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INTRODUCTION

Got1trrinn WiLnery Leisniz has heen desenibed as a man
of umversal allanments and ol almost umversal genius,
A coutwer, diplomat, scholar, matbematician and philo-
sopher, he 18 perhaps the most bulliant fgure among modein
philosophers  The history of plulosophy has  always
recognized lum as one ol the greatest of system-buildesrs.
Now in the twentieth century he recerves m addilion an
even higher esteuin [o1 the brilliance of some of his paiticylar
ideas and for the close thinling of some of his detailed
arguments, With Descaites he shares the meiit of having
a more authoritative insight wto the method and value of
mathematics and physics than any other philosopher of the
fist rank, And with Hume he shates the honour of setting
the stage for the rejuvenation of modern philosophy in the
critical philosophy of Kant

Life awd Characler. Letbmiz was born ai Lewpzig m
July 1046, thirteen years after the buth of Spinoza, and
four years before the death of Descartes  His father, who
died 1 1052, had been for some years I’rofessor of Moral
Philosophy al Lepaig, AL the age of fileen Leibmz
entered the umiversity of that cty, and in 1666 he became
a Doctor of Lawsg, butl al Altdorf, the univeisily lown of
Nurombuig, where he declined {he ofler of o professorshup,
In the following year he entered the political service of
the powerful Llector-Archbishop of Mainz, Sent to Paiis
m 1672 on a diplomatic mission Lo Louis XIV, he was
enabled 1o have some mlercouse wilh leained men of his
day, nolably with Arnauld and Malebranche, Tarly in the
next year he paid a shoit visit to London, where he met
Oldenburg, the first sceretary of the Royal Soaety, and
Boyle On his relurn to Pams he devoted himself to the
gtudy of geometry under the gwdance of ITuygens,
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viii INTRODUCTION

Previously he had mamnly concerned himself with problems
of logic and melaphyste, In 1670 he completed bis dis-
covery ol the Differential Calculus  Thete 1y no doubt
that Newton had been using a sinular methaod for some years
previously, But it seems probable 1Eat Letbms dscovered
it independently; and the lorm m which he presented it has
been umiversally adopted in preference to that of Newtlon

After the death of the Elector of Muns, he acceptled in
1676, after some hesitation, the position of hilratun 1o the
learned John Fredenick, Duke of Brunswick, and IHanover
became lis headquarters for the temammmg fotly yeais of
his life. He thus lived n ihe atmospheie of ihe local
politics of a Getman principality. Butl his wiitings make
1t clear that he was pumanly mterested m the wider
development of European civilization. For a time he wag
connected with the learned life of Berhin through his [riend-
ship with the Electiess Sophia and her daughter Sophia-
Charlotte, afterwards Queen of Prussia, With the help of
the latter he was largely responsible for ithe institution in
1700 of an Academy in Berlin, of which he was made life
President He made some attempts to secure the founda-
ilon of similar academies m Dresden, St. Petersburg, and
Vienna, but Europe was too much interested in wars, and he
met with no ultimate success. In 1712, on his last visit Lo
Vienna, he received the honout ot a Prvy Councillorship
and Barony of the Empire.

When he retmined to Hanover, the Elector Georpge had
already gone 1o England. Leibniz wished 1o go to London
for the coronation, but was ordered to 1emain al Llanover
and to contmue his work on his history of Brunswick., Ile
seems never 1o have found favour with George 1, whose
displeasure mcieased afier hig accession to ihe throne of
England, this was possibly due to the mfluence of friends
of Newton. In the lasi years of hus hife Leibnis was almost
entirely neglected, and his death in 1716 aroused no interesi:
m London or Berlm. No one from the Court attenced
his funeral, his coffin being followed {0 the grave by lus
secretary alone. In Pams, however, a f{illing memoral
oration was pronounced by Fonienelle

Throughout his life Leibniz was indefatigably industrions,



INTRODUCTION X

and was mpatwent of the dlhiealth that s long hous
somelimes cansed, e enjoyed socml miercomse of all
kinds, thmking that there must always he somethmng 1hat
he conld [earn bom everybody  This did not prevent hin
Bom bemyg extremely"proud ol his own wdeas, and extiemely
confident of the cotieetness of s own opumions But he
never lost his enthusiagin to learn, nor relaxed his deter-
mnation to examine every pioblem wlueh occupied hum
with complete thoroughness In contioveitsy he showed
hmselt to be exceptionally patient and good-tempered,
and 1 genewal, has secrctary tells us, he spoke well of
everybody and macde the best of everythung

Philosophical System : the Monadology, efc. It has already
been said that to-day the mamn philosophic interest of
Leibniz lies less 1 his system, considered as a system, than
in the particulai aiguments by which the development of
that system was influenced. We shall therefore grve here
only a brief summary of lus systematic doctrines, and then
turn to consider al greater lenglh his treatment of some
special problems i his less tormal writings
, vaerythmg which has any realily, according to Leibnu,
must itself either be a real unity or be made up of real
utiities, (It is cvident at once that bocdies are not them-
kelves 1eal wnities, they must therefore be aggregates of
real unities, A xeal unijy, must be sunple, indivisible,
imperishable in the otdmar y course of nature, and capable
of vanely withoul having partsd Theie is one thng m
exporience which we know 1o have all these chaiacteris-
lics, namely, a soul. Now ihe unities of which bodies
are composed cannot actually be souls becanse ithey have
no conseiousness; lhey must Lheicfore be, as 1t were,
soulg~-without-consciousness, entilies which bave all the
chaiacleristics of souls except consciousness  We may say
ithen thai these souls-withoui-conscloustess and souls,
properly so called, ate the only real unilics conceivable to
us, The name which Leibniz uses 1o cover all real unities
is monads.

ince the monad has no parts it can only come 1o
bemg all at once and end all at once, that 1s, 1t can come
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into being only by bemy created by God, and can come
to an end ouly by being annilulated by God. Fot {he same
reason, Leibniz says, it cannot be changed mternally by the
action npon 1l of Lhings outside 1t, is w conmpound could. Yt
every monad has some character # distingush it {rom
every other monad, and 18 subjeut Lo change Tl chatactu
and 1ts changes must therclore be determined by some
internal principle, which is essential to it So from the
moment of 1ts cieation evary monad 1> pregnant with s
own futuie. No other monad can aitect 1Lt m any way,
what happens to 1t 1s determined by its own natute alane,
The action by which 1t passes fiom one state to another
Leibniz calls appetiiion,

Though the monads cannot acl upon one another, they
are nevertheless adapted to one another, so that taken
all together they form a umwverse, m a word, they are
connected together and adapted to one another as 1f they
acted upon one another This conneclion and adaptation
is governed by two laws the principle of contradiciion,
which determines what 1s possible and what 1s unpossible,
and the principle of sufficient reason, in accordance with
which the Author of the universe, by fice decisions of His
will, sclects out of the mfinde possibilities that wluch is
best and most fitted for existence, Each monad, in pro-
ducing its own changes by ils own inteznal principle,—-
sice 1ts changes fit mn with the changes which ate produced
m themselves by all the other monads——may be sald to
expiess or represent ihe universe from is own point of
view. The passing state of the monad, representing as it
docs the whole univeise, 15 called peveeplion,

Not every perception 15 appercecved, There are monmuls
which never have any consciousness at all, and even minds
have an mfinite number of unconscious perceptions. Monada
without conscionsness, of which bodies are compased, pct
according to the laws of elficient causes; souls acl accordmg
to the laws of final canses. Smce the changes of every
monad of whatever kind are adapted to the changes of every
other, it 1s cleay that the kigdom of effictent causes and the
kingdom of final causes are in harmony with one another

Among souls a distinction must be made between minds
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and owdmary sonls,  In ordmay souls, for instance the
souls of brutes, there is some connection hetween conscous
perceplions m accordance with the laws of memary and
magmation, but mi}‘lds, which have clear and distinet
appetceptions, ate further gitted with reason  Qidwary
souls are the living minors of the umverse of created
things, wheteas minds are also 1mages of the Divintty
himself, the Author of natuie, and ate capable of knowing
the system of the umverse  This malkes minds capable of
entening mio a Jand of society with God, so that they are
members of the City of Minds, the most perfect state under
the most petfect of monaichs  Just as within the world of
nature there 1s harmony, as we saw above, between the two
kingdoms of efficient and of final causes, so there 15 a
harmony between the physical kingdom of nature and the
motal kingdom of grace, that is, there 1s accord between
God as Architect of the machine of the universe and God
as Monarch of the divine City of Minds.

By rcason of this harmony, theie 1s no good action
without reward, and no evil action without punishment.
All things work together for the good of the nghteous n a '
umverse which 1s the 1mage of the infinite perfections of God.!

Corvespondence with drnauld, et us now attempt to
discover what considerations led Leibmiz to the mamn con-
clusions which are basic 1o the structuie of his system, m
other wotds, lel ws ¢xamine his more detailed discussion
of sume patticular points, and try to find out what special
problems he was prumarily considermg when he made up
his mind on the most essential matters,

It is clear that one of ithe mosl fundamental of Leibniz’s
doclrinca—it is ceitainly one of the most curious——as that
evory substance 1s a real unity, simple in the sense of
having no parts, incapuble of being acted npon by anything
outside itself, and thercfore productive of its own changes
by an internal principle, 1L 1s generally recognized to-day
that the best light on the development of this thes:s is to be
found 1n ihe letters to Ainauld, where Leibniz seems to be
argmng that s whole view of the nalure of substance
follows from a basic principle of logic, which he takes to be
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axiomatic, namely, verae propositionms sentper praeducction
anest subjecto—n o line proposition the predicate iy always
included 1n the subject ‘The smplications of this m regard
to geneial proposilions have no doubt heen iecognized
pteviously, says Leibniz, but its imphications m reguad to
singular propositions are moie staithmg, Certamly they
staitled Arnauld, pari-author of the I'mi-Royal Lopic,
It has always been recogmzed, Leibms argues, thatl ibe
predicates winch can truly be asseited of o sphere must be
conlained within ihe essential notion of a sphere, but 1t hao
not been seen 1hat the same must hold of the uctual yndivi-
dual spheve which Archimedes had placed upon his tomb.
Tt must have been included withun the ouginal notion of that
sphere that 1t would on a particular day be set upon that
grave., To take a mote striking instance, everything which
can truly be predicated of Adam must be contained within
the essential notion of Adam; that 1s, the original notion
of Adam included once for all the notion ot everything
that was going to happen to lum, and thereby to the Test
of mankind, his descendants,

This doctrine at once stirzed the theologian in Ainauld,
by raising 1n his mind difficulties about the freedom of God,;
and Letbmiz had to attempt io show that he was nol a
detexmunist in any theologically objectionable sense. But
wilh this dispute we are not for the moment conceined.
What conceins us is that Leibniz is argung thal the
principle praedicatum wnest subjecto involves the denal of
any mnteiaction bheiween subslances; and that m making
his pomt he is emphasizing a distinction between predicates
asserted of gencral concepls (sud specie generalitatis) nnd
piedicates asserted of individuals (simgulariler), [ 1w ime-
poriant to notice that he refuses Lo ideniily or confuse
the mdrvidual with a highly differentiated peneral concepl
(Le writh an wfima species). Adam 18 not just {he fivst
man, the husband of Eve, or an inhabitant of the garden
of Eden, He is the one unique Adam And everylhing
which happened to him happened to him because 1L followed
from the essengial motion of thal one nmique Adam by an
absolute necessity

Thus 1t seems to follow that +f in a irne proposition the
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predicate s mncladed m the notion of the subject, and if
there can be any tiue propositions nsserted of Adam,
singularder, then Adam cantol have been ever acted nupon
by anythmg extemnal te himself; and, more generally,
individual substances ate incapable of mieraction  But,
even if we pass withoul comment Leihniz’s acceptance ok
the firsi of these hypotheses, we natwally ask ourselves why
he did not 1egard his argument as amounting o a reduclio
ad absurdwm of the notion of indinidual substances  Why
did he nol conclude that indivuduals aie not substances,
and that we bhave no hknowledge of any irue singula:
propositions?

It seems that Leibniz was convinced by 1eading Spinoza
that any view which demied the substantiality of indivicuals
was inadmissible. Beyond this it 1s very difficult 1o say
anything clear and definite, Up to a point he is very
cautious about the imputation of substantiality; and he
thmlks that philosopheis generally arc 1oo ready to allow
that things are subslances. A body, he says, 1s evidently
not a substance; a ciowd 18 not a substance, But he seems
to take 1t {or granted that individual selves are substances.
He further takes 1t for granted that, though bodies are not
substances, they aie 1cal existences of some kind, and
iherefore they musgt be aggregates of substances. He also
holds that all general notions aie sncomplete notions, No
notion 1s completo except the notion of an individual Thus
the notion of the TTust Man is not the notion of a subsiance;
but the notion of Adam és the notion of a substance. Al
this, however, secws hardly to amount lo any proot
Leibmz seems to he doing no more than simply adlirming
agan and again lus thesis that o subsiance 1s essentially an
individunal or real unity, and {thai ihere 18 1 the univeise a
plurality of such substances, There 15, however, a basic
conpciron mvolved in the argument, namely, the conviction
thatl indiwvidual selves are real umties and mwust be repie-
sented as substances. Ifor tlus conwviction Leibniz offerg

ino defence, though perhaps he sometimes holds that we
ale dueclly conscious of being ieal unities @

Dymamics and Physics Thete 1s no doubt that Letbmz -
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thought that his discoverica n tegand 1o dy namics suppacted
hus general theary of substanee 1o view of the Cudeaan
doctime that the essence of matenal subatanee was e
tension, he always teganded hus tetutation of Deeartes’s
mechanics as a vital parl ol the detenee ot lus own nwy et

Descartes taught that the tolal quantity ot m tion
naiuie 15 always the samne  Leibniz argues that the
quantity of motion m nature 15 not constund, but (wia
Descartes did not knaw) that the quantity ot mobion u any
grven divection 15 constant  This prmeiple he tormuladed
by saying that the total cause s equuvalent to the Lotal ellect,
I had always been recognized that ettects wete proportional
to causes but Lethniz now aswerted that the total elfect
was not sumply proportional, but eqmvalent to the total
cause In other woids, to every aclion thete 1s an equal
reaction

Leibniz also regarded himself as having proved that ihe
total quantily ol force in nature temams constant, fprce
being proportional not, as Descartes theught, to the pro-
duct of the mass and the velocity (sw), but to the product
of the mass and the squaie of the velocity (suv® s e double
what 18 now called kinetic encrgy). The two formulae
(mv and mv¥) give the same 1csult only mn cases ol equ-
hibrivm, In a system ol moving bodies mv is demonstiably
not constant, wheieas mw? can be shown to be always the
same. Smee God has not made a faully machue, 1t
evident that m natuio the total quantily of foree iy
conserved,

Thus 1f we wish to understand the prindiple al elwnge in
the physical univese, Leiboiz aigues, what we have to
consider 1s nol motion hul force. Now lotee 15 calenlated
by looking at its eflects, Bui t cannot he maintiined, of
course, that the foice 4s 1ls effect, The eitects me m the
futare, whereas the force 15 m the body now, Dnt what
exactly 15 meant by saying thai the foree is i the body?
We do not mean, according to Leibmz, that the hody is
actually bemg active To say that a Dody is endowed
with a certain f@ree is dufferent {1om saying that it is actually
domg work. On the other hand we do not mean by force
the mere pofency of the Schoolmen, for that which has mere
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potency requires the realization of some external condition
{that is, 3t vequures the action ot somethimg outside upon i)
to tumn s potency mito actualily. Poice 1 thus nerthes
aclual activity nor mte poteney, but sometling hetween
the two.

Leibniz thus concludes that lus dyunanucs lotees him to
mantain that physweal objects ate made up of units whose
essence 1t 15 1o be endowed with {orce (w1s wviva), and
which, thercfore, do not need the action of one umt upon
another m arder o produce change,  Actually, of coutse,
1 is difhcull 1o see how Leibmz can have thought that
his dynamics supported ithe docirine that cach unit 15 a
substance or real unity, quite mcapable of bewng affected
by any other umt As he somefimes admuts, dynamics
must think in terms ol interaction But of this we shall
have more to say presently, when we come to consider the
Correspondence with Clarke

The New System, and the Controversy with Bayle. Here
Leibnuz 1s pumanly concerned to explain and defend his
doctrine of pre-established harmony, with special reference
1o the umon of body and soul In doing so he shows that
Tus general view of substance paitly depends on a careful
investigation of the natwie of ihe mind,

The docliine of pre-established hattgny, he says, really
follows fiom 1ihe conclusions alicady drawn about the
nature of substance,  Sinee no substance can ael on any
other substance, and yet the changes ol the various sulb-
stances aro adapted to one another ay il they did mmteiact,
we must conclude ibat everythung that happens Lo any
mdividual subslanee ‘springs from within itself by a
perfect spontaneily wilh regaid 1o atsell, and yet m a
peirfect confornuly with things outside’  Comnutlied {o this
conclusion by Ius analysis of propositions, Leibmiz here
sccks 1o show thal he can give a satisfactory account of
the union of soul and Lody. He does this especially by
examimng the natuze of the mind, and tiying to show that
the doctrmme thal the mund produces of itsed 1ts own ex-
perience by virtue of 1ts own mner natue agrees with the
facts of experience. It accoids well with the fact of [iee-
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will, as mamtamning that all the soul’s actwons are pwc]uwd‘
by itself alone, and with the fact of immutalily, since if!
nothing can aftect the soul uothmp can brong b to an ond,
except a miracle; and on caieful investigation we see ha:
alleges that 1t also accoids with the facts of peiception,

There are two main objections to lus doctiine which
Letbniz here faces: frst, that such awntomatism s in-.
concewvable, secondly, that even if such antomalism 8
possible, the facts of expericnce show thatl the nund 1s not
m reality such an antomaton.

To the first objection Leibmz urges ihat d.utonmt.l
can actually be construcled which are capable of a great’
variety of behaviour. No doubt it is beyond the power of
a human aitificer to make an automaton which would
behave as my body is behaving. But it certainly cannot
be shown that such an automaton is 1 principle umpossible.
And we must remembe1 that on any view there is a great
difference between Nature's machines and ours, peghaps
amounting ta a difference m kind. In short, we must
take it that thete is no behaviour, however complicated,
which 1s in principle beyond ihe powet of automatism

In the course of answering the sccond objection, namely, !
that the mund 1s not 2 fact such an automaton, Leibniz
conducts some important psychological mvestigations, He
reminds ws first that 1t is mconcervable to us how body
can acl on mimnd or mind on body, Though il may appear, .
therefore, that when 1 am stung by a wasp, the pam felt
by my mund is immediately caused by what happens to
my body, we cannot accept that explanation, [tis evident
that the caunse of whai happens mn the mund, siee it cannol
be sought in the body, must be sought in the nund., Wor
need we be disturbed by the fact that previous plulosophors!
have rejected the view that minds ate automata, What
they were rejecting was the contention that minds ame:
mechanical, that s, that they are corporeal antomata,
This we shall not maintain, says Leibniz ~ We hold that
bodies aie automata and minds are automata, but thaf
between the wo kinds there 1s a great difference, Evory
mmnd changes as determined by its own essence in accor-

dance with the laws of 1is own nature; and every body does
t
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the same  But the laws of the natwie of mwmd are different
from those of the nature of body,

We must look then for an explanation of the present
state of & mind m previous states ot the same mmd, and
nowhere clse whatever * 1 this were not s0, there could be
no responsibility and no wdentity  [Furtheimoe, we shall
find that on this principle we can give some explanation of
a number of obvious facts of ¢xpetience which have hither-
10 been unexplamed  But tlus Lethniz wotks oul m more
detail when he comes {o consider the philosophy of Loclke,

' "New FEssays. Hete, 1 considering the Essay on the
Human Understanding, Leibmz perforce gives his main
attention to problems connected with the nature of know-
ledge. His thought in this connection tends automatically
to fall mto two parts, the one part psychological and the
other logical In the first he aigues rather in the manner
of Locke, and secks to propound an account of the nature
of mind which will explain what he takes to be the observed
facts of experience, e.g memory, habit, etc. But, holding
as he does thatl the conclusions of this part of his mmquiry
are not mcompatible with ihe teaching of the establhished
logic, he has, sccondly, Lo expound what he takes 1o be the
egsential leaching of that logic. For though he does not
thinle that the established logic needs any [undamental
modification, it is obvious that he must nceds give 1t a
new and carcful 1e-statement atler studying Locke, This
is an absolulely vital part ol Leibniz's philosophy, because,
as wo have seen, Jus whole view of the nature of subslance
depends largoly on pressing the implications of the logical
principle praeduaitin inest subjeclo,

Let us first buiefly consider Leibniz’s  psychological
teaching in the New {ssays. Heie the most stulking thing
is perhaps his application of his law of continuity Lo mental
phenomena. Nedtwra won jacit saltwie, there are no big
sudden changes 1 nature, When therc appeat to be big
sudden changes, the appearances must be deceiving us.
When a tennis ball, for instance, strikes a wall, 1tymay appear
that at one moment the ball 15 moving forwaid with a
velocity of say 7o f s., at the next moment it is at rest, and

B %05
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at the next 1t 1s moving back agam with a vclocty of 50 L.
But this cannot really be the cagse  lu order 1o pass from
a velotity of 70 £5 1o a state of 1esl, the hall must have
slowed up giadually and have passed through all the
intermediate velocities between % fo., and zeao; and
smuilarly when it acquues a velocity of 50 f5 in the other
direction The same muslt be liue, Leibmz says, of the
mind’s experience.  If we appear 1o pass immediately tiom
a feeling of pleasuie to a feelng of aculv pa, the ap-
pearance must be deceiving us  The mind musi actually
have passed through all the mntermechate states  Since we
are often not conscious of this gradual iransition, we must
admit that a great deal goes on m the mind of which we are
not conscious. There are a great many perceptions which
we do not appercerve, and all these perceptions go to make
up the state of our munds at any given moment, The
existence of such perceptions can often be inferred from the
character of our conscious states, even though the percep~
tions cannot be themselves biought into consciousness
‘1 All this brings Leitbniz into conflict with Locke. To the
latter 1t seems absurd to speak of something happening m
the mind of which the mind 1s nol conscious; though, as
Leibmiz pownts oul, he modifies this later by saying that
there can be nothing in the mund of which the mumd fas
never been conscious—wilhout ever acknowledging, how-
ever, the importance of this modification of his doctring)
ui surely, Letbmiz urges, it is Locke’s view 1hal 1 absurd,
at are we 10 say of memomy, and of habits aned «Jis
positions? It 15 mmpossible 1o explain memory or habity
without supposing lhat thete mnay be wn the mind, in gome
sense, things of which the mind 15 not conscious,  And if
this be granted in principle, it is purely o malier for detailed
nvestigation 1o discover wheilier or not there musi he in
the mind some perceplions of which, as far as we can
discover, we have never been conscrous at all.  Leibniz
thinks that theie certainly are such perceptiond. Suppose
that 11 has been established thai a wasp-stmgr noimally
causes pain a¢ the fume; and suppose that on a particula
occaslon my attention 1s so much engaged wilh what T
am domg that I do not notice any pamn until ihe tension
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of my excdement reboves, wihough I nast actually have
heen stung sone time belowe  Are we lo sy thal m thas

case the mid had wo pam at all dising 1lhie mieivenmg
time, though 1t woultl Jiave Tad pam it 1 had not heen
othetwise exoded? Are e 1o sy, e laet, thad o happeniog
in my body s cortelated with o happenmg m my mmd at
some times and nol al otheis? Sutely wot, Leibny urges,
When sumetlung happens mowy body, there s always a
cortesponding happenmg in my nund  We must not
conclude, just because T am nol conscrous of any previous
event i my mind relevant to the explanation ot my present
stale, that theie was no such event Rather we must
examme my piesent state and scclk to deternune what magss
previously have occutied m my mnd, cyen though 1t
cannot be found 1 my conscious e\perlence/

It 15 evident that, though Leibmz 1s applying lus m merple,
of continuity over- c1ud(,ly, he has heie a very strong case
But wlmt use does he make of 1t 1T pownt 1s that since
11 canobt be mantamncd that ihete 15 nothing m ihe mind
of which we ate nol conscious, Locke's altack on ‘innate
ideas’ 1als ' Just as the veins, which are laid bare when
a block of maible 1s cut, were theie 1n the marble before
they were discovered, so thete ate some wdeas which are in
the mund hom the bogjunnug whether or not they have
yel been found thow} Locke’s asgumend fails (o show that
they cannot ba there; and theve aie good, logieal teasons
for concluding thal they must be there.  For whal account
can be pven otherwise ol universal and necessary iruths,
such as are to be found in geometry and atithmetic?
Knowledge of {hese cannot be denved ltom experienee; lor
the observalion ol particnla insfances can never entitle
us 1o assert a wnversal propositior

Lhuh accordimg 1o Loibniz Locke’s attack on the basis
of the established logic fails; and it 15 theretore open 1o
Leibmz 1o fail Dach on o doctune whach accords with that
logic to explam those nucessary truths ol which Locke can-
not counswsicently give an account. Neceessary truths are
airived at by the aunalysis of clear and distinet netions; and
these notlions in turn are, by a special techmque, simply
found in the mind. From ihe analysis ol the ougmal



XX INTRODUCTION

clea1l and distinet nolions we come, by way of wdentical
propositions, to non-identical propostwms, and then by
analysis of these 1o further proposthions, and 0 on to
ilie whole body of knowle dgc} The most powerful engine
for producing thus happy result, he says, 18 1he syllogia,
though 1t 18 @ mustake o regard 1t as the only one

Herein Leibniz shows himsclt to be a 1ationalist indeed,
He even mcludes within this doctrine our knowledge of
contingent fact. He distinguishes indeed between truths
of reason and truths of fact The fust ate 1n the sphele
of necessity and are known a priore. the latter are in the
sphere of contingency and are known a posteriorr, But in
the end these t00, according to Leibniz, are arrived at by the
analysis of clear and distinct notions which ate fopnd in the
mind, and not by mere sense-observalion. Because these
truths are in the sphere of contmgericy, we must not make
the mistake of thinking that they are any the less certamn,
True propositions about Adam follow as much fiom the
original notion of Adam as true propositions aboul ir-
angles follow from the original notion of tnangularnity. The
latter follow 1n accordance with the law of contiadiction,
whereas the foimer follow by the law of sufficient reason,
Byt both are equally certain,

Thus in the end, according io Leibmiz, none of our
kmowledge 1s really derived from observation by the senses;
all of 1t springs from the analysis of original notions which
are in some scnse found 1n the mind.

h
H

Correspondence with Clarke: Leibniz and Newion, In this
controversy with an authoritative exponent of ihy views of
Newton, Leibniz, in the closing years of lis life, seeks
finally to set in order and 1o delend his views wilh special
reference to their bearing on mathematics and physics,
In view of the mtiinsic mterest of this subject and of ihe
at least superficial 1esemblance between Leibniz’s teaching
and modern physical theory, 1t is perhaps worlh whle to
examine this 1ssue at some length

Leibnuz“agreed with the Carteswans in rejecting atoms,
The reasons which make it impossible 1o behieve that
perceptible bodily masses are peifectly melastic and indi-
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wvisible hiold m the end with equal weight against atoms, In
this modern physiests would agice with Descartes and
Lebniz,  DBut the latter goes on to 1eject the former's
primary clements, wln(,h he says, are nothing bul mathe-
matical pornts, they have posttion, but no magnitude and
no other chatacterstics whatever, But how can such
elements be pul together in such a way as to aggregate mnto
a bodily mass? No number of nothings, when put Logether,
can make a something  Yet thus 1s what, according to
Leibniz, the doclimne of Descarles requires.

Now the truth 1s, Leibniz continues, that il 1s not to
extension, but to that which 1s extended, that we must turn
our attention., If we do so we shall sce that the essence of
that which is extended 1s nol extension, but something
else  Let us for the sake of argument suppose that matter
is passive, as Descartes thought, and let us consider a
piece of matter at rest. This 1s as a matter of fact, says
Leibniz, to speak abstiactly, since real matler 1s not
passivé and is mever at rest. Buti let that pass for the
moment. Let us suppose that matter 1s passive, and let us
consider a body at rest Now ihe essence of the matter of
the body 1s not 1ts extension, but its solidity. This solidity
shows ilself in two ways: the body resists penetration and
rosisls movement, Without impeuctrability and mertia 1t
would not be a body; unless it had these characteristics it
could not be extended, Solidity cannot be explained in
terms of extension. Therefore even Descartes, who held
that malter was merl and passive, should have seen ihat
that which makes a Dody solid is an essential character
of hody.

‘We have already seen how this crilicism of the Cartesians
is gathered up mto Letbmz’s constructive view ihai the
essence of malier 18 vis vwe, in terms of which bolh 1m-
penetiability and ineitia can be explamned

Ad this point we should perhaps expect Leibniz to ask
himself the question which he has just asked of Descartes
with such destructive results, How can these elements,
or metaphysical pownts, as he calls ithem, be compounded
mto a bodily mass? After all, they share with the Car-
tesian elements the characteristic of having no extended
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magnitude  Itis true thad, wlile Descaties’s elements have
no characlersite but position, those of Leibme have the
positive charactensstic ol ws vroa, Bul doces this help to
explam mass? Can a number of payts, whose sole character-
1stic 1s active force, aggregate mnto a body?

To this problem modern readers, 1 thnk, wil expect
Leibniz to offer some such solution as the tollowing ' —Each
unit has a certamm quantity ot force, and, thouglh it lias no
extension, 1t always has position, that is to say, at any
given moment the force always operates al a poimnt  The
umts act upon one another, acting of course not by impact,
but at a distance, as Newton held gravitation to act, and
the result of this interaction is that the elements, which
must be thoughl of as centres of force, move 1n such a way
as to present to the human observer the appearance of a
number of contmuous bodily masses of finite size behaving
in certain ways Perceptible bodies, together with their
changes and motions, are only appeaiances, the realities
are the intelacting centres of force

It 1s true that this view gives 1ise to very great difficultics.
Suppose we allow that movements of mnvisible particles can
give rise to the appearance of a conlmuous surface; how
can there be motion without a body to move? Can a centre
of force move? But to the modein 1cader these aie, for
better or worse, accustomed difficultics, and he will
probably expecl Leibmz to maugurate some such view, To
do so would be to accept as ullimate realities the contres
of force, space and time (as imphed by their position and
movement), and presumably a mind or minds (implied
by the existence of appearances). And il would be allowed
ihat the centres of force in moving could aflect one another's
motion by action at a distance.

But it is evident that this was not Leibnia’s view, e
held that the only ultimate rcalities are individual suly-.
stances, that 1s, the metaphysical pomnts, endowed with uis
vwa, and minds, Nothing ¢lse has ullimate 1cality; and i
is clear io Leibniz tha,t»,ﬁl’nd time are not individual
substances.» What ce and time? In ihe first
place Leibmz will ha.ve nothigg to do with the notion of
action at a distance, or with that of empty space, All
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motion takes place o plenum, and all action of body
on body 18 by mupacl,  We have no experenee, he Syh, Of
a vacuum i nature, and il thete were such a thung as
empty space, position 0l motion in it wonld be puiposeless,
sInce, d4s ¢very point would he absolute 1y homogeneous with
every other, there could be no weason Lot occupyg one
point 1ather than another, not tor movig from oge pomt
to another,  Smce there would ha no 1eason tor i, 1t would
be contrary 1o 1cason

Moreover, m natute, Letbmz argues, position and motion
ale nevelr puiposcless, A body cannot be moved from one
position to another and iemain the same body 1n every
1espect other than its position  To change the situation of
bodies 1s, conirary lo ilhe opimon of those who believe in
empty space, to change the bodies Tf you move a block
of marble from Genoa to Paris, 1t may appear to make no
difference to anything but the mere position in space of
the marble. Butthisisnotso. Itreally makes a difference
to the’marble and 1o everything else in the nmiverse What
makes the difference is, of course, not change of position 1n
emply space, but the change in the interielations of bodies
—that 1s, in the end, a change 1n the order of aclive forces 1in
the univeise.

Thus space and time are notlung but the oider of real
existences, according to Leibniz Pethaps us view can be
‘more clearly stated in this way —Bodies and movements of
bodies are not 1cal existences, but wdeal existences created
by the imagination. Theie is nothing real m the physical
universe behind the curlain of sense excepl individual
units of vis vive, which are not in space and time Space
and time themselves are even [urther removed from real
existence lhan are bodics and movemenis of bodies For
the notions of bodies 4% space and of change iz time can
only be significant if there 15 empty space and empty lunc

' If the physical world 1s a plenum, space is nothing bul an
¥ arrangement of bodies, and time 1s notlung but an order
of changes. Now the whole notion of empty space and
emptly time is a vulgar error. So space and time are not
only not ultimately real like the monads; they are less real
than bodies, being due to a confused perception of bodiecs.
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In a word, 1f we wish 10 nnderstand the frue nafine of
teality we must banish fiom our minds a1l notions ol space
and time, Instead we must concerve of an order ot telatons
belween entities whose essence 15 active lotee, T conrtv-
ing of these entitics as excrasmg theun toree in an ordered
gystem we must not tunk ot them as operating al pomnts
m gpace, or of the system as o mechanieal aystem, excellently
as such a fancy may scem 1o satisfy the mmagmation. We
must think of 1cal entities as acting micnsively, 1ather m
the manner that a soul acts, though without the conscions-
ness which attends upon some of the activities ol souls, 1t
we think of the univeise as a system, or ordered umty, of
the activities of monads, we shall be in no danger of thunling
of space and {ime as real existences. Such a mustaken
notion would be entirely due {o the action of the imagimation,

Summary of Letbmz’s Philosophy. We may now make a
ientative attempt to gather together the various strands of
thought which go 10 make the finished product of Leibniz's
system; though 1t will now be cleai to the reader that any
such attempt at a final judgment must rest on a veiy
precations basis

Fust, Leibmz was profoundly aficcled by his discovery
of ihe mplications of the fundamental principles of the
Scholastic logic when applied to singular propositions. This
convinced him that substances must be real unitics, and
cannot be affected Dby anything outside themselves,
Secondly, he found that if the constitueni clements of
things are real unities, they must be the only real unities;
since, it they are to keep their characier as real unities, they
can only be compounded by aggregation, Thirdly, he
argued thal we are given in experience an instance of such
a real umty, namely, the sclf, this unity is thought of as
indivisible mto parts, but yet as capable of great vaiiety,
Tourthly, he considered that an examination of the nature
of the mind bears out the view that il 1s unaflfected in its
experience by anything outside itscl{; this, so far as it
goes, confirms the view that real unilies are pregnant with
their own future Fifthly, a sound dynamics reveals that
the essence of material substance is not extension, nor even
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wmotwn, hatl furee, a characler wr thungs whick is presup-
posed hy solichty and motion, teal wmtes wust be coucerved
1o be endowed with loree m the samie mannet as Lhe sonl
15 endowed with achivily,  Secthly, sice there cannot be
any wleraction Letwoen 1eal andies, f follows that these
musi be pre-establisbed Laimony, we ovder o give unity
1o the nwmverse, without 1lns there would be o dhaotic
plorality and everythmg would be puiposeless, which s
absurd  Lasily, 1eality as sach s govered nol by me-
chanical laws, but by the law ol sutient 1eason, the real
world 1s nol the ouly possibie wotld, butl the best of possible
worlds; everything s oidered not by a mechanistic necessity,
but by the moral necessity 1o work for ihe highesi good of
minds, this is achieved by making the kingdom of nature
subservient to the kingdom of minds, God being at once the
Aixchitect of the one and the Monarch of the other.

Remarks and Criticasms, It 18 now time to suggest a few
brief triticisms at cach point of the argument as we have
here 1epresented it, Truwst, if Lerbniz’s view of substance
follows from the doclrine preedicatim nesi subjecio, he
seems to offer no reason for subscribing to that doctrine
itself; he sunply takes it as common ground between him-
self and the established logic.  Sccondly, when he mamtains
that if parls are real uniiies wholes of those parts can only
bo aggregates, ho is arguing too much a priori, and is
reflecting too little on the implications of his own view that
all individual ninds {aken together [vrm a unity in the
City of Minds under the monaichy of God, Moreover, s
contention that a sbmple being which has no paris 15 yet
capable of variety is insulficicntly worked out; it 18 not
sulfictent 10 reler to an jnstance m expeiience, namely, ihe
soul; he ought at least to indicate, for example, just how an
infinity of little perceplions go 1o make up the present state
of the soul. Thirdly, it is doubtlul, as FHume emphasized,
whether 1t 4s clear 1 experience that the soul is entirely
simple and without parts. TFowthly, while Leibniz makes
good ground against Locke when he maintaans that the
present experience of a pariicular mind is always partly
delermimed by the intrinsic nature of mund as such and
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partly by the previous expetence of the patticular mind,
and 1s never wholly determmed (as it would be i the nund
wete a labula rasa) by the present action of things outside 1t
yet his arguments stop short of proving that is expenence
is entirely detesmined by the mind’s own original natute,
Tnfthly, though Leibmez was no doubt 1:ght 1 prnciple in
urging that physics must explain cverything i terms of
foice or activily of some kind, he seems Lo have heen wrong
in thinking that dynamucal theory could contoim to Ius
doctiine of real unities, 1ndeed he himself sometimes allows
that as far as dynamics is concerned its objects behave
as 1f there was interaction between them  Sixthly, since
Leibniz allows thal eveirything m the univeise, even -
cluding minds, behaves in every way, becaunse of the pre-,
established harmony, as 1f thete was mteraction, he scems
to be lefl with no argument against the real mteraction of
body on body and of mind on mind excepl the logical
argument from the principle praedicatum wnest subjecto, and
this principle seems Lo be open to objection. Lasily, Léibniz
can show that many who arguc that llus is nof the best ot
all possible worlds iake insufficient account of the all-
inclusive, all-pervading unmty of the umiverse, but he lhas
no argument to prove that this us the best possible world;
the most that he can do 15 to show that his oplamism
cannot be finally refuted.

A Drief note must be added here about Leibniz's teaching
m regard lo freedom This stiess on the punciple of
sufficient reason mevitably malkes his cthical views central
to his system., Vet his cthics, lor whalever reason, is
certanly the woakest part of lus thought. Tt is really quite
clear thatl he must believe m some kind of predestination;
that 1s, he is, in ordinary non-Leibnizian language, some
kind of a delerminist. Yet he will never say so. Ile can
pour scoin, of course, on the suggestion that God might leave
the future of the umverse 1o chance, FHe can show, more-
over, that the principles undeilymng the detetmination of
my actions are different from the principles of geometry or
of mechanics, But though he may mulliply distinctions
between the various kinds of determinalion, the unportiant
fact remains that on his view my actions are determined,
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and are mn panciple predictable, Woas ddiicudt 1o seo how
such a doctime can leave 1oom {or iy 1eal frecdom of 1he
will Tt is true that, accotding to Letbmr, my actiong age
determined by nothing but my own natuie,  But so are
the actions ol the brutes, and of those monads which have
no consctousness, e sometimes tiies 10 miule 1he (3f-
ference between the deteunination of ninds and physeal
detemmation by saymg that motives ‘wmchine wighout
necessitating’  Bul, as far as its bearmygy on ficedom 15
concerned, this 1s nothing bul wotds, The fact ihat I ¢hall
do tlus action ficely, he says, does not mean thail 3t 15
uncertamn whether T shall do 1t, Nothing 1n the umverse
18 unceriain, because nothing can occur without a sulfigient
reason. And tlis 18 Leibmiz's last word He pomts out
some mnporiant distinclions, but they do not enable hym to
make out a case for free-will

Influence of Leibmz. It may safely be said that untyl the
twenlieth century Leibniz’s influence on the development
of philosophy was excrcised chiefly through Kant. Kant
was brought up on the systematized Leibmzmanisy of
Wolft. But the latter made no important oiiginal coptr;-
bution, and it was on ihe basis of ihe 1deas of Lajbhniz
himself that Kant sought to 1evivify philosophy after the
sceptical influence of Hume,

There is no doubt that, especially 1 the New Essays,
Leibniz goes far towards leading up to Xant's Copernican
revolution in logic., Tie carefully examimes Lacke's
empiricisny, and lays down the principle that the fabule)
rasa iheory of miud cannot account for the existenge ofl
knowledge of univeisal and necessary fruths, such ag are|
found in geometry and arithmetic, This point 15 accepted
without more ado as a slarting-point by Kanl and Hegel,
So also is the method, here used by Leibmiz, of attemptimg
1o refute a psychological theory of knowledge by aiguing
from the possibility of the exislence of unniveisal and
necessary truths, Kant, who presses the method much
further, calls it the ‘transcendental method’ -

Leibniz agiees with Xant in conceding to Locke that all
knowledge must start with sense-experience, and also in
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denying that 1t can be wholly derrved from sense-experienee
He goes [mthet and makes the pregnant suggestion, mhil
est 1 wndellectu quod non fuord b seusy, CXCIPC, S 1pse
wntellectus—there 1s nothing in the understanding which was
notl previously n the senscs, eacept the undertandimg itself
BRut 1t must be adnutted that his happy phrase does not
suggest 10 hun, though it may well have suggested 1o Kant,
the Kantian view that what 1s necessay to the possibility
of universal truths 1s the existence of categovies, that is,
forms of spontaneous acltivity

Leibmz further shows the way to IKant by emphasizing
the distinction between truths of reason on the one hand,
which are a prior:, 1 the spheie of necessity, and concerned
with general notions of possibilities, and on the other truths
of fact, which are a posteriors, 1 the sphere of conlingency,
and concerned with individuals o1 real existences He did
not, however, see the necessity for abandoning what Kant
called the 'dogmatic’ posttion 1 regard to truths of fact.
He 1ecognized, with Kant, that paiticular facts canmot be
deduced fiom original notrons in accordance with the laws
of contradiction; only general truths can be arrived at
i this way, and these sufler under the disadvantage that
their objects are not real existences. But he thought that
he could save ‘dogmatic’ rationalism by introducmy the
new refinement of the principle of suflicient 1eason to
bridge the gap between knowledge of general truths and
knowledge of individuals. Ile did nol see, what Kant
learned from Hume, that in the spheie of real existences
we cannot progress without a knowledge of cansal relations,
which 1s clearly not autived at by any analysis of origmal
notions. We havo as a matlier of fact no msight into 1he
sufficient reason for the happening of any event to any
individual  Because he did not see this, he did notl recog-
mze that our knowledge of truths of lact 1s synthetic,
Instead, he stood by the established logic, and performed
the service of showing IKant how thatl logic must be stated
1l 1t 15 {0 meet the difficulties, which he himself exhibited,
1n regard 1o pur knowledge of the physical world

In a word, Leibniz showed, as agamsi T.ocke, that we
cannot explain scientific knowledge if we suppose the mind
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10 be o labula rase; nor can we do so il we suppose
that nothing goes on i the mind except what meels the
“eye of introspoection,  So far he indicated 1o [Kant what
Line he should takm o mecting Locke’s peychological
approach,  But he allowed humsell to be too much ens
couraged by lus discovery that the doctime ot innate
ideas cannot be certamly tefuted Dy an empitncal mventory
of the contents of the nmund, and <o he thought that thig
dactrime could be defended absolutely, and that, with ihe
added 1efincment ol the principle of sufficient ieason,
"dogmatic’ rationalism could Le made to sland in despits
of Locke. It 1s quile true that the mind might be born
with some kind of mnate knowledge of ceriamn universal
notions; but, as Flume shows, even 1f this were so, 1l could
not help to explain our knowledge of real existences, since
it could not explamm our knowledge of causal relations,
It is on thus rock that Leibniz’s rationalism breaks

C. R. MORRIS
1934.
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natwal philosophy and religion (published by Clarke, 1717), La
Manadologie, a sketch ot hus philnsol)luc system {(rerman trans, 1720,
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sur Plutendement flumash (Raspe edition, 1765), being an answer to
John Locke's Zissay on the Human Understanding; the Systoma Theos
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trans. by R, Laila, 1808 and 1925; The Monadology, by H W. Carr,
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and 1t may be said that all edittons are supplenntauy m some way ou
other  ‘Ihe besteditionis that of ), Gorhardt {pintosophinead winlings,
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1n seven seues (1) Geneial, Political, and Ehstorical Coirespondence
(11 vols ), (2) Philosophical Coriespondence (6 vols ), (3) Mathematical,
Suientitic, and Technical Correspondence (5 vols ), (4) Political Wiitings
(4 vols ), (5) Historical Wutings (4 vols ), (6) Philosophical Writings
(6 vols }, (7) Mathematical, Scientific, anc Techmeal (t vols) Only
five volumes have so far been 1ssued (193¢)

The standard biogLaphy is that by G [, Guliauer (18{2) WVoiks
in English are The Life of G W won Lesbnudz, by J M Mackie (1815),
a short book bascil on Guhrauer’s, Leibwiz, by J T, Mers (1884),
A Cruical Lypositran of the Plulosoply of Ledbnus, by Bertramd Russell
(1900); Lewbaez, by H W Cawt (1920); 1 he Rewnion of the Churches, by
G J Jordan (1927), 15 @ study ot 1 abiue’s attewpt at tewwon, 1 he
Dawn of Modern Thought, by S. LI Malloue (rq30) contams a study of
Letbruz Mention should alsa he miade of I Bodemann’s eatadopue, e
Lethiagscheiften i der lowsglichen Iibliotheh zu Hannovg (1895) ltow
which are translated one or twa extiacds wm this volume.
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Tur passages from Lethnuz's plulosophical wiilings given in
this bovk are almost all talwn [tom the seven voluimes o
Gerthardt’s edition. A few extiacts m Pat TIT ate not taken
from Gerthardt, but then sowces are mdicated m footnates

Part Leontains the thiee best known works among Leibniz’s
mote formal expositions of lus system—7The Monadology
(1714), Princaiples of Nature and of Grace (x714), and On the
Ulizmate Orsgination. of Tlungs (1607). These are given
complete The Monadology 15 punted fiist 1 spite of its
date, because mm addition to being the most famous of
Letbniz’s writings, it is also, so to speak, lus title-piece

Part II repiesents an atltempt to give evidence for a
balanced judgment about the scope and development of the
thought of Leibmz, and 15 ananged chronologically, Except
in the case ol the Letter to Foucher (1676), the Letter to
Bayle (1687), and the New System of the Natwe and
Communication of Substances (1695), substantial abuidgment
has been necessmy. Where the omiswions are not made
clear by the numbering of the chaptlers or pmagiaphs, they
have been indweated by dots (o . . ) or by toothotes. I
have ttied, In abudging, only to cut out aiguments which
are hetler o1 more appropuately dealt with elsewhere, so as
to concentrale atfention on what scemed the eentral points
in the various works. In ihe Correspondence with Arnauld
(1686~7) I have regarded Leibniz as chicfly conceined with
deriving his doctrine of substance from the analysis ol
propositions; in the coniroveisy with Bayle (1695-1702) I
have iepresented his mathematician’s mnteiest in machines
and automata; in the New FEssays (1702-3) passages are
given showmg the development of his psychology and
mdicating his statement of tus logical doctines, with special

XXX1
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reference to s attitude to the syllogiem; and i the Corre-
spondence with Clarke (1973) Uhave com entrated atiention on
his detence of lus physical and dynamecal weas, and of his
doctimes aboul space and time, since these writings represent,
Leibmz's last and greatest atlempt to state his tase against
the theories of Newton.

Part 1T consists of short extiacts which are intended to
Mustiate the breadth and vanety of Letbpia’s intercests, and
also his attitude to other men of leainmg of his time. A few
passages are included as specimens of hus more fanaful
writing. The last (taken from the concluding pages of the
Theodiey) also gives as clear an idea as any other passage
of his standpoint with regard to freedom and predestination.

In translating I have thought it better to come to a
defimte decision on all occasions, rather than o cumber
the text with footnotes about difficulties of interpretation.
The disadvantages of this method are perhaps scen at their
greatest in §§ 12, 13 of the Monadology. Heie, as elsewhere,
I have tried to give an exact 1endering of the text rather
than to tighten 1t up, as 1t wete, uilo aceuracy or consistency.
Where Leibmz uses a vague word or phrase, I have tred to
give a cortespondingly vague word o phrase in nglish,
Even so, however, I am aware that my tianslation 1s tlnough-
out affected by my own interpretation of the author’s
meanng; but I have tricd to make 1t as plulosophically
exact as possible.

To avold mulliplying footnotes T have given shoit notes
on the persons mentioned m the text i the Tndex of Proper
Names, and have added a lull Phidosophical Index lo take
the place of cross references at the hottom of Lhe page.

Of the existng English veisions T have found Latta’s o
be the best; though I have sometimes differed [rom him,
I have also consulted the tianslations of Wildon-Carr,
Montgomeryy, Duncan, and Langley.

1934, M. M.
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THE PHILOSOPHICAL SYSTEM OF
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TG MONADOLOGY, 144

;;(.The ;;wmzd, of which we shall speal here, i nothing
but 2 simple §ibstance which entets wmte compolyss simbl
that 1 to S_Zl)‘:;i\/ltj}:ﬁ)ﬁf pa ts. petincss simple

7. And'there must be simple substances, becanse there are
compounds; for the compound 1s nothing but a colloction or
aggregatum of simples

3. Now where there are no parts, there neither extension,
nor shape, nor divisibility is possible. And these monads
are the true atoms of nature and, 1 a word, the clements of
things.,

4. Moreover, there 1s no fear of dissolution, ang there 15 no
conceivable way in which a simple substance cpuld perish
in the course of nature..

5. For the same reason thee 1s no way in which g simple
substance could begin in the course of nature, sinca it cannot
be formed by means of compounding,

6. Thus il may be said that monads can oply begin and
end all at once, thal is to say they can only begin by creation
and end by annihilation, wheieas what is compound hegins
ar ends by parts.

4. There is also no meang of explaining how a monad can
be altered or changed within itself by any other created thing,
since 1t is impossible o displace anything in it or to concerve
of the possibility of any inteinal motion belng started,
direeted, increased, or diminished within it, as can occur
in compounds, where change among the parts tukes place,

'mlﬁ[onads have no windows, by which anything coyld come in
or go oul. Accidents cannot become detachcd‘t or wander
about outside substances, as the ‘sensible speies’ of the

3
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Scholastics used to do.  Thus neither substance nor accident
cun enter a monad from without,

8. Monads, however, must have some qualities, otherwise
they would not be beings at all.  And if sunple substances
did not differ by therr gualities, there would be no way of
perceiving any change in things, since what is m the com-
pound can only come fiom 1ts stmple mgredients; and if
monads were withoul qualities,'they would be indistinguish-
able from one another, since they do not dilfer in quantity
either. And consequently, supposing space to be a plenurh,
each place would always only receive, when motion occuired,
the equivalent of what 1t had before; and one state of thmgs
would be indistinguishable {rom another.

9. Indeed, every monad must be different from every other.
For therc are never n nature two beings, which are precisely
alike, and in which it is not possible to find some difference
which is internal, o1 based on some ntiinsic quality. ™

10 I also take 1l as granted that Levery created thing, and
consequently the created monad also, is subject to change,
%and mdeed that tlns change is contmual m cach one,

11. It follows from what we have just said, that the natwal
changes of monads come from an rnfernal j)rmaple, since an
external cause would be unable to influence their inner being,

12, But beswles the principle of change, there must he
differentiation within that which changes, Lo constitute as it
were the specification and variety of simple substances.

13. This dufferentiation must involve o plunlity withm
the unity or the smple. To since every natural change
takes place by degrees, somethmg changes, and something
remains; and consequently the simple must conlain a large
number of impressions and relations, alihough it has no
parts.

14. The passing state, which mvolves and represents a
plurality wrhin the unity or simple substance, is nothing

. other than what is called perception, which must be carefully
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distinguished from apperveption, as will appear presently.
And herein hes the great mistake of the Cartestans, that they
took no wewount of [um*puuns whiell are not appereetved,
Tt 15 this also which mude them heheve that minds alone are
monads, and that neither hrutes not ollier entelechies have
souls. glfor the same reason also they fell mto the common
ervor of confusing death, propetly so called, with a prolonged
unconsciousness ; and this made them tavour the Scholastic
conviction that souls ure entirely sepmate hom hodies, and
even confirmed some ill-balinced minds 1n the opmion that
sonls are mortal

15. The action of the internal principle which produces the
change or passage fiom one perception to another may be
called appetrhion; it is true that the appetile cannot always
attain completely the whole of the perception at which it
aims.,.put 1t always attans something of 1t, and arnves at
new perceptions.

16, We ourselves experience plurality within a sumple
substance, when we find that the least thought of which we
ate conseious involves a variety in its ohject. So everyone
who acknowledges that the soul Is a simple substance must
acknowledge thus pluralty withm the monad; and M. Bayle
should not have found any difficulty in this, as he does m his
Dyelionary, in the article ‘Rorains’,

7. We are moreover abliged to confess thatl, perception and
that which depends on it camot be explazned mechanically,
that is to say by figures and motions. Suppose that there
were a machine so constructed as to produce thought, feeling,
and perceplion, we could imagine it inercased in size while
retaining the same proportions, so that one could enter as
one might a mill, On going inside we should only see the
pails impmging upon onc ancther; we should not see any-
thing which would cxplain a perception, The explanation
of perception must therefore be sought 1 a simple substance,
and not in a compound or in a machine, Moreover, thete is
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notlung else whatever to be found m the siaple substance
excepl Just this, viz pereeptions and ther changes, Ttas in
this alone that all the wternal actions ol simple substances
must consist, r

18 We may give the name enlelechies 10 all created simple
substances or monads  For they have in themselves o certain
perfection (&yovor 70 édvreAds); theie is a self -sufliciency
(adrdpreeia) in them wlich makes them the sources of their
internal actions —incorporeal automata, 1t I may so
put 1t.

19 If we wish to give the name ‘soul’ to everything which
has perceplions and appetites 1 the general sense I have just
explained, all created simple substances or monads might be
called souls; but as feeling is something more than a sunple
perception, I agres that ihe general name—monad or en-
telechy—should be enough for simple substances which have
no more than that, and that those only should be called souls,
whose perception is more distinet and is accompanied by
memory.

20. For there 1s to be found in our ordinary exporience a
state, in which we remember nothing and huve no distinguish-
able perception; as when we fall into a swoon, or when we are
overcome by a deep dreamless sleep.  In this state the soul
does not senstbly differ from a simple monad; but as this
state is nol permanent, and as the soul emerges from it, the
soul is something more.

21, And it does not follow that when in thal state the
smmple substance has no perception at all. Indeed, that is
not possible for the above reasons; for it cannot perish, nor
can 1t subsist without being affected 1n some way, and this
affection is nothing but its perception. But when there are
a very greal number of small perceptions with nothing to
distingmish them, we are stupefied, just as it happens that if
we go on tdining round in the same direction several times
running, we become giddy and go into a swoon, so that we
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can no longer distingush anything ol all,  And death can
throw animals ¥ into this state for o time,

22, And as every stale of o sunple substance is 2 natuial
cousequence of 1ts pn‘m‘dmg state, 50 that the present state
of it 1s big with the luture,

24, and smee, on awakening from om stupor, we are
conscious of our pereepfions, 1 nwmst be the case that we
recerved the peiceplions the moment before, though we were
nok consctous of them; for a perception cannot anse in the
course of natuie except hom another perception, as one
motion can only arnse 1 the comse of nature fiom anether
motion.

24. From this we see that if we had nothing i our percep-
tions to distinguish them, nothing so 1o speak heightened
and of a keencr savour, we should always be in this stupor.
And this 15 the state of bare monads.

25. We see also that Natme has given heightened per-
ceptions to animals from the care she has taken to provide
them with oigans which collect several rays of light, or
several undulations of the air, so as to make these effeclive
by being united. There is something of the kind in smell,
taste, and touch, and perhaps in many other senses which are
unknown to us, T will explain later how whul occurs in the
soul represents what takes place in the ogans.

26. Memory provides souls with a kind of ronsecutiveness,
which copies reagon but must be distinguished fromit, What
T mean is this: we often see that ammals, when they have a
perception of something which strikes them, and of which
they had a similar perception previously, are led, by the
representation of their memory, to expect what was united
with this perception before, and are carried away by feelings
similar to those they had before. For example, when dogs

1By ‘animals’ Leibmz means all living creatwips up to angd
wncluding man., The lower ammals, as distingnished fiom man,
he refers fo as ‘brutes’,
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ate shown a stick, they remember the pain which i has
caused them m the past, and howl or 1un away,

27. The powetful mmagination, which stikes and moves
them, aises cither from the magmtdde o1 from the nomber
of the preceding peiceptions.  Ior often o vivid mpression
has m a moment the effect ot long hadsf, ot of many ordmary
perceptions oft repeated.

28. Men act hike brutes in so fa1 as the sequences of thew
perceptions arise through the punciple of memoty only, hke
those emprrical physicians who have meie practice without
theory, We are all merely empuicists as regards three-
fouiths of our actions. Tor example, when we expect it to
be day tomorrow, we aie behaving as empuicists, because
until now 1t has always happened thus The astronomer
alone knows ihis by 1eason,

29 But 1t 1s the knowledge of necessary and eteinal
truths which distinguishes us from mere animals, and“gives
us reason and the sciences, raising us to knowledge of our-
selves and God. It 1s this mn us which we call the 1ational
soul o1 mand.

30. Further 1t is by the knowledge of neccessary truths
and by their abstractions thal we are raised to acts of re-
Slection, which make us think of what is called the self, and
consider that this or that is wathin #s.  And it is thus that in
thinking of owselves, we think of being, of substance, of the
simple and the compound, of the unmaterial and of God
Himsel{, conceiving that what 1s limited m us, in Fim is
limitless. And thesc acts of reflection provide the echicf
objects of om reasonings.

31. Our reasonings are based on two great principles: the
principle of contradiction, by vittue of wlhich we judge to be
false thai which mvolves a contiadiction, and irue that
whach 15 opposed or contradictory to the false;

32. and th& pranciple of sufficient reason, by virtue of which
we consider that no fact can be real or existing and no pro-
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posttion ean be tiue unless thee is o sufficient 1cason, why
it should he thus and not otherwise, even though mn most
cases these reasons cannot he known to us

33. There are also Wo kinds of 2aths tiuths of reasonimg
and tiuths of fact. Twulhs of reasomng are necessary and
their oppostte 15 unpassible; those of fact ate contingent and
their opposite is possible. When a truth 15 necessmry, the
reason for 1t can be found by analysis, that is, by resolving
iv mto smpler deds and truths until the pumary oncs ae
reached.

34. It is 1n this way that in mathematics speculative
theorems and mactical canons are reduced by analysis to
definitrons, axtoms, and postulates.

35. Finally there are simple 1deas of which no definition
can be given; there arc also axioms or postulates, or in a word
primary principles, which cannot be proved and have no
nced " of proof. These are sdentical propositions, whose
opposite contamns an expless contiadiction

36. Bul a sufficient reason also must be found in the case of
contingent drushs or lruths of fact; that 1s to say, mn the case of
the series of things spiead over the universe of created
things, otherwise resolution into particular ieasons mught
go on into endless detail on account of the immense variety
of things in nature and the dvision of hodies ad wfinitum
There are an mfimte number of shapes and motions, both
present and past, which enter mto the efficient cause of my
present writing; and there nie an infimte number of minute
inchnations and cdispositions of my soul, both present and
past, which enter into its final cause,

37. And as all 1his differentiation mvolves only other prior
or moie differentinted contingent thungs, all of which need a
similar analysis to explam them, we are no further advanced*
and the sufficient or ultimate reason must he outside the
serzes of this differcntiation of contingent thulgs, however
infinite it may be.
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38 Tl s why the ultimate teason of thgs must he in
a neeessary substance, m which the differientiation ol the
changes only exists emunently as in then source; and thns is
what we call God. i

39. Now since this substance 15 a suffictent reason of all tlus
differentiation, which is 1tself hkewise all connected, there 4
only one God, and this God s enough

40 We may also judge that smce this Supreme Substance,
who 1s umique, umiversal, and necessary, las nothg outside
Himsclf independent of Himself, and 15 a simple seites of
possible being, He must be ncapable of bemg limiled, and
must contain just as much reality as is posstble.

41 Whence 1t follows that God 1s absolutely perfect, since
perfection is nothing but magnitude of posttive reality, in the
strict sense, setting aside the limits or bounds 1n things which
are limited. And there, where there are no bounds, tlmt 1§
to say in God, perfection is absolutely infinite.

42. It follows also that created things owe their per-
fections to the influence of God, but that they owe their
imperfections to therr own nature, which is incapable of
being without limuts. For 1t 1s in this that they ae dis-
tinguished from God.

43. Ttis true likewise, that i God is the source not only of
existences but also of essences, in so far as they are teal, that
is of all the reality there is in possibility. This is because
the Understanding of God is the region of eteinal truths
and of the 1deas on which they depend, and because without
Him there would be nothing real in the possibilities—not only
nothing existent, but also nothing possible.

44. Yor if there is a reality in essences or possibilitics, or
indeed 1 eternal truths, this reality must be founded on
something existent and actual; and consequently on the
existence of the Necessary Being in whom essence involves
existence, oi*1in whom to be possible is itsell to be actual.

45 Thus God alone (or the Necessary Being) has the
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privilege that He must exist 1k Tle is posstble,  And as nothing
can prevent the possibiity of that wluch has no himits, no
negation, and consequently no contiadiction, this alone 15
neeessary Lo make us know the existence of God a prior,
We have proved it also by the 1eality of eternal tiuths, And
we have now just proved it @ pesteriors also, simce there exist
coutingent bemngs, which can only have theli ultmate or
sufficient reason n the Necessary Bemg, who has the 1cason
for His being in Flimself.

46 We must not, however, imagine, as some do, that
because the eternal iruths are dependent on God, they aie
theiefore arbitrary and depend on His will, as Descaites,
and after him M Poiret, seem to have thought. This 1s true
only of contingent truths, whose principle 1s fitness or the
choice ol the best; whereas necessary truths depend solely on
His understanding, of which they arc the internal object.

47. Thus God alone 15 the primary Unity, or original simple
substance, from which all monads, cieated and derived, are
produced, and are boin, so to speak, by continual fulgurations
of the Davinity from moment to moment, limited by the
receptivity of the created being, which 1s of its essence
linited,

48, There is in God power, which is the source of every-
thing, Anowledge, which contams the differentiation of the
ideas, and finally will, which causes change and production
according 1o the pnnciple of what is Dest. And these
correspond to what provides the ground or basis in created
monads, the perceptive facully and the appetitive faculty.
But in God these attributes are absolutely infinite ot perfect,
while in created monads o1 1 enteleches (ot perfectihabiae,
as Heimolaus Barbarus translated this word) there are only
hmitations of them, in proportion to the perfection there 1s
m the monad.

49. The created thing is said to act outwardly i so far as
1t has perfection, and to be passively affected by another i so
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far as 1t o amperteet. Thus ackiordy 15 attiiboted 1o the
monad m so far as it has distinet pereeptions, il Dassinty
w50 lar s 1t has confused percephions,

so And one created thing is moie peilect than another
when theie 15 found in 1t that which explams « porore what
happens m the other, and 1t 15 because of thiy that we say
that 1t acts upon the other,

s1. But m simple substances the influence of one monad
over another 18 zdeal only, it can have 1ts elfect only thiough
the intervention of God, masmuch as m the 1deas of God a
monad 11ghtly demands that God, in regulating the rest from
the begining of thmgs, should have iegaid to tsell, Fo
since It 15 1mpossible fo1 a created monad to have a phystcal
influence on the mmer natute of another, this 15 the only way
i which one can be dependent on another.

2. And this is why actions and passions aie mytual
between cicated things For when God compates two
simple substances he finds m each reasons which obhige TIim
to adapt the other to 1L, and consequently what is active m
certamn aspeets 15 passive [rom another point of view: acsine
in so lar as what is distinctly known m it explaing what
occurs 1 another, and passve moso e as what ocenrs m
1t 15 distinetly known m another,

53 Now as there is an mfinite nmmber ob possible uni
verses in the 1deas of God, and as only one can exist, there
must be a sulficient reason for God’s choice, deteumining
Him to one rather than 1o anothes,

54 And tins 1eason can only be [ound in the fibuess, or
in the degrees of peifuction, which these worlds contuin,
each possible world havmg the right Lo claim existence in
proportion to the peifection which 1t involves.

55. And 1t is this which causes the exastence of the Dest,
which God knows through His wisdom, chooses through His
goodness, and produces through His power

56. Now tlus commection or adaptation of all created
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things with cach, and ol cach with all the test, means that
ench simple substance has relations which express all the
othes, un‘d that comsequently 1tt1s a perpetnal iving minor
ol the wivetse

57. And just as the same town, when looked at from
different sides, appeas quite different and 1s, as i were,
multiplied in perspeciive, s0 wlso 1t happens thal beenuse of
the infinite number ot simple substances, i1, 1 as if there were
as many different univeises, which arc however but different
peispective representations of a smgle univeise fiom the
difterent pomnts of view of each monad.

58 And this is the means of obtammng as much variety as
possible, but with the greatest order possible; that is to say,
1t 1s the means of obtamning as much perfection as possible.

5g. Further it 15 this hypothesis alone (which I ventute to
regard as proved) which properly exalts the greatness of God.
This M. Bayle recognized, when in his Dicizonary (in the
article ‘Rorarius’) he made objections, ix which he was even
mclined to believe that I attnbuted too much to God, and
more than is possible. But he could not advance any 1eason
why tlus universal harmony, which causes cach substance
exactly 1o express all the others through the relations winch
it has with them, should be umpossible.

6o. Moreaver, it s evident [tom what T have just said that
there are @ prior: 1casons why thungs could not be otherwise
than they are: namely, because God in regulating the whole
had regard o cach puil, and particularly to cach monad.
The nature of the monad is representative, and consequently
nothing can Hmit it to repiesenting o pait of things only,
although it is true that its representation 15 confused as
regards the detail of the whole umverse and can only be
distinct as regards a small part of things, that is to say as
regards those which ate either the nearest or the largest mn
relation 1o each of the monads, otherwise each monad would
be a dwvinity, It is not in the object, but in the mod:ification
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of the knowledge of the object, that monads are lnmted  In
a confused way they all go towards the mfinte, or towards
the whole; but they are hmited and distmguishied from one
anothet by the degrees of then disfinet peieeptions,

61 And in this the compounds symbohze the simples.
Tor as the whole is a plenum, which means that the whole
of matter is connected, and as i a plenum every movement
has some effect on distant bodies 1n proportion to theit dis-
tance, so that each body not only 15 allected by those which
touch it, and is 1 some way sensitive to whatever happens
1o them, but also by means of them 1s sensitive to those which
touch the fiist bodies by wluch 1t is itself directly touched;
1t follows that this communication stretches out indefinitely.
Conscquently every body is sensitive to everything which is
happemung 1n the umiveise, so much so that one who saw
everything could read m each body what 1s happening every-
wheie, and even what has happened or what will hapgen, by
obscrving in the present the things that are distant i time
as well as in space, odumvowa wdvra, as Hippocrates said.
But a soul can only 1ead w tself what 1s distinctly represented
there; it 15 unable to develop all at once all the things that
are folded within it, for they streteh to infinty.

6z Thus although cach created monwd wepresenis the
whole universe, 1t 1epresents more distinetly the body which
15 particularly affected hy it, and whose entlelechy it is: and
as this body expresses the whole universe hy the connection
of all matter in the plenum, the soul represents the whole
universe also in 1epresenting the bady which helongs Lo it n
a particular way.

63 'The body belonging to a monad, which is that hody’s
entelechy or soul, constitutes togethier with the entelechy
what may be called a Loving thing, and with the soul what is
called an anvnal. Now this body of a living thing or animal
is always organic; fo1 smce every monad 1s 1n 1ts way a mitor
of the universe, and since the universe 15 regulated m a
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perfect order, there must also be an owder in that which
represenis it, that is to say m the peseeptions of the soul,
and consequently in the body, wcemding to which order the
universe 1s represented therew,

64. Thus cach organic body of a hving thing is a kmnd
of diving machine, or natural antomaton, which infinitely
suipasses all antificial automata.  Because a machine, which
is made by the art of man, is not w machine in each of 1ts parts,
for example, the tooth of a metal wheel has paits which as
far as we are concerned are not artificial and wlich have
about them nothing of the character of a machine, in relation
to the use for which the wheel was ntended. But the
machines of natute, that 1s to say hving bodies, are stil
machines in the least of their parts ad wnfinetrn,  This 1t 18
which makes the difference between nature and art, that 1
10 say between Divine art and ours.

65. And the Author of nature was enabled to practise this
divine and infinttely marvellous artifice, because each portion
of matter is not only infinitely divisible, as the ancients
recognized, but 1 alse actually subdivided without hmit,
each part into further parts, of which each one has some
motion of its own: otherwise it would he unpossible for each
portion of matter to express the whole universe.

66, Whenee it is evident that thete 15 a world of created
beings—living things, animals, entelechies, and souls-—in the
least part of matier,

6. Tach portion of matter may be conceived as a garden
full of plants, and as a pond full of fish, But every branch
of each plant, every member of cach animal, and every diop
of theh Haquid parts is itself hkewise a similar garden or pond.

68, And although the earth and the amr interspersed be-
tween the plants i the garden, oy the water interspersed
between the fish in the pond, are neither plant nor fish, yet
they still contain them, though most usually ofsa subtlety
which renders them imperceptible to us,

~ oo
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69 Thus there 15 nothing waste, nothing stetile, notlung
dead m the univeisc, no chaos, no confusions, save m appeai-
ance  We might compuie this to the appearance of a pond
1n the distance, where we can see thefconfused movement and
swarming of the fish, without distinguishing the fish them-
sclves,

7o, Thus we sce that cach hving body has a dominant
entelechy, which 1 the case of an amimal 15 the soul, but the
membeis of this hving body aie full of other living things,
plants and animals, of which each has in turn 1ts dominant
entelechy or soul.

71. But we must not mmagme, as some have done who
have misunderstood my view, that each soul has a mass or
portion of matter appiopuiate or attached to itself for ever,
and that 1t consequently possesses other inferior living things,
for ever destmed to 1ts service. For all bodies are m a
perpetual flux like r1vers, and parts are passing in and out
of them continually

2. Thus the soul only changes its body bit by it and by
degiecs, so that 1t Is never despoiled of all its organs all
together; i animals there is often metamorphosis, but never
metempsychosis, nor tiansmigration of souls. neither are
there any entiely separate souls, nor superhuman sprris
without bodies  God alone is entirely detached trom hody.

73. It is because of this also that there is never, sirictly
speaking, absolute generation nor perfect death, consisting
in the separation of the soul. And whatl we cull generation
is a development and a growth, while what we call death is an
envelopment and a diminution.

74. Philosophers have been much emharrassed over the
onigin of forms, entelechies or souls. But to-day when
exact researches on plants, insects, and animals have revealed
the fact that the organic bodies of nature are never produced
from a chaos or from putrefaction, but always from seeds,
wherein there was certainly some preformation, we conclude
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not only that the orgapue hody was alieady present before
conception, bul alsu that there was u soul in 1hus body; that,
in a word, the animal iteelt was present, and that by means
of conception 1t was mewly prepared for a great nanstoima-
tion, 50 as to become an ammal of another kind  We even
see something of this kind apart from birth, as when worms
hecome fhes, and cateipillars become hutterflics,

75. The anumals, of which some me 1a15ed by means of
conception to the rank of the larger anumals, may be called
sperinaiic; but those among them which 1eman in thewr own
kind (and they aie the gieater number) are born, multiply,
and are destroyed like the laige animals; and theie 15 only a
small number of elect ones who pass to a wider sphere

76 But thus 1s only half the tiuth, And so I judged that
if the anmmal never begins naturally, neither does it end
naturally, and that not only will there be no birth, but also
no complete destruction, no death, strictly speaking. And
these reasommngs, which are @ posteriors and derived fiom
experience, agiee perfectly with the prinaples I previously
deduced a priori

77 Thus one may say thai not only is the soul (the mirior
of an indestructible universe) itsell mdestiuctible, but so also
is the animal itself, although its machine may often perish 1n
paxt, and cast off or put on paiticula organic integuments.

78, These principles provide me with a way of explaming
naturally the umon, or rather the conformity, of the soul and
the orgame body. The sounl follows its own laws, and the
body 1ts own likewise, and they accoid by virtue of the
harinony pre-esiablished among all substances, smce they are
all representations of onc and the same universe.

79. Souls act according 10 the laws of final causes by
appeutmnsh&r}_ds and means. Bodles act accmdmg to the
laws of gfficient causes bj motlons “And the two kingdoms,
of efficient and of ﬁnal causes, ate in harmony with one

*
another, , LN 5,
N -«-L.Uhg i ‘ . !
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8o Descartes 1ecognized that souw cunnot give lorce to
bodies because there 15 always the same quantity ol force i
matter. He believed, however, that the soul could change
the direction of bodies But this 1s 'wecause i us day the
law of natuie was not known which alfitms the conservation
of the same 1otal direction in matter ad he noticed this,
he would have stumbled upon my system ot Pre-cstabhished
Harmony.

81. Under this system, bodies act as though, per tmpossibile,
there were no souls: and souls act as if there were no bodzes,
and both act as if each influenced the other

82. As for minds or rational souls, although I find that
what I have just been saying is at bottom true of all living
beings and ammals (that 15 to say that the animal and the
soul only begin with the world and do not come te an end
any more than the world comes to an end), yet rational
animals are peculiar m this, that their little spermatic
animals, so long as they are that merely, have only ordinary
or sensitive souls; but as soon as those which are, so to speak,
elect arnve by an actunl conception at human nature, then
their sensitive souls arc raised to the rank of 1cason and 1o
the prerogative of minds.

83. Among other differences which exist between ordinary
souls and minds, some of which T have already pointed out,
there is also lus, that souls in general are the living miriors
or images of the universe of created things, whereas minds
are also images of the Divimity Himself, or the Author of
nature, capable of knowmng the system of the univeise, and
of imitating something of it by architectonic patterns, cach
mind being as it were a little divinity in its own depaiiment.

84. This it is which renders minds capable of entering
inte a kind of soclety with God, and makes Ehs relation to
them not only that of an inventor to his machine (which is
God’s relation to the 1est of created things) but also that of &
prince to his subjects, and even of a father to his children,
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85 Trom this 1t 15 cl;&sy to conclude that the assemblage
of all minds must muké up the City of God, that 15 1o say
the most perfect possible state under the most pertect of
monarchs.

86. This City of God, tlis truly umversal monarchy, 15 a
moral world in the natural world, und 1s the most exalted
and the most divine of God’s works, and m it truly consists
His glary, since He could not be glonfied 1f His greatness and
goodness were not known and wondered at by minds: it is
also in relation to this divine City that He may popeily be
said to have goodness, whereas His wisdom and power are
manifested everywhere.

87. As we have cstablished above a perfect harmony
between two natural kingdoms, the one of efficient and the
other of final causes, we ought here also to point out another
harmony hbetween the physical kingdom of nature and the
moral kingdom of grace; that is to say between God as
Architect of the machme of the universe, and God as
Monarch of the dwvine City of Minds,

88. This harmony means that things conduce to grace by
the very ways of nature, and that this globe, for example,
must be destroyed and repaired by natwal ways at the times
demanded by the government of minds for the chastiscment
of some and Lhe reward of otheis.

89. Tt can [urther be said that God as Architect salisfies
God as Lawgiver in everytlung, and that thus sins catry thew
punishment with them by the order of nature, and by virtue
of the mechanical structurce of things itself; and that in the
same way noble actions will attract their rewards by ways
which are mechamcal as far as bodies are concerned, although
this cannot and should not always happen immediately

o. Tnally, under this perfect government there will be no
go%‘cr action without rewaid, no evil actton without punish-
ment, and everything must turn out for the good of the
righteous, of those, that is, who are not dissatisfied in this
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great State, who trust m Provadenc® when they have done
their duty, and who love and imitatd fittingly 1he Author of
all good, delightg m the consideration of Mis pufections
afier the manner of true pure love;, which makes us take
pleasuie in the happness of the beloved. This it 15 wlich
makes the wise and virtuous work for whatever scems to
conform with the presumptive or antecedent will of God, and
yel leaves them satisfied with what God in fact causes to
happen by His secret will, which is consequent and decisive,
recogmzing as they do that if we could sufficiently understand
the order of the universe, we should find that it surpasses the
desires of the most wise, and that it is impossible to make 1t
better than it 1s, not only for the whole in general, but also
for ourselves in particular, if we are attached as we should be
to the Author of the whole, not merely as to the Architect and
efficient Cause of our being, but also as to our Master and the
final Cause which must constitute the whole end of our will,
and which alone can constitute our happiness
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1. Substance 15 a bemg capable of action It is simple or
compound  Sumple substance 1s that which has no parts.
Compound substance 18 the combination of siuple substances
o1 monads. Monas 1s a Greek work which signifies unity or
that which is one  Compounds or bodies are pluralities, and
simple substances—that is lives, souls, minds—are unities
Thete must nccessarly be simple substances everywhere,
because without simple substances there could be no com-
pounds, consequently the whole of nature is full of life.

2. Monads, having no parts, cannot be made or unmade.
They can neither begin nor end naturally, and consequently
they last as long as the umverse, which will be changed but
not destroyed They cannot have shapes, otherwise they
would have paits. Thus one monad, in itsell and at a par-
ticular moment, can only be distinguished from another by
mternal qualities and activities, which can be nothing else
but its perceplions (that 1s to say, the representaiions in the
simple of the compound or of that which 18 outside) and 1ts
appettions (that is to say, its tendencies to pass {rom one
perception to another), which are the priciple of change.
Tor the simplicity of substance does not preclude the pos-
sibiity of a mulliplicty of modifications, which indeed
necessarily exist together m the same simple substance, and
these modifications must consist m the variety of the relations
of the simple substance to things which are outside. Just
as in a centre or poini, 1 itself perfectly simple, are found an

infinite number of angles formed by the lnes which meet
there.
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3. All natwie 15 a plenum,  Lverfwhere there aie smple
substances, effectively separated from one another by actions
of thetr own which are continually gltering therr relations;
and each siumple substance or distinct monad, which foums
the centie of a compound substance (¢.g. of an ammal) and
the prunciple of 1ts oneness, 15 smounded by a mass composed
of an nfimte number of other monads which constitute the
body belonging to this cential monad, corresponding to the
affections of 1ts body 1t reptesents, as m a kind of centre, the
things which are outside of 1t And this body 15 organic, when
1L forms a kind of automaton or natural machume, which is a

achine not only as a whole but also mn 1ts smallest observ-
%le parts. And since because the world 1s a plenum every-

ing 15 connected together, and each body acts on every other
Body more or less according to the distance, and 1s affected by
it by reaction, it follows that every monad 1s a mirror that 18
alive or endowed with mner activity, is representative of the
universe from 1ts own pomnt of view, and s as much regulated
as the universe itsell.  The percentions in the manad sping
from onc another according to the laws of the appetites or
the final causes of good and evil, which consist m 1he obscrvable
perceptions, 1egulated or unregulated—in the same way as
the changes ol the bodies and the phenomena outside spring
from one another according to the laws of effictent causes,
that is to say of motions. Thus there is a perfect harmony
between the perceptions of the monad and the motions of the
bodies, pre-established at the outsel between the system of
efficient canses and the system of final causes. Heremn
consists the concord and the physical union of the soul and
the body, which exists without the one being able to change
the laws of the other.

4. Each monad, together with a particular body, makes a
living substance. ' Thus there 1s not only life everywhere,
joined to members or organs, but there are also infinite
degrees of it in the monads, some of them more or less
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dommating over otheis)’ Bul when the monad has s
organs adjusted 1 such g way that by means of them the
Impessions they 1ccervel and consequently the perceptions
winch represent them, are distinguished and heightened (as,
for example, when by means of the shape ot the humows of
the eye 1ays of light are concentrated and act with more
force), this may amount Lo sensafion, that 15 Lo say, to a per-
ception accompanied by memory—a peiception, Lo wit, of
which a certain echo long remains to make itself heaid on
occaston. Such a hving bemng 15 called an aweimal, as its
monad 1s called a soul. And when this soul {s raised to the
level of reasom, 1t 1s something more sublime, and 15 1eckoned ,
as a mind, as will be explaned later. It is tiue that ammals
are sometimes in the condition of simple living bemngs and
their souls in the condition of simple monads, to wit, when
their peiceptions are not sofficently distinguished to be
remembBered, as occurs in a deep dreamless sleep or in a swoon

But perceptions which have become entirely confused must
necessarlly be developed again in ammals, for reasons I
shall give below (12). Thus it is well to distinguish be-
tween jzerwptz‘on which 15 _the iuper. smtc ‘of the monad

re.p?‘:entlng extet ndL_Lhmgs and_ ap _{_)‘_rz:o;‘i)151_(1&1 w_hmh Is_
conscwmnass, or tlm reﬁeCtlYanowledge of tlus inier staLL,
and which 5 not given to all souls, not at ail tumes to the
same soul. [t is for want of this distinction that the
Cartesians made the mistake of taling no account of per-
ceptions which are not apperceived, as common people take
no account of insensible bodies. It 1s this also which made
these same Cartesians believe that minds alone arc monads,
and that there are no souls in ammals, and still less other
principles of life. And while, in thus denymng sensations 1o
ammals, they have gone agamst the common opmion of men
too much, so they have, on the other hand, taken too much
account of the prejudices of the vulgar, in confusing a long
stupor, which arises from a great confusion of perceptions,
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with ac/ual death, in which all percbption would cease  This
teaching of theus has confirmed tlﬁ‘ l-tounded beliefl i the
destruction of some souls, and the yeimiclous view of certam
people, supposed to be free-thmkers, who have denied the
immottalily of ows.

5. There 1s a connection between the peiceptions of
anmmmals, which beais some 1esemblance to reason but it ig
based only on the memory of facis or eflects, and not at all
on the knowledge of causes. Thus a dog runs away fiom
the stick with which he has been beaten, because memory
represents to him the pamn which was caused by that stick
And men, mn so far as they arc empiricists, that is to say
in three-fourths of then actions, only act like brutes. For
example, we expeet that day will dawn tomorrow, because
we have always experienced 1t to be so; 1t 15 only the
astronomer who foresecs it by rcason, and cven this pre-
diction will ultimately fail when the cause of daylight, which
is not ecternal, ceases. But true recasoning depends on
necessary o1 eteinal iruths (ke the truths of logic, numbery,
and geometry) which make the connection of rdeas mndubit-
able, and the sequences mevitable  Ammals mm which such
sequences cannot be obseived are called brutes; but those
which know these necessaty truths are called rafional
animals, and thell souls are called munds. These souls are
capable of perlorming acts of reflection, and of consideiing
what 1s called sclf, substance, soul, mind —those things and
truths, in short, which are immatertal. [t iy this which
makes us capable of undeistanding seience or demonstiative
knowledge.

6. The 1esearches ol the moderns have taught us, and it is
approved by 1eason, that the hving things whose organs we
know, that 1s to say plants and ammals, do not come from
putrefaction or chaos as the ancients believed, but from
pre-formed sceds, and consequently from the transformation
of pre-existing living things. There are hittle animals i the
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seeds of the Large ones, wlich by means of cont eptlion assume
a new vesture, which thpy appropuate, and which enables
them to be noutished andi to grow, so as to pass on 1o a wider
stage, and propagate the luge animal, It 1s true that the
souls of human spermatic animals are not rational and only
become so when through conception these anumals arc
destined fo1 human nature. And as ammals are usually not
born completely in conception or generation, so nether do
they perish completely in what we call death ; for 1t is reason-
able that what does not begmn naturally should not come to
an end wn the order of nature either. Thus, casting off their
masks o1 their rags, they merely return to a moie subtle scene,
on which, howevet, they can be as sensible and as well ordered
as on the greater one.  And what has just been said of large
animals occurs also In the gencration and death of these
spermatic animals themselves ; that 1s to say, they have grown
from other smaller spermatic animals, 10 compauson with
which they can be reckoned large; for everything i nature
proceeds ad wfimtum  Thus not only souls but animals also
are ingenerable and imperishable: they are only developed,
enveloped, reclad, stiipped, transfoimed; souls never leave
the whole of their body, and do not pass from one body to
another which is entirely new to them Thus there is no
melempsychosis, but there 1s metamorphosis.  Animals change,
take on and put off parts only: in nutiition tius takes place
bit by bii, and by small insensible parts, but continually,
while in conception and death when much 1s acquired or
lost all at one time the change takes place rately, but all at
once and in a way that can be noticed.

7. Up till now we have spoken as physicists merely; now
we must rise to metaphysics, making use of the great principle,
commonly but little employed, winch holds that nothing takes
place without sufficient reason, that i1s to say that nothing
happens without its being possible for one who has enough
knowledge of things to give a reason sufficient to determine
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why it is thus and not otherwise.  Yhis principle having been
laid down, the first question we al’> entitled Lo usk will be;
Why 1s there something vather than sothing 7 For ‘nothmg’ is
simpler and easier than ‘somcthing’. Fmither, supposing
that things must cxist, 1t must be possible to give o reason
why they must exist yust as they do and not otherwise,

8 Now this sufficient 1eason of the existence of the
universe cannot be found in the series of contingent things,
that is to say, of bodies and of their representations in souls.
For since matter 15 in 1tselt indifferent to motion or to rest,
and to one motion rather than another, 1t cannot itsel{
contain the reason of motion, still less of a particular motion,
And although the present motion which is in matter arises
from the one before it, and this in 1ts tum from the one
before that, we are no fuither on however far we go; for the
same question always 1emams. fl‘hus the sufficient, reason,
which needs no further reason, must be outside this series of
contingent things, and must ke i a substance which is the
cause of this sertes, or which 15 a being that bears the 1eason
of its existence within itself; otherwise we should still not
have a sufficient 1eason, with which we could stop. And
this final reason of things is called God. _}

9. This simple primary substance must include eminently
the perfections which arve conlained in the deivative sub-
stances which are its effects,  Thus it will have perfect power,
knowledge, and will; that is to say, it will have omnipotence,
omniscience, and supieme goodness.  And us juslice, token in
a very general sense, is nothing other than goodness in con-
formity with wisdom, thete must clearly also be supreme
justice in God, [Reason, which has made things exist
through Him, makes them also depend on Him in ther
existence and operation ;\and they are continually receiving
from Him that which endows them with some perfection;
but any imperfection which they retain comes from the
essential and original limitations of the created thing.
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1o It follows fiom the supreme pertection of God that in
producing the universe I chose the best possible plan, con-~
tanmng the greatest vanchy 1ogether with the greatest mder;
the best arranged sutuation, place, and time, the gieatest
effect produced by the simplest means; the most power, the
most knowledge, the most happiness and goodness 1n cicated
things of which the umiverse admitted, Fou as all possible
things have a clum to existence in the undersianding of
God 1 proportion 1o then petlections, the 1csult of all these
claims must be the most perfect actual world which is
possible. Otherwise 1t would not be possible to explain
why things have happened as they have rather than
otherwise.

11. The supreme wisdom of God has made Him choose
especially the laws of motion, which are the hest adjusted
and the most fitted to abstract and metaphysical reasons.
Accordifig to them there is always conserved the same
quantity of total and absolute foice or activily, the same
quantity of relative force or reaction; the same quantity,
finally, of force of direction. Moreover the activity 1s
always equal to the reaction, aud the whole effect is always
equivalent io 1ts full cause. It is swrprising that those
laws of motion discovered m ow day, some of which I
have mysell discovered, cannot be explained merely by the
consideration of eficient causes or of matter Tor I have
found that it is necessary to have recourse to final causes,
and that these laws do not depend on the principle of necessity
as do the truths of logic, artthmetic, and geometry, but on
the principle of filness, that is to say on the choice of wisdom,
Thus 1t is one of the most effective and sensible proofs of the
existence of God for those who are able to go deeply into
these matters.

12, It follows, further, from the perfection of the Supreme
Author, that not only is the order of the whole universe the
most perfect possible, but also that each living mirror which
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represents the univeise fiom (s (':Wn point ol view, that is
10 say cach monad, cuch su{)bmm}uul centie, must have s
peieeptions und appetites mgulntu(;, in the best way wlueh is
compatible with all the 1est. From which 1t [ollows that
sonls, that 15 to say the most dommant monads, or rather
animals themsclves, cannot [ail to wake up from the state of
stupor m which they may be placed by death or by some
other accident.

13. For everything 15 regulated 1n things once {or all with
as much order and agreement as possible, since supreme
wisdom and goodness cannot act without peifect haimony:
the picsent 15 big with the futuie, what 15 to come could be
read in the past, what 15 distant expressed 1n what is near
The beauty of the umverse could be leaint in each soul,
could onc unravel all its folds wlnch develop perceptibly
only with time. But as each distinct perception of the
soul mcludes an wfimte number of confused pefceptions
which embrace all the universe, the soul itself does not know
the things which 1t perceives, except in so far as 1t has per-
ceptions of them which are distinct and heightened: and &
has perfection in proportion o its distinet perceptions. Each
soul knows the mnfinite, knows everything, but conlusedly.
Just as when T am walking along the shore of the sea and
hear the great noise it makes, though T hem the separate
sounds of each wave of which the tolal sound is made up, [
do not discriminate them onc {rom another; so our confused
perceptions are the result of the impressions which the whole
universc makes on us. It is the same with cach monad.
God alone has a distinct knowledge of everything, for He is
the source of everything. It has been very well said that as
a centre He is everywhere; but His circurnicrence is nowheze,
since everything is piesent to Him immediately, without
being removed {rom this centie.

14. As regards the rational soul or mund, there 15 m it
sormething more than in monads, or even in simple souls.
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1t 15 not only a murtor of the universe of created things, but
also an image ot the Deity.  The mmd not only has a percep-
tion of the woiks of Godd but is even capable of producing
something like them, though on a small scale. Ifor, not to
mention the wonders of dreams, in which we mvent without
cfiort (but also without will) things we could only discover
after much thinking when awake, our soul 15 aichitectonie
m 1ts voluntary activities also, and, discoverng the sciences
m accordance with which God had regulated things (pondere,
mensura, nuwinero elc ), 1t imitates m 1ts own sphere, and m
the httle world m which 1t 15 allowed to act, what God per-
forms i the great world

15. For this reason all minds, whether of men or super-
human spirits, entermg as they do by virtue of reason and
the eternal verities into a kind of society with God, are
members of the City of God, that 1s to say of the most
perfect state, formed and goveined by the greatest and
best of monarchs where there is no crime without punish-
ment, no good action without proportionate reward, and
finally as much virtue and happiness as 1s possible; and thus,
not by any derangement of nature, as if what God has 1n
store for the soul might disturb the laws of the body, but by
‘the actual order of natural things, by virtue of the harmony
pre-cstablished from all time between the 1ealms of nature
and of grace, between God as Architect and God as Monazch,
in such a way that nature itself leads to grace, and grace
perfects nature 1 making use of it. ™}

16. Thus although reason cannot teach us the delails of
the great future, which are reserved for revelation, we can
rest assured by this same reason that things are accomplished
m a manner which exceeds our desires. Since, too, God 1s
the most perfect and the most happy and consequently the
most lovable of substances, and since pure true love consists
in the state which causes pleasure to be felt in the perfections

1'by weight, measure, number’, etc.



30 PRINCIPLES

and happiness of the beloved, this love ought to give us the
gieatest pleasure of which a man 1s capable, when God is
the object of it.

17. 1t is easy to love Him as we ought 1f we know Fim as
I have described  For although God is not sensible to our
external senses, Ile 18 none the less very lovable and gives
great pleasme. We see how much pleasure men derive fiom
honours, although they do not consist of qualities that appear
to the exteinal senses. Martyrs and fanatics (although the
affection of the latter is 1ll regulated) show of what the
pleasure of the mind is capable: and what 1s more, even the
pleasures of the senses are m the last resort mtellectual
pleasutes, confusedly known Music charms us although itg
beauty only consists in the harmony of numbers, and n the
account which we do not notice, but which the soul none the
less takes, of the beating or vibration of sounding bodies,
which meet one another at ceitam mteivals, The pleasuies
which the eye finds in proportions are of the same kind, and
those caused by the other senses amount to much the same
thing, although we may not be able to explain it so dis-
tinctly.

18 It may even be aflirmed that love of God gives us
here and now a foretaste of futute felieity. And although
1 1s disinterested, it constitutes ol itself our greatest good and
interest, even though we may not scek them in it, and con-
sider only the pleasuie which it gives without 1egard to the
utility it produces; for it mves us a perfecl confidence m
the goodness of our Author and Master, which produces a
true tranquillity of mind, not as in the Stoics, who resolutely
force themselves to patience, but by a present contentmen,
which further assures us a future happiness. And apart
from the present pleasure, nothing could be moie useful for
the future, for the love of God also fulfils our hopes, and
leads us in the way of supreme happiness, because in virtue
of the perfect order established in the universe, everything
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is doue m the best possible way, as much for the general
good as also for the greatest particular good of those who
beheve in it, and who arwsatisied by the Divine government:
which cannot fail to be the case with those who know how to
love the Sowrce of all good,  Itis true that supteme happiness
(with whatever beatific vision, o1 knowledge of God, 1t may
be accompanicd) can never be complele becanse God, being
mfinite, cannat be entirely known. Thus our happiness will
never consist, and ought not to consist, 1 a complete cnjoy-
ment, in which there would be nothing left to desire, and
which would make our mind stupid, but in a perpetual
progress to new pleasures and new perfections.



ON THE ULTIMATE ORIGINATION OF TIIINGS
23 NOVEMBER 1697

Bestprs the world or aggregate of fimte things we find a
certamn Unmity which 15 dominunt, not only m the sense m
which the soul is domunant in me, or rather m which the self
or / is dominant in my body, but also m a much more exalted
manner. For the dommnant Unity of the universe not only
rules the world, but also constructs or makes it; and 1t 15
lugher than the world and, 1f I may so put it, extramundane;
it 15 thus the ultimate reason of things. Now neither 1n any
one single thing, nor in the whole aggregate and scues of
things, can there be found the sufficient reason of existence,
Let us suppose the book of the elements of geometry to have
been eternal, one copy always having been written down
from an earlier one, 1t 15 evident that, even though a reason
can be mven for the present book out of a past one, never-
theless out of any number of books taken in order going
backwards we shall never come upon a full reason ; though we
might well always wonder why there should have been such
bouks from all time—why there were books at all, and why
they were written in this manner.  What 1s truc of the books
15 true also of the different states of the world; for what
follows is in some way copied from what precedes (cven
though there are certain laws of change). And so, however
far you go back to earlier states, you will never find in those
states a full reason why there should be any world rather
than none, and why it should be such as it 1s.

Indeed, even 1f you suppose the world eternal, as you will
still be supposing nothing but a succession of states and will
not in any of them find a sufficient reason, nor however many
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states you assume will you advance one step towards giving
a reason, 1t 1s evident that the reason must be sought else-
whete. Tor m things wiuch are eternal, though there may
be no cause, nevertheless there must be known a reason;
which 1eason in things that aie permanent 15 necessity
self or essence, but m the senies of changeable things (it
this be supposed to be an cternal suecession from an earher
to a later) 1t will be, as will be presently undersiood, the
prevailing of inclinations, m a sphere where reasons do not
necessitate (by an absolute or metaphysical necessity, m
which the contiary implies a contradiction), but incline.
Tiom this 1 is evident that even by suppoesing the world
to be eternal we cannot escape the ultimate, extia-mundane
reason of things, or God.

The rcasons of the world then lie in something extia-
mundanc, different {rom the chain of states, or series of
things,"whose aggiegate constitutes the world. And so we
must pass [tom physical or hypothetical necessity, which
determines the subscquent things of the world by the earlier,
to something which is of absolute or metaphysical necessity,
for which itsell no 1eason can be given. TFor the present
world is necessary physically or hypothetically, but not
absolutely or metaphysically. In other words, when once it
15 deteimined that it shall be such and such, it follows that
such and such things will come into bemg. Since then the
ultimate root must be i something which is of metaphysical
necessity, and since ithere is no reason of any existent thing
except in an cxistent thing, it follows that there must exist
some one Being of metaphysical necessity, that is, from whose
essence existence springs; and so there must exist something
different [vom the pluality of beings, that 1s the world, which,
as we have allowed and have shown, 15 not of metaphysical
necessity,

Let me explain a httle more distinctly how out of truths
that are cternal or essential or metaphysical there arise
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tiuths that are tempoial; contingent, or physical — Frst we
must notice, fiom the very fact thal somethimg exists rather
than nothing, that there 1s m thimgs that are possible, v in
possibility of essence 1tsell, a certam need for existence, or
(f T may so put 1t) a claim to cxist; and, to put 1t bluntly,
that essence in itself tends towards existence  From thus it
further follows that all things which are possible, o1 expiess
essence or possible 1cality, tend by cqual nght towards
existence m proportion to the quantity of essence o1 reality
which they nclude, or in proportion to the stage of peifection
wluch belongs to them; for perfection 1s nothing else than
quantity of essence.

Hence 1t is seen to be most evident that oul of the infimte
combination of possibles, and the infinite posstble series, that
one exists by whose means the greatest posstble amount of
essence or possibility 15 brought mnto existence There 1s
always, I take 1t, to be found in things a principle of de-
texmination which turns on considerations of greatest and
least; namely, that the greatest effect should be produced
with (f I may so put 1t) the least cxpenditure. And the
time, the place, or (in a woid) the receptivity or capacity of
the world, may here be taken to be the expenditme o
ground, on which a building is to be rased as fittingly as
possible, while the variety of forms i~ n accordance with the
fitness of the building and with the number and clegance
of its rooms. It 15 very much hke what happens m certan
games, in which all the spaces on the board have 1o be filled
mn according 1o certain rules. unless you show some mgenuity
you will find yourself at the end kept out of certain refractory
spaces, and ihereby compelled to leave empty more spaces
than you need have done, and more than you wished. There
15, however, a defintte formula by wluch the greatest possible
success in filling the spaces is easily obtained. For instance,
1f we suppose omselves told to construct a triangle, there
being no other principle of determmation, the result is that
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we diaw an equlateral tiiangle; and 1t we are required to go
from one pont Lo another, and nothing further 1s added to
determune the way, we shall (hoose the path that 15 easiest ot
shortest  Simularly, once 1t has heen manted that a bemng 1s
better than a not-bemg, that is, that there 1s a reason why
something should exist 1ather than nothing, or that transition
fiom possibility to actuality 1 to take place, then, even if
nothing further 1s deteimined, the consequence 1s that there
exists as much as 1s possible in view of the capacity of time
and place (01 of the possible order of existing)—in very much
the same way as tiles are fitted together so as to put in as
many as possible within the given area.

From this 1t 1s now wonderfully clear how m the very
origmation of things a certan Divine mathematics or
metaphysical mechanies is employed, and how the greatest
quantity comes to be determined. It 1s on this principle that
of all the angles the right angle 15 the determined angle in
geometry, and that liquids when placed mn heterogeneous
media foum themselves into the most capacious shape, that
18, the spherical, but the best mstance of all 1s that in com-
mon mechanics itself, when several heavy bodies are operating
against one another, the 1esull 1w that movement which
seccutes the greatest descent on the whole. For just as all
things that aic possible with equal nght tend towards
existence m proportion 1o thewr ieality, so i the same way
all weights with equal 1ight tend towairds descent in pro-
portion to thewr gravily, and just as i the lalier case there
resulls a motion mvolving the grealest possible descent of
the heavy bodies, so m the former case there results a world
involving the gieatest production of things that are possible

Thus we now have physical necessity based on metaphysical
necessity. For although the world 15 not metaphysically
necessary, so that 1ts contrary would mmply a contiadiction
or logical absurdity, nevertheless it is necessary physically,
that is, determined 1n such a way that its contrary would
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imply 1mperfection or motal absuraity,  And as possilality
15 the pumaple of essence, so perfection or degiee of cssence
(which makes the largest number of things compossible) is
the punciple of existence. This makes 1t evident at the
same time how there can be {icedom in the Author of the
world, although He does everything deteimmately, because
He acts from the principle of wisdom or pelection, 1In-
difference arises fiom ignorance, and the wiser a man s, the
more is he determined to that action which 15 most perfect,

But (you will say) this comparison of a certamn metaphysical
determming mechanism with the physical mechamsm of
heavy bodies, elegant though it may appear, has nevertheless
this fault there really exist heavy bodies acting agamst one
another, but possibilities or essences prior to or beyond
existence are 1maginaiy or fictitious, and therefore it is of
no use to seek m them the reason of existence. I answer,
that nerther the essences nor the truths about them which
are known as eternal truths, are fictitious; they exist (il I may
so put 1t) in a certamn region of deas, that is, in God Himself,
the fount of all essence and of the existence of everyihmg,
That this 15 no merely aibitrary assettion 15 shown by the
very existence of the actual series of things. TFor simce m the
serics a 1eason cannotl be found, as I have shown above, but
must be sought m metaphysical necessities or eternal truths;
since, ioo, existent things cannot come mto being excepl
from existent things, as I have explained pieviously; 1
[ollows that eternal truths must have their existence in some
subject which is absolutely or metaphysically necessary,
that is in God, through whom these iruths, which would
otherwise be imaginary, are (to use a barbarous but ex-
@ressive word) realized.t

And indeed in actual {acl we find that everything in the
world takes place in accordance with the laws of the eternal
truths, not only geometrical but also metaphysical laws;

1 The word realisentur 13 a barbarism in Latin.
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that 1, not only according to material necessities, but also
according to fotmal nccessities. Tlis 15 not only true
in general, m regaid to the ieason (which 1 have just ex-
plained) why the world should exist rather than not, and why
it should exist just as 1t is rather than otherwise (this reason
is cettamly to be found in the tendency of what is possible
towards cxistence); but mote than this, if we come down ta
details, we see the marvellous way m whuch metaphysical
laws hold sway in the whole of nature—the laws of cause, of
potency, of activity,—and how they prevail even over the
puiely geometrical laws of matter themselves, as T found
to my great wonder when I was giving an account of the
laws of motion, so much so, indeed, that though from my
early youth, when I was more of a materialist, I had defended
the law of the geometric composition of forces, I was finally
forced to abandon 1, as I have explained at greater length
clsewhere,

Here then we have the ultimate reason of the reality both
of essences and of existences 1n a Unity, which must certainly
be greater, higher, and prior to the world itself, since through
1t alone not only the existent things, which the world contains,
but also the things that are possihle have their reahty. It
cannot be found except 1n one single source, because of the
interconnection of all these things with one another, It is
evident that from this source existent things are continually
issuing and being produced, and have been produced, since
it is not clear why one state of the world rather than another,
yesterday’s state rather than today’s, should flow from the
world 1tsell, It 1s also evident how God acls not only
physically but also {reely, and how there lies in Him not only
the cficent but also the final cause; and how from Him
proceeds the reason not only of the greatness or potency
that there 15 in the mechanism of the universe as now
established, but also of the goodness or wisdom involved in
the establishing of 1t,
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In case someone may think that moial petfection or good-
ness 15 here bemng confused with metaphysical petlection or
greatness, and may admit the latter while denyig the
former, it should be ponted out that 1t follows from what has
been said not only that the woild is the most perfeet physic-
ally, or, 1f you prefer 1i, metaphysically, ox m other words
that that series of things will be {ortheoming which in actual
fact affords the greatest quantity of reality, bul also thay
the world should be the most peifect morally, because tiue
motal perfection 1s physteal perfection m munds themselves,
Hence the world 15 not only the most wondeitul machme,
but also i regard to minds 1t 15 the best commonwcalth, by
whose means there 15 bestowed on minds the greatest possible
amount of felicity or joyfulness, and 1t 15 1 this that their
physical perfection consists

But, you will say, we find in the woild the very oppostte
of this  Often the worst of suffermgs {all upon the best men,
the innocent (I speak not only ol the brutes, but of men also)
are afflicted, and arc slain even with tortuies; indeed the
world, especially if we look at the government of the humap
race, seems rather a conlused chaos than an affarr ordaned
by some supreme wisdom. So it appears at fust sight, T
allow. but on deeper exammation it must be agieed that the
opposite 1s the case. It is evadent a priorr from those very
prnciples which I have adduced that without doubt there is
secured in the world ithe ughest perfection that theie could
possibly be of all things, and therefore of mmds,

And indeed 1t 15 unrcasonable, as the lawyers say, to
give a judgment without mspecting the whole law,  We have
knowledge of a tiny part of that cternily which stretches out
immeasurably. For how small a thing 1s the memory of the
few thousand years which listory hands down 1o us! And
yet out of so little experience we rashly make judgments
about the immeasurable and the eternal, just as men who
had been born and bred in prmson or m the subteiranean
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salt-mines of Samatia might think that there was no other
light in the world than the treacherous flicker of torches,
which was hardly suflicient to puide ther foolsteps. Look
at the most lovely picture, and then cover ot up, leaving
ancovered only a tiny scrap of 1t What else will you sece
there, even 1f you look as clusely as possible, and the more so
as you ook from nearer and nearer at hand, but a kind of
confused medley of colows, without sclection, without aitt
And yet when you remove the covenng, and look upon the
whole picture fiom the proper place, you will see that what
meviously seemed Lo you to have been aimlessly smeared
on the canvas was in fact accomplshed with the highest
art by the author of the work  What happens to the eyes in
pamting is equally experienced by the ears m music. The
great composers frequently mingle discords with harmonious
chords so that the listener may be stimulated and pricked as
it were, and may become eager to know what 1s pgomng to
happen; presenily when all 1s restored to order he feels so
much the more content. In the same way we may take
pleasure in small dangers, or 1 the expeiience of ills, {rom
the very sense or proof they give us of our own power or
felicity.  Or agam at the spectacle of rope-walking or sword-
dancing we are dehphied by the very clement of fear that is
involved, and we oursclves in play with children hold them
as 1f we were going Lo throw them out of the window, and
half Iet them go—in very much the same way as the ape
carrted Christian, King of Denmark, when he was still an
infant wrapped in long clothes, 1o the edge of the roof, and
then, when everybody was in terror, turned 1t into jest and
put um back into his cradle safe and sound. On the same
principle it has an insipid effect if we always eat sweet things;
sharp, acid, and even bitter things should be mixed in to
stimulate the taste. He who has not tasted what 15 bitter
has not earned what 1s sweet, nor will he appreciate it This
is the very law of enjoyment, that positive pleasure does not
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come from an even course; such things produce weanmess,
and make men dull, not joyful.

What I have said, however, about the possibility of a part
being distwibed withoul upsctting the harmony of the whole
must not be interpreted to mean that no account 1s taken
of the parts; or that 1t 1s sufficient for the whole world to be
completed at all pomnts, even though it should turn out that
the human race was wretched, and that therc was in the um-
verse no care for justice and no account was taken of us—asig
mainiained by some people whose judgment about the sum of
things 1s ill-grounded  For the truth s that, just as in a well
regulated commonwealth caic is taken that as lar as possible
things shall be to the interest of the individual, in the same
way the universe would not be sufficiently perfect unless, as
far as can be done without upsetting the universal harmony,
the good of indrvidual people 18 considered. Of this there
could be established no better measuie than the verylaw of
justice itself, which dictates that cach should have a part
in the perfection of the umiverse and in lus own happness in
proportion to his own virtue and to the extent to which his
will is directed towards the common good ; by which is {ulfilled
what we call the chaiity and love of God, in which alone,
accordmg to the judgment of wise theologians also, stands the
whole force and power of the Christian rehgion, Nor ought
1t to seem remarkable that all Lthis deference should be paid 1o
minds in the universe, smee they bear the closest 1esemblance
to the image of the supieme Author, and their relation to Him
is not that of machines to thar artificer (lile the rest of the
world) but rather that of citizens to their piince; moreover
they will endure as long as the universe itself,and they,in some
manner, express and concentrate the whole in themselves; so
that it might be said that minds are whole parts.

As for the afflictions of men, and especially of good men,
we must hold ourselves assured that they contribute io the
greater good of those who suffer them; and this 15 true not
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only theologically, bot physically also, just as a giain of
wheat cast mto the earth must suffer before 1t bears fruit.
And m general 1t is true to say thal allhictions are [or the
time being evil, but in effect good, smee they are short cuts
to a geater pelection. Siumilarly mn physics the liquids
which ferment slowly aie also more slowly puiified, whereas
those in which there 18 a mare violent distutbance throw off
the foreign parts with gieater force and so more quickly
become pure. You mught fairly say that this 15 a case of
taking a step back m order to make a stronger leap {orward
(reculer pour mieux sauter) These things must be allowed
to be not only pleasant and consoling, but also most true,
Indeed in general I hold that there is nothing truer than
happiness, and nothing happier and sweete1 than truth.

Further, we realize that there is a perpetual and a most
free progress of the whole universe m fulfilment of the
univeral beauty and perfection of the works of God, so that
1t is always advancing towards a greater development Thus,
even now a great part of our earth has received cultivation,
and will receive it more and more. And though il 15 true
that there are times when some parts of it go back again to
virgm forest, or are destroyed again and oppressed, this must
be understood in the same sense as I just now interpreted
the meaning of affliction, namely, that this very destruction
and oppression contributes to achieve something greater, so
that in some way we reccive profit from our very loss.

To the objection that may perhaps be offered that if this
were 5o the world would long ago have become a paradise,
the answer is at hand: although many subsiances have
already come to great perfection, yet owing to the mfinite
divisibility of what is conlinuous, there always remain in
the abyss of things parts that are asleep, and these need to
be awakened and to be driven forward into something
greater and better-—in a word, to a better development.
Hence this progress does not ever come to an end,
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1 agrEE with you that 1L 18 1mpoitant to examine ow pre~
suppositions, thoroughly and once for all, in order Lo establish
something solid.  For Thold that it 15 only when we can prove
all that we bring foiward that we perfectly understand the
thing under conswleration. I know that the common heid
take little pleasure m these researches, but I know also that
the common herd take little pams thoroughly to understand
things. Yow scheme, as I understand 1t, is to examine the
truths which assert that there is something outside us. In
this yop appear to be very just, for thus you grant us all the
truths which are hypothetical, and which assert not that
there 13 something outside us, but only what would happen
if there wete. Thus at the outset we save arithmetic,
geometry and a gieat number of metaphysical, physical, and
moral propositions, whose convenient expression depends on
definitions arbitranly chosen, and whose truth depends on
axioms which 1 am accustomed to call identical; as for
mstance, that two contradictoties cannot both exist, that a
thing at one and the same time is what it is—for instance,
it is as big as 1t is, cqual Lo itseld, like itseli, etc.

Now although you do not enter ex professo? into the
examination of hypothetical propositions, I am nevertheless
of apimion that it should be done, and that none should be
admitted that have not been absolutely proved and resolved
mnto 1denticals.

As regards those truths which deal with what 15 in fact

1 Simon Foucher (1644-96), a Canon of Dijon, who professed
phulosophical scepticism Cf pp. 10g-18.
?31 e it is no part of your professed purpose to enter
ag
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outstde us, this 1 the subject with whieh your inquines are
pumanly concerned. Now in the first plwe 1t cannot De
denied that the very truth of hypothetieal propositions
themselves 15 sometlung wluch 15 outoude us and wluel does
not depend on us  Fou all these hypothetical propositions
assert what would or would not be, granting something
or its contrary; and conscquently they assure us that the
supposition at the same tume of two things that agree, or
that a thing is possible o1 1mpossible, necessary or unneces-
sary, and also this possibility, impossibility, or necessity
(for the necessity of one thing is the impossibility of its
contrary), are none of them chimeras of our own making;
since all we do is to 1ecognize them n spite of ourselves and
in a constant manner  Thus of all things which actually are,
the possibiity itself or impossibility of bemng is the first.
Now this possibility or necessity forms or composes what, are
called cssences or natures, and the truths which we are
accustomed to call eternal; and we are right so to call them,
for nolhing is so cteinal as what 15 necessary. Thus the
nature of the circle with 1ts properties 15 something which
exists and is eternal- that Is to say there 1s some constant
cause outside us which makes all thuse who think about it
carcfully discover the same thing, and not merely that their
thoughts agree with one another; this might be attubuted
simply to the nature of the human mind, but for the fact
that phenomena or experiences confirm them whenever some
appearance of a circle stikes our senses, And these phe-
nomena necessarily have some cause outside us.

But though the existence of necessibies comes first of all in
wself and in the order of nature, T agrce none the less that
it 15 not the first in the order of our knowledge. For you see
that m order to prove its existence I have taken for granted
that we think and that we have sensations. Here then are
two absolute general truths, truths that is to say which
treat of the actual existence of things: the one that we think,
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the other that there 16 a great vauety in our thoughts. TFrom
the first 1t follows that we are, fiom the other it follows that
there 15 something other than us, something other, that 15 to
say, than that which thinks, which 1s the cause of the vatiety
of our appearances. Now the one of these two tiuths 15 as
incontestable and as mdependent as the othet, and through
tastemung on the first only m the order of hus medrtations, M.
Descartes falled to reach the perfection which he had aimed
at. If he had exactly followed what I call the filiun meds-
tands,t 1 think that he would have brought to completion
first phalosophy? But the meatest gemmus m the world is
unable to force mattets, and we must of necessity enter by
the gates provided by nature if we are not to go astray
Moreover, one man alone cannot do everything at the outset;
and for my part when I consider all the fine things M. Des-
cartes has said, and said by lumself, I marvel rather at what
he has done than that there 1s something that he failed to do.
I admut that I have not yet been able to read his writings
with all the care I iniend to devote to them, and my friends
are aware that 1t has so happened that I read almost all the
1ecent philosophers before him. Bacon and Gassendi were
the fiist 1o fall into my hands; their familiar and casy style
was more suited 10 a man desirous of readmg everything.
It is truc that I often glanced at Gahleo and Descartes, but
as I have only recently become a geometrician, I was soon
put off by their manner of writing, which necessitated
serious thought. And personally, although I have always
taken pleasure in meditations of my own, I have always
found 1t difficult to read books which cannot be understood
without much thought; for in following one’s own meditations
one follows a certain natural bent, and gains profit and
pleasure at the same tune, whereas one is terribly put out at
having to follow the meditations of another. T always liked
1. ‘the thiead of thinking’, 1 e, lus actual train of thought.

2] e. metaphysics.
F 5
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hooks which, while containing sonie fine thoughts; could be
read siraight through without stopping, for they gave e
m me to 1deas which I followed at fancy, and puisued as the
sparit moved me. This also prevented me fiom reading
books on geometry, and I readily admnt that I have not yey
been able to make myself 1ead Luclid m any different way
fiom that m which one geneally reads historics, I have
learnt from experience that this method is in general a good
one, but I have also learnt none the less that an exception
must be made in the case of some authors, such as Plato ang
Aristotle among the anuent philosophers, and Galileo and ¥,
Descartes among those of our day, Stll, such knowledge as 1
have of M Descartes’s metaphysical and physical meditations
has been almost entirely derived from reading a number qof
books written 1 a 1ather more famihiar style which expoung
his opmions. And 1t may be that [ have not yet Droperly
undeistood him. None the less) 1n so far as I myself have
glanced at hus woik, I scem to myself at least to get a ghmpse
of what he has not done, nor attempted to do, ang this is
among other things, to resolve all our presuppositions, Tor
this reason I am accustomed to commend all those who
examined the least truth thoroughly; for I know that it is a
great thing to understand a thing perfectly, however small
and easy 1t may scem. This 1s the way to go well ahecad
and to set up finally the arl of discovery which depends on
a knowledge (though it must he distinet and perfect) of the
easiest things. And for this reason T do not condemn the
design of M. de Roberval, who wished to piove everything m
geometry, even including certain axioms, I admit that we
must not try to force others to be so exact, but I think it is
well to force ourselves.

I return to the truths which come first for our purpose
among those which assure us that there is something outside
us; that 1s to say, that we think, and that there is a geat
variety in our thoughts. Now this vanety of thoughts
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cannot come from that which thinks, since one single thing
cannot itself be the cause of the changes which are in 1t.
For everytlung remans m the state m which 1t 15 if there s
nothing to change 1t and smce 1t 15 not of itself determmed
to have certamn changes rather than others, we could not
begn to attubute to 1t any vaiely, without saymg something
for which we admit there 15 no reason, which 1s absmd  And
even if we sought to maintan that there 15 no beging Lo
our thoughts, besides the tact that we should be obliged to
assert that cach of us has existed {rom all clermity, we should
still not escape the difficulty; for we would still be obliged to
admut that there 15 no ieason for this variety which has
existed 1 our thoughts fiom all etermity, since theie is
nothing m us which determunes us to this thought rather
than to another. Thus there must be some cause outside
us for the variety of owr thoughts. And as we agiec that
there dre some suboidmate causes of this varely, which
nevertheless need a cause themselves, we have thereby
established some particular beings or substances, whose
actlons we can lecognize, that 1s to say, such that we conceive
that from a change in them follows some change in us. And
so we advance by great btrld to thc construction of what
we call matter and body. !

But at this pont you arc ught to hold us up a little, and to
renew the pleas of the Academy of old. For at bottom, all
our cxperiences assure us of two things only, namely that
theie is a connection in our appeaiances which gives us a
means of successfully piedicting future appearances; and
secondly that tlus connection must have a constant cause.
But from all this 1t does not strictly follow that there is
matter or that theie are bodies, but only that there is some-
thing which presents us with appearances which follow
properly on one another. For if an invisible power were to
delight m giving us dicams properly connected with our
preceding hife, and 1n conformity with one another, could we
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distmguish them {1om reahities exeept atter awakening? Now
what Is it that pievents the course ol om Ife bemg one long
well-artanged dieam, about which we could be undeceived
an mstant? And 1 do not see that this power would therefore
be imperfceet, as M. Descartes asserts, besides the fact that
its impeifection 15 not under discussion.  For it might
be some subordinate power, or some supethuman spuit who
was able to take a hand, I know not why, m our affairs, and
who had at least as much power over someone, as that caliph
who had a drunken man carried into lus place, and there made
lum taste of the paradise of Mahomet when he was awalkened,
until he was once more drunk and in a condition to be taken
back 10 the place from which he had been brought  When this
man 1etmned to s senses, he naturally took for a vision
what seemed to him irreconcilable with the course of his hfe,
and 1etailed to the people maxims and revelations which he
believed he had learnt 1n this supposed paradise; and this
was what the caliph desired. Now since a reulity has passed
for a vision, what prevents a vision from passing for a reahty?
It 15 true that the more we see a connection 1n what happens
to us, the more we are confiimed in the opmion that thee 1
reality in our appearances, and it is truc also that the more
nearly we examine appearances, Lthe better connected we find
them to be, as microscopes and other ways of making ex-
periments show us.  This peipeinal agreement gives us gieat
assurance; but after all it will be no more than a moral
assurance until somebody discovers a priori the origin of the
world which we see, and probes in the depths of ity essence
to find the reason why things are as they seem.  When that
15 done, 1t will be proved that what appears to us 1s a reality,
and that it is impossible that we should ever be disabused
about it. Bui I think that this would be very like the
beatific wision, and that it 1w difficult to pretend to such
vision in the state in which we are. Still we learn {rom this
how confused the knowledge which we commonly have of
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body and of matter must be, smee we tlunk that we are
assuted that they exist, and then find 1 the last analysis
that we may be mistaken

And this confirms M. Descattes’s beautiful thought con-
cerning the proof of the distinctzon between body and soul,
since it Is possible to cast doubt on the one, without question-
g the other. For if therc wete nothing but appearances or
dieams, we should be no less assured of the existence of that
which thinks, as is very well saxd by M Degcartes, and T
myself add that we could still prove just as well the existence
of God, by methods diffcrent from those employed by M
Descartes, and which, in my view, take us further, For we
have no need whatever to suppose a Being who will guarantee
that we shall not be deceived, since it lies in our power to
undecerve ourselves about many things, and at least about
the most 1mportant. I hope, sir, that you meditations on
this squect will have all the success you desire; but to that
end it 1s a good thing to proceed in order and to establish
proposttions. This 15 the way to gamn ground and to pro-
gress with cerlainty. I think that you wounld oblige the
public tmther by publishing [rom time to time chosen
passages fiom ihe Academy, and cspecially from Plato; for
T know that thete are 1o be found in them some things that
ate more beautiful and sounder than is ordinanly thought.



CORRESPONDENCE WITIL ARNAULD
To Landgiof Eynst von Iessen-Remfels. 1/11 Feb 1680

BrivG recently at a place where for several days I had
nothing to do, I composcd a small Discourse on Melaphysics,
about which I should be very glad to have the opmion of
M. Arnauld! For the questions of grace, of the relations of
God with His cicatures, ol the nature of muracles, the cause
of sin and the origm of ewil, the mmmottality of the soul,
ideas, etc,, aie touched upon in a manner which seems to
provide new opportumties for throwing hght on very great
dificulties I enclose herewith a summary of the aiticles
contained 1 it, as 1 have not yet had time to make a far
copy. I beg Your Seiene Highness to have this summary
sent to him, and to ask um to consider 1t somewhat and
express his opmon, fo1 as he excels equally m theology and
in philosophy, in leatnng and in the power of thought, I can
think of no one more fitted than he to judge olit. 1 should
very much appreciate having o critic as exact, as enlightened,
and as reasonable as M. Arnauld, bemg mysell as ready as
any man m the world to yield to renson. Peihaps M.
Arnauld will find this little matter not altogether tnworthy
of his consideration, especially as he has been much occupied
in examining these questions. If he finds any ohscurity, 1
will explamn myseli sincerely and frankly, and if he finds me
worthy of his mstruclion, I will see to it that he has reason
to be not ill satisfied with me. I beg Your Serene Highness

! Antoine Arnauld (r6rz~g4), known as 'the great Arnauld’,
a distingmshed theologian, philosopher, and mathematician
He defended the [ansenisls against the Jesuits

foled
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to attach this to the summary which 1 am sendng for him,
and to send both on to M Ainauld

SuMMARY oF THE ‘DISCOURSE ON METAPHYSICS’

t. Of Divine petfection, and that God does everything
the most desirable manner,

2. Against those who maintain that there 1s no goodness
in the works of God; or rather that the rules of goodness and
of heauty are arhitrary.

2. Agamst those who think that God might have done
better

4. That love of God dcmands that we should be com-
pletely satisfied with and should acquiesce n all that He does.

5. Wherem the rules of perfection of the Divine conduct
consist, and that the simplicity of the means is exactly
balanccd by the richness of the effects

6. That God does nothing which 1s out of order, and that
1L is not even possible to mmagine events which are not
regular.

7. That muracles are in conformity with the general order,
although they go against subordinate maxims, Concerning
what God wills or permils, and concernmng general and
particular will.

8. In order to distinguish God’s activities from those of
created beings, an explanation 15 offered of wherein consists
the notion of an individual substance.

9. That each single substance expresses the whole umverse
1 its own way, and thatl in its notion are included all the
events which will happen 1o it with all thew circumstances,
and the whole series of things outside 1t.

10. That the theory regarding substantial forms has
something in it, but that these forms do not change anything
in phenomena, and must not be used to explain particular
effects.
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r1. That the meditations of the theolopians and of the
philosophers known as Schoolmen are not wholly Lo Dbe
despised .t

12 That the notions which depend upon extension mclude
an imagmary element, and cannot constitute the suhstance
of body

13. As the individual netion of each person meludes once
and for all everytihung that will cver happen Lo hum, 1n 1t can
be scen the a prior: proofs, or reasons of the truth of every
event, or why one thing has happened rather than another,
But these truths, although they are assured, are none the
less contingent, since they are based on the fice chowce of
God and of created bemgs It is true that there are always
reasons for their chowce, but these reasons inchne without
necessttating.

14. Gad produces different substances, according to the
different views which He has of the universe, and by the
intervention of God the proper nature of each substance 1s
such that what happens to one corresponds to what Liappens
to all the others, without their acting immediately one upon
another

15. The achion of onc¢ finite substance upon anothe
congists only In an increase of the degree of its expiession
together with a decrcase of that of the other, masmuch as
God has so formed them in advance that they shall agree
together.

16, The extraordinary mteiventiion of God 1s included m
what is expressed by our essence; for this expression extends
to everything. But il surpasses the forces of our nature or
of our distinct expression, which is finite and foflows certam
subordinate maxims. .

17. An example of a subordinate maxim of the law of

1 Thug section of the Discourss itself 1s purely general. Leibmz

does not mention any 1nstances of truths to be found in the
Schoolmen IHe mentions St Thomas with special honour
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nature, in which 1t 15 shown that God always regularly
conserves the same foice, but not the same quantity of
motion, contrary to the teaching of the Cartesians and some
others.

18 The distinction between foree and quantity of motion
is unpotlant, among other things as showmg that 1t 1s
necessary to have recourse to metaphysical considerations
distinct {rom extenston in order to explain the phenomena
of bodies.

19 The value of final causes m physics

20 A memorable passage from Socrates in Plato’s Phaedo
against a too matenalistic philosophy.

21 If the laws of mechanics depended on geometry alone
without metaphysics, phenomena would he quile other
than they are.

22. A reconciliation of two methods, one of which proceeds
by findl causes and the other by efficient causes, which will
gatisfy both those who explain nature mechanically and those
who have recourse Lo mcorporeal natures

23. Returning to immaterial substances, an explanation 1s
offcred how God acts on the understanding of minds, and
whether we always have an idea of what we are thinkmng about.

24. Of the nature of knowledge, clear or obscuie, distmet or
confused, adequate or inadequate, intuitive or supposititious;
of nominal, real, causal, and essential defintlion.

25. In what cases our knowledge goes always with the
contemplation of the idea.

26. We have within us all the ideas there are; and of
Platonic reminiscence.

27. Of how our soul may be compared to a labula rasa,’
and of how our notions come from the senses.

1 In this section of the Discourse 1tself a gap 18 left, into which
Leibniz evidenily intended to transcribe the passage from Plato.

2‘a blank tablet’, i.e a wax writing tablet with no impresstons

on it, or (to use the language of Locke) a piece of white paper
Cf p 143
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28 God is the sole mmediate object ol out perceptions,
which exists outside of us, and e alone 1s owr hght

29. Novertheless we think immedmtely by out own wdeas,
and not by those of God.

30 How God mclines om soul without necessstating 11
that we have no right to complain, that we must not ask
why Judas swms, since that fice action is mcluded w s
notion, but only why Judas the smner 1 admitted into
exisience preferably to some other poseible people. Of
original imperfeclion or hmitation before sin, and of the
degrecs of grace

31. Of the motives of elective choice, of faith foreseen, of
mean science,! of absolute decree; and that everything 15
reduced 1o the reason why God chose to admit into existence
such and such a possible person, whose notion mcludes the
particular succession of acts of grace and of free actions,
This at once puts an cnd to all difficulties "

32 Value of these principles in matters of piety and religion,

33 Explunation of the intercourse hetween the soul ang
the body, which has been regarded as inexplicable or as
muaculous, and ol the origin of confused pereeplions.

34. Of the difterence between nminds and other substances,
souls o1 substantial forms. And that the immortality we
desire 1equiLes memory

35 Excellence of minds: that God considers them above
other created things; thal minds express God rather than
the world, and that other simple suhstances express the wotld
1ather than God

36 God 1s the Monarch of the most perflect commonwealth
composed of all minds, and the happiness of the City of God
1s His chief design.

1 Science mayenne In the corresponding section of the
Discourse 1tself there is no reference 1o it whatever Trom the
Theodwey it appears to 1efer 1o knowledge of ‘ conditional events’,
which Letbmz regards as intermediate between knowledge of
possibilities and knowledge of actual facts,
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37 Jesus Christ has 1evealed to mankind the mystery and
the admurable laws of the Kmpdom of Heaven and the
greatness of the supieme happiness which God piepares for
those who love Him.

To Landgraf Erist von Lessen~-Rheinfels. 12 Apul 1686

Isaid in the tnrteenth article of my Summary that
the mndividual notion of each person includes once for all
everything which will ever happen (o him. He ! draws from
this the consequence that everything which happens to a
person, and cven to the whole human race, must happen by
a more than fatalistic necessity—as 1f notions or previsions
rendered things necessary, and as if a free action could not be
contained 1n the notion or perfect vision which God has of
the person to whom 1t will belong He adds that perhaps
I shallfind nothing to trouble me n the conclusion he draws.
And yet I had expressly piotested in the very same aiticle
that T did not admit such a conclusion. So ecither he must
doubt my sincerity, for which I have given lum no reason,
or else he has not sufficiently examined the view he is re-
jecting. Still I wall not reproach him for this, as 1t secms I
have a right to do, since I bear i mind that he was writing
at a time when some indisposition did not allow him the
free usc of all s mind, as1s wilnessed by his letter itscif.?

+ Arnauld.

? Arnauld had complained of a bad cold m the pievious letter,
and he had added, ‘All that T can now do 1s to say 1n two words
to Your Highness thai I find in these meditations so many things
which frighten me, and wlhich, unless I am much mistaken, all
mankmd will find so shocking, thatl I do not see that any purpose
would be served by a piece of wiiting which will manifestly be
rejected by the whole world, . Would 1t not be better for hun
to abandon these metaphysical speculations, which can be of no
value either to him or to any one else, and to apply himself
earnestly to the matter which 1s of the greatest importance of
all to him, namely 1o assure his own salvation by relurning to
the Church 7' Arnauld afterwards sincerely apologized
for this rather off-hand trealment of Leibmz.
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And I wish to have 1t known how much wespect 1 fecl for
lam.

If that 15 the case, he says (namely that the individual
notion of each person ncludes once for all everything which
will ever happen to him), God was not free to create all that has
happened o the human race and all that wil ¢ver happen by a
more than fatalistic necessily (there is some fault m the copy
but I think I have succeeded 1n restormg 1t as above),  For
the indimdual notion of Adam included his hawng so many
chaldren, and the indimdual notion of each of these chuldren
included everything that they would do and all the children they
would have, and so on. God had, then, no more freedom in ail
this, supposing that He had once willed to create, than He had
freedom not to create a being capable of thought® These last
words should strictly contain the proof of the consequence;
bul it 1s very clear that they confuse necessitatent ex hypothess 2
with absolute necessity. A distinction has always been
drawn between what God 1s absolutely free to do and what
He is obliged to do by viriue of certamn resolutions alieady
taken (and He does not take any without previous 1egard to
all). Tt 15 not worthy ol God to conceive of Ilim (under
pretext of vindicating His liberty), in the manner of some
Socimans, as being Iike a human bemg who tikes his 1esolu-
tions in consideration of circumstances, and as now being no
longer free to create what He considers good, if 1is carliest
1esolutions 1 regard to Adam or others already include a
relation 1o everythung alicady connected with their posterity.
On the contrary every one is agreed that God has ordered

1 Arnauld’s own letter reads as follows God had then no more
Jreedom wn all ihis, supposing Ile had once willed to crealse Adam
than to argue that God was free, supposing He had once willed to create
me, not to create a bewng capable of thought. (This senience is some-
what confused, but 1t sufficiently indicates the line of argument.
It will be seen that the whole passage 1s loosely and confusedly
wrtten, as if Leibniz were 1n some difficulties to state s view.)

2y e, that which necessarily follows from a given hypothesis.
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from all eternity the whole suceession of the universe, without
its dimimshing Ilis ficedom n any way.

It 1s cvident also that this objection sepaiates off fiom one
another acts of will on the put of God, which are really
connected together  We must not consider God's will to
cieate a particulun Adam as separated fiom all His other
acts of will i regard to the childien of Adam and all the
human race, as if God first made the decision to create Adam
without any relation to his posteuity, and none the less by
that decision, according to my view, deprived Himselt of the
freedom to create the posterity of Adam, as seemed to Him
good. Tlus would be a strange way of reasoning. Rather
we should think of God as choosing, not just any Adam
vaguely, but a particular Adam, of whom theie exists among
the possible bemngs m the ideas of God a perfect representa-
tion, ascompanied by certamn mdividual circumstances, and
possessing among other predicates that of havmg m the
course of time certain posierity, we must think of God, I say,
as choosing him with an eye to lus posterity, and so as
equally at the same time choosing the one and the other. I
cannot see what harm there is in that, If He acted otherwise,
He would not be acting ke God., Let me suggest a com-
partson, A wise prince, when he chooses a general whose
connections hie knows, 1 effect chooses at the same time a
number of colonels and captains, whom he well knows the
general will appoint, and whom he will not want to reject for
reasons of prudence: yet they do not in any way destroy his
absolute power, nor his freedom. The case is exactly the
same with God for much stronger reasons. Therefore, 10 be
cxact, we must recognize n God a certain more general and
comprehensive will, in which He has an eye to the whole
order of the universe, since the universe is ike a whole which
God apprehends in a single view. This will virtually mcludes
all the other acts of will about what 1s to come into this
universe, and among the rest 1t includes that of creating a
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patticular Adam, who 1s conneeted with the whole succession
of his posterrty, which God has aleo chosen as it s We
might even say that these paticular acls of willing the
details only difler trom the willing of the whole general
puipost in a stmple 1espect, very muel as the situation of a
town considered liom a paiticular pont ol view difters from
its gound-plan®  For these partinlu aets of will all of
them express the whole universe in the same way as cach
sttuation expresses the town In fact the wiser a man s,
the less does he have delached acts of 1ull, and Lhe more do
lus views and his acts of will become compiehensive and
conmnecied  And each particular act of will includes a relation
to all the others, so that they are as well harmonized as
possible. Far from finding 1n all this something shocking, I
should have thought that the contrary would destroy the
perfection of God.  And in my opimon it must have been a
matter of great difficulty, o1 elsc of great prejudice, to find m
opmions so mnocent, or rather so reasonable, an occasion for
such strange exaggerations as those which wete sent to Your
Serene Highness,

Morcover, some slight consideration of what I have wud
will show that 1t 1s evident ex ermenzs.®  For by the mdividual
notion of Adam T undoubtedly mean o perlect representation
of a particular Adam, with given inchvidual conditiony and
distinguished thereby from an infinity ol other posstble
persons very much like him, but yet different from him
(just as every ellipsc is dillerent from the circle, however
closely it approaches to 1t). God preferred him Lo all these
others, because it pleased Him to choose just this particular
order of the universe; and all that follows {rom this decision
of His is necessary only by a hypothetical necessity, and in

L Plan, géoméival® a plan drawn to scale, showing the true
Igeasurements 1 proportion, t.e, having 1o regard to petrspective
fp 8

3ffrom the terms themselves’, 1¢ from an analysis of the
meamang of the terms
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no way derogates from the freedom of God nor from that of
created minds.  Thete is one possible Adam whose posterity
is such and such, and an ifinity of others whose posterity
would be different; 15 1t not the casc that these possible
Adams (f T may so speak of them) ate different f1om one
another, and that God has chosen only one of them, who 15
exactly our Adam? Theie are so many 1casons which plove
the impossibility, not to say the abswidity and even inpiety,
of the contiary, that T think that at bottom all men aie of
the same opimon, when they give a little thought to what
they say. Perhaps, too, if M Arnauld had not held about
me the prejudiced view with which he started, he would not
have found my propositions so strange and would not have
drawn from them the consequences which he did. . . .

To Landgraf Ernst von Ilessen-Rhemnfels 12 April 1686

... Every man who acts wisely considers all the circumstances
and connections of the decision he 1s taking, and the more so
in proportion to his capacty. Will God, who sees every-
thing perfectly and with a single glance, fad to have taken
His decsion m conformity with everything He sees? Can
He haye chosen a particular Adam without considering
and deciding as well everythmg which has any connection
with him? Consequently 1t is rdiculous to say that this free
decision of God’s takes away His hberty  Otherwise, to be
free it would be necessary to be for ever undecided.

Remarks on M Arnauld’s letier about my proposition that the
individual notron of each person wncludes once for all everything
that will ever happen to him  May 1686

... He admuts in good farth that he understood my opinion
to be that everything that happens to an individual can be
deduced from his individual notion m the same way and with
the same necessity as the properties of a sphere can be
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deduced hom its speetfic notion or defiition; and that he
supposed I had been considenng the notion ol the induvidunl
n itsell, without regarding the manner m whieh it extsts in
the understanding o1 will of God,  For (he says) of appears to
me that we are not accistomed 1o comsider the specific notion of
a sphere in relation to what is represented tn the Dunne umler-
standrng, but in velation to what 1t 1y dself, and L supposed
it was the same with the mdwidual notion of each person;
but he adds that, new that he hunows what my view 1y, that s
enough to enable ham to grant 1 sufficiently to try and find out
whether 1t removes all the dificulires; o matter of which he 1s
still in doubt

1 see that M. Arnauld has not remembered, ot at least has
not concerned himself about, the opmion of the Cartesians,
who hold that God establishes by His will the cternal truths,
like those regarding the pioperties of the sphere. But as [
am not of their opmion any more than M. Arnauld] I will
simply explam why 1 hold that we must plalosophize
differently about the notion of an individual substance than
we do about the speaific notion of a sphere. Thts is because
the notion of a species includes cternal or necessary truths
only, whercas the notion of an mdividual mcludes sub
ratione possibiddatis ¥ what 1s fact, or what is reluted Lo the
extsience of things and to time; and consequently it depends
on certain free decisions of God, cansidered as passible,
Tor truths of fact or of existence depend upon God’s decisions.
Turther, the notion of a sphere in general is incomplete or
abstract; that is to say we only consider the cssence of o
sphere in general or m theory, without regard to individual
circumstances. Consequently the notion does not include
in any way what is required for the existence of a certain
sphere. But the notion of the sphere which Archimedes

1 ‘considered under the head of possibility’, 1.e that which is,

as a matter of fact, an actual fact 1s considered, not as actual
fact, but as possible.
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had placed upon his tomb is o fully worked out notion, and 1s
bound to mclude everything which belongs to the object of
that form  This 15 why m the case of mdividual considera-
tions, or considerations ot practice, quae versantur circa
stngularia,t besides the form of the sphere there enter 1n the
matter of which 1t 15 made, the place, the time, and the other
encumstances, which by a continual chamn would 1 the end
cover the whole setles of the univeise, 1f 1t weie possible to
follow out all that these notions include. For the notion of
this piece of matter, of which the spherc is made, involves
all the changes which have ever happened or will ever happen
to it. According to my view, every mdividual substance
always contamns traces of all that has ever happened to 1t and
marks of all that ever will ever happen to 1t for all time
What T have just said may suffice to explam my tran of
thought'.

.. . As regards the objection that possibles are independent of
the decisions of God, I giant thatl they are so of actual de-
cisions (though the Cartesians do not agree with this); but
I hold that possible individual notions include a number
of possible free decisions  For example, if this woild were
possible only, the individual notion of any body 1n this world,
which mecludes certain movements as possible, would include
our laws of motion (which are fiee decisions of God), but it
would mclude them as possible only. For as there 15 an
mfinity of possible worlds, there 1s also an infinity of laws,
some proper to one world, others to another; and each
possible individual of any world mcludes m 1ts notion the
laws of its world

The same thing can be said of miracles or the extraordinary

1'which are concerned with individuals’, what 1s individual
being opposed to what 1s general The point of introducing these
Latin phrases 1s, of course, that Leibmz wishes o indicate that
he 1s foliowing orthodox logical doctrine of the Schools
G995
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opelations ol God, which none the less belong within the
general o1der; they are m confoimity with the puneipal
designs of God, aud consequently are included in the notion
of 1h1s universe, which is a rtesult of those designs.  Just as
the idea of a buildmng 1esults from the ends and designs of the
builder, so the 1dea or notion of this woild 15 a 1esult of these
designs of God, considered as possible,  Tor everythung must
be explamed by 1ts cause, and the cause of the universe is the
ends of God. Now each individual substance, according to
my view, expresses the whole universe from a certain point
of view, and consequently 1t also expresses the said miracles,
All this must be undeistood ot the general order, of the designs
of God, of the sciies of the umveise, of individual substance,
and of miracles, whether they are taken in then actual state
or are considered sub ratione possibilitatrs For another
possible world will have all those things too 1 thewr own
manner, though the designs of our own world have been
preferred,

It will be seen toa, from what I have just said about the
designs of God and aboul the primary laws, that tls uni-
verse has a certam principal or primary notion, of which
particular happenings are merely consequences—without,
however, climinating freedom and contingency, to which
cerlainty is in no way inimical, since the cerlainty ol events
is partly based on fice actions. . . To speak exactly, 1t should
be said that 1t is not so much beeause God deeided Lo create
this Adam that he decided on all the 1est; the truth s rather
that both His decision rcgarding Adam and Ilis decision
about other particular things are a consequence of His
decision in regard to the whole universe and of the principal
designs which determine its primary notion and establish in
1t this general inviolable order, with which everything is in
conformity, without even excepling muracles, which are
without doubt in conformity with the piincipal designs of

li.e not as facts, but as possibilities
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God, although they do not always ubserve the particula:
maxims which are called laws of nature

I said befoie that the supposition fiom which all human
events can be deduced 1s not simply that of the creation of a
vague Adam, bul that of the creation of a paiticular Adam
determined in all lus circumstances and chosen from among
an nfinity of possible Adams  This has given M Arnauld
occasion to object, not without 1casen, that 1t 1s as impossible
to concetve of several Adams, taking Adam as a umque
nature, as 1t would be to conceive of several Is. I agree,
but I must add that m speaking of several Adams, I was
not taking Adam as a determmed mdividual. I must
explain myself; this 15 what I meant. When in considering
Adam we consider a part of his predicates, as for mstance
that he is the first man, set in a pleasuie gatden, fiom out of
whose side God took a woman, and similar things conceived
sub ratione generalitatis* (i.e. without naming Eve, Paradise,
or other circumstances which fix individuality), and we give
the name Adam to the person 1o whom these predicates are
attributed, all this 18 not sufficient to determine the mndi-
vidual; for there might be an infinity of Adams, that is to say
of possible persons, differenl from one another, to whom all
that is appropriate Far from disagreemng with what M.
Arnauld says against such a plmality of one and the same
individual, T used the same argument myself to make it clear
that the nature of an individual must be complete and deter-
mmed. I am mdeed entuely persuaded of what St. Thomas
had already taught i regard 1o intelligences, and which Thold
to be of general apphication, namely that it is not possible
that there should be two individuals entirely alike, or differing
solo numere.  'We must not then conceive of a vague Adam,
that is to say a person Lo whom certain of Adam’s attributes

1 e. considered 1n general, as opposed to consideted 1n respecl
of 1ts unique, 1ndividual character
# ‘numerically only.’
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operations of God, which none the less Lelong withan the
general oider, they are mn conformuty with the principal
designs of God, and consequently are included m the notion
of this universe, which is a 1csult of those designs.  Just as
the 1dea of a building results fiom the ends and designs of the
builder, so the 1den ot notion of this world is a result of these
designs of God, considered as possible. For everything must
be explained by its cause; and the cause of the universe is the
ends of God. Now each ndividual substance, according to
my view, expresses the whole umiverse from a certain pomt
of view, and consequently it also expresses the said miracles.
All this must be understood of the general order, of the designs
of God, of the sertes of the universe, of mdividual substance,
and of miracles, whether they are taken m their actual state
or are considered sub ralione possibilitatis® For another
possible world will have all those things too in their own
manner, though the designs of our own world have been
preferred

It will be seen too, from what I have just said about the
designs of God and about the primary laws, that this um-
verse has a certain principal or primary notion, of which
particular happenings are merely consequences —~withoud,
however, eliminating freedom and contingency, to which
certamnty is in no way imimical, since the certainty of events
is partly based on free actions ... To speak exactly, it should
be said that it is not so much because God decided o create
this Adam that he decided on all the test; the truth is rather
that both His decision regarding Adam and His decision
about other particular things are a consequence of His
decision 1n regard to the whole universe and of the principal
designs which determine 1ts primary notion and estabhsh in
it this general inviolable order, with which everything is in
conformity, without even excepting miracles, which are
without doubt in conformity with the principal designs of

11e, not as facts, but as possthilities,
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God, although they do not always observe the patticular
maxims which are called laws of natuie

I said belme that the supposition from which all human
events can be deduced 15 not simply that of the creation of a
vague Adam, but that of the creation of a particular Adam
determined in all his cucumstances and chosen from among
an infimty ol possible Adams This has given M. Arnauld
accaston 10 object, not without 1eason, that 1t 1s as impossible
to concetve of several Adams, taking Adam as a unique
natuwe, as 1t would be to conceive of several Is T agree;
but T must add that in speaking of several Adams, I was
not taking Adam as a determmed ndividual, I must
explamn myself; this is what I meant When in considering
Adam we consider a part of his predicates, as for mstance
that he is the first man, set 1n a pleasure garden, from out of
whose side God took a woman, and sumlar things conceived
sub ratione generalitatis* (i.e. without nammng Eve, Paradise,
or other circumstances which fix mdividuality), and we give
the name Adam to the peison to whom these predicates are
attributed, all this is not sufficient to determine the ndi-
vidual; for there might be an infinity of Adams, that is Lo say
of possible persons, different {rom one another, to whom all
that is appropriate. Far from disagreeing with what M.
Arnauld says against such a plualty of one and the same
individual, T used the same argument myself to make it clear
that the nature of an individual must be complete and deter-
mined. I am mndeed entuely persuaded of what St. Thomas
had already taught mn 1egard 1o intelligences, and which I hold
to be of gencral application, namely that it is not possible
that there should be two individuals entirely alike, or differing
solo numero® We must not then conceive of a vague Adam,
that 15 to say a person to whom certain of Adam’s attributes

lie conswdered 1n general, as opposed to consideied 1n respect
of its umque, individual character
 ‘numerically only.’
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belong, when 1t 1s a question of detexmmmg whether all
human happenings follow fiom the supposition of him; we
must attribute to hum a notion so complete that everything
that can be attributed to him can he deduced from 1. Now
there 15 no room for doubt but that God could {oim such a
notion of him, or rather that Ile finds 1t ready made mn the
country of possibles, that 1s, m His understanding

Tt follows also that he would not have been our Adam, but
another, 1f he had had different events, for nothing prevents
us fiom saying that he would be another. Therefore he 1s
another It appeais evident to us that this square of marble
brought from Genoa would have been in all 1espects the
same, 1f it had been left there, becanse our senses only make
us judge superficially; but at bottom, because of the inter-
connection of things, the whole umiverse with all its parts
would be quite different, and would have been a quite
different umverse from the begmning, if the leasi thing
went differently from ihe way it does go. It is not for this
reason that all that happens 1s nccessary; it 1s hecause
everything that happens 1s certam after God made choice
of this possible univeise, whose notion contains this seiies of
things. I hope that what I am going to say will make even
M Arnauld agree with me

Let thete be a straight line 4BC 1cpresenting a cerlain
time, And let a certamn mdividual substance, for instance
myself, remaimn or exist thioughout the given time. Let us
first take the I which exists dunng the time 413, and then
the I which exists during the time BC. Sinee then the pre-
sumption is that 1t is the same individual substance enduing
throughout, or rather that it 1s I who exist in the time 4B,
bemg then in Pars, and that 1t is st1ll T who exist 1n the time
BC, being then in Germany, 1t follows necessarily that there
1s a reason which makes us say truly that we endwmic, that 1s,
that T who was i Paris am now in Germany. For if there is
no reason, we should have as much right to say that it is
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another peison It 15 true that my internal esperience
convinces me @ postersori of this 1denticalness, but there must
be a reason @ priorr  Now it is not possible to find any other
except that both my attubutes m the preceding time and
state and my attributes m the later time and state are
predicates of one and the sume subject, 1isunt erdem sub-
gecto* Now what 1s meant by saying that a predicate 1s in a
subject, except that the notion of the predicate is i some
way mncluded mn the notion of the subject? And since from
the tume when I began to exist 1t was possible to say ot me
truly that this or that would happen to me, it must be
acknowledged that these predicates were laws included in
the subject, or 1 the complete notion of me which caused me
to be called 7, which 1s the foundation of the interconnection
of all my different states, and which was perfectly known to
God from all eternity

Aftér this I think that all doubts should disappear, for
when I say that the individual notion of Adam includes
everything that will ever happen to him, I do not mean
anything other than what all the philosophers mean when
they say praedicalum inesse subjecto verae proposttionis.t
Tt 1s true ihat the consequences of so evident a doctrine arc
paiadoxical, but that 1s the fault of the philosophers, who
do not follow up sufliciently the clearcst notions.

I think that M Arnauld, bemg as penctrating and {fair-
mimded as he 15, will now no longer find my ptoposition so
strange, cven if he is not yet able Lo approve of it entirely
(though I almost persuade myself that he will approve). 1
agree with what he says so judiciously about the cucum-
spection that 1s necessary n atlempting to use the Divine
knowledge ® to find out what we ought to discover from the

1 ‘they are included in the same subject’

2 ‘1n a true proposition the predicate is included 1n the subject’.

% e, because God’s knowledge is inaccessible to us as finite
mtelligences We should not suppose that we can understand
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notions of things. But, nghily undeistood, what T have
just saxd must be allowed, smee God would only e brought
in as much as 1s nccessaty, For we should not need to
assert that God, in considering the Adawin whom He ig
deading to create, secs in him everytlung that will happen
to lum it is enough that we can always prove that there must
be a complete notion of this Adam which contains them  Tor
all the predicates of Adam ether depend upon other predi-
cates of the same Adam, or they do not so depend  Putting
on one side, then, those which do depend on others, we have
only to take together the pumary predicates in order to foim
the complete notion of Adam, which 1s sufficient to make 1t
possihle to deduce from it everythimg which must happen to
him, as far as is necessary to give an explanation of it. It is
evident that God can invent, and even does in fact conceve,
such a notion, which is sufficient to account for all the
phenomena which belong to Adam; but 1t 15 no less &wnident
that 1t 15 possible in itself. It is true that we must not, unless
it is necessary, involve ourselves in the investigation of
Divine knowledge and Divine will becausc of the great
dafficulties theein, still, we can explain all of this which we
need for our question without entering into the dificulties
mentioned by M. Arnauld —for example, whether the
simplicity of God is reconcilable with the distinctions we
are obliged to make with regard to Fim. Itis also extremely
difficult to explam perfectly how God has a knowledge which
He might not have had, namely the knowledge of wsion?;
for if contingencies in the future did not exist, God would
have no vision of them, It is true that He would have
simple knowledge, which is vision, none the less, for having
joined to it His will; so that this difficulty pethaps reduces

God’s knowledge, and infer from this the nature of particular
things. We must start from the notions of things which we
find in ourselves

1 vision in the sense 1n which the prophets had visions,
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iself to such difficulty as theic 1s about His will, that 15, how
God 15 free to will  This 15 wathout doubt beyond us, but 1t
15 not 50 necessary to understand 1t m oider to solve our
problem

As for the manner in which we concerve that God acts mn
choosing the Dbest among several possibles, M Ainauld 1s
right in finding some obscunty there. Vet he scems to1ecog-
nize that we are led to conceive that there is an infinity of
possible fiist men, each with a great following of persous and
events, and that God chose the one who together with his
following pleased Him. All that is not as stiange as 1t had
first appeared 1o him. It is true that M. Arnauld testifies
that he 1s very much inclined to think that substances that
are purely possible are nothing but chimeras. About this I
do not want to enter into dispute: but I hope that 1 spite of
that he will grant me what T need. T agree that there 1s no
other reality in pure possibihities but that which they have
the Divine undeistanding; and from this 1t can be seen that
M. Arnauld himself will be obliged to fall back on the Divine
knowledge to explain ihem, whereas he seemed to mean just
now that they ought to be looked for in themselves, Since
I should admut also the proposition, of which M. Arnauld is
convinced and winch I do not deny, namely that we do not
conceive of any possibility except through ideas which are to
be lound in the things which God has created, this objection
does not affect my argument. For when I speak of possi-
bilities, I am quite satisfied that it should be possible to
form true propositions about them. For example, if theie
were no perfect squarc in the world, we should still see that
it docs not mvolve any contradiction, And if we absolutely
reject pure possibilities, this means that there is no con-
tingency; for if nothing is possible except what God has in
fact created, what God has created would be necessary,
supposing He had once decided to create anything.

Finally, I agree that in order to judge of the notion of
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an ndividual substance 1t 1s a good thing to consider that
which I have of myself, just as 1t 18 hecessaty Lo consider
the specific noton of a sphere in order to judge of us pio-
perties. And yet there 15 a considerable difference, for the
notion of me and of every other mdividual substance 1s
mfinitely more extended and more difficult 1o undeistand
than a specfic notion like that of a sphete, which 15 m-
complete only It 15 not enough that I fcel mysell a
substance which thinks, it would be necessary 1o conceive
distinctly what distinguwishes me from all other mings; but
of this T have only a confused experiecnce. The 1esult 1s
that, though 1t 1s casy to determmne that ihe number of
feet mn the diameter 1s not mcluded 1 the notion of the
sphere in general, 1t is not so easy to determune whether the
journey which I mtend to make is included 1n my notion;
otherwise 1t would be as casy for us to be prophets as to
be geometers, I am uncertam whether I shall go on the
journey, but I am not uncertamn that, whether I go or not,
I shall still be the same 7. Ii1s an unreflective conviction,}
which must not be confused with a notion or distinct appre-
hension  These things only secm to us to be undetermined
because the foreshadowings or maiks which arc there 1n
our subslance are not recogmzable by us. In the same
way those who take no account of anything but the senses
will treat with ndicule any one who says that the least
movement communicates itself on and on as far as matter
extends, because thus could not be learnt from experience
alone, but when we consider the naturc of motion and of
matter, we are convinced. It 1s the same here: when I
consider the confused expeitence I have of the individual
notion of me m particular, I take no care to percerve this
connection of events, but when I consider the general,
distinct notions which enter mto the notion of me, I come

1 Prévention. Tl}ere 1s not, I think, a sufficiently exact Enghsh
equvalent, and this cumbrous phrase seems to be unavoidable,
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upon that connection. In fact, in consideing the notion
that I have of every tiue proposition, T find that cvery
predicate, necessary or contmgent, past, present, o future,
18 contamed 1 the notion of the subject, und I aslk no more.
Indeed, I think that this will open up to us a way of
reconcihution; for I mmagme that M. Ainauld [elt a repug-
nance agamsl assenting 10 my proposition only because he
took the connection, which I am mamtaining, to be mtrimsic
and necessary at the same tume, whereas T hold it to be
intrinsic, but m no way necessaly, and I have now suffi-
clently explained that it is founded on free decisions and
acttons. I do not mean any other connection between
subject and predicate than that which 1s to be found in the
most contingent truths; that 1s to say, there 15 always
something to be concerved m the subject which provides
the explanation why this predicate or this cvent belongs
to 1t, dr why a paiticular event happened rather than not.
But the reasons of these contingent truths nclne without
necessitating. It 1s true then that I am not able to go
on this journey, but 1t 15 certain that I shall go. Ths
predicate or event 1s not certainly connected with my other
predicates concerved mncompletely or sub ratione generalitatis,
but it is connccted certanly with my complete individual
notion, since I suppose that this notion was expressly so
constructed that It nught be possible to deduce from 1t
everything which happens to me This notion 1s without
doubt a parte ver;2 and it propeily 1s the notion of me, who
find myself in a number of diffeient states, since 1t 15 this
notion alone which 1s capable of including them all. . . .

1Cf p. 65, note 1

2from lhe side of the thing itself’, 1e. the notion 15 of
something really exisling, and not of an 1maginary or merely
possible object
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To Arnauld  Ilanover, 14 July 1686

... T agree that the connection of cvents, although 1t
is certain, is not necessaty, and that it is open to me to go
or not to go on this journey; for although it 15 included in
my notion that I shall go, 1t is also included that T shall
go freely, And of all that in me which can be conceived
sub ratione gemeralitaiis sew essemtrae selw nolionis specificae
sive incomplelaet there 18 nothing from which it can be
mnferred that I shall go necessanly; whereas fiom the fact
that T am a man 1t can be concluded that T am capable of
thinking  Consequently, if I do not go on this journey, it
will not violate any eternal or necessary truth Neverthe-
less, since it 15 certain that I shall go, there is bound to be
some connection between me, who am the subject, and the
accomplishment of the journey, which is the predicate;
semper emm nolio praedicatr tnest subijecto i propositione
zera® Thus if I did not go there would be a falsity wiich
would destroy my individual or complete notion, or that
which God conceives of me, or did conceive even before he
decided to create me. For this notion involves sub ratione
possibilitaiis® existences, or truths of fact, or decisions of
God, on which facts depend

... You appiove, sir, the mterconnections of God's
decisions; you recognize as certain my principal proposi-
tion, in the sense which I gave to 1L m my reply. You are
simply in doubt whether I made the interconnection inde-
pendent of the free decisions of God; and this quite 1ightly
troubles you. But I have made it clear that according to

1in general terms, or in terms of 1ts essence or of its specific
or 1ncomplete nation’

% 'for 1n a frue proposition the notion of the predicate is-always
meluded in the subject’.

ICf p 64, note
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my view 1t depends on these decistons, and that 1t is not
necessary though 1t is intrinsic  You msisted on the diffi-
culty that would be involved m saying that if I do not go
on this journey as I am bound to do, I shall not be I; and
T explamed how it may be said or may not. TFmally I gave
a decisive reason, which in my opinion takes the place of
demanstiation; namely, that in every affirmative true pro-
posttion, necessary or contingent, umiversal o1 singular, the
notion of the predicate 1s contamed m some way in that of
the subject, praedicatum wnest subjectol Or else I do not
know what truth 1s

Now I ask no more connection here than that which exists
a parte rer ® between the terms of a true proposition; and it
is m this sense only that I say that the indivadual substance
includes all its events and all its denominations, even those
which are commonly called extiinsic (that is, they belong to
it only’by virtue of the general interconnection of things and
because 1t expresses the whole universe in 1ts own way), there
must always be some foundation of the connection of the terms of a
proposition, which foundation must he wn therr notions. This
is my chief principle, on which I hold that all philosophers
ought to be agreed. And one of its corollaries is the common
axiom that nothing happens without a reason, which can
always be given to explamn why the thing turned out thus
rather than otherwise, though tlus reason often inclines
without necessitating, a perfect indifference being a clu-
merical or mcomplete supposition. It will be seen that
from the aforesard piinciple I draw surprising consequences;
but this is only because people aie not accustomed to thinking
out sufficienily the clearest apprehensions. . .

You may perhaps be surprised that I deny the action of one
bodily substance on another, when it seems to be so evident.

1'the predicate is included in the subject’.
2 Cf, p. 41, note 2.
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But besides the fact that others have dened 1t before me,
we must beat 1n mind that it 1s rather a play of the imagina-
tion than a distinct conception  If a body 15 a substance,
and not a mere phenomenon like the 1ambow, nor an entity
united by accrdent or by aggregation like a heap of stones, 1t
cannot consist of extension, and 1t must necessarily be con-
cetved as something which 15 called substantial form, and
which corresponds m some way to a soul 1 became con-
vinced of this in the end, as 1t were in spite of mysclf, after
having held a very different opinon i earlier days, Stll,
approve as I may of the Schoolmen in this general and, if I
may so put it, metaphysical explanation of theirs of the
principles of bodics, I still subsciibe fully to the corpuscular
theory 1n the explanation of particular phenomena; in this
sphere it is of no value to speak of foims or qualities  Natwe
must always be explamed mathematically and mechamcally,
provided it is remembered that the very principles or‘laws of
mechanics or of foice do not depend on mathematical
extension alone, bul on certamn metaphysical reasons . . |

To Arnauld. Hanover, 14 July 1686

.. . Also I do not much approve of the behaviour of those
who are always appealing to their ideas, when they are at
the end of their proofs, and who mususe the prneiple that
every clear and distinct conception is valid! I hold that we
must always look fo1 some mark in a distinet apprehension;
and as we often think without 1deas, by using ciphers (in place
of the ideas in question) whose signification we {alsely suppose
ourselves to know, and make up for ourselves impossible
chimeras. I hold that the mark of a genwmne idea is that its
possibility can be proved, either a priori by concerving its
cause or reason, or @ posieriort when expetience teaches us

i 'good’. It will be seen that later in the same paragraph
Leibniz speaks of ‘a genusne 1dea’, and also of ‘a true idea’
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that it m fact exists m nature,  For this 1cason definitions,
in my view, aic real when 1115 known that the thong defined 1s
possible, otherwise they aic nominal only, and should not be
trusted, since 1f by chance the thing defined implied a con-
t1adictron, two contradicloly consequences nught be mferred
from one and the same defimtion, Hence you weie abso-
lutely right to inform Fr. Malebianche and others that a
distinction must be made between true and false 1deas, and
that too much rem must not he given to a man’s imagmation
under pretext of 1ts being a clear and distinet intellection

Draft of a letter io Arnauld. 28 November/ 8 December 1686

. The action is attributed to that substance, whose ex-
pression 1s more distinct, and which is called the cause For
mstance, when a body is floating In water, an infimty of
movements of the particles of the water are nccessary so that
the place which the body leaves may always be filled by the
shortest way Hence we say that the body 1s the cause of
these movements, because by its means we can explain
distinctly what happens  But if we examme what 1s physical
and real in the motion, we can as well suppose that the body
15 at 1esl, and that everything else moves in conformiy with
this hypothesis, smce the whole motion 1s in itself nothing but
a relative thing, namely a change of situation, such that we
cannot know to what to attribute it in mathematical pre-
cision  Actually we attribute it to a body, by whose means
everything 1s explained distinctly

Thus m strict metaphysical precision, we have no moie
reason 1o say that the ship causes the water to produce this
large number of circles which serve to fill up the place of the
ship, than to say that the water is caused to produce all these
arcles and that it causes the ship to move accordmgly. But
short of saying that God has expressly willed to produce this
large number of movements m this co-ordinated manner, we
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cannot give the reason for them; and as it 15 nol 1easonable 1o
have recourse to God 1n matter of detail, we {all back on the
ship, although as a matter of fact in the last analysis the
agreement of all the phenomena of the different substances
comes simply from the fact that they are all the products of
one and the same cause, namely God, who aranges that cach
individual substance expresses the decision which God has
taken in regard to the whole universe.

I do not know whether the body, when the soul o1 sub-
stantial form is put aside, can be called a substance. It
muight well be a machine, an aggregate of several substances,
so that, if T am asked what I should say de forma cadaveris?
or about a square of marble, my reply is that they are perhaps
unities per aggregationem * like a heap of stones, and are not
substances. The same might be said of the sun, of the earth,
of machines; and with the exception of man there is no body
of which I can be assured that 1t is a substance rather than an
aggregate of scveral substances, or perhaps a phenomenon,
Nevertheless it seems 1o me certain that, if there are any
corporeal substances, man is not the only one; and it appears
probable that the brutes have souls, though they are without
consciousness,

Finally, although I agree that the consideration of foims
or souls 15 useless 1 particular physics, 1t is for all that of
importance 1 metaphysics. In the same way geometers
do not trouble themselves de composiione continui? and
physicists do not concern themselves whether one ball
impels another, or whether it is God.

Tt would be unworthy of a philosopher to admit such souls

L ‘about the formrof the physical, human body’, as dis-
tiguished of course £ om the whole ltving being.

3'by aggregation’.

? “about the composition of a continuum’, 1.e. how that which
18 continuous can have parts and yet be continuous, etc
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o1 forms unless theie weie a 1eason for 1t; but without them
the fact that bodies are substances 1s not intelhgible

To Arnauld.  Gotimngen, 30 April 1687

. You supposc that I will not say that a body can move
iself, and so, since the soul 1s not the 1eal cause of the
movement of the arm, nor is the body, the cause will there-
fore be God. But I am of a different opinion I hold that
all that 15 1eal in the state which is called motion proceeds
as much fiom the corporeal substance as thought and will
proceed fiom the mind. Everything happens m each
substance in consequence of the first state which God gave
to 1t in creating it, and, extraordmary intervention apart,
His ordinary intervention consists stmply m the conserva-
tion of the same substance, in conformity with its precedent
state and with the changes which it carries withinit, Never-
theless, 1t is quite right to say that one body impels another;
that 1s to say that the fact is that one body never begins
to have a given tendency except when another body which
is touching it has a proportionate loss, in accordance with
the constant laws which we observe in phenomena. And
in fact, motions bemny real phenomena rather than entities,
a movement as phenomenon is in my mimnd the immediate
consequence or effect of another phenomenon, and similarly
in the muinds of others. But the state of a substance is
not the immediate consequence of the state of another
particular substance. .

If my opinion that substance requires a true unity were
founded on a definition that I had myself made up contrary
to common usage, then the dispute would be sumply one of
words. But in the first place philosophers have understood
this term 1 much the same manner, distinguendo unum
per se et umum per accidens, formamque substanizalem et
accidentalem, muxia imperfecla et perfecia, naturaha el



78 LEIBNIZ AND ARNAULD

arlficialia®  In the scceond place, T approach the matter
from a higher ground also, and, waiving the analysis of
terms, I hold that where there are only enlities by aggregation,
there will not be any real entsties.  For every entity by aggre-
gation presupposes entities endowed wilh a true unity, for
it only takes its reality from the reality of those of which it
is composed, so that it will not have any at all, 1l cach
entity of which it is composed 1s 1iselt an entity by aggre.
gation; or else 1l is necessary lo look further for a different
foundation of 1ts reality, which, if it 15 at cvery stage neces-
sary to go further m looking for 1t, can never be tound.
I agree, sir, that m all corporeal nature there are nothing
but machines (which are often ammated); but I do not agree
that there are nothing but aggregales of substances; and if
there are aggregates there must also be some true substances
of which the aggregates are made up. We must then come
down to either the mathematical points, out of which some
authors compound extension, or to the atoms of Epcurus
and M Cordemoy (which ale things that you and I alke
reject), or else we must acknowledge that no reality can be
found in bodies; or finally we must recognize some substances
as having a genune unity. 1 have already said in another
letter that a combmation of the Giand Duke’s diamond and
the Gieat Mogul’s diamond may be called a pair of diamonds,
but that is only an cntity of reason: when they ars put
side by side, that will be an entity of imaginalion or of
perception, that is to say a phenomenon; for their contact,
their common movement, and thewr co-ordination o cairy
out one and the same design, make no difference as regards
substantial umty, It is t1ue that there is sometimes more,
sometimes less foundation for our supposition, when we
suppose that several things are combining to make one

! ‘by distingmishing between that which is a unity of 1tself
and that whichisa unity adventitionsly, between substaniial and

accidental form, and between imperfect and perfect, natural
and artificial compounds’
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simgle thing, according as the things have moie or less
connection; but thus 15 only a way of abbreviating our
thoughts and of pictwiing phenomena,

It appears, too, that what constitutes the essence of an
entilty by aggregation 15 nothing but a manner of existence
of the things of which 1t 15 composed; for example, what
constitutes the essence of an aimy is simply a manner of
existence of the men who compose it. This manner of
existence, then, presupposes a substance, whose essence is
not the manner of existence of a substance. Every machine,
too, presupposes some substance m the pieces of which 1t 15
made; and there can be no plurality without true unities.
To put 1t shortly, I maintam as axiomatic this identical
proposition, whose differentiation can only be marked by
the accentuation—namely, that that which 15 not truly an
entity cannot esther be truly an entity. It has always been
held thit unity and entity are reciprocal things. An entity
is one thing, entities ate quite another thing: but the plural
presupposes the singular, and where there is no entity still
less are there several entities. What could be more clearly
stated? I theiefore thought that I might be allowed to
distinguish entities by aggregation from substances, since
such entitics have therr umty i our mmmd only; which
unity is based upen the relations or modes of genuine sub-
stances. If 2 machine 1s a substance, a circle of men holding
one another’s hands will be a substance too; so will an
army, and so will every plurality of substances.

I do not mean that there is nothing substantial, or nothing
but appeaiance, in the things which have no genuine unity;
for I agree that they have always as much reality or sub-
stantiality as there is genuine unity m that of which they
are composed.

You object, sir, that it may perhaps be of the essence of
o908
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body not to have a true unity  Bul in that case 1t will bhe
of the cssence of body to be a phenomenon, deptived of all
reahty, like an ordered dream, for phenomena themselves,
like a. 1ainbow o1 a heap of stones, would he wholly imagmary,
if they were not composed of entitics wilh a gemunc umty

You say that you do not see what leads me to admut that
there are such substaniial teims, or 1ather coiporeal sub-
stances, endowed with a genwume umty, It 15 because I do
not concewve of any reality at all as without genuine unity.
According to my view the notion of singular substance
involves consequences which are incompatible with 1ts bemg
an entity by aggregation. T conceive of there being properties
1 substance which cannot be explained by extension, shape,
and motion, besides the fact that there is no exact and fixed
shape 1n bodies because of the actual subdivision of the con-
tinuum ad wnfimtum, Moreover, motion inasmuch as 1t 1s
only a modification of extension and @ change of neighbour-
hood, mnvolves an imagmary element, so that 11 1s not possible
to determine to which of the subjects that change it belongs,
unless we have recourse to the force m corporeal substance
which is the cause of the motion. I admit that theie is no
need to mention these substances and qualitics m order to
explam particular phenomena, but neither is there any need
to mention the intervention of God, the composition ot the
continuum, the plenum, and countless other things. We
can explamn mechanically, I [ully admut, the particularities
of nature, but my point 1s that after having accepted or
assured the piinciples of mechanics themselves, we cannot
establish them a priorz except by metaphysical arguments;
and even the difficulties de compositione contrnua® will never
be resolved so long as extension is regaided as constiluting
the substance of bodies, and we go on embarrassing ourselves
by our own chimeras

LCf, p 76, note 3.
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T tlunk, too, that to allow genuine unity or substance to
man almost alone 15 to be as hmited m metaphysics as those
people were 1 physies who confined the would within a ball.
And as genuine substances are so many cxpressions ol the
whole umverse taken mn & certain sense, and so many repro-
ductions of Divine wotks, 1t 15 in agicement with the great-
ness and beauty of these works of God, since these substances
do not hinder onc another from accomplishing as much m
this umveise as each of them can and as much as supetior
reasons allow. . .

I agree that thete are degrees of accidental unity; that an
ordered society has more umty than a confused mob, and
that an organized body or a machine has moie unity than a
soclety—that 1s to say there is more pomnt in conceiving them
as one single thing, because there 1s more relation between the
constitient parts. But in the end all these unities only
receive their existence from thoughts and appearances, like
colours and all other phenomena, which for all that are called
real. The tangihility of a heap of stones or of a block of
marble does not any the more prove its substantial reality
than the visibiity of a rainbow proves the substantial
realily of the runbow, and as there s nothing so solid that it
has not some degiee of fluidity, peihaps this block of marble
is only a heap made of an infinity of living hodies, or is like a
lake full of fish, although these living creatmies cannot
ordmarily be distinguished by the eye except in the case of
bodies that are half rotted. We may say then of these
composites and of similar things what Democritus so well
said of them, namely, esse opinione, lege, véuwt  Plato held
the same view about everything which is purely material
Qur mind notices or conceives a number of genume sub-
stances which have certain modes; these modes mvolye rela-
tions to other substances, and so the mind takes occasion to

1‘they depend for their existence on opinion or custom’.
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join them together in thought and to give an inclusive name
to all the things together  Thus is a convenience for reasoning;
but we must not allow ourselves to be misled mto making of
them so many substances or genuinely 1eal entitries.  This only
befits those pecple who go no furthet than appearances, o1 else
those who make reahties of all the abstractions of the mind,
and who concelve of number, time, place, motion, figure, and
sensible qualities as so many separate entities. Whereas I
hold that philosophy cannot be better established, and
reduced to some degree of precision, than by learning to
recognize the only substances or complete entities, endowed
as they are with a genume unity in thewr different states
followmng one another, all the rest being nothing but phe-
nomena, abstractions, or relations.

No kind of arrangement will ever be found which can make
a genuine substance out of a number of entitics by aggrega-
tion, TFor example, if the parts which fit together mto one
and the same design are more competent to produce a
genuine unity than are parts which are in contact, then all
the officials of the Dutch East India Company will make a real
substance far better than a heap of stones. But what else 15
a common design but a resemblance, or rather an ordered
arrangement of actions and passions, which our mind notices
mn different things? If on the other hand we pieler the umty
based on contact, we are faced by other difficulties Hard
badies have perhaps nothing uniting their parts except the
pressure of surrounding bodies and of themselves, and in
therr substance are no more united than a heap of sand,
arena sine calce  Or, consider a number of rings interlaced
to make a chain: why should they compose a genuine sub-
stance thus any more than if they had openings in them
through which they could be separated? It may be that one
of the parts of the chain does not touch another and even

1'sand without lime’, i e. without anything to bind 1t into
mortar.
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does mot cnclose 1t, and yet they aie so interlaced that
unless they are taken in a certain manner they cannot be
sepaiated, as m the figuic hete given. Are we to say in that
case that the substance of the com-
pound of these things 1s as 1t were m
suspensc and depends on the future
address of whoever may wish to dis-
entangle them? These arc all fictions
of the mmd; and so long as we do not
distingmish what 15 genumely a com-
plete entity, or substance, we shall
never have any fixed pomnt at which we can stop; and such
fixed point 15 the one and only means of estabhshing solid
and real principles.

In conclusion, nothing should be taken as certain without
foundations; it 1s therefore for those who manufacture
entities and substances without a genuine unily to prove
that there is more realilty than I have just said; and I am
warting for the notion of a substance, or of an entity, which
successfully comprehends all these things, after which parts
and perhaps even dreams will be able one day to lay claim
to reality, unless very piecise limils are set o this drout de
bourgeoisze* which 1s to be accorded to entities formed by
aggregation,

I have wrtten at some length on these matters, so that
you may be able to form some opimon not only of my views,
but also of the rcasons which have driven me to adopt
them. . . .

1T etbniz seems to mean a kind of inferior citizenship, A
bourgems was ongmally a member of a small township who had
certain rights akun to those of a cilizen 1n a city.
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To Arnauld g October 1687

You reply that you have no clear idea of what I
mean by the word express. 1f I mean by 1t a thought, you
say, you do not agree that the soul has any more thought
and knowledge of the movement of the lymph in 1ts lymphatic
ducts than of the movements of the satellites of Satwin, if
I mean something else, you do not know what I mean, and
consequently (supposing that I cannot explain myself dis-
tinetly) thus texm will be of no use to make clear how the
soul can give itself the sensation of pain, since for that it
would be necessary (5o you say) for it to know beforehand
that I am bemng stung, mstead of learning of the sting by
feeling the pain. In reply to your objection, I will first
explam the term which you find obscure, and then apply 1
to the difficulty you raise. One thing expresses another (in
my language) when there 15 a constant and ordered relation
between what can be asserted of the onc and what can be
nssetted of the other, In tlus sense a projection in perspective
expiesses its ground plan. Expression 1s common to all forms,
and 15 a genus of which natural perception, animal sensation,
and mtellectual knowledge are species.  In natural percep-
tion and m sensation it 15 sufficient that what is divisible
and material, and 15 to be found dispersed in a number of
entities, should be expressed or represented in a single
mdivisible entity, or in a substance possessing a genune
umity. There can be absalutely no doubt ot the possibility
of a good representation of several things in one single thing;
for our soul presents us with an example. This representa-
tion 15 accompanied by consciousness in a rational soul, and
it 15 then that it is called thought.

Now such expression is to be found on all sides, because
every substance sympathizes with every other and receives
L son gdomdival. Ci. p. 60, note



LEIBNIZ AND ARNAULD 85

some proportionate change, answeuing to the least change
which occurs in the unrverse; though thus change 15 moie
o1 less noticeable mm propoition as the other bodies or their
activities have moie or less 1elation to ours, On ihis pont
I think M. Descartes humscll would have agiced; for he
would certamly giant that because of the continuity and
divisibility of all matter the effect of the least movement 1s
extended over all the neighbouing bodies, and consequently
from body to body ad wnfinmtun, though dunmighing pro-
portionately. Thus our body must be affected to some
extent by the changes m all the others

Now to all the movements of our body there correspond
certain perceptions or thoughts of our soul, more or less
confused; so the soul in turn will have some thought of all
the movements of the universe, and according to my opmion
every other soul or substance will have some perception or
expression of them. It is true that we do not perccive
distinctly all the movements of our body, as {or example
the movement of the lymph; but (to make use of an example
which I have employed previously) it is hke this Tt must
be the casc that I have some perception of the movement
of each wave on the shore 1f I am to be able to apperceive
that which results fiom the movements of all the waves
put together, namely the mighty roar which we hear by
the sea. Similaily we fecl some confused result of all the
movements which take place in us, but, being accustomed
to this nternal movement, we do not apperceive 1t distinctly
and reflectively excepl when there s a considerable change for
the worse, as at the beginning of an 1llness.  And 1L would be
an excellent thing if physicians devoted themselves to
distingushing more exactly these kinds of confused sensa-
tions which we have of our bodies. Now since we do not
appercetve the other bodies except by the relation which
they bear to ours, I was quite right in saying that the soul
expresses better what belongs to our bedy, and that we
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only know of the satclites ol Satuin or of Jupiter in
consequence of a movement occurring within ow eyes, |

With regard to minds, that 15 to say substances which
think, and are capable of knowing God and of discovering
eternal traths, I hold thai God governs ihem by laws
different from those by which He governs the rest of sub-
stances. All forms of substances expiess the whole universe;
but it may be said that brute substances express the world
rather than God, wlule minds express God rather than the
world Moreover God governs brute substances by the
material laws of force, o1 of the communication of motion,
whereas He governs minds by the spiritual laws of justice,
of which thc other substances arc incapable. It is for ths
reason that brute substances may be called material, hecause
the economy which God observes in regard to them is that
of a Workman or a Mechanician; whereas in regard to
minds, God {ulfils the function of Prince or Legislator, which
1s mfinitely more exalted. And since God 1s nothing
regard to these material substances but that which He 1
in regard to everything, namely the general Author of all
entities, He takes on, in regard to minds, a different char-
acter, such that He must be conceived as invested with will
and moral quabties; since He is Himsel{ a mind, and as it
were One among us, even to the point of entering with us
into a social commumty of which He is ithe chief, It is
this society or general Commonwealth of Minds under this
sovereign Monarch which 1s the noblest part of the universe,
composed of so many httle gods under this gicat God.
For created minds differ from God only as less from gieater,
as finite from infinite. And we may be truly assured that
the whole universe was created only to contribute to the
adornment and to the happiness of this City of God, This
is why everything 15 so disposed that the laws of force, or
purely material laws, conspire in all the universe to execute
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the laws of justice oy of love, and that nothing can hurt the
souls that are in the hand of God, and that all things must
work together for the greatest good of those who love Him.
This 15 why, since minds must keep thar personality and
their moral qualities, to the end that the City of God may
not lose any peison, 1t must be that i particular they should
keep some manncr of reminiscence or consclousness, or the
power of knowmg what they are, on this depends all therr
morality, punishments, and chastemings. Consequently 1t
is necessary that every mind should be unmune from those
revolutions of the umiverse which would 1ender 1t entircly
unrecognizable to itself, and would make ol it, morally
speaking, a diufferent person  Whereas for brute substances
it is sufficient that each should simply remain the same
individual m the strict metaphysical sense, even though 1t
is subjected to all imaginable changes, since in any case it
1s without consciousness or reflection



LETTER TO BAYLL?
ON THE CARTESIAN TIIEORY OF 1HE QUANTII'Y OF MOIION, 1684

WreN I gave myself the valuable pleasure of reading your
Nowvelles de la République des Leitres, 1 found there my
objection to the famous Cartesian prinaple regarding the
Quantity of Motion, together with the Reply of a Cartesian
scholar from Paris, by name M. 'Abbé C2 I now send you
my answer so that all the parts of the business may be
collected together, if you consider that switable. It is true
that this is merely mtended to clear up the matter, by
following out rather than by justifying the objection I there
raised, for M. PAbbé has in fact offered no opposition to 1t,
but grants me more than I want. However, I am very
much afraid that the other Cartesians may repudiate what
he says.

According to him, the Cartesian rule is limited in applica-
tion, and 1s indeed a very small matic , he maintains that it 1s
only a particular Principle vegarding the five Common Machines
and concerned with isochronic powers, or movements recorded
in egual times. T had shown that in o certain case (which
was sufficiently ordina1y), and in an infinite number of other
similar ones, two bodies have the same force although they
have not the same quantity of motion. He grants tus, and
I ask no more. But he adds that this is not surpmsing,
because in the case referred to the two bodies acquired thew
forces 1n unequal times: as if the principle ought to be limited
to forces acquired 1n equal times. This is to grant me my
case, and indeed I do not ask so much. But as against the

i Pierre Bayle (1647-1706), aunthor of the famous Historical

and Cyitacal Dichonary. Cf pp 118—40.
% probably Jean de Catellan, Bishop of Vallence,
Qo
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Cartestans 1 should be wiong to try to take advantage of the
fact that they ate so feebly defended, Tor I do not beheve
that M. PAbbé C. would ever find one of them, at least among
those who pass {o1 geomcetiicians, to approve of hus restiiction
ol the prmnciple  You, su, will be able to decide, and T have
no doubt but that some clever Cartesians among yow friends
will admit 1, if you think hit to consult them, which I should
make bold to ask you to do, 1f T knew what your convenience
allowed The Cartesians claim 1n geneal thal there 1s
always maintamed the same sum total of force, which they
always estunate by the quantity of motion. And according
to them, 1f some bodies transfer their force, or a part of their
force, to others, there will be in all these bodies together the
same quantity of motion as before, or the sum total of the
products of the masses multiplied by therr veloaities will be
the same.  For example, if there is a body weighing 4 pounds,
with a velocity of x degree, and we suppose that its whole
force must now be transferred to a body weighing r pound,
is 1t not true that the Cartesians assert that in this case
the hody must receive a velocity of 4 degrees for the same
quantily of motion to be preserved? For mass 4 multiphed
by velocity r produces the snme result as mass 1 multiplied
by velocity 4. According to my wiew, on the other hand,
the body 1n question must only reccive a veloaty of 2 degrees.
(as I will prove below), so the diffcrence between us is mam-
fest enough, And in cstimatmg in this way the force which
the bodies have acquuned, neither these gentlemen nor any
others that I know of (with the exception of M. PAbbé C.)
have woiried themselves about whether they were gained
in a long or shorl, an equal or an unequal time Time,
indeed, has nothing to do with this calculation. When we
see a body of a given magmtude tiavelling at a given velocity,
can we not estimate 1ts force without knowing in what length
of time and with what detouis and delays it may have acquired
that veloeity? It seems to me that in this case we can judge
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of the present state without knowing the past  When there
are two bodies, perfectly equal and similar, whose velocities
are the same but acquired 1n the one case by a sudden shock,
and m the other by a descent of obsezvable duration, are we
for that 1cason to say that thew foices are different? This
would be like saymg that that man 15 11cher whose money
has taken longer to acquire. But, what is more, 1t is not
even necessary that the two bodies in my suggested instance
should fall from their different heights i unequal times, as
is supposed by M. 'Abbé C.; he did not see that the time
taken over the descent may be changed at will, according as
the line of descent 1s changed by being given a greater or less
inchnation, and that there are an infimite number of ways mn
which these two bodies may be made to descend from thewr
different heights m equal times. For if we disregard the
resistance of the air and similar hindrances we know that a
body falling from the same height acquires the same velocity
whether the descent be perpendicular and sudden, or sloping
and not so fast. Consequently the distinction of times does
not affect my objection. These things are so evident that T
might perhaps return to M. UAbbé C the comphment of
some of his expressions, but I think it is more fitling not to
descend to these amusements. The fact 15, I think, that my
objection 15 so sunple that its very simphaty operated Lo
deceive lum, since he could not belicve that a comment, which
was So easy could have escaped the notice of so many able
people  Thus 1s why, noticing the difference in the times, he
leapt upon that, without giving himself leisuie to 1eflect that
it is only inadental. I have a sufficiently good opinion of
his mind and of hus sincerity to hope that he will now agree
about this humself, and I think that what follows will help
even more to make hum see the truth of the matter. In
order, t0o, to anticipate the doubts of those who may think
1t is a satisfactory answer to my objection to say that the
msensible matter which presses heavy bodies downwards
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and causes their acceleration, has lost exactly the quantity
of motion which it imparts to the bodics, I answer that I
agree about this pressure which 1s the cause of weight, and
that I hold that this Tither loses as much force (though not as
much motion) as 1t impaits to the heavy bodies, but that all
this does nothing to resolve my objection, even 1if I granted
(contrary to the tiuth) that the Ether lost as much motion
as 1t impatted  For my objection 1s expressly so stated that
it docs not matter how the force was acquired, 1 left that
out of account so as not to enter into any disputes on any
hypothesis in that regaid T take the acquired force and
the acquired velocity as they are, without bothermg about
whether they were imparted suddenly by a shock from another
body or little by hittle by a continual acceleration from gravity
or from a spring, It 1s sufficient for me that the body now
has this given force or rather this given velocity., And under
those circumstances I show that its forcec must not be esta-
mated by the veloaity or quantity of motion; and that the
body can give its force to anather body without giving it
s quantity of motion, and that therefore when this trans-
ference occurs, it may, and indeed it must, happen that the
quantrly of motion is dimmnished or increased m the bodies,
while the same force remains.

I shall now piove what [ put forward above, namely, that
if we suppose the whole force of ome body, which weighs 4
pounds and whose veloctty (when it travels in a honzontal
plane, 1n whatever manne it acquires 1ts velocity) #s 1 degree,
15 transferred to another body weighing 1 pound, then the latter
body wnll receive a velocity, not of 4 degrees in accordance with
the Cartesian princuple, but of 2 degrees only ; because in this
way the bodies or weights would be m reciprocal ratio to
the heights to which they could ascend by wirtue of the
velocities they possess. Now these heights are as the
squares of their velocities. And if the body weighing 4
pounds with its velocity in a hoiizontal plane of r degree,
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on meeting and becoming attached to the end of a pendulum
or perpendicular line, climbs to a hietght ol ¢ foot, the body
weighing 1 pound will have a veloaty of z degrees, m order
to be able, when sunilmly attached, te ascend to a height
of 4 feet. For it requies the same force 1o raise 4 pounds
1 foot, as to raise 1 pound 4 {eet.  Butaf this hody weighing
1 pound was bound to teccive 4 degrees of velocity, as
Descartes believed, 1t would be able to climb to a height
of 16 feet. And consequently the same force which raised
4 pounds 1 foot, would be able, if transferied to 1 pound,
to raise 1t 16 fect. But this 1s impossible; for the effect is
four times as great, which means that three times the force
which was origmally present has been acquired and derived
from nothing. This is why I hold that n place of the
Cartesian ptinciple 1t 1s possible to set up another Law of
Nature which I consider most uruiversal and most mviolable,
namely that there 1s always a perfect equation detween the full
cause and the entire ¢ffect. 'This principle does not assert
merely that effects are proportional to causes, but more
than this, that each complete effect 13 equivalent to its
cause  And although tlus axiom 1s altogether metaphysical,
it is none the less one of the most uscful m physics, and
provides a means of reducing forces to a geometrical caleulus,
But in order to show more clearly how it must be made
use of, and why Descartes and others departed Irom it,
let us consider his thnd rule of motion, as an example,
Let us suppose that two bodies B and C, each weighing
1 pound, meel one another, B with a velocity of 1oo degrees,
and C with a velocity of 1 degree. Ther total quantity of
motion will be 1or. But if C with its velocity can climb x
inch, B with its veloaity will be able to chmb 10,000 inches.
Thus the force of both together is capable of raising x pound
ro,001 inches Now according to the third Cartesian rule,
after the shock they will travel together in company at a
velocity of 503, so that when multiplied by 2 (the number
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of pounds tavelling together alter the shock) there results
the same quantity of motion, 101. Bui in that case these
2 pounds will only be capable ob ascending together to a
height of 2,550} mches (e, the square of 50%), which is the
same as if they had the force to raise 1 pound 5,100} mches,
wheieas before the shock there was foice enough lo 1aise
1 pound 10,001 inches Thus nearly half the foice will
have been lost by virtue of this 1ule for no reason whatever,
and without bemng used for anything. Thus is just as -
possible as what we showed above m another case, where
by virtue of the same Cartesian general principle three times
the force could be acquired for no reason,

The famous author of the Recherche de la Viérté! has
mdeed seen some crrois of M Descartes in these matters;
but as he presupposed the maxim which I reject, he held
that of the seven Cartesian rules numbes 1, 2, 3, and 5 were
true, whereas the only one which can be mamtamed is the
first, which is self-evident. The same author ot the Recherche,
arguing on the supposition of bodies that aie hard and
without elasticily, mamtams that they cannot spring back
nor become separated afier the shock, except when they
meet one another with veloaities in 1eciprocal relation to
their magnitudes, and that in all other cases they will travel
in company after the shock, preserving the original quantity
of motion. But in this I find a senous difficulty. If body
B, of magnitude 2 and velocity z, and body C, of magnitude
1 and velocity 2, move ducetly agamst one another, he grants
that they will spiing back at their own velocitics But if
we suppose the velocity or the magnitude of one of the
bodues, say B, to be increased by ever so little, he mawntains
that both will travel together in the direction in which
B previously travelled alone, and this at a velooty of
approximately %, supposing that the change in B is so shght
that in calculating the quantity of motion it is possible to

1 Malebranche.



94 THE QUANTITY OF MOTION

retain the ouginal numbers without any error worth men-
tioning But 15 it credible that simply because of the
smallest conceivable change assumed m regard to the hody
B, there should arise so gieat a differcnce in the 1esult that
all springmg back should cease, and that B, which had in
the previous mstance to turn back at a velocily of 1, should
now not only not have to travel backwards, but should even
travel forwards at a velocity of approximately 4 —which 15
all the more strange in that before the shock 1t only travelled
forward at a velocity of 1? Thus the other body, instead
of making this one recoll, o1 advance less, as a result of the
shock of impact, makes 1t advance more, and as 1t were
attracts it to itself—which 1s beyond all probability, As
1t 18 the author of the Recherche de la Vérué to whom we
are mdebted for the correction of a number of Caitesian
prejudices of some mmportance, elsewhere as well as on this
matter, it seemed to me fiting that I should explam here
what else remamed to be said. As I am agsured that he
1s as honourable as he 1s penetiating, I have no fear that
he may take 1t 1ll of me, but rather await his approbation,
However, I think that M. Descartes, who n laying down
his rules forgot to notice the cases where two unequal bodies
move agamnst one another with uncqual velocitics, would
have been obliged in the case just mentioncd to say the
same as the author of the Reckerche, so far as I can judge
from his third rule, about which they aie both agrecd.
But there will still occur the wmequality of the effect and
the cause, as 1t would be easy to show by calculation on the
example of the third rule. This mequalty is also to be
found in what the author of the Recherche says in correction
of M. Descartes’s fourth, sixth, or seventh rules. In regard
to the sixth rule, for example. let B be of weight 1 pound
and veloaity 4, and C of weight 1 pound and at rest. He
maintains that they travel in company after the shock at
a velocity of z. Thus whereas previously there was a foice
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capable of rasing 1 pound 16 feet, there is now only a force
capable of ratsing 2 pounds 4 fect, and half the force has been
lost. According to M Descartes, in this case B and Crwill
travel m the same duection, and B’s velocity will be 3,
C’s will be 1, thus in all there will be a force capable of
raising 1 pound 1o feet, and more than a third of the force
will have been lost

What may have misled these worthy authors, and has
caused most confusion in tlus matter, 15 that bodies whose
velocities are reciprocally related to therr extensions are
observed to stop one another, both in a balance and outside
This is why their forces were believed to be equal, all the more
because no account was taken in bodies of amything except
velocty and extension. It 1s in this connection that 1t would
have been of value to make use of the distinction hetween force
and dwection, or rather between the absolute force necessary
to cause the existence of some effect (for example, to raise a
certamn weight to a certain height, or to compress a certain
spring to a certamn degree) and the force required io travel
forward 1 a certain direction, or to mamntain the direction.
For although a body of magnitude 2 with velocity 1 and a
body of magnitude 1 with velocity 2 stop one another or
prevent one another from going foxward, nevertheless if the
first can raise a pound 2 feet, the second will be able to rase
a pound 4 feet. This 1s paradoxical, but it cannot be doubted
after what has just been said. It might be possible, however,
to find some new mnterpretation of the principle of the
quantity of motion, so that after such correction it might
remain a universal principle; but it is not easy to see what 1t
would be.

Iwill add a remark of some consequence for metaphysics. I
have shown that force must not be estimated by compounding
the velocity and the magnitude, but by its future effect. Vet
it seems that force or power 1s something real at the present
moment, and the future effect is not. Whence it follows that

1995
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itas mecessary to admnut 1 bodves somethung ofher than mapmtyde
and velocly, unless we are willing lo deity 1o bodies all powey
of action 1 hold, marcovet, that we have not a sufficiently
perfect conception even of matter ond extension, Thg
anthor of the Recherche de la Vérité has 1ccognized the
existence of such obscurity m 1egard to the soul and to
thought, thereby differing from the Cartesians, but ag
regards matter and extiension he appems to agree with
them. . .



EXPOSITION AND DETENCE OF TIE NEW SYSTLEM

NEW SYSTEM OF TIIE NATURE AND COMMUNICATION OTF SUB-
STANCES, AS WELL AS OF THE UNION EXISTING BETWEEN THE
SOUL AND THE BODY 10693

Ir 15 now some years since I conceived this system, and
entered mto communication about 1t with several learned
men, and n particular with one of ihe greatest theologians
and philosophers of our time,! who had heard of some of my
opmions from a personage of ithe highest rank, and found
them lghly paradoxical. But when he had received my
explanations, he retracted 1n the most generous and edifying
way Imaginable, expressed his approval of a part of my
propositions, and withdrew lus censure of the others with
which he still did not agree. Since that time I have con-
tinued my meditations as opportunity offered, so as to give
to the public well-considered opimions only: and I have tried
also to satisfy the objections iaised against my Lssays on
Dynamies, which have some connection with this. Some dis-
tinguished people, moreover, have desned to see my opinions
mote clearly expressed, and so I venture to offer these medi-
tations, although they are in no way populai, nor such as to
be to the taste of all kinds of minds. My chief aim is to give
myself the benefit of the judgment of those who are en-
lightened 1 these matteis, since it would be too difficult to
seck out and call to my aid individually those who would
be prepared to give me instruction—which I shall always be
very happy to 1ecerve, provided the love of truth appears
therein, and not merely a passion for preconceived opmicns,
1 Arnauld. Cf pp. 52-87
97
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Although I am one of those who have done much work op
mathematics, I have constantly meditated on phulosophy
from my youth up, for 1t has always scemed to me that in
philosophy there was a way of estabhishing something sohd
by means of clear proofs 1 had travelled far mto the world
of the Scholastics when mathematics and modern wrters
lured me out again, while still a young man I was chatmed
with their beautiful way of explaiming nature mechanically,
and scorned, with justice, the method of those who only make
use of forms or faculiies, {rom which we leain nothing. But
later, when I tried to get to the bottom of the actual principles
of mechanics in order to give an explanation of the laws of
nature which are known through experience, I became aware
that the consideration of an exterrded mass is not of itsclf
enough, and that use must also be made of the notion of
foree, which is fully ntelligible, although 1t falls within the
sphere of metaphysics. It secmed to me also that the opmion
of those who transform or degiade the lower animals into
mere machines, though it seems possible, 1s improbable, and
even against the order of things.

At first, when I had {1eed myself from the yoke of Auistotle,
I had belicved in the void and atoms, for 1t i3 Lhis which
best satisfies the imagination. But returming to ths view
after much meditation, I percerved that it 15 ympossible to
find fhe princeples of a true unity in matter alone, or in what
is merely passive, since everythung in it 15 but a collection ot
accurulation of parts ad infinstwm. Now a mulliplicity can
be real only if it is made up of true umitres which come from
elsewhere and are altogether different from mathematical
points, which arc nothing but extremities of the extended
and modifications out of which it is certain that nothing
continuous could be compounded. Therefore, to find these
veal umiiies, 1 was constramned to have recourse to what
might be called a real and animated point or to an atom of
substance which must embrace some element of form or of
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activity m order to make a complete bemng. It was thus
necessary to recall and in a manner to rchalahtate substantzal
forms, which ai1e so much decried to-day, but i a way which
malkes them mtelligible and sepaiates the use which must be
made of them from theiwr previous ahuse, I found then that
their naturc consists of force and that from this there follows
something analogous to feeling and to appetite, and that
therefore 1t was nccessaly to form a conception of them
resembling our ordinary notion of souls. But just as the
soul must not be used to explam the detail of the ecanomy of
the ammal’s body, so I judged in the same way that these
forms ought not to be used to explain the particular problems
of nature, although they are necessary to establish true
gencral principles, )Arlstotle calls them first emtelechies; 1
call them, more mtelhg1bly perhaps, primary forces, which
contain not only the acg or the fulfilment of possibility, but
also an oniginal aclvty.

I saw that thesc forms and these souls must be mdivisible
like our mind ; and 1indeed I recollected that this had been the
opinton held by St. Thomas concetning the souls of the lower
animals. But this tiuth revived the great difficulties about
the origin and duration of souls and forms | For since every
sumple substance which possesses a true unity can have its
beginnmng and end by muacle alone, it follows that they
could not hegin except by creation, nor come to an end except
by annihilation. Thus (with the exception of such souls as
God still wills to create expressly) I was obliged to recognize
that the constitutive forms of substance must have been
ereated with the world and that they go on subsisting always.
Moreover, some of the Scholastics, such as Albert the Great
and John Bacho, had a notion of some part of the truth about
their origin. Nor ought our view tq appear extraordinary,
since we are only attributing to forms duration, which was
granted to their atoms by the followers of Gassendi.

Nevertheless I deemed that we ought not to mix without
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distinction o Lo confuse with other foms ot souls, mnds or
rational souls, which are of a supcuior order and have incom-
parably moie perfection than thosc forms einbedded in matter
which, on my view, are to be found cveiywhere, since n
compatison with these otheis, minds o1 1ational souls are
hittle gods, made in the image of God, and having in them
some ghmmering of Divine hght.  This 15 why God governs
minds as & prince governs his subjects, o1 as a father cares
for tus children; whereas He disposcs of other substances as
an engineer handles lus machines  Thus minds have special
laws which set them above the revolutions of matter, by the
very order God has mtroduced mto them; and it may tiuly
be said that all the rest 15 made for them alone, the very
revolutions bemng artanged for the felicity of the wvirtuous
and the pumshment of the wicked.

But to return to ordinary forms or drule souls, the fact
that duration must now be attiibuled to them instead of
to0 aloms as previously, might give rise to the doubt whether
they do not pass from one body to another, this would be
metempsychosis, more or less as some philosophers have
thought occuried in the transmission of movement and of
character. But this fancy 15 very far 1cmoved hiom the
nature of things. Theie is no such passing. It 1s hete that
the transformations of MM. Swammerdam, Malpighi, and
Leeuwenhoel, who are among the best observers of our day,
have come to my assistance and have made me admit more
readily that the animal and every other organized substance
does not begin when we think, but that its apparent genera-
tion is only a development, a lkind of incieasc. T have
noticed, too, that the author of the Recherche de ln Vérits}
M. Regis, M. Hartsoeker, and other clever men have not
been very far removed from this opinion,

But there still remained the more important question of
what becomes of these souls or forms at the death of the

2 Malebranche
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arumal, o1 at the destruction ol the individual unit of
otganized substance. This question 1s the more awkward,
masmuch as it seems unicasonable that souls should 1emain
useless mm a chaos of confused matter. This ultimately
made me decide that there was only one sensible thing to
belicve; that is to maintain the conservation not only of the
soul but also of the amimal 1tself and of 1ts organic machine;
even though the destruction of ils girosser parts has reduced
it to such smallness that 1t evades ou1 senses, just as 1t did
before birth. Morcover, nobody can mark precisely the true
time of death, which may for a long time pass for a mere
suspension of observable actions, and fundamentally is never
anything else but that in the case of simple animals; witness
the resusatations of flies which have been drowned and then
buried under powdered chalk, and several simular instances,
which make us realize thal there might be other resuscita-
tions, and in cases which were much further gone, if men
were In 4 position to readjust the machine. And it looks
as though it were something® of this nature which was
discussed by the great Democritus, thoroughgoing atomist
though be was, although it was made fun of by Pliny, It
is therefore natural that since the animal has always been
living and organized (as some people of {ine penetration are
beginning 1o recognize), it should also always continue to
be so. And since there 1s thus no first birth or entirely
new generation of the animal, it follows that it will suffer
no final extinction or complete death, in the strict meta-
physical sense ; and that cansequently instead of & transmagra-
ton of souls, ihere occurs only a fransformation of one and
the same ammal, according as its organs are differently
folded, and more or less developed.

But rational souls obey much more exalted laws, and are
immune from anything which could make them lose the
status of citizens of the soclety of minds, since God has so
well provided that no changes of matter could make them
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lose the moral qualities of thewr personality.  And 1t may be
said with truth that everything tends to the perfection not
only of the umverse in geneial, bul also of these created
beings in particular, who are destmed for so high a degree
of happmess that the universe becomes conceined m 1t by
virtue of the divine goodness which is communicated tq
each created being, in so far as sovereign wisdom can permt,

As regards the ordmary body of animals and other coi-
poreal substances, which have hitherto been held to suffer
complete extmction, and whose changes depend rather on
mechanical rules than on moral laws, I was pleased to note
that the ancient author of the book Of Regumen, which 15
attributed to Hippocrates, had some notion of the truth
when he expiessly says that animals ncither are born nor
die, and that the things which are thought to come mnto
being and to perish merely appear and disappear. This
was also the opmion of Parmemdes and of Melissus i the
pages of Anstotle. For these ancient thinkers are sounder
than is supposed *

T am as willing as any man to give the moderns theiv due;
but I think they have carried 1eform too far, among other
things m confusing the natural with the artifical, through
not having had sufficicntly exalted ideas of the majesty of
Nature. They concewve that the diulference between her
machines and ours is but the difference between the great
and the small. This recently led a very clever man? to
remark that when looking at Nature from near at hand she
appears less admirable than we thought, being no more than
a workman’s shop. I believe that this does not give g
sufficiently just idea, or one sufficiently worthy of her, and
there is no system except mine which properly exlubits
the immense distance which ieally lies between the least
productions and mechamsms of Divine wisdom and the
greatest achicvements of the skill of a hmited mind. Tlus

! Fontenclle
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difference 15 one not metely of degree, but of kind also. Tt
must be recognized that Nature’s machmes possess a truly
mfinitc number of organs, and are so well protected and
armed agamst all accidents, thal 1% 15 not possible to destroy
them A natural machine stll remamns a machine m its
least parts, and, what 1s more, 1t always remains the very
same machine that 1t was, being merely transformed by the
different foldmgs 1t reccives, and being sometimes stretched,
sometimes contracted and as 1t were concentrated, when
we think that 1t 15 destroyed.

Furthermore, by means of the soul or foim, theie is a true
unity which corresponds to what is called the I inus, a thing
which could not occur in artificial machies, nor in the sumple
mass of matter, however organized 1t may be. This can
only be regarded as like an army or a flock, or like a pond full
of fish, or a watch made up of springs and wheels. Vet if
there were no tiue substaniial uniizes, there would be nothing
real or substantial in the collection. It was this that com-
pelled M. Cordemoy to abandon Descartes, and to adopt
Democntus’s theory of atoms, in order to find a true unity.
But afoms of matier are contrary to reason, besides the fact
that they also are composed of parts, since the invincible
attachment of one part to another (granted that this could
be reasonably concerved or supposed) would not destroy their
diversity. It is only atoms of substance, that is 1o say unities
which are real and absolutely without parts, which can be
the sources of actions, and the absolute first principles of
the composition of things, and as it were the ultimate elements
into which substantial things can be analysed. They might
be called metaphysical points, there is about them something
vital and a kind of perception, and mathematical ponts are
their points of wiew for expressing the universe But when
corporeal substances are contracted all therr organs consti-
tute to us but a physical parnt. Thus physical pomnts are
mdivisible in appearance only: mathematical pomts are
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exact, but they aic nothing bul modaliies. It 15 only
metaphysical points, or pownts of substance (constrtuted by
forms or souls), which arc both exact and real, and without
them there would be nothing real, simmce without true unities
there would be no plurality.

Once I had established these things, I thought I hag
reached port; but when I set myself to reflect on the union
of the soul with the body, I seemed to be cast back again into
the open sea. For I could find no way of explaining how
the body causes something to happen m the soul, or vice
versa, nor how one created substance can communicate with
another. M Descartes left the field at this stage, as far as
we can gather from his writings; but his disciples, realizing
that the common opinion is mconceivable, maintained that
we are aware of the qualities of bodies because God produces
thoughts in the soul on the occasion of the movements of
matter; and when our soul wishes to move the body 1n 1ts
turn, they deemecd that it is God that moves it for the soul,
And as the communication of motion scemed to them like-
wise inconceivable, they mamntained that God gves motion
to a body on the occasion of the motion of another body. This
is what they call the System of occasional causes, which has
become very fashionable owmng to the fine reflections of the
author of the Reckerche de la Vérité2

It must be admitted that they have gone a great way in
regard to this problem by showing what cannot possibly
take place; but their explanation of what docs in fact occur
does not remove the difficulty. It is quile true 1hat m the
strict metaphysical sense there is no real influence cxetted by
one created substance on another, and that all things, with
all their reahties, are contmually produced by the power of
God: but to solve these problems it is not enough 1o make
use of the general cause, and to drag n what is called the
deus ex machina. TFor when this is done without giving any

1 Malebranche.



THE NEW SYSTEM 105

further explanation in terms ol the order of secondary causes,
this 15 properly speakmg to fall Lack on muucle. In
philosophy, we must attempt to give an account showing m
what way things ate brought about by the Divine wisdom,
m conformity with the notion of the subject i question

{ Bang thus constraned 1o grant that it is impossible for
the soul or for any other tiue substance 10 tecerve anything
from without, except by Divine ommpotence, 1 was m-
sensibly led to adopt a view which surpuises me, but which
seems 1nevitable, and which does m fact possess very great
advantages and consideiable beanties. This view 1s that
we must say that God first created the soul, and every other
real unity, m such a way that everything mn it must spring
from within itself, by a peifect spomtaneity with regard to
itself, and yet m a perfect confornuty with things outside.’
And thus, since our mternal sensations (those, that 1s to say,
which are in the soul itself and not in the bram or in the
subtle parts of the body) are but phenomena dependent upon
external entities, or rather are really appearances, and, as it
were, well ordered dreams, these mternal perceptions within
the soul 1tself must arise in it from its own orginal constitu-
tion, that is to say tluough the natmal representative abihty
(capable of expressing entrtics outside itsell m relation to
1ts organs) with which it has been endowed since its creation,
and which constitutes its individual character, It follows
fiom this that, since each of these substances exactly repre-
sents the whole univeise in its own way and fiom a certam
point of view, and smce the peiceptions or expressions of
external things 1each the soul at a determuned pomt by
virtue of 1ts own laws and, as 1t were, in a world apart, as if
nothing else existed but only God and itsell (if I may make
usc of a way of speaking employed by a certam writer with
a most exalted mind and famous fo1 his holmess), there will
be a perfect agreement between all these substances, pro-
ducing the same effect as would occur if these communicated
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with one another by means of a transnussion ol spectes or
qualities, as the common run of philosophers mamntain,
Furthermore, the organized mass, within which is the point
of view of the soul, is itself mote neaily expiessed by 1t, and
finds 1tself m 1ts tuin ready to act of itsell according to
the laws of the corporeal machme whenever the soul desnes,
without either distmabing the laws of the other, the animal
spirits and the blood having preusely at the given moment
the motions necessary to make them 1espond to the passions
and perceptions of the soul, and 1t 15 this mutual relation,
regulated in advance in every substance 1n the universe, which
produces what we call their communication, and which alone
constitutes the union of the soul and the body — And this makes
1t possible to understand how the soul has 1ts seat 1n the body
by an immediate presence, which could not be closer than
it is, since 1t is present in the way m which the umty is present
in that resultant of umties which 15 a plurality

This hypothesis is very possible. For why should not God
be able in ihe first instance to give to substance a nature or
internal force capable of producing for it m order (as if 1t
were an quiomaton, spiritual and formal, but free mn the case
of a substance which has a shaie of reason) evarything that
15 going to happen to it, that is to say all the appearances and
expressions 1t is going to have, and that without the assistance
of any created thing? This 1s rendered all 1the more probable
by the fact that the nature of substance necessanly requires
and essentially mmvolves a progress o1 change, without which
it would have no force to act. And since it is the very nature
of the soul to be representative of the universe in a vay
exact way (although with vaiying distinctness), the sequence
of representations which the soul produces for itself will
natarally correspond to the sequence of changes i the un-
verse itself- while on the other hand the body has also been
adjusted to the soul, in regard to the experiences in which the
latter is conceived as acting outside 1tself. This is all the
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more reasonable in that hodies are only made for those minds
which aic capable of entering mto souety with God, and of
celebrating Hisgloty  ‘Thus once we recognize the possibility of
thishy pothests of agreements, weiccognize alsothat 1t 1 the most
reasonable one, and that 1t gives a wondexful idea of the har-
mony of the univeise and of the perfection of the woiks of God,

There 1s in 1t this great advantage also, that mnstead of
saymg that we are free only appearance and n a manner
adequate for practice, as several ingenious men have held, we
must rather say that we are determined in appeaiance only;
and that in strict metaphysical language we are perfectly
mdependent as regards the influence of all other created
things. This again shows up m a marvellously clear light
the immortality of our soul, and the ever uniform conserva-
tion of our individual self, which 1s perfectly well regulated
of its own nature, and 1s beyond the reach of all accidents
from outside, whatever the appearances to the contrary.
No system has ever so clearly exhibited our exalted position
Since each mind is as 1t were a world apart, sufficient unto
itself, mdependent of all other created things, including the
infinite, expiessing the univeise, 1t 1s as lasting, as subsistent,
and as absolute as the very umverse of created things itself
We must therefore conclude that it must always play its
part m the way most swted to contribule to the petfection
of that society of all minds which constitutes their moral
umon 1n the City of God. Here, too, is a new and wonder-
fully clear proof of the existence of God. TFor this perfect
agreement of all these substances, which have no pomnt of
communication with one another, could only come from the
One COMMON Cause.

Besides the fact that tlus hypothesis is recommended by
all these advantages, it may be added that it 15 something
more than a hypothesis, since 1t seems hardly possible to
explain things in any other intelligible way, and since
several serious difficulties which have hitherto exercised
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men’s minds scem to disappear of themselves when ones 1t
15 propeily understood. Ordinmy ways of spealang can
still be easily retaned. For 1t may fanrly be saud that when
the particular disposition ol a given substance 1s the explana-
tion of a change taking place m an mtellipble mannet, so
that we can mfer that 1t 1s to this substance that the others
bave been adjusted m this regaid fiom the begmming, in
accordance with the order of the deciees of God, then that
substance ought to be concerved as in that respect aching
upon the others. TFurther, the action of one substance on
another 15 not a ging forth, o1 transplantmg of an entity,
as 1s commonly supposed; and it can reasonably be under-
stood only in the way I have just described. It s true that
we can easily conceive of matter both as giving out and as
taking in parts; and it 15 m this way that we nghtly explam
in terms of mechanics all the phenomena of physics, but as
the materal mass is not a substance, it can be seen that
action in regaid to substance itself can only be such as
I have just described.

These considerations, metaphysical though they may
appear, are yet wonderfully useful m physics, for establishing
the laws of motion, as my Dynamics will be able to establish,
For the truth is that in the shock of mmpact each body
suffers only from its own reaction, caused by the motion
which 15 already m1t. And as for absolute motion, nothing
can determine it mathematically, since everything termi-
nates 1n relations.  This means that there is always a perfect
equivalence of hypotheses, as in astronomy ; so that whatever
number of bodies we take, we may al our own discretion
assign rest, or any given degree of vclocity, to any particular
one of them we wish, without 1ts being possible for us to be
refuted by the phenomena of motion, whether in a straight
line, arcular, or composite. It is, however, reasonable to
attnbute to bodies true motions, in accordance with the
supposition which explains phenomena in the most intelligible
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way, and this way of speaking is mn conformity with the
notion of activity which we have just cstablished.

EXPLANATION OF 1iE NEW SvsTeM oF THE COMMUNICATION
OF SUBSTANCES, IN REPLY TO WHAT IS SAID ABOUT IT
IN THE ¢ JOURNAL' OF 12 SEPTEMBER 16gs L

... I recollect, sir, that I thought I was complying with
your desire in imparting to you my philosophical hypothests
some years ago, though at the same time I pointed out that I
had not yet dectded to acknowledgeit. Inreturn I asked youl
opmion of 1t; but I do not remember receiving any objec-
tions from you, otherwise with my usual docility I should
certainly not have given you occasion to raise the same ones
asecond time Vet they are still not too late, although they
reach me after publication, for I am not one of those for
whom the being committed to a view takes the place of
sound reasomng, as you will find when you are able to say
you have adduced some precise and pressing reason against
my opinions—which, it appears, is not your aim. You wish
rather to speak as an able Academic, and thereby 1o provide
an opportunity of gomng mote deeply into the matter

1. It was my aim here to expound, not the punciples of
extension, but the principles of that which is in fact extended,
or of bodily mass. These principles, according 10 me, are the
real units, that 18 1o say the substances that possess a true
unity,

2. The unity of a clock, to which you refer, is an my
view quite other than the unity of an amimal; the latter
may be a substance possessing a true unity, like that i us
which 1s called the I; whereas a clock 1s nothing but an
assemblage.

1 A letter from Foucher to Letbniz was published in this copy
of the fouwrnal, giving a number of abjections to the New System.
For an earlier Jetter of Leibniz to Foucher, see pp. 45~51
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3. It 15 not m the disposition of the organs that I find the
principle of consclousness n anmmmals; I agiee that this
disposition concerns nothing but the bodily mass.

4. I mention these things to prevenl misunderstandings
and to show that what you say about them 1s not contrary
to what I have propounded It seems that you do not make
me out to be wrong when I demand true unitics, and when
that makes me rehabilitate substantial forms But when
you appear to say that the souls of brutes must have some
share of reason if they are allowed to have sensation, that is
a conclusion the proof of which I do not see.

5. You recogmze with commendable sincerity that my
hypothesis of harmony or concomitance is a possible one,
But none the less you are still somewhat averse to it, no
doubt because you believed that it was purely arbitrary,
and did not realize that it follows from my view of unities,
and that my whole contention stands or falls together.

6. You therefore ask me, sit, what can be the purpose of
all this artifice which I attribute to the Author of nature—
as if 1t were possible for too much artifice to be attributed
to Him, and as if this exacl correspondence of umties with
one another through their own laws, which each received at
the beginning, were not a thing admrably beautiful in itself
and worthy of its Author ~ You further ask what advantage
I find in this theory,

7. 1 might refer to what T have already said about this.
Stil, I answer 1n the first place that when a thing cannot
not be so, it is not necessary to ask what can be the purpose
of it before admitting it. What is ihe purpose of the
incommensurability of the side with the diagonal?

8. In the second place I answer that this correspondence
serves the purpose of explainng the communication of
substances and the union of the soul with the body by means
of the laws of nature established in advance, without having
recourse either to a transmission of species, which is mcon-
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cervable, or 1o a fresh mtervention of God, which does not
appear adoussible TFor we must realize that as there are
natural laws 1 matter, so theie are also natural laws in
souls or forms, and these laws mean what I have just stated.

9. I am further asked how 1t happens that God is not
content to produce all the thoughts and modificatzons of the
soul, without these useless bodies which the soul (it is said)
can neither move nor know. The answer 1s casy. It 1s that
it was God’s will that there should be a greater rather than
a lesser number of substances, and He found 1t good that
these modtfications should correspond to something outside.

10 There 15 no useless substance; they all have their
contribution to make to God’s design.

11, Also I do not admit that the soul does not know bodies,
though this knowledge arises without their influencing one
another.

12. I should have no objection even to saymg that the
soul moves the body; i the same way as a Copernican rightly
speaks of the nising of the sun, a Platonist of the reality of
matter, a Cartesian of the reahty of scnsible qualities,
provided these stalements are sanely understood, so I believe
that it is very true to say that substances act upon one
another, provided 1t 15 understood that the one 15 the cause
of changes in the other in consequence of the laws of harmony.

13. The objection touching the lethargy of bodies (namely
that the bodies might be mactive even when the soul believed
them to be in motion) cannot stand because of this same
unfailing correspandence, established by Divine wisdom.

14. I have no knowledge of these vain, useless, and tnactive
masses, 10 which reference is made. There is activity every-
where; indeed, I maintain this more than the 1eceived
philosophy, because I hold that there 1s no body without
motion, nor substance without force.

15. I do not understand the precise nature of the objection

contained in the words: In trutk, sir, can we not see that these
Qo



112 THE NEW SYSTEM

views are formed with a set purpose, amdi ihal these systems,
coming afier the event, have only been manufactured to vindicate
certawn principles ? All hypotheses are foumed with a se
purpose, and all systems come after the event 10 vindicate
phenomena or appearances, But I do nol sec which are
the piinciples in favour of which I am supposed to be pre-
judiced, and which I want to vindicatce

16, If this means that I am led to my hypothesis by ¢
priort 1easons also, o by fixed principles, as 15 in fact the
case, this is rather a commendation of the hypothesis than
an objection to 1t. It commonly suffices for a hypothesis
to be proved a posieriors, because it satisfies the phenomena;
but when we have other reasons as well, and those a prior,
1t 15 so much the better.

17. But perhaps what is meant 15 that when I had invented
a new view for myself, I was very glad to make use of it
more to assume airs on account of its novelty than hecause
I recognized 1t to be useful. I do not know, sir, whether
you have so poor an opmon of me as to atlribute such
thoughts to me. For you know that I love truth; and that
if I had such a feeling for novelties, I should be m a greater
hurry to produce them, especially those whose solidity is
recognized. But in order that ihose who know me less
well should not endow your words with a meaning which
we should not like, suffice 1t to say that in my view it is
mpossible to explain transeunt acitvity m conformity with
the Jaws of nature in any other way, and that I believed that
the value of my hypothesis would be recognized n view of
the difficulty which the ablest philosophers of our time have
found in the communication of minds and bodes, and even of
bodily substances one with another. T do not know whether
you yourself have encountered any of these difficulties,

18, It is true that there are, on my view, forces m all
substances; but these forces are, strictly speaking, only in
the substance itself, and what follows from ihem m the



THE NEW SYSTEM I13

ather substances 15 only by virtue of a pre-established har-
mony, 1t I may use the word, and not by any 1cal mfluence,
or by the transmmssion of some species or quabity. As T have
explamed the natme of activity and passivity, the nature
of force and of resistance can readily be mnfeired.

19 You say, sir, that you know that there are sill many
more questions to be put before we can decude lhose wlhich we
have been discussing  But perhaps you will find that I have
already put them: I am not swe that your Academics have
put mto practice the valuable parts of therr method more
ngorously and effectively than I myself have done. I
strongly approve of the altempt to prove truths from fiist
principles; this 15 more useful than 15 commonly supposed,
and I have often put this precept wto practice. Thus I
welcome what you say on this subject, and I hope your
example will lead our philosophers to think about it as
they should.

20 I will add a further reflection which seems to me to
be of considerable assistance towards the better understand-
ing of the reality and value of my system. You know that
M Descartes behcved that the same quantity of motion is
conserved in bodies. It has been demonstrated that he was
mistaken in this; but I have shown that 1t is always true
that the same motive force—nstead of, as he thought, the
same quantity of motion-—1s conserved. Even so, the
changes which take place in the body as a consequence of
the modifications of ihe soul caused him embarassment,
because they seemed to violate this law. He thought there-
fore that he had found a way out of the difficulty, which 1s
certainly ingenlous, by saying that we must distinguish
between motion and direction of motion; and that the soul
cannot increase or diminish the motive force, but that 1t
changes the direction or determination of the course of the
animal spirits, and it is in this way that voluntary motions
take place. It is true that he made no attempt to explain
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how the soul sets about changnp the course of bodics—and
m fact this scems as inconcevable as saying that it gives
them motion, unless you have recoutse, as I do, to pre.
established harmony. But the truth 1s that there is another
law of nature, which T have discovered and proved, and which
M Descartes did not know: namely, that there is conserved not
only the same quantity of motive force, but also the same
quaniity of divechon from whatever side n the world 1t be
taken. That 15 to say. tuke any straight line you like, and
take also any number of bodies, chosen as you pleasc; you
will find that, considermg all these bodies together without
leaving out any of those which act on any of those which
you have taken, there will always be the same quantity of
progression from the same side in all the lines parallc to the
straight line you have chosen; provided caie 15 taken that
the sum total of progression is estimated by deducting that
of the bodies which go in the opposite direction from that
of those which go in the direction chosen. This law is as
beautiful and as general as the other, and deserves as little
to be violated: and tns is so 1m my system, which conserves
both force and direction, and, in a word, all the natural laws
of bodies, notwithstanding the changes which occur m
them as a 1csult of those mn the soul

P.S. Hanover, 3/13 Januaiy 16g6.

I see clearly from your reflections that I need to throw
some light on that idea of mine which a friend caused to he
inserted in the Journal de Paris. You say, sir, that you do
not see how I could piove what I propounded concerning
the communication or harmony of two substances as different
as the soul and the body. It 1s true that I thought I had
supplied the means of doing so. And I hope that what
follows will satisfy you

Imagine two clocks or watches which are in perfect
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agreement, Now this agreement may come about n fhree
ways. The first consisls of a natwal mfluence. This is what
M. Huygens tiied with a result that suipnised him. He
suspended two pendulums fiom the same piece of wood,
the continual strokes of the pendulums communicated
similar vibiations to the particles of the wood; but since
these different vibrations could not well persist independently
and without interfering with one another, unless the pen-
dulums were in agreement, it happened by some sort of
miracle that even when thewr strokes had been purposely
disturbed, they soon went back to swinging together, rather
like two strings® whuch are in unison. The second method
of achieving the constant agreement of two clocks, albeit
imperfect ones, would be to have them continually supervised
by a skilful craftsman who should be constantly setting
them right. The third method 1s to construct the two clocks
so slalfully and accurately at the outset that one could be
certain of their subsequent agreement.

Now substitute the soul and the body for these two watches.
Thewr agreement or sympathy will also arise in one of these
three ways. The way of influence is that of ordmnary philo-
sophy, but as 1l 1s unpossible to conceive of erther materal
particles, or immaterial specics or qualities, as capable of
passing from one ol these substances to the other, we are
obliged to abandon this view. The way of assistance is that
of the systcm of occasional causes. But I hold that thus is
bringing in the deus ex machina for a natural and ordinary
thing, where reason requures it to intervene in the same way
only as it contmbutes to all other things in nature. Thus
there remains only my hypothesis, that it to say the way of
pre-established harmony—pre-cstablished, that is, by a Divine
anticipatory artifice, which so formed each of these substances
from the begimming, that n merely following its own laws,
which it received with its bewng, it is yet in accord with the

1,.e strings of a musical instrument,
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other, just as if they mutually influenced one another, or as i,
over and above His woik of general co-ordination, God were
for ever putiing in His hand to sel them 1ight.  After this
I do not think there is anything for me to prove, unless I am
desired to prove that God possesses the cleverness necessary
for making use of this anticipatory artifice, of which we see
samples among men, in propottion as they are clever people.
And supposing that He can, it 1s clear that this is the finest
way and the wotthiest of Him. VYou had some suspicion
that my explanation would be opposed to the rather different
1dea we have of mind and body. But now you see cleaily,
sir, that no one has better established their independence.
For so long as it was necessary to explam thewr communica-
tion by a kind of muracle, it was always lelt open to some
people 1o fear that the distinction between them might not
be what 1t was supposed 1o be, because i1t was necessary to
go to such lengths to uphold 1t. Now all these scruples
disappear. My Essays on Dynasmics are connected with thus;
mn them I had to inquire more deeply into the notion of bodily
substance, wiuch on my view les rather m the force of
acting and resisting than m extension, which is but a repeti-
tion or diffusion of somethung anterior, that 1s 10 say, of this
force. And as these thoughts of mine, which Lo some have
appeared paradoxical, have caused me to exchange letters
with vanous well-known men, I could produce a Comumercium
Epistolicuin on the subject, into which would come my
correspondence with M. Arnauld, of which I spoke in my
previous letter. It will contain a curious mixture of thoughts
about philesophy and mathematics, which will perhaps
sometimes have the charm of novelty. I leave you to judge,
sir, whether the explanations I have just given are suitable
for sounding the opimions of enlightened people through the
intermediary of your journal. But do not give my name, as
it was not given in the Journal de Paris erther
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ExrtraCT TROM A LiTTER oF M D L! REGARDING HIS
Prvosoruicat Hyvrorimsis 18 tur Curious PRoOBLEM,
PROPOUNDED TO THE MATIEMATICIANS BY ONE OT HIS
FRIENDS, WITH AN EXPLANATIION REGARDING soMT Dis-
rUTED POINTS IN PRECEDING ‘ JOURNALS' BETWEEN THE
AvuTiior oF THE ‘PRINCIPLES oF PHysics’? AND THE
Avutnor or ToE ‘OuJECTIONS’? 1696

. Let me say 4 a word on the subject of the dispute between
two very clever people, the author of the Principles of Physics,
published recently, and the author of the Objections (included
m the Journal of 13th August and elsewhere), simce my
hypothesis serves to end these controversics. I do not
understand how matter can be conceived as being extended,
and yet as bemng without parts erther actual or mental. If
this be possible, I do not know what 1t is to be extended.
I even hold that matter is essentially an aggregate, and
consequently that it always has actual parts  Thus it is by
reason, and not only by the senses, that we judge that it 1s
divided, o1 rather that it 15 ultimately nothing but a plurality.
I hold that 1t 15 true that matter (and even each part of
matter) is divided mto a greater number of parts than it is
possible to imagme, Tt is this that makes me often say that
each bady, however small, 1s a world of created things infintte
m number. Thus T do not believe that there are atoms, that
15 to say parts of matter which are perfectly hard, or in-
vincibly solid, just as on the other hand I do not believe
exther thal there exists matter which is perfectly fluid. My

IM.D. L isa psendonym of Leibmz

* Nicolas Hartsoeker (1656-1725), a Dutch physiast, mamnly
concerned with the making of microscopes and telescopes  His
correspondence with Leibniz about his philosophy of nature
15 extant

3 Foucher Cf p. 45, note

4 The first part of this lefter repeats the illustration of the two
clocks, given above, the second part deals with the solution of a
purely mathematical problem, the third part 1s given here
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view 15 that each body is fhuid m comparison with more solid
ones, and solid in companson with more fluid ones. I am
surprised that 1t should still be said that there is always
conserved an equal quantity of motion in the Cartesian
sense, for I have proved the opposite, and alteady excellent
mathematicians have accepted my view. However, I do not
consider the haidness or consistency of bodies as a primary
quality, but as a conscquence of motion, and I hope that
my Dynamics will show wheiem this consists; just as the
understanding of my hypothesis will also serve to remove
several difficulties which still exercise philosophers. Indeed,
I beheve I can answer intelligibly all the doubts to which the
late M. Bernier devoted a whole book, and those who are
ready to ponder what I have previously published will
perhaps already find therein the means of domng so.

EXPLANATION OF THE Dirricurties waic M BAvLE Founp

IN TnE Ngw SvsTtEM oF THE UNION OF THE SOUL AND
THE Bopvy

I take the hberty, sir, of sending you this explanation of
the difficulties which M Bayle found in the hypothesis which
I suggested to explain the union of the soul and the body.
Nothmg could be more accommodating than the manner in
which he has treated me mn regard to it, and I consider myself
honoured by the objections which he included in his excellent
Dzctronary, under the article ‘Rorarius’. Moicover, so great
and profound a mind as his cannot make objections without
beng instructive, and I will try {0 take advantage of the light
he has thrown onthese questions, both here and 1n several other
places in his work. He does not reject what I said about the
conservation of the soul and even of the animal,! but he does
not yet appear to be satisfied by the way in which I claimed
to explain the union and intercourse between the soul and
the body, in the Journal des Savans of 2yth June and 4th

11.e. the whole animal, soul and bodily orgamsm
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July 1695, and n the Ilistorre des Quurages des Savans of
Februaty 16906, pages 274 and z7s.

Thesc are his words, and they seem to show where 1t was
that he found dfficulty I am unable to understand (he says)
that necessary connection between internal and spontaneous
actions which would cause the soul of o dog 1o expertence pain
immediately after having experienced joy, even though 1t were
alone 1 the wmwerse 1 answer, that when I said that the
soul would experience everything 1t now expeiiences, though
there were only God and 1tsel{ in the world, I did but employ
a fiction, that is, I postulated what could not happen naturally
in order 10 make 1t clear that the feelngs of the soul are
nothing but a consequence of what is already present 1n 1t
T do not know whether M. Bayle means to demonstrate the
mcomprehensibility of the necessary connection only in what
he says below, or whether he also intends to indicate 1t at
once by giving this example of the spontaneous transition
from joy to pain. Perhaps he wishes to give us to understand
that thus transition is opposed to the axiom which teaches
that a thing remains always in the state in which it once 1s,
if nothing supervenes to cause 1t to change, and that there-
fore when an amimal once feels joy, 1t will feel 1t always if
it 1s alone, and theie 15 nothing outside 1t to cause 1t to
pass to pain. In any case, I remamn mn agreement with the
axiom, and even claim that it is favourable to me, as indeed
it is ane of my fundamental principles. Is it not the case
that from tlus axtom we conclude, not only that a body that
1s at rest will always remam at rest, but also that a body
that 15 in motion will always retamn this motion or change,
that is to say the same velocily and the same direction, if
nothing supervenes to prevent it? Thus it 1s not simply
that in so far as depends upon itsel{ a body remams in the
state in which 1t is, but also when it 1s in a state of change 1t
contmues to change—and this in accordance with the very
same law Now according to me, it 15 the nature of created
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substance to change continually following u certain order,
by which it is led spontaneously (if T may be allowed to use
this word) thiough all the states which are to happen to it,
so that He who sces everything sees 1n 11s present state all
its states both past and to come. And this law of order,
which constitutes the mdwviduably of ecach particular
substance, has an exact relation to what occwis in every
other substance, and 1n the whole umiverse. Possibly T am
not making too bold a claim, 1f I say that I can piove all
this; but at the moment 1t 15 only a question of upholding
1t as a possible hypothesis, and one fitted to explain the
phenomena Now in this way the law governing the
changing of the substance of the animal bears him from joy
to pamn, ai the moment when there occurs i his body an
interruption of contimuity, because the law of the indivisible
substance of thus animal 1s to represent what occurs in his
body mn the manner in wlich we experzence 1t, and even to
represent m some fashion and 1 relation to this body every-
thing that occurs in the world; for the umties of substance
are nothing else but different concentrations of the universe,
represented according to the diffeient pomts of view which
cistinguish them.

M. Bayle continues: I wnderstand why a dog passes im-
mediately from pleasure to parn when, after being famished and
eating bread, he is struck with a sitck. 1 am not sure that
this 4s sufficiently well understood, No one knows better
than M. Bayle himself that just herein lies the great difficulty
we find In explaining why what happens in the body causes
a change n the soul, and that 1t 1s just thig which has driven
those who uphold occasional causes to have recourse to the
care that must be taken by God to see Lthat all changes which
occur in a body shall be continually represented to 1its soul:
whereas I beheve that it 1s its own nature, given 1t by God,
to represent to itself, by virtue of 1ts own laws, what occurs
m 1ts organs. He continues:
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But that s soul 1s so conshucled that at the moment when
he 15 struck he would feel pain even 1f he were not struck, buy
were lo contimue eating bread without lel or Jundrance, that 15
what I cannot understand. Nerher do T 1ecollect having
said s0, nor could 1t be sawd except by a metaphysical fiction,
as when we suppose that God anmihilates some body to
create a void, both suppositions bemng equally contiary 1o the
order of things. For smce the nature of the soul was origin-
ally made 1 a manner fitted 10 represent to itself m succes-
sion the changes of matter, the supposed case could not
alise 1 the natural order. God could have given to each
substance its own phenomena independent of those of othes,
but in this way He would have made, as 1t were, as many
unconnected worlds as there are substances; very much m
the same way as we say that when a man dreams, he 1s in his
own world apart, but that he enters the common world when
he wakes. It is not that dreams themsclves are unrelated
to the organs and to the rest of the body, but that they are
related m a less distinct manner. Let us continue with
M. Bayle

Further, the spontaneity of this soul (he says) seems to me
quate wncompabible with feelings of pam, and 1n general, with
all perceptions which ave not pleasing to of. This incompati-
bility would be certamn 1f spontaneity and voluntariness
were the same thing, Everything which is voluntary is
spontancous; but there are spontancous actions wlich occur
without choice, and which consequently are not voluntary.
It does not rest with the soul to give itself always feelings
which are pleasing to it; for the {eelings which it 1s going
1o have are-dependent on those which it has had M.
Bayle proceeds:

Moreover, the reason why this gifted man does not fancy ihe
Carlesian sysiem appears to me a false supposition, for
cannot be said that the system of occaswonal causes makes the
actron gf God intervene by miracle (deus ex machina) in the
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reciprocal dependence of the body and the soul for as God does
not intervene except in accordance with general laws, His acron
in this maller 15 not in any way out of the ordinary T4, 15 not
for this reason alone that T do not fancy the Cartesian system;
and some shight consideration of my own doctrine will shoy
that T find in 1t posttive reasons for adopting it.  Even if the
hypothesis of occasional causes had no recourse 10 miacle,
it appears to me that pune would none the less possess
other advantages. I have said that three systems can he
mmagmed which might explamn the communion between the
soul and the body, that is, (1) the system of the influence
of the one on the othet, which is that of the Schools, taken
in the common sense—this I agree with the Cartesians in
beheving to be impossible; (2) the system of a perpetual
supcrvisor, who tepresents n the one what takes place m
the other, very much as if a man were entiusted with the
task of securing the agreement of two bad clocks, which
would not of themselves be capable of agreeing—this 15 the
sysiem of occasional causes; and (3) the system of the natural
agreement of two substances, such as would arise with two
very accuate clocks—this system I hold to be as possible
as the system of the supervisor, and more worthy of the
Author of these substances, clocks, or automata. But now
let us see whether the system of occasional canses does not
in fact presuppose a peipetual miracle M Bayle says that
it does not, because according to this system God would not
act except through general laws, Granted, bul on my view
this 1s not enough to obviate the miracles; even were God
to perform them continually, they would not cease to he
miracles, if we take this word not 1n the popular sense of a
rare and marvellous thung, but in the philosophical sense of
that which 1s beyond the powers of created things. Tt 1s not
enough to say that God made a general law; for besides the
decree there must also be a natural means of carryng it out;
that is to say, what occurs must be able to be explained by the
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nature with which things arc endowed by God. The laws
of nalume arc not so artbitrary or so ndifferent as some
people believe  If, for example, God decreed that all bodies
should iend to move mn cirdes, and thai the radn of the
arcles should be proportionate 1o the size of the bodies, we
should have either to say that there was a way of carrying
this out by means of stmpler laws, or clse to admit that God
brought 1t about muaculously, or at least by means of angels
expressly entrusted with the task, something hke the angels
who in earlier times were supposed to be attiached to the
celestial spheres  The same would be true if someone main-
tained that God had endowed bodies with natural and primary
gravities, by means of which each tended to move towards
the centre of 1ts own sphere, without being impelled by other
bodies; 1n my opinion this system would require a perpetual
miracle, or at least the assistance of angels.

Does the wnternal and active power which 15 communicated
to the forms of bodies know the sequence of actions which it wiil
produce? By no means ; for we learn from experience that we
do not know that we shall have such and such perceptions an
hour hence. T reply that this power, or rather this soul or
form 1tself, does not know them distinctly, but that 1t feels
them confusedly Thete arc in every substance traces of
everytlung that has happened to it and of everything that
will happen to 1t, But the infinite multitude of these per-
ceptions prevents us from distinguishing between them, in
the same way as when I hear a loud and confused noise made
by a crowd [ am unable to distinguish one voice fiom another.

It would thus be necessary for these forms to be directed by
some externdl principle in the production of thewr actions; 15 not
this the deus ex machina again just the same as 1n the system
of occasional causes? My foregomg answer shows that this
conclusion does not follow. On the contrary, the present
state of every substance is a natural consequence of 1ts
preceding state, but only an infimte intelligence can grasp



124 THE NEW SYSTIEM

this sequence—fo1 1 mvolves the whole wmvelse—whether
in souls or in any given portion of matter.

M Bayle concludes with these words: [finally, since he
supposes, and rightly so, that all souls arc sunple and indivisible,
1k 15 smpossible to understand how they can be compared to g
pendudan, that it to say that by thetr arginal constituiion they
can vary thewr operations wn ublizing the sponianeous actnty
recorved fromn thewr Creator. It 1s quite dear that a sunple
being will always act uniformly, 1f turned aside by no outside
cause. If 1t weve composed of several parts Like a machine, 1is
actions would show varety, because the partrcular aclinty of
each part maght at any mouent change the course of the achwity
of the others ; but in a single substance, wheie will you find the
cause af a change of operation ? This abjection I consider to be
worthy of M. Bayle- 1t 1s one of those which most deserve to
be elucidated. But I also believe that if T had not previously
provided for 1t, my system would not deserve to be examined,
I compared the soul to a pendulum only in regaid 1o the
regulated exactitude of its changes, which 15 but impeifect
n the best of clocks, though perfect 1n the works of God; and
1t may be said that the soul is an immaterial automaton of
the most exact kind When it 15 sa1d that a sunple beng
always acts umformly, a distinction has to be made- if to
act uniformly 1s o follow perpetually the same law of oides,
or of continuance, as in a given set or sequence of numbers,
I admit that of 1self every simple being, and even every
compound being, acts umformly; but if by wniformly 1s meant
similarly, then T do not agree. Let me explain the differcnce
of meanmmg by an example. a movement 1n a parabola 1s
uniform in the fiast sense, but not m the second, For the paits

of the parabola are not simular to one another, as are those
of a straight lne, . . 1

! In the few lines here omitted Leibniz comments ‘ by the way’
on Bayle’s statement that a simple body left to itself describes a
straight line  He points out that this is true if we constder only
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We must also remember that the soul, simple though it is,
has always a sensation which is composed of several percep-
tions at once; and tlus serves the purpose for my theory as
much as if 1t were composed of patts, like & machme, For
gach precedmg perception has some mfluence on those which
follow, in conformity with a law of order which 1s to be found
in perceptions as well as in motions.  Moreover, the majority
of philosophers, for several centurics, who have cndowed
with thoughts both souls and angels (whom they hold to be
destitute of all body), not to mention the intelbigences of
Anstotle, admit the occurrence of spontaneous change in a
simple bemng. I add that, since the perceptions which exist
together m the same soul at the same time mclude a truly
mfinite multitude of small feelings, indistinguishable from
one another, which the future will develop, we must not be
surprised at the mfinite vanety of what must result from
them m the course of time. All this 15 but a consequence
of the representative nature of the soul, which is hound to
express everythmg that is occurring and even everything
that {s going to occur i its own hody, and in Ssome manner
in all other bodies, owing to the connection or correspondence
between all the parts of the world. It would pethaps have
been enough to say that since God has made corporeal
automata, He could easily likewise have made immaterial
ones o represent them; but I thought it would be well to
develop this matter a little further.

For the rest, T have read with pleasure what M. Bayle says
in the article ‘Zeno’. Perhaps he will notice that what can
be dertved from il agiees better with my system than with
any other; for whatever is real m extension and in motion
the centre of the body, but in the case of a rotating body, a point
m 1t distant from the centre describes a circle when the centre is
slationary, and a more complicated curve (of which Leibniz
gives the co-ordinates) when the centre 1s moving 1n a straight

line But he does nol press this mathematical point into
service for his general argument here.
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consists only m the foundation of the order and regulated
sequence of phenomena and perceptions The Academucs
and the Sceptics, no less than those who wished o reply to
them, seem Lo have been m difficulties only because they
sought a greater rcality i the sensible things outside us than
the reahity of regulated phenomena. We conceive of ex-
tenston, by concewving an order in co-txistences; but we
ought not to concerve of 1t, nor ought we to conceive of space
after ithe manner of a substance It 15 hike fzme, which
presents to the mind nothing but an order among changes.
And as to motion, what is real 1n 1t is the force or power,
that is to say, that which i the present state cairies with
it a change for the future. The rest is but phenomena
and relations.

The consideration of this system shows also that when we
go deeply into things, we find more sound sense than we
thought 1n the majority of phiosophcal scets, . . .

REMARKS UPON THE ARTICLE ‘RORARIUS’ 1N M, BAvLE's
Dicrionary

1. My first comment 15 that M. Leibniz exalts beyond amy-
thing that can be concerved the power and intelligence of Diwine
art. 1 agree that he exalts 1t beyond anytlung thai can be
understood, but not beyond anything that can be conceived

Imagine a ship having nether fecling nor knowledge, and wih
no being created or uncreated at the helm, to have the power io
move tiself of us own noture so skalfully that it always enjoys a
Savourable wind, avords currents and shallows, and finds a
haven just b the right moment  Suppose such.a ship sailing
thus for several years continuously, always turned in the very
direction and situated in the very place required by the changes
of atmosphere and the different sutuations of land and sea;

1Ttalics indicate quotations from Bayle's Diclionary. From
this paper an extract only 1s given here,
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you will agree that the infinitude of God 15 not greater than
15 necessary to endow a ship with such a facully, and vou
will even say that a shep’s nature 15 not capable of recewing
this power from God  Yetwhat M. Letbniz supposes regarding
the machine of the human body 15 more wonderful and more
surprising than all Hus.

I wall first reply to the question whether the supposition
of such a ship 1s possible.  And afterwaids I will come to the
companison here made with the machine of the human body
In the first place I find 1t strange that M Bayle should dare
to dectde the question 1 the negative, and to deny that this
15 possible to God, without adduang any reason, when he
himself often agrees that anything which does not imply a con-
tradiction or imperfection could be produced by the Diviuty
I admit that M Bayle would be nght if God wete bemng
required to endow the ship with some faculty, perfection, or
occult quality, by which 1t could of itsell direct its own
course, without any knowledge within itself and without any
attiaction or direction from without, ke the Phaeactans’
vessel .n Homer’s Odyssey  For such a supposition would be
impossible, and would wiolate the principle of sufficient
reason, since it would be impossible to give any explanation
of such a perfection, and God would always have to be setting
His hand to 1t by a perpetual muacle—unless some oceasion-
alist thought it suitable to have recourse to Ius supposed
general laws, since God might promulgate one in favour of
this ship, nor could M. Bayle, who 1s anxious to divoice
occasional causes from miracles, reasonably object to this.
For mysclf, I 1eject these natural laws exemption from which
1s absolately»explicable by the nature of things. But while
we reject this occult quality mn the ship, we must admit that
there 1s nothing to prevent there bemng a ship, born under a
lucky star as it were, so that it always reaches port, without
gudance by the winds and tides, through storms and shallows,
simply by encountering favourable accidents, Certain 1t is

L 995
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that ships without men have sometimes reached their
destmed shore. Is there anythmg that malkes 1t rmpossible
for this to happen seveial times to the same ship, and con-
sequently as many times as 1t puts to sea—which will only
happen a certamn number of times? Since the number of
accidents 1s not mfinte, not only God but even an exceedingly
excellent finite spirit would be able 1o {oresee all the accidents
to which the ship would be exposed, and could find out by
solving a geometrico-mechamcal problem the stiucture of the
ship and the places, times, and methods of 1ts putting to sea
which would make 1t adjust itself n the best way to this
finite number of accidents Do we not know that men are
sufficiently skilful to make automata capable of turning at
a specified place at street corners, and of adjusting them-
selves in this way to a certain number of accidents? And
a Mind proportionally greater would provide against accidents
in greater numbers. And if this excellent Mind did not find
these accidents already given, but was free to make them
arise or cease at Hus will, it would be incomparably easier
still for Him to satisfy this demand, and to adjust in advance
and by a pre-established harmony the ship to the accidents
and the accidents to the ship. Thus it is the gravest mistake
to doubt whether the infimty of God 15 great enough to be
able to succeed in thus.

2 Let us apply to the person of Caesar the new system of the
union of the soul and the body: according to this system we tmust
say that the body of Julius Caesar excrcised ats motive power 1
such @ way that from biwrth 1o death 11 followed a constant pro-
gresston of changes which corresponded i the last degree of
exaciness o the perpetual changes of a particular soul whick
the body did not know, and which made no impression op it

Bodies do not know what takes place m the soul, and the
soul makes no physical impression on the body. M. Bayle
agrees with this, but God has supplied his lack not by Him-

" self giving the body at intervals new impressions to make 1t
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obey the soul, but by malang this automaton such in the
first place that it will canty out what the soul commands
punctually as to both time and place.

We must say that the rule according to which this {aculty of
Caesar’s body had to produce these actions was such that he
would have gone to the Senale on such a day and al such an
hour, that he would theve have wltered such and such words, etc.,
even though 1t had pleased God to annihilate Caesar’s soul the
day after 1t was created

There 1s nothing strange m this when once we bear n mind
that as great a craftsman as God can make an automaton
which resembles a valet and 15 capable of peiforming hus
{function, and of cairymng out at a specified place whatever
1t was ordered to do over a long period of time. The body
15 an automaton of this kind m regard to the mind.

We must say that this mobwe power punctually changed
itself and modified diself in accordance with the volubility of the
thoughts of that ambutious spirit, and that ot assumed precrsely
such a parviicular state rather than any other, because the soul
of Caesar passed from one partrcular thought to another.

It seems that M Bayle has lct himself be deceived, for
he has imagined thal the ship of the man’s body was endowed
with some mysterious faculty or power capable of adjusting
itsell to the accidents or the thoughts without having any
knowledge of them, and even without any intelligible reason.
He 15 entirely justified m condemning such a faculty as
impossible, but no one ever thought of such a thing. All that
the automaton which played the valet would need would be
a structure which would make it perform its functions by
virtue of the sules of mechanics. It wonld not modify itself
nor change itself to adjust itself to the thoughts of its master.
It would follow its own course, and by thal very means
would exactly fall in with the will of hun whom the craftsman
who made it meant it to serve.

Can a Blhnd force so convensenily modify 1iself as the resull
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of an impression conveyed 30 or 40 ycars previously, and never
swnce renewed, and which has moreover been left to tiself without
ever having any knowledge of s lesson 2 1s tls not much more
wncomprehensible than the navigation of whick I spolke wn the
preceding paragraph ?

It becomes clearer and clearer that M DBayle has not
properly grasped my view, which 1s that the body modifies
itself 1n the required way not by some kind of zmpression
or power 1t has recerved, but by its own structure, which 1
adjusted to that end. The automaton which plays the valet
will again serve to remove the whole difficulty. The struc-
ture with which 1t has been endowed suffices for all its
funclions, even if it 15 left to 1tsclf, even if its first 1umpressions
are not renewed, and even if 1t has no knowledge of the
command or of the lesson given to it, And the difference
between the body of Caesar and this automaton is but the
difference between the greater and the less.t

4 It 1s van for upholders of the view that the brudes are
nothing but auwlomata to shelter themselves behand the power of
God. 1t 1s vain to explain thal God was able to coustruct
machines, so artfully wrought ihat the voice of a man, the
reflected light of an object, etc , strike them n precisely the vight
place so that they move tn such and such a way. Ewvery one,
except a_few of the Cartesians, rejects this suppossiion,

It 1s rejected not as impossible but as unlikely.

And there 15 no Cartessan who would accept the vew of 4
were extended o man, that 15 to say 1f of were mamtained that

*Bayle points out (mn § 3, which 1s omutted heie) that the
changes which accur 1n the soul, corresponding tg all the actions
and interactions between the organs of the body and between
the body and other bodies, aie wnfinsle 1n number, and urges
that thisinfinity makes the theory of a pre-established harmony
between spantaneous unilies quite incredible Leibmaz replies
that the fact that the variety of changes 1s infinite does nothing

to increase the difficully; 1t only gives ground for ‘wondering
still further at the Divine artifice’
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God was able to make bodies which could perform mechanically
all the things that we see other men do

The Cartestan will not deny that 1t 15 possible for God to
make such an automaton; but he will not allow thal other
men are 1n fact mammate automata of tlus kind. He will
think, and rightly, that they aic like himself. According to
my view, all alike are automata, the bodies of men as well ag
those of brutes, but all of them are ammated, the bodies of
biutes as well as those of men. Thus pure materialists, such
as the followers of Democuiius, no less than formalsts, such
as the Platomsts and Peripatetics, are right m some things,
and wrong in others. There is a great deal of justification
for the view of the followers of Democritus that the bodies ot
men as well as those of brutes are automata and perform all
their actions mechamcally; but they were wrong in thinking
that these machines were not accompanied by an immaterial
substance or form, and that matter was capable of perception.
The Platomsts and the Peripatetics held that brutes and men
have animated bodies, but they were wrong in thinking that
souls change the rules of the motion of hodies; thus they
denied the automatism of the body of both biute and man.
The Cartesians were 1ight to reject this inffuence, but they
were mistaken in denying automatism to man and sensation
to brutes. T hold that we must allow both to both men and
brutes, that we must follow Democritus in making all the
actions of mechanical bodies independent of souls, and that
we must also go further than the Platonists in holdmng that
all 1he actions of souls are immaterial and independent of
the machime.

In dewyng this we do not clam fo set lumats fo the power and
knowledge of God  We sunply mean that the nature of things
reguaves that the powers given io the created bewng should
necessarily have certaan hmilations. It 1s absolutely necessary
that the activety of created things should be proportroned to thetr
essential siate, that 1t should be exercised 1n accordance with the
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character whach 15 fitled to the given machine ; for according to
the axtoms of the philosophers everything which 1s recewed 15
proportioned to the capacily of the subject

M. Bayle keeps on reverting to this supposcd power given
to the body to cnable it to accommodate 1tself to the soul,
I do not require any such thing; I do nol go outlside the
limitations of created things, nor of the state of bodies or
machines. Theie 1s nothing m the artifice of the Divine
machine which surpasses the knowledge and the power of
God. Since He knows everything which can be known, and
can do everything which can be done, He knows the number
(which is limited) of the vohtions of man: and He has the
ability to make a machine capable of canying them out,

We may therefore veject as wmpossible M. Leibniz’s hypothesis,
simce 1k wnvolves greater dufficulties than that of autowmatism,

This argument would be good if the theory of automata
had been convicled of impossibility, but since the contrary
1s mamifest and has been sufficiently proved by the Cartesians,
1t is only a question of greater and less, which mvolves no
difficulty when it is a question of a power and a wisdom which
are Iinfinite. Although man reasons aboul matters which
are abstract and which surpass the imagmation, he none the
less has in his imagination signs which coriespond to them,
such as letters and characters. There 15 no undeistanding
so pure as not to be accompamed by some imagination.
Thus there 15 always in the body something mechanical which
corresponds exactly to the sequence of thoughts present mn a
man’s mind, n so far as that which can be imagmed enters
into the matter, and consequently the automaton of his body
has no more need of the influence of the solll, or of the
supernatural assistance of God, than has that of the brute’s
body.

It marntains the existence of a continual harmony between
two substances which do not act on one another.

Why not? since they originate from one and the same
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Authar who was willing and able to anange that they should
agree without acting on one another.

But of the valets were mackanes, and punctually performed
this and that whenever thewr muster canunanded, such a thing
could only be 1f the master really acled on them * he would utler
words and wonld make signs which would really affect the organs
of the walets

But there are valets who are so well irained as not 10 need
signs to be given to them  They anticipate them. Watches
which strike, for instance, and alarm clocks are valets of this
kind  Fai {rom awaiting signs, they mve them to us. The
artificial valet, who imitates and counterfeits a real one, such
as we have been speaking of above, does not even need to be
wound or set by us, as do watches and alarm clocks. The Arti-
ficer would have prepared him for us. Such a valet 1s our body.

5. If we consider at this powni the soul of Caesar, we shall
find still more impossibilires. This soul was n the world
without being exposed to the wnfluence of any body or of any
mand. The force 1t had received from God was the sole principle
of the particular aclions it produced at each moment; and if
these actions were different one from another, this was not due
to the fact that some were produced with the co-operalion of
certazn sources of aclion, which did not contribuie lo the pro-
duction of ihe others ; for the soul of man 1s stmple, indivisible,
and immaterial M. Leibnaz agrees ; and of he did not agree,
but on the contrary was al one with the majorily of the philoso-
phers and even with some of the greatest melaphysicians of our
age (Mr. Locke for example) tn supposing that a thing composed
of several material parts arranged tn & certain way ts capable
of thinking, »I should in that case regard his hypothesis as
absolutely 1mpossible,

(So M. Bayle does not yet regard it as impossible )
and many other ways of refuting it would present themselves,
which ave heve no concern of mine, since he does recogmse the
wmmateriality of the soul, and burlds upon 1t
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To say that the force which the soul has received fiom
God is the sole principle of its particular actions does not
afford sufficient explanation of 1ts actions. It is better
to say that God has placed m cvery soul a concentration of
the world, or the power of representing the unmiverse from a
point of view proper to that soul, and that 1t is thus that
15 the primciple of 1ts actions, distmguishing them from one
another and from the actions of another soul, For 1t follows
that they will continually be undergoing changes representa-
tive of the changes in the universe, and that the other souls
will undergo other changes, but correspondmng ones.

Let ws return to the soul of Caesar, and let us call 1t an wm-
malerial antomaton, to use M Lebnes’s own expression ; and let
us compare it with an Epicurean atom I mean an alon which
15 surrounded by a vord on all sides and which will never meet
any other atom. The comparison 1s a very just one; for on
the one hand this atom has a natural facully of moving iself,
and exerts 1 withou! being helped by anything whalever,
and without bewng checked or deflected by anything at all, and
the soul of Caesar 1s a wand which has the power of givng
uself thoughts, and which exerls 1t without bewng 1nfluenced by
any other mund, or by any body. Nothing assisis it, nothing
deflects 1t If you consull common notions and common deas
of order you will find that this alom must never stop, and that
having moved n the preceding moment, 1t nust move in he
present moment and in aoll subsequent moments, and that the
manner of s motion must always be the same This 15 a
consequence of an axiom approved by M. Lesbmiz  From the
fact that a thing remains always i the state m which it once
15,1 nothing supervenes to cause it to change, we conclude (fie
says) not only that a body which 1s at rest will always remam
at rest; but also that a body which 1s 1n motion will always
retain this motion or change, that is to say the same velocity
and the same direction, if nothing supervenes to prevent it.
All the world knows clearly that thus atom, whether 1t moves by
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an nnate facully, as Demaocritus and Epicurns assure us, ar
whether 1t moves by a facully recetved from the Creator, always
proceeds umformly and equally i the same ine without 1is ever
happenang to 11 to turnio vight or to left or to turn back. Epicurus
was made fun of when he invented the motion of atomuc ‘ swerve’;
he postulated ot gratulously lo get hunself out of the labyrinth
of the fatal necessity of all things, and he could grve us no reason
Jor this new part of s hypothesis. It offended aganst the
most obmous notions of our wmunds, for 1§ 15 evdent that 1f an
atom which has pursued a straight line for two days 1s 1o turn
aside from s route at the beginning of the third day 1t must
either encounter some obstacle, or conceive some desive of leaving
us path, or else contain some source of energy which becomes
actoe af that moment  The first of these reasons does not arise
n empty space, the second 15 1mpossible because an atom has
not the power of thought; the third 1s hkewise unpossible in a
body whach 1s absolutely one

Before proceeding, 1t is well to point out a great difference
between matter and the soul. Matter is an incomplete
bemng: 1t lacks the original source of actions And when it
receives an impression, that impression precisely, and what
is 1n 1t at the moment, 1s all that the matter contams, Itis
for thus reason that matter 1s not even capable of mamtaining
of itself a circular motion, for this motion 1s not sufficiently
simple for it to be able to remember it, so to speak. It
remembers only what happens to 1t 1n the last moment, or
rather i ulitmo signo ratiomes,' that is to say 1t remembers
the direction straight along the tangent, without having the
gift of remembering the mstruction which would be given
to 1t to turn~aside from that tangent, to make it remain all
the time on the circumference. This is why the body does
not maintamn 1its circular motion, even though 1t has begun
such & motion, unless there is some reason compelling it to
do so This is why an atom can only learn to go simply

1‘1n the last stage i1n the order of reasoning’.
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m a straight line, such 1s its stupudity and mperfection,
The case 13 quile different with a soul or muind, As 1t {5
true substance or complcte being, which 15 the onginal
source of its own actions, 1t remembers as 1t were (confuscdly,
of course) all its preceding states, and 15 affected by them
It not only holds its direction, as does the atom, but 1t holds
also the law of the changes of direction, or the law of curves,
which the atom is meapable of doing, and whereas mn the
atom there is but a single change, there is an infirute number
of changes in the modifications of the soul, each of which
holds its own law; for the Epicurean atom, although endowed
with parts, is a thing mternally united, whereas the sou,
although 1t has no parts, contains within itself a great
number, or rather an infinite number, of varicties, owing ta
the multitude of the representations of external things, or
rather owing to the representation of the universe, which the
Cieator placed in it  If M. Bayle had considered thus dif-
ference between the conatus of bodies and of souls, of which I
had alrcady some shght notion mm my eathest youth, when I
gave to the public my Physical Ilypothesis (an idea which
mmpressed the late M. Lantin of Dijon, as is proved by a
letter he wrote me) he would not have brought up against me
the companson of an Epicurean atom with the human soul,
as he does here,

6. Let us make some use of all this.  The soul of Caesar s
a being to which the term unily 1s n the striclest sense applicable,
The power of grnmg uiself thoughts is a Droperty of its nature,
according 1o the system of M. Lethmz, It recewved 1t from
God, bath as regards its possession and as regards ifs exercise
If the first sensation which it gives itself s ¢ sensation of
pleasure,

(I do not conceive that the soul geves gself first sensations.
It recetved them from God with its being at the moment of
creation, since 1t had some at the outset; and in s first
sensations it recelved virtually all the rest )
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2t 15 no! easy lo see why the second thought also should not be
a sensation of Pleaswre; for when the lotal cause of an effect
remains the same, the effect canitof change

The total cause does not 1emain the same in this case.
Present thoughts mclude a tendency Lo other thoughts,
Tor the soul does not only have perception, but has appetite
as well. But in tending towards new pleasures it sometimes
encounters pains

Now this soul at the second moment of 1ts existence does not
recerve @ new power of thankung, 1t merely velains the power
which 1t had 1n the first moment, and 1s as independent of the
impact of every other cause in the second moment as in the
Sfirst, 1t must therefore reproduce 1n the second moment the same
thought that 1f has produced just before.

Not at all; because 1t tends towards change in accordance
with the laws of appetite, as body tends towards change m
accordance with the laws of motion.

If you object that 1t mast be wn a state of change, and that it
would not be so n the case that I have supposed, I answer that
1ls changing will be suntlar lo the changing of the atom. For
an atom which moves continually along the same line acquires
at each monent a sutuation which 15 new but sumlar to s
preceding suuation. In order, thevefore, that the soul may
persist in uls state of change, 1t is enough that ot should produce
a new thought similar to the preceding one.

I have already explained above the great difference theie
15 between the laws of change of a body, such as the atom,
and those of the soul. And the very difference hetween the
thought of the soul and the motion of the atom 1s evidence
of this. Spohtaneous motion consists in the tendency to
move in a straight line, there 1s nothimg which is so umfied.
But thought imphes an actual material object, which 1s the
human body; and this object is compound, and contans a
very great number of modifications, whereby it 1s attached
to the surrounding bodies, and by means of them in varying
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degree to all other bodies And the tendencies of the soul
towards new thoughts correspond to the tendency of the
body towaids new shapes and new motions.  And as these
new motions are capable of causing the object to pass from
order to disorder, so thewr representations in the soul aye
capable of causing the soul to 'pass {from pleasure to pam,

Let us not press this pornt too vigidly; lel us grant a metamor-
phosis of thoughts, At the wery least 1t would be necessary
that the passage from one thought to ancther should include
some ground of afimty If I suppose that al a particulor
wnstant the soul of Caesar is looking at a tree which has flowers
and leaves, I can concewe (of we assumte that a created mind
can gwe uselfl ideas, noiluthstanding those veasons which
prevent our understanding <) that hus soul might vmmediately
wish to see a tree which has only leaves and then another which
has only flowers; and that thus it will produce for 1iself n
succession several images which will arise one from anothey,
But we canmot represent as possible changes from white to
black, and from yes io no, nor the wild leaps from earth to shy
which are common n the thought of man. We cannot believe
that God was able to pub wto the soul of Julius Caesar the
principle of what 1 am about to say. It no doubt happened
to hum on several occasions that when sucking he was pricked
by a prn. It was therefore necessary (on the hypothesis we are
here examang) for lus soul to modify wtself by a feeling of pamn
immediately after the pleasant perceplions of the sweeiness
of the malk, which 1t had experienced for two or three nunutes
wn succession. By what source of energy was 1t forced io wnter-
rupt 4ts pleasures, and o groe siself suddenly a feeling of pawn,
when nothing had warned 1t to prepare for the change, and
when nothing new had taken place 1n the substance? Jf you
run through the Ufe of this first Emperor you will find at every
step material for a stronger objection than this ene,

Let us run through thus statement. It is certainly true
that the passage from one thought to another must nelude
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some hink o1 reason, and this has been shown. If Caesar’s
soul had nothig but distinct thoughts, and gave them all to
itself voluntarily, the passage from one thought to another
might be like what M Bayle suggests of the passage from one
tree to another, for example  But besides the perceptions
which the soul remembers, 1t has a heap of an mfinite number
of confused ones which 1t does not disentangle, and 1t is by
these that it represents the bodies outside itself, and that 1t
arrives at distinct thoughts disstmilar to the preceding ones
becanse the bodies which 1t represents have passed suddenly
to something which powerlully affects its own body. Thus
the soul sometimes passes from white to black, or from yes
to no, without knowing how, or at least in an wnvoluntary
manner For what its confused thoughts and its sensations
produce in1t, is attrihuted to the bodies. It 1s not surprising,
therefore, if a man who is eating jam and feels himself stung
by an mscct, passes immediately from pleasure to pain m
spite of himself. TFor the insect was already affecting the
man’s body by getting near lum before stinging, and the
representation of this already affected his soul, albeit in-
sensibly. Little by little, however, what 1s insensible
becomes sensible, m the soul as i the body; this 1s how it
happens that the soul modifies itsell against its own inclma-
tion, for it 15 the slave of its feelings and of its confused
thoughts which arise in accordance with the states of its own
body and of other bodies in relation to its own. Here then
are the sources of energy by which pleasurcs ave sometimes
mterrupted and succeeded by pans, without the soul always
having warning or bemng prepared, as for example when the
stinging insegt approaches us noiselessly, or else, if for instance
1t 15 a wasp, some distraction prevents our noticing 1ts buzzing
as 1t approaches.  Thus it must not be saxd that nothing new
has taken place in the substance of the soul, to make it arrive
at the feeling of the sting; it is the confused presentiments,
or, to put it more strictly, the insensible dispositions of the
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soul which represent the dispositions to the sting in the
bodes.

7. We might understand sometfung of all this 1f we suppose
that the soul of man 1s not a nund but vather « legion of nunds,
each of which has s functions which begin and end precisely
as rvequrred by the changes occurring 1n the human body.  Adg
a consequence of this we should have to say that something
analogous lo a greal array of wheels and springs or of portions
of matter n agitatzon, arranged in accordance with the vic-
sutudes of our machine, awakened or put lo sleep for such and
such a time the achwly of each of these wunds; bui wn that
case the soul of man would no longer be a substance, 1t would
be an ens per aggregationem, an aggiegate and a pile of
substances, yust like materal things. What we are looking for
here 15 one sngle thing which produces somelimes 0y, Sometines
pain, etc ; we are not looking for several things, of which one
produces hope, another despary, and so on

M. Bayle 1s right to reject this view of the compound
nature of the soul, {for 1t would make it capable of destruction
and dissipation since 1t would be an aggregate. But my
theory does not require that the substance of the soul should
be compound, 1t 15 enough if its thoughts are compound and
embrace a Jarge number of objects and modifications which
are known distinctly or confusedly; and ihis cxperience
teaches us to be actually the case. TFor although the soul is
a simple and single substance, it never has perceptions which
are simple and single. It always has, at one and 1ihe same
time, a number of distnct thoughts which it can remember,
and attached to these an infinity of confused thoughts, whose
ingredient parts it cannot distingnish. Since this complex
of thoughts only has to produce other compound thoughts,
1t has no need of any legion of minds. Each partial modi-
fication of ihe preceding state of the soul contributes to the
subsequent total modification of the same soul, and gives 1t
a new variation.



NEW ESSAYS ON THE HUMAN UNDERSTANDING
IN 'RODUCTION

Svee the Essay on the Human Understanding, by a famous
Englishman,! 1s one of the finest and most highly esteemed
woiks of our time, I have 1esolved to make some remarks on
1t, because, having long meditated on the same subject and
on the greater part of the matters therein considered, T
thought this would be a good opportunity for publishmg
something under the title of New Essays on the Human
Undersianding, and for securing a favourable reception for
my reflections by putting them m such good company, I
further thought that I might profit by somcone else’s labour,
not only to diminish my own (since in {act it is less trouble
to follow the thiead of a good author than to work at every-
thing afresh), but alo to add somethng to what he haw
given us, which is always an easier task than making a start 5
for 1 think I have removed certain difficulties which he had
left entirely on one side.  Thus hus 1eputation is of advantage-
to me; and smcee I am moreover inclined to do justice to him,
and am very far hom wishing to lessen the high opiniore
commonly entertained of his work, I shall mcrease his,

1 John Locke (1632-1704) When his Essay was published in
1690 Leibniz sent hum some short papers in criticism  Locke
seems to have qaid little attention to these, In 1700, Coste's
translation of the Essay into Fiench was published, and Leibmz
set himself to wrile the New Essays, an elaborate work 1n which
he examines and enticizes Locke’s doctrines 1n a running com-
mentary, be delayed publication, however, as a new edition of
ithe French tranmslation of the Essay was promised Then i

1704 Locke died, and the New Essays were not published until
1765, nearly fifty years after ihe death of Letbniz
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reputation 1f my approval has any weight. Tt is true that
T am often of another opinion from him, but, far from denying
the merit of famous writers, we bear witness 10 1t by showng
wheremn and wherefore we differ from them, since we deem it
necessary to preveni their authority from prevailing aganst
reason in certain important points; besides the fact that, i
convincing such exccllent men, we make the truth more
acceptable, and 1t 15 to be supposed that 1t 1s chiefly for
truth’s sake that they are labouring

In fact, although the author of the Essay says a thousand
fine things of which I approve, our systems are very different.
His bears more relation to Arnstotle, mine to Plato; although
we both of us depart 1n many things from the doctrine of
these two ancient philosophers  He is more popular, while
I am sometiunes compelled to be a little more acroamatic and
abstract, which 1s not an advantage to me, especially when
wrntng n a hiving language. But I think that by making
two characters speak, of whom one expounds the views
derived from our author’s Essay,! while the other gives my
observations, I shall show the relation between us 1 a way
that will be more to the reader’s taste than dry remaiks, the
readmg of which would have to be constantly mterrupted by
the necessity of referring to his book 1n order to understand
mme  Nevertheless 1t will be well sometimes to compare our
writings and to judge of his opinions hy his own work only,
although I have as a rule retained his expressions. It is true

1 Philalethes gives l.ocke's views, and Theophilus those of
Leibniz. The words of Philalethes are sometimes obvionsly a
trapslation of Locke's own words, somelimes a paraphrase or
summary of a particular passage in Locke, and sometimes a
free re-statement of Locke's doctrine Whero his words are
obyiously meant to be a translation, mnstead of retranslatmg
them I have printed Locke’s own words 1n 1tahcs, as 1t may be of
advantage to the reader to see at a glance what 1s the onginal
Locke, and what 1s Leibniz’s summary o: re-statement. In
some places of course 1t 13 difficult to tell whether Lo treat the
JTrench as translation or as paraphrase, bul as a general rule
it is clear enough.
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that the necessity of having to follow the thread of another
pe:son’s argument m makmg niy rematks has meant that I
have been unable to think of achieving the graces of which
the dialogue form 1s capable: but T hope the matter will make
up for this defect 1n the manner,

Our differences are on subjects of some importance. The
question at issue 15 whether the soul itself is entirely void,
hke o tablet whereon nothing has yel been written (tabula
rasa), 2515 the view of Anstotle and the author of the Essay,
and everything marked an it comes solely {rom the senses and
fiom experience, or whether the soul contains originally the
principles of various notions and doctrmes, which external
objects simply recall from time to time, as is my view and
that of Plato, and even of the Schoolmen, and of all those
who attribute this meaning to the passage from St. Paul
(Rom. ii 15), wheie he says that"the law of God 1s writ 1
men’s hearts. The Stoics call these principles prolepses, that
15 to say assumptions which are fundamental or taken as
agreed i advance. ‘The mathematicians call them common
notions (xowal Ewoiar). Modern plulosophers give them
ather fiw games, and Jokes Scaliger i1 partealar cafled
them semuna aeternifans® and again zopyra, meaning to say
living fires, flashes of light, lndden within us, but caused
to appeat by the contact of the senscs, like the sparks which
the shock of the flint sirikes from the steel. And 1t is not
an unrcasonable belief that these flashes are a sign of some-
thing divine and cternal, which makes 1ts appearance above
all in necessary truths, From this arises another question,
v{l}ethgr all {ruths depend onrf:ngr_i,gpce, that 1s to say on
induction and~on instances, or whether there are some which
have anothér basis also.v/For if certain events can be fore-
seen before we have made any trial of them, 1t 15 clear
that ,we contribute in those cases somethung of our own.
"The senses, although they are necessary for all our actual

1 'seeds of etermity’.
M 905
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knowledge, are not sufficient to give us the whole of 1t, since
the senses never give anything but wnstances, that 1s to say
particular or individual truths Now all the mstances which
confirm a genelal truth, however numeious they may be, are
not sufficient to establish the univeisal necessity of lus same
truth, for it does not follow that what happened before will
happen m the same way agamn. ) For example, the Greeks
and the Romans, and all the other peoplesof the earth known
to the ancients, always observed that beforc the passage of
twenty-four hours day changes to might and mght o day
But they would have been wrong if they had believed that
the same rule holds good everywhere, for since that time the
contrary has been experienced during a visit to Nova Zembla,
And any one who helieved that in our zone at least thisis 3
necessary and eternal truth which will last for ever, would
likewise be wiong, since we must hold that the earth and
even the sun do not exist of necessity, and that there may
perhaps come a time when that beautiful star and its whole
system will cxist no longer, ai least in 1ts present foym.
From which it appears that necessary truths, such as we
find in pure mathematics, and particularly in arithmetic
and geometry, must have punciples whose proof does not
depend on insiances, nor consequently on the testimony of
the senses, although without the senses it would never have
occurred to us to think of them. This is a distinction that
should be carefully noted; and it is one which Euclid under-
stood so well that he often proves by reason what 15 evident
enough through experience and sensible images.' Logic also,
together with metaphysics'and morals, the one ot which
forms natural theology and the other naturalrjurisprudence,
are full of such truths; and consequently proof of them can
only arise from inner principles, which are called innate. It
is true that we must not imagine that we can read in the soul
these eternal laws of reason as in an open book, as the edict
of the praetor can be read in his albusm without trouble or deep
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scrutiny.  But it 15 enough that we can find them in ourselves
by dint of atiention, opportunities for which are aforded by
the senses The success of experiments serves also ag a
confirmation of reason, more o1 less ay vertfications serve in
arithmetic to help us 10 avoid exroneous calculation when the
reasoning 18 long It 15 1 this also that the knowledge of
men differs from that of the brutes: the latter are puiely
empirtcal, and guide themselves solely by particular mstances;
for, as far as we can judge, they never go so fai as to form
necessary proposiitons, whereas men ate capable of the
demonstrative sciences. This also 15 why the faculty the
brutes have of making seguences of ideas 15 something infeiior
to the reason which is in man  The sequences of the brutes
are just like those of the simple empiricists who claim that
what has happened sometimes will happen again in a case
where what strikes them is similar, wathout being capable
of determming whether the same 1easons hold good. It is
because of this that it is so easy for men to catch amimals, and
so easy for pure empiricists to make mistakes. And people
whom age and experience has rendered skilful are not
exempt from this when they rely too much on thewr past
experience, as some have done in cwvil and military affairs;
they do not pay sufficient attention to the fact that the
world changes, and that men become more skilful by dis-
covering countless new contrivances, whereas the stags and
hares of to~day are no more cunning than those of yesterday.
The sequences of the brutes are but a shadow of reasoning,
that is to say, they are bul connections of imagmation,
transitions from one image to another; for in a fresh ex-
perience which appears hike the preceding one, there is the
expectation that what was hitherto joined thereto will occur
agawm, as though the things were connected mn fact, because
their images are connected in the memory. Ii is true that
reason also teaches us to expect in the ordinary course of
events to see occur in the future what conforms to a long
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expetience of the past, but it is not therefore a necessary and
infallible truth, and we may cease to be successful when we
Jeast expect it, when the reasons which have mumtamned it
change Tlus is why the wisest people do not. rely on 1t to the
extent of not trymng to discovel, 1t 1t is possible, something
of the reason of what happens, so as to judge when exceptions
must be made. Fo: reason alone 1s capable of sctting up
1ules which are certain, and of supplying what is lacking to
those which are not certain, by inserting the exceptions, and
in short of finding connections which aie cettain in the force
of necessary consequences. This ofien prowvides the means
of foresecing the event, without 1ts being necessary to ex-
perience the sensible connections between images which 15
all that the brutes can do, so that to Vincyl"ip(;‘@;ggtthe existence
within us of the principles of necessai"y truths is also to
distinguish man from the brutes.
¢ Perhaps our gifted author will not entircly dissocate
himself from my opinion. F¥or after having devoted the
whole of his first book to the rejection of innate ideas, under-
stood in a certain sense, he yet admits in the beginning of the
"isecond and in what follows that ideas whose origin is not in
'sensation arise from reflection. Now reflection is nothing
but an attention to what is 1n us, and the senses do not give
us what we aleady bring with us. This being so, can we
deny that there is a great deal that is innate in our mind,
since we are innate, so to speak, to ourselves, and since there
is in ourselves being, unity, substance, duration, change,
activity, perception, pleasure, and a thousand other objects
of our mtellectual ideas? And since these objects are im-
mediate to our understanding and are always present (al-
though they cannot always be apperceived on account of our
distractions and our needs), why be surprised that we say that
these ideas, and everything which depends on them, are
mnate in us P)This is why I have taken as an illustration a
block of veined marble, rather than a wholly uniform block
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or blank tablets, that 1s to say what is called tabula rase mn
the language of the plulosopheis. For 1f the soul were like
these blank tablets, truths would be m us in the same way as
the figure of Heicules 15 1n a block of marble, when the marble
is completely mdifferent whether it receives this or some other
figure. But if theie were veins in the stone which marked
out the figure of Hercules rather than other figures, this
stone would be moie determined thefeto, and Hercules
would be as 1t were in some manner innate i 1t, although
labour would be needed to uncover those vems, and to clear
them by polishing, and by cutting away what pievents them
from appearing. It is i this way that ideas and truths are
nnate in us, like natural inclinations and dispositions, natural
habits or potentialities, and not like activities, although these
abilities are always accompanied by some activities which
correspond to them, though they are often imperceptible.

It seems that our gifted author claims that there is 1 us
nothing potem‘zal nor even anything which we do not always
actually gﬁwpercewe, ul he cannot take this quite strictly,
otherwise his opinton would be too paradoxical, since acquired
habits also and the contents of our memory are not always
apperceirved, and do not even always come to our aid when
nceded, although we often easily recall them to mind on some
trivial occasion which reminds us of them, m the same way
as we only need the hegimming of a song to make us remember
the song. Moreover he limits his doctrine mn other places by
saying that there is nothmg in us which we have not at least
previously apperceived Butl besides the fact that nobody
can guarantee by reason alone how far our past apperceptions
which may have been forgotten may have gane, especially m
view of the Platonic doctrne of reminiscence, which, mythical
though it is, is not incompatible, in part at least, with bare
reason: besides this, I say, why should it be necessary that
everything should be acquired by us by apperceptions of
external things, and nothing be able to be unearthed in
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ourselves? Is our soul of itself alone so empty that upart
from images bortowed from without 1t 15 nothing? Ths is
not, I am convinced, an opmion that our judicious anthor
could approve. And where aie there to be found tablets
which have not in themselves a certain amount of variety?
We shall never see a perfectly level and unitorm surface,
Why, therefore, should we not also be able to provide some
sort of thought from deep within ourselves, when we aie
ywiling to delve there? Thus 1 am led to behieve that funda-
'mentally his opinion on this pomnt does not differ from mine,
or rather from the common opinion, masmuch as he recogni@s
1 two sources of our knowledge, the senses and reflection.

I am not sure that it will be so easy to reconcile him with
us and with the Cartesians when he maintains that the mind
does not always think, and in particula: that 1t is without
perception during dreamless sleep; and when he protests
that smce bodies can exist without motion, souls also might
well exist without thought But here I answer somcwhat
differently from what is usual; for I maintain that, naturally,
a substance cannot exist without activity, and that there
never even exists a body without motion.| Experience is
already i my favour on this point, and 1o be persuaded of it
1t is only necessary to consult the illustrious Mr. Boyle’s
book ! against absolute rest. But I believe that 1cason also
supports it, and this is one of the proofs which I use for
refuting the theory of atoms

Besides, there are a thousand signs which make us think
that there are at all times an infinite number of perceptions
in us, though without apperception and withoul reflection;
that 1s to say changes in the soul itself whieh we do not
apperceive because their impressions are either too small and
too numerous, or too unified, so that they have nothing
sufficiently distinctive in themselves, though in combination

10f Absolute Rest wn Bodies. Roberl Boyle (1627-1691) was a
famous chemist and physicist,
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with others they do not fail to have thewr effect and to make
themselves felt, at least confusedly, in the mass. 1t 15 thus
that habituation causes us not 1o notice the motion of a mill
or waterfall, after we have lived near by for some time. It 1s
not that the motion does not continue to affect our organs,
and that something does not still take place i the soul to
correspond to 1t, on account of the harmony of the soul and
the body; it 1s that these impressions which are in the soul
and in the body, when they are devoid of the attractions of
novelty, are not strong enough to attract our attention and
memory, when these are attached to moie absorbing objects.
For all attention demands some memory, and often when we
are not a(ji‘ragp‘hi‘fl}gg\,fﬁ to speak, and warned to pay attention
to certamn of our present perceptions, we let them pass
without reflection and even without observing them; but
1f someone draws attention to them mmmediately afterwards,
and makes us notice, for example, some sound that has just
been heard, we remember it, and we apperceive that we did
have some scnsation of it at the time. Thus there were
perceptions which we did not immediately apperceive,
apperception in this case only arising through our attention
having been aroused after an mterval, however small. 'ﬁ“In
order the better to form an opinion of these minute percep-
tions which we cannot distingwish in the crowd, I generally
make use of the example of the roar or noise which strikes us
when we are on the shore. To hear ilus nose as we do, we
must surely hear the parts of which the whole is made up,
that is to say the noises of each wave, although each of these
little noises only makes 1tself heard in the confused combina-
tion of all thoothers together, that 1s to say in the actual roar,
and would not be noticed if the wave which makes it were
the only one. For 1t is necessary that we should be slightly
affected by the motion of this wave, and that we should have
some perception of each of these noises, however small they
may be; otherwise we should not have the perception of a
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hundred thousand waves, since a hundred thousand nothmgs
cannot make a something. § We never sleep so soundly byt
that we have some feeble and confused feeling, and we shoylg
never he awakened by the loudest noise 1 the world, 1f we
bad not some perception of 1ts begmnning, small as it 15, Just
as we should never break a rope by the greatest exertion in
the woild, if it were not to some small extent strained ang
stretched by lesser efforts, although the slight extension they
produce is not apparent

These minute perceptions are therefore more efficacious
m their consequences than we think. They it 15 that con-
stitute that indefinable something, those tastes, those images
of the qualities of the senses, clear m the mass but confused
m the parts, those mmpressions which surrounding bodies
make on us, which include the infinite, that lnk which
connects every bemg with all the rest of the universe. It
may even be said that{as a result of these minute perceptions
the present 1s big with the future and laden with the past,
that everything is in lt%?.glegn}pgetl}grj (o¥pmvora wdvra, as
Hippocrates said), and that i the smallest substance eyes as
piercing as those of God could read the whole sequence of
things in the universe:

Quae sint, quae fuerint, quae mo fulura trahantur

These insensible perceptions arc also the signs and consti-
tuents of personal identity: the individual is characterized
by the traces or expressions of his previous states wlich
these perceptions preserve by connecting them with s
present state, and which can be known by a superior spirit,
even though the individual himself may not. be conscious of
them, that 18 to say though he may no longer expressly
recollect them. But they (these perceptions, I mean) also
provide the means of rediscovering this recollection at need
through periodic developments which may one day occur.

*The things that are, the things that have been, and those
that are presently to come *
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This 1s why, because of them, death can only be a sleep, and
cannotl cven go on being that, since, m amimals, the per-
ceptions only ceasc Lo be sufliciently distingwished and become
reduced to a state of confuston which suspends apperception,
but which cannot last for ever—mnot to speak here of man,
who must in this have gieat privileges m order to 1etam his
personality.

It 15, morcovet, these msensible perceptions wiich afford
the explanation of that wondeiful pre-established haimony
of soul and body, and indeed of all monads or simple sub-
stances, which takes the place of the untenable theory of the
mfluence of the one on the other,}and which 1n the opinion
of the author of the gieatest of dictionaries? exalts the
grandeur of the Divine perfections beyond what has ever
been conceived.  After this I should be adding but litile if I
said that|it is these minute perceptions which determne us m
many experlences without our giving them a thought, and
which deceive the common herd by giving the appearance of
an wdyfference of equilibrium, as if we were entirely indifferent
whether, for example, we turned to the right or to the left.
Nor 1s 1t necessary that I should pomnt out here, as I have done
in the book 1tself, that ‘they cause that wneasmess which, on
my showing, consists in something which differs from pain
only as the small from the great, and which yet often creates
our desire and cven our pleasure, giving it a kind of savour.
It 15 moreover, these insensible parts of our sensible percep-
tions which bring 1t about that there is a relation between
those perceptions of colom, heat, and other sensible qualities
and the motions m the bodies which correspond to them;
whereas the-Cartesians and our author, penetrating though
he is, concetve of the percbptions which we have of these
qualities as being arbitrary, that is to say, as if God had
given them to the soul at His good pleasure without any

1;,e Bayle, For ithe passage in Bayle's Dictionary referred
to here, see p 126
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regard to any essentral relation between perceptions and their
objects. an opinlon which sumipuses me, and which seems to
me hardly worthy of the wisdom of the Author of things,
who does nothing without harmony And without reason.’

In a word, the snsensible perception is of as much use in
pneumatics * as 1s the insensible corpuscle 1n physics, and it
is equally unreasonable to reject the one o1 the other on the
pretext that it is beyond the reach of our senses  Nothing
takes place all at once, and 1t is one of my most important
and best verified maxims that nature makes no leaps This
I called the law of comtinuity when I spoke of it in the first
News of the Republic of Letlers; and the use of this law in
physics 15 very considerable* it means that the passage from
the small to the great and back again always takes place
through that which 15 intermediaie, both in degrees and in
parts, and that 2 mation never arses immediately from rest,
nor 15 reduced to it except through a smaller motion,Yjust as
we niever manage to traverse any given line or length without
fist traversing a shorter line—although till now those/ who
have exlnbited the laws of motion have not observed thus
law, believing as they did that a body can receive 1n a moment
a motion contrary to 1ts preceding one. All this brings us
to the conclusion that observable percepirons come by degrees
from those which are too small to be observed. To think
otherwise is to have but little knowledge of the immenselyw
subtle composition of things, which always and everywhere"y‘
include an actual infinity.

I have also noticed that, by virtue of insensible variations,
two individual things can never be perfectly alike, and that
they must always differ more than zmumers. This at once
puts out of court the blank tablets of the soul, a soul with-
out thought, a substance without action, the void in space,
atoms and even particles not actually divided in matter,
absolute rest, complete uniformity in one part of time, place,

1 An early name for the philosophy of mind or spirit
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o1 matter, the pertect globes of the second element which
are the offspring of the original perfect cubes ! and a thousand
other figtions P‘f“ﬂl% R’h}dl,gsﬁg)phers—ﬁctions arising from their
lncompiete notions, and hol admitted by the nature of things,
but mercly allowed to pass because of our ignorance and ot the
slight attention we pay to the inscnsible; they can only be
made tolerable by beng hnuted to abstiactions made by the
mind, which protests that it 1s not deny’lﬁg any of the things
which 1t considers irielevant to the present mnquiry but only
setting them on one side. Otherwse, 1f we thought in good
carnest that the things we do not apperceive are not there in
the soul or 1n the body, we should fail in philosophy as in
politics, by neglecting 76 pucpdp,? insensible progressions;
whereas an abstraction is not an error, provided we know that
what we are ignoring 1s really there. This 1s the use made
of abstractions by mathematicians when they speak of the
perfect Iimes they ask us to consider, and of unitorm motions
and other regular effects, although matler (that is to say the
mixture of the effects of the surroundmng mmfimte) 1s always
makmg some exception. We proceed m this way so as to
distinguish the various considerations from one another, and
to reduce the eflects to therr reasons as far as 1s possible to us,
and to foresee some conscquences, for the more careful we are
to neglect no consideration which we can regulate, the more
does practice correspond to théory. But it belongs io the
Supreme Reason, which misses nothing, distinctly to under-
stand the whole infinite, and to see all the reasons and all the
consequences, All that we can do in regard to infinities 1s to
know them confuscdly, and at least to have distinct knowledge
that they cist. Otherwise we should have a very poor
recognition of the beauty and grandeur of the universe, we
should also be unable to have a sound physics to explain the
nature of bodies 1 general, and still less a sound pneumatics

1 The reference 1s to the vortex theory of Descartes
274t ‘the small’;ic by neglecting very small items



154 LEIBNIZ AND LOCKE

to mclude the knowledge of God, of souls, and of smmple
substances in general,

This knowledge of insensible perceptions serves also o
explain why and how two souls, whether human or of some
other identical species, never come perfectly alike from the
Creator’s hands, but each has always {rom the beginning its
own relation to the point of view 1t will have in the universe,
But this follows fiom what I pointed out previously about
two individuals, namely that thew difference 15 always more
than a numerscal one. ‘There 1s also another important point
on which I am obliged to differ not only from the opinions
of our author, but also from those of the gieater part of the
moderns ; that is, that hike most of the ancients I hold that all
superhuman beings, all souls, all simple cieated substances,
are always jomed to a body, and that ihere never are entirely
separate souls.- 1 have a prior: reasons for this, but there
will be found t6 be this advantage also in my doctrine that it
solves all the philosophical difficulties about the state of souls,
theiwr perpetual conseivation, thewr immortality, and thewr
operation® the difference belween one state of the soul and
another 15 never and has never been anything other than that
belween the more and the less sensible, the more and the less
perfect, o1 the other way round, and so the past or futwe
state of the soul is as exPlétgaBIQ as 1is present stale. The
smallest 1eflection suffices to show ihat this is reasonable,
and that a leap from one state to another infinitely different
state could not be natural. I am surprised that the schools
should have causelessly given up natwal explanations, and
should have been ready deliberately to plunge into very great
difficulties and thus to provide occasion fo fhe apparent
triumphs of free-thinkers; all of whose reasons collapse at
once on this explanation of things, in which there is no more
difficulty in concerving the conservation of souls (or rather
on my view of the whole amimal) than there is in the change
from the caterpillar into the butterfly, and in the conserva-
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tion of thought during sleep—sleep to which Jesus Chnst
with divine propriely likened death. I have already said
that no sleep can last for ever, and it will have least duration,
or almost none at all, m the case of 1ational souls, which aie
always destmed to retamn the personality which has been
given to them m the City of God, and which consequently
have memory, so that they may be more susceptible of
punmishments and rewards. I add further that in general no
derangement of s visible organs 1s capable of carrying
things to the point of complete confusion in the animal or of
destroying all its organs, and of depriving the soul of the
whole of 1ts o1ganic bedy and of the ineffaceable remams of
all its preceding traces. But the ease with which the ancient
doctrine that angels have subtle bodies? has been abandoned
(a doctrine that has been confounded with the corporeality
of the angels themselves), the introduction of supposed
intelhgences without bodies among created things (a view
that has been much strengthened by Aristotle’s doctrine
that such intelligences make the heavens revolve), and
finally the mistaken opinion that has existed that the con-
servation of the souls of the brutes cannot be maintained
without falling into metempsychosis and transferring them
from body to body, and the perplexity some have felt through
not knowing what to do with them—all these things have,
in my opinion, led to the neglect of the natural way of
explaining the conservation of the soul. This has done much
injury to natural rehgion, and has caused some people to
believe that our immortality was but a miraculous grace of
God. Our illustrious author also speaks of it with some
doubt, as Ixshall subscquently point out. But 1t would be
well if all those who are of this opinion had spoken of 1t as
wisely and sincerely as he; for it is to be feared that some who

1i.e, made of some more rarefied stuff than ordinary matter.
Locke uses the word in this connection (to represent the Latin
subtilis) i the correspondence with the Bishop of Worcester.
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speak of immortalily thiough grace merely do so to preserve
appearances, and al bottom aie not vely far from those
Averroists and certain pernicious Quietists, who pictuie an
absorption and reunion of the soul with the ocean ol Divinity,
a notion whose impossibility is peihaps shown up by my
system alone.

It appears, moreover, that we differ also m regard to
matter, in that the author thinks that the cxistence of a
void 1s necessary to motion, because he believes that the
small parts of matter are 1igid T admut that if matter were
composed of such parts, motion m a plenum would be im-
possible, just as if a room weae filled with quantities of small
pebbles without there being in 1t the least empty space. But
T do not admit this supposition, for which, moreover, there
does not appear to be any reason, although our gifted author
goes so far as to hold that rigidity* or cohesion of parts
18 the essence of matter. Space should rather be conceived
of as full of a matter origmally fluid, susceptible of any
division, and submitted indeed actually to divisions and
subdivisions ad wyinitum; with this difference, howevel, that
it is diwvisible and divided unequally m different places on
account of motions which aie already helping to a greater
or less degree to produce ithe divisions. This means that it
has throughout a degree of rigidity as well as of fluidity, and
that there does not exist any body which 1s absolutely hard
or absolutely fluid; that is to say that it is impossible to find
in any body any atom whose hardness is indefeasible, or any
mass which 1s entirely indifferent to division. Besides, the
order of nature, and particularly the law of continuity, make
both equally imposstble

1 Locke's own term is solid, and solidsty. Hesays® That which
hinders the approach of two bodies, when they are moved one
towards another, I call sohdity . but of any one think 1t betley to
call it wmpenstrabulrly, he has my consent (Essay, Bk 11, ch. iv, §1]
But I do not think that Leibniz’s word here (roids) can properly
be translated by soltd  The word hard1s rejected by Locke on the
ground that a hard body is no more solid than a soft one,
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I have also shown ihat cohesion, which could not of itself
be the result of impulse or of motion, would cause a traction,
strictly speaking.  TFor if theic weic a body onginally
rigid, an Epicwiean atom, for example, which contamned a
part projecting from it 1 the form of a hook (since we may
imagme atoms of all kinds of shapes), this hook when impelled
would draw with it the rest of the atom, that is to say the
part which was not bemng impelled, and which did not fall
m the hne of impulse. Our gifted author, however, 1s
himself opposed 1o these philosophic tractions, such as were
formerlyﬁa’t’fﬁﬁﬁteq to nature’s ablt}gg%?};c:e}é\f:% yacuum, and
reduces them to #mpulses, mantaming in agreement with
the moderns that one part of matter can only operate im-
mediately on another by impelling 1t by contact, wherein I
think they are right, because otherwise the operation is in
no way intelligible.

I must not, however, conceal the fact that I have observed
a kind of re%mlﬁtiou& on this point on the part of our excellent
author, whose modesty and sincerity m thus I cannot too
highly praise, just as on other occasions I have admired his
penetrating msight. It is i the reply to the second letter
of the late Bishop of Worcester, printed in 1699, page 408,
where, in order to justify the view he had upheld agamst
this learned prelate, namely that matter was capable of
thought, he says among other things. ‘Iz is true, I say
“that bodies operale by impulse, and nothing else” (Wssay,
Bk. 11, ch. vidd, § 11).  And so I thought when I writ i, and
can yel conceiwe no other way of thewr operation. DBut I am
swnce convinced by the yudicious Mr. Newiow's incomparable
book, that it i3 too bold a presumption to limst God's power, in
this pant, by my marrow conceptions, The graviation of
maltier fowards matter, by ways inconceivable io e, ts not only
a demonstration thal God can, tf he pleases, put wnto bodies
powers and ways of operation, above what can be derwed from
our 1dea of body or can be explained by what we know of matier,
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but also an unquestionable and everywhere wisible thslance,
that he has done so. And therefore in the next edilion of my
book I shall take care to have that passage rectified” 1 find
that in the French t1anslation of this hoole,which was no douht,
taken from the latest cditions, tlus § 11 1eads thus: ‘It is
evident, af least as far as we can concewwe 11,2 that bodies act
upon one another by impulse and not otherwise, for it {s
impossible for us to understand that a body can act upon that
which 1t does not touch, which is as much as to imagine that
1t can act where 1t is not.” *

I cannot but praise this modest piety on the part of our
famous author, who recogmzes that God can do things beyond
what we can understand, and thus that there may be in-
conceivable mysteries in the articles of {aith: but I should
not wish us to be obliged to have recourse to miracles in the
ordinary course of nature, and to allow the existence of
powers and operations which are absolutely mexplcable
Otherwise we should be granting too much licence to bad
philosophers on the strength of what God can do. If we
admit these centripeial faculties or immediate altractions from
a distance without its being possible to nake them in-
telhigible, I sec nothing to prevent our Scholastics fiom
saying that everything is done simply through their ‘faculties’
and from upholdmng thewr ‘ntentional species’, which go
from objects up to us, and find a wny even of entering our
souls, If this is true:

Omma jam fient, fiert quae posse negabam.t
So that it seems to me that our author, judicious though he

1 Ttalics mndicate Locke's own exact words.

% These italics are Leibniz's,

3 In the English edition § 11 runs as follows* The next thing to be
constdeved 1s, how bodies produce sdeas tn us; and that 15 mamfestly
by impulse, the only way which ws can conceive bodies to opayale sn.

¢ “Everything. will now happen which I declared to be im-
possible *
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15, 15 1 this going rather too much from one extreme Lo the
other. He makes difficultics about the operations of souls,
when it is only a question ot admitting what 15 not sensible,
and here we have lnm granting to bodies what 15 not even
intelligible, m allowing them powers and activities beyond
everything which, 1 my opinion, a created mind can do and
understand, since he grants them attraction, even at great,
distance and without limiting himself to any stated sphere
of actwvity, and that in order to uphold a view which seems
no less inexpheable, to wit, the possibility of thinking 1n
matter m the natural order.

The question he 1s discussing with the celebrated prelate,
who had attacked him, 15 whether matier can think, and as
this 15 an important pomt, even for the present work, I
cannot avord going mto the subject a hittle and taking some
account of therr dispute. I will set forth the substance of
it as regards this subject, and will take the liberty of saying
what T think about it. The late Bishop of Worcester, being
apprehensive, though in my opinion without great cause, that
our author’s doctimne of ideas was liable to some abuses pre-~
judicial to the Christian faith, undertook to examine certamn
parts of 1t in his vindication of the doctrme of the Tunity.
He first mves this excellent author his due by recognizmng
that he holds the existence of the mind as certam as that of
the body, although one of these substances is as little known as
the other; he then asks (page 241 seq) how reflection could
possibly assure us of the existence of mind, if God can give
matter the faculty of thinking (as our author believes, Bk. V,
ch, iit), since 1n this case the way of ideas, which is required
to discriminate between the properties of soul and of bady,
would become useless; whereas 1t was said 1 Book II of the
Essay on the Human Understanding (ch. xxiil, §§ 15, 27, 28),
that the operations of the soul provide us with the idea of
mind, and the understanding together with the will makes
this idea as intelligible to us as the nature of body is made

N 905
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intelhgible to us by solidity and impulse,  This is how oyy
author replies 1 hus first letter (page 65 seq.): ‘I think o may
be proved from my pranciples, and I think I have done U, that
" there1s a spuritual substanceinus . We experiment in ourselyes
thintang  The idea of this action, or mode of thinking, 1y 1,
consistent with the wdea of self-subststence, and theiefore has ¢
NeCEssary connection with a support or subject of 1nhesion : fe
1dea of that suppori 1s what we call substance . . {ov the general
wdea of substance bewng the same everywhere, the modtfication of
thinkang, or the power of thinking, joined to 1t, makes 1t a spunit,
without considering what other modifications 1t has, as wheiher
1t has the modification of soludily or not  As, on the other side,
substance that has the modification of soliduty,vs matler, whether
1t has the modification of thanking or not.  And thevefore of your
lordshup means by a sprritual an immatersal substance, I grant
I have not proved, nor upon my principles can 1t be Proved,
(your lovdship meamng, as I think you do, demonsiratively
proved) that there 1s an vmmaterial substance wn us that thinks.
Though I presume, what I have sard aboul the supposition of
a system of matter tunfing (Bk. IV, ch. x, § 16} (which there
demonstrates that God 15 immaterral) will prove it in the highest
degree probable, that the thinking substance in us 15 smmateral,

.Yet, I have shown [adds the author, page 68) thal all the
great ends of religion and morality are secured barely by the 1m-
mortalily of the soul, withou! a necessary supposition thal the
soul is wmmaterzal.

In his reply to this letter the learned bishop, to show that
our author was of another opinion when he wrote the second
book of his Essay, cites from 1t on page 51 this passage (taken
from the same hook, chapter xxii1, § 15), where it is said that
by the simple ideas we have taken from our own wands we are
able 1o frame the comples idea of an immalerial spirit. And
thus by puiting together the ideas of thinking, percewving, liberty,
and power of moving themselves, and other things, we have as
clear a perceptian and nolion of wnmaterial subsiances as we
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have of material e lmtha cites other passages to show
that the author opposed mid to body e says (page 54)
that the ends ol rehgion and morality are best sccwed by
proving that the soul 1s immortal by its very nature, that is to
say immateual. e further adduces (page 6o) this passage,
thal all our 1deas of the several sorts of substances are nothing but
collections of simple ideas, and that thus our author believed
that the 1dea of thinking and willing gave a different substance
from that given by the idea of sohdity and impulse; and (§ 17)
regards these ideas as constituting body as opposed to mind.
The Bishop ot Worcester might have added that from the
fact that the general 1dea of substance is in body and in mind,
1t does not follow that their dyfferences are modifications of
one and the same thmg, as our author has just said in the
passage I quoted from his first letter Tt is necessary to
distinguish properly between modifications and attibutes.
The faculties of having perception and of acting, exiension,
and soldily, are attributes of perpetual and principal predi-
cates, but thinking, impetus, shapes, and motions are modifi-
cations of these attributes, Further, we ought to distinguish
between physical (or rather real) genus, and logical or 1deal
genus.  Things which arc of the same physical kind or which
arc homogeneous, are of the same matter so to speak, and can
often be changed one mnto another by changing their modifi-
cations, ltke cwrcles and squares. But two heterogencous
things may have a common logical genus, and then their
differences are not simple accidental modifications of one
self-sarne subject or of one self-same metaphysical or physical
matter. Thus time and space are quite heterogeneous things,
and we should be wrong to imagine some kind of common 1eal
subject which had only continuous quantity in general and
whose modifications resulted in time or space. People may
laugh at these plulosophical distinctions between two genera,
the one only logical, the other 1eal, and between two matters,
one physical—that of bodies—the other only metaphysical
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or general , as 1f someone sard that two parts of space are of
the same matter o1 that two hours are also of the same matter
as one anothet Yet these distinctions are not a mere
matier of texms, but are m the things themselves, and they
seem 10 be paiticularly 1elevant here, wheie ther confusion
has given nise to a false conclusion  These two genera have
a common notion, and the notion of real penus 1s common to
both matters, so that their genealogy would be as [ollows

Logical merely, the
vallations consisting
of simple dufferences

Genus Real, whose differ- Metaphysical merely, 1in which
ences are modifica- there 1s homogeneity
tions, that 1s to say Physical, in which there 1sa
matter solid homogeneous mass

I have not seen our author’s second letter to the hishop,
and the answer the latter makes to 11 hardly touches the pomt
about the thinking of matter. But our author’s reply to this
second answer comes back to it. ‘God (he says, nearly in
these words, page 397), superadds to the essence of matter
what qualities He pleases, 10 some paits simple motion, to
plants vegetation, and to ammals sense, Those who agree
with me so far exclaim against me when I go a step further
and say, God may give to matter thought, reason, and wvolition,
asif that would destroy the essence of matter. To make good
this assertion they say that thought and reason aie not m-
cluded mn the essence of matter: which proves nolhing, for
motion and hfe are just as little mcluded 1 it They also
urge that we cannot conceive how matter can think, but our
conception 1s not the measure of God’s omnipotency.” After
this he quotes the example of the attraction of matter, page
399 and particularly page 408, where he speaks of the gravita-
tion of matter towards matter, attributed to Mr. Newton (in
the words I have quoted above), admitting thal we cannot
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concerve how the attraction takes place. This, mn effect, 1s
going back to qualities which are occult, or, what 15 moig, 1n-
explicable. 1le adds (page 4o1) that nothing 15 more likely to
assist the sceptics than to deny what we do not understand,
and (page 4o2) that we cannot conceive even how the soul
thinks. He wants to mamtam (page 403) that, since both
substances, material and immatenal, can be concerved in their
bare essence without any activity, 1t rests with God to give to
the one or to the other the power of thinking  And he wants
to take advantage of the admussion of his opponent, who had
granted sense 1 brutes, but would not grant them any
immmatenial substance. He claims that liberty and self-
consclousness {page 408) and the power of making abstrac-
tions (page 409) can be given to matter, not as matter, but as
enriched by a divine power. Finally he reports (page 434) the
observation of a traveller as important and judicious as M. de
La Loubére that the pagans of the East know of the immor-
tality of the soul without being able to understand its
immatenality.

With regard to all tlus I may say, before coming to the
explanation of my opmion, that 1t is ceriain that matter 1s
as little capable of mechamcally producing sensation as of
producing reason, as our author agrees, that I fully recognize
that it 1s not allowable to deny what we do not understand,
but I add that we have the right {0 deny (in the order
of nature at least) what is absolutely unintelligible and
mexplicable 1 maintain also that substances, whether
material or immateral, cannot be conceived in their bare
essence without any activity, activity bemmg of the essence
of substance’in geneial, and finally that the conception of
cieated beings is not the measure of God’s power, but that
their conceptivily, or power of conceving, is the measure
of the power of nature, for everything which conforms with
the order of nature can be conceived or understood by some
created being.
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Those who understand my system will see that T cannot
agree altogether with either of these excellent authors, then
dispute, however, 15 very mstruetive,  Let me explam myself
distinetly. it must above all things be considered that the
modifications which can attach to a subject natwally or
without miracle, must come to 1t {from the limitations or
variations of a real genus, or of an original nature which
15 constant and absolute. This 18 how we dstmgush in
philosophy the modes of an absolute being from that being
itself; for instance we know that size, shape, and motion are
manifestly hmrtations and variations of coiporeal natuie
For 1t is clear how a limtation of extension gives figures,
and that the change which therein takes place is nothing but
motion. And every time we find some quality m a subject,
we ought to think that if we understood the nature of this
subject and of this quality, we should conceive how this
quality could result from it Thus, 1n the order of nature
(muracles apait) God does not arbitrarily grve to substances
such and such qualtics indifferently, and He never gives them
any but those which are natural to them, that 1s to say
qualities which can be dertved from thew nature as explicable
modifications. Thus we sce that matter does not naturally
have the attraction mentioned above, and does not of itself
go 1 a curve, because 1t 1s not possible to conceive how
this takes place, that is to say, to explain 1L mechancally,
whereas what is natural ought 1o be able to be 1endered
distinctly conceivable, if we were admitted into the secrets of
things. This distinction between what is natwal and ex-
plicable and what 1s mexplicable and mraculous removes
all the difficulties: 1 1ejecting it we should be upholding
something worse than occult qualities, and in so doing we
should be renouncing philosophy and rcason, and throwing
open sanctuaries for ignorance and idleness, by a stupid
system which admits not only that there aie qualities which
we do not understand (of which there are only too many),
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but also that there are some which the greatest nund, even
if God provided lum with every possible advantage, could
not understund—that 15 to say they would be either miracu-
lous ot without thyme or reason. It would indeed be with-
out thyme or rcason that God should perform miracles in the
ordmary course; so that this do-nothmng hypothesis would
destroy equally our philosophy which searches for reasons,
and the Divine reason wlich provides them.

We can now turn to the question of thinking, It 1s certain
that our author recogmzes . more than onc place that
thinking cannot be an intelligible modification of matter, or
one which could be understood and explamed; that is to say,
a sentient or thinking being is not a mechanical thing like a
watch or a windmll, so that we could conceive of sizes,
shapes, and motions m such a mechamcal conjunction that
they could produce i a mass, in which there was nothing of
the kind, something capable of thought and even of sensa-
tion, which thinking and sensing would hikewise stop if the
mechanism got out of order  Thus it 1s not natural to matter
to have sensation and to think, and there are only two ways
m which 1t could do so, one of which 15 for God to jom to
it a substance to which thought 15 natural, and the other for
God to endow it with thought miraculously. In this, then,
I am cntuely of the opinon of the Cartesians, except that I
extend 1t to brutes also, and hold that they have sensation,
and souls which are, propeily speaking, immatenal, and as
incapable of perishing as the atoms of Democritus or Gassendi,
whereas the Cartesians, being needlessly embarrassed about
the souls of brutes, and not knowing what to do with them
if they were preserved (since 1t did not occur to them that the
amimal might be preserved i a minute form), were compelled
to deny them even scnsation, contrary to all appearances,
and to the judgment of mankind. But 1f 1t is argued that
God, at least, could add the faculty of thinking to such a
mechanism, I would answer that if this occurred, and if
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God added this [aculty to matter without at the same time
endowing it with a substance of such a kind that tns same
faculty (as T conceive it) could be mherent in1t, that is to say
without adding an immaterial soul, then maitter would have
to be exalted miraculously so as to be able to receive a power
of which 1t is not capable naturally: just as some Scholastics
claim that God exalts fire to the pont of giving it the power
directly to buin spirits separated from matter~—which would
be a miracle pure and simple. It is cnough that we cannot
maintain that matter thinks unless we attribute to it an
imperishable soul, or rather a miracle, and that thus the
immortality of our souls follows fiom what 15 natural: since
we could not maintamn that they are extingwished except by
a muracle, whether by exalting matter, or by anmhilating the
soul. For we know, of course, that the power of God could
render our souls mortal, even though they may be immatenal
or immortal by nature, since He can annilulate them

Now tlus truth of the immatenality of the soul 1s un-
doubtedly of consequence. For it 15 of infinitely more use
in religion and morals, especially in our day (when many
people have scant respect for revelation by itsclf or for
miracles), to show that souls aie naturally unmortal, and that
it would be a miracle if they were not, than to maintam that
our souls must naturally die, and that it is by viriue of a
miraculous grace, based solely on the promisc of God, that
they do not die. We have, moreover, known for a long time
that those who wished to destroy natural religion, and
reduce everything to revealed religion, as if reason taught us
nothing about it, have been held suspect, and not always
without reason  But our anthor is not of their sumber. He
upholds the proof of the existence of God and attributes to
the immateriality of the soul a probability of the highest
degree, which may consequently pass for a moral certainly,
so that I imagine that having as much sincerity as penetra-
tion, he might quite well come to agree with the doctrine I
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have just expounded. This doctrine is fundamental in every
1easonable philosophy, for otherwise I do not sec how we can
prevent ourselves from falling back mto fanatical philosophy,
such as the Mosaic philosophy of Fludd, which accounts for
all phenomena by attributing them immediately and muacu-
lously to God, or into a barbarous philesophy lke that of
certain philosopheis and physictans of bygone days, who
stull savoured of the barbansm of ther age, and who to-day
are justly despised; these accounted for appesvances by
expressly fabricating swtable occult quahtics or faculties,
which were supposed to be like little demons or sprites able
to do what was required of them out of hand—just asf theie
were watches able to tell the time by some ‘horodeictic
faculty’ without the need of wheels, or mills able to crush
gran by a ‘fractive faculty’ without the need of anything
1n the nature of millstones. As to the difficulty many people
find mn conceiving an mmmaterial substance, that soon ceases
to be felt (in part at least) when there 1s no longer any
question of substances scparated from matter, such sub-
stances do not, T hold, ever naturally exist among created
things

Boox I Or Innare NoTioNs
CHAPTER 1
Whether there are any Innate Principles tn the Human Mind

L] »
§ 21 Pmvanerass ® 1 the mind assents so promptly to
certain truths, may this not come from the consideration
of the nature of things, which does not suffer it to think

L

1 The number of the section refers to the section in the corres-
ponding chapter and book of Locke's Essay, 1.e 1n this case
to Essay, Bk. I, ch 1, §21. It will be seen that Leibmz does not
always follow the order of Locke's sections, but sometimes takes
the points mn an order that suits his own argument: A large part
of the present chapter 1s omitied here

2Cf p 142, note
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othetwise, 1ather than because these propositions have heen
ponted naturally in the mmd?

i;’EHEoPmLUS. Both these doctimes are tiue, The natue
of things and the nature of the mind here agree.  And since
you oppose the consideration of the thing to the apperception
of what is printed in the mind, your objection shows, sir,
that those whose doctrines you ate upholding understand
by ennate truths, only such as would be approved naturally,
as if by wmstinet, and without apprehending them except
confusedly. There are some of thiy natuie, and I shall
have occasion to speak of them. But what 15 called the
natural light presupposes a distinet knowledge, and often
enough the consideration of the nature of things is nothing
else than the knowledge of the nature of our mind and of
these innate 1deas, for which there 1s no need to search outside,
Thus I call innate those truths which have no need of such
{consideration for their verification . . .

§23 Pm. . But what do you say, sir, to this challenge
of one of my friends? I would gladly have any one name,! he
says, that propositron whose terms or ideas were ether of
them innate.

Tn. I should name the propositions of arithmetic and
geomelly, which are all of that natwie; and as regards
necessary truths, it is not possible to find any others.

§ 25. P, Many people will find that very strange. Can
it be said that the most difficult and profoundest sciences
are innate?

Tu. Actual knowledge of them is not innate, but rather
what may be called virtual knowledge; just as the figure
tiaced by the veins of the marble is in the marble, before
‘they are uncovered by the workman,

Pu. But is it possible that childien, when ihey receive
nottons which come to them from outside, and give to them

! In the speeches of Philalethes italics indicate Locke's own
exact words, 1n those of Theophilus the italics are Leibniz’s.
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thel assent, should still have no knowledge of those which
are supposed to be mnate and to torm pait of their mmd, on
which, 1L 15 said, they ate wnprinted n indelible characters to
serve as a foundation? 7Tlus would be to mahe nature take
pains to no purpose; or at least, to wrile very 1ll, since uts
characters could not be read by those eyes which saw other things
very 1well.

Tu The apperception of what is in us depends upon the
presence of attention and upon order Now 1t 15 not only
possible, 1t 15 also fitting, that children should pay more
attention to the notions of sense, because attention is
regulated by nced. The event, however, makes 1t clear n
the sequel that nature did not take pams to no purpose m
printing in us innate knowledge, since without such know-
ledge there would be no means of arriving at actual know-
ledge of necessary truths i the demonstrative sciences, and
at the 1easons of facts; and so we should have nothing more
than the brutes.

§5. Pr ... But you will have rather more difficulty in
answering what T am now going to propound to you, namely
that if any one particular proposition can be said to be
innate, then the same reasonmg will enable it to be main-
tained that all propositions that are rcasonable, and that
the mund is ever capable of 1egarding as such, are already
imprinted 1 the soul. . . . Even supposing that there ae
truths which can be imprinted in the understanding, without
the understanding perceiving them, I do not see how
respect of thewr origmal they can differ from the truths which
it 1s simply capable of knowing.

Tr. The mind is not simply capable of knowing them, but
also of finding them in itsel{, If it had only the simple
capacity to receive knowledge, or the passive potency
necessary for that, as much without determinations as that
which the wax has to receive shapes and the tabula rasa to
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1eceive Ietters, then it would not be the soutce of neeessary
truths, as T have just proved that in {act it 1s. For 1t 15 -
contestable that the senses a1e not sullicient to make us sce
then necessity, and so the mind has the dispositions (as
much active as passive) to draw them itself out of 1ts own
depths; though the scnses are necessary to give to it the
occasion and the attention 1equired for this, and to lead it
rather to the one sort than to the other. Thus you see, sir,
that thesc people, clever as they are in other respects, who
ate of a different opmnion, scem not io have reflected
sufficiently about the consequences of the difference between
truths which are necessary or eternal and truths of experience,
as I have already remarked and as our whole dispute makes
clear. The ongmal proof of necessary tiuths comes from the
understanding alone, and all other truths come from cx-
pertences or from observations of the senses. Ow mind 15
capable of knowing both the one soit and the other, but
it 15 the source of the first; whatever number of particular
experiences we may have of a universal truth, we cannot
assure ourselves of 1t for always by induction, without
apprehending its necessity by reason

Pi. But 15 1t not true that il these words, to be mn the
understanding, have any posilive meanmng they mean to be
percerved and apprehended by the understanding?

TH To me they mean something quie dulferent. It is
sufficient 1f that which 1s in the understanding is capable of
being found there, and 1f the oniginal sources of proois of the
truths which are here in question are simply in the under-
standing: the senses may suggest, justify, and confirm these
truths, but they cannot demonstrate their unfallible and
perpetual certainty. »

§18. Tu. .. Thoughts are actions, and apprehensions or
truths, in so far as they are m us, even though we are
not thinking of them, are habits or dispositions; and we
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have clear knowledge of thmgs of which we hardly think
at all,

Pu, It s very daffienlt to concaive how a tiuth can be
the muind, 1f the mmd has never thought of that truth 1

T To say that 1s like saying that 1t 15 difficult to con-
cetve that there aie vemns i the marble before they are
uncovered It appears, too, that this objection comes very
near to a petttio principrr Al those who allow mnnate truths,
without making them dependent on a Platonic remmmscence,
allow some of which the mind has not yet thought  Besides,
tlus 1easoning proves too much. If truths are thoughts, 1t
will deptive us, not only of truths of which we have never
thought, but also of those of which we have thought but are
not actually thinking now. If truths are not thoughts, but
habits and aptitudes, natural or acquired, then there 1s
notlung to prevent the existence m us of truths of which we
have never thought, no, nor ever shall think,

Boox II. Or IpEas
CIIAPTER I

In which the author treats of 1deas wn general, and examines by
the way whether the soul of man thinks elways

B N LN

§1. Po. Having now examined whether ideas are innate,
let us consider thewr nature and their differences. Is it not
true that an :dea 15 the object of thainking?

Tn. I agree,provided that you add that it 1s an immediate
internal object, and that this object 1s an expression of the
nature or of the qualities of things. 1f an idea were the form
of thinking, it would come into being and cease with the
actual thoughts which correspond to it, but bemng the obsect
of thought, it can exist anterior to and posterior to the
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thoughts Txteinal sensible objects are only nediate,
because they cannol act mmmediately on the soul, Gog
alone is the immediate exfernal object [t mught be said that
the soul 1tself 15 1ts own immediate znlernal vbycetl; but it is
so only as contaumng ideas, o1 that which corresponds to
things. Fou the soul 15 a little world, i which distinet 1deas
are a replesentation of God and confused ideas are a represen-
tation of the univeise.
, $2. Pa. Our friends, who supposed that at the begmning
the soul 15 a blank tablet, void of all chaiacters and without
_any ideas, ask themselves how it comes to receive ideas, and
by what means 1t acquires such a vast store. To this they
answer 1n one word: from experience.
« /Tu. This tabula rasa of which they talk so much, 15 nothing
In my opinion but a fiction which nature does not admit,
and which is founded only i the incomplete notions of the
philosophers, like the void, atoms, rest (whether absolute
rest or the rclative test of two parts of a whole m rclation
to one another), or hke primaly matter concetved as quite
formless. Things which are uniform and contain no vanety
are never anything but abstractions, like time, space, and
the other entities of pme mathematies Theie is no body
whose parts are al rest, and there is no substance which has
not something to distinguish it from every other substance.
Human souls differ not only fiom other souls, but also
among themselves, although the difference is not of the
nature of those which arc called specific,  And in accordance
with the proofs which I think I can supply, every substantial
ihing, be it soul or body, has its 1elation to every other
substantial thing, which is peculiar to itself; and one must
always duffer from another by suwtrinsic demomnations, It
need hardly be said thal those who talk so much of this
tabula vasa, after emptying it of all 1deas, could not say
what remams, just as the Schoolmen have nothing left for
their primary mattei. I shall be told, perhaps, that this
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labula rasa of the philosophers means that the soul has
naturally and onginally nothmg but bare faculties. But
facultics without any activity, 1n 2 word the pure potencies
of the Schoals, these too aic notlung but fictions, of which
nature knows notlung, and which are obtamed by making
abstractions  Tor where 1n the world will you find a faculty
which shuts itself up in a mere potency and never exercises
any activity? Theie 15 always a particular disposition to
action, and to one action rather than another. And hesides
the disposition there is always a tendency to action; mdeed
there is always an mfinite number of them m eveiy subject
at any given time; and these tendencies are never without
some effect. Experience is necessary, I allow, for the soul
to be determned to such and such particular thoughts, and
for it to take notice of the ideas which are in us. But by
what means can experience and the senses provide ideas?
Has the soul windows? Does it resemble a tablet? Is it like
wax? It is evident that all those who speak thus of the
soul treat it at bottom as coiporeal. I shall have brought
agamst me the axiom, accepted among the philosophers,
that there is nothing 1n the soul save that which comes from the
senses.  But we must ‘except the soul itsell and its affections
Nitil est wn wntellectrs, quod nom_fueril tn sensu; excipe,
mst ipse wlellectust Now the soul contams existence,
substance, unity, wdertiity, cause, perception, reasoning, and
2 quantity of other notions which the senses could not afford.
This is in agreement with your friend the author of the
Essay, who finds the source of a good part of our ideas in the
reflection of the mind upon its own nature.

Pa. I hope, Ahen, that you will agree with this able author
that all out ideas come from sensation or from reflection,
that 15 to say, from the observations we make either of

¥1There is nothing 1o the intellect which was not previously in
the senses, provided we make the reservation, except the intellect
1tself ’



174 LEIBNIZ AND LOCKE

external, senuble objects or of the internal operations of
our soul.

Tu. To avoid a dispute over which we have delayed tog
long, T must make 1t quite clear at the outset, sir, that when
you say that ideas come 1o us fiom the one or the other of
these causes I understand you to speak of the actual per-
ception of them, for I think I have shown that they are in ug
before they are apperceived in so far as they contain anything
distinct.!

CHAPTER IX
Of Perception

§1. PE Lel us now turn to the :deas of reflection 1n detazl,
Perception, as 1t 15 the first faculty of the uund exercised about
our 1deas, so 1t is the first and sunplest 1dea we have from
reflection. Thinking signifies that sort of operation of the
wmind abowt our ideas, wherern the mind 1s actwe ; where i, with
some degree of voluntary allention, considers anything. For in
bare naked perception, the mand 1s, for the most pari, only
passwve ; and what 1t percerves, 1t cannot avoid percetving.

Te We might perhaps add that biutes have perception,
and that 1t is not necessary that they should have thought, that
is to say, should have reflection or anything that can be the
object of reflection, Moreover, we oursclves have minute
perceptrons which we do not apperceive in our present state,
It 1s true that we could quite well apperceive them or reflect
on them, if we were not deterred by their multitude, which
distracts our mind, and if they were not effaced or rather
obscured by greater ones,

§ 4. Pu. I admit that whilst the mnd is intently employed
w the contemplation of some objects 1t lakes no notice of -

11n the remainder of this chapter Leibniz discusses Locke's
contention that the mind thinks not always.
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pressions of sounding bodies made upon the organ of hearing.
A suflicient vmpulse there may be on the organ ; but of not veaching
the abservation of the nund, there follows no percepiion

Tu. I should preter to distmguish between perception and
apperceiving.  'The perception of the light or of the colour, for
example, which we do appeiceive, is composed of a number of
minute perceptions, which we do not apperceive, and a noise
of which we have perception, but of which we do not take
notice, becomes apperceptible by a shght addition or increase.
For if what precedes made no impression on the soul,
neither would this hittle addition make any, and the whole
would make none either. I have already touched on this
pomt 1n ch. 1 of this book, §§ 11, 12, and 15.

§8 Pr. We are further lo consider concerming pevcepizon,
that the 1deas we recerve by sensation are often in grown people
altered by the judgment, without our laking notice of 7t. The
1dea imprinted on the mind by a globe of uniform colour is
that of a flat circle variously shadowed and with several degrees
of ight and brightness comng to our eyes. But we have by use
been accustomed o percewve what kind of appearance convex
bodes are wont to make in us, what alterations are made 11 the
reflections of light by the difference of the semsible figures of
bodzes ; and so we pul in the place of what appeais to us the
actual cause of the unage, and confuse judgment with vision

Tu. Nothing is more true, and this 1t is which provides
the pamter wath the means of deceiving us by the artifice of
a perspective which we can well understand. When bodies
have flat surfaces, we can represent them without making
use of shadows, by employmng outlines only, and by simply
making pictures n the fashion of the Chinese, only more
m proportion than theirs, Tlus is the usual way of hiawing
medals, so that the draughtsman may keep closer to the
precise features of the originals. But there is no way by
drawing, of exactly distinguishing the inside of a circle
from the inside of a spherical surface bounded by that circle,

oPs
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without the assistance of shadows, since the msides have in
ncither case any distincl points o1 distinguishing {eatures,
although there 1s all the same a great difference which must be
shown. Thisis why M Des Argues laid down precepts about
the effect of tints and shadows. When a painting deceives ys
there 15 a double etror m our judgments, {or mn the fivst place
we substitute the cause for the effect, and think we are seeing
mmediately that which 1s the cause of the mnage, 1ather like
a dog who barks at a mirror.  For, strictly speaking, we only
see the image, and are affected by nothing but rays of light,
And since these rays of Iight need time (however short), 1t is
possible that the object might have been destroyed during
this interval and no longer exist by the time the ray reaches
the eye; and what no longer exists cannot be the present
object of vision. In the second place we are mistaken m
substituting one cause for another, and thinking that what
only comes from a flat painting 15 derived from a body; so
that m this case there 18 1 our judgments at the same time
both a metonymy and a metaphor, for the very figures of
rhetoric become sophzsims when they impose upon us, This
confusion of the effect with the cause, whether real or alleged,
often enteis mnto our judgments in other places as well. It
is involved when we fcel our bodies, or what touches them,
and when we move our arms, by an immediate physical
influence, which we think constitutes the communion of the
soul and the body; whereas the truth is that we feel and
change in this way only what is withmn us

§8. Pa. I shall here insert a problem which was sent to
the illustrious Mr, Locke by that very ingenious and studious
promoter of real knowledge, the learned Mr.-Molyneux. It
was stated very much as follows: Suppose @ man born blnd,
and now adult, and taught by his louch to distingiush between
a cube and a sphere of the same metol, and wighly of the same
bigness, so as io tell, when he felt one and the other, which 15 the
cube, whick the sphere  Suppose, then, the cube and sphere
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placed on a table, and the blind man be made to sce: quaere,
whether by Tus sight, before e touched them, he could now dis-
fingwish and tell whach 15 the globe, whaich the cube? I beg you,
su, to tell me your opinion on this matter

T I should necd tune to think about this question,
which seems to me a remarkable one, but smee you urge me
to reply on the spot, 1 ventute to say, between ourselyes,
that I beheve that if the blind man knew that the {wo
figuies he was looking at were the cube and the globe, he would
be able to distinguish them, and say without touchmg them:
This 15 the globe, this the cube,

Pu. I fear that you must be numbered with the crowd of
those who have wrongly answeied Mr. Molyneux. For in the
letter which contamed this question, he stated that he had
propounded it to various men of acute mind, apropos of Mr
Locke’s Essay on the [Tuman Understanding, and had {found
hardly one who began by giving him what he considered
the 11ght answer, although they became convinced of their
mistake on heaung lus reasons This acute and judicious
author answers: Not For, though he (the blind man) has
obtaned the experience of how a globe, how a cube affects hs
touch, yet he has not oblawned the expertence, that what affects
Tas touch so or so must affect his sight so or so ; ov that a pro-
tuberant angle in the cube, that pressed his hand unequally,
shall appear to hus eye as it does in the cube. The author of
the Essay declaics that he 15 altogether of the same opinion.

T Perhaps Mr. Molyneux and the author of the Essay are
not as far removed from my opinion as at first appears, and
perhaps the reasons for their view, wlich were appaiently
contamed in the letter of Mr, Molyneux, who had successfully
made use of them to convince people of their mistake, were
purposely suppressed by Mr, Locke so as further to exercise
the minds of his readers If you will closely consider my
answer, you will find that I have mncluded in 11 a condition
which may be taken to be implied in the question, that is,
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that 1t 15 only a question of distingmishung, and that the
bhnd man knows that the two shaped boclics which he hag to
distinguish are there, and therefore that cach ol the ap-
pearances he sees 15 either that of the cube or that of the
globe In this case it scems to me certam that the bhng
man who has just ceased to be blind can distinguish them
by the punciples of reason, combined with what sensuous
knowledge he has previously acquired by touch. 1 am not
speaking of what he perhaps will do actually and on the spot;
for he will be dazzled and confused by novelty, as well as
Little accustomed to drawing conclusions The foundation
of my opuuon is, that in the globe there are no points dis-
tinguished from the side of the globe itself, all of it bemng
umiform and without angles, whereas m the cube there are
eight pomts distingwished from all the others. If there were
not this method of distinguishing figures, a blind man could
not learn the rudiments of geometty by means of touch, Vet
we sce that men born blind are capable of learning geometry,
and even have always some rudiments of a natural geometry;
moreover geometry is most often learnt simply by sight,
without the use of touch, as it could be, and mdeed would have
t0 be, learnt in the case of a paralytic or any other person
who was more or less mncapable of touch. And these two
geometries, the geometry of the blind man and that of the
paralytic, must mect and agice and even come back to the
same ideas, although they have no common images. This
shows agamn how necessary it 15 to distinguish mages {rom
exact 1deas, which consist of definitions. Indeed, 1L would be
most interesting and even instructive thoroughly to examine
the 1deas of a man born blind, and to hear his descuiptions of
figures. For he can pive such descriptions, and can even
understand the doctrine of optics, in so far as 1t is dependent
on 1deas that are distinct and mathematical, although he
cannot manage to conceive anything which is chiaroscuro,
that 1s to say the image of light and colours, This 1s why a
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certain man, born blind, after Iistenmng to some lessons on
optics, which he scemed to understand pretty well, when
asked what he thought about light replied that he imagined
1t must be something pleasant like sugar. In the same way
it would be very mmportant Lo examine the ideas of a man
porn deaf and dumb about things without shapes, ideas
which we ordmnaitly describe m words, and which he must
acquire in a quite dullerent way, although it may be equivalent
to outs, as the wuiting of the Chinesc has the same effect as
our alphabet, although 1t 1s mfinitely different from it, and
might seem to have been invented by a deaf man. I have
heard, thiough the courtesy of a great punce, of a man in
Pars, born deaf and dumb, whose ears finally came to perform
thens proper office, this man has now learnt French (for it
was from the French Court that he was summoned not long
ago) and can tell many curious things about the conceptions
he had in his former state, and about the change i his ideas,
when lus sense of hearing began to function. These people
who are boin deaf and dumb can go further than we think.
There was one at Oldenbuig m the tume of the last count,
who became a good pamnter, and showed himself very rational
in other respects. A very leained man, Breton by nation-
ality, told me that at Blainville, a place ten leagues fiom
Nantes, belongmng to the Duke of Rohan, there was about
1690 a poor man hving in a hut, near to the castle outside
the town, who was born deaf and dumb, and who took letters
and other things io the town, finding the houses by means of
signs made lum by the people who used to employ him. At
last the poor man became bhind too, and still did not give up
performuing sévvices, and carrying letters to the town on the
strength of what Le was told by touch. He had 1n his hut a
plank which went fiom the door to the place where his feet
were, and which made him aware by its movement when
any one came in. People are most negligent not to acquire
exact knowledge of the ways of thinking of such persons. If
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he is no longer alive, theie 1 likely to be someone m he
vicinity who could still give us some mformation about him,
and make us understand how he was shown the things he
was to do But to return to what the man born blind,
who 15 beginning to see, will think about the globe and the
cube, when he sees them withoutl touching them, I answer
that he will distinguish them in the way I have said, if
someone infoims him that one or the other of the appearances
or perceptions he has of them belongs to the cube or to the
globe; but without this preliminary instruction, I admit that
it would not at first occur to lum to think that these sorts
of paintings which he received of them in the depths of s
eyes, and which might arise from a flat painting on the table,
represented bodies, until touch had convinced him of 1t, or
until, by dint of 1easomng about rays according to the laws
of optics, he understood by the lights and the shadows that
theie was something there which arrested these rays, and that
it was this which remained present to his sense of touch. He
would arrive at this view finally, when he saw the globe and
cube rolling along, and changing shadows and appearances
as the resull of their motion, or even when, the two bodies
remaining at rest, ihe light which illuminated them changed
its place, or hus eyes changed their position. Tor these are
more or less om methods of distingushing at a distance
between a pictuie or a perspective representing a body, and
an actual body itself.

§1x. Pu. Lei us retuin to perception in general Percep-
tion puts the difference between animals and inferior beings

Ta. I am inclined to think that there 1s some perception
and appetition in plants also, on account of the importapt
analogy which exists between plants and ammals; and if
there is a vegetable soul; as is the common view, 1t must have
perception. But I none the less attribute to mechanism all
that takes place m the bodies of plants and animals, except
their original formation. Thus I agree that the motion of
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the plant which is commonly called sensitive arises from
mechantsm, and I do not approve of having recourse to the
soul for explaining the detail of the phenomena of plants
and of animals

§ 14. Pu. It 1s tiue that T myself cannot but think that
even mn such kmnds of amimals, as oysters and cockles,
there is some small dull perception  for would not quickness of
sensation be an wnconvenience fo an anumal that must e sill
where chance has once placed 18, and there recewe the afflux of
colder or warmer, clean or foul waler, as 1t happens to come to 11 7

Tr. Very true, and I hold that nearly as much could be
said of plants; but as to man, his perceptions are accompanied
by the power of reflection, which passes into action when
need arises.  But when he is reduced to a state like that of one
who 15 in a lethargy, and 13 almost without sensation, 1eflec-
tion and apperception cease, and there 1s no longer any thought
of universal truths. Nevertheless, lus facultics and dis-
positions, mnate and acquired, and even the impressions he
has received in this state of confusion, do not for that reason
cease, and a1 not wiped out, even though they are forgotten;
they will even take their turn in contributing one day to some
notable result. For nothing in nature 15 useless; every con-
fusion is bound to be cleared up;the very animals, reduced 1o
a state of stupidity, must one day return to more exalted
perceptions; and since simple substances endure for ever, we
must not judge of eternity by a few years.

Book IV. Or KNOWLEDGE
CHAPTER II
Of the degrees of our knowledge

§1 Prn Knowledge 1s inimizve when the mind perceives the
agreement or disagreement of fwo ideas unmediately by them-
selves, without the wntervention of any other. In this case (ke
mand 15 al no pamns of provng or examuning the truth, As
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the eye sees the light, the mind sces that white 15 not black,
that a circle is not a triangle, that three is two and one,
Thus knd of knowledge 1s the cearest and most certain the
human frailty 1s capable of ; it acts n a manner that 15 1rre-
sistible, and 1t leaves no room i the mind for hesitation, Tt
15 to know that the idea in the mind 1s such as it is perceived
to be. He that demands a greater certanty than this, demands
| he knows not what.

TH. The premary truths which are known by niuition are
of two kinds, like derswative truths. They are either truths of
reason or truths of fact Truths of reason aic necessary,
those of fact are contingent The primary tiuths of reason
are those which I call by the general name of 1denizcal, because
1t appears that they do nothing but repeat the same thing,
without teaching us anything. They arc affirmative or
negative. .2

Someone perhaps, after listening patiently to all that I
have just said, will at last lose patience and say that I am
amusing myself with frivolous enunciations, and that :dentical
truths serve no purpose whatever. But such a judgment
would be due to insufficient reflection on these matters. The
consequences of logic, for example, are proved by principles
which are 1dentical; and geometry rches upon the priciple
of contradiction in those demonstrations which reduce ad
wmpossibrle. 1 will content myself here with showing the
value of 1dentical propositions in the demonstrations of the
consequences of reasonmng I say then that ithe principle of
contradiction alone 1s sufficient to demonstrate the second
and third figures of the syllogism {rom the first Take an
example 1 the first figure, in Barbara.

AlBisC
All41s B
. all 41s C.

1 Here follows about a page of instances of identical proposi-
tions, affirmative and negative, hypothetical, disjunctive, etc.
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Let us suppase that the conclusion is false (or that it is true
that some A4 1s not C), then the one o1 the other of the
premises will be talse also  Supposc the second is true: then
the first, which asserts that all B is €, must be false. Then
1ts contrary will be true, that is to say, some B is not €. And
this wall be the conclusion of a new argument, drawn from
the falsity of the conclusion and the truth of one of the
prenuses of the preceding argument. Heie 1s the new
argument-
Some A4 1s not. C

(wI;lclh )15 opposite to the previous conclusion, supposed to
be false).
All41s B

(this is the previous premise, supposed to be true).
‘. some B is not

(this 1s the present conclusion, which 15 true, the opposite of
the previous premise, which was false).

This argument 15 n the mood Disasmas of the third figure,
which 1s thus demonstrated obviously and at a flash from the
mood Barbare of the first figure, without involving anything
but the principle of contradiction And I observed in my
youth, when I was criticizing these things, that all the moods
of the second and ihird figures can be obtained from the
first by this one method, if we suppose that the mood of the
first is vald, and consequently that, the conclusion being
false and its contrary bemg taken for true, and one of the
premises being taken for tiue also, it follows that the contrary
of the other premise must be true. It is tiue that m the
Schools of logic they prefer Lo make use of conversions®. .,

! The validity of conversions themselves, Leibniz says, must be
demonstrated from the primary principle, that of contradiction,

1t 15 therefore better to demonstrate the second and third figures
direct, as above, and not to use conversion
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Since the demonstiation of conversions also shows the valye
of wdentrcul affematwve propositions, which some take to by
utterly frivolous, it 15 all the more 1elevant Lo include it here,
I will only mention conversions without contiaposition,
which are sufficient {or my purpose here, and which are either
simple or per accidens, as they are called  Sinple conver-
sions are of two kinds: the umversal ncgative, like Np
square 15 obtuse-angled, therefore no obtuse-angled figure 4
square ; and the particular affirmative, such as Some Iriangles
are obluse-angled, therefore some obtuse-angled fipures are
trianigles, But conversion per accdens, as it 1s called,
concerns the universal affirmative, such as All squares are
rectangles, therefore some rectangles are squares. By rectangle
here 15 always understood a figure whose angles are nght
angles, and by square a regular quadnlateral. 'We have now
to demonstrate these three kinds of conversions, which are:

(1) No41s B, . noBis 4.

(z) Some 415 B, ", some Bis A.

(3) All41s B, . some B1s A.

Demonstration of the first conversion in Cesare, which 1s of
the second figure:
Nodws B
AllBis B
‘.noBis 4
Demonstration of the second conversion in Datisz, which is
of the third figure:
Al 415 4
Some 415 B
.. some B s 4.
Demonstration of the third conversion in Daraptr, which i
of the third figure.
Alldis 4
Al 415 B
.. some B is 4.
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This shows that identical propositions which are most pure
and appear {0 be most useless have considerable value n the
abstract and mn general.  And that should teach us not to
despise any truth As regards the proposition that three 1s
equal to two and ate, which you adduce, Str, as an example of
mtaruve knowledge, my comment is ihat it is smply the
defimtion of the term fhree, for the simplest definitions of
numbers are formed mn this manner—iwo is one and one,
three 15 two and one, four is three and one, and so on. [t
s true that there is hidden within these definitions an
enunciation, which I have already mentioned, namely that
these ideas are possible; and that 1s known in this case
intustively, so that we may say that there 1s intuitive know-
ledge contained 1n definitions when their possibility first
appears. And in this way all adequate definitions contan
primary truths of reason, and consequently mtuitive know-
ledge Finally, we may say in general that all primary
truths of 1eason are immediate with an wnmediacy of ideas
As regards primary truths of fact, these are the immediate
internal experiences of an wmmediacy of semsation It 1s
among these that 1s mcluded the first truth of the Cartesians
or of Saint Augustine- I think, therefore I am, that 1s to say,
I am a thing which thinks But it 1s 10 be noted that the
same is true of primary truths of fact as of identicals, that is
10 say that they can be either gencral or particular, and are
as clear in the one case as in the other (since it is as clear to
say that 4 1s 4 as to say that ¢ thing 15 what it 15.) For not
only is it clear to me immediatcly that I think, but 1t 15 just
as clear to me that I have different thoughts, that now I thank
of 4 and now I thnk of B, cte.  Thus the Cartesian prinaple
15 sound, but it 15 not the only one of its kind, So we see
that, all primary truths of reason or of fact have this in com-
mon that they cannot be proved by something more certain.
§2. Pa. I am very much pleased, sir, that you have
developed further my remarks, in which I did no more than
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touch upon wimtre knowledge Now demonstrative hnoy-
ledge 15 simply a linking together of inlmtive apprehensions
in all the connections of the mediate 1deas  Tor often 1he
mind cannot join, compate, o1 apply its wleas to one another
mmmediately, and so 1t is obliged to make use of other
mediating 1deas (one or more, as 1t happens) in order to
discover the agreement or disagreement 1t 15 looking for, and
thus is called reasoning. Fo1 mstance, in demonstrating that
the three angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles, 1t
finds out some other angles which 1t sees to be equal both to,
the three angles of the triangle and to two 1ght angles,
§ 3. These intervening 1deas aie called proofs; and a quick-
ness of the nmund to find them 1s what 1s called sagacaty. §4.
Even when these ideas have been found, 1t 1s not without
pains and attention, nor by a single transient view, that ths
knowledge can be acquired; there must be a progression of
wdeas by steps and degrees. §5. Before the demonstration
there 1s a doubt. §6. It 15 less clear than intuitive know-
ledge, just as a face reflected by scveial mirrors one to
another grows weaker and weaker at each successive 1cflec-
tion, and is not at first sight so knowable, especially to weak
eyes. Thus it 15 wuh knowledge made out by a long irain of
proof  §7. And though in each step which reason makes in
demonstrating there 15 an mtuitive knowledge, or knowledge
at sight, yet because i this long succession of proofs the
memory does not retamn so exactly this chamn of ideas, men
often embrace falsehoods for demonstrations

Ta. Over and above sagacity, whether natural or acquired
by exerase, there 1s an a1t of finding mediating 1deas (the
mediumy; and this art 15 Aualysis  Now it iscwell to con-
sider here that it 1s somelimes a question of finding out the
truth or falsity of a given proposition, that is, simply to
answer the question whether —that is to say, Is it or s 1t
not? At other times 1t 15 a matter of answering a question
which 1s much more difficult (ceteris parbus), for instance,
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where 1t 1s asked by whal means 7 o1 how /—and whete there 18
more to be supplied. Tt 15 these questions anly, which leave
pait of the proposition blank, which mathematiclans call
problems . for instance when we arc asked to find a murror
which collects all the 1ays of the sun at a point, that 15 to say
we aze asked 1ts shape, o1 how 1t 1s made. As for the first
lond of questions, where it 15 siunply a matter of true and
false, and where there 15 nothing to supply 1 the subject or
predicate, here thete 1s less wnwentzon, still there is some, and
judgment alone 1s not sufficient. Tt is true that a man of
judgment, that is to say, one who is capable of attention and
restramui, and who has the necessary leisure and patience and
15 open-minded enough, can undeistand the most difficult
demonstration if it 15 properly put to him. But the most
judicious max in the world will not always be able to find
the demonstration without assistance. Thus there ts some
mvention mn that too; and in geometry there used to be more
in earher times than there is now, TFor when the art of
Analysis was less cultivated, 1t required more sagaciiy to
arrive at it. . . . It also happens that mduction provides us
with some truths about numbers and figures, for which the
general reason has not yet been discovered. For we are
far from having arrived at the perfection of Analysis in
geometry and in numbers. . . .

But it 15 much more difficult to find out 1mportant traths,
and even more 50 to find out means ot doing what is wanted,
just when 1t 15 wanted, than 1t 1s to find out the demonstration
of what someone clse has discovered.  Often beautiful truths
are arived at by Synthesis, by passing from the simple to the
compound , but when it is a matter of finding out exactly the
means for doing what 15 required, Synthesis 1s ordinarily not
sufficient, and often a man might as well try to drink up the
sea as to make all the required combmations, even thoagh it
15 often possible to gan some assistance from the method of
exclusions, which cuts out a considerable number of useless
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combinations; and often the natwie of the casc does not
admit of any other method., But theie ure not always
avalable the means for properly [ollowing this method  §p
1t is to Analysis that we must look for a thiead m the laby-
unth, whenever it 1s possible; for there ate cases where the
very nature of the question requires that we should proceed
by tiial and error throughout, short cuts not always being
possible

§8. Pm Now since demonstration always presupposes
intuitive knowledge, 1t is tlus, I imagine, which gave occasion
to the axwom that all reasoning s from things previously known
and premously granted (ex praecogmibs et praeconcessis) Buy,
we shall have occasion to speak of the faults of this axiom,
when we come to speak of the maxzms which are mistakenly
supposed to he the foundations of our reasonings.

Ta. I shall be curious to learn what fault you can find
with an axiom which appeais so reasonable. If it wag
necessary to reduce everything to intwitive apprehensions,
demonstrations would often be of unbearable prohxty. . . .
But there is another hindrance, namely that 1t is not casy to
demonstrate all the axioms, and entircly to reduce demon-
strations to ntmtive apprehensions. And 1if attempts had
been made to do this, perhaps we should still be without the
sclence of geometry. . . .

§ 14. Pr. Besides eniuetron and demonstration, which are
the two degrees of our knowledge, all the rest 1s fauh or
opindon, bul not knowledge, at least i all general truths There
is, however, another pevception of the mind employed about the
particular existence of finite beings without us ; and this is
called sensitive kunowledge . . . -

Sensitrve knowledge, or the knowledge which establishes the
existence of particular beings without us, goes beyond bare
probability; but 1t does not possess all the certainty of the
two degrees of knowledge of which we have been speaking.
There can be nothing more cevian than ihat the 1dea we receive
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fram an external obgect 15 1 our nunds.  But whether we can
thence certanly wnfer the exuslence of anything without us which
corresponds to that wdea, is that whereof some men think there
may be a question made ; because men may have such 1deas n
thewr nunds ohen o such thing exisis, no such object affects
their semses. But yel here I thank we are promded with an
evdence which puls us past doubling. We are mvineibly
conscious of a dufferent percepiion when we look on the sun
by day and think on it by night; and the 1dea which 15 1evived
by the aid of memory 15 very different from the one which
actually comes mto our minds by our senses. If any one says
a dream may do the sane thing, I make ham this answer* (1)
Thai 1t 15 no great matier whether I remove this scruple or no

where all is but dream, reasorang and arguments are of no use,
wuth and knowledge nothing.  (2) That I beheve he will allow
a very mamfest difference between dreaming of bemg in the
fire and beng actually wn of.  And 1if he persists m appearing
sceptical, T will tell him that it 1s enough that we certainly
find that pleasure or pan follows upon the apphcation of
certain objects 1o us, whose existence we percetve, or dream that
we percerve, by our Senses: this certmnly 15 as great as o
happiness or musery ; heyond which we have no concernment to
mow or to be  So that T think we may reckon three degrees of
knowledge ; viz., mbwitive, demonstralive, and sensitye,

Tu. I believe you are right, and I even think that to these
kinds of cerianty or certain knowledge you might add Fnow-
ledge of the probable, thus there will be two sorts of knowledge
as there are twa sorts of proofs, of which the one produces
cerlainty, while the other aruves at probabilaty only. But let
us turn to the quatrel between the Sceptics and the Dog-
matists over the existence of things without us. We have
already touched upon it, but we must return tosthere  Thave
1n the past had much argument about this both personally
and by letter with the late M I'Abbé Foucher, Canon ef
Dijon, a man both learned and subtle, but somewhat too
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much engrossed in the Academics, whose sect. he would gladly
have 1cvived, just as M. Gassendr brought back upon the
scene the seet of Eprcurus  His criticism of the Recherche de
la Vérté, and other small treatises which he had printed
subscquently, have brought their author some fame, He
also published in the Journal des Savans some objections to
my System of Pie-established Haimony, when I communi-
cated it to the public, after meditating on 1t for some years;
but death prevented him from answeiing my 1eply, He
always preached that we ought to guaid against prejudices
and to mnsist on great exactitude; but not only did he not
devote himsclf to practising what he preached, wherein he
was excusable enough, but he also seemed to me not to heed
whether othets did so, foreseemng no doubt that no one ever
would. Now I pointed out to him that the truth of sensible
things only consisted 1n the connection of phenomena, for
which theic must be a reason, and which is the thing that
dwistinguishes them from dreams; but that the truth of our
existence and of the cause of phenomena 15 of another nature,
becausc 1t estabhshes some substances, I urged that the
Sceptics spoil what is good in their statements, by cairying
them too far, even wishing 10 extend thewr doubts to im-
mediate experiences, and even to geometrical truths (which,
however, M. Foucher did not do), and to other truths of
reason, which he did a little too much. But, to 1etwin to you,
Sir, you are right in saying that there is a difterence ordinaiily
between sensations and imaginings; but the Sceptics would
say that a diffcrence of more and less 1s not a difference
of kind. Besides, though sensations are hahitually more
vivacious than imaginings, there are none the less cases where
imaginative people are as much or perhaps more struck by
their imaginings than others are by the truth of things; so
that I hold that the true criterion regarding the objects of the
senses is the connection between phenomena, that is to say
the linking up of what occurs in different places and times,
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and m the experience of different men, who are themselves
very important phenomena Lo one another in this regard
And the connection of phenomena, which guarantees #ruths
of fact with regard to sensible things outsile us, 1s verified by
means of truths of reason; as appearances m optics have hght
thrown upon them by geometiy. Stll 1t must he admitted
that none of this certrtude 1s of the highest order, as you have
1ghtly recognized  Fo1 1t is not impossible, metaphysically
speaking, for there 1o be a dream which is consecutive and
enduring hke the hife of a man, but 1t is a thing as contrary
10 reason as 1t would be for a book to be composed by chance
through the type being jumbled up together anyhow Besides
1t is also true, that provided phenomena aie linked up, 1t
matters not whether they are called dreams or not, since
oxperience shows that we are not muistaken m the measures
we taks with phenomena, when they are taken in accordance
with the truths ot reason.

§ 15 Pu. For the rest, knowledge 15 not always clear, where
the ideas are so. A man that has as clear adeas of the angles of a
triangle, and of equality to two vight ones, as any mathematicran
in the world, may yet have bul a very obscure perception of therr
agreement

Ta. Usually, when ideas are fundamentally undeistood,
their agreements and disagreements appear. Nevertheless,
1 admit that theie arc sometimes ideas so compounded that
much care is needed to develop what is hidden in them; and
considering thus, some agreements and disagreements may
still remain obscure. Asio your example, my comment is that
the fact that we have the angles of a triangle n the imagina-
t1on does not mean that we therefore have clear ideas of them.
Imagination is incapable of providing us with an image
common to acute-angled and obtuse-angled triangles, and
yet the idea of triangle 1s common to both, Thus this 1dea does
not consist in the imagés, and it is not as easy as one might
think fundamentally to understand the angles of a triangle



CORRESPONDENCIE WITHL CLARKE!
LEIBNIZ'S FIRST PAPER %
(Extract from a leiter written tn November 1915)

I+ appears that even natuial rehgion 15 growmg very much
weaker. Many hold that souls are corpoieal, others hold that
God Himself 1s corporcal. Mr. Locke and his {ollowers are
at any rate doubtful whether souls are not material and
naturally peiishable Mr Newton says that space is the
organ which God makes use of to percerve things by. But
if He stands 1 need of any medium whereby to perceive them,
they do not then depend entirely on Him, and were not
produced by Him. Mr Newton and his followers have also
an extremely odd opmion of the work of God. According
to them God has to wind up His watch from time to time?
Otherwise 1t would ccase Lo go. He lacked sufficient fore-
sight to make it a perpetual motion. This machine of God's
is even, on their view, so imperfect that He is obliged from
time to time to come to its assistance especially out of the

1 Samuel Clarke {(1675-1729), Englsh philosopher and divine;
the most celebrated disciple of Newion,

3 This paper by Leibniz begins the correspondence It is
given here complete

3 Clarke thinks that ihe passage to which Leibniz is referring
15 the following, from Newton's Opites:  Whilst the comets move
i orbs very eccentrical, with all vauely of directions towards
every part of the heavens; 'tis not possible 1t should have been
caused by blind fate, that the planets all move with one similar
direction 1n concentrick orbs, excepting only some very small
irregularities, which may have arisen from the mutual actions of
the planets and comets upon one another; and which 'tis
probably will in length of iime increase more and mare, fll the
present system of nature shall want to be anew put in order by
its Author * (The translation from Newton’s Latin is Clarke's )

192
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ordinary comsc, and clean it, and even to mend it, as a clock-
maker might s handiwork ; and the less skilful the workman
15, the mote often 1 he obliged to rehandle and correct his
wotk Accordmg to my view, the same force and yigout
gocs on existing in the woild f11\vays and simply passes from
onc matter to anothe1, according to the laws of natwie and to
the beautiful pre-estabhished order. And I hold that, when
God petforms mnacles, 1t 15 not to uphold the needs of natuze s
but for those of grace. To think otherwise would be to
have a very low opuuion of the wisdom and power of God.

LEIBNIZ'S SECOND PAPER Y

Tt1srightly said m the Paper which was sent to the Piincess
of Wales, and which Her Royal Highness did me the Lonour
of sending me, that next to vicious passions the prnciples of
the Materralusts contribute much to support impiety But I
do not think the author was justified m addmg that ke
Mathematreal Principles of philosophy are opposed to those of
the Matertalists  On the contrary, they are the same cxcept
that Materialists follow the example of Democritus, Epicurus,
and Ilobhes, and restrict themselves to mathematical prin-
ciples alone and admil nothimg but bodies; while the Chustian
Mathematicians admit immaterial substances also Thus
it 15 not Mathematical Principles (in the ordimnary sensc of the
teim) but Metaphyswal Principles which must be opposed
to those of the Materialists  Pythagoras, Plato, and to some
extent Aiistotle had some knowledge of these, but it 15 my
claim to have established them demonstratively, although
I was giving & popular exposition, in my Theodicy, The
great foundation of mathematics 15 the principle of contra-
diction or of identity, that is to say, that a statement cannot
be true and false at the same time and that thus 4 45 4, and

! This Second Paper was written in answer 1o Claike's reply to
Leibmiz's Furst Paper 11 1s given here complete,
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cannot be not A, And this smgle prmeiple 15 enough to
prove the whole of artthmetic and the whole of geomgetry,
that 18 to say all mathematical principles.  But in order {g
proceed from mathematics to physics another punciple i
necessary, as I have obseived i my Theodicy, that 1s, the
prinasple of a suficient reason, that nothmg happens
without there being a reason why it should be thus rather
than otherwise  This 1s why Archimedes, wishing to proceed
from mathematics to physics 1n his book On Equalibs ium, was
compelled to make use of a particular case of the great
principle of sufficient reason; he takes 1t for granted that if
there is a balance in which everything 1s the same on both
sides, and if, further, two equal weights be hung on the two
ends of the balance, the whole will remain at rest, This 15
because there is no reason why one side should go down
1ather than the other. Now by this principle alone, to wit, that
there must be a sufficient reason why things arc thus rather
than otherwise, is proved Divimty, and all the 1est of meta-
physics and natural theology, and cven in some manner
those physical principles which are independent of mathe-
matics, that 1s to say, the prinaples of dynamics or of
force,

Our author goes on to say that according to the mathe-
matical principles, that is to say according to the philosophy
of Mr. Newton (for mathematical principles heie prove
nothing one way o1 the other), wmatler is the least considerable
part of the umwerse. This is because he holds ihat besides
matter there is empty space, and because according to him
matter only occupics a very small part of space. But
Democritus and Epicurus maintained the samg thing, except
that in this they differed from Mr Newton on the pomnt of
quantity; according to them there was perhaps more matter
m the world than according to Mr. Newton. Wherein I
think their view 1s preferable; for the more matter there is,
the more opportumty 1s there for God to exercise His wisdom
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and His power; and 1t 1s lor this, among other reasons, that I
hold that there 15 no voud at all

It 1s said expressly 1n the Appendix to Mi. Newton’s
Optics that space 15 God’s sensoriuml Now the word
sensornom has always meant the organ of sensation. Let him
and his friends now give a quite different explanation of their
meaning: 1 shall not object

Our author supposes that the presence ot the soul is enough
to enable 1t to percelve what is gomng on in the bramn. But
this is exactly what Malebranche and the whole Cartesian
School deny, and rightly deny. Something quite othe: than
mere presence 15 needed for one thing to represent what takes
place n another. For this some explicable commumication
1s necessary, some kind of mfluence either of the things upon
one another or of a common cause. Space, according to Mr.
Newton, 1s intimately present to the body which it contamns
and which is commensurate with it. Does 1t thercfore
follow that space perceives what takes place in the body, and
remembers 1t after the body has left it? Besides, since the
soul 15 indivisible and 1ts immediate presence i ihe body
could therefore be concerved to be at a pont only, how could
1t then perceive what took place outside this pomnt? I claim
to be the fist to have shown how the soul perceives what
takes place in the body.

The reason why God perceives eveiything is not His
simple piesence, but His operation also; it 15 because He
preserves things by an activity which continually produces
all that thae is i them of goodness and perfection But
since souls have no immediate influence on bodies, nor bodies
on souls, their mutual correspondence cannot be explamned
by presence

The real reason which chiefly causes us to prase a

1 Clarke had objected to Leibmz's statement 1n hus Furst Paper
that ‘Mr Newton says that space 1s the organ which God makes
use of to percerve things by’. Cf p 192.
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maching, 15 denrved rather fiom the effect of the maching
ihan from 1ts cause. We seek mnformation less regarding
the power of the mechanician than 1egarding his m-
vention, Thus the reason alleged for prasing God's
machine—that He made it entirely without borrowmg any
matter from outside—is not enough It 15 a shift to which
the author has been compelled to resort. The reason why
God is to be prefeired above another mechanician 1s not
only because He makes the whole, whereas the artisan has
10 seek for his materal. This superiority would arise fiom
power only But there 1s another reason for the excellence
of God, which ariscs from wisdom  This reason is thai His
machine also lasts longer and goes more correctly than that
of any other mechanician whatever  The buyer of the watch
does not trouble humself whether the workman made the
whole of it, or whether he had the pieces of it made by other
workmen and merely adjusted them himself, provided that
1t goes properly. And if the wotkman had received from God
the gift of creating as well the material for the wheels, the
buyer would not be satisfied if he had not also received the
gift of adjusting them properly. And 1n the same way the
man who wants to be satisfied with God’s handiwork will
not become so meiely for the reason alleged here.

Thus it is needful that God’s invention should not be
inferior to that of a workman; it must even go infinitely
beyond it. The mere production of everything would indeed
exemphfy the power of God, but it would not sufficiently
show His wisdom. Those who maintain the opposite fall
exactly mto the error of the Materialists and of Spinoza,
from whom they protest they differ, They recogmze power,
but not sufficient wisdom in the principle of things.

I do not say that the corporeal world is a machine or watch
which goes without God’s z'nterposz’tfan,l and T am insistent

n

1 Clarke had made the (usual) objection to Leibniz. ‘ The notion
of the world’s being a great mackine, goung on weithout the wnier-
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enough that created things stand in need of His continual
mnfluence. But I do mamtain that it is a watch which goes
without needing Ilis correction otherwise we should have to
admit that God keeps improving upon His own work. God
has foreseen everything, He has provided a remedy for every-
thing m advance. There is m His works an aheady pre-
established harmony and beauty.

This view does not exclude the providence o1 the govein-
ment of God* on the contrary 1t makes it peifect. A true
providence in God requires a perfect foressght, but moreover
it further requires not only that He should have foreseen
everything but also that He should have provided for every-
thing by mcans of suitable preordained remedies: otherwise
He would lack either wisdom to foresee things or pewer to
provde for them  He would be like the God of the Socinians,
who lives from day to day, as M Juiieu said. It is true that
God, according to the Socinians, fails even to foresee defects,
whereas, accoiding to these gentlemen who force Him to
correct Himself, He fails to provide for them. But this
seems to me to be still a very great lack; He would have to
lack either power or good will.

I do not think I can be justly rebuked for having said
that God 1s Intelligentsa Supramundana, 'Will those who dis-
approve of it say He is Intelligentia Mundana, that is to say
the Sou! of the World? I hope not. However, they would
do well to take care not to slip into this unintentionally.

The comparison with o king in whose kingdom everything
went on without his interference is not to the point, simnce
God preserves things continually, and smce they cannot
subsist withowt Iim: thus His Kingdom 1s not a nominal one
To say this would be like saying that a king who had lus

postiron of God, as a clock continues to go without the assistance
of a clockmaker, 15 the notion of Materialzsm and Fate, and tends
(under pretence of making God a Supra -mundane Inielhigence)
to exclude Providence and God's government i reality out of
the world',
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subjects so well educated, and by his carc in providing for
theu subsistence, preseived them so well m then fitness for
their several stations and in then good affeclion towards
him, that he had no occasion ever to be amending anything
amongst them, was only a nominal kiny,

Finally, 1f God 15 obliged to correct natural things from
time to time, this must occur either supeinatwally or
naturally.  If 1t occuis supeinaturally, 1ecourse 1s had to
miracles to explain natutal things; which 1s 1 effect a
reductio ad absurdum of a hypothesis, For by miracles,
anything can easily be accounted for. But if it occurs
naturally, God will not be Intelligentia Supramundana, He
will be mcluded n the nature of things, that 1s to say, He
will be the Soul of the World

LEIBNIZ'S TIIIRD PAPER '

1. According to the usual way of speaking, mathematical
princeples ® are those which consist in pure mathematics,
for instance numbers, figures, arithmetic, geometry But
melaphysical principles concern more general noirons, as for
example cause and effect.

2. I am granted this important principle, that nothing
happens without a sufficient reason why 1t should be thus rather
than otherwnse. But it is granted me in words and 1efused
me in fact; which shows that the full force of 1t has not been
properly understood ; and m this connection the anthor makes

1 Written 1n answer to Clarke’s reply to the Second Paper, It
1s given here complete.

?Clarke had argued that the Mathematicals Principles of
Plunlosophy (1.6 Newton's philosophical doctrines) are opposed to
Materalism because they demonstrate that the existing state of
things can only have arisen from an Intelligent and Free Cause.
As regards the propriety of the name, he says ‘So far as meta-
physical consequences follow demonStratively from mathe-

matical principles, so far the mathematical principles may
(1f 1t be thought fit) be called metaphysical principles’.
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use of an example which exactly falls in with one of my
demonsirations agamst real absolule space, the idol of some
modern Englishmen. T call it ‘idol’” not mn a theological
sense, but in the philosophical sense m which Chancellor
Bacon used the word when he sad, g long Lime ago, that
there ate wulola iribus, 1dola specus?

3 These gentlemen mamtam, then, that space 15 a real
absolute bemng, but this leads them into great difficulties
Tor 1t appears that this being must be eternal and infinite
This 1s why there have been some who believed that 1t was
God Himseli, or else His atiribute, His immensity But as
1t has parts, 1t 15 not a thing which can be appropriate
to God

4 As for me, T have more than once stated that I held
space 1o be something purely relative, like #me; space being
an order of co-existences as time is an order of successions
For space denotes 1n terms of possibiity an order of things
which exist at the same time, 1n so far as they exist together,
and is not concerned with their particular ways of existing:
and when we see several things together we percetve this
order of things among themselves.

5 1 have several proofs for refuting the conception of
those who take space to be a substance, or at least an absolute
being of some kind But heie I only wish to make use of
the one which the present occasion requires. 1 say then
that if space were an absolute bemng, there would happen
something for which 1t would he impossible that there should
be a sufficient 1eason, and this 1s contrary to our axiom. This
is how I prove it. Space 1s something absolutely umiform,
and without.the things situated in 1t one point of space
absolutely does not differ in any respect from another point
of space  Now {rom this it follows that if we suppose that
space 15 something in itself, other than the order of bodies
among themselves, it Is impossible that there should be o

1 ‘1dols of the iribe, idols of the cave.’
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reason why God, preserving the same positions for hodies
among themselves, should have arranged bodies m space
thus and not otherwise, and why everything was not put
the other way 10und (for instance) by changing cast and west,
But if space 1s nothing other than this order or relation, and
1s nothing whatever without bodies but the possibility of
placing them m it, these two conditions, the one as things are,
the other supposed the other way round, would not differ
from one another: therr difference exists only in dur chimerical
supposition of the reality of space i 1tself  But in truth the
one would be just the same as the other, as they are abso-
lutely indiscernible; and consequently there 1s no occasion
to search alter a reason for the picference of the one to the
other.

6. The same is true of time. Suppose someone asks why
God did not create everything a year sooner; and that the
same person wants to infer from that that God did something
for which He cannot possibly have had a 1eason why He did
it thus rather than otherwise, we should reply that his
inference would be true if time were something apart {rom
temporal things, for 1t would be impossible that theie should
be reasons why things should have been applicd to certain
mstants rather than to otheis, when their succession remained
the same. But this itself pioves that instants apart from
things are nothing, and that they only consist in the succes-
sive order of things; and if this remains the same, the one
of the two states (for instance that in which the creation was
imagined to have occurred a year ealier) would be nowise
different and could not be distinguished from the other which
now exists. -

7. It will be seen from everything I have said that my
axiom has not been fully understood, and that the author,
while appearing to grant it, has really dened it. Iz zs true,
hé says, that nothing esists without o sufficient reason why ol is
thus rather than otherwise, but he adds that this sufficient



LEIBNIZ AND CLARKE 201

reason 15 often the sumple or mere will of God, as when it 1s
asked why matter was not differently arranged in space,
the positions as between bodics bemg preserved, But this
is simply maintaining that God wills something without there
being a sufficient reason for His will, contrary to the axiom
or general rule governing everything which happens. This
is to relapse mto the loose indufference which I have amply
refuted, and which I have shown to be absolutely chimerical,
even in created beings, and contrary to the wisdom of God,
as 1f He could operate without acting reasonably.

8. I am met with the objection that not to admit this
stmple and mere will would be to remove from God the power
of choice, and that this would be to fall into fatalism, BRut
quite the reverse is true. I mamntam that God has the power
of chaice, since I base it on the reason for the choice which 1s
in conformity with His wisdom. And 1t 15 not this fatalism
(which 1s nothing but the order of the highest wisdom or of
providence) but a brute fatalism or necessity, in which there
is neither wisdom nor choice, that we ought to avoid,

9 I had observed that if we dimuush the quantity of
matter, the quantity of objects on which God can exercise
His goodness is duminished. The author answers that in-
stead of matter there are other things mn the void on which
He does not fail to exercise 1, Be 1t so; though I do not
agree, for I hold that all created substance is accompanied
by matter But be it so. I answer that more matter was
compatible with those same things, and consequently the said
object will still be lessened. The example of a greater
number of men or anmmals is not to the purpose, for they
would occupy, the room of other things.

10, It will be difficult to make me believe that, in 1ts
ordinary use, sensorium does not mean the organ of sensation.
Here are the words of Rudolphus Goclenius, m his Philoso-

~phical Dictionary: Semsuerium: barbarum Scholashicorum
(he says) gui interdum sumt simite Graecorum. Hi dicunt
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alofnyripiov, ex quo i fecerunt Senstervom pro Sensorio, id
est, organo senisationss *

11. The sunple presence of a substance, even an anunated
one, 1» not enough for perception a blind man does not see,
nor even does an absent-minded one It is necessaiy to
explam how the soul perceives what 1s outside 1tself,

1z God is not present m things by situation but by
essence, His presence 15 manifested by His immediate
operation The presence of the soul 15 of quite another
nature. To say that it 15 diffused throughout the body 1s to
make 1t extended and divisible; to say that the whole of it
exists n each part of each body 15 to make it divisible fiom
itself. To attach 1t to one point, to spread 1t over seveial
points are only improper expressions, idola tribus >

13. If active force were lost in the universe by the natural
laws which God has estabhshed in 1t, so that He needed a
new umpression to restore this force, like a workman setting
right the mmperfection of s machine, the disorder would
occur not only with regard to us, but with regard to God
Himself, He could have prevented 1t and have taken better
steps to avoid such an untoward occurrence Actually,
indeed, He has done so.

14 When I said that God has prepared actual remedies
agamst these disorders in advance, I do not mean that God
fets the disorders come and then the remedies for them, but
that He has found mcans i advance to prevent disorders
from happening.

15. Our author attempts without success to crticize my
expression, that God is Intelligentia Stpramundann  To say
that He 15 above the world is not to deny that He 1s i the
world.

* Senssterium  a barbarism of the Scholastics, who sometimes
ape the Greeks, The latter say alefyripor, from which the
former have manufactured the word wsemsslerium 1n place of

sensorium, 1 e the organ of sensation ’
2 Cf note, p. 199



LEIBNIZ AND CLARKE 203

16. T have nevel given oceasion lor doubt whether God’s
conservation 1s an actual preseivation and continuation of
beings, powers, owdets, dispositions, and motions, and I
think 1 have perhaps explamed it better than many others
But, says our author, thes is all that I contended for herein
consests the whole duspute. To this I answer: Your most
humble servant. Ow dispute consists in qute different
things. The question is whether God does not act in the
most Tegular and perfect manner; whether His machine 1g
hable to disorders which He will be obliged to set 1ight by
extiaordinary means; whether the will of God 1s capable
of acting wrthoul reason; whether space is an absolute
bemng; wherein consists the nature of miracles: and many
similar questions which set a great gulf between us

17. Theologians will not agree with the thesis advanced
agamst me, that therc 15 no difference in relation to God
between the natwial and the supernatural  The majority of
phulosophers will approve 1t even less There 1s an mfinite
difference, but it certainly seems not to have been given
proper consideratton, The supernatural surpasses all the
powers of created things  We must take an example Here
15 one which I have often made use of with success. If God
wished to cause a free body to circle in the ether round about
a given fixed centie, without any other created thing acting
on it, this, I say, could only occur by muracle, not being
explicable by the nature of bodies. For a free body natur-
ally departs from a curve along the tangent. It 15 this
sense that I maintamn that the attraction of bodies, properly
so called, 15 a miraculous thing, since 1t cannot be explamed
by their natuye.

LEIBNIZ’S FOURTH PAPER '

1 In things which ge absolutely ndifferent there can be

1 Wrtten in answer to Clarke’s reply to the Thurd Paper. As
will be seen, some paragraphs have been omitted here
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no "choice and consequently no clection or will, since choice
must have some reason or prnciple

2 A simple will without any motive (a mere will) is 3
fiction which 1s not only contrary to the perfection of God,
but also chimezical and contradictory, mcompatible with the
definition of will and sufficently refuted mn my Theodicy.

3 It s indifferent whether thiee bodies which are equal
and alike in evely respect be placed in any order whatsoeva,
and consequently they never would be placed in oider by
Him who does nothing without wisdom  But also, being the
Author of things, He will not produce any such; and conse-
quently there are none in nature

4. There are no two individuals indiscermible fiom one
anocther A clever genileman, a friend of mine, when con-
versing with me 1 the presence of Her Electoral Highness?
in the garden at Herrenhausen, thought he would cer.
tainly find two leaves exactly alike, Her Electoral Highness
challenged him to do so, and he spent a long time runming
about looking for them, but in vain. Two diops of water or
milk looked at under the microscope will be found 1o be
discernible, This 1s an argument agamst atoms, which, like
the void, are opposed to the principles of a tiue metaphysic.

5. These great principles of a Sufficient Reason and of the
Identity of Indiscermibles change the state of metaphysics,
which by their means becomes real and demonstrative,
whereas foimerly 1t practically consisted of nothing but
empty terms.

6. To suppose two things indiscernible 1s to suppose the
same thing under two names Thus the hypothesis that the
universe should have originally had another poeition in time
and place from that which it actually had, and yet all the
parts of the unmiverse should have had the same position with
regard to one another as that which, they have m fact 1e-
cewved, is an impossible fiction.

1 Sophia, Electress of Hanover, mother of George I of England,
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7. The same teason which shows that space outside the
world 15 imagimary proves that all empty space is something
imaginary, fo1 they differ only as the great from the small.

8. If space 1§ a propeity or an altribute, it must be
the property of some substance. Of what substance 15 the
bounded empty space, which the suppoiters of this view
suppose to exist between two bodies, the property or affection P

g, If infinite space is immensily, finite space will be the
opposite of immensity, that is to say mensurality or
pounded extension. Now extension must be the affection
of something extended. But 1f this space is empty, it will
be an attribute without a gubject, an extension of no extended
thing, This is why in making space a property the author
is accepting my position, according to which it is an order of
things and not something absolute.

1o, If space is an absolute reality, far from being a property
or accident opposed to substance, it will have more sub-
sistence than substances; God will be unable to destroy it,
or even to change it in any respect. It will be not only
immense mn the whole, but also immutable and eternal in
each of 1ts parls  There will be an infinity of eteinal things
besides God.

11. To say that infinite space is without parts, 1s to say
that it 15 not made up of finite spaces, and that infinite space
might continue to exist though all finite spaces were reduced
tonothing. It would be as if we were to say, on the Cartesian
supposition of a corporeal extended umiverse without limits,
that this universe might continue to exist though all the
bodies which make it up were reduced to nothing.

13. To say that God could move the umverse forwaid in a
straight line or otherwise without changing 1t in any other:
way is another chimerical supposition.  For two mdiscernible
states are the same stfite, and consequently it is a change
which changes nothmg. Further, there is no rhyme nor
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reason mit. Now God does nothmg without a 1eason, ang
1t is impossible that theie should be one here. Besides, 1t
would be agendo milul agere} as 1 have just said, hecause of
the indiscermbulity,

14 These are tdola tribus,® the purcst chimeras and super-
ficial imaginings. It is all founded meiely on the supposition
that imaginary space 1s real.

15. It is a sumlar, that 1s to say an impossible, fiction to
suppose that God had created the world several million years
sooner. Those who incline towaids such kinds of fiction
will be unable to reply to those who argue 1n favour of the
eternity of the woild. For since God does nothing without a
reason, and since there is no reason assignable why He did not
create the world sooner, it will follow either that He created
nothing at all, or that He produced the world before any
assignable time, which 15 to say that the world is eternal.
But when we show that the begmning, whatever it was,
15 always the same thing, the question why it was not other
wise ceases to arise

16. If space and time were something absolute, that is to
say 1f they were something other than certain orders of
things, what I am saying would be a contradiction. But
since this 15 not the case, the hypothesis is contiadictory,
that 18 to say 1t is an impossible fiction.

17. It 15 very like what happens in geometry where, by
the very supposition that a figure is greater, we sometimes
prove that m fact it is not greater. It is a contradiction;
but the contradiction is in the hypothesis, which for this
very reason 1s shown to be false.

18. The umformity of space means that there is neither
internal nor external reason for discerning its parts, and
for choosing between them. ¥or such external reason for
discerning could only be founded in the internal one; other-

1'acting without doing anything’,
1Cf p. 199, note
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wise it would be disceining the mndiscernible, o choosing
without discerning. Wil without reason would be the
schance’ of the Epicurcans. A God who acted by such a
will would be a God only m name. The source of these
errors 15 want of care to avoid what 15 derogatory to the
Divine perfccuons

19. When two mcompatible things are equally good, and
when one has no advantage over the other either in itself
or in 1ts combination with others, God will produce neither.

20 God is never determined by external things, but always
by what is 1n Himself, that is to say by His knowledge, before
anything exists outside Him.

21. There i1s no possible reason which could limit the
quantity of matter. Therefore there cannot in fact be any
such limitation,

22. And suppose such an arbitrary hmitation did exist, it
would always be possible to add something without dero-
gating from the perfection of those things which alieady
exist: and consequently it would always be necessary to
add something, in order to accord with the prmciple of the
perfection of Divine operations,

23. Thus it cannot be said that the present quantity of
matter is the most fitting for the present constitution of
things. And even if this were the case, 1t would follow that
this present constitution of things would not be the most
fittmg absolutely, if it prevents the employment of more
matter; it would therefore be necessary to choose another
constitution of things, capable of something more,

29. God pergeives things in imself. Space 1s the place of
things, and not the place of the ideas of God: unless we
consider space as something which causes the union of
God and things, in imitalion of the mmagined union of
the soul and the body; which would still make God the
Soul of the World,

Q905
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32 Those who mmagine that souls can give a new foice to
bodies, and that God does the same in the world so as to
coriect the imperfections of His machine, make God (oo like
the soul, by attubuting too much to the soul and too little
to God.

33. For 1t is only God that can give nature new forces, and
He does it supernaturally only. If He needed to do it m the
natural course of things He would have made a very im-
perfect work He would be, in the world, like what the
soul 18 commonly held to be 1n the body.

38, Those who imagine that active forces! diminish of
themselves in the world, do not properly understand the
principal laws of nature, and the beauty of the works of
God.

41. The author says that space does not depend on the
situation of bodies. I answer that it 1s true that 1t does not:
depend on such and such a particular situation of bodies; but
it is the order which makes bodies capable of having situation,
and through which they have a situation with regard to one
another when existing together; just as time is this orde m
relation to their successive position. Butl if there were no
created bemngs space and time would only exist in the 1deas
of God.?

1 Clarke says that when he spolke of active forces diminishing,
he meant by active force ‘nothing but motion, and the impetus
or relative impulsive force of bodies, arismmg from and beng
preportional to their motlon He quotes from Newton’s Opluss,
‘Sice therefore all {he various motions that are in the world are
perpetually decreasing, 'tis absolutely necessary, in order to
preserve and renew those motions, that we have recourse to some
actwe principles’. (The translation from Newton's Latin 1s
hy Clarke ) v

2 Several sections contarming a further discussion of the nature
of miracles are omitted here,
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P.3.

All those who belicve 1 the voud alfow themeelves to be
gmded more by mmagmation .Lh‘m by reason, When T was
a young man, I also was inclined {o helieve 1 the void and
in atoms; but reason biought me back. Imagination was
utterly contented On this theory o himit 15 set to our
researches; reflection is fixed and as 1t were pinned down ;
we suppose ourselves to have found the {fitst elements—a zon
plus witra.  We should like nature to go no further ;
we should like 1t to be fintte, like our mund; but this is
to 1gnore the gieatness and majesty of the Author of
things. Actually the least corpuscle 1s subdivided ad
mfimtwm and contans a world of new created things, which
the universe would lack if this corpuscle were an atom, that
is a body all of a piece and not subdivided. All the same, to
want to put 4 void 1n nature 15 to attribute to God a very
imperfect production; it is to violate the gieat principle of
the necessity of a sufficien! reason, of which many people
speak with their ips without at all 1ecopnizing its fores, as T
showed recently when I made it clear by means of this
principle that space is only an order of things, like time, and
in no sense an absolute being. Not to mention many other
reasons agamnst the void and atoms, here are those which I
derive from the perfection of God and {iom suficzent reason.
1 assume that any pertection which God could put in things
without derogating [1om the other perfections in them, has
been put there. Now let us imagine a space entirely empty;
God could put in il some matter without in any way dero-
gating from gaything else whatcver; theiefore He did put
some matter therein; thercfore there is no space entirely
empty, therefore everything is full. The same aipument
proves that there 15 no corpuscle which is not subdivided.
Here also is the reafon iaken from the necessity of .a
sufficient reason, Tt is not possible that there should be a



210 LEIBNIZ AND CLARKE

principle determuinmg the proportion of matter, or what 15
filled, to the void, or of the void to the plenum It will
perhaps be sard that one must be equal to the other; but ag
matter has more perfection than empty space, 1cnson demands
that geometiical proportion be observed, and that there
should be mote plenum in propoition as it 1s worthy of
preference. But then there would be no void at all, for the
perfection of matter 1s to the perfection of the void as some-
thing 1s to nothing. The same argumeni apphes to atoms,
‘What reason can be assigned for mitmg nature in the process
of subdivision? Purely arbitrary fictions, and unworthy of
true philosophy. The 1easons alleged in favou: of the void
are but sophisms.

LEIBNIZ’S FIFTH PAPER 1

82 But the good, whether true or apparent, in a word the
motive, mehnes wrthout necessitating, that is 1o say without
imposing an absolute necessity. For when God (for instance)
chooses the best, that which He does not choose and which is
inferior in perfection is none the less possible. If what God
chooses were necessary, everything clse would be impossible,
which would be contrary to our hypothesis, for God chooses
between possibles, that is to say between several ithings, not
one of which implies a contradiction.

9. To say that God can only choose the best, and to infer
from this that what He does not choose is impossible, 15 to
confuse terms: namely, power and will, metaphysical neces-
sity and moral necessily, essences and existences  For what
is necessary is 50 by 1ls essence, because the opposite implies
a contradiction; but the contingent which cxists owes 1ts
existence to the pinciple of what is bhest, the sufficient

*Wrntlen in answer to Clarke's reply to the Fourth Paper.
Here Letbniz takes up the points at much greater length It
will be seen that much of this paper has been omitted here.

"2 §8 1—7 contain further answers to the charge of fatalism Ci.
P- 197
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reason for things,  And ths is why 1 say that motives incline
without nccessituting, and that there is a certainty and
nfallinlity, but not an absolute mecessily, m contmgent
things.

to. And I have sufficienily shown m my Theodicy that
this moral necessity is good, and mt conformily with Divine
perfection, and in conformuty with the great princple of
exstences, which is that of the need of a sufficient reasen;
whereas absolute metaphysical necessity depends on the
other great principle of our reasonings, the principle of
essences, that is to say that of 1denlity or contradiction: for
what is absolutely necessary is the only possible course, and
its contrary 1mplics a contradiction

1r. I have shown also that our will does not always
precisely follow the practical understanding, because 1t may
have or find reasons for suspending its resolution until a
further discussion.

14. . . - I now come to the objection made against my
comparison between the weights of a balance and the motives
of the will. The author objects that the balance 1s purely pas-
sive and weighed down by the weights, whereas agents which
are ntelligent and endowed with will are active. To this I
reply, that the principle of the necessity of a sufficient reason
15 common both 1o active and to passive things, They need
a sufficent reason for their activity as well as for their
passivity. Not only does the balance not act when it is
weighed down equally on both sides, but equal weights do
not act erther, when they are in equilibrium n such a way
that one canpot go down without the other going up to the
same extent,

15 It must also be considered that, strictly speaking,
motives do not act on the mind ke weights on a balance; 1t 1s
rather the mind which acts by virtue of the motives, which
are its dispositions to act. Thus to maintain, as 1t 15 here
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maintained, that the mind sometimes prefers weak motives
above stronger oncs, and even sometimes what is indifferent
above motives, 15 to sepaiate the mmnd fiom its motives, as
if they were outside of 1t, as the weight 1s distinct f1om the
balance; and as if there were i the mind other dispositions
to action besides motives, by virtue of wlhich the mind
rejected or accepted the motives. Wheteas the truth s that
motives comprise all the dispositions which the mind can
have to act voluntaiily, for they comprise not only reasons
but also inclinations, which come fiom the passions or from
other preceding impressions, Thus 1f the mind preferred a
weak above a strong inclination it would be acting against
itself and otherwisc than it is disposed to act  This shows
that notions which differ on this pont from mine are super-
ficial and turn out to have nothing in them, when they are
properly considered.

16. To say also that the mind may have good reasons for
acting when it has no motives, and when things are absolutely
wndzfferent, as is explamed here, 15 a manifest contradiction,
For if there are good reasons for the course it adopts, the
things are not mehfferent to it.

17. And to say that a man will act when he has reasons for
acting, even though the ways of acting may be absolutely n-
different, 1s again to speak most superficially, and m a very
unjustifiable manner. For in this case ihere is no sufficient
reason for actmg when there is not a sufficieni reason for
acting s a particular manner, since every action 13 individual,
and pot general or abstiacted from ils circumstances, and
it needs some way of heing carried out. Thus when there is
a sufficient reason for doing a particular actien, there is a
sufficient reason also for acting in a particular way, and
consequently the ways of acting me not indiffeient. On
every occasion that a man has sufficient reasons for a given
particular action, he has sufficient Teasons also for doing
everything which 1s requisite {o1 that action.,
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z1. It must be admtted Lhat this great principle, although
1L has been recognized, bas not been sufficiently made use of.
And this 15 1o a greal extent why Furst Phlosaphy ® has been
s0 little productive and demonstrative hitheito, I infer from
this prmeiple, among othet consequences, that there are not
in nature two real absolute hengs which are indiscermble
from one another; because if there were, God and nature
would be acting without rcason in treatng one differently
from the other, and thus that God does not produce two
portions of matter which are perfectly equal and alike. The
author replies to this conclusion without refuting the reason
for it, and he replies by a very feeble objection. That
argument, he says, if 1 was good would prove that 1t would be
wmpossible for God o create any matter at all.  For the perfectly
sold parts of matter, of we take them of equal figure and di-
mensions (which 15 alheays possible tn supposttion) would be
exactly alike. But 1t is an obvious pettio principu to suppose
this perfect agreement which, on my view, cannot be ad-
mitted. This supposition of two indiscernibles, as of two
portions of matter which perfectly agree with one another,
seems possible in the abstract, but it is not compatible with
the order of things, nor with Divine wisdom, by which
nothing is admitted without a reason. The vulgar imagime
such things because they are satisfied with incomplete notions,
And this is one of the faults of the Atomists.

22. Besides, I do not allow that there are in matter parts
which are perfectly solid, or wlnch are all of a piece, without
any variely or paiticular motion in their parts, as the pre-
tended atoms aie conceived 1o be. To suppose that there
are such hodies is another popular and ill-founded opinion,
According to my demonstrations, each portion of matter is
actually subdivided into parts differently alfected, and no
one altogether resembles another,

lie. the prmc1ple of sufficient reason.
31 e, metaphysics.
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23. I had mamntamed that two mdiscernibles can never be
found among sensible things, and that, for example, we should
never find two leaves in a garden, nor two drops of water,
which waie perfectly alike. The author admits this with
regard {o leaves and ‘perhaps’ with regard to drops of water.
But 1t might be admitted without question, or without the
‘pethaps’, of the drops of water too.

24. I hold that these general observations which apply to
sensible things apply also i proportion to insensible things,
And that in this respect it may be said, as Harlequin says n
the Emperor of the Moon, ‘ "is there as *ti1s here’. Anditisa
great argument agamst indiscernibles that no instance of
them can be found. But the author objects to this conse-
quence on the ground that sensible bodies are compounded,
whereas there are alleged to be insensible bodies which are
simple. I answer again that I do not admit of any. Accord-
ing to me, there 15 nothing simple except true monads, which
have no parts and no extension. Simple bodies and even
perfectly similar ones aie a consequence of the false docinne
of a void and of atoms, or else of lazy philosophy, which does
not press far enough the analysis of things, and thinks it can
arrive at the primary corporeal elements of natuie, since they
would satisfy our 1magination.

25. When I deny that there are two drops of water perfectly
alike, or two other bodics indiscernible [rom one another, I
do not mean that it is absolutely impossible to suppose them,
but that it is a thing contrary to Divine wisdom and conse-
quently that it coes not exist.

26. 1 admut that if two perfectly indiscernible things did
exist, they would be two. But the supposition is false,
and contrary to the greal principle of reason. ‘The vulgar
philosophers were rmstaken when they thought that thele
existed things which differed solo numero or only because
they were two: and it is from this errot that then perplexities

1 ‘numerically only’.
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about what they called the principle of wmdividuation arose.
Metaphysics has ordinanly been treated as a mere doctrine
of terms, hike a plulosophucal dictionary, without ever coming
10 a discussion of things.  Superficial phalosophy, hike that of
the Atomists and Vacwsts, fabneates for 1tsclf things which
higher reasons render inadmussible. T hope that my proofs
will change the face of philosophy, i spite of feeble contra-
dictions such as I meet with here.

27. The parts of time and of place, taken in themselves,
are ideal things: thus they arc perfectly alike, hke two
abstract units. But this 1s not the case with two concrete
unities, nor with two actual times, nor with two occupied,
that is to say truly actual, spaces.

28. I do not say that two points of space are one and the
same point, nor that two instants of time are one and the
same mstant, as seems to be imputed to me. But it may be
imagmned through lack of knowledge that there are two
different instants when tihere 1s one only, as I observed in
§ 17 of my foregoing reply that often in geometry we suppose
there to be two, so as to show up an opponent’s error, and
find but onc. If someone supposed that one straight line
cut another at two pomts he would ultimately find out that
these two pretended points must coincide and can only make
one This also happens when a straight line, which in all
other nstances cuts a given curve, becomes a tangent.

29. T have proved that space 1s nothing other than an
order of the existence of things, which 1s observed when they
exist simultaneously, Thus the fiction of a finite material
umverse, the whole of which moves about 1 an infinite empty
space, cannok_be admitted. It is altogether unreasonable
and impracticable. For besides the fact that there is no
real space outside the material universe, such an action
would be without purpose; it would be working without doing
anything, agendo nihil agere. No change which could Be
observed by any one whatever would be occurring. Such
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things arc the wmapimngs of plulosophers with 1Heom plete
notwons, who make of space un absolule ieality. Mere
mathematiclans who do but concein themsclves with the
play of the imagination are capable of {abricating to them-
selves such notions; but they aie destroyed by Ingher 1easons,

30 Absolutely speaking, 1t appears that God 15 able to
make the material univeise finite m extension; but the
contrary seems better to conform with His wisdom,

31. I donot allow that everything fimite 1s molule. Indeed,
according to the hypothesis of my opponents, a pat of space,
though finite, 15 not mobile. 'What 1s mobile must be able to
change 1ts posttion in 1elation to something else, and it must
be possible for a new state discernible from the first state
to arise: otheiwise the change 1s a fiction. Thus a mobile
fimite thing must be part of some other finite thing, so that a
change that can be observed can take place.

32. Descartes mamntamed that matter has no hmuts, and I
do not think he has heen sufficiently refuted. And even if
this 15 granted him,! it does not. follow that matter would be
necessary, nor that it should have existed from all etamty,
since the unhmited diffusion of matter would but be an effect
of the chowe of God, who held it to be better so.

33. Since space is itself a thing ideal, like time, space
outside the world must certainly be imaginary, as the
Schoolmen themselves recogmzed well enough. The same
1s true of empty space in the world, which I also hold to be
imaginary for the 1casons I have given

34. The aulhor biings forward as an objection against me
the vacuum discovered by M. Guericke of Magdeburg: ths
was made by pumping the air out of a coptainer. It is
claimed that there genuinely is a perfect void, or space empty

1 Clarke had said* ‘ To say that God could not have altered the
time or place of the existence of matte:, 1s malung 1t to be

necessayily infinite and steynal, and redncing all things to Necessuly
and Fate’.
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of matter, in pait at least, in the contamer. The Aristote-
lians and the Cartestans, who do not admit the existence of a
true void, replied to this experiment ot M. Gueticke’s as well
as to the experiment made by M, Tonicelli of Florence (who
emptied the air out of a plass tube by means of mercuiy), by
saying that there 1s no vacuum at all in the tube or 1 the
contamer since the glass has subtle pores, thiough which
rays of light, magnetic 1ays, and other very fine things can
pass, And I am of their apimion  For I hold that the con-
tamer may be compared to a box full of holes placed
water, in which there aie fish or other gross bodies, which
being removed, then room would not fail to be filled with
water. There is this difference only, that water, though it is
flwd and more amenable than these gross bodies, is yet as
heavy and as massive as they are, or even more so; whereas
the matter which enters the container in the room of the air
is much finer, The new supporters of the void reply m this
instance that it 1s not the grossness of matter, but simply 1ts
quantity, which produces resistance, and that consequently
there Is necessatly more void where there 15 less resistance,
They add that subtlety has nothing to do with it, and that
the parts of quicksilver aie as subtle and as fine as those of
water, and that yet quicksilver has more than ten times the
resistance. To this I answer, that it is not so much the
quantity of matter as the difficulties 1t makes in giving way
which causcs the resistance. For example, floating timber
contains less weight of matter than water of equal volume,
and yet it 1esists a boat more than the water does.

35. And as to quicksilver, it contams in truth about
fomteen times as much weight of matter as an equal volume
of water, but 11 does not follow that it contains fourtcen times
moie matter absolutely. On the contrary, water contains as
much, if we take together both its own matter which has
weight and a foreign matter of no weight which passes through
its pores  For both quicksilver and water are masses of heavy
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matter pierced with holes, through which there passes a greag
deal of matter which has no weight and wluch does not resist
sensibly  Such, 1t appears, 15 the matter which composes
rays of light, and other insensible fluids, such above all is that
fluid which itself causes the weight or gravity of gross bodies,
by withdrawing 1tselt from the centre where 1t forces them
togo. Foritisastrange fiction to regard all matter as having
weight or giavity, and even to 1egamxd 1t as gravitating
towards all other matter, as if every body had an equal
attraction for every other body in proportion to mass and
distance; and this, by means of attraction properly so called,
and not denved from an occult mmpulsion of the bodies,
Whereas 1n truth the gravitation of sensible bodies towards
the centre of the earth must be produced by the movement
of some fluld. And the same 15 tiue of other gravitations
such as those of the planets towards the sun or towards one
another. A body 1s never moved naturally except by
another body which impels 1t by touching it; and after this
it goes on until 1t 1s hindered by another body touching 1t
Any other operation on hodies is either miraculous or
imaginary.

36 As I objected that space, taken as something real and
absolute without bodies, would be a thing eternal, impassive,
and independent of God, our author has tried to elude thus
difficulty by saying that space is a property of God. Inmy
previous paper I opposed this by saying that the property of
God is immensity; but that space, which is oflen commen-~
surate with bodies, and the immensity of God are not the
same thing.

37- I further objected that if space is a pisperty, and if
infinite space 1s the immensity of God, then finite space will
be the extension or mensurability of something finite. Thus
the space occupied by a body will be the extension of that
body: an absurd thing, since a body can change space, but
cannot leave its extension.
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38. [also usked* Tfspace 15 a propeity, of what thing will
a limited empty space, such as 1s imagmed 1n the contamner
empticd of ar, be the property? It does not seem 1easonable
to say that lhis 1ound o1 square empty spaceis a property
of God. Is 1t pethaps the propeity of some immaterial,
extended, 1magmnaty substance which (it scems) our author
prctmes to himself in the imaginary spaces?

49. If space is the property or affection of the substance
which ¥s 1 space, the same space would be the affection now
of one body, now of another body, now of an immateria]
substance, now perhaps of God, when it is empty of any other
substance, material or immaterial. But 1L must be a very
strange property or affection to pass like this from subject to
subject. Subjects would thus put off their accidents like
garments, so that other subjects could put them on. After
that, how would one distinguish accidents and substances?

40 If limited spaces are the affections of limited substances
whuch aze 1n them, and if infinite space 1s the property of God,
1t must follow (strange though it may seem) that the property
of God 15 composed of the affections of created things; for all
the finite spaces, taken together, make up infinite space.

41. If 1t is denied that limited space 15 an affection of
limited things, 1t will not be reasonable cither for infinite
space to be the affection or property of an infinite thing I
have touched on all these difficulties in my previous paper,
but it does not look as though any attempt has been made to
answer them.

42. T have yet other reasons agamst this strange fancy that
space is a property of God. If it is, space enters mto the
essence of God, Now space has parts, so there would be
parts in the essence of God. Speciatum admissit

43. Moreover, spaces are sometimes empty, sometimes
full: thus there would 13e mn the essence of God parts which

1 Spectatum admissi visum leneatrs, amaci ? ‘1f you saw such a
thing, my friends, could you restrain your laughter?’
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ate somelimes cmply, sometimes full, and consequently
subject to a perpetual change. The bodies which fill space
would il a part of the essence of God, and would be com-
mensurate with it; and, on the supposttion of g vactum, a
part of the essence of God would be in the contaner. This
God wuth parts will be very lilke the Stoie God, who was the
whole universe, considered as a divine anmal,

44. If infinite space 1s God's immensity, infinite time will
be God's eternity. We must say, then, that what 15 in space
is in God’s immensity, and consequently in His essence; and
that what is in time 15 in the essence of God also. Strange
phiases, which plainly show that our author 15 misusing terms,

45. Here is another mstance: God’s immensily makes
Him present m all spaces. But if God is in space, how can
it be said that space is in God, or that 1t 1s His property? We
have heard of the property being in the subject, but never
of the subject bemng in its property. In the same way God
exists m every time; how then is time in God, and how can
it be a property of God? These are perpetual dAoyAwrrial

46. It looks as though the immensity or extension of things
were being confused with the space according to which that
extension is taken, Infinite space is not the immensity of
God, finite space 15 not the extension of bodies, just as time
is not their duration. Tlungs keep their extension, hut they
do not always keep their space. Each thing has ils own
extension, its own dwation; but it does nol have its own
time, and it does not kecp its own space.

47. This 15 how men come to form the notion of space.
They consider that several things exist at the same time, and
they find in them a certain order of co-existence. m accordance
with which the relation of one thmg to another is more or
less simple. This 1s their situation or distance, When i
happens that one of these co-existent things changes its
relation to a number of others without their changing with

! “misuses of words’,



LEIBNIZ AND CLARKE 221

regard to one another, and when another thing makes its
appearance and acquires the same 1elation 1o the others as
the fiist one had, we say that 1t has taken its place, and we
call this change a wotion 1n that body whercin is the im-
mediate cause ol the change.  And when seveial or even all
of these co-existent things change in accordance with certain
known rules of duection and veloaity, we can always deter-
mume the relation of situation which any given body acquires
with 1cgard to every other - and even the relation which any
other would have, or which the given body would have to
any other, if it had not changed, or if it had changed in 2
different way. If we suppose or pretend that among these
co-existents there were a suffictent number which suffered
no change in themselves, we should say that those which
have the same relation to these fixed existents as others had
before, occupy the same place as those others occupied. That
which mcludes all these places is called space. This shows
that i order to have the 1dea of place, and consequently of
space, it is enough to consider these relations and the rules
of thew changes, without needing 1o picture any absolute
reality beyond the things whose situation is being considered.
To give a kind of defimition* Place is that which 1s said to be
the same for 4 and for B, when the relation of co-existence
between B and C, E, I, G, elc., entirely agrees with the
relation of co-cxistence which A previously had with those
bodies, supposing there has been no cause of change i
C,E, I, G,cte. It may also be said (without éxfeais ) thag
place is that which 1s the same at different moments for certam
entitics when they, although difterent, have relations of co-
existence with, other entrtics (these latter being supposed to
be fixed from the one of these moments to the other) wich
agree entirely. And fived entiies are those in which there
has heen no cause for a change of the order of co-existence
with others, or (which 13 the same thing) in which there has
1] e. wathout particular ennnciation.
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been no motion.  Lastly, space is that which 1esulls from
places taken together. And 1t is well here to consider the
difference between the place and the relation of situation of
the body which occupies the place. Tor the place of 4 and
B is the same, whereas the relation of 4 to the fixed bodies
15 not precisely and mdividually the same as the relation
that B (which 1s to take its place) will have to the same
fixed bodies; these relations only agree. For two different
subjects, such as 4 and B, cannot have exactly the same
individual affection, since one and the same ndividual
accident cannot occur in two subjects, nor pass from one
subject to another. But the mind, not content with agree-
ment, seeks an 1dentity, a thing which is truly the same, and
concelves it as outside these subjects, and this is what is
here called place and space. 'This, however, can only be ideal,
comprising a cerlamn oider wherein the mind conceives the
application of the relations: just as the mind can imagine an
order consisting of genealogical lmes, whose length would
consist only 1 the number of generations, m which each
person would have Iis place  And if we added the fiction of
metempsychosis, and made the same human souls come in
again, the persons mght change their places i these lines,
He who had been father o1 grandfather might hecome son or
grandson, etc. And yet those genealogical places, lines, and
spaces, although they expiessed real truths, would only be
ideal things. [ will give another example of the mnd’s
habit of creating for itself, upon occasion of accidents
existing in subjects, somethung which corresponds to those
accidents outside the subjects. The ratio or proportion of
two lines L and M can be conceived in three ways: as a ratio
of the greater L to the smaller M, as a ratio of the smaller M to
the greater L, and lastly as something abstiacted from both
of them, that 1s to say as the 1atio between L and M, without
considering which 1s the anterior and which the posterior,
which the subject and which the object. It 1s 1n this way
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that propmtions are considered 1 musie.  In the first way
of considering them, I the greater 1s the subject ; in the second,
M the smaller 15 the subject of this accident which philosophers
call 1elation.  But which will be the subject in the third way
of considermg them? We cannot say that the iwo, L and M
together, are the subject of such an accident, for in that case
we should have an accident in two subjects, with one leg in
one and the other leg in the other, which 1s contrary to the
notion of accidents. Thus we are bound to say that the
relation n this thud way of considering it 15 ndeed outside
the subjects, but that bemng neither substance nor accident,
1t must be a purely 1deal thing, the consideration of which is
none the less useful. For the rest, I have acted rather like
Euclid, who, when he could not make it absolutely under-
stood what is meant by ratis, in the geometricians’ sense,
defined properly what is meant by #he same ratios. In the
same way, in order to explam what place 15, I have tried to
define the same place Finally I 1emark that the traces
which mobile things sometimes leave on the immobile things
on which they exercise their motion, have afforded to men’s
imagination occasion to form tlus 1dea, as if there still
remamned some tiace even when theie ts nothing immobile:
but tlus is ideal merely, and only means that of there were
somethang 1mmobile actually theve, the trace maght be poinled out
on 1t, And il 15 this analogy which causes us to imagine
places, traces, and spaces, although these things only consist
n the truth of rclations, and nowise 1n any absolute reality.

49. We cannot say that a certamn duration is eteinal, but
we can say that the things which last for ever are eternal,
because they Are always acquiring a new duration What-
ever of time and of duration does exist, since 1t is successive,
continually perishes, And how could a thing exist eternally
which properly speaking never exists? And how could .a
thing exist, no part of which ever exists? In the case of tume

R 905
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nothing exists bul mnstants, and an instant 1s nol cven a
part of time. Whocever gives proper consideration to these
observations will easily understand that tume can only be an
ideal thing And the analogy of time and space will mndeed
make us judge that the one 1s as 1deal as the other.  Still, if
when 1t 15 said that the duration of a thing 1s eternal, this

only means that the thing cndures eteinally, I have nothing
further to say.

52. In order to prove that space without bodies 15 an
absolute reality, the author raised 1t as an objection to my
view that a finite material universe might move about m
space. I answered, that it does not seem reasonable that the
material universe should be finite; and even if it were supposed
to be so, it is unreasonable that it should have any movement
except in s0 far as 1ts patts change their situation among
themselves: because a movement of this kind would produce
no observable change and would be without purpose. Itisa
different thing when its parts change their situation among
themselves, for then we recognize a movement in space; but
it consists in the order of the relations, which are changed.
The author now answers that the truth of the movement 1s
independent of 1ts being observed, and that a ship can go
forward without a man who is in it percerving the motion.
I answer that motion 1s independent of being observed, but 1t
is not independent of bemng observable. There 1s no motion
when there is no observable change. Moreover, when there is
no observable change, there is no change at all,  The contrary
view 15 based on the supposition of a reul absolute space,
which I demonstratively refuted by the pr1nc1p1e of the
necessity of a sufficient reason of things.

53. I find nothing mn the eighth defimtion of the Mathe-
malical Principles of Nature, nor in the Scholium of this
defimtion, which proves, o1 can prove-the reality of space m
itself, But I grant that there is a difference between a
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genuine absolute movement of a body and a simple 1elative
change of its siluation with 1espect to another body. For
when the immediate cause of the change 1s in the body, it 1s
genumnely in motion and then the situation of the rest with
respect 10 it will be changed in consequence, although the
cause of this change 1s not i them. It s true that, to speak
exactly, there is no body which is perfectly and entirely at
rest; 1t is an abstraction which we make when we consider
the thing mathematically, Thus I have left unanswered
nothing of all the arguments alleged in favour of the absolute
reality of space. And I have proved the falsity of this
reality by one of the most reasonable and well founded of
fundamental principles, aganst which no exception nor
example can be brought. For the rest, it may be seen from
all that I have just said, that I cannot admit a movable
universe, nor any place outside the material universe,

54. I know of no objection which I do not think I have
adequately answered. And as to this objection that space
and time are quantities, or rather things having quantity,
and that situation and order are not such, I reply that order
also has its quantity: there is that which precedes and that
which follows, there is distance or interval. Relative things
have their quantity as well as absolutes: for example, ratios
or proportions in mathematics have their quantity and are
measured by logarithms, and yet they are relations, Thus
although time and space consist in relations, they have thewr
quantity none the less.

57. This enables us to see how to interpret the truth that
God created things at the time which was pleasmg to Him,
for the time ‘depends on the things which He resolves to
create. Once the things have been resolved upon with their
relations, there remains no farther choice of time or place;
for these considered apart have nothing real in them, nothing
to determine them, and indeed nothing that is discernible.
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58 8o 1t cannot be said, as is sad hete, that the wisdom of
God may have good reasons for creating thas world at a given
particular tume; for thus paiticular time, taken apait fiom
things, 1s an impossible fiction, and there can be no good
reasons for a choice there where everything 1 indiscernible,

6o Tt should not then be said, as 15 saxd here, that God
created things in a paitrcular space, or at a particular time,
which was pleasing to Hum, for since all times and all spaces
are in themselves perfectly uniform and indiscernible, one
cannot please more than another.

63. But it nowise follows that matter is eternal and neces-
sary, unless we suppose that space 15 eternal and necessary:
an altogether 1ll-founded supposition

67. The parts of space are determined and distinguished
only by the things which are in them, and the diversity of the
things in space determimes God to act differently on different
parts of space. But space, taken apart from things, has
nothing in iself to determine 1t, and indeed it has nothing
actual about it.

68. If God has decided to place a certain cube of matter,
He thereby also becomes determined on the place of the cube:
but this 15 with respect to other particles of matter, and not
with respect to detached space which has nothing m 1t to
distingwsh it.

93. 1 do not admit that every action gives a new force
to the thing acted upon. It often happens at the meeting of
bodues that each keeps 1ts force, as when two hard bodies of
equal size meet directly. Then the direction alone is changed,
without there being any change in the force, each body taking
the direction of the other, and turmifg back with the same
veloaity it had before.
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94. I'am, however, careful not Lo say that 1t 1s supernatural
to give a body a new force, for I 1ecognize that one body often
recetves o new force from another body, which loses as much
of its own  Bul I say merely that it 1s supernatural for the
whole universe of bodies to receive o new force; and thus that
one body should gamn force without otheis losing the same
amount  This1s why I say also that 1t cannot be maintained
that the soul gives force to the body; for then the whole
untverse of bodies would receive a new force,

g9 I do not here undertake to establish my Dynanucs, ot
my doctrmne of forces This would not be the proper place.
But I can reply very well to the objection raised here, I had
mamtained that active forces ate preserved m the world.
The objection 1s that two soft non-elastic bodies meeting to-
gether lose their force T answer that thisisnotso. It 1s true
that the wholes lose 1t in relation to their total movement,
but the parts receive it, being internally agitated by the
force of the meeting or shock Thus tlus loss occurs in
appearance only. The forces are not destroyed, but dissi-
pated amang the small parts. There is here no loss of forces,
but the same thing happens as takes place when big money
1s turncd nto small change. I agree, however, that the
quantity of motion does not remain the same, and m this
matter I approve what is said on page 341 of Mr Newton’s
Optics whuch the author here quoles. But I have shown
elsewhere that there is a difference between the quantity of
motion and the quantity of force.

104. I do not say that space is an order or situatton which
makes things situable. That would be talking nonsense. It
13 only necessary to consider my own words and to join them
with what I have said above (§ 47), to show how the mind
comes to form the ided of space, without 1ts bemg necessary
for there to be a real and absclute bemng, corresponding to
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that idea, outside of the mind and outende of relations. I
do not say then that space is an order or situation, but an
order of situaizons, or an order according to which situations
arc artanged , and that abstract space 1s this order of situations
which arc conceived as possible  Thus it 15 something 1deal,
but the author appeais not 1o want 1o undeistand me, [
have already replied (§ 54) to the objection ihat an order is
not capable of quantity.

105. The author objects that time could not be an order of
successive things, because the quantity of time can become
greater or smaller, while the order of successions remains the
same. [ answer that this 1s not soj for if the time is greater
there will be more similar successive states interposed, and if
it is less there will be fewer, because theie 15 no void nor
condensation nor penetration (so to speak) in times any more
than in places.

106 I mamntain that if there were no created things, the
immensity and eternity of God would none the less subsst,
but without any dependence on times or places If there
wete no created things there would be no time or place, and
consequently no actual space, The immensity of God is
independent of space, as the eternity of God is mdependent
of time. They only signily with regard 1o these two orders
of things that God would be present and co-cxistent with
everything which existed. Thus I do not admit what 15
here advanced, that if God alone existed time and space
would exist as at present. On the conirary, on my view,
they would exist in 1deas only, ke mere possibiliiies, The
immensity and eternity of God are something more eminent
than the dmation and extension of created beings, not only in
relation to the greatness, but also to the nature of the thing,
These Divine attributes aie not dependent upon things
outside God, as are actual places and times. These truths
have been sufficiently recogmzed " by theologians and
philosophers.
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1z4. The natmal forces of bodies aie all subject to
mechancal laws, and the natwal forces of mmds are all
subject to moral laws The foimer follow the oider of
efhcrent causes and the latter follow the order of final causes
The former aperate without hibeity, like a watch, the latter
are exercised with liberty, although they agree exactly with
that kind of watch which another, superior, fiee cause has
set beforehand to fit in with them. T have already spoken
of this in the present paper (§ 92).
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uscful to us for avording dangers and for handling the bodieg
and men atound us, but it does not enhighten the mind. The
knowledge of 1outes 15 usctul to a traveller on his journey;
but that knowledge which has moie 1elatton 1o the functions
1o which he is destined w2 patria * 15 more mmportant 1o i,
Now we are destined onc day to hive a spirtual life, where
substances separated from matter will occupy us much more
than bodiwes. But in order to distinguish better hetween
knowledge that enlightens the mnd and that which merely
leads 1t blindfaold, consider these examples taken from the
arts. If a workman knows, by experience or from tradition,
that if the diameter 1s 4 feet the circumference of the circle
15 a Iittle less than zz feet; or if a gunner knows by hearsay,
or because he has frequently measured it, that bodies carry
furthest when thrown at an angle of 45 degrees, theirs 15 a
confused knowledge, the knowledge of an artisan who will
make very good use of it to eain tus hving and 1n the service
of others. But the knowledge which enhghtens our mind, is
that which 1s distinct, that 1s to say, which contains the causes
or reasons, as when Archimedes gave the proof of the first
law, and Galileo that of the sccond. In a woid, the only
knowledge which can make us perfect is the knowledge of
reasons in themsclves, or of ctlernal and nccessaiy truths,
especially those truths which are most comprehensive and
which bear most relation to the Sovercign Bewmg Tl
knowledge alone is good in 1tself; all the rest is mercenary,
and we should only leain it through necessity, by reason of
the needs of this hfe, and so that we may be the better able
to make room afterwards for the perfection of the mind,
when we have put m order all that which concerns our
subsistence. Vet the disorderliness of mankind, and what is
called the care de pane lucrando,® and often vamty also,

1'm hig fatheiland’, ie, when he is at home 1n his own
country, and not travelhng
2 ‘of earning daily bread’.
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causes us to forget the master for the valet and the end tor
the means. This, as the poct says, 15 exactly propter vitam
vivends perdere causas® It s very much like a miser pre-
ferring gold to health, whereas gold exists but 10 seive the
conveniences of hvmg Now since what perfects our mind
(if we leave on onc side the illummnation of grace) 1s the
demonstrative knowledge of the greatest truths by their
causes or reasons, 1t must be admitted that metaphysics or
natural theology, which treats of immaterial substances, and
particularly of God and the soul, 1s the most important of all.
And it is impossible to malke progress in this without knowing
the genuine notion of substance, which I explained in such a
way mn my last letter to M. Arnauld that he hiumself, who 15
so exact, and who had been shocked by it at the outset, gave
to 1t his acceptance.

Finally, thesc meditations provide us with conclusions
which are surprising but of marvellous utility for delivering
us from the greatest scruples 1egarding God’s care for His
creatures, His prescience and preordination, the union of
soul and body, the origin of evil, and other things of this kind.
I will not here say anything of the great value of these
principles in the human sciences; but at least I can say that
nothing 1s more instiumental in raismmg our mind to the
knowledge and love of God, so far as nature helps us I
admut that all this is of no use without giace, and that God
gives grace to some people who have never dreamt of these
meditations. But God desites also that we should ommt
nothing on our side, and that we should usc the perfections
which He has given to human nature, as opportunity offers,
each of us according to his vocation, as His sole purpose 1n
making us was that we should know and love Him, we
cannot work for it too much, nor make a better use of our
time and energies, unless we are otherwise engaged for the
public and for the welfaie of others

1 ‘for the sake of life 10 lose the causes of living’,
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From the Discourse of Melaphysic. 1686

Suppose, to1 example, that somcone marks o number of
points on a shect of paper entirely at 1andom, m the manner
of those who practise the 1idiculous art of geomancy. I say
that it is possible to find a geometrical hne whose motion is
constant and umform m accordance with a certain rule, such
that this line shall pass through all the points, and in the same
order in which they were marked by the pen. . .. Nor is there
any instance of a face whose contour does not form part of a
geometrical line, and which cannot be traced at one stroke
by a given regulated movement. But when a rule is very
complicated, that which conforms to it passes for being
irregular, ...

From the same work

The ancient philosophers had very hitle knowledge of
these important truths. Jesus Christ alone has expressed
them divinely well, and in a manner so clear and so familiar
that the dullest minds have been able to understand them:
that is why His Gospel has completely changed the face of
human affairs. He has made known to us the Kingdom of
Heaven or that perfect commonwealth of minds which
deserves to be called the City of God, whose admirable laws
He has revealed to us. He alone has made us sce the extent
of God’s love for us, and with what accuracy He has provided
for all that concerns us. He has shown us that He who
cares for the sparrows will not neglect the rational creatures
who are infinitely dearer to Him; that all the hairs of our
head are numbered; that heaven and earth shall pass
away rather than that the word of God, and all that belongs
to the economy of our salvation, shall be changed; that God
has more care for the least among ihtelligent souls than for
the whole machine of the world; that we ought not to fear
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those who have power 1o destioy the body, but cannot hurt
the soul, which God alone can make happy or miscrable;
and that the souls of the just are n s hand, safe from all the
1evolutions of the umiverse, since nothing can act upon them
save God alone, that not one of our actions is forgotten, but
everything is included 1n the final reckoning, even 1dle words
and the least spoonful of water that has been put to a good
use; finally that everything must work for the greatest good
of the ughteous; that the just will be like suns, and that
nether our senses nor our minds have ever tasted anything
approaching the happiness which God prepares for those
who love Him,

From a paper without superscription—precepls for advancing
the sciences. (Date unknown)

The human race, considered in relation to the sciences
which minister to our happiness, appears to me like a
disorderly rabble marching in the darkness, having neither
leader nor order, without password or other signals to
regulate their march, or by which to know themselves.
Instead of holding one another by the hand so as to guide
one another and make sure of our way, we run about at
random and to and fro, and even hurl ourselves one agamnst
another, far from helping and supporting each other. Thus
means that we advance but little, or else that we know not
where we are  We even plunge into morasses and shifting
sands of doubts without end, wherein 1s nothing solid nor
firm, or else we drag ourselves into the principles of very
dangerous errors. Talibus wn tenchres witae tantisque perichis,t
it 1s given to no mortal to light a torch capable of dispersing
this obscurity. Sects and lcaders of sects serve meiely to
seduce ug like the false lights of marsh fires; and 1t 15 left
to the sun of ow souls tG enlighten us utterly, but in another

1‘In such darkness of hife and 1n so gireat dangers’.
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Ife Nevertheless, what we can do here 1s Lo march together
and 1n order, to shaie our journeyings, to make known the
roads and to repair them® and finally to travel slowly, but
with a firm unwavering tread, by the side of that pure and
living stieam of clear and simple knowledge, which has 1ts
source among us, which can seive asa comfori, on our pamful
maich, and as a thread 1n the labyrinth of these vast over-
glown territories, a thread which grows giadually larger and
mereases our knowledge, until at last 1t leads us, albeit by a
roundabout way, to a delightful plain—I mean the most
important practical truths which serve to content the mind
and to preserve the health of the body, as far as this can be
done by reason.

We see then that what would help us most would be to
unite our labours, to share them advantageously and to
regulate them in an orderly way. But at the presenti, men
barely touch what is difficult and has not yet been attempted;
but all run in crowds to what others have already done,
where they cease not from copymg and even from striving
with one another. What one has built is first overthrown
by another, who claims to found his reputation on the ruin of
someone else’s ; but his own reign 1s no better established nor
of longer duration. The fact 15 that they seek glory much
more than truth, and seek rather to dazzle others than to
enlighten themselves To escape from this unhappy position,
we must abandon the spirit of sect, and the affectation of
novelty, We must imtate the geometers, who are not
Fuchdeans nor Arclumedeans. They are all for Euchd and
all for Archimedes, because they are all for their common
master, that 1s, divine tiuth. . .. .

.. . We are responsible for our talent to God, and to the
commonwealth  There are so many men of ability of whom
much mght be expected, if they would combine what 15
serious with what 15 pleasant. It is not always a question of
writing great works; 1f each one contributed only a single
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discovery, we should gain a gieat deal 1n a short time. A
single 1emark or demonstration of consequence is enough to
gain a man immortality. . . .

... What century could be more smted to this task than ours,
which will perhaps one day be known as the century of
mventions and wonders? And the greatest wonder that will
be noted in 1t will perhaps be that great prince,! who is the
acknowledged glory of our tume, and for whom succeeding
ages will long in vam I do not mention herc s merits as a
statesman and in war, which belong neither to this place nor
to this pen. 'What he has done for the sciences would alone
be enough to immortalize him. There is no need to describe
him 1 more detail, he is too unique and too easily recognized
on all hands. Why then seek in the uncertain 1dea of future
things what exists amongst us 1n reality, and 1s even beyond
what an ordinary mind 1s capable of conceiving? Perhaps
among the great numbers of men of ability in lus flourishing
lingdom, and especially among those at his court, which 1s
an assembly of remarkable persons, there 1s someone who has
long since drawn up, at his command, a general plan for the
advancement of the sciences, worthy of the sciences and of
the king, and far beyond anything that I should be able to do.

From a diaft of a letter to Malebranche. June 1679

. . . The value and even the mark of true science consists
in my opinion mn the useful inventions which can be derived
from 1t. But I have not yet seen that any Cartesian has
found anything useful by means of the philosophy of his
master, whereas we owe at least the beginnings of pendulums
and alleged experiments with a vacuum to the meditations of
Galileo. It scems that the harvest of Descartes’ philosophy
15 finished, or else that the promuse of 1t was destroyed while
it was still growing by the death of its awthor. For the
majority of Cartesians are but commentators, and I could

1 Lowms XIV,
§ 905
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wish that some one of them was capable ol adding as much
to physics as you have contiibuted to metaphysics,  What 1o
more, even if all Descartes’ physics were granted, this would
not take us very far. For, after all, the first and second
elements are dufficult things to handle  Aie we cver likely
to succeed in discoverng and executing a formula to compare
with thisp—Recipe Lbram nnam seczmdz elements, unciam
semus covporss rvamost, drachmam materiae subllss, msce,
Sat awruwm 1 1 think we should perhaps need a book as bzg
as this tenestral globe to explan the relation between any
given sensible body and the first elements, even supposing
these are genuine and are known. This can be seen from
experiments with the microscope  For there are perhaps as
many as 800,000 tiny ammals visible in a drop of water, angd
each of these animals is still about as far from the first
elements as we are, since it still has a body which bears
a considerable relation to ordinary animals. There is even
cause to fear thal there may not be any elements, everything
1n organic bodies bemng actually divided up ad infinuum. For
if these microscopical animals were agamn composed of
heterogeneous animals or plants or bodies ad wnfindtum, it is
obvious that there would be no elements

Notwithstanding all these considerations I still have a high
opmion of M Descartes, and perhaps few people recogmze
as well as T do the greatness of lus mind. In truth, of all the
authors who preceded hum and whose woiks we possess only
Archimedes and Galileo can enter the lists with him. It is
true that few of Archimedes’s medilations remain to us;
and although T hold that Gahleo nvariably makes some fine
comment whenever he 1s obliged to treat of any matter,
whatever it 15, so that it would have been a’good thing if
he had had the opportunity to wrnte mote, nevertheless I

1‘Take one pound of the second element, an ounce and a half
of a ramous body, a drachm of subtle maiter mix well Result
gold.” Theterm ‘ramous’ was applied (following ancient physics)
to the particles of viscous or nigid bodies.
[}
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admit that he certainly has not so vast a genius as M.
Descartes.  But to make up for this he devoted himself
mote to what was solid and useful; whereas M. Descartes,
through hus ambition to establish a school, allowed himself
to say a number of things, which were extremely ingenipus,
but often uncertain and sterile Al the same, I should
always advise a lover of truth to study s system thoroughly;
for there 15 to be found in 1t a wonderful mental dextenty;
and his physics, uncertain as it is, may serve as a mode) for
the tiue one, which must at least be as clear and as well
co-ordmated as his  For a romance may be fine enough to
be worthy of imitation by a historian. In short, Galileo
excels in the a1t of reducing mechanics to science; Descartes
18 admirable al explamming by beautiful guesses the reasons
for the effects of nature; and it would have been a good
thing if he had been able to apply himself more to medicine,
which is altogether conjectural, and yet necessary. But
Archimedes, if we can trust the histories, had a talent lacking
in both the others: that is, he had a marvellous mind for the
invention of machines that are useful for the purpeses of
living.

Fragment without superscreptron) (Date unknown)

The best apologra that could be made for M. Descartes
would he to complete his hyperbolic spectacles, which are
the only useful things he discovered—if it were practicable
to do so; and I could wish that Fr Malebranche and others,
who assume the task of defending everything he said, were
obliged to do 1t.

From’a letter to Basnage. 16/26 July 1695
The death of the illustrious M. Huygens is an inestimable
loss, Few know this as well as I do. He equalled, in my

1 Taken from Bodeman's Catalogue of the Leibniz MSS. wn the
Royal Public Libvary at Hanover (1895).
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opinion, the reputation of Galileo and Descartes, and, with
the help of what they had done, he surpassed their discovenes,
In a wod, he was one of the chief ornaments of our time
often exhotted him to give us his reflections, even if 1t were
only 1n scraps and in an informal manner I hope that his
book on the system of the world and the internal constitution
of the planets has been fimshed But as he was accustomed
to putting his reflections in writing 1 pietly good order, I

have hopes that a greal tieasure may be found among
his papers.

Erom the ‘ Theodicy’ (Prelinunary Discourse). 1710

87.... It is to be hoped that M. Bayle now finds himself
surrounded by that illumination which we lack here below,

simce there is every ground to suppose that he was never
lackmg in good will.

From the same work

142. ... This view that has been held regarding Mr Hahbes,
that he taught an absolute necessity of all things, has sctiously
injured his reputation, and would have done him harm, even
had 1t been his only error.

173 Spinoza went further; he appears to have expressly
taught that there is a blind necessity, baving denied the
Author of things understanding and will, and imagining that
the good and perfection have relation only to us and not to
Him. It is true that Spinoza’s opinion on this point is not
without obscurity, for he attributes thought to God after
having deprived Him of understanding: cogilationem, non
wntellectum concedit Deo. There are even passages m which
he relents a little on the question of necessity. However,
as far as I can understand him, he does not recogmze any
goodness in God, properly speaking, and teaches that all
things exist by the neccssity of the Divine nature, without
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any choice on the part of God  We will not amuse ourselves
here in refuting so0 bad, and indeed so inexplicable, an opinion.

From aletter {0 des Bosses. 15 March 1715

We nghtly regard bodies as bewng things, for even phe-
nomena are real. Bul if any one sccks to regard bodies as
being substances he will surely need some new principle of
real unity. The man n Ireland ! who impugns the reality of
bodies seems neither to give adequate reasons nor ta explain
sufficiently what is in has mmd. I suspect that he is one
of those people who seek to become famous by therr paradoxes.

From a letter to Thomas Burnett. 8/18 May 1697

. I find that it is not possible to regulate currency without
regulating at the same time the price of merchandise and
commerce, at any rate in part, since silver ig itself a piece of
merchandise, And I find that it involves a logical ciicle
if we seck to estimate the value of a piece of silver by money,
and thus that what our lawyers are accustomed to call
bontas extrinseca,? when they say for example that an écu
1s worth so many gres® 1s at bottom a chimera. As Mr.
Newton holds a position of responstbility in regard to matters
of currency, I should place great reliance on his judgment on
this point, as well as on every other question; as also on the
opinion of Mr Locke, since he has made a profound study of
commerce . .. I would not have it thought in the world that
T am the kind of man to set Mr. Newton problems of mere
curtosity. If T wished to set him problems, I should choose
more useful ones—though 1 recognize that M. Bemnoull's
problems are good ones. But more umportant things are

1 Berkeley.

23 e. extrinsic valuatxon, as opposed to mnirimsic weight or
fineness

3 An deu was a Frcnch standaid silver coin; a gros wasa Dutch
copper cown of small value
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nceded to occupy such a man as Mr. Newton. . .. T beg you to
present my comphments to Mr, Newton and to assure him
that I hold him ever in the highest esteem, and that I do not
accept the excuses he gives for not yet having given to the
public lus meditations on colours and other matters, A man
of lus power should prefer the public good to all other con-
siderations; and everything which comes from hus pen is so
generally esteemed that he has no ground for complaining
of the ingratitude of his readers. I beg you to stir up Mr.
Newton’s friends to put piressme on him and to give him
no quarter. . . .

From a letter to Harisoeker. 10 March 1507

... You say, sir, that homogeneous rays change colour when
they penetrate bodies of another colour. Yet you yourself
adduce in your book an experiment which supports Mr
Newton’s opinion as opposed to yours. For you follow him
1n stating that bodies which otherwise are blue appear red,
when they are exposed to a homogeneous red light: and the
same with the others  For the rest, it 15 possible that a white
body absorbs or at least diverts elsewhere as many rays as a
coloured body, if we suppose, for instance, that this white
1s composed of red and blue parts, or, to speak more exactly,
of parts some of which are fitted 1o reflect red rays and
others blue rays, and in this way the blue parts will cause
the loss of many red rays, and vice versa. And if we concerve
what is ordmanily white as composed of little murrors, 1t 15
clear that a good part of the murrar s black and diverts the
rays elsewhere, Thus from the fact that a yellow colour
sometimes seems as vivid as a white colour, 1t does not follow
that rays other ihan the yellow ones are sent to us to make
the body appear yellow. this would be changing homogeneous
rays which are not yellow into yellow. * Mr. Newton mentions
at the end of his work a number of points which he leaves for
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others to mvestigate. 'They aie worthy of your attention,
as you have applicd yourself to this matler.

From a letier to Bourget, 5 August 1715

I cannot say anything aboui the details of the genciation
of animals  All that I tlunk I can affirm 1s that the soul of
every ammal has pre-existed, and has been in an orgamc
body which at last, by many changes, involutions and
evolutions, has become the present amimal.  Your conjecture
that every anumal 1n the human seed will ultimately achieve
rationality 1s mgemous and might be true, but I do not see
that it is necessary. If there were a good number of them
which remained mere animals, there would be no harm done
I would not dare to affirm that the amimals which M Leeu-
wenhoek has rendered visible in the seed are exactly those
which T have in mmd ; but neither would T dare to affirm that
they are not so; and I am walting impatiently to see what M.
Vallismer: is going to give us in refutation of them. In the
meanttme I should not wish to speak as decisively as you do,
Sir, when you say that M Leeuwenhoek’s opimion 1s one of the
emptiest of fables M Huygens, who was one of the most
penetrating men of s time, did not think so.  The prodigious
quantity of these animals (which constitutes your first objec-
t1on} is 1n no way against it. A similar abundance may be
found in the secds of some plants. There are some, for
example, whose grain consists of a very fine dust. Also, I
do not see that there is any difficulty in ithe introduction into
the egg of one of these amimals to the exclusion of the other
(your second objection). A great many appear to be Intro-
duced, becayse they are so small, but there appears to be
only one place, a punctum saliens® so to speak, which can
recetve them with cffect  And this also satisfies your third
objection, which is that their extreme smallness 1s out of

1galient pomnt’; in"old medical usage, the heart as it first
appears i1 an embryo.
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propottion to the egg.  The case 18 the same as when a frut
15 very large, but 1is seminal part is very small and insensible,
The fouith objcction 18 that the egg and the {octus are the
same animal; but this proposition 15 not proved; it might be
that the egg was only a receptacle suited for giving growth
and for assisting transformation. The (ifth objection 1s that
according to modern zoologists, and paiticularly according
to M. Vallisnier1, the animals which are found n the sperms
must be ammals of their species which propagate and per-
petuate themselves, exactly m the same way as occurs with
the other animals which are known to us. With this I am
in entire agreement: but in my opimon, even 1f these animals
were the true seminal amimals, they would none the less be a
particular species of living things, of whom some individuals
would be raised to a higher stage by a transformation,

However, I would not venture to assert that your view is
false, namely that the ammal to be transformed is already
present in the egg when conception takes place. But the
view that it enters it by the conception scems more hikely.
Do not then let us decide anything with too much assurance,
and above all let us not treat 11l a man like M. Lecuwenhoek,
to whom the public owes thanks for the pains he has taken
1 his researches. [t is, of course, most permissible to oppose
his view, and I am very glad that it should be done, but it is
not just to despise him There is one difficulty which seems
to me to be common to all the hypotheses, and on which I
should like to have M. Vallisnieri’s opmion, namely, why m
the copulation of certain species of animals a single egg 1s
generally feriilized, and why, in these species, twins are
comparatively rare

From the same leiter

. ... Two hypotheses are possible; one that nature is always
equally perfect, the other that 1t is always growing in per-
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fection.  If 1t is always cqually peifect, but variable, it is
more probable that there is no begimming.  But if 1t is always
growmg i perfection (supposing that 1t 18 not possible to give
it the whole of perfection all at the same time), the matter
could still be cxplamned 1in iwo ways, that 1s to say by
the ordinates of the hypeibola B, or by the tiangle C.
On the hypothesis of the hyperhola, there would be no be-
gmnmg, and the instants or states of the world would have

B A C

been growing i perfection fiom all etermty; but following
the hypothesis of the triangle, there would have been a
beginming, The hypothesis of equal perfection would be that
of the rectangle 4 I do not yet see the way to show
demonstratively which we ought to choose by pure reason.
However, altiiough on the hypothesis of growth the siate of
the world could never be perfect absolutely, taken at any
given instant, yet the actual sequence would none the less
be the most perfect of all possible sequences, for the reason
that God always chooses the best possible. . .
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Fragment without superscriptiont  (Date unknown)

Goodness is 1 the will, wisdom 15 1 the undeistandig,
‘Wherern is power? Someone will say 1t 1s 1n body or matter,
But body is not a substance unless 1t he taken to be a unity;
and morcover there 1s power 1 God who 15 without matter,
It 15 true, however, that power 18 i what corresponds ana-
logically to matter, that 1s Lo say, in the common subject of
goodness and wisdom, which is the source of changes or
actions. This subject may be called matter i created
things.

Fragment without superscription®  (Date unknown)

I have leaint by experience that nothing defeats courage
and removes the {aste for beautiful things more than the
mmportunate reflections we make on human misery, and on
the vanity of our undertakings It 15 the sole stumblng-
block of noble minds, on which it 1s all the easier to fail the
more exalted one’s genius.  For ordmary minds do not pause
over this great consideration about the future which in some
sort includes the whole universe: but m compensation they
are happier, for they taste apparent goods, without 1ts occur-
ring to them to destroy the pleasuie by too exact a reflection
And since a happy folly 1s better than a bitter prudence, I
think we should do well to turn deaf eais 1o reason and give
owselves up to custom, or else to reason for our diversion
only, if there be no means of reconciling wisdom with con-
tentment. But, God be praised, we are not £0 unfortunate,
and Nature would be a stepmother, if that which makes our
perfection were the cause of our wretchedness,

1 Taken from Bodeman’s Catalog'u'e (cf p 241, note).
2 Id.
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Comment on a bool entitled * Reflections on Great Men
who have died jesting’. (Date unknown)

This httle book 1s wiitten with wit and leatning, but there
are signs 1n 1t of some moral laxity. I strongly approve that
one should dic joyfully, and consider that the Ttahan Jawyer
who gave ordeis that his funeral should be celebrated with
rejorcings performed the action of a wise man, although 1t
has been contested. But I should not wish an event which
meits all our attention 10 be treated as of no account, Tlus
could be approved only by those who are ignorant of the
digmty of man, and do not know that Providence put him at
his post to render account of s movements; of which one
of the most important 15 the manner of leaving it. Our
author very rightly remarks that death is more to be desired
than feared, but he adduces a bad reason for this when he
says that man is not born to be happy. This 1s humorous,
mndeed. These gentlemen want to be unhappy by force,
while charitable Nature has granted them almost everything
necessary for thewr good It is most untrue that there is
ordinarlly mote unhappiness than happiness in hfe. The
wretched thoughts and complaints agamnst Nature of some
persons are very unjust It seems to me that the author
rails in comfort agamst evils which he does not feel  Reason,
which can make death pleasant Lo us, 1s not the misfortune of
this lile, but the gieatest happmess of another The author
himsclf defends troubles on the ground that they make for
vivacity. He 1s swe that a state which left nothing to be
desired, would make us stupid. But I am not of his opinton
when he hold$™that the verses which Ovid wrote 1 exile are
better than those he wrote when in love. He does not seem
to me to have rightly reported the words of M. Gassends,
when he was n dangerol dying. M Guy Patin, who was not

1 Taken from Bodeman's Catalogue (cf p. 241, note).
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too much of a preacher, kept on telling him that he must

think of death. M. Gassendi rephed with thus hne from
Vurgd

Ommnia praecept atque anuno mectn anle peregrd

M. de Meaux ? and Madame de Mamtenon have assured me
that death came upon M. Pecllsson by surprise, and that he
did not by any means scorn the rites of the Church I prefer
to believe them rather than the author of this book, who
attributes an unworthy avowal to a person who showed me
friendship, and whom I, hke most others, held m esteem,

From a letter without address or date®

I realized, sir, from the little talk I had the honour to have
with you, that you meditate deeply on the nature of human
freedom.  And this 1t is which drives me to expound to you
more clearly what I referred to in conversation, so that I may
profit by your opmton of it. I hold that it is in the mterests
of piety and faith to reconcile the way in which our will acts
not only with the dogmas of faith, but also with the great
principles of reason, which hold sway everywhere else, and
are the foundations of our knowledge. Otherwise we seem
to be ylelding the victory to impious men and atheists, or at
the least to be confirming and strengthening them in thewr
errors. This is why I never could fancy the opinion of those,
who maintain that the principle of contradiction does nat
apply mn Diyius, and that we do in fact find an exception to
it in the case of the Trinity of the Divine Persons, as 1s
admitted to some extent by those who intpeduce certam
virtual distinctions. Now it is the same reason which

1‘Thave 1magmed 1t all and have gone over it all beforehand
in my ound.,’ -

2 Bossuet,

1 Taken from Bodeman's Caialogue (cf. p 241, note)
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makes me doubt whether 1t is fitting 1o say that another
puncple, which 1s of hardly less general application than the
punciple ot contradiction, does not apply with regard to
freedom—the prmciple, namely, that nothing ever takes
place without its bemg possible fo1 one who knew everything
to give some reason why 1t should have happened rather than
not. All the moie so, because 1t seems to me that this
ptinciple 1s of jusi the same use 10 us in matters of contm-
gency, as is the principle of contradiction in matters of
necessity. It 1s for this reason that the laws of motion
depend on 1t, because they are not of geometrical necessity,
since they ongmnate from the will of God, regulated by
wisdom. Now since the principle of contradiction is the
principle of necessity, and the principle that a reason must
be given is the principle of contingency, it seems to me that
we must not except freedom from them. Archimedes takes
it for granted that a balance will not tip more in one direction
than in the other, when everything is equal on both sides,
and in the same way all those who reason about morals and
polttics, with a view to discovering about human actions,
tacitly make use of this same {oundation, that there is always
a reason or cause which inclines the will, We shall, more-
over, never find a contrary instance, and no one but a Scholas-
tic, buried in'abstractions, thinks otherwise To show that
the will ought to be excepted it would be necessary to have a
means of determining the limitation of this principle a
preori.  This we can never find; and any foundation which
might be adduced for such a distinction will always go further
than we wish., It therefoie seems to me that we do not need
1o seek even this exception, and that fiee choiwe 1s not
mcompatible with the general principle I have just estab-
lished. To explamn myself more clearly: I say that Adam
sinned without necessity, although He who knows every-
thing could give a reason why he rather let himself sm than
remam in innocence. Even Holy Writ, m the account 1t
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gives of the method adopted by the sexpent to betiay Eve,
also seems to hint thatl thete was some reason oy melination
which ptevailed over the will of Eve. 1t looks as though the
soul 1s never in that state of complete indifference, 1n which
nothing matters whether within or without. There is always
a reason, that is to say a geater inchnation, for what hasn
fact been chosen, which may come not only from arguments
good or bad, but also from passions, habits, dispositions of
the organs of the mind, exteinal impressions, gieater or less
attention, etc. But thus inclination does not master freedom,
although it inchnes it. There is a great deal of difference be-
tween a necessary cause and a certan concomitant. Itis my
view also that 1f we estabhshed the opposite, and claimed
that the perpetual accompaniment of a stronger reason for
choice destroys freedom, 1t would follow that inchnation or
the strongest reason would destroy freedom on every occasion
that it accompanied it. From which it would follow further
that we should almost never be free, since the cases when we
are completely indifferent, or have a metaphysical freedom
of choice, are at the least extremely rare, if they ever occur.
Thus when we choose what is best, because it is best, it would
be from necessity, Consequently the most perfect actions
would be the least free and the least praiseworthy, since 1 is
in freedom that we seck the reason for praise and blame, or
rewards and punishments. The more perfect and the more
inclined towards good a man was, the less free and praise-
worthy he would be.  Thus man would have to be reduced
to a complete nudity, and despoiled of good qualities and
graces, 1f he were to be allowed any meril. This 1s a vision
favoured by some of our moderns, who seck the notion of
freedom in indifference; which is as far remo¥ed {rom good
sense as ate their doctrines about probability and about
knowledge of the badness of the action being necessary for
sin. Whence has rccently atrisen that extraordinary dis-
tinction between philosophical and theological sin, which is
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upheld by certan authors who maintain that an assassmation
or an adultery 1s not a moital sin, when the man who com-
mits 1t does not actually reflect that he 1s offending God;
because they unagine that otherwise the action 18 not suffi-
ciently voluntary, that 1s to say, according to them, suffi-
ciently indifferent, when the man does not give sufficent
thought to everything which might dissuade hum from it.

Letbnez's Philosophical Dreaml  (Date unknown)

I was happy to be among men, but not happy about human
nature Often I thought with sorrow of the evils to which
we are subjected, of the short duration of our hife, the vanity
of glory, the inconvenences which spring from pleasure, the
illnesses which crush our very spirii; finally the annihilation
of all our glories and all our.perfections in the moment of
death, which seems to reduce to nothing the fruits of our
labours. These meditations made me melancholy. I had &
natural love of dong good and knowing the truth. Yet it
looked as though I were taking pams to no purpose, and as
though a fortunate crime wele better than an oppressed
virtue, and the folly which satisfies preferable to the reason
which gives pan. But I resisted these objections, and the
better part triumphed in my mind through the consideration
of the Divinity, who must have oidered everything properly,
and who kept up my hopes by the expectation of a future
capable of making up fo1 everything. The struggle m me
was 1enewed at the sight of any great disorder, either among
men, when I beheld injustice triumphant and nnocence
afflicted, or in natute, when tempests or earthquakes made
havoc of towns and provinces, and cansed the death of
thousands without distinction between the righteous and
the wicked, as if nature took no more account of us than we

1 Taken from Bodeman's Catalogue (cf p 241, note) The
superscription is 1n the hand of a librarian
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take of the ants and wouns we come actoss on our path.
I was gieatly moved by these spectacles, and could not
pievent myself fiom pitymg the condition of mortal men.
One day, weatied by these thoughts, I fell asleep, and
found myself in a dark place, which was hke a subterranean
cave, very Imge and very deep, and swarming with men, who
with strange hasle pursued m this darkness wandermg fires
which they called honours, or tny shining flies under the
name of riches ; many there were who searched on the ground
to find shimng pleces of rotten wood, which were called
pleasures. These unlovely hghts had cach its followers;
there were some who changed their course, and some who
abandoned the pursuit altogether, through tiredness or
through despair. Many of those who were running blindly
about, and who often thought they had attamed their goal,
fell aver precipices, whence raught was heard but their
groans, some were stung by scorpions and other veromous
creatures, which made them wretched and often mad with rage,
But neither these examples, nor the arguments of some better
informed persons, prevented the others from running the
same risks, or from fiphting in oider to forestall others, or to
prevent themsclves fiom being forestalled  In the vault of this
great cave, there were Iititle chinks and barely perceptible
cracks thiough which filtered some iraces of the light of day,
but it was so weak that much atlention was required for 1t
to be noticed. Often there were heard voices which said:
‘Hold, moitals ; whither go ye, wretched that ye are?’ Others
cried, ‘Litt up your eyes to heaven’, but they did not stop,
and only lifted their eyes to pursue these dangerous trifles
1 was onc of those who was cxtraoidinaily strack by these
voices. I kept on looking up, and at last I'saw the little
light which required so much attention. It seemed Lo me 10
grow wm proportion as I looked fixedly at it. My eyes
became as 1t were imbued with 1ts 7ays, and when I used
them immediately afterwards to see where I was and whither
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I was gomg, I was able to discern what was around me,
which was enough to save me from the dangers. A venerable
old man, who had long been wandering in the grotto, and
whose thoughts were not unlike mine, told me that this hght
was what 1 om woild is called good sense and reason, I
often changed my position to examine the difterent chinks
in the vault through which this little light came, and when I
was stationed in one place, where several lights could be
perceived at the same time from thewr true point of view, I
found an assemblage of rays which greatly enlightened me.
This occupation was of great benefit to me, and made me mote
capable of acting 1n this obscurity. Finally, after having
attempted several views, I was led by my good star to a
place which was the sole and most advantageous spot in
the grotto destined for those whom the Divinity wished to
withdraw altogether from these dark regions Barely had I
begun to look up when I was surrounded by a great light
gathered from all sides, and the whole grotto and its horrors
were fully revealed to my eyes. But a moment afterwards
a dazzling brightness took me by surprise  Presently it took
shape, and I saw before me the appearance of a young man
whose beauty charmed my senses His muen had a majesty
which inspired me with veneration mingled with awe, but the
gentleness of his glances reassured me. But I began to feel
a weakness overcoming me, and was about to faint, when I
felt myself touched by a branch imbued with a marvellous
hquid which I cannot compare with anything I have ever
felt, which gave me the strength nccessary to bear ihe
presence of this celestial messenger He called me by my
name, and said m gracious tones: ‘Give thanks to the Divine
goodness which withdraws you from this mob’. At the same
time he touched me a second time, and at that moment T felt
myself raised up. I was no longer in the cave, I no longer
saw a vault above me, and I found myself on a high mountain
which revealed to me the face of the earth. I saw m the
T 995
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distance anything that I wished to look at only i a general
way; but when T considered a paiticulu place Gxedly, im-
mediately it glew, and m order to see it asif close at hand,
I needed no other telescope thun my attention  This gave
me a wondrous pleasuie, and cmboldened me Lo say to my
guide: ‘Powerful spirit, fou I cannot doubt but that you ae
one of the celestial angels, who pay court from near at hand
to the Sovereign of the Unmverse, since you have been ready
to enlighten my eyes, do as much for my mind’. He seemed
to me to smile, and to take pleasure m hearng my wish,
“Your desires are granted,’ he said, ‘since you desire wisdom
rather than the pleasures of the vain spectacles which the
world offers to your gaze. But you will lose nothing of what
is solid in these same spectacles. You will see them with
eyes quite differently enlightened. Your understanding,
being fortified from on high, will discover everywhere the
brilhant enlightenments of the Divine Author of things; you
will observe only wisdom and happiness where men cus-
tomarily find nothing but vanity and bitterness. You will
be satisfied by your Creator; you will be enchanted by the
sight of His works  Your admuration will not be the result of
ignorance, as is that of the common herd. It will be the
fruit of the knowledge of the glories and wondeis of God.
Whereas among men seerels are despised when they are
discovered, though they were previously regarded with
astonishment; you will find that when you are admitted into
the heart of nature, the further you go the greater will be
your delights, because you will be only at the beginning of a
cham which goes on to infinity. The pleasures which charm
your senses, and that fabled Circe who changes men into
beasts, will have no power over you, if you bind yourself to
the beauties ol souls which never perish and never cause
displeasure You will be of our company, and will go with us
from world to would, from discovery to discovery, from per-
fection to perfection. You will pay court with us to the
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Supreme Substance, which 13 beyond all worlds and which
fills them without dividing Itscll in doing so. You will be at
one and the same time before ITis throne and among those
who are distant from it. For God will establish His seat
1 your heait, and the heavens follow Him everywhere  Go
then and hit up your mind above whatever is mortal, and
whatever perishes, and bmnd yourself only to the eternal
verities of the hight of God. You will not always live here
below this mortal life, so like that of the brutes, a time wall
come when you will be wholly freed from the chains of this
body. Make good use, therefore, of the time which Providence
grants you here,and know that your perfections to comewill he
proportioned to the caie you take heie below to attamn them.

From the * Theodicy’ 1710

405. T had intended to stop at this point, having answered
(so it seemed to me) all M Bayle’s objections on this subject,
which I could find in his works. But 1ecalling Laurentws
Valla's dialogue Of Free-w:ll, which was written agamnst
Boethius and which I have mentioned before, I thought it
would be fitting to give a summary of 1t here, keeping the
dialogue form, and then to go on from the point at which he
stops, continuing the story which he begins My aim is not
s0 much to brighten up the subject-matter, but rather to
explain myself at the end of my discourse in the clearest and
most popular manner that is open to me, . . .

Axronv. I know that you can give me wings, hke a
second Daedalus, to escape from the prison of ignorance, and
to soar to the region of truth which is the dwelling-place of
souls. I have derived no satisfaction from the books I have
read, no, not cven fiom the celebrated Boethms, who has
won gencral approbation. I know not whether he himself
has rightly understood what he says about God’s under-
standmng, and about etermty which lianscends time. 1 beg
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you to give me your opnion about the way of 1econaling
foreknowledge with freedom.

Lavrentivs. I fear that I shall shock many people 1f I
refute this great man I will, however, subordiate thus
fear to my regard to the entreaties of a friend, on condition
that you promise me-—

Awr What?

Laur. That after you have dined with me you will not ask
for supper also. By this I mean that you will be satisfied
with the solution of the question you have put me, without
asking me another.

AnT 1 promise. Here is the heart of the difficulty. It
God foresaw the treachery of Judas, it was necessary that
Judas should betray; 1t was impossible that he should not
betray. There is no obligation to perform the impossible.
Therefore he did not sin, and did not deserve to be punished
This destroys justice and religion, together with the fear
of God.

Lauvr God foresaw the sin, but He did not force the man
to commit it.  Sin is voluntary,

Axr, This volition was necessary, since it was foreseen.

Lavr If my knowledge does not give existence to things
past or present, neither can my foreknowledge give existence
to future things.

Anr. Tlus comparison is misleading  Neither the present
nor the past could he changed; they are alicady necessary.
But the future, in itself susceptible of change, becomes,
through foreknowledge, fixed and necessary. Lel us suppose
that a pagan god boasts that he knows the futwe- I should
ask him which of my [eet I shall put foremost, and then I
should do the opposite of what he predicted.

Laur. This God knows what you will want to do.

Avt. How can He know, since I shall do the opposite of
what He says, and T assume He will sdy what He thinks?

Laur. Your supposition is a false one. God will not
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answer you, or, if He did answer you, your veneration for
Him would make you hasten to do what He saxd. His predic-
tion would be to you a command  But we have changed our
question  We are not concerned with what God will predict,
but with what He foresces. Let us return to foreknowledge,
and distinguish between the necessary and the certain It
15 not impossible that that which is foreseen will not happen,
but 1t 15 infallible that 1 will happen. It 1s possible for me
to become g soldier o1 a priest, but I shall not become one.

Axt. That 15 where I have you. The philosophers’ Rule
demands that whatever is possible should be considered as
existing.  But if what you say is possible, that i to say an
event different from what has been foreseenr, did actually
happen, then God would have been mistaken.

Laur Philosophers’ Rules are not oracles for me. This
one in particular is not accurate. Two contradictories are
often both of them possible, but can they therefore both of
them exist? But to enhghten you further, let us suppose that
Sextus Tarquinius comes to Delphi to consult the oracle of
Apollo and receives the answer:

Exul inopsque cades 1rata pulsus ab urbel

The young man complams: ‘I have brought you a royal
present, O Apollo, and yet you reveal to me so unhappy a
fate’. Apollo answers* ‘Your present is pleasing to me, and
I perform what you ask of me; I 1ell you what will happen.
I know the future but I do not make it. Go and complam to
Jupiter and to the Fates’. It would be absurd of Sextus,
would it not, i after this he went on complaining to
Apollo? .

Ant. He will say: ‘I thank you, O holy Apollo, for not
having paid me with silence, for having disclosed to me the
truth. But how comes it that Jupiter is so cruel to me, and

tYou will die poor and in exile, driven 1n anger from your
fatherland,’
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prepares so haid a fate for an innocent man, who is 1eligions
and who worships the gods?’

Lavur. ‘You an innocent man?’ answers Apollo. ‘Know
that you will be proud, that you will commut adulteries, and
that you will be a traitor to your countiy’ Could Sextus
answer, ‘It is you who are the cause of this, O Apollo, you
force me to do 1t by foreseeing 1t’pP

Ant. I admit that he would have lost his reason if he
answered thus.

Laur, Neither then can the traitor Judas complamn of
God’s foreknowledge. And this 15 the solution of your
question.

AnT. The satisfaction you have afforded me has exceeded
my hopes; you have done what Boethius was unable to do.
I shall be grateful to you all my hie.

Laur. But let us pursue our story a little further. Sextus
says: ‘No, Apollo, T will not do what you say’.

Awt, ‘What!’ says the god, ‘am I then to be a liar? I
repeat agam you will do everything that I have just said.’

Laur, Perthaps Sextus will pray to the gods to change
his fate, to give him a better heart.

AnT He will 1eceive the answer:

Desine fata dewm flectr sperarve precando *

He will not be able to give the lie to divine foreknowledge.
But what will Sextus say? Will hie not burst into complaints
agamst the gods? Will ke not say: ‘What? Am T not then
free? Is it not in my power to follow viriue?’

Laur. Apollo may say 1o him: ‘Know, my poor Sextus,
that the gods have made every man what he is. Jupiter
has made the wolf ravening, the hare timid, the ass stupid,
the lion brave. He has given you a soul which 1s wicked and
incorrigible  You will act in accordance with your nature,

1r'Hope not that the fates of the gods may be turned aside
by prayers.’
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Jupiter will tieat you as your actions deserve By the Styx
he has sworn it’

Ant. I confess that it seems 1o me thai Apollo, i excusing
himself is accusing Jupiter more ithan Sextus. And Sextus
would reply. ‘ Jupiter condemns i me his own crime—it is
he alone who 15 guilly. He could have made me quite other
than I am. But, made as [ am, I am bound to act as he has
willed, Why then does he punish me? Was I able to resist
tus will?’

Laur. I confess that I also am brought to a standstill I
have called the gods Apollo and Jupiter on to the stage,
to distinguish tor you between the foreknowledge and the
providence of God. T have shown that Apollo, or foreknow-
ledge, is not injurious to freedom, but I cannot give you
satisfaction concerming the decrees of the will of Jupiter, that
is to say the commands of providence.

Ant. You have rescued me {rom one abyss, and you plunge
me 1nto a deeper one.

Laur. Remember our contract. You have dined with me,
and you are asking me for supper also.

Ant. Now I see your adroitness. You have caught me,
it is not an honest contract.

Laur. What more can I do? I have given you wine and
meat of my own growing, such as my little estate can provide.
Nectar and ambrosia you must ask of the gods—such divine
food cannot be found among men. Listen to St. Paul, that
chosen vessel who was caught up into the third heaven, who
heard there unspeakable things. He will reply by invokmng
the parallel of the potter, the ncomp:ehensibility of the ways
of God, and_ow admiration for the depth of His wisdom
Vet it is well to note that we do not ask why God foresees the
event, for that we understand, 1t 15 because it will happen.
But we ask why He orders 1t so, why He hardens the heart
of one, why He takes pity on another. We do not know
what reasons He may have for it, but the fact that He 15 very
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good and very wise 15 enough to make ws yudge them good.  And
as He 15 just also, 1t follows that His decrees and His opera-
tions do not destroy out freedom  Some have sought for a
rcason. They have said that we ure made of a coirupt ang
impure mass of mud. But Adam and the angels weie made
of silver and gold, and they sinned none the less. Some-
tumes, also, our heatts are hardened after regenciation  We
must then seek another cause ot evil, and I doubt 1f even the
angels know 1t.  For they continue happy and praising God,
Boethius paid more attention to the answer of philosophy
than to St. Paul's, This is the cause of his failure. Let us
believe in Jesus Christ, who 15 the virtue and wisdom of God;
He teaches us that God desires the salvation of all, that He
desires not the death of a sinner. Let us trust in the Divine
mercy, and let us not, thiough our vanity and our malhes,
become mcapable of enjoying it.*

This dialogue of Valla’s is beautiful, although there are
pounts to criticize 1n it here and there  But its chief defect
is that 1t cuis the knot, and seems to condemn Providence
under the name of Jupiter. Let us therefore proceed further
with our little fable. Sextus, after leaving Apolio at Delphi,
goes to seek Jupiter at Dodona, e offers sactifices and then
sets forth his grievances. ‘Why have you condemned me,
O great God, to be wicked and to be unforiunate? Change
my lot and my heart, o1 rccognize your fault” Jupiter
answers: ‘If you are ready to 1enounce Rome, the fates
shall spin you other destimes; you shall become wise, you
ghall be happy’. ‘Why must I renounce the hope of a
crown?’ asks Sextus; ‘can I not be a good king?’ ‘No,
Sextus,” answers Jupiter, ‘I know best what you need. If
you go to Rome you are lost’ Sextus could not make up
his mind to so great a sacrifice, left the temple, and gave
himself up to his fate. Theodorus, thé High Priest, who had
witnessed the dialogue between the god and Sextus, addressed
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Jupiter thus. ‘Your wisdom 1s worthy of adoration, O great
Master ol the gods, you have convinced thus man of his fault.
Henceforth he must attiibute his misfortunes to his evil will;
he has not a woid to say But yow farthful adorers are
astomshed. they would wish to admire your goodness as well
as your greatness. It rested with you to give him another
will’. ‘Go to my daughter Pallas,’ said Jupiter, ‘she will
teach you what I %ad to do.

Theodorus journeyed to Athens. He was commanded to
slecp in the temple of the goddess. As he dreamed, he found
himself transported mnto an unknown country, where stood a
palace of mconceivable brightness and vast size. The god-
dess Pallas appeared at the gate encircled with rays of
blinding majesty

. Qualisque nderi
Coelicolis et quania soletr

She touched the face of Theodorus with an olive branch,
which she held m her hand. He immediately became able
to bear the divine brilhance of the daughter of Jupiter and
of all the things she was to show him. ¢Jupter, who loves
you,’ she said, ‘has entrusted you to me to be mstructed
Here you see the palace of the Fates, whose guardian I am,
Here arc representations, not only of what happens, but also
of everything that is possible, Jupiter reviewed them all
before the begnng of the existing world, arranged the
possibilities into worlds, and chose the best of them all
Sometimes he comes to thus place to grve lumself the pleasure
of going through things, and of renewing his own choice,
with which ke cannot fail to be satisfied. I have only to
speak and we shall sce an entire world, which my father could
have produced, and in it will be represented everything that
can be required of it And by this means it is possible to

1‘In the gnise and grandeur 1n which she 1s wont to appear
before the demzens of heaven.’
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know too what would happen, 1f such and such a possibility
had Lo exast  And if the conditinns are not clearly enough
deteimined, there will be as many such wotlds as one can
desire, different from one another, which answer the same
question mn different ways, and m as many ways as is possible.
You studied geometry when you weie young, like all well-
educated Greeks You know, then, that when the con-
ditions of a pomt we arc looking for do not sufficiently
determine it, and theie are an infimite number of them, they
all fall n what the geometricians call a locus, and this locys
at least (which is often a line) is determined In the same
way you can imagine an ordered series of worlds, all of which
(and they alone) contamn the case you are concerned with,
and which vary 1ts circumstances and consequences  But if
you suppose a case which differs from the actual world no
more than in one single definite thing and in the consequences
of that, then one ceitain determined world will afford the
answer. These worlds are all here; that is to say in idea.
I will show you some where you will find, not exactly the
same Sextus whom you have seen (that 1s impossible, since
he carries always with lum what he is to be), but Sextuscs
like him, who possess all that you alieady know of the true
Sextus, but not everything which 1s already in him without
being percerved, nor consequently all that is yet to happen
to him  You will find m one world a Sextus very happy and
exalted, in another a Sextus satisfied with a mediocie con-
dition, Sextuses of all kinds and of an infinite number of
types.

Thereupon the goddess led Theodorus into one of the
apartments, When he was inside it was o longer an
apartment, it was a world,

Solemque swuin, sua sidera novat

By the command of Pallas, Dodora appeared with the
1¢A sun of 1ts own 1t knew, and stars of 1ts own.’
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temple of Jupiter, and Sextus leaving it. e was heard to
say that he would obey the god. He went to a town lying
between two scas, like Coimth. There he bought a httle
garden, and while digging in it he found treasurs. He
became a rich man, loved and respected, and died m npe
old age, beloved by the whole city. Theodorus saw his whole
lifc at a glance, like a performance on the stage. In this apart-
ment lay a large book filled with writing. Theadoius could
not 1efrain from asking what 1t meant. ‘It is the lustory of
the world we are now visiting,” answered the goddess, ‘it is
the book of 1ts destinies. You have seen a number on the
forehead of Sextus—look up in the book the place the
number indicates > Theodotus looked it up and found there
the story of Sextus in more detail than the one he had seen
in brief. ‘Put your finger on whatever line you please,’ said
Pallas, ‘and you shall see represented in actual fact in all 1ts
details what the hne tells in outhne.’ He obeyed, and saw
appear all the details of a part of the life of Sextus.

They passed into another apartment, and behold! another
world, another Sextus, who, leaving the temple with the
detetmmation to obey the god Jupiter, went to Thrace,
There he wedded the king’s daughter, his only child, and
succeeded him. He was adored by his subjects. They went
to other rooms and beheld ever fresh scenes.

The apartments weie airanged in a pyramid; the higher
up they weie the more beautiful they became, and the more
beautiful the waorlds they represented At last they reached
the topmost apartment, which completed the pyramid, and
which was the most beautiful of all. For the pyramid had a
beginning, but there was no end to it to be seen, It had an
apex but no base; 1t grew and grew to mfinty This was
because, as the goddess explamed, out of an mfinity of possible
worlds, there 15 the best of all possible worlds, otherwise God
would not have made’up his mind to create one at all, but
there 15 no world which has not less perfect ones below 1t, and
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that is why the base of the pyramd stretehes down 1o 1.
fimty. When Theodorus entered this topmost apartment, he
was caught up in an ecstasy, The goddess had to come tg
his aid and restoie lum by putting a drop ot divine hquid on
his tongue. He could not contam himself for joy, ‘We are
m the actual world,” said the goddess, ‘and you ate at the
source of happmness. This is what Jupiter is pieparing for
you heie, if you contmue to serve lum [mthfully, Here is
Sextus as he 15 and as he actually will be. He rushes fiom
the temple in a rage, he scorns the advice of the gods. Vou
can see lum travellng to Rome, bringing destruction with
him, violating the wife of his fnend. Here he 15 exiled with
his father, defeated, wretched. If Jupiter had here taken a
Sextus who was happy at Corinth, or who was king of Thrace,
it would no longer have been this world. Vet he could not
fail to choose this world, whichesuipasses all others m per-
fection, and which forms the apex of the pyrammd: otherwise
Jupiter would have renounced his wisdom, and would have
banished me, s daughter. You sce that my father did not
make Sextus wicked. He had been wicked from all eternity,
and always of his own fice will. Jupiter did nothing but
grant him existence, which his wisdom could not refuse to
the world which contains hun,  He made him pass from the
region of possible to that of actual bemngs. The crime of
Sextus seryes great ends. it makes Rome free, fiom it 13 born
a great empire, which will furnish great examples. But that
15 nothing compared with the totality of ihus world, whose
beauty you will admure when, after a happy passing {rom this
mortal condition mnto a betler state, the gods shall have made
you capable of knowmng it.’

At tlns moment Theodorus awoke, gave thanks to the gad-
dess, and praised the justice of Jupiter. Inspired by what he
had seen and heard, he continued 1 his office of high priest
with all the zeal of a true servant of hi§ god, and with all the
joy of which mortal man is capable. It appears to me tha
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this continuation of the story thiows light on the difficulty
on which Valla did not wish to touch. If Apollo adequately
reptesented the divine science of vision (which is concerned
with existences), I hope that Pallas has represented well
enough what 15 called the science of pure mtelligence (which
is concerned with everythung that 13 possible), m which one
must finally seek the source of things.
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Goclentus, Rudolphus (1547-1028) Geiman philosopher and poet,
author of Leatwcon Philosophicum Gracco-Latinum, 201

Gospel, 236

Gottingen, 77

Great Mogul, 78

Greeks, 144, 204

Guericke, Otto von (r602-86) Geiman physicist. Invented
the pnenmatic machine, 216-17

Hanover, vii, 114
Harlequin, 214
Hartsoeker, Nicolas (1656-c725)* a Dulch physicist, mawnly
concerned with the making of microscopes and lelescopes.
- His correspondence with Leibniz about the plulosophy of
nature 15 exlant, 100, 117, 244
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Hegel, Gottfried W T. (r770-1831)* German philosopher, xxvi

Hercules® the most famous of the heroes of Greek mythology, 147

Herrenhausen, 204 ’

Hessen Rheinfels, Landgraf Ermst von (1623-~93) slatesman
and soldier, keenly imterested in philosophy He acted
as go-between in the early stages of Leibmz's correspondence
with Arnauld, 52, 57, 61

Hippocrates (born ¢ 460 B¢) greatest physician of anhquity,
14, 102, 150

Histowe des Ouvrages des Savans, 119

Hobbes, Thomas (1588-1679) Englsh philosopher, author of
Leviathan, 193, 242

Holy Writ, 251

Homer* Greelt poet of tenth or eleventh century B ¢ ; reputed
author of the Jhad and the Odyssey, 127

Hume, David (2711-76). English philosopher, author of 4
Treatsse of Human Nature, vi1, ¥XV, XXVI-XXIX

Huygens, Christian (1629-95) Dutch physicist, mathematician,
mechanician, and astronomer, v11, 115, 241, 245

Jansemists, 52

Jesuits, 52

Jesus Christ, 57, 155, 236, 262

John Frederick, Duke of Brunswick (d 1679) v

Journal de Pawns, 114, 116

Journal des Savans, 117, 118, 190

Judas, 59, 239, 2060

Jupiler Roman name for Zeus, the king and father of the
gods, 259, 261-3, 265-6

Jupiter: the planet, 86

Jurieu, Pierre (1637-1713) French Protestant theologian,
famous for his polemics with Bossuet, 197

Kant, Immanuel (1724-1804) {famous German philosopher,
vil, xxvii-xx1x

Kantl's Coperntcan Revolulion, xxvil

Kingdom of Heaven, 236

T.a Loubére, Symon de (1642-1720) he wrote a book on Siam,
where he had lived for three months, 163

Lantin, Jean Bapliste (16z0-95): iraveller and scholar, 136

Leeuwenhoek, Antony van (1632-1723): Dutch naturalist He
made microscopes and demonstrated the circulation of the
blood, 100, 245-6"

Leipzig, vu
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locke, john (t632-v704)* Enghsh plosopher, author of Essay
concermng the 1human Understandig, xvit s, Xav, xuwi-
XXIX, 55, 733, 147-01, 102, 243

London, vit, viu

Lows XIV, le Grand (1038-1715)- Wiy of Iance (t013-1715),
vilL, 179, 249

Magdebumig, 216

Mahamet (c. 571-032) founder of Islanuem  Caliphs the title
given to the soveragns who held spurtual and temporal
power after Mahomet, 50

Mamtenon, Irangowe d’Aubigué Matquise de (1035-1710)
mistress and afierwards wife of Lows XI'V ot Iiance, 250

Malebranche, Nicolas de (x638-1715) French metaphysician
and Cathalic puest, generally refetred to by leibmz as the
‘author of the Recherche de la Véritd' vu, 75, 03-4, 96,
100, 104, 1935, 239, 241

Malpight, Marcello (£628-g4) Italian scholar, physiologist and
anatomust, yoo

Mathematical Principles of Philosophy and of Natuve, 198, 224

Meaux, see Bossvet

Mehssus (boyn ¢ 470 B ¢ )+ Greek philosophe:, 102

Molyneux, Wilham (:656~98) Irish philosopher and friend of
Locke, 176-7

Monadology, 1X, XXX1-X%¥¥X11

Nantes, 179

New Iissays, Xvil, X¥VI1, 3XX1, 141~ 0T

Newion, Isaac (1042-1927) BLEnghsh mathcematician, physicst,
astronomer, and philosopher, avthor of Philosoplrae Natu-
ralis Principia Mathematica and Qptiks, vily, xx, xxxii, 157,
162, 192-229, 2434

Nouvelles de la République des Leitres, 88, 152

Nova, Zembla, 144

Muremberg, vu

Odyssey, 127

Oldenburg, 179

Oldenburg, Henry [(1615~77). patmal philosopher and man of
letlers, vii

Optics, 192, 195, 208, 227

Owid, 249

Pallas Athene Greek goddess of war and wisdom, 263~7
Pans, vii, viui, xxui, 66, 88, 179 N

Parmemdes (born ¢ 530 B c) Gieek philosopher, yoz2
Patm, Gu1 (1602~72) : French wrrter and physician, 2409
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Maul, Sand, 143, 201-2
Pellisson, Paul {1024-93) Trench historian, 250
Perpatelies® name given im antiquity to the followers of Anistotle,

¢ & Theophrastus, Budemus, and others, 131
Phaearians, 127

Phacedo, Plata's, 55

Phelosophacal Diclionary, 201

Physical ITypothesis, 136

Plato (429-347 B ¢) famous Gieek plulosopher, founder of the
Academy and wnter of Dialogues His most famous work
15 The Republic, 48, 51, 55, 81, 142~3, 147, 171, 193

Platonist, 1rr, 31

Plny, the younger (62 ~¢ 120) Roman man of letters, tor

Pouet, Prerre (1646-1719) French philosopher, influenced by
the Cartesian method and later converted to mysticism, 11

Port-Royal Logic, xn

Princess of Wales, see Caroline

Principles of Nature and of Grace, xxx1

Princples of Physics, 117

Pythagoras (born ¢ 582 B ¢) Greek mathematician and phile-
sopher, 193

»

Quetists a seventeenth-century religious sect whose best-known
member was Molinos, who belhieved that Christian perfection
consisted 1 thelove of God and the inaction of the soul, 156

Rechevche de la Vériié, 93—4, 90, 100, 104, Ig0

Regis, Preite (1650~1726) French physician, exiled by the Edict
of Nantes He spent the 1est of lus life practising at
Amsterdam, 100

Roberval, Calles Personne de {1602-75) French mathematician,

8
Roh:n, Henri, Duc de (1579-1638). a French general, 179
Romans, 144
Rome, 262, 266 ‘
Rorarus, Girolomo (1485-1556) Itahan man of letters, who
upheld the view that animals have rational minds, 5, 13, 126
Royal Society, vii

St, Petersbuszg, yui

Sarmatia a vasl country of eastern Europe The power of the
Sarmatians was destroyed by the Goths m the third century
and they were merged with the Slavs, 39

Saturn, the planet, 84, 86

Scaliger, Julins {1484*1558) a Renaissance scholar, authpr of
De Causis Linguae Latinae, 143
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Schoolmen (or Scholastics), Schools, xiv, 4~5, 54, 74, 08—, 122,
143, 158, 166, 172--3, 183, 201, 233, 241

Senate, the, 129

Sextus Targmnuis (d 496 B ¢.) son of the last King of Rome
His outrage on Lucrchia brought about the ruin of {he
monarchy, 259-66

Socimans* a sect nol beheving in the Timty, founded by the
[tahan Protestant Socin (Leho) (1525-02), 199

Sociates (468—400 1 ¢ ) Greek phulosophet, 55

Sophia (1630-1714) Electress of Hanover, mother of George I
of England, vu

Sophia, Charlotte (1668~1705)* daughter of the above, Electress
of Brandenburg, and afterwaids Queen of Yrassa, a friend
and student of Leibniz, vit

Spinoza, Baruch (1632—~77) Dutch philosophes, author of Ethca
geometyico ordine demionstrata, Vi1, xi, 190, 242

Stoics, 30, 143, 220

Styx, 261

Swammerdam, John (1637-80) Dutch naturalist, 100

Theodecy, xxx11, 56, 103-4, 204, 211, 242, 257-07

Thomas, Saint, see Aquinas .

Thrace, 265-6

Torrcells, Evangelista (1608-47) . Ttalian physicisi and geometes,
pupal of Gahleo, 217

Trinity, the, 159, 250

Ultwmate Origination of Thangs, xxx1, 3241

Valla, Lamentius (1405-1457): philologst and historian to the
King of Spain, 257-62, 267

Valhsniers, Antonio (1061-1730): Itahan naturalist, 2456

Vienna, vii

Virgil (70-19 B c) Lalin poet, anthor of Lhe denewd, 250

Worcester, Edward Stillingfleet, Bishop of (1635-09): his con-
troversy with Locke originated m the anti-iehgious use to
which Tolland in Christzanity Nol Mystevious turned some
of Locke’s views, 155, 159, 159, 100-2

Zeno, bornbeginming of the fifth century 8 ¢ Greck philosopher,
125
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ACCIDENTS, 3, 4, 219, 223

Affimty, 138

Aggregation, 11X, xui, xxw-,
xXxv, 3, 32-3, 769, 8o, 82-3,
117, 140

alofyrhpior, 202

Algebra, 233

aAAoyAwrriat, 220

Analysis, xx, Xxvin, xxx1, 1868,
214

Angels, 123, 125, 155, 256, 262

Apperception, x-x1, xviiy, 4, 23,
146-8, 151, 153, 168~9, 1745,
181 K

Appetition, x, 5-6,
21-2, 99, 137, 180

Anthmetic, x1x, xxvu, 27, 45,
144-5, 168, 194, 198

Astronomy, 108

Atoms, xx1, 3, 98, 103, 117,
1347, 148, 152, 165, 172,
200-10, 213

Attraction, 162, 164

Automatism, automaton, xvi,
xxx1, 0, 15, 22, 106, 122,
124, 128-34

11, 17,

Body, soul and, xv-xvii, 17, 22,
.51, 56, 85, 97, I04-6, 110,
114-15, 118, 122, 128, 136,
149, 151, 159, 176, 195, 207,
227
Bomlas extrinseca, 243
Bourgeoss, 83
Brain, 195
Brutes, x1, xxvi1, 5, 8, 24, 867,
100, 110, I30-2, 145-6, 155,
163, 165, 160, 174, 359

Caleulus, differential, vin

Categories, xxviy

Centres of force, xxn

Chiaroscuro, 178

Cohesion, 157

Calour, 81, 244

Conatus, 136

Conception, 17~18, 23, 246

Contingency, xx, 9, 11, 26, 64,
68-g, 71, 182, 210-11, 251

Continuity, law of, xvi-xx,
152, 156

Continuum, 76, 80, 98

Contradiction, principle of, x,
xx, 8, 182~3, 103, 21T, 251

Conversions, 183~4

Currency, 243

Demonstrative knowledge, 24,
186, 1889, 235

Determuinism, x11, XXvi~xxvii

Deus ex machina, 104, 115, 121,
123

Development, 41

Differential calculus, vz

Dogmatism, xxvin-xxix

Dreams, 83, 103, 121, 189-91

Duration, 220, 223, 228

Dynamics, X11~-Xv, X¥1v, Xivi,
XX, 194

Exdeois, 221

Elective choiwce, 56
Elements, xxi, 214, 240
Energy, 135, 133~0
Entelechy, 5-6, 11, 14-16, 99
Equilibrium, x1v

279
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Elernal Giuths, 8, to-1i, 24,
33, 30, 40, 02, 72, 144, Y70,
234, 257

lithet, g1, 203

Tihies, xxv

Extension, xiv, wxi-¥xiv, 3, 55,
80, 95-6, 98, 109, TL7, 125-0,
161, 202, 205, 214, 216, 218,
228

Facully, 129, 135, 158, 100~7,
173, 181

Faith, 250

Fanatics, 30

Fatalism, zot

Finite materal untveise, 2214

Flud, 81, 117, 156

Force, xu-xv, XXI-XXIv, XXV,
27, 88-96, 98-9, 106, 711-16,

126, 133—4, 104, 202, 208,
226~-7
Freedom, X1, XV-XVl, <XXV-

xxvi, xxx1, 58, 01, b4, 60,
71, 106-~7, 250-2, 25767

Genus, 161, 164

Geomancy, 236

Geomelry, vii, X1X, ¥avi-xxvi,
24, 27, 32, 35-7, 45 48, 55,
70, 76, 92, 144, 168, 178, 182,
187-8, 190-1, 104, 198, 200,
215, 223, 230, 257, 206}

Grace, 19, 29, 1066, 103, 235

Gravily, xxii, 35, 91, 123, 157,
162, 218

Habit, xviii, 8, 170-1, 252

History, 48

Hypothetical necessity, 34, 58,
60

—— propositions, 45-6

Identical proposihions, xx, 9,
45, 79, 182-5

Identity, 150

of indiscernibles, 204, 206,
213-14

Idols, 199, 202, 206

PHILOSOPHICAL INDEN

Immediacy, ot 1deas, 185
~—— of sensation, 18q
Immeduite e<petience, 190
lmmortality, xvi, 24, 56, 154-6
160, 163, 100, 23y
Impenetrabilily, vxi
Incomplete notwns, X, 72
213, 210 '
Inciscernubles, wdentity of, 2q4,
206, 2713~14
Individuation, princple of, 215
Induction, 143, 170, 18%
Inertia, a1
Innate 1deas, xix, xxix, 146,
168
knowledge, 169
principles, 144, 167
iruths, 168, 171
Insensible perceptions, 152, 154
Intellect, xxvin, 173
Intelhrgentra mundana, 197
+— Supramundana, 197-8, 202
Interaclion, xii-xv, <x1, xxV—
xxvi
Intrinste denomination, ty2
Introspection, xxixn
Intuitive knowledge,
188-5
Tnvention, (87, 196

181-6,

Judgment, 175-0, 187
urisprudence, 144
ustice, 86, 258

Kinetic eneigy, xav

Knowledge, demonstrative, 44,
186, 188-9, 235

——mnate, 169

wmtuttive, 181-0, ¥188-9

sensitive, 188~9

rowval Kyvotar, 143

Laws of motion, 27, 37, 251
of rfature, 193, 202, 208
Logarithms, 223
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Logic, Vi, xi, Xvil, XIX-XX,
XLV -XXV, XXVE-XXvid, Xxxx1,
24, 27, 18291

f.ymph, 8)-5

Machine, x1, xiv, xxxi, 5, Iy,
18, 22, 40, 79, 81, 88, o8,
o1-3, 106, 121, 124-5, T27,
[29-33, 110, 192, 196, 203,
208, 230, 241

Magnetic rays, 217

Martyrs, 30

Mass, xx~xxu, 22, 89, 103, 100,
109-11, 2I7

Material universe, finite, 224-5

Materialism, 55, 131,793,196,198

Mathematical points, xx1

priaciples of philosophy,
193, 198

Matter, 26, 96, 103, 140, 153,
201, 217, 248

—— all interconnected, 14, 56

an incomplete bewng, 135

-~— cannot think, 159 - 60,
165—7 ‘

——essentially an aggregate,
117

- —- peometrical laws of, 37

——— gravilation of, 157, 162

- —1infinitely divided, 15, 156

——-—natural laws of, 111

—— not capable of perception,
131

not eternal and necessary,

216, 226

not passive, xx1

—— quantily of, 194, 209-10,
216

sometimes without weight,
218

Maxims, 188

Mean science, 56

Mechanics, xiv, xxvi, 35, 55,
74, 80, 98, 108, 1209, 163,
220, 241

metaphysical, 35

Mechanism, 180

Medicine, 241

281

Metamorphosis, 10, 25, 138

Metaphor, 176

Melaphysical mechamcs, 35

—— points, Xx1-xx11

principles of philosophy,
193

Mctaphysics, v, 25, 27, 36,
45, 55, 74, 76, 80-1, 92, 95,

98, 104, ro7-8, 121, I44,
101-2, 194, 204, 2I3, 2I5,
235, 240

Metempsychosts, 16, 25, 100,
155, 222

Method of exclusions, 187

Metonymy, 176

Microscope, 50, 204, 240

Mind, 30, 99, 167, 174

and body, 112, 116, 161

can give itself thoughts,
134

—— finite, 209

—— nafure of, xv-xx, xxiv

——notl a fabula rasa, xxvi-
xx1x, 168-70

perfection of, 234-5

Minds, xxi1, 23, 38, 133, 140, 159

are unities, 21

are whole parts, 40

—— city of, xxv, 29, 86-7, 101
107

distingmished fiom brute

souls, x—xi, 8, 18, 24, 289,

86-7, 99-100

each a world apart, o7

individual, xxv

Miracle, xvi1, 53, 63-4, 99, 105,
116, 122-3, 127, 158, 163,
1656, 193, 198, 203, 218

Modality, 103

Mode, 81

Monad, ix~X1, XX111-XXIV, XXVIL
3-20, 2I-3, 28, 151, 214

Moral laws, 229

Morals, 144, 160-1, 166, 251

Motion, laws of, 27, 37, 251

perpetual, 192

quantity of, xiv, 5% 388,

06, 113, 118, 227




2842

Motsve, 210~12
Muste, 30, 39, 223

Natural,
2023

light, 163

Necessary truths, xix, xxvi, 8,
11, 24, 72, I143~6, 168-70,
182, 234

Necessity, formal, 37

hypothetical, 33, 58, 60

——— material, 37

mechanistic, Xxv

——— metaphysical, 33, 35-0,
210-11

—— moral, xxv1, 21011

—— physical, 35

and supernatural,

Oceult quahties, 163-4
Optics, 178, 191

Perception, 5, 103, 13I, I3~
40, 146, 173, 174-87, 188
and appeiception, X, xviu,
4-5, 23, 148, 175

——— natural, 84

—— of agreemeni and disagree-
ment, 191

Perceptions, 8, 11, 15, 21, 120

confused, 23-4, 28, 83,

123, 138~40

consclous, X1, 57

~——— (histinct, 12, 28

——— internal, 105-6

—— minute, 150

—— of ammals, 24

—— unconsclous, 5~7, 148-9

Perfectihabiae, 11

Psriection, melaphysical, 38

—— moral, 38

physiwcal, 38

Perspective, 13, 175

Petrtro princapu, 371, 213

Phenomena, xvl, 22, 46, 53,
55, 68, 74, 76-82, 105, 108,
112, 120-1, 126, 16% 187,
190-1, 243
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Phystcs, vy, XAV, RX-XX1v,
XV, KX, 25, (L, 45, 55,
70, 81, 92, 108, 130, 152~3,
01-2, 240-I

Planets, 218

Plenum, xxm, 4, T4,
150, 210

Pneumatics, 152-3

Politics, 153, 251

Tossibiity, xxvin, 624, 66, b9y

Potency, xiv-xv, 37, 173

Predestination, xxvi, Xxxu

Pre-estallished haimony, xv,

Do

22,

8o,

xxvV-xxvl, 17~18, 22, 29,
113~15, 128, 151, 190
order, 193
Preformation, 16, 24
Probability, 189
Psolepses, 143
Psychology, xvii-xix, xavn,

AKX, XXX
Purctum saliens, 245

Quantity of motion, xiv, 55,
88~90, 113, 118, 227

Ratwpalism, xx, ¥xvii-xxI<

Reductio ad absurdum, x11, 108

Reflection, 8, 24, 146, 148~9,
1734 181, 248

Religon, 160-1, 166, 258

Christian, 40

—— natural, 192

Remunigeence, Platome iheory
of, 147, 171

Resuscitation, 1ol

Revelaton, zg, 166

Sagactly, 1867

Sceptics, 126, 163

Qeli, the, xuii, xxiv, 8, 24

Self-conscionsness, 763

Semna aclernibatrs, 143

Sengitive knowledge, 188-9

Sensorium, 195, 20I~2

Sin, 258

—— phildsoplucal and theo-
logical, 2523
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Soplusms, 170, 210

Soul, 23, 77, 84, 90, 144, 148,
152, 153, 150, 188, 202

a dommant enielechy, 16,

28

——— a little world, 191-2

——— and body, xv—xvu, 17, 22,
51, 56, 85, 97, 104-0, 110,
114-15, 118, 122, 128, 130,
149, 151, 159, 170, 195, 207,
227

~—-— a substantial form, 76

a true uaity, 103

everything which has per-
ceptions and apperceptions, 6

—— mmmateriality of, 159~60,
166, 192

—— never separate, 154

—— only God can hurt, 237

—— represents the universe,
I4

—— sumple and ndivisible,x,
195

Souls, 7, 15

—— brute, x~x1, 5, 24, 100~I

considered as aulomata,
119-40

—— cnteleclues, 99

natural laws 1o, 1171, 114

rational, 8, 24, 28, 155

Space, xxi-xxiv, Xxxi1, 4, 14,
126, 135, 152, 16I-2, 172,
192, 1045, 199-210, 275-28

Spectes, xii, 62, 70, 72, 84, 105,
110, 113, 158, 172

Spontaneity, xxvi, 105, 120-1

Subject and predicate, xii—xu,
xvil, Xxxv-xxv1, 67, 71-3

Substance, xxx1, 3, 4, 83, 126,
1.46, 152, 205, 235

—— general 1dea 1n both body
and mindp,161

—— God, 10, 257

—— immatenal,

21

131, 163—4,

matenial, 163—4,1166
—— nature of, x1-xu1, xiv, xXv,
XXV, 21

283

Substance of the soul, 136, 139,
140

-—— pitmary, 26

spintual, 160, 163

Substances, 6, 49, 54, 77, 190,
202

~—— all inter-connected, 8.4~5

commuuication of, g7,
105~0, 108-12, 115~16, 120-3,
132~3

——ndividual, xm, xv, 53,
66, 70

— 0o tuteraction, 104

real umittes, xxiv, 7g-80

represent the umverse, 13,

17, 150

simaple, 17, 22, 99

Substantial forms, 76-8, 8o, 99,
110

terms, 8o

Sufficient reason, principle of,
X, XX, XXvi-Xx3x1x, 8, 25, 32,
194, 198, 200, 204, 209,
2IT-I3, 251

Superhuman spints, 16, 29, 50

Supernatural, 203, 208, 227

Syllogism, xx, xxxii, 182—5

Synthesis, xxvin, 187

Tabtla rasa, xxvi~xXX1x, 55, 143,
147, 169, 172-3

Theology, natural, 144, 194, 225

Time, xx1~xxiv, xxx1i, 14, 126,
161, 172, 199~200, 206, 208-9,
215—16, 220, 223-8, 257

Traces, 63, 123, 223

Traction, of atoms, 157

Transcendental method, xxvi1

Tiansformations, 100-1

Transient actrvity, 112

Transmigration, 101

Truths, contingent, 34

essential, 33

sternal, 33, 72, 170, 234

innate, 168, 171

- metaphysical, 33

——— necessary, X1X, Xxvii,’168—
70, 182, 234
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t1uthe of experence, 170

——of fact, sy, xX¥XVBL, 9, O,
2, 182, 185, 101

— —of 1cason, xx, XXvui, 9,
182, 185, 191

——— pumay, 185

e universal,  Xi¥,
xxvny, 170, 181

AXVIF

Understandmg, xxvii, 116, 170
Universe, finile, 224
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Vacuaunm, xsut, 157, 217, 220,
230

Veloctty, xviir, 9o 0, 108, 119
221, 220 '

1oy peme, ®XI- WYX

Vision, 31, 08, 175, 267

Voul, o8, 121, 152, 156, 172,
201,208,210, 214, 216-17, 228

wall, the, 2x1 See Freedom

Zopyia, 143
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