's presumably titillating material without reference to Swe- 
denborg's extensive published treatments (as opposed to private 
diary entries) seems, to say the least, prejudicial; not unlike dwelling 
on those "sensational" handful of passages in the "Song of Solomon" 
in a brief review of the Bible. 

8. On p. 856 there is the statement that Swedenborg's "scientific 
and literary work determined to a great extent both his dreams and 
interpretations of them." This of course is Prof. Jonsson's interpreta- 
tion, not necessarily shared by others (e.g. Swedenborg himself). 
Prof. Jonsson should either label this as his interpretation or, prefer- 
ably, review alternative hypotheses as well. 

9. The review's summary of Swedenborg's theological work, in 
addition to being terse in the extreme relative to the rest of the 
review, has a number of serious problems: 
 

a) Most glaring is the statement that Swedenborg "rejected the 
doctrine of Christ as the Son of God"—precisely opposite to what 
Swedenborg in fact repeatedly and emphatically writes (cf. for 
instance Chapt. II and passim in True Christian Religion or other works 
such as The Doctrine of the Lord). Similarly, the same sentence continues 
that Swedenborg also rejected the doctrine of the Trinity. Again, as 
True Christian Religion and many other works make clear, what Swe- 
denborg in fact rejected was the traditional Christian interpretation 
of the Trinity, not the idea itself. Swedenborg's Trinity is the 
"image" (Gen. 1:26) of the soul, body and function of all men, a 
trinity compatible with monotheism as the traditional Trinity is not. 
Indeed, the triune nature of God and all His creation is a fundament 
of Swedenborg's thought. In fairness to Prof. Jonsson, it should be 
noted that when he makes a similar statement in his book (p. 177), 
he puts it in a context that makes the teachings clearer. But that 
context was left out of the Britannica review, leading to the error. 

b) As the overall review is unbalanced toward the non-theological 
aspects of Swedenborg's work, so the review of his theological 
thought is unbalanced. Much, if not the majority, of the three 
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paragraphs devoted to the latter subject are focused on some of the 
most arcane aspects of the theological works, dealing with the 
essence of God and nature of the influx by which He effects and 
sustains creation. It is not possible to begin to do justice to this 
subject in such a brief space. Having devoted space to the attempt, 
however, other essential basics of the theological works are left 
unmentioned. Most notable is lack of mention of Heaven and Hell, 
indisputably Swedenborg's most famous and widely read work. 
There are a couple of sentences in the third paragraph of this 
summary on the general subject of life after death, but these senten- 
ces don't give a balanced picture either even of this limited subject, as 
well as themselves containing several mistakes (e.g. the ultimate 
fate of a man is determined by value choices in this world, not the 
intermediate state after death. That stage merely represents a reali- 
zation, like an already-taken photograph becoming apparent in the 
bath of developer. Also, "... [N]ew relationships, including mar- 
riages, will be established there" is misleading. It suggests that a 
sound marriage in this world does not continue in heaven, again 
directly contrary to what Swedenborg says). There is no mention at 
all of such key concepts as Swedenborg's theories on the Last 
Judgment, the Second Coming, Conjugial Love (i.e. the spiritual 
basis of the relationship between men and women in marriage), free 
will, the ruling love, the laws of Providence, etc., as well as no 
treatment of some of Swedenborg's unique semantics, including 
usages of such words as good, truth and use. 

In sum, the end result of the theology review would appear, by 
any objective standard, inadequate, neither comparable to the ear- 
lier Britannica version, nor to articles on Swedenborg's ideas in such 
sources as Piepkorn's Profiles in Belief,4 nor even—as noted above—to 
that in Cavendish's Man, Myth & Magic. 

c) What treatment of the theological works there is (like much of 
the review) is arcane, full of jargon and Latin, perhaps of interest to a 
student of philosophy (or a reader already versed in Swedenborg), 
but functionally obfuscatory to the general reader at whom the 
Britannica is presumably directed. From the point of view of clarity, it 
is again no contest with Clapham's review in the previous 
Britannica—or Piepkorn's or Cavendish's reviews either. 

4 A. C. Piepkorn: Profiles in Belief. The Religious Bodies of the United States and 
Canada. Vol. II. Protestant Denominations. Harper & Row, New York, 1978, p. 
654. 
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d) The review mentions both the key concept of God as Love and 
Wisdom and the idea of the Greatest Man (maximus homo) without 
mentioning the link between the two that is needed to properly 
understand either, i.e. that God as Man (i.e. Love and Wisdom) is the 
archetype of humanity, from which all creation, including human 
anatomy, physiology and function, takes its human form. Worse, 
Prof. Jonsson characterizes the Greatest Man idea as "anatomist"— 
i.e. in effect anthropomorphic. Once again, he has the idea wrong 
end round of what Swedenborg actually said. And finally, Prof. 
Jonsson's comment that the innumerable angelic societies are "the 
final goal of creation" is another one of the reviews true but inade- 
quate/misleading statements, since it leaves unanswered the key 
question of why God bothered to set this up as a goal, according to 
Swedenborg. 

e) A surprising lapse is the lack of mention of correlates of Swe- 
denborg's ideas about spiritual reality with the current near death 
experience (NDE) literature (cf., for instance, discussion of Sweden- 
borg in Moody's Life after Life or Lorimer's Survival? Body, Mind and Death 
in the Light of Psychic Experience). This was understandable when Prof. 
Jonsson's review was originally done in the early ‘70s, when the 
current surge of NDE study was only in nascent form. But in the 
decade plus since then, the field has matured and certainly could 
have been included in an updated review. 
 

10. Returning once again to the put-down by misleading state- 
ment motif, the review states that Swedenborg's body was pos- 
thumously "moved to Uppsala at the request of the Swedish 
government." As a Swede, Prof. Jonsson presumably is aware of 
what a signal honor was bestowed on Swedenborg by this transfer. 
Yet the statement as it stands, devoid of any explanation to that 
effect, denigrates the transfer to the level of a "so what?" piece of 
trivia. 

11. "Swedenborg never acted as a preacher" the review states. 
This is an ambiguous way to state the fact involved, i.e. that Sweden- 
borg never founded an ecclesiastical (or other) organization to prose- 
lytize people in support of his ideas. This of course is not of a pattern 
of behavior with other "new interpretation" theologians, from Cal- 
vin and Luther to Sun Myung Moon. (The sentence continues that 
he instead "relied totally on the effect of his large Latin volumes," 
but this too is ambiguous, not making clear just what he relied on 
them for.) The point involved is an important one, bearing on such 
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issues as whether Swedenborg was egoistic, or had a messianic 
complex, which of course this behavior argues against. In fairness, 
the point needs to be made more clearly. 

12. Characterization of students of Swedenborg as his "disciples" 
displays ignorance of how those who regard his claims of revelation 
as valid, in fact, view themselves. Simply put, they would consider 
the term inappropriate, just as traditional Christians would reject 
being characterized as disciples of Matthew, Mark, Luke or John. 
"Swedenborgians," like other Christians, regard themselves as disci- 
ples of the Lord only. 

13. The statement about Swedenborg merely influencing "a 
number of writers" is another example of true but inadequate 
description. Question can be raised if the examples chosen are as 
pertinent as some left unmentioned, to begin with (e.g. the Brown- 
ings rather than Baudelaire). More critical, however, is the lack of 
mention of people as diverse as Jonathan Chapman ("Johnny Apple- 
seed"), Helen Keller (cf. her book My Religion) and Immanuel Kant 
who also were influenced by Swedenborg, and a larger historical 
analysis showing the influence of his ideas in a variety of themes in 
the development of Western Christianity since his time. While a 
passing reference is made to part of this in the Britannica's "New 
Thought" article, this still does not make up the gap. A fuller 
statement is needed on this matter than is included here. 

14. The references cited have some problems with both inclusion 
and exclusion. Dingwall's chapter and Toksvig's book are useful 
inclusions as representative of Swedenborg's detractors (including 
the emotional nature of the response Swedenborg seems to evoke in 
such critics). It would seem more useful, however, to cite these or 
other such sources directly in the text, to put them in perspective for 
the reader. Whether or not Swedenborg's experiences can be 
explained as some psychotic or parapsychologic process is an 
obvious question in confronting his work and should be dealt with 
up front, not obliquely via such citations. More noteworthy, how- 
ever, is how much of the large other literature on Swedenborg is not 
mentioned. For instance, there is no citation of the work of Hugo Lj. 
Odhner, certainly one of the greatest scholars of Swedenborg in this 
century. His The Human Mind, The Spiritual World, Principles of the New 
Philosophy and other works are all definitive treatments of various 
aspects of Swedenborg's work. There is also no reference to the 
work of an earlier, but still important scholar (as Prof. Jonsson 
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indicates in his book), Dr. Alfred Acton, nor to Block's The New 
Church in the New World, an exhaustive study of the early spread of 
Swedenborg's influence in North America (which Prof. Jonsson 
cites in his book as "the standard book on American 
Swedenborgianism"—p. 217). 

The bibliography's statement about source material not being up 
to the demands of modern scholarship is once again, as it stands, a 
put-down. It neither explains the basis of this criticism nor does it 
indicate that work has slowly but steadily progressed in rectifying 
these shortcomings, such as the recently completed revised Latin 
edition of the Arcana Caelestia produced by the Swedenborg Society or 
the current revision in process of the Spiritual Diary being done by the 
Academy of the New Church. 

In summary, it seems clear that both in this review and in his 
previous work, Prof. Jonsson has gone to some length to support his 
hypothesis that Swedenborg's theological thought is a work of the 
imagination and that its origins can be found in earlier philosophic 
scientific and literary thinking of his own and others. This theory, 
like others such as Dingwall's, is certainly legitimate. From the point 
of view of an avowedly neutral review in a reference source like the 
Britannica, however, the dominance of a single theory seems ques- 
tionable, especially when not labeled as such. An "equal time" consid- 
eration of all alternative explanations of the phenomenon that 
Swedenborg unarguably was, is needed. 

Jastrow (chief astronomer for NASA) trenchantly points up in his 
God and the Astronomers the problem major scientific authorities such 
as Eddington and Einstein have had remaining unbiased on the 
question of the ultimate origin—or creation—of the universe. A 
similar question confronts any serious student of Swedenborg. 
How do you deal with the "what if" hypothesis—i.e. what if his 
experience was legitimate revelation, as he claims? Swedenborg 
himself, one of the great champions of free will, would be the first to 
point out that no definitive answer can be arrived at since such an 
answer would obviate free will! He also emphasizes that readers 
should not take his word for his claims, but look at the ideas in his 
work and evaluate them on their own merit. Should not a review at 
the level of the Britannica be balanced enough to leave resolution of 
the matter up to the reader, rather than have it prejudged by the 
review's author? 

Turning briefly to the Micropedia article on "New Church," the 
only important problem is the statement that Swedenborg never 
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left the Lutheran Church. Once again we run into the "true but 
misleading" situation. Since the Lutheran Church was the state 
church of Sweden, as a citizen Swedenborg was automatically a 
member. As a patriotic nobleman involved in the Diet and other 
national affairs, it seems unlikely that he would have even consid- 
ered resignation, given the implications. Again, if the subject is 
brought up, it would seem only fair to tell the full story. 

In closing, may I suggest that you consider at the minimum a 
major revision of the current article on Swedenborg, with a peer 
review by knowledgeable referees (which I assume the current 
article did not receive). 
 
Postcript 

The Britannica editorial staff replied to this letter with the follow- 
ing points: 

1. The first paragraph of the Swedenborg article had not been 
authored by Prof. Jonsson, but by one of their editors, and it has 
been dropped in the current edition (in which all biographies have 
been moved to the Micropedia). 

2. The first statement in the current edition still refers to Sweden- 
borg as a mystic. 

3. The university adviser consulted and the editorial staff "believe 
that most of the points ... raised do not require amendments." In a 
"future printing," however, they will suggest to the editors responsi- 
ble "that more of Swedenborg's works be mentioned in the text of 
the entry, that the discussion of his theology be revised and 
expanded, and that the section on the idea of 'correspondence' be 
expanded if room permits." 

In summary, it seems clear that the editors of the Britannica are 
responsive to this kind of input, so that if other readers write them, a 
stronger case still will be made to the Britannica to in fact make those 
changes. 

Kurt Simons, Ph.D 
John Hopkins University School of Medicine 
Baltimore, Maryland 
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