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PREFACE

IN this country Leibniz has reccived less attention
than any other of ‘thic.great\philosophers Mr Mers
has given, 1n a small volume, a general outhne of
Leibmz’s thought and work, Professor Sorley has
written for the Kncyclopaedia Britannica a remark-
ably clear, but briet, account of his philosophy, and
there are Amencan translations of the Nouveau.
Esscs and ot some of his pmlosophical papers That
15 very nearly the whole of English writing about
him  Yet few philosophical systems stand so much
in need ol exposition as that of Leibniz  His theories
have to be extracted fromn seven large volumes of
correspondence, criticism, magazine articles, and other
discursive writings, and 1t 15 only 1n recent years that
this material has been made tully available by the
publication of Gerhardt’s edition No complete and
letailed account ot Leibmz's philosophy has hitherto
been published in English, and accordingly I have
written a very full Introduction to this book, with
lustrative foot-notes, consisting mainly of transla-
tions from Leibmz himself

The endeavour of the book 19 to make the
Monwloloyy clear to students 1 cannot agree with
Dillmann 10 treating 1t as of httle unportance
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Leibniz himself expressly intended 1t to be a com-
pact and ordered statement of the views he had
expounded in many scattered papers and 1n his
somewhat desultory Théodicde, the only book he
published There 1s evidence of this in his coire-
spondence and 1n the fact that he annotated the
Monadology with references to passages in the
Théwlicce My orgmmal 1ntention was to publish
a translation of these passages along with the
Monadology, but on re-consideration it seemed better
to translate several short papers 1llustrating different
parts of Letbniz's system and explaining its growth
Thus the Monadology, as being the centre of the
hook, 18 printed first of the translations (although
in date 1t 1s last), while the other writings follow 1n
chronological order The only disadvantage of this
arrangement is that 1t places the Principles of Nature
and of Grace, which is most akin to the Monadology,
farthest away from 1t.

If I might venture to suggest to the student the
way m which the book should be read, I would
recommend him first to read Part I of the Intro-
duction, then the Monadology (without the notes),
afterwards Parts II and III of the Introduction,
the Monadology again (with the notes), the other
translations, and finally Part IV of the Introduction,
in which I have endeavoured to ‘ place ' the philosophy
of Leibniz i relation to the systems which came
before and after his )

My indebtedness to authors is so great and varied
that I cannot acknowledge it in detail, but I may
mention as specially helpful to me the works ot
Boutroux, Dillmann, Nourisson, Nolen, and Stemn.
My thanks are due to Professor Jones, of Glasgow,



PREFACE AP

who read the Introduction in manuseript, for much
valuable suggestion and cutictsm  and I am more
than grateful to Professor Ritchie, ot St Andrews,
who read the whole book, both 1n manuseript and in
proot, and to whom 1t owes numerous mmprovements
as well 1in form as 1 matte

I have adopted the spelling ¢Letbniz’ m place ot
the traditional °Leibnitz,’ Decause the tormer was
mvariably used by Leibniz m signing his own name

It ought perhaps also to he mentioned that Parts
II and IIT of the Introduction weire accepted by the
University ot Edinburgh as a thesis tor the degiee ot
Doctor ot Philosophy

ROBERT LATTA

UNIVERSIIY OF 51 ANDREWS
Tune, 1398
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INTRODUCTION

PART I
THE LIFE AND WORKE OF LEIBNIZ

Hhs Boyhood,

O~ June 21, 1646, two years before the close of
the Thirty Years’ War, Gottfried Wilhelm Leibmz was
born at Leipzig  His family was of Bohemian origin,
but his ancestors for several generations had hved in
Saxony and Prussia, and his father was a Professor of
Philosophy 1n the University of Leipzig. Leibniz was
only six years of age when his father died, and, though
1in his early years he had the training of a pious mother,
she also passed away before he had eompleted his Univer-
sity studies The boys of Lewpzig in Leibmz's time
appear to have been brought up on ‘the picture-book of
Comenius and the little Catechism ’ (Luther’s); but the
soul of Leibniz already sought stronger meat, and having
found in the house an illustrated copy of Livy, of which
he could not thoroughly understand a single line, he
managed to get a tolerable 1dea of its contents, supple-
menting his scanty Latin by a study of the pictures and
some judicious guessing. As an indirect result of this
precocity, his father’s library was thrown open to him,
and he wandered at will from volume to volume, finding
(s was ever characteristic of him) some good in all’.

1 11t 15 characterstic of me to hold opposibion (Widerlegen) as of
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Providence or Fortune seemed to say to him, 7olle, lege,
and 1t 18 significant for the philosophy to come that he
turned first to the Ancienis, to Cicero, Quintihan, Seneca,
Pliny, Heiodotus Xenophon, Plato, the historians of the
Roman Empire, and the Fathers of the Church. Of these
he tells us that ‘he undeistood at first nothing, then
gradually something, and finally enough’, but uncon-
sciously his mind was celoured by then style and thought
‘as men walking in the sun have then faces Lrowned
without knowing 1t,” and under their inspuation he made
it the rule of his Iife ever to seek clearness i speaking
and a usetul purpose 1n acting (i ierbis dardas n rebus
ususy Thus at fourteen years of age he was counted by
his fellows a prodigy of learming and ability, and already
his reading ot Logic and 1ntense determmation towards
clearness ot thought and speech had led him to 1deas
which weire afterwaids developed into the suggestion of
a logical Calculus and an ‘Alphabet of Concepts’ as
means to the discovery of truth '

Unwersity Life

At fifteen years of age Leibniz became a student, at the
University ot Leipzig, and about the same time he became

Little account, exposition (Darlegen) as of much acoount, and when
a new book comes into my hands I look fo1 what I can leain
fiom 1t, not for what I ¢in citierze 1n s’ Sduciben un ¢ Wagner
(1696) (E 425 b, G vi1 526)

1 Betore I reached the schools«class 1n whiel Logic was taught
I was deep 1n the historians and poets, for I had begun to 1¢ad
the historians almost as saon as I was able to 1ead at Jl, wnd
veise I found great pleasure and case , but as <oon as Iliegin to
learn Logie I found myself greatly excited by the division and
order of thoughts whieh I perceived therein I unmediati ly began
to notice, so tar as a hoy of thiiteen could, that thzie must be a
great deal in1t I took the greatest pleasure in the Predicament<”
(1 e the Categories) ‘ which came hetore me as o muster-10ll of all
the things 1n the world, und I tuined to ** Logies” of a1l soits to
find the best and most detailed form of this st T oflen ashed
mysslf and my schoolfellows to which Piedicament and also to
which sub-class this or that thing might belong® Suhrcben un
G Wagner (E 4202, G vu 516)
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acquaimnted with the works of some of the modein philo-
sophers beginning with Bacon's D¢ Augmentis Scientiarum
At this time also, as he himself tells us, he read with
interest the works of Cardan and Campanella and the
suggestions of a better philosophy in Kepler, Galileo, and
Descartes  But he was no ‘reading-machine, all wound
up and gomg’ He thought for himself he read 1n o1der
to ‘weigh and consider > And thus in after-years he rc-
calls how, when he was fifteen years of age, he walked
alone 1n a wood near Leipzig, called the Rosenthal, to
consider whether or not he should retain in his philo-
sophy the ‘Substantial TForms’ of the Scholasties'
Although his favourite teacher at Leipzig was Jacob
Thomasius, a Professor of Philosophy, deeply versed in
ancient and scholastic leaining, the private reading of
Leibniz at first prevailed in his thought and he turned
trom the older philosophies to ' mechanism ’ and mathe-
matics  The 'Substantial Forms’ weie for the time set
aside, to reappear, transmuted, in later years. His
scholastic studies, however, boie fruit 1n the earhest of
his published writings, a graduation thesis with the
significant title De prmeipio mdiidur, 1n which he de
fended the Nominalist position Intending to devote him-
self to the profession of law, he went for a year /1n 1663)
to Jena, where the mathematician, Irhard Weigel, was
lecturing on ‘the Law of Nature,” or what we should now
call Jurisprudence 1 genelal. Doubtless the influence
of Weigel tended to confirm Lelbniz’s mathematical
bent, and he «hll continued his study of history. In
1666 the University of Leipzig, ostensibly on the ground
of his youth, refused to give him the Doctorate in Law;
but his thesis, De casibus perpleris in juse, was immediately
accepted by the University of Altdorf (near Ntirnberg),
where he declined the ofter of a piofessorship Thus
ended his connexion with Leipzig.

! Lettre @ M Remond (1714) (E 7028, G, 11 606)
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Bowneburg and the Elector of Mawmz.

In Nurnberg, at that time the capital of a small
republic, which had suffered less than many othe:
German States from the Thirty Years’ War, Leibniz spent
a yeal, 1n the course of which his extensive curosity led
him to become a member of a secret society of the
Rosicrucians, who were trying to find the philosopher’s
stone. Fontenelle tells us that Leibmz’s method of
gaining admission to the society was to collect from
books on alchemy all the most obscure phiases he could
find and to make of them an unintelligible letter, which
he produced as evidence of his fitness for membership
The society was so impressed that 1t immediately ap-
pointed him to be its secretary The chief gain to Leibniz
appears Lo have been that through this society he becamo
acquainted with Baron von Boineburg, ‘one of the most
celebiated diplomatists of his age,” who had formerly
been minister fo the Elector and Archbishop of Mainz,
the most powerful man 1n the Empize  'With Boineburg
Leibniz went to Frankfort, where he wrote and pub-
hished a papelr on legal education, which was the means
of introducing him to the archbishop, 1n whose service
he remained for some time. This was the beginning of
his career as a diplomatist The long war had left
Germany 1n ruins, and, ere there was time to rebuild,
the whole empire was threatened by the immense power
of Lows XIV, who was dreaming of world-wide sway
The Elector of Mainz, says Leibniz, ‘had seen the iniseries
of Germany, whose ruins weie still smoking he was one
of those who had laboured most to bring back rest to the
land, from which Iife seemed almost to have gone The
country was (as one might hardly say) ‘' peopled ” with
little children, and if war were to break out agnin (as
might be expected when Sweden was irritated and France
threatening) there was every reason to fear that this seed
of a new population would be destroyed and a great part
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of poor Germany left almost without inhabitant'’ The
treaty of Westphalia had secured peace and some measure
of political umty, but 1t pointed also to an ecclesiastical
reunion, yet to be 1ealized, which to men like the Elector
of Mainz and Boineburg seemed the best means of re-
storing power and happiness to the country Negotiations
for the rcunion of Roman Catholics and Protestants had
already been begun, and thus early 1n his diplomatic
career Leibniz took part 1n the work of conciliation
which in various ways he continued throughout his life
At the suggestion of Boineburg he made a special study
of the doctrine of transubstantiation, with the result
(expressed 1n a letter to Arnauld 1in 16%1) that he found
1t 1mpossible to reconcile the Cartesian view of muateral
substance as pure extension either with the Roman
Catholic or with the Lutheran doctrine He accord-
ingly formed the purpose of discovering a theoiy of
substance which should satisfy both, and should thus
become a philosophical basis for the reconciliation of the
Churches

Paris and Tondon

Presently events occurred which led him away fiom
Mainz and gave him new opportunities of study and ot
intercourse with learned men Leibniz and his friends
telt strongly the necessity of drawing into safe channels
the military ambitions of Lowms X1V, and accordingly
Letbniz prepared a most elaborate work in which he
suggested to the King of France the advantages that
would arise from a conquest of Egypt, and tried to con-
vince him that it was more worthy of a Christian king
to fight the unchmstian Turks than to harass a poor
little people hke the Dutch? This book was nevel

! From a letter of Leibniz, quoted by Foucher de Carell, vol 1v
Introduction, p xx.

1 This Projet de Conquéfe de l’lf}gypte was published by Foucher de
Care1l, vol v It shows a most remarkable knowledge regaiding
the atate of the country and its posaibilities, and so clever are the
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actunlly presented to King Louis, but Leibniz mn 1642
went by invitation to Paris to explain his project. His
ndvice was not taken, but he remained in Pamns for
four years, during which he devoted himself to the study
of the higher mathematics' and to the discussion of the
Cartesian philosophy He had already corresponded with
Arnauld, and he now met also Huygens and Male-
branche At this time, says Leibmiz himself, ‘law and
history were my forte?” But intercourse with Huygens
and the study of the mathematical works of Pascal mtro-
duced him to the problems of modern mathematics
Huygens, he tells us® ‘had no taste for metaphysics,’
hut Leibmiz learned from him mathemnatical methods
and principles which 1nfluenced the growih of his philo-
sophy, and which set him on the way to the discovery of
the Differential Calculus At this time also Leibniz in-
vented a calculating machine, supenior to that of Pascal,
which eould only add and subtract, while his own machine
could also multiply, divide, and extract roots And in
other ways the residence of Leibmiz in Paris greatly
affected his hifework TFor instance, 1t probably led to
his writing 20 much in French He had already, in his
vssay on the philosophical style of Nizolius (1670), advo-
cated the use of the German language for philosophieal
nnd other woritks But in the time of Lows XIV Pans
was the intellectual centie of Europe, and to write for
the world was to write 1n French. While, therefore.

plans which 1t suggests that Napoleon was at one time supposed
to have borrowed its i1deas for his eampaign. Though this has
been shown to be a mistake, the coineidence between the suggested
expedition of Louis XIV and the actual expedition of Napoleon 1s
sufficiently noteworthy .

! ‘The merit of an author in mathematics cannot be disputed, as
it can 1m other subjects This 1s the reason why I remained some
time 1n France, 1n order to perfect myself in mathematics, and
I gave my time to these sciences not on their own account, but 1n
order to make them contribute to the advancement of piety.” Lettre
au Duc Jean Frederic (undated) (Klopp, 1v 450).

? Lettre a la Comtesse do Kilmansegg (1716) {Dutens, 111. 456).

3E.702b, G. 11 607.
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Leibniz has rightly been called °the father of German
philosophy,’ he is only to a very sinall extent a German
author.

The feur years’ residence of Leibniz in Pars was
broken by a brief visit to England in the early months
of 1673 Leibmiz had already sought the favour of Eng-
lish learming by dedicating one of his publications to the
Royal Society, and he had also been greatly interested 1n
the philosophy of Hobbes, with which to a great extent
he tound himself in agreement, especially as regards
questions of physics, although he was strongly opposed
to lhis political theories In 1670 he wrote a letter
to Hobbes, to which he received no answer, and after-
wards he began another letter, but left it unfimished. It
has recently been mamtained that, up to the year 1640,
Leibniz was ‘more deeply affected by Hobbes than by
any other of the leading spirits of the new time '’ When
Leibmz visited London, Hobbes was still living there,
but he was eighty-five years of age, and some years
earlier Leibniz had heard from his countryman Olden-
burg, who was secretary of the Royal Society, that
Hobbes was 1n his dotage Accordingly 1t 1s not sur-
prising that they did not meet Apart from Oldenburg,
the man with whom Leibniz seems to have had most
intercourse during this visit to London was Robert Boyle,
the famous physicist; but there 1s no reason to suppose
that Leibmiz gnined much fiom his stay in England,
except an additional stimulus to the study of the higher
mathematies, which he carried on moie systemafically
after hus return to Paris. As a fitting conclusion of his
Parisian period came the discovery of the Differential
Calculus, which was practically accomplhished by Leibniz

! See Tonnies 1n Philos Monatshefte, vol Xxxin pp 557-573 Cf
Leibnis's Letfer to Hobbes (1670) (G 1 85) ‘I constantly mmntain
among my frends, and, with the help of God, I will ulways« publiely
mamntain also, that I know no wnter who has philosophized more
accurately, more elearly, and more clegantly than you, not even
excepting a man of such excellent geniua as Descartes himsdIf ”



8 INTRODUCTION

in 1676. There can be no doubt that Newton was in
possession of a sumilar method as early as 1665 He at
first made known only some of the results of the method,
and not the method itself Hence an attempt has been
mnde to show that Leibniz got hints of the method
during his first visit to England, and that he was thus
more or less a plagiarist of Newton But there 1s nothing
to confirm this, and a full consideration makes 1t much
more likely that each discovered the method indepen-
dently. Leibmiz published his account of the method 1n
1684 Newton's was firsl published 1n 1693 To Newton
belongs the glory of priority, whatever that may be
worth , while the form which Leibmiz gave to the Cal-
culus, the names and the signs which he used, have come
to be umveisally employed in pieference to those ot
Newton '

Visit to Spinoza

Shortly befoie Leibmiz went to London, Bowneburg
died , and the visit to London was unexpectedly brought
to an end 1n March, 1643, by the death of the Archbishop
of Mauinz  Leibniz was now without an official position,
und during the next few years he made various unsuc-
cessful attempts to obtan a diplomatic appointment. At
last 1n 1676, he somewhat 1eluctantly accepted the post
of Iibrarian to the Duke of Brunswick at Hanover, which
was to be his home during the remainder of his hife.
Duiing the earlier yeas of his residence in Pans, Leitbmz
had given much attention to the plulosophy of Descartes
and the Cartesians, with the result that he became more
and moie convinced of 1its insufficiency® In his en-

' Bee Mers, Ledbmiz (Blackwood's Philesophical Classics), ch 1
and v Cf Guhrauer's Leibmitz, 1 170 8qq

‘ A fow yeors after (in 1679) Leibniz writes to Phalipp *As to
the philosophy of Descartes I have no lesitation 1n saying abso-
lutely that 1t leads to athewm’ (G 1v. a8r) And in the same
year he writes to Malebranche that, while 1n many respecta he
wlires Descartes, he 13 ‘ convineed that his mechanics 18 full of
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deavour after o more satisfactory metaphysic he after-
wards made a considerable study of Plato, and in 1676
he translated the Phacdo and the Theactetus. Towards
the end of 1675 Leibmiz became acquainted with the
young Bohemian nobleman, Tschirnhausen, Spinoza’s
acute critic and coriespondent, who was at that time n
Panis) and who had earlier in the same year written
some of the remarkable letters on account ot which his
name will always be associated with that of Spinoza’,
Leibmz had already (1n 1671) wiitten to Spmoza from
Franktort about o question of optics , but now Tschirn-
hausen seems to have aroused in him the hope that
a solution of the difficulties of Cartesianism might be
found 1n the unpublished system of Spinoza. In
November, 1675, o medical friend of Spinoza 1n Amster-
dam (G H. Schuller) wrote to him. ‘ Von Tschirnhausen
turther mentions that he has found at Paiis a man called
Leibniz, remarkably learned and most skilled in vaiious
seciences, as also free from the vulgm piejudices of
theology ~'With him he has formed an intunate acquain-
tance, founded on the fact that Leibnmiz Iabouis with him
to pursue the perfection of the intellect, and, in fact,
10ckons nothing better or more useful Von Tschirnhausen
says that he 1s most practised 1n ethics, and speaks with-
out any mmpulse derived from the passions, but by the
sole dictate of reason He adds that he 18 most skilled 1n
physics, and also 1n metaphysical studies concerming God
and the soul Finally, he concludes that he 18 most
worthy of having communicated to him the mastel’s
wntings, 1f you will first give your permission, for he
believes that the author will thence gain a gieat ad-
vantage, as he promises to show at length, 1f the master
be so pleased. But if not, do not doubt in the least that

errors, his physics 15 too hasty, his geometry 1s too himited, and
lLis metaphysics has all these faults combined’ (G.1 338)

! Letters, 57 sqg, Van Vioten and Land, vol u. p. 204 ; Bruder,
vol 11 p 331 (Letters, 61 sqq )
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he will honourably keep them concealed as he has
promised, as 1n fact he has not made the slightest men-
tion of them Leibmiz alyo lghly values the TTeologico-
Iolitical T'reatise, on the subject of which he once wrote
the masler a letter, if he 13 not mistaken'’ Spinoza, 1n
reply, recollects having some correspondence with Leibniz
but Leitbniz was at that time a counsellor at Frankfort,
and Spinoza would like to know, before entrusting hs
wntings to him, what he 1s doing in France, and he
would also hke to have Tschinhausen’s opimon of
Leibmz, after a longer1 and more intimate acquaintance.
Spinoza’s shyness had ptobably no other eflect than to
whet the curniosity of Leibmiz, and accordingly, when he
left Parg 1 October, 1676, he went {or a week to
London (whete he met for the first time Newton’s friend
Collins) and then crossed to Amsterdam, where he stayed
four weeks wilh Schuller eagerly reading and eriticizing
every wuiting of Spinoza’s which Schuller could give
him At last, In November, Leibniz obtamed an inter-
view with Spinoza at the Hague, whele he seems to have
spent some time  They had many conversations togethel
regmding philosophical matters, of which Leibniz- has
left hardly any record except the remark that ¥Spinoza
did not quite clemly see the defects of Descartes
laws of motion : he was surprised when 1 began to show
him that they were inconsistent with the equality of
cause and effect?’” The persislence of Leibniz ultumately
mduced Spmoza to show him the MS of the FEthics
(or at least a portion of 1t), and he secms even to
have had permission to make a copy of the lcading
definitions, axioms, and propositions' What at this time
most dis<atishied Leibniz was Spinoza’s trestment of
Final Causes  Ilis recent study of Plato had impressed

' Lotter 70, Van Vloten and Land, vol 1 p 235

* Fuacher de Garerl, Refutation wnedite de Spimoza, p lav

' Spinoza died an the following jear, and soon afterwards th.
Lthics was published
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Leibniz with the value of teleological considerations, and
he was already seeking m thet direction an escape tiom
the 1mperfections of the mechanical view of things. But
his gencial hostility to Spinoza’s system did not show
itselt until ten years later, when he had settled the
essential points of his own doctrine of substance At
this time Lelbnmiz was still seeking light 1n every
quarter

Irsidence wn Hanorer  Coriespondence and Growth of
his System

Leibmiz arnved atb ITanover in the last days of 1676
Efforts had alieady been made to convert him to the
Roman Catholic taith, and he had begun a cortespondence
with Pellisson (a distinguished convert from Protes-
tantism) 1n the hope of finding some means of Church
teunton.  This correspondence led to others, of which the
most 1mporlant was one with Bossuet  Butl, though
Leibmz was more or less occupred with these discussions
throughout the rest of his life, nothing practical camo of
them Bossuet’s attitude i the discussion was only too
well expressed 1n his exelamation regarding Loibniz .
[/tinam cx nostris esset! “Would that he were one of
us'’  And Leibniz was too much of a scientific inquirer
to unite two opposed rehpgious communions. e might
draw up a stateiment of dogma to which both sides eould
assent ', but mevitably 1t would express the real beliet of
neither The endeavour to convert Leibniz was not given
up for a very long time, and a biief visit of his to Rome
in 1689 seems to have caused a flutter of excitement.
He was offered the libiarianship of the Vatican and other
posts with a vista of preferment, but conversion was so
far from his mind that we hear of him bringing from
the Calacomhbs a piece of glass, reddened with the Llood
of martyrs, 1n oider to submut 1t to chemnical analysis!

' He actually attempted this, in what has been grandiloquently
called the Systema Theologicum, written 1o 1686
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It was dunng the early years of his residence in
Hanover that Leibniz worked out the leading 1deas of
his system  Disappomnted in his hope of finding n
Spinoza a saviour from the errors of Descartes, and being
the rather confirmed, by Spinoza’s conclusions, 1n his
conviction of the insufficiency of any merely mechanical
interpretation of things, he turned with renewed mterest
to Plato', with the 1esult that towmids 1680 he had
reached the conception of substance as essentially actire
Jorce 1t 13 possible also that, in spite of his general
dissatisfaction with Spinoza’s position, some of Spinoza’s
1deas (sueh as that of the conatus o1 solf-preserving
tendency of things) may have contributed to the develop-
ment of his new view of substance One further step
was needed to complote the theory, namely, the recogni-
tion that the force conshituting a substance 1s not a
universal world-principle, but something individual—
that there are substances which are forces To this position
he seems to have attained about 1684 or a little later,
through a return to the consideration of Arnstotle and the
Peripatetic Schools, whose views he had set aside 1n his
boyhood, nearly twenty-five years before The main 1deas
of hia philosophy (such as his conception of ‘simple
substance’ and his pre-established hairmony) were first
stated 1n the correspondence with Ainauld, which took
place between 1686 and 1690 This correspondence,
however, was not published as a whole until 1846 , and
the lemned world was fiist made aware that Leibniz had
worked out a philosophical system of his own by two
papers which he published in 1695—one (the Specunen
Dynamicum) 1n the Leipzig Acta Erudiwtorwm, and the
other (the Systeme Nouvear) in the French Journal des
Sarants Lebmiz uses the term ‘monad’ for the first
time 1n 1697,

! +Of all the ancient philosophers I find Plato the most satie-
tactory 1n regard to metaphysics.’ Lettre @ M Bourguet (1714) (E.
723a, G 11 568)
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The * Nowveauzr Essars’ and the ‘ Théodwcee

Having thus definitely fixed his philosophicel system '.
and baving published its leading prineiples, Leibmi
gradually expounded 1t in detail, for the most part by
means of correspondence and criticism. Hitherto he
had given most attention to ontological or purely meta-
physical problems. But now he began to consider more
carefully the theory of knowledge and the psychological
questions that are connected with it. Locke’s Essay was
published in 1690, and a few years afterwards Leibniz
read 1t, writing (as was his custom) notes and comments
as he read. Some of these criticisms were 1n 1697 sent
to Locke, who treated them with contempt, and made no
reply?. In 1703 Leibmiz wrote the Nouveaux Essars sus
U Entendement humain, a long dialogue, 1n which the views
of Locke and of himself are set in contrast throughout
a discussion dealing with the subjects of Locke’s Essay
chapter by chapter This book was evidently intended
to call foith a rejoinder from Locke But before it was
1eady for publication Locke died (in 1%04), and Leibniz,
saying that he ‘ greatly disliked publishing refutations of
dead authors,’ and thot he now ‘ preferred to publish his
thoughts independently of another peison’s,’ allowed the
Nouveaur Essars to remain 1n manuscript, so that the
book was first published by Raspe mn 1765, nearly fifty
years after Leibniz’s death

After writing some other papers on psychological and

! In 1697 he wiites to Thomas Burnet of Kemnay ‘I have
changed and changed again, sccording as new hght came Lo me,
and 1t 18 only about twelve years since I found what satishes me, and
arrived at demonstrations regarding matters which did not scem
capable of demonstiation’ (G 1 zo5 )

4 Leibniz (1n 1714' says that he was not surprised at Locke’s
dizdain  ‘The difference between our principles was somewhat
too great, and what I inaintained seemed to him to be paradox’
He adds that Locke ‘had subtlety and dexterity, snd he had
a kind of superficial metaphysies whiich he knew how to make the

most of, but he did not know the method of mathematicians.’
Lettre a Remond (E 703 b, G 11 612)
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episterological subjects, Leibniz, 1n 1710, published his
Theodicee, the one great work of his which was printed
i his ifetime It was written, not continuously, but at
tervals 1n a very diffuse and discursive style, and 1ts
purpose wans to develop the piinaples of its author’s
philosophy 1n mamntaining, against the arguments of
Pierie Bayle, the harmony of faith and reason, and to
‘vindicate the ways of God to man’ The wrnting of
the Theodicee was suggested to Leibmiz as the result of
conversations with Queen Sophia Charlotte of Prussia,
who also induced him to wrte various other philo-
sophical papers, and who encouraged him in his plans
for the founding of an Academy at Berlin  Besides the
exposition of his system which he gives 1 such elaborate
works as the Nouveauz Essais and the Theodicee, Lertbmiz
met the objections of critics and suggested new applications
of his prineiples 1n the course of a varted cortespondence
On questions of mathematies and physics 1 their con-
nexion with metaphysics, he corresponded with John
Bernouill: for more than twenty yeais (from 1694 to
1716), and for ten years (1706—1716) he discussed with
Des Bosses the possibility of combiming his philesophy
of substance with the presuppositions of the doctrine
of transubstantiation Further, among many other epi-
stolary discussions, mention may be made of Leibniz’s
correspondence, duting the last two years of his life,
with Bourguet on the chief doctrines of his philosophy,
with special reference to biological questions, and with
Clarke on space and time nnd the Divine attributes

Founding of Academies. Closmmg Years

The amazing intellectual activity of Leibniz found
expression 1n many other wiitings. Durning the greater
part of his residence at Hanover he worked at a history
of the house of Brunswick, 1n connexion with which he
travelled much and ransacked the libraries of Germany
and Italy He suggested the development of miming in
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the Harz Mountans, and 1n connexion with this he
studied and wrote on geological subjects and on the
cutrency But, above all, the interest of Leibniz 1n these
later years lay in the endeavour to extend science and
civilization throughout Europe  'With this end 1in view,
he, who (according to Frederick the Great) was an
Academy 1n himself, succeeded after much effort in
obtaiming the foundation of an Academy at Berhn, of
which he himself was appointed the first president
(1700) Afterwards he made long-continued but .un-
successful attempts to induce the King of Poland, the
Czar, and the Emperor to found similar Academies at
Dresden, St Petersburg, and Vienna He had inter-
views with Peter the Great, whom he expected to
become ‘the Solon of Russia,” and he lived for some
time 1n Vienna, where he tiied to bring about an alliance
between the Czar and the Emperor Charles VI favoured
his projects for the founding of learned societies and he
was also stiongly supported by Piince Eugene of Savoy,
for whom 1n 1714 he wiote the Monadologie (or, as
Gerhardt maintains, the Principes de la Nature et de lu
Grace) But Europe was full ot wars and rumours of
wars, and the peaceful plans of Leibniz were set aside
The Betlin Academy had a struggling existence, and no
other was founded until long atter Leibniz s death

The happlest years of the hfe of Leibniz were now
over The Duke of Brunswick!' died in 1698, and
Leibniz seems gradually to have lost favour with his son
and successor, our Geoige 1. After the death of his
friends, ‘the two Electresses,” Sophia and Sophia Charlotte
(the mother and the sister of George I), Leibniz’s position
became 1ntolerable Geoige I succeeded to the English
crown 1n 1714, and his prejudices against Leibniz, shown
1n his displeasure on account of the latter’s residence 1n
Vienna, were encouraged by some of Newlon’s fiiends

! Successor of the duke who had originally appointed Leibniz to
the librayianship at Hanover
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whom he met in England Leibniz thought of leaving
Hanover, but in later years his health had been some-
what broken, and on November 14, 1716, he died during
an attack of gout. His secretary, Eckhart, invited all
the people of the Court to his funeral, but not one of
them came, and Eckhart alone followed his master’s body
to the grave An acquaintance of Leibniz, John Ker of
Kersland ', who had come to Hanover on the very day
of Leibnmiz’s death, says that he was buried ‘ more lLike
o robber than, what he really was, the ornament of his
country.’” No mnister of rehigion was present, for
Leibniz was parcus deorum cultor et wnfrequens, and his
absence from church was counted to him for irreligion,
so that from prnests and people he got the nickname
Lovenax (the Low German for Glaubet nichts, believer in
nothing) The Berlin Academy and the Royal Society
of London took no notice of his death, but a year
afterwards Fontenelle commemorated 1t 1n a fine oration,
delivered before the Parisian Academy.

Personal Characteristics

Ag to the personel charactenstics of Leibniz, Eckhart
tells us that he was of middle height, with a somewhat
large head, dark-biown har, and small but very sharp
eyes. He was near-sighted, but had no difficulty in
1eading, and himself wrote a very small hand His lungs
were not strong, and he had a thin but clear voice, with
a difficulty in pronouncing gutturals, He was broad-
shouldered and always walked with his head bent for-
ward, so that he looked like a man with a humped back.
In figure he was slim rather than stout, and his legs

1 A leader of the Scottish Cameronmians He hived on political
1ntrigue, and wlhen his resources 1n England weie failing him he
presented to the Emperor, through Leibniz, a project for privateer-
g and buccaneering against the Spaniards 1n the Pacific. In
the Political Memoir containing Ker's proposals theie 1s a curious
medley of religious considerations and the hope of gain Cf. Foucher
de Cnreil, 1v, 272 8qq
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were crooked His household arrangements (1f they ean
be called 'arrangements’) were very iriegular He had
no fixed hours for meals. but, when a convenient oppor-
tunity came 1n the course of his studies, he sent out for
something to ent He once made a proposal of maniage
(when he was fifty years of age), but the lady took time to
consider, and (Fontenelle says) ‘this gave Leibnmiz also
time to consider, and he never married’ Ho slept little
but well he often spent the night in his chair. and
sometimes he would remain in 1t for several days at a
time. Ths enabled Inm to do a grent deal of work ; but
1t led to 1illness, for which, dishlung physicians, he em-
ployed remedies more ‘ heroic’ than wise He enjoyed
intercourse with all so1ts and conditions of men, believing
that he could always learn something even from the
most 1gnorant  ‘ Cum Socrate semper ad discendum paratus
sum’ ‘He spoke well of everybody,’ says Eckhart, ‘and
made the hest of everything’ (er kelrte alles zum Besten)
He often congiatulates himself on being sclf-taught
(0VrodiBaxror), and thus able to avoid acquiescence 1n super
ficial, ready-made knowledge and to stitke out paths of
his own For he 1s ever (he tells us) ‘ eager to penetrate
mto all things more deeply than 1s usually done and to
find something new’

‘When,” says Diderot, 'one considers oneself and
compares one's talents with those of a Leibniz, one 1s
temnpted to throw books away and seek some hidden
corner of the world where one may die in peace This
man’s mind was a foe of disorder: the most entangled
things fell into order when they entered it He com-
bined two great qualities which are almost incompatible
with one another—the spint of discovery and that of
method ; and the most determined and varied study,
through which he accumulated knowledge of the most
widely differing kinds, weakened nerther the one quality
nor the other. In ihe fullest meaning these words can
bear, he was a philosopher and a mathematician '.’

! Encyclopedie, Euvres (Assézat’n ed ), vol xVv p 440
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The Works of Leibmz

Many of the most important philosophieal works ot
Leibniz were not published till after his death Large
quantitiecs of manusciipt were preserved in the Royal
Libiary at Hunover, and successive editors have con-
tinually drawn upon 1t for publication. The chiet editions
of the philosophical works are that of Eidmann (1840)
and that of Gerhardt (1875-90), the latter being the
most complete In 1866 Janet publisched an edition 1n
French, contaymng the prineipal works as they are given
m Erdmann, with the addition of the cortespondence
between Leibniz and Arnauld, which had not been pub-
lished when Erdmann’s edition appcared The mathe-
matical works were published by Gerhardt in seven
volumes (1850-61) Of the historical and political works
Onno Klopp published ten volumes (1864-77'  Fouches
de Carell also published 1n seven volumes (1859-7%)
some of Leibnmiz’s political works, along with his cone-
spondence on the reuniun of Christendom and his writings
1n connexion with the founding of academies  In addition
to these may be mentioned the old edition of Dutens n
s1x volumes (1768), which contains some things not 1n-
cluded 1n any of the others, and the hooklet of Mollat
(1883), containing some papers of Leibniz on ethics and
Junisprudence

The tollowing are the principal philosophical works ot
Leibmiz with the dates at which they were written or
published The letters J S indicate those which appeared
in the Journal des Surants, and the letters A E those
which appeared in the Acta Erudiforum. Those marked
with an asterisk were published 1n Leibmz’s Iifetrme

Comespondence with Philypp and others regarding the Philosophy of Descartes,
1679 Bo (In French) G 1v 281sqq

*Meditationes de Cognitione, Veriats et Idew, A E 1684 G 1v 422, L 79

Correspondence with Arnauld, 16B6-go  (In French) G u 1 T'ub-
lished by Grotefend, 1846,
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*Ertrait d'une Leltre « M Bayle Published in the Nouvelles de lu
Republique des Lettres, 1687 G 1 51, E 104

De Vera Methodo Philosophuae et Theologuee, 16go G vil 333, E 109

*$. I’Essence du Corps consuste dans I'Etendue, I S 1691 and 1693
G 1v 464, E 112

Ananadversiones 1 parfem generalem Princogpiorumn Cartesianorum, 169z
Published by Guhiauer, 1844 G 1v. 350 Mentioned by
Leibniz 1n a letter to Bernouill, 1697

*De Nutwonidus Juris et Justirae, pleface to Codex Juris Gentium Deplo-
matzcus, published 1n 1693 E 118

*Le Prvmae Phulosophiae Emendatione cf de Notwne Substantiae, A E 1694
G 1v 468, E 121

*Systeme Noureauw de la Nature of de la Communicahion des Substances,
J S 1695 G.iv. 471, E 124 Also three Ecdauvcissements du
Nouveau Systeme, J S. 1696

Schreiben an Gabriel Wagner vom Nutzen der Vernunfthunst oder Logu
16g6 Published by Guhrauer, 1838 G vu 514, E 418

Do Rerum Orupunatione radicalr, 1697 G vi 3oz, E 147 Iublished
by Eidmann, 1840

*De wpsa Nutura, stre de Vi wnsita Actionibusque Creaturarum, A E 1698
G 1v 504, E 154

Various papers (without titles) on Cartesianism, written between
1700 and 1702 G 1v 393 8qq , E 177

Consederations sur (@ Doctrine d'un Esprid Unwversel unique, 1702. & vi
529, E. 178 Tublished by Erdmann, 1840,

Sur e que passe les Sens et ln Mutiere (Letter to Queen Sophia Charlott
of Prussia), tjo2 (G vi1 488

Nourcauz Essais sur UEntendermint humain, 1704 G. v 41, E 194.
Published by Raspe, 1765

*Consuderations sur les Princupes de Vie et sur les Natures plastuques (Hustore
des Ouvrages des Savants, 1705) G v1 539, E 429

Ad rev Patiem des Bosses Epuwlolae 71, 1706-16 G n 291, E 434, &c.
E gives 29 only Dulens gives 70

De Modo distinguend: Phaenomena realia ab imaginarns G v 319,
E 443

Anumadversines ad Joh G Wachter, Librum de recondta Hebracorum phdo-
sophia, c. 1708 (1ncluding the ‘ Refutation of Spinoza’)  Pub-
lished by Foucher de Careil, 1854

Commentatio de Anima Brutorum, 1710 G.vil 328 | E 463 Published
by Kortholt, 1735

¥*Essaus de Theodicee sur la Bonte de Diew, la Liberle de U Jomme ol 1" Origine
du Mul, 1710 G v1 1, E 468

Von der Gluckselighed, 1710 (*) G v 86, E 671 Published by
Guhraucr, 1838
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Principes de o Nature el de la Grice, fondes en Rmson, 1714 G w1 598 ;
E 714 First published in L'Europe Sarante, Nov 1718

Ia Monadolons, 1714 G v1 607, E 705. Germ trans Kbohler
(Jena), 1720 Lat tians A E 1721  Onginal French in E
1840

Correspondence with Nicholes Remond, 1713-16. (In Fremch.) G
599, E 701, &c

Correspondenca with Bourque!, 1709-16 (Im French) G m 539,
E 718, &o

Covregpondence with Clarke, 1715-16. (In French; G vu

347
E 746



PART IL
GENERAL PRINCIPLES OF THE PHILOSOPHY OF LEIBNIZ

Statement of Leimz's Problem How can that whick 15
continuous consist of mdwisible Elements 2

In the preface to his Zhcodicce’ Leibniz declares that
there are two famous labyrinths, in which our reason
often goes astray . the one relates to the great question
of Uberty and mecessity, especially in regard to the
production and origin of ewl, the other consists 1n the
discussion of continuity and of the indiwsible powmts which
appear to be 1ls elements, and this question involves the
consideration of the mfinite The former of these perplexes
almost all the human race, the latter claims the attention
of philosophers alone.” Accordingly, while a right unde:-
standing of the principle of continuity is of the utmost
speculative mmportance, the practical value of a true
knowledge of necessity is equally great. Thus, Leibniz
makes his Theodicde an investigation of the meaning of
hberty and necessity, while 1n others of his writings he
offers a solution ¢f the problem which he describes as the
special perplexity of philosophers

@ 18 this latter problem with which we are here mainly
concerned The philosophical work of Leibniz was an
endeavour to reconcile the notion of substance as con-
tmuous with the econtrary notion of substance as consisting

of mdwsible elements. The opposition of these two notions

''E 4708; G v1 29
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seemed to him to arise from an inadequate conception of
substance, and the task he set himself was that of
deepening the current notion of substance, or, as he him-
self would have put 1t, finding a better hypothesis than
that which had satisfied his Cartesian predecessors |

Stated 1 another way the problem 1s- How are we to
interpret the relation of whole and parts so that the
continuity or complete unity of the whole shall not be 1n
conflict with the definiteness or real diversity of the
parts® @9 say thal the whole is continuous or really one
seems to mean that, if it 15 divisible at all, 1t 1= infinitely
divigible. If 1t were not infinitely divisible, it would
consist of 1nsoluble ultimate elements, and would thus be
discontinuous  Accordingly, if the whole be really con-
tinuous there seem to he no fixed boundaries or lines of
division within it, that 1s to say, no real, hut only
arbitrary parts'

On the other hand, if the whole consists of real parts
and not merely possible subdivisions, these parts must
be definite, bounded, separate from one another, and
consequently the whole which they constitute must be,
not a real continuous unity. but a mere collection or
arbitrary unity Nevertheless, we cannot hold either that
the whole 1s real and the parts unresl], or that the parts
are real and the whole unreal.

Quantifative or exiensiwe Notion of Substance held by Des-
cartes and Spinoza, on the one hand, and by the Atomusts
on the other,

The philosophy of Spinoza, with its eardinal principle
that ‘ Determination 1s negation,” practically amounted
to an assertion of the unity and continuity of the whole
at the expense of the reality of the parts. According to

! For 1nstance, the spectrum 1s continuous There 13 no limt
to the number of varieties of colour that may be diseriminated in
the rainbow the usual division into seven colours 18 an arbitrary

arrangement made by observers It probably originated in a sug-
gested analogy with the musical scale
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Spinoza, ‘substance’ is ‘that which 18 in itself and is
conceived through 1itself; in other words, that, the
conception of which does not need the conception of
another thing from which 1t must be formed'. That
15 to say, substance 1s the unconditioned, or that which
13 not conditioned or determined by anything othe
than 1itself There 1s ambiguity 1n the statement It
may mean eilher that substance 1s self-conditioned or
that 1t 18 absolutely unconditioned, to the exclusion of all
determination. In the one case substance would be a
real system of reciprocal determinations; in the other, 1t
would be unbroken being, to which every determination
18 foreign  The latter is the dominant aspect of substance
1n the philosophy of Spinoza. That aspect alone 1s con-
sistent with the principle that ‘Determination 1s negation
Consequently his position amounts to saying that sub-
stance can have no real parts For the very meaning ot
a pairt implies that 1t must be determined or conditioned
by other parts *

In contrary opposition to this, there 15 the theory of
atoms and the void, which Leibmz tells us at one time
charmed his 1magination * @o affirm the real existence
of indivisible mateiial atoms 18 to deny the mfimtc
divisibility of matter @ccordmgly, it the atoms con-
stitute the ultimate reality of the world, its umity 1.
destroyed, 1ts continuity becomes an illusion. However
numerous the atoms may be, they can together constitute
no true unity, ‘but only a collection or heaping up of
parts ad mfindfum*” Atomism thus endeavours to establish
the reality of the parts at the-expense ot the w]nole.j

It 1s necessary, then, to lay bare the presuppositions
of these contrary theories 1n order to find the elements of
truth in each and to 1econcile them 1n a more compre-
hensive view. The doctrine of Spinoza is the consistent

! Ethics, Part1 def 3, Hale White's Tr
® Ibid Part1 prop 12 and 13
¥ New System, § 3 T Lor cit

o]
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logical development of the prinaples involved in the
position of Descartes’ In this connexion 1t 1s Descartes’s
special theories that Leibmiz has mostly 1n view, although
his arguments are equally applicable to the more thorough
metaphysic of Spinoza  ‘Spinoza,” he tells us, ‘has done
nothing but cultivate certain seeds of the philosophy of
M Descartes®’ Descartes endeavoured to reach absolute
metaphysical certainty by a method which was after-
wards more clearly and fully applied by Spinoza, who
defined 1t 1n his great principle that ‘ Determination is
negntion’ The essence of Descartes’s method of doubt
1s the endeavour to attain certminty by stripping from
cxpoerience (a8 16 15 given 1n common consciousness) all
specific qualities or determinations, on the ground that
no contradiction 1n terms 18 mnvolved in regarding each of
these qualities by 1tself as non-existent or other than 1t
15 The result of the method 18 to give, as the residual
ultimate cerlainty, nothing but the mstrument by which
the process of stiipping has been carried out, viz the

U Cartesianae disoplinge inlenperantia Spinozae doctr inam parif, in
hac sententra totum reperare est Lewbnatium® (Lemoine, Quid sit materia
apnd Lewbnitrwm, p 52)  The philosophy of Descartes seems (o
laud straght to the opimions of Spimoezn, who daied to say what
Deacattes c icfully avorded’ (G 1v 346)

4 Lethe a I'Abb Nicase (1697) (E 139b, G 1 5630  Leibniz,
esperially 1n hiy earher days, recogmized that hiy plilosophy had
much 1n common with that of Spinoza, although, as time went on,
it became mole and more evident to him that they were funda-
mentally nt variance  Thus, 1n an early letier (February, 1678), we
find Leibniz wiiting ‘I find 1n 1t’ [the Ethics] ‘ plenty of fine
thoughts agreeing with mine, as 19 known to some of my friends
who are also fliends of Spinoza ut there aic also paradoxes
wluch seem to me uniesl and not even plausible As, for example,
that there 1s anly unﬁ_sn%t_né\g‘,_ngmly_ﬁnd, that created things
nre modesy of accidents of God ; that our mind has no wider outlook
| amplus percipere] after this life, that God Himsclf thinks
mdecd, but nevertheless neither understands nor wills, that all
things happen by a certain necessity of fate , that God acts not for
an end but by a ceitain necessity of nature, which 1s verbally to
retain, but really to give up, providence and i1mmoxtality I regard
this book as a dangerous one for people who will give themselves
the trouble to go deeply into 1t, for others do not care to under-
stand it ' Archi fur Geschichte d Phalosophie, vol 111 P 15
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thinking Ego, without any specific thought If we
challenge the reality of ths instrument, we do so by
means of the instrument itself, and so 1involve ourselves
in self-contradiction The thinking Ego cannot be thought
non-existent ; to think its non-existence would be a con-
iradiction 1n terms Spinoza’s advance upon tlus was
merely to pass from Descartes’s praclical method ot
attaming truth (namely, the discarding of specific deter-
minations) to the geneial metaphysical principle which
the method i1mplied, the principle, namely, that the
essence or reality of a thing is that which remains after
the differences m 1ts states and qualities have been
thought away, or that which 1s commeon to all 1ts forms
and manmifestations, and consequently that the ultimate
really or substance 1s that which 1s free from all specific
determinations, that which mncludes or 1s common to
everything because 1t 18 not (specially) anything

Now when we rigorously apply this pumeciple, that the
reality of substance 1s that which remains after all
speafic or differential qualities have been removed, we
are left with nothing but quantity—either, as 1n the case
of Spinoza, quantity of substance 1n geneial'; o1, as
1 the case of Descaites, quanbity of a speecific substance,
that is to say quantity of one quality Thus Descartes’s
position 1s that in addition to the one true and perfect
substance, God, whose existence 18 externally uncon-
ditioned, there are two created substances, whose exis-
tence 1s not conditioned by anything finite, but by infinite

! It 1s true that Spinoza regards substance as indivisible, 1n the
sense that 1t has no real parts; and this may scem incdouvistent
with the contention that Spinoza’s substance 18 merely quantita-
tive  But the contradiction 18 Spinoza’s 1t 1 a fragment of the
great fissure of i1nconsistency that traveises hie whole system,
namely, the confounding of a substance possessing infinite attri-
butes with a substance whoss reality 15 reached by the exclusion
of all speeific determinations If we hold strictly to the second of
these views of substance, then substance can be said to be 1n-
divisible only on the ground that there 18 nothing to divide  Cf

Spinoza, Ethics, Part 1 prop 12 and 13, with Tractatus de Intellectus
Emendatione, 108, 1 1
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substance alone These are bodily substance and think-
ing substance They are mutually opposite . the one 18
what the other 1s not Neither 1s conditioned by the
other nor dependent upon 1t. The essential attribute
of bodily substance is extension, that of thinking sub.
stance 15 thought All the specific qualities of created
things are reducible to one or other of these as a common
quality , and consequently the essence or reality of
created substance comes to be either extension without
specific contents or thought without a specific object
In other words, bodily substance 1s quantity of one
determination, namely extension, while thinking sub-
stance 18 quantity of one other determination, namely
thought.  Thus the presupposition of the Cartesian
systems 18 a purely quantitative relation of whole and
parts .

The same presupposition in another form underlies
the Atormmst philosophy The atoms are material pai-
ticles, and the whole consists of their aggregation If
the theory 1s self-consistent they must be regarded a-

' Cf Descirtey, Princigra, Part 1 § 8 ‘Quanti'y and number
differ only 1n thought (ratione] from that which has quantity and
1s numbeied’ § 11 ‘It will be easy to discern that 1t 18 the same
extension which constitutes the nature of body as of space, and
that these two things are mutually diverse only as Lthe nature ot
the genus and species differs from Lhat of the individual, provided
we reflect on the i1den we have of any body, taking a stone for
example, and 1e)ect all that 18 not essential to the nature of bedy.
In the first place, then, hardness may be rejected, bec tuse 1f the
stone were lLiquched or reduced to powder it would no longet
possess hardness, and yet would not cease to be a body, colour also
may be thrown out of account, because we have frequently seen
stones so transpurent us to have no colour, again, we may reject
welght because we have the case of fire, which, though very light
13 still & body, and finally, we may reject cold, heat, and all the
other qualities of this sort, either because they are not consdered
ns 11 the stone, or because, with the ehange of these qualities, the
stone 15 not supposed to have lost the nature of body Aiter this
oxamnation we shall find that nothing remains 1n the 1dea of
body. except that 1t 14 something cxtended 1n length, breadth, and
depth , and this something 1s eompiised 1n our 1dea of space, not
only of that which 1s full of body, but even of what 1y called void
space’ (Veitch’s Tr) Cf Prnopia, Part 1 §§ 51-53, 63-65
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homogeneous, and the specific qualities of things must
arise from the variety of their combinations They could
not all really exist and be different from one another
without some of them being complex And in any case
the very essence of the theory is that the whole should
be taken as a sum or totality, a quantity of parts

Lewbmz's non-quantitative or wntensive Notion of Substance,
developed through criticism of Cartesian and Atomest mews
regarding material Substance

Accordingly, the essence of Leibniz's argument 1s
that 2 quantitative conception of the relation of whole
and parts affords an inadequate theory of substance
The common element 1 the contrary positions of the
Cartesians and the Atomists 18 the exphieit or impheat
reduction of qualitative to quantitative differences' And
it appears to Leibnmiz that the solution of the dilemma
18 to be found i1n the opposite hypothesis, namely, that
the essence of substance 1s non-quantitative, and that
the relation of whole and parts must be conceived as
mtenswe rather than erfenswe Thus a ‘simple sub-
stance’ has no parts, 1 e. no guantitntive elements *
and yet 1t must comprehend a manifold in unity ¢, that
19 to say, 1t must be real, it must be something, 1t must
be quahtatlve specifically determined

|_Whlle the general principle of Leibmiz’s argument
may be stated 1n this way, he actually develops 1t thiough
criticism of Descartes’s theory of mateiinl substance To
regard matter as ultimately pure extension 1s to make
1t essentially a substance with nothing more than a
shadow of quality, An extended nothing 1s meaningless
An extended something must have quality. And to cali

! The mechanical view of things 'has two forms Carfesianisn
and Atomism The one, which makes matter continuous, may
be called geometrical mechanism, the other, which makes it dis-
continuous, may be called arihmetical mechanism’® E Boutroux,

La Monadologie de Leibnitz, &e., p 36
4 Monadology, § 1 f Ibhd. § 1a
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that quality extension itself 18 merely to cover up the
difficulty with a name: an extended extension 18 much
the same as a shaded shadow of nothing/ ‘In my
opinion corpoleal substance consists 1n something quile
other than being extended and occupying a place: we
must, in fact, ask ourselves what 1t 13 that occupies the
place‘) ‘Those who hold that the extended is itself
a substance transpose the order of the words as well as
of the thoughts. {(Besides extension there must be an
object which 1s extended,) that 1s to say a substance
which can be repeated or continued For extension
means nothing but & repetition or a continued mulb-
plicity of that which 1s spread ouﬂ a plurality, continuity,
and coezistence of parts;)and consequently 1t |extension |
18 not sufficient to explain the very nature of extended
or repeated substance, the notion of which 1s anterioa
to that of 1ts repetition *.’

Q&gam, 1t cannot be said that pure extension has any
real parts There can be no 1eal umt of mere extension)
It would be an erroneous conception to regaid mathe-
matical surfaces as made up of real lines, and these lines
as made up of real pomts! The line 1s the limit of the
surface, and the point 1s the limit of the line A mathe-

U Epstola ad Schulenburgium (1698) (G Math wvn 242)

? Extrait d'une lettre (1693) (E 174b, G 1v 467) Cf Lotze, Micro-
tosmus, bk 11 ch 4, §2 Eng Tians vel 1 p 356) Cf also Examen
es principes du & P Makbranche (¢ 1711) (B 6914, G vi 5B0)
tAriste But do you not think that the destruction of extcnsion,
which carres with 1t th%g of body, proves that body consists only
1 extension ®  Philarele Yt proves only that extension enters into
the essence or natuie of body , but not that 1t constitutes 1ts whole
essence ) Siumnilarly, magnitude enters 1nto the essence of extension,
but 1s not equivalent to 1t, for number. time, motion have also
mngmtude and yet they are not extension’ V) Also (E 692b, G w1
584) . ‘Extension 1s nothing but an abstraction and requires some-"|
thing which 15 extended It presupposes some quality, some
stiribute, some nature 1n the thing, which quahty extends o1
diffuses 1tself along with the thing, continues 1tself’ —

3 *You are right 1n saying that all magnitudes [grandeurs] may
be divided ad vyfimitum None of them 15 so small that we cannot
roncelve 1n 1t an 1nfinity of divisions which will never be exhausted.”
Lettre @ Foucher (1692) (K 1158, G 1 403,
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matical point may, then, be regarded as indivisible, but
only because there 18 nothing n 1t to divide. @:annot
be a real umit, @or there 1s nothing to determine 1ts unity.
We should have to conceive it as the unit of that whose
sole characteristic is to consist of units, to be a quantity
For such 1s, strictly speakimng, the nature of Descartes’s
‘extension.” Thus, as Leibniz puts 1it, ‘mathematical
points are exact’ [i e indivisible], ‘but they are only
modalities ',” that 1s to say abstractions and not real
existences *

Now, while Leibniz regards the parts of Cartesian
extension as thus_ indivisible without bemg @D he
maintains on the other hand that the parts to which
Atomism reduces material substance are real only if
they are not indivisible Their claim to be indivisible
rests upon the supposition that they aie infinitely hard.
But hardness 15 o relative term Theie 1s no absolute
hardness, as there 15 ne absolute motion or rest, And
thus infimife hardness 15 a self-contradictory conception.
‘By an atom,’ says Leibniz, ‘I understand a corpuscle,

1 New System, § 11

i Ct Epstola ad Bernoullium (1698) (G Math 11 535) *Indeed
many years ago I proved that a number or smn of all numbers
mvolves a contradiction, 1f 1t he taken as one whole And the
same 18 true of an absolutely greatest number and an absolutely
least number or an absolutely smallest fraction . Now, just ay
theie 15 no (given) numerical element or smallest part of unity or
least among numbers, so there 18 no (given) least hne or lhneal
element , fo1 a line, ay a unity, can be cut into parts or finctions
Suppose that 1n a line there are actually }, 1, 2, %, «', &c, and
that All the terms of this series actually exist  You infer from
this that theie 15 also an absolutely infimite texm, but I think
nothing else follows from 1t than that there actually exists any
assignable finite fraction, however smail And 1ndeed I concerve
points, not as elements of a Iine, but as limits, or negations of
further progress, or as ends [fermun:] of a line”  Cf Leftre a Foucher
(1693 (E 1183, G 1 416) 'As to indivisible points 1n the sense
of the mere extremities of a time or a line, we cannot coneeive 1n
them new extremities, nor parts, whether netual or potential
Thus points are neither large nor small, and no leap 13 needed to
pass thom. Yet the eontinuous, though 1t has everywhere such
indiviaible points, 18 not composed of them ' Cf. Explanation of the
New System, 1, note
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mentally divisible inde:d, but which actually neither 1s
nor has been divided. Not that it cannot be actually
divided , for such atoms do not occur, since they would
demand perfect hardness. But it suffices for my defini-
tion that there should be corpuscles, whose paiticles have
never been separated, from the foundation of the world
to the present day'’ Every material atom must be at
least 1deally divisible, 1f it be real ' The atoms of matter

. are still composed of parts, since the invincible
attachment of one part to another (1f one could rationally
concelve or suppose 1t) would in no way destroy then
diversaty 2.’

How the Relation of Whole and Parts s to be conceived
The real and wmdinsible Unit of Substance (Monad
! Perceplion’ and * Appetition’

Leibniz’s problem thus tekes the form of an attempt
to find & unit of substance which shall avoid the imper-
foctions of both the Caitesian and Atomist theory élis
unt must be at once real and indivisible,, Its reality
must be of such a kind that it does not conflict with its
indivisibility, -and it must be indivisible 1n a sense which
18 conslstent with the continuity of the whole ) The basis
of 1ts reality cannot be quantity, for no quantity 1is
indivisible  And its indivisibility cannot be exclusive
particularnity in space or time, for indivisible points in
space o1 time may foim an aggregate but cannot become
a continuum. The umt of substunce must then be inten-
sive rather than extensive, and the continuity of the
whole must be not 2 mere empty homogeneity, but a

! Epwtola ad Bernoullium (1697) (G Math 11 443)

4 New System, § 11. Cf Lettre a Hartsocker (1710) (G 11 507)
‘ Nothing 18 large or small, except by comparison, so that such
a perticle as an atom 1s as comsiderable 1n 1tself, and 1n relation to
otherr proportionately less (and consequently, 1n the sight of God),
as our visible system 18 considerable in relation to 1t Atoms are
the effect of the weakness of our umagination, which likes to 1est
and to hasten to an end 1n subdividing or analyzing It 1s not o
1n nalure, which comes from 1nfinity and goes to infinity.’
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continuity through infinite degrees of intension. The
word ‘1ntension,” however, does not help us much. It
must be more precisely defined

The antinomy between whole and parts, which was
the 1ssue of the quantitative or extensive view of sub-
stance, had 1ts roots in the conception of whole and parts
as 1nevitably exclusive of one another, the whole being
regarded as prior to the parts or the parts as prior to the
whole That is to say, either, as 1n the view ot Spinoza,
the parts are to be deduced, 1n a purely analytic way,
from the whole as self-evidently given, or, as in the
Atomist doctrine, the whole 1s a secondary construction,
ot a purely synthetic kind, from the primary parts. In
contrast with this the intensive doctrine of substance
which regards determination as primary or essential
amounts to a declaration that whole and part are in-
separable  All specific determinations, states, or func-
tions are determinations, states, or functions of the whole,
not 1n the sense that they are ultimately reducible to one
vague determination which 1s common to everything, but
in the sense that the whole 13 expressed, symbolized, and
therefore 1n some way 1ncluded 1n each, however specific,
individual, Iimited it may be Thus the parts me not
determined or characterized without referemce to the
whole, and the whole 18 not a mele vague aggregate of
independent parts In some sense each part must con-
tain the whole within itself, each unit must i1nclude an
infinite manifold The whole stands not merely 1n a
mechanical, but 1n a dynamie relation to the part. The
whole 18 not merely other than the part, but in some
way passes 1nto 1t and expresses 1tself through it. That,
1in general, 18 the conception of substance as essentially
intensive rather than extensive.

There 18 here an approach to the modern conception of
organism as more adequate fo the expression of substance
than are merely mechanical conceptions'. But the special

! Leibniz does hold that all real substances are organic (cf p 108;
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angle at wlich Leibniz regards his problem prevents him
from developing this. His early imaginative liking for
‘atoms and the void,” when first he ‘freed himself fiom
the yoke of Aristotle’,” the love of historical system and
of well-grounded hypothesis which set his whole 1ntel-
lectual character 1n revolt against Spinoza’s abstract unity
and his purely @ priori deductions, probably also the
mfluence of his Scholastic training with 1ts suggestions
of an infinite multiphieity of ‘substantial forms’—all
resulted in a tendency to emphagize 1ather the elements
of reality than 1ts wholeness @at there can be no real
whole without real units, 18 Leibnmiz’s guiding thought ",J
and accordingly his question does not primanly take the
form - ‘What must be the nature of a whole which
expresses 1tself in each of its parts?’ It rather is.
'@mt must be the nature of a part or unit which can in
some way contain or express the whole within 1tself ?’
Now the part cannot contain the whole wiathin 1tself
actually and fully, in all 1ts realized completeness, for
thus the distinction hetween whole and part would
vanish The part must, therefoie, contain the whole
pc%ggtlally and 1deally or by means of representation.
The relation of whole and parts 1s net to be conceived
as pne of greater and less, of thing containing and things

But the notion of organism, as he uses 1t, 1s much more vague than
it has since become  Aceording to Leibniz anything 1s an o1ganism
1t 1t has a ‘soul’ or principle of unity, that 1s to say, 1f 1t 18 other
than a mere aggregate of independent elements

L New System, § 3

? Cf Lettre @ Arnauld (1687) (G u 97) ¢Every machine pre-
supposes some substance i1n Lhe pieces from which 1t 15 made, and
there 19 no manifold without real units In short, I take as
axiomatic this i1dentical proposition, in which the difference 1s
entirely a matter of accent, namely, that what 1s not really one
[un] being 18 not really a [un] bertng It has always been thought
that unity ['un] and being are reciprocal things ‘‘Being” 1s one
thing, ‘‘beings” 1s another, but the plural presupposes the
singular, and where there 18 not one being there will still less be
several beings’ ‘Being and unity are convertible terms [ens e
unum convertuntur] ' Emst ad des Bosses {1706) (E. 435b, G.11. 304)
The phrase 18 used by Nicholas of Cusa, Ds docta ignorantia (1440), 11 7.



GENERAL PRINCIPLES 33

contained, but rather as a relation of symbolized and _
symbols, sign and thing sigmified.) That 1 to say, the
pert must be a representation of the whole from some
particular point of view, a symbol or expression of the
whole, and the part must contain the whole n such
a way that the whole might be unfclded entirely from
within 1t 1)

Thus the part must have a certain spontaneity or powel
of acting from within itself, and 1n virtue of this Leibniz
describes the individual substance as essentially a ‘foice’
rather than a quantity. This intensive essence or force
in_the part (or individual substance) appears 1n two ways.
As representative or symbolic of the whole, the part, in
Leibniz’s terminology, has ‘ Perception,{ while, 1n so far
as 1 the part the potential whole tends to realize 1tself,
the part 1s said to have ‘Appetltlon:) Both of these
characterislies must belong to 1t, for, if 1t had perception
alone, the part would merely represent one aspect of the
whole like an unchanging picture @ 13 1n virtue of its
appetition that the part 1s ahle to 1ealize the life of the
whole}to unfold spontaneously from within 1itself all the
vaglons of that which 1t represents®.

This new atom or umt of substance (the ‘simple
substance’ 1n his own phrase) Leibniz calls a Monad®

! Although, as a matter of fact, 1t nover s so unfolded Prae-
dicatum inest subpoto , but, 1n the case of any actual thing, to develop
the predicate out of the subject would involve an 1nfinite analysis
‘We here touch a fundamental 1nconsistency 1in Leibniz's thought

? Cf De dnima Brutorum, 12 (E 464b, G vi1 330)- 'Not only 18
the variety of the object represented 1n that which has perception ;
but there 1s also variation i1n the representation 1itself, since that
which 18 to be represented varies ”

® Cf Epwstola ad R ¢ Wagnerum (1710) (E 4668, G v 529)
‘.. Monads, and, so to speak, metaphysical atoms, without parts’
Also Repligue euz Reflexions de Bayle (1702) (E 186 b, G v 3561)
‘In fact, I regard souls, or rather Monads, as afoms of substance,
ElDce, 1In my oplnion, there are no atoms of matter 10 nature and the
smallest portion of matter has still parts’ See also New System,
§§ 3 and 11 Leibniz says that he applies the term ‘ Monad’ to the
simple substance, because 1t 18 unum per se De 1psa natura (16g8)
(E.158a, G 1v 511) But ‘Monads are not to be confounded with
atoms Atoms (a8 people umsgine them) have shapes, Monads no
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The word 18 almost as old as European philosophy, and
has varied greatly in meaning and application Shortly
before the time of Leibniz the term was used by Giordano
Bruno, whose Monands were ultimate spherical points,
regarded as possessing both spiritual and material charac-
teristics There are some paits of the philosophy of
Bruno with which the doctrine of Leibniz has affinity,
as, for 1instance, Bruno’s contention that there 1s nothing,
however httle or valueless, that does not contain in 1t
life or soul But Leibniz repeatedly attacks the doctrine
of a world-soul, which 1s Bruno’s central conception.
Thus, 1n adopting the term ‘ Monad,” Leibniz may be said
to have taken from Bruno hittle more than the name’,
The Monad, then, has perception, but not necessarily
in the sense of consciousness For conscilousness 18 not
the essence of perception, but merely an additional
determination belonging to certain kinds or degrees of
perception. Conscious perception 1s called by Leibmiz
* Apperception’ But the essence of perception 1n general
18 that 1n 1t we have a unity variously modified or a unity
which appears 1n a multiplicity of 1elations ‘I have
meny 1deas [ Vorstellungen |, wealth of thoughts 1s 1n me,
and yet I reman, 1n spite of this vanety, one?’ But
it is not mnecessamly because I am conscious of many
thoughts or many objects that I ‘perceive’ and thus
exhimt a multiphicity 1n unity All representation 1s

more have a shape than souls have They are not parts of bodies,
but presuppositions of them' Episiola ad Bwerlingrum (1712) (G
Y11 503)

! Professor Ludwig Stein, 1n his Lesbnz und Spinoza, has shown
that the term ‘Monad’ was actually suggested to Leibniz, not by
the writings of Bruno, but by Leoibnmiz's contempoiary, Frangois
Mercure Van Helmont (1618-1699), with whom he. hud much
ntercourse and considerable correspondence 1) povds to the Greek
meant simply the unit 1in arithmetic Leibniz himself attributes
the term to Pyth\goras In the sense of a numerical unit 1t occuis
1n Plato (Philebus, 15 B, Phaedo, 105 C, 101 E) But Leibmz's chief
forerunner 1n the use of the term was Bruno It 1s also used by
Nicholas of Cura

* Hegel, Geschichte der Philosophie, 111 412
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perception’. Similarly, the Monad has appetition, but
not necessarily in the sense of conscious desire or will.
As the essence of perception is multiplictty 1n unity, so
the essence of appetition 1s change within the identity
or permanence of a simple substance Appetition 15 ‘the
action of the internal principle which produces change
or passage from one peirception to another®’ As the
Monads alone are 1eal, every change 1n nature must be
change within a Monad. This change, as we have seen,
must be the unfolding of the whole which the Monad
potentially contains or represents That is to say, it
must be the passing from one perception (or state of
1epresentation, whether conscious or unconscious) to
another And thus, wherever there 13 change there 1s
appetition. It 1s sumply another name for the spon-
taneity of the Monad, its power of unfolding its whole
nature and experience from withmn itself The Monad
as perceptive 15 thus a umversal within, rather than
exclusive of, the particular, while as appetitive 1t 1s
dynamie and not static®

''Cf p 135 Also Epwstola ad B € Wagnerum (1710) (E 466 a,
G vl 529) ‘This cortelation of the internal and external, or
rupresentation of the external in the internal, of the compound 1n
tho simple, of multiplicity 1n unity, really constitutes perception ’
In a letter to Ainauld (1687) (G 1 112) Leibniz says that 'ex-
pression 1s a genue of which natural perceplion, animal feeling,
and 1intellectunl knowledge are species In natural perception
and feeling, 1t 18 enough that what 1s divisible and material, and
1y actually dispersed among several beings, be expressed or repre-
<ented 1n a single indivisible being or 1n substance which has
a genuine unmty’

1 Monadology, § 15

3 ‘*We could not say tn what the perception of plants consists,
and even that of anmimals 18 not well conceived by us Yet,
according to the general sense I give to these words, 1n order that
there may be a perception, 1t 18 enough that there should be
a variety 1n unity , and 1n order that there may be appetition 1t 1
enough that there should be a tendency to new perceptions’
Letire a Bourguet (1715) (E 732b, @ m 581) ‘The soul has
perceptions and appetitions, and 1ts nature consists 1n these
And as 1n body there are understood to be dvrirumia and figure of
some kind, although we do not know what are the figures of
mmperceptible bodies, so 1n the soul there are understood fo be
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As the Monads are purely intensive centres or umits,
each must be shsolutely exclusive of all others Not
being quantitative, they are simple, in the sense of
having no paits', and thus no one Monad can include
another Further, no Monad can really influence anothex
or produce any change in 1t For that would mean
a transference of quality from one to the other But
as the quality of a substance, being 1ts very essence, is
mnseparable from it, such a transference 1s 1mpossible*
The Monads are also real ultimate elements, because,
bemng entirely non-quantitative, they cannot have been
formed out of any combination of simpler elements, nor
18 1t possible 1n any way to dissolve them, as they are
without paits® The point which 1s at once real and
mdivisible has thus (Leibniz thinks) been found 1n the
Monad, as contrasted, on the one hand, with the mathe-
matical point of Descartes, which 1s 1ndivisible only
when 1t ceases to be real, and, on the other hand, with
the physical point of the Atomists, which, if 1t is real,
must always be divisible*

The Identity of Indiscernibles and the Law of Continuily

The indivisible having thus been established, there
remams the question of continuity and the infimite. As
we have seen, a quantitative continuum cannot have
indivisible parts, But, as the actual indivisible elements
of reality are essentially perceptive, real continuity must
also be a continuity of perception. As each Monad 1s
a part or element of the universe, 1n the sense that each
represents 1t or reflects 1t as 1n a mirror from some
particular angle, in some special aspect, the whole must

perception and appetition, although we do not distinctly know
the imperceptible elements of the confused perceptions, by which
the imperceptible elements of bodies are expressed.’ Epustola ad
Berlinguem (1711) (E 6788, G vi 501)

! Monadology, § 1 2 Ibid § 7

* Ibid- §§ 3-6

* As to the contrast between Leibniz's view of substance and
that of Locke, see Locke's Essay, Fraser's ed., vol. 1. pp. 399 5qq
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be the infinite totality of Monads, representing the
universe from every possible point of view. And thus,
while the Monads are entirely separate from one another,
oach must represent the universe in a way which differs
to the least possible extent from the representation given
by some other No two Monads (and @ fortior: no two
things, which are all aggregates of Monads, can be exactly
the same: no thing can have a merely numerical differ-
ence from another, The Monads are essentially non-
quantitative, and number by itself is merely a measure
of quantity. The Monads differ from one another in
quality or intension alone, so that two Monads not
differing 1n quality are 1mpossible This 1s the doctiine
of Leibniz which is usually called the ‘Identity of Indis-
cermbles'.” It 1s sumply his law of continwity in a
negative form The number of Monads must be in-
finite?: otherwise the universe would not be 1epresented
from every possible point of view, and would thus be
iumperfect. But if the number of Monads is infinite, and
if every Monad differs in quahty from every other, then
the Monads must be such that they might be considered
as a series, each term or member of which differs fiom
the next by an infinitely small degree of quality, 1 e by
a degree of quality less than any which can be assigned.

Leibniz explains his principle of continuity in a letter
quoted by his biographer, Guhrauer®. ‘I think, then,’

1 (There are no two 1ndiscermible individuala A clever gentle-
man of 1ny acquaintance, talking with me i1n presence of Mme the
Electress, 1n the garden of Herrenhausen, was of opinion that he
could quite well find two lezves entirely alike Mme. the Electress
would not believe at, and he spent a long time vainly seeling them
Two dropa of water or of milk, looked at through a microscope, will
be found discermible. This 15 an argument against atoms, to which,
no less than to the void, the principles of true metaphysic are
opposed . To suppose two indiscernible things 18 to suppose the
same thung under two names’ IV™ Leitre a Clarke, §§ 4 and 6
(E. 755 b, 756a, G viL 372) Cf Nouveauz Essas, bk n, ch 27, § 3
(E 277b, G. v a1q).

? Du Bois-Reymond compares the infinite series of Monads to

the ordinates of a curve, which grow from nothing to infinity
' G W F.von Labnuiz, eine Bugraphie, vol, 1, Anmerkungen, p. 33.
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he says, ‘that I have good reasons for believing that all
the different classes of beings, the totality of which forms
the universe, are, 1n the 1deas of God, who knows
distinetly their essential gradations, merely like so many
ordinates of one and the same curve, the relations of
which do not allow of others being put between any two
of them, because that would indicate disorder and 1mper-
foction Accordingly men are linked with animals, these
with plants, and these again with fossils, which in their
turn ere connected with those bodies which sense and
imagination repiesent to us as completely dead and inor-
ganic [mformes] But the law of continuity requires that,
when the essenfial deferminations of any being approrvmate to
those of another, all the properties of the former must gradually
approrimate to those of the latter  Therefore nll the orders
of natural beings must necessarily form only one chain,
in which the different classes, hike so many links, are so
closely connected with one another that it is impossible
for senso or imagination to determine exactly the point
where any one of them begins or ends, all the species
which border upon or which occupy, so to speak, dis-
putable termtory [regions &' mnflexion et de rebroussement ' |
bemng necessarily ambiguous and endowed with charac-
teristics which may equeally be ascribed to neighbouring
species  Thus, for instance, the existence of zoophytes,
o1, as Buddeus® calls them, Plunt-animals, does not 1mply
monstrosity, but 1t is indecd agreeable to the order of
nature thai they should exist And so strongly do I hold
The Academy of Berlin declaied this lettor to be spurious, but
there scoms no good reason to doubt 1ts genuineness. All they
proved was that the letter had not been addressed to the person to
whom 1t was smid Lo have been addressed See also Intioduction,

Part 11, p B3 note, and New Essays, Introduction, p 376 -~ Cf Locke,
Essay, bk 11 c¢h 6, § 13, Fraser's ed, vol 1 p 67, cf note on
380
‘IL.ternlly, places wheie the curve or chmin turns back upomn
1teelf
‘ Probably Johannes Franciscus Buddaeus (1667-172g), Professor
of Plhilosophy at Halle, and aft rwards of Theology at Jena He
published many books, mostly on moral philosophy
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to the principle of continuity that not only should I not
be astonished to learn that there had been found beings
which, ag regards several properties—fo1 instance, those
of feeding or multiplying themselves—might pass for
vegetables as well as for animals, and which upset the
common rules, founded upon the supposition of a complete
and absolute separation of the different oideis of beings
which together fill the universe: I say, I should be so
Iittle astonished at it that I am even convinced that there
must be such beings, and that natural history will perhaps
some day come to know them, when 1t has further studied
that inhnity of living beings whose smallness conceals
them from ordinary observation, and which he lud in the
bowels of the earth and in the depths of the wateis'.

The pre-established Harmony betwecn Substances

There 1s, then, 1n the system of the Monads a perfectly
continuous and mnfinite gradation of intension, that s to
say, of perception or representation, combined with appe-
tition or spontaneous change And thus the universe 1s
at once continuous and not only infinitely divisible, but
infinitely divided, consisting of an infimty of real ele-
ments’ But we still have to consider how the principle
of continuity, as thus inteipreted, 1s consistent with the
changes which take place m real things In the system
of Monads the principle of continuicy coiresponds to the

1 (M Malpighi, founding upon very consideiable nnalogies 1n
anatomy, 15 much inchined to think thit plants may be ineluded
1n the rame genus as amumals, and that they ale impaifect animads
Lettre a Arnavld (1687) (G 11 122)

3 Cf Loitre a Foucher (1693) (G 1 416) 'I hold by tho actual
ufinite to such an extent that, 1n place of admitting thut natuie
abhors 1t, as 18 commonly said, I maintain that natuie affects it
everywhere, so as the better to i1ndicate the peifections of 1t~
Author. Thus I think that there 18 no pait ot matter which 1
not, I do not say merely divimble, but actually divided; and
consequently the smallest particle must he regarded as a world
filled with an 1nfinity of different creatures ~ Also Leftre a Arnauld
(1686) (G 11 77) ‘Not only 18 the continuous infinitely divisible,
but every part of matter 18 actually divided 1nto other parts.” Seu
Monadology, § 65 note

D
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‘void’ 1n the older Atomism Each 18 the necessary
correlative of the indivisible and 1mpenetrable elements
The conception of continuity, however, by implying
a plenum, escopes the contradictions that are involved
in the idea of an vord But it has still to be shown how
change 1s possible within a plenum, or how change can
take place without disturbing the continuity of the
mnfinite series of Monads. Any change within a plenum
affects every part of it This 1s the pruineiple involved
in the scientific point of view regarding the universe,
which became current with the rise of modern philosophy
Everything in the world acts and reacts upon everything
clse  However separate things may be, no change can
take pluce m any one without affecting every other The
mnfluence may 1n some eases be 1mperceptible, infinitely
small, but 1t exists. If, however, the universe be a
quantitative plenum, 1t 18 1mpossible to understand how
any change could originate within 1t It must receive 1its
motion from outside, and must thus be regarded as finite,
which again 1s 1nconsistent with 1ts reality as a plenum
Leibniz overcomes this difficulty by regarding the uni-
verse, not ns an infinite mass oceupying all ithat there 1s
to oceupy, but as a continwity or infinite gradation of
qualitative differences, each containing within itself the
principle of 1ts own changes He substitutes for an
cxtensive plenum of mass an intensive continuum of foree
or Ifo

But 1t the umverse consists of an infimity of Monads,
ench 1ndependent of the rest, impenetiable and unaffected
by them, and each containing within itself the principle
of all 1ts changes, how 15 1t possible for a change to take
place i any onc of them without destroying the con-
tinuity of the series'? Each Monad contains within

! How the perfect independence of the Monads 13 to be reconciled
with the continuity of their series 1s a question which Leibniz does
not answer  For lum the 1deal unity of the Menads (as each repre-

senting the same universe) does not make then mutual indepen-
dence any the less complete  To give up the independence of the
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itself a representation of the whole universe from one
particular point of view, which differs to an infinitely
small degree from the representations contained 1n some
other Monad. 1If, then, any change, however slight,
takes place 1n the perception or representation of one
Monad, the continuity of the series will be broken and
we shall have two indiscernible Monads. But 1t 1s of
the very essence of the Monads to be ‘living mirrors,’
‘forces’ (as distinet from masses), centres of appetition,
spontaneously unfolding a sequence of perceptions Ac-
cordingly this change within the Monad does take place.
it is essential to 1ts nature The conlinuouns order or
system of the Monads must therefore be destroyed, unless
we can say that any change within one Monad produces,
or 18 1nvariably accompanied by, correlative changes in
other Monads, of such a kind that the equilibrium of the
whole system 1s maintained In other words, there must
be something of the nature of mutual 1nfluence, action
and reachion, between the various elements 1n the system
If tho system were a plenwum of mass, this interaction
would be intelligible without further explanation. But,
as the Monads form a qualitative continuum of such a
kind that no part can really act upon another, n further
hypothesis 1s required to complete the theory

This hypothesis 18 Leibmz’s system of the pre-estab-
lished harmony between substances  Though no true
substance can really act upon another, everything in the
umverse takes place as 1f this mutual interaction were
real Substances foim a system, not of phvsical relations,
but of harmony or mutual compatibility  In the creation
of the world, the inner development of each Monad has
been so prearranged that all its changes are accompamed
by corresponding changes 1n others. The succession of
Monads would for him have meant to fall into Spinoza’s pantheism,
while, on the other hand, to give up the continuity of their setiey
would have meant having recourse to Atomism  And these he

regarded as equally irrational alternatives Cf this JIntroduction,
Part 1v p 188.
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changes 1n each Monad 1s different from that in every
other, and yet all are 1n harmony, the perfections of one
being accompanied by counterbalaneing imperfections 1n
others One Monad influences another 1deally ', that 1s to
say, not ab ertra, but thiough an nner pre-established
conformuty?

Iclation of the System of pre-established ITar mony to
Scholastic and Occaswnalist Theories

Like most of the othe1r doctrines of Leibniz, this system
of the pre-established harmony 1s a new hypothesis
devised to remedy the imperfoctions of previous theolles
The geneial problem which 1t is meant to solve appeaired
at fust for Leibmiz 1n a particular form, that of the rela-
tions between soul and body The usual pre-Cartesian
solution of this special problem was the theory of an
i flurus physicus or actunl passage of elements from tho one
substance to the other  Descartes’s complete separation
of soul fiom body, of thinking substance fiom extended
substance, was 1n total opposition to the earlier theory '

' Monadolugy, § 51

1 Ct Nuneour Lssas, bk v ch 10, § 10 (E 3762, G v 421,
*As cach of these souls expresses 1n its own way what takes place
outside of 1t, and 18 unable to have any influence upon other par-
ticular Lings, or rather, as each must draw this expression entirely
trom within 1ts own nnture, each soul must necessaily have 1ccerved
this natwie (or this internal ground of its expressions of what 1s
external) from a Universul Cause, upon which these beings are all
dcpendent, and which makes each of them to be peifectly 1n agree-
ment and 1o eorrelation with every other  This implies the use of
infinite knowledge and power and great ingenuity, especially with
1 lerence to the spontancous agreement of a mechanism with the
netivities of the 1ational soul’  Also Monadology, §§ 51 8qq and 81,
Nciw System, §§ 14 and 15

" Ct Theolicee, Part1 §59(E 519b, G v1 135) —'The scholastic
philosophers beheved that theie 1s a reciproeal physical interaction
bclwien body and soul, but sinec a thorough investigation has
shown thit thought and extended mass have no connexion with
one another, and that they are cicated things which differ toto
generr, soveril modaan wiiters have recognized that theie 18 no
phystal communication hetween soul and body, although there
ulwayy 1emuns Lhe metaphysical communieation which makes ot

~oul aud body une and the samc agent, o1 what 15 called ono
L
person
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The problem 1tself is left by him without any satisfactory
solution, but his followers made a definite attempt to
~olve 1t by the theory of ‘ Occasionalism,” in which they
developed a suggestion that had been made by Descartes
when he spoke of thinking and extended substance as
alike dependent on nothing but the ‘ordinary co-operation”
(concours ordinawre) or *assistance’ of God The Occa-
sionalist theories varied to some extent, but 1n its most
consistent form the hypothesis 1s that God 13 the sole
real Cause, that finite substance has no powel or activity
of 1ts own, and consequently that the changes which take
place 1n soul and body are both directly produced by
God Consequently on the occasion of the appearing
of a phenomenon m the one aubstance God produces
a corresponding phenomenon in the other. The two
phenomena are quite independent, except for the fact
of their contemporaneous production by God, the one
real Cause

Lerbniz’s pre-established haimony has sometimes been
tegarded as merely another variety of Occasionalism, 1n
spite of his fiequent eriticisms of the Occasionalist theory
And he has been accused of borrowing (without acknow-
ledgement) from the Ocecasionalist Geulinex the well-
known illustiation of the two clocks which he uses
in explainmng lus pre-established harmony  But Dr.
Edmund Pfleiderer has cleaily shown' that Leibmz, whoe

V Lodniz und Goulonr mt Weonderer Bezwhvng auf o berdoarseitiges
Ulrengleschouns (Tubingen, 1884)  Zdller comes to the same con-
clusion The 1illustration appears 1n a note to Geulinex s Ethice,
Iract 1 eap n § 2, note 19, Land’s ed, vol 11 p 211 Cf Third
Ezplanation of the New Systen, note 3 The notes are not 1n the fiast
edition of the Ethica, and they do not reem to have been known to
Leibniz  He 1eccived the illustration from Foucher, who probably
arrivell at 1t 1dependently, not knowing that 1t was used hy
Geulinex Cf E 130a, (+ 1v 488

L Stemn holds that Leibmz was uniware of the sourco of the
llustration, and may have considered 1t supeifluous to wssigh any
special source for it, inasmuch as 1t was a universally used simile,
characteristic of the Cartesian school (a Schidbewspiel}  With other

references the illustintion 1s used both by Descartes and by
Cordemoy See Archiv fur Geschichte d Phiosophie, 1 59
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never mentions Geulinex 1n ns writings, must have been
yuite unaware of Geulinex’s use of the illustration And
I any case theie 15 this essential difference hetween the
Occasionalist theory and that of pre-established harmony,
that the foimer regaids finite things as empty of all
activity except that which 1s immediately communicated
to them by God, while the latter 1s founded on the
concephtion of finite things as in reality forces, Monads
with spontaneous activity' Thus, the Occasionalist
theory 18 open to the criticism which Leibniz repeatedly
Lrings against 1t, namecly, that 1t 1nvolves the supposition
of perpetual miracle, or, 1n other woids, that, if 1t be true,
the connexion between soul and body must be a purely
arbitrary one, ther: being nothing in the nature of either
which ean serve as a reason why ths phenomenon of soul
should accompany that phenomenon of body and not some
other The Monads, on the other hand, have at least this
1 common, that it 1s of the essence of each to represent
the same world from a particular point of view, and that
each unfolds the series of its perceptions or representa-
tions 1n an intelligible order The whole 1s potentially
present and seeks its realization 1n each of the paits
Consequently, the pre-established harmony is not arb:-
trary, but rational . no Deus ex machina 1s nvoked Thus
1t 1s 1mpossible to regard Leibmz’s theory as the com-
pletion of the Occasionalist doctrine, unless 1n the sense

! *When I speak of the foree and action of created beings, I mean
that each cieated beng 1 pregnant with ity future state, and that
1t naturally follows a certain course, 1f nothing hindeis 1t, and
that the Monads, which are the true and only substances, cannot
be naturally hindeied 1n their inne1 determinations, since they
mclude the 1epresentation of everything external [to them] But,
nevertheless, I do not say Lhat the futuie state of the created being
follows from 1ts present state without the co-operation [concours) of
God and T am rather of opinion that preservation 1s a continual
crention with an orderly change Thus Father Malebranche might
perhaps approve the pre-established harmony wilhout giving up
his own hypothesis, to the effect that God 1s the scle Agent [acteur],
though 1t 1s true that otherwise 1t [his hypothesis] does not appear
to me well founded *  Lettre o Bourguet .1714) (E 7228, G 11 566)
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that it 1s an hypothesis which seeks to reconcile the
contrary views of Scholastics and Cartesians®.

The scholastic theory of an wnflurus physicus connected
soul and body 1n a way which ultimately confounded
them, malung 1t 1mpossible to draw any clear line
between them The Cartesian or Occasionualist view, on
the other hand, separated them so absolutely that nothing
but a purely arbitrary connexion could be supposed—a
connexion external to the nature of both The Scholastics
seemed to Leitbniz to be might in holding that the con-
nexion 18 a 1eal one, grounded in the nature of the
substances ; the Cartesians seemed right in mantaining
that the substances are mutually exclusive And the
antinomy 1s solved for Leibmz by the supposition of a
mutual ‘ideal influence,” a relafionship of perception or
representation, between independent self-active Monads,
the harmony of whose inner developments has been
established before their creation 2

Lebmz’s Iustrations of the pre-established Harmony—
the Clocks and the Chous

The simile of the clocks, by means of which Leibniz
Ulustrates his theory in relation to the Scholastic and
Cartesian views, 1s given 1n the Thurd Explanation of his
New System Two clocks may be made to keep perfect
time with one another in three different ways They
may be actually connected together, for instance by
a piece of wood, in such a way that there 15 a mutual
transference of vibrations between them, resulting i a
perfect agreement of the motions of the pendulums?® Or,

'!'Cf H C W Sigwart, Die Leibnuzsche Lehro von der prastablirien
Harmonie wn hrem Zusammenhange mal fruheren Phlosuphemen betrachict
(Tubingen, 1822), pp 107 5qq

? For an application of the doctrine of pre-established harmony
to a particular case, seo Appendix A, p 200

! This was suggested to Lethniz by an experiment of Huygens,
who hung two pendulums on a bai of wood, and found that, though
they were set swinging out of time with one another, the vibra-
tions which each gave to the bar of wood caused them ultimately
to swing 1n harmony Cf 1hwd Ezplanaton of the New System, p 332
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in the second place, they may be supposed to be kept
in time with one another fiom moment to moment by
n shilled workman  Or, finally, they may have been so
perfectly constiucted that they kecp time of themselves,
without any mutual influence or assistance. If we com-
pare soul nnd body to the two clocks, the first of these
ways of connexion corresponds to the doctrine of an
influrus physicus, the second to the Occasionalist view, and
the third to the pre-established haimony

It 1s, however, misleading to suppose, as has too often
been done that this is Leibniz's favourite simle for
explaining his system of pre-established harmony' He
uses the 1llustration, not so much to explain his own
theory as to make clear the relation in which 1t stands to
previous hypotheses He accepts for the moment the
Iimited problem which these hypotheses endeavour to
solve But his own problem 1s larger and his own hypo-
thesis 15 therefore more comprehensive than those of his
predecessois. Body, for Leibmz, 15 nothing but a collection
of Monads (or phenomena of Monads), and consequently
the question of the connexion between soul and body 1s
only a confused and 1mperfect form of the question as
to the relation between any one Monad and another The
laiger problem thus deals with the relations of body to
body and soul to soul as well as the 1elations of soul and
body, with which alone the earlier theories were concerned

Leibmiz would mointain that, as substances (Monads)
are not physical but metaphysieal, 1t 1s 1impossible for us
to 1calize the true relations between them by conceptions
of sense or imagination These relations a1e metaphysical
o1 1dea], and are therefore only intellectually apprehended

! The somewhit misleading prominence which has been given
to this illustration 1s to bo attributed to Wolff and lus school, who
1epresented the metaphysics of Leibniz 1in a very imperfect way
Too mary historians and teachers have been content with a Wolfian
Leibniz, though for this there was doubtless some excuse 1n the
wmperfection of the editions of his wriings For instance, the
Correspondence wnth Arnauld, 1n which the 1llustration of the choirs
ocours, was firet completely published by Grotefend 1n 1846
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But he elsewhere uses a simile for the pre-established
harmony more adequate than that of the two clocks,
when he compares the Monads to completely independent
bands of musicians playmg in perfect harmony ‘In
short, to use an 1illustration, I will say that this con-
comitance, which I maintan, is comparable to several
different bands of musicians or chons, playing their parts
separately, and so placed that they do not see or even
hear one another, which can nevertheless keep perfectly
togethelr by each following theu own notes, 1n such a way
that he who hears them all finds in them a haimony
that 1s wonderful and much more surprising than if there
had been any connexion between them It would even
be possible that some one, being beside one of two such
chons, should by means of the one judge what the other
18 doing, and should even acquire such a habit of doing
this (paiticularly if we suppose that he could hear his
own without seeing 1t, and see the other without hearing
it) that, wilh the help of his 1magination, he should no
longer think of the choir beside which he 1s, but of the
other, or should take his own merely for an echo of the
other?’ & The analogy must not be pressed to an
extreme, but the simile 18 much better than that of the
clocks The clocks are too much alike to represent the
Monads, and the harmony of their movement 13 too empty
and almost meaningless But in the case of the bands
there 1s a real harmony formed out of the complementary
movements of several self-acting units, and there is also
the spontaneous development from the written notes of
the score to the system of sounds which they signify.
This development fiom the written signs to the sounds
signified might be said to coirespond to the passage from
unconscious to conscious perception 1n the Monad®
An unconscious perception is, for Leibniz, a symbol of
the corresponding conscious perception

‘We have now considered the three chief conceptions of

1 Lettre a Arnauld (3687) (G. 1u 95). 1Cf G L 74
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the metaphysic of Leibniz, and we have seen how they
arise as the solution of his problem 1n the form which 1s
given to it by its historical setting. In the first place,
intension, force, or life, 1n the form of perceplion and
appetition, 18 the essence of real, individual substance
In the second place, the principle of continuity or the
wdentity of indiscermibles 1¢ the hypothesis by which
Leibniz endeavours to explain the system or inter-relation
of stuctly individual substances And, 1n the third place,
the pre-established harmony 1s 1ntroduced to account for
the possibility of change 1n elementaiy substances without
prejudice to the whole

Clear and confused Perccption and Degrees of Appetition.

We must now consider more fully the varieties of per-
ception and appetition which constitute the differences
amongst Monads In regard to perception Leibniz adopts
the Cartesian distinction among 1deas, with considerable
modifications. Descartes divided 1deas into those which
are obscure, those which are clear, and those which are
distinct as well as clear. ‘I call that clear,” he says,
‘ which 1s present and manifest to the attentive mind, as
we say we see an object clearly when 1t 1s present to the
cye looking on, and when 1t makes on the sense of sight
an impression sufficiently strong and definite,, but I call
that distinet which 1s clear and at the same time so
defimitely distinguished from everything else that its
essence 19 evident to him who propeily considers 1t'’
And ' all the things which we clearly and distinetly con-
cewve ate true®’ Leibmiz follows Descartes 1n regarding
clearness and distinctness as the marks of perfection 1n
1deas or perceptions’, but he does not lumit the dis-

! Prinopw, 1 45 1 Method, Part 1v

3 Leibniz, however, interprets clearness and distinctness some-
what differently from Descartes. The distinetion of one 1dea from
all others 1a emphasized by Descartes, while Leibniz rather lays
btress upon the wntcrnal distinctness of the idea, the distinctness
of 1ts elements Cf Meditationes de Cogmitione, Verdate et Idews (1684)
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tinetion between distinet and confused 1deas to the 1deas
which we consciously possess, nor does he draw a sharp
line between 1deas which are perfectly clear and distinet,
and all others, which are confused or obscure Confused
perceptions are not for Leibmiz, as for Descartes, mere
mistakes and illusions, but they belong to the renl ordei
of things, which without them could not be what 1t 15
And there 13 no question, as 1n Descartes, regarding the
correspondence ot perceptions to reality, clear and distinct
1deas representing their ohjects with perfect truth, while
obscule and confused 1deas are ‘of no avail 1n affording
us the knowledge of anything out of ourselves, but serve
rather to impede 1t ’ According to Leibniz all perceptions
are more or less perfect representations of objects, but
they vary infinitely 1n their degrees of distinctness or
confusedness Confusedness 1s sumply a low degree of
distinctness the more perfect any perception or repre-
sentation 18, the more distinet 1316, while the less perfect it
18, the more 1s 1t contused Thus the differences gmong the
Monads consist entirely 1in the various degrees of perfec-
tion or distinctness with which they percerve or represent
(E 794, G 1v 422) ‘A notion 1s obscure when 1t does not suffice
for the recognition of the thing represented, ay fo1 1nstance when
I remember some flower or animal formeily veen, but not so well
as to be able to recognmize 1t when 1t appenrs ard to distingush 1t
from some other near 1t, or when I think of some scholastie term
mnsufficiently explained, like the ‘‘entelechy® of Anwstotle, or
‘*cause " 1n g0 tar as the name 1s applied indifferently to muterial,
formal, efficient, and final causes Thus knowledge 15 clear
when 1t enables us to recognize the thing represented, and clear
knowledge again 19 erther confused or distinct It 18 confused
when I cunnot separately enumerate the marks which are sufficient
for distinguishing the thing from others, although the thing really
has gueh marks and essential elements, 1nto which 1ts notion may
be analyscd So we sce painters and other artists knowing
rightly what 18 well and what 18 badly done, but often unable to
give a reason for their opinion snd saying that the thing they
dishike 15 lacking in something, hey know net wka! But a distinet
notion 15 such an one as the assayers have regarding gold, numely
one acquired through marks and teats sufficient for the discerning
of the thing from all other similar bodies * Fo1 Locke’s views, cf

Essay, bk 11 eh 29, §§ 1 sqq. (Fraser's d , vol 1 p. 486}
! Prinripia, Part 1v § 203
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the universe, But as each Monad actually represents
the whole universs, however confusedly or impeifectly
and as each 18 cesentially a force or living prineiple,
proceeding, by 1ts own spontaneous activity, fiom one
perception to another, the distinct and the confused are
not essentially sepriate from one another, but it 1s possible
for the confused perception to unfold into distinctness.
Each Monad contains the whole more or less confusedly
within 1tself !, and by 1ts appetition may nse to a more
perfect state Each Monad contains as it were enfolded
within itself all that it 1s to be It 18 ‘big with the
futuie > It 18 like an exceedingly condensed algebraical
staternent which ean be indefinitely expounded - some-
what Iike the symbol # 1n the problem of determining
the relation between the lengths of the diameter and
circumference of a ewrcle, with this very iumportant differ-
ence, that the Monad °‘reads ufself off’ An omniscient
Bemng could see the reality and history of the whole
univelse within the lowest Monad

Three Classes of created Monads—(1) unconscious,
(2) conscious, (3) self~conscious

‘While there 1s thus a perfect continuity in the degrees
of perfection with which the Monads repiesent the
unnverse, Leibnmiz has roughly distinguished created
Monads into three main classes—(1) unconscious or bare
Monads /monades nues), (z) conscious Monads, and (3)
rational or self-conscious Monads. As we have seen,
every Monad or sumple substance has a certain degiee of
perfection or completeness, masmuch as it 1deally or
potentially contains the whole within itself Thus the
Arnstotellan name ot Entelechies might be given to all
Monads, since they have each ‘a certain peifection’
(('Aoucn 16 evtedds), and 'a certain self«sufﬁciency (m'/nipxmn)
which makes them the sources of their internal actions,

! ‘The world 18 entuely 1n each of 1ts parts, but more distinctly
in some than in others’ Lettre a la Princesse Sophee (1696) G vil
544)
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and, so to speak, incorporeal automata'’ That 1s to say,
each is, 1n 1ts own way, complete 1n itself as representing
the universe and complete 1 1tself as an active living
being or force On the other hand, every Monad might
be called a ‘soul,” mmasmuch as 1t has both perception
and appehition, 1n the general sense of these woidy
which has been alieady explained Nevertheless, in spite
of this essential unity of nature in the Monads, 1t 1s
possible to draw broad lmes of division among them
Conscious sensation or feeling, accompanied by the
simpler forms of memory, cleaily marks off certan
Monads from those which have meiely unconscious o1
confused perception To the former class the name
‘souls ’ may be specially applied, while for the latter the
general name of Entclechies or Monads will suffice And
asthere a1e still higher Monads which have self-conscious-
ness and reason or thought proper, in addition to uncon-
scious and conscious perception and memory, we may
call these ‘rational souls’ or ‘spirits’ (ntelligences,
esprits) . The class of 1ational souls or spirits includes
men and higher intelligences The 1ntermediate ‘ soul *-
class 1s that of animals, and the class of Entelechies o1
bare Monads includes all real beings that bave not
reached the stage of conselousness

The differences of appetition 1n the three classes ot
created Monads (corresponding to the three grades of
perception which characterize them) may be expressed
as mere 1mpulse, animal mnstinet or blind desire governed
by mere feeling, and self-conscious desire or will

Each of the two higher classes possesses, 1n addition
to its own specitic qualities, the characteristics of the

! Monadology, § 18

1 Cf D¢ Amvma Brutorum (1710), §§ 10 and 13 (E 464 b, G vn
330) - ‘Sense 18 pelception which contains something diatinct and
19 combined with attention and memory Besides the lowest
degiee of perception, which also orcurs 1n those who are stunned,
and the intermediate degree, which we cnll sense . there 1s a

certain higher degree which we call thought. Now thought 1s
perception combined with reason’
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mnferior Monads  Thus both animals and men have
unconscious as well as conscious perceptions, for ex-
ample, when they fall into a faint or have a profound
and dieamless sleep' In such a case they are not
entirely destitute of perceptions, for the Monad 1s inde-
structible (being indivisible) and 1t cannot exist without
perception of some kind The changes of the Monad
are entirely from within, so that when the man or
animal awakes out of a sleep or trance his conseious
perceptions must have unfolded themselves out of 1mme-
diately preceding perceptions of an unconscious kind *
Agam, men share with the animals both sense-perception
and the empirical sequence ot memoly and 1magination,
which bears a resemblance to the eoncatenation ot rational
thought, but may be suffhiciently distinguished from 1t '
Indeed, 1n most of our actions and bheliefs we are empi-
rics, as for nstanco when we expect the dawn not
because we know the cause of 1t, but bhecause 1t has

happened regularly i the past®

Self-consciousness in the Philosoply of Lebnz and mn
that of Dest artes

The sigmificance of this may be brought out Ly a
1eference to the position of Descartes, which Leibmz
probably had 1n view  According to Descarles, the
rational soul 15 the mind and 1its reality comes only fiomn
its conscious certamnty of itself  Thus without self-con-
sclousness there 1s no mund or soul  Animmals have no
self-conselousness and therefore they have no souls—they
a1e mere machmes Bub animals have sensations and
mmpulses, and consequently sensation and mmpulse are
not functions of self-consciousness, acts of the soul, but
are purely physical and mechanical piocesses, whether
they oceur mn man or mn the lower anmmals It 1s 1n

! Monadoloyy, § 20 41 Ilnd §§ 22 and 23

Y Tind §y 26 vqq Cf MNowreawr Essais, bk 11 ¢h 11 (E 237,

G v 129), and Fraser's ed of Locke s kssay, vol 1 p 208
* Monadology, § 28
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self-consciousness alone that we have immediate self-
certainty, from which we may proceed outward to the
certainty of other things Thus for Descartes the line
between consciousness and unconsclousness on the one
side and self-consciousness on the other must be very
sharply drawn the complete 1ndependence of self-con-
sciousness 1s the root of the Cartesian dualism

Now, Leibniz desires to preserve the independence of
self-consciousness or the self-certainty and self-sufficiency
of the mind. The vahdity of thinking must not be made
to depend on reference to a reality external toit’ But,
on the other hand, the mechanical dualism of Descartes
must be aveided The independence of self-consciousness
18 preserved through the conception of the Monads as
n plurality of real, independent substances Mind 1s not
merely a modification of substance, an attribute (as
Spinoza made it); 1t 15 an 1ndependent substance, 1n
1ts various forms one or other of the 1nfinite number
But, on the other hand, mind must not he regarded as
1dentical with self-consciousness alone self-consciousness
must not be taken as entirely exclusive of mele con-
sciousness or of unconsciousness Otherwise we have
returned to the Cartesian dualism There must some-
how be an unconscious activity of mind, and the oppo-
sition between mind and body becomes a difference, not
of kind but of degree.

! Cf Remargues sur le sentiment du P Malebranche (1708) (E 452 b,
G vi 578) ‘The truth 1s that we see all things 1n ourselves and
1 our souls, and that the knowledge we have of the soul 18 very
1eal and coirect, provided we have given some attention to it
And further, 1t 18 through the knowledge which we have of the
soul that we know being, substance, God Himself, and 1t 1y
through reflexion upon our thoughts that we know extension and
bodies Yet it 13 true that God gives us all that 18 positive 1n thus,
and all the perfection involved 1n 1t, through an 1mmedinte and
continual emanation, 1n virtue of the dependence of all created
beings upon Him In this way 1t 1s possble to give a good
meaning to the phrase that God 13 the object of our souls and that
we see all things 1n Huim ' Cf also Part i1 of this Introduction,

p 136
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Self-consciousness 1n the philosophy of Leibniz 1s,
however, a very different thing from self-conseiousness
in the philosophy of Descaites The latter ariives at
the self-conscious Ego as the.result of a ngorous analysis,
whose 1nstrument 1s doubt'. It 1s an ultimate fact, the
fact of a subject thinking, without regard to any specific
object of its thought Self-consciousness 1s the bare
witness of consciousness to itself, its empty self-con-
sistency. In the certainty of self-consciousness Descartes
(yust1fiably or not) finds 1involved the eertainty of God.
the Perfect Being, and from this he proceeds to the
certainty of the external world and to the principle that
clear and dustinet 1deas are characteristic of self-conscious-
ness and are a sufficient warrant for the reality of their
objects. For Leibmiz, on the other hand, the Ego 1s
not a pule subject, whose essence 1s 1mmediate self-con-
sciousness. No Monad can be a pure subject ‘Not only
15 1t immediately clear to me that I thenk, but 1t 13 quate

! Letbniz seemy stiangely to have missed the significance of
Doseartes’s method ot doubt probably hecause his interest lay
more 1m Descarles’s doctrines than i1n his way of reaching them
‘M Descnrtes, ho says, * has acted hike the quacks [charlatans] who.
in orde1 to attract people and gct a sale for then remedies, sot up
oprn theatres 1n which they show farees and other extraordinary,
but not very necessary, things Thus all thit he says about the
necesslly of doubting everything and of treating doubtful things as
fal-c has bad no other use than to get him a hearing, to 1use
R commotion, to draw the crowd by its novelty, and even to get
himself contindicted, that he may be the moie famous Buat he
lins taken care to reserve for hameelf n way of rationally explaining
Iius piradoxes’ Foucher de Chireil, Nourelles Leftres et Opuscules meduts,
p 12. Leibniz elsewhere speaks of Deoscarles’s Cogito, ergo siem and
Iis method of doubt as “trappings to appeal to the people’ (phaleras
nd populum), and lie pretures Descar tes as * throwing balls to plebelan
minds to play with,” so that they seem to have got something
grent, like boys with a nut or a bean’ (G 1v 327) We must, of
course, remember how different 1s the problem of Descaries from
that of Leitbmiz Descartes lays special stress upon self econscious
noss becnuse he regards himself as having found a prineiple by
means of which to distinguish absolutely the true Irom the false or
doubttul  On the other -hand, for Leibniz as for Spinoza, the
problem of philosophy 15 not primanly a problem of knowledge
Leibniz's theory of knowlidge follows from hiz answer to the
question—¢‘ What 1n reality 1s substance ®*
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as clear to me that I have different thoughts, that now
I think of A, now of B, &'’ An Ego 1s one of an
infinite mumber of substances, and 1its self-consciousness
19 thus not the ground of 1ts existence, but a difference
1n degree of quality between 1t and others® The self-
conscious Monad 1s merely one which has developed its
representative or perceptive nature more fully than those
which we describe as amimal souls or bare Monads In
other words, we are ‘ Egos ’ before we think of curselves,
realize ourselves, or reflect upon ourselves as Egos We
are ‘ rawsed to the knowledge of ourselves and of God*’

The difference between the self-conscious Monad and
others consists m the greater clearness and distinetness
of 1ts perceptions and ideas DBut, as clearness and dis-
tinctness are relative terms (every Monad having percep-
tions in some degree clear and distinct), the specific
perceptions of a self-conscious being must be furlhe:
defined Leibnmiz, as we have seen, cannot accept the
Cartesian view which totally rejects confused and obscure
1deas and makes clearness and distinctness the sole criteiia
of truth* In addition to being clear and distinct, the

! Nouwveguz Essms, bk 1v ¢h 2, §1 (K 3414, G v 348) Cf G
1wv 327 'These two things I regard as mutually i1ndependent of
one another and as equally oi11ginal > Also Lettre a Foucher (1676)
(@ 1 370) !'There are two absolute general truths, that 1s io any,
general truths which speak of the actual existence of things the
one 18 that we think, the other that there 18 a great vaitety in our
thoughts From the first 1t follows thnt we aie, fiom the second
1t follows that there 135 something other than ourselves, that 19 to
say something other than that which thinks, something which 1s
the cause of the variety 1n what appemas to us  Now the one of
these truths is as unquestionable, 25 independent as the other, and
M Descartes, having 1n the order of his meditations taken account
only of the first of them, has failed to reach the perfection he set
before himself’

2 (To say, I think, therefore I am [exist] 1s not stiictly to prov
existence by thought, sinee to think and to be thinling aie the
same thing, and to say I am thwnking 18 already to say I am’
Nowveauzr Essars, bk. 1y ch 7, § 7(E 3624, G v 391)

! Monadology, § 29

! Cf Meditatrones de Cogratione, Ventale ot Ides (1684)(E Bob, G 1v
425), translated 1n Appendix to Baynes's ed of Port Royal Lngic
‘And I also see that the men of our time abuse that vaunted
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1deas which are characteristic of a rational being must
be anmlyzed, so that theirr grounds or premises may be
as fully exhibited as possmble. And thus the specifie
quality of a rational soul or self-conscious Monad 1s * the
knowledge of necessary and eternal truths,” that is to
say, of the ultimate grounds or premises of all knowledge
The self-conscious Monad represents or perceives the
universe 1n an articulate way. It has carried the internal
evolution or realization of the universe so far that its
underlying principles have clearly revealed themselves.
* Tt 18 by the knowledge of necessary truths and by their
abstract expression [leurs abstractions] that we are raised
to ncts of reflexion which make us think of what 1s ealled
“1,” and observe thet this or that 18 within us - and thus,
mn thinking of ourselves, we think of being, of substance,
of the ssmple and the compound, of the immaterial and
of God Himself., conceiving that what 18 limited 1n us
15 .n Him without Iimits And these acts of reflexion
furnmish the chief objects of our reasonings '.

This at once suggests Descartes, but Descartes with
a difference For Leibniz, as for Descartes, the 1dea of

principle whaterer 1 clearly and dwhnetly perceive regarding anything,
that o tiwe or (ughtly) predicable [enuntiahile] of of  For often things
wlhich aie really obscuie and confused seem clear and distinet to
men jJudging hastily  The axiom, thercfore, 15 useless, unless there
be added such criteria of the clear and distinct as we have given,
and unless there 18 certainty [constet| regarding the truth of the
ideas  For the rest, the rules of common Logie, which are also
uscd 1n Geometry, wre not to be despised as criteria of true state-
ments, such ruley, for 1nstance, as that nothing should be admitted
as~ certain unless 1t has been proved by accurate observation
[experientia) or by strict demonstration But strict demonstiation
14 that which keeps to the form prescribed by Logic, not necessarily
always n syllogisms set out 1n order according to the custom of
the schools but at least 1n such a way that the comclusion of
the argument follows from its very form Any nmght ealculation
might “be taken as an example of an argument of this kind, con-
cetved 10 due form Therefore no necessary premise must be left
out, and all the premisea must first have been either proved or
nssum.d by way of hypothesis, 1n which case the conclusion also 18
hypothetical Those who will diligently observe ithese things will
easily guard themselves against deceptive 1deas.’
! Monadology, § 30
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God or the most Perfect Being 18 involved 1n that of
an imperfect self-conscious being. Yet Leibniz regards
the 1dea of God as contained, not in the self-conscious
being alone, but, 1n one way or another, in every real
bemng. Thus 1t is of less consequence for Leibniz than
for Deacartes that the idea of God 1s pre-supposed 1n the
consciousness of self That which 1s of most 1mportance
to Leibniz 1s that self-consciousness pre-supposes a know-
ledge of necessary truths in general Thus, for Leibmz,
God is not merely the eternally necessary Being whose
very 1dea (or essence) involves existence and who is 1
that way the ground of existence to all other things: He
18 also the greatest of beings, the highest of Monads
(Monas monadum'), whose own existence 1s one among
many necessary and eternal truths ‘We must not
1magine, as some do, that eternal truths, being dependent
on God, are arbitrary and depend on His will, as Des-
cartes, and afterwards Monsieur Poiret, appear to have
held?” There are truths or facts which are dependent
on the will of God, but these are not necessary and
eternal

The Kwnds of Truth according to Lewbniz.  Necessary and
eternal Truths and contingent Truths

Accordingly as, on Leibmiz’s view, the self-conscious
being has not a primary and independent reality, based
on a complete difference 1n lund between 1itself and other
beings, so the special kind of knowledge (that of eternal
and necessary truths) which belongs to a self-conscious
being 1s not to be regarded as the only absolutely certain
truth, to the form of which all other real knowledge
must be reduced. ‘There are two kinds of truths, those
of reasoming and those of fact'’ The former aie the
eternal and necessary tiuths, the latter are contingent.

! Giordano Bruno, as well as Leibmiz, speaks of God as Mona-
monadum
¥ Monadology, § 46 3 Ild § 33
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And the difference between them is that the truths of
reasoning are either ultimate self-evident principles or
truths which are reducible to such first prineiples by
a process of strict logical analysis, while any attempt to
analyze truths of fact into their ultimate grounds leads
to an infinite process, and they must finally be referred
to God as their ground eminenter’

Logwal Principles of the Philosophy of Leilmiz  (a)
Prineple of Identity oo Contradiction

‘With this division of human knowledge into two great
kinds we come in sight of the guiding principles of
Leibnmiz’s philosophy, 1ts logieal pre-suppositions as dis-
tinct from 1ts specific metaphysical doctrines  The logic
underlying the philosophies of Descartes and Spinoza
was a logic of abstiact self-consistency? In their view
all real knowledge must be ultimately of one kind All
apparent knowledge that 1s not of that kind must be
1egarded as entirely unreal and 1llusory This was neces-
sarily involved 1n the position that there 1s no appeal
beyond the witness of consciousness to 1tself ‘The order
and connexion of ideas 1s the same as the order and
connexion of things'’ And, as all things must be re-
garded as ultimately referable to one ground or cause, so
all 1deas must ultimately be referable to one standard ,
that 1s, must be linked together by one principle The
standard must be that of self-evidence or absence of self-

v Cf Monadology, §§ 35-38

? Not that this was peifectly evident to themselves Descartes,
for 1nstance, regards Ins method of doubt as superior to a logical
deduction, based on the principle of contradiction  ‘Here, 1f I am
not wiong,” says Eudoxus, ‘ you must be beginning to sec that he
who can make a proper use of doubt will be nble to deduce from
1t very ceitain truths, nay rather, more certaln and mare useful
truths than those which we derive from the great puncple we
usually lay down as the basis or centre to which all other principles
may be 1eferred, 't 15 vmpossible that one and fhe same thing can both be
and not be "’ Recherche de la Verite par les lumieres naturelles, (Euvres de
Descartes (Cousin), vol 11 p 366

* Spinoza, Ethics, Part n Frop 7
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contradiction 1n the ideas, which 1s simply another way
of describing the 1minediate witness of consciousness to
itself True 1deas must be clear and distinct 1n ordex
that 1t may be manifest that they are free from self-
contradiction. All real knowledge must either be imme-
diately 1ecognizable as eternal and necessary truth, or
must be deducible from such truth by a formally or
mathematically conclusive process. Thus the philosophies
of Descartes and Spinoza were ruled by the principle of
contradiction, that A cannot both bé A and not A, or
that necessary truths are ‘identical propositions, whose
opposite involves an express contradiction'’ In other
words, they held that self-consciousness 1s self-consistent
that 1t never absolutely contradicts 1tself

Now this 18, so far as 1t goes, a perfectly sound doetrine
Its fault 1s that 1t does not go far enough Self-con-
sciousness 18 much more than merely self-consistent  1ts
self-consistency 1s not immediate and on the surface. It
13 not a mere negative selfidentity of parts, without
regard to their specific content To be self-consistent,
according to the principle of contiadiction, 1s for a thing
to be itself, that 1s, to be ‘not anything else’ But a
thing whose ultimate essence 1s to be ‘not anything else’
15 nothing ‘Nothing’ 1s 1mmediately self-consistent
quite as much as ‘something?’ In other words, all real
(not merely formal) self-consistency must be mediate, 1t
must have grounds It must spring from the specific
nature of the self-consistent thing” And thus, as Leibniz
contended, even axioms may require proof* Their self-

! Monadology, § 35 Cf 1bid § 31 The piinciple of contra-
diction 18 that fin virtue of which we judge salse that which
1nvolves a contradiction, and #rue that which 1s opposed or contra-
dictory to the false’

? Of Locke's Essay, bk 1v ch B, § 3, Fraser'sed, vol 11 p 293

? Cf Nouveaur Essais, bk 1v ch 7, § 9 (E 362a; G v 392, ‘In
the natural’ [1 e logical] * order, the statement that a thing 13 what
1t 18, 18 prior to the statement that 1t 1s not another thing’

* Cf Nowreaur Essars, bk 1 ch 3, § 24 (E 2223, G v 98) ‘It
18 one of my great maxims, that 1t 18 good to work out prools of
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evidence requires elucidation : the basis of 1t must be
made manifest’ Self-consciousness, then, 15 really self-
consistent only in virtue of 1ts being a definite system,
a self-revealing process or development, which contains
within 1itself the ground or reason of its self-consistency,
and the ground or reason of existence Accordingly, to
treat 1t in philosophical investigation as if 1t were merely
superficially self-consistent, as if the law which expresses
1ts whole nature were the law of contradiction, would be
to armive at an empty and abstract result

Leibniz, however, while recognizing the inadequacy of
the principle of contradiction as thus interpreted, did not
clearly enough perceive the reason for this inadequacy.
He regarded the principle of contradiction, not as an
imperfect interpretation of the one principle of all truth,
to be made perfect by further defimtion, but as an in-
dependent principle, adequate to a certain kind of truth,
yet requiring to be supplemented by another co-ordinate
principle, which should be the standard of another kind
of truth  If the principle of contradiction be the sole
principle of knowledge, whatever 18 not selfcontradictory
18 true , and nothing 1s true unless it can be shown that
1t 18 not self-contradictory But how are we to determine
what 15 or is not self-contradictory ? Aeccording to the
Cartesians this 1s to be done by analytically reducing the
doubtful statement to one or more self-evident propo-
sitions, or, 1n other words, by showing that the state-
ment 1s ultimately 1involved 1n one o1 more propositions,
of such a lund that their predicate 18 manifestly contained
in their subject?. But Leibniz maintains that there are

the axioms themselves” Cf Fraser's ed of Locke's Essay, vol 11
P 267, note )

! Cf Nouveaur Essais, bk 1v ch 11,§ 14 (E 379b, G V. 4a8)
* As to eternal truths, 1t 18 to be noted that at bottom they are all
conditional and say in effect such a thing being supposed, such
another thing s’

! According to Leibniz, all true propositions must be such that
their predicate 18 really contained i1n their subject, although thia
may not be self-evident. This 18 sunply expreamng i1n another
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many statements to which it 18 1impossible satisfactorily
to apply this test. Their very nature 1s such that the
proceas of analysis cannot 1n their case be brought to an
end, and consequently we remain unable to say whether
they are really self-contradictory or mot At any rate,
their self-contradiction, or the absence of 1t, cannot be
made self-evident For instance, the statement that
‘I took a long walk yesterday’ may be perfectly true,
but by no amount of analysis 1s 1t possible for us to test
its truth by reducing 1t to self-evident propositions It 1s
not necessarily but contingently true Its truth 1s not
directly grounded 1n the eternal nature of things, but 1s
determined by a multitude of other truths, which may
each 1n their turn demand an infinite analysis'. These

foim his view that ‘1n the notion of each individual subatance all
1ty events are contained, along with all their circumstances and
the whole sequence of external things' Lettre au Princs Lrrest
(1686) (G 1 12) ‘Always 1n every tiue affirmative proposition,
whether necessary or contingent, umversal or singulai, the notion
of the predicate 18 1n snme way comprehended 1n that of the
subject, praedicatum inest subjecto, otherwise I know not what truth
15 But I 1equire no more connexion here thin that wlich exists
a parte ret between the terms of a true proposition, and 1t 1s only 1n
this sense that I say that the notion of the individual substance
1ncludes all 1ts events and all 1ts charactenisties, even those that
are commonly called extrinsie (that 1s to say, those which helong
to 1t only 1n virtue of the general connexion of things and on
account of 1ts expressing the whole universe 1n 1ty own way)
"' For there must always be some foundation for the connexion of
the lerms of a proposition, and this 15 to be found 1n their notions ”
That 1s my great principle, as to which I think all philosophers
should be at one, and of which one of the corollaries 18 the common
axiom that nothing happens without 1t being possible Lo give a
reason why things should have gone thus rather than otherwise,
although this reason often 1nclines without necessitating, a peifect
1indifference being a chimerical or incomplete supposition’ Littre
a Arnauld (1686) (G 11. 561

L Cf De Scientia Unwversali sew Calculo Philosophwco (E B3b, G vn
ao0) ‘The difference belween necessary and contingent truths s
1ndeed the same as that between commensurable and 1ncommen-
surable numbers For the reduction of commensurable numbers
to A common measure 15 analogous to the demonstration of necessary
truths, or their reduction to identical truths But, as 1n the case
of surd ratios the reduction involves an infinite process and yet
approaches a common measure so that a definite but unending
series 18 obtained, thus also contingent truths require an infinite
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contingent tiuths, however (if they are to be truths at
all, and not merely false or doubtful statements), must
have some ground or reason'. If the truth is such that
1t 13 1mpossible to find for it an absolute and eternal
reason 1 the first principles of things, there must at
least be some satisfactory or sufficient reason why it
should be so and not otherwise

Loguwcal Principles of the Philosophy of Lewbriz. (b) Principle
of Sufficient Reason.

Thus Leibniz supplements the prineiple of contra-
diction by the addition of the principle of sufficient
reason. The name has a makeshift sound—as 1f one
should say, ‘ We must be content with a sufficient reason
1n cases where a peifect reason 1s not to be found ”~ But
in the philosophy of Leibmiz 1t 13 much more than a
makeshift Thig principle 18 essential to his system and,
indeed, gives 1t the greater part of ils value. In the
Monadology, Leibnmiz defines this principle as that ‘in
virtue of which we hold that no fact can be found real or
existing, no statement true, unless there be a sufficient
1eason why 1t should be so and not otherwise, although
these 1easons very often cannot be known by us®’ As
thus defined, the principle of sufficient reason might
almost be regarded as including the prineiple of contra-
diction, mnasmuch as the self-consistency of necessary
truths 18 their sufficient reason  Self-consistency o1
analy«13, which God alone can accomplish Accordingly 1t 1s by
IIim alono that these tiuths are known a priort and with certainty
For, although the reason of any succeeding state might be found 1n
that which precedes 1t, yet a reason for this preceding state can
again be given, nnd so we never come to the final reason in the
series  But this infinite process 1tself takes the place of a reason,
because 1n 1ts own special way it might from the beginning have
becn 1mmddiately understood outside of the series, 1n God, the
Author of things, on whom both antecedent and consequent states
are dopendent, even more than they are dependent upon one
another’

! Monadology, §§ 36, 37

?Ind § 32 Inthe Theodicee, § 44 (E 515, G v1 127), he calls
1t ! Determining [deciding] Reason.”



GENERAL PRINCIPLES 63

absence of self-contradiction is one test of the sufficiency
of the reason, But, on the other hand, the principle of
contradiction has an independent and, in some sense,
superior position, for in the case of necessary truths the
reascn can always be given, that is, can be made explcit,
while 1n the case of contingent truths we often can only
say that there must be a sufficient reason, without know-
ing fully what the reason 1s.

The Possible and the Compossible.  The best of all
possible Worlds.

The value and 1mporiance of the prineiple of sufficient
reason become more manifest when we inquire further—
‘In what does the sufficiency of the reason consist?’
‘We have seen that the grounds of any contingent truth
or fact are to be sought in other contingent truths or
facts, and that an attempt to analyze a contingent truth
or fact 1nto its grounds thus leads to an infinite process.
Accordingly 1t seems to Leibniz that the final reason of
contingent truths must be sought 1n something outside
of the system of contingent things, viz 1n an eternal and
necessary Substance or God, who 1s their source But
this requires some further explanation. In the case of
the principle of contradiction, what may be called the
sufficiency of the reason consisted in the absence of
self-contradiction in the thing or proposition  But to
say that a thing 18 1n 1tself free from contradiction 1s the
same as to say that, by 1itself and without reference to
other things, 1t 18 possible' Accordingly, to say that
everything which 18 not self-contradictory 1s true or real
18 to say that everything possible 1s true or real ‘I call
possible everything which 18 perfectly conceivable and
which has consequently an essence, an 1dea, without
considering whether the remainder of things allows 1t to
become existent 2.’ But the opposite of every particular

L Cf Medrtationes de Cognitione, &c (1684) (E. 8o b, G 1v 425,

Baynes, Port-Royal Lognc, 428)
 Lettrse a Bourguet (1714) (E 7202; G m1 3573)
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event or contingent truth is possible 1n this sense : 1t does
not necessarily imply a self-contradiction The opposite
of the axiom, ‘Things that are equal to the same thing
are equal to one another,” 18 not possible, for it involves
an immediate self-contradiction The opposite of the
truth, ‘T am sitting here at this moment,’ 1s possible, for 1t
does not involve a direct self-contradiction Accordingly,
the truth of contingent things 15 not grounded 1n their
possibility '. It 18 not 1n virtue of their very essence or
1dea that they, and not their opposites, are true or real
Their sufficient reason lies beyond themselves, in their
relation to other things In themselves, the contingent
truths and their opposites are alike possible considered
1n relation to other things, the truths alone are possible.
For instance, if we consider the truth that ‘I am sitting
here at this moment,’” not 1n 1tself alone, but in relation
to an indefinite number of other truths regarding (say)
my hahits, character, work, the hour of the day, &c, we
shall see that the truth alone 1s possible, that in this
connexion 1ts opposite is impossible The opposites of
contingent truths, though not self-contradictory, are 1n
contradiction with the general systermn. Each 1s possible,
but they are not jointly possible, mutually compatible,
or, in Leibniz’s phrase, ‘compossible’ Accordingly,
¢ compossibility,” or conformity with the actual system of
things, 18 the true test of reality, the sufficient reason.
Everything which 1s possible has an essence or meaning,
but only that which 1s also compossible has existence *

! Descartes did not admit that everything which 1s possble 1s
realized, but assigned the choice among possible things to the mere
will of God But this 18 practically to make the choice arbitrary
and consequently to mnke the contingent (which 18 the result of
choice) fortuitous Spinoza, on the other hand, by holding that
everything possible 15 1ealized, made the contingent necessary.
Leibniz, however, points out that Descartes 1n one passage ( Pnnaipa,
11 47) says that 'Matter must successively take all the forms of
whieh 1t 1s eapable,’ an approach to Spinoza’s view Rcponse auz
Refleaons, &c (1697) (E 1448, G 1v 340).

? Cf Letive a Bourguet (1714) (E 719b, G m 573) ‘I do not
admut that, 1n order to know whether the romance of 4sfraes 1s
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But, while the ground of the individual thing’s reality
18 1ts compessibility with the actual system of things,
Leibniz does not admit that mere compossibility with
any system whatever 1mphes the existence of the com-
possible essences The principle of sufficient reason 1s
not interpreted by him as a general reference to system
or as reference to a system which 18 held to be the only
one possible, to an all-inclusive system’'  There are
several possible systems or universes, each of which
consists of a collection of compossible elements Indeed
1t must be supposed that there 18 an endless series of such
possible universes, of which one only has existence as
well as essence  But the principle of sufficient 1eason

possible, 1t would be necessarv to know its connexion with the 1est
of the universe That would be necessary in order to know
whether 1t 18 compossible with 1t, and, consequently, whether this
romance has been, 18 now or shall be [1ealized] 1n any coine1r of
the universe For assuredly, without that, there will be no plnce
for it And 1t 1s very true that what does not exist, has never
existed, and never shall exist, 18 not possible, \f by possible we
mean compossible, a8 I have just said. But it 1s another
question whether Astrase 18 absolutely possible I say ‘'yes,”
because 1t involves no contradiction But, 1n order that 1t may
actually exist, the rest of the universe would have to be quite
other than it 1s, and 1t 18 possible that 1t may be otherwiwse’
L’ Astree was the first French pastoral romance, modelled on such
woirks as the Aminfe of Tasso or the Pastor Fido of Guarim1 It was
written by Honoré d'Urfé (1568-1625) and was published in parts
between the years 1610 and 1619 It 1s n strange medley of his-
torical and 1maginary events and characters, and the Court society
of Eulope for a long time amused 1itself by t1ying to * 1dentily’ the
characters of the story It was tranalated into almost every European
language, many ‘keys’ to 1t were written, plays were founded upon
it, and 1t was read with much apprecialion by such writers as
La Rochefoucauld, La Fontaine, and Roussenu

' Remarques sw la lettre de M drnauld (1686) (G 1 45) 'If we
wele to 1eject absolutely things which are merely possible, we
should do away with the contingent, for. 1f nothing 18 possible
except what God has actually created, whatever God has created
would be necessary—supposing that God has reselved to create
anything’' Nolen (La Criligue de Kant et la Metaphysique de Lerbmez,
P 24) remarks that ‘the relation between the woild of possibles
and the woild of existences remains one of the obscure points in
the philosophy of Leibmiz  The correspondence with Arnauld .
rhows that Leibniz was conscious of the 1nsufficiency of his explana-
tions and of the difficulty of the problem *
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stall requuies that a cause or reason be assigned for the
existence of the actual umiverse rather than any othex
among those which are possible. The existence of the
actual umverse 1» its cieation by God, that 15 to say, its
being not merely 1in the region of idens, or essences, or
possibilities, which 15 the pure understanding of God,
but also 1n the spliere of final eauses, i which the will
of God operates’ In other woirds, the actual unmiverse
1~ the result of a fiee choice of God amongst all possible
umverses  While the cholee of God 15 fiee, being un-
limited m its application, 1t 15 not an arbitiary choice,
but a choice according to reason God chooses as the
actual umiverse that whose compossible elements admit
of the greatest amount ol perfection or reality, that s to
say, the fullest and most complete cssence Thus the
actual universe is ‘the best of all possible worldy —of
all worlds which are really worlds or systems, that 1s,
in Leibniz's language, of all worlds whose elements are
compossible  God makes this choice because, being
omnipotent, His choice 13 unhmited, He may create any
possible woild , being ommscient, He contains all possible
worlds 1n I1s understanding and percerves that which 1s
hest , and, being perfect in goodness of will, He chooses
the best Thus the Divine Nature 1s ultimately the
sufficient reason of all particular things, since it 1s the
ground both of the essence and of the existence of the
actual universe ?, which, m 1ts turn, as a system of com-
possibles, 15 the 1immediate ground of its individual ele-
ments 5 3 ?LZ (a%
JAccordingly, the principle of contradiction and the
ﬁmclple of sufficient reason remain side by side in the

According to Leibniz, existence (or the ereation which produces
cxistence) involves no change 1n the essence of a thing 1ty essenct
18 the same, whether 1t be 1n the actual world or merely 1n the
region of the Divine 1deas Cf Monadology, §§ 43 and 47, notes

* CI Theodicee, § 7 (K 5068, G vi 107) 'His understanding 1s
the source of essences, and His will 1s the origin of existences.’

Also Monadology, §§ 53-55, and Theodicee, § 201 (E 565 b, G vi a36)
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philosophy of Leibmz, each having 1its specific function.
but neither reducible to the other, while no attempt 1s
made to find a more comprehensive prineiple which may
mnclude both. There are certain eternal and necessary
truths which a1e independent of the will of God, existing
in His understanding alone, and these are subject to the
principle of contradiction, hut the reality of all indi-
vidual substances and their changes 15 dependent on the
will as well ay the understanding of God, and they are
all subject to the principle of sufficient reason  Each
principle expresses a certain necessity , but the necessity
of the principle of contradiction differs in kind fiom
that of the principle of sufficient reason, the former
being an absolute, compelling or metaphysical necessity,
whose opposite is impossible, involving self-contradiction,
while the latter 1s a relative, incliming, or moral neces-
sity, whose opposite 18 not 1mpossible, but 1ncempossible,
inconsistent not with 1tself but with the system of which
1t 15 a part, inconsistent not so much with the eternally
tiue as with the best possible

The leading Characteristics of Leibniz's Philosophy as
Results of the two great logical Prwnciples.

We are now 1n a position to see how the main features
of the Metaphysics of Leibmiz a1e determined by these
great logical principles which underlie it' The prineiple
of contradiction, taken by itself, 13 a principle of exclu-
sion A 15 A (every real thing 1s 1dentical with 1tself)
at all times, 1n ell circumstances, throughout all changes,
1In every variety of relations Strictly speaking, then,
A can never become B A 1s always A, B 1s always B,
each is for ever exclusive of the other ‘ Black 1s black,
Jurteusement black , white 18 white, furitusement white '
The principle of contradiction, as thus interpreted, 1s

! 'Whalt follows 18, of course, not an exposition of Leibmiz’s explicit
doctrine, but an analytic inveatigation of the way in which s
logical principles fix the main lines of his plulosophy
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a principle of puie selfadentity which asserts permanence
to the exclusion of change or, in general, unity to the
exclusion of differtence In other words, 1t 1nsists on
the reality of Terms, making relations subordinate or
fictitious Consequently a philosophy whose dominant
principle 18 that of contradiction, 1n this sense, must
(consciously or unconsciously) treat whole and parts as
exclusive of one another, dsserting the reality of the one
as agmnst that of the other For 1if the whole be real
1t must be sumple, 1t must exclude as unreal all relations
or difterences. Otherwise 1t will not be purely self-
1dentical, but may receive a variety of 1eal predicates
And as 1t 13 simple 1t can have no real paits Since A
cannot be not-A, and since not-A 1cludes B, C, &ec,
1t cannot be true that some A 13 B or C Some A can
only Lbe A without further distinction On the other
hand, it the paits be real and purely selfidentical, 1f the
reality of each 1s sell-centied and 1s determined without
rogaid to 1ts 1elations to the others, then there 1s no
real whole, but only a numerical collection of individuals
which may even be contiadictory of one another  The
principle of contradiction, considered as meaning merely
that the 1eal 1s that which 18 not self-contiadictory, yields
oither a whole, which has no real parts o1 determinations
because 1t 18 equally indifferent to all possible determina-
tions, or o bare collection of severally possible, but jointly
* incompossible’ parts

Now, 1t 1s the influence of the piineiple of contra-
diction, thus abstractly interpreted, that leads Leibniz
to the conception of real substance as sumple, 1 e as
without parts, indecomposable And 1t is the same
principle that accounts for the infinite plurality of simple
substances and their complete 1solation from one another
For Leibniz, 1n order to give due value to the differences
mn the umiverse, holds the principle of contradiction as
ensuring reality to the paits, leaving the whole to be
otherwise accounted for And, on the other hand, the
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mutual 1solation of simple substances 18 but another
name for their abstiact self1dentity A can never become
B, and, as A and B are sumple, no part of A can ever
become B, or a part of B One Monad can never become
another, and no quality of one Monad can ever become
a quality of another

The principle of sufficient reason in combination with
the principle of contradiction yields the idea of the
Monad as 1itself the source of all the differences 1t con-
tains, the whole variety of its existence’. The piinciple
of contradiction requires that i1eal substance must con-
tain 1ts whole nature within itself in such a way that
1t may be analytically deduced The notion of substance
18 self-explicative  Every true proposition must be ana-
Iytic. Thus the Monad must be self-sufficient. But
now the principle of suffieient reason is added to explain
that the analysis 1s not necessanly completed 1n every
case, that, while substance must be self-sufficient and self-
explicative, 1ts self-sufficiency 1s not necessarily in every
case fully remlized. Its self-identity 1s not static but
dynamic it 1s not 1mmediately self-explamning, but pro-
gressively self-revealing Many true propositions are not
actually but potentally analytic While the piedicate
of every true proposition must 1n some way bo contained
1n the subject, 1t does not follow that 1n each paiticular
case the relation can be made perfectly and self-cvidently
clear? The predicate must have a sufficient ground o1
reason in the subject, but not necessarily a self-evident
one The Monad must be conceived as sufficiently the
reason of 1ts changes or varicties, though not self-evidently
the reason of each In other words, the various per-
ceptions which are the vailety or change 1n the Monad,
the manifold [mulistudc| 1n the sumple substance, have

! The problem how the simple substance can contain duffe: ences 14
the same as the problem how the principles of contradiction and
sufficient reason can be treated aw 1ndependent and co-ordinate
Of this Leibniz offers no clear solution

2 Cf this Introduction, Part 1 p 60, note 2
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1eality even though they are not all perfectly clear and
distinct. Thus Spinoza, under the guidance of the prin-
ciple of contradiction, rejected merely empirical know-
ledge, the contingent sequence of ideas that comes ab
experientia vaga, as confused and therefore unreal and
illusory, a work of mmagination On the other hand,
Leibniz (for whom this empirical sequence 13 the series
of perceptions i1n Monads that have not reached the self-
conscious stage) attributes to this sequence a relative
reality, 1nasmuch as 1t 1s potentially, though not actually,
clear and distinct.

Further, we see the influence of the principle of suffi-
daent reason 1n the conception of the Monads as each
representative of the whole universe from its paiticular
point of view. The Monads are indeed Terms o1 absolute
points, centres exclusive of one another, but they are
not Terms exclusive of relations It is a part of then
essential reality to contain within themselves a mult-
plheity of 1elations The Monad may be likened to ‘a
centre or point 1n which, quite simple though it 1s there
exists an 1nfinite -number of angles, formed by the lines
which meet 1n 1t'’ The principle of contradiction
requires nothing but a pure simphcity 1n the individual
substance , any kind of simple substance would satisfy
it But the principle of sufficient reason imposes the
further condition that the simple substance must have
1elations to other simple substances and to the whole,
and that only those sumple (self-consistent) substances
are real which are also consistent with the real unity
of the whole For otherwise every real substance would
have 1ts ground or reason wholly 1 se, and those things
for which we must be content with a ground or reasen
n alio would be entirely 1llusory  Thus the combination
of self-consistency with consistency 1n 1elation to the

' Prinaiples of Nature and of Grace, § 2. Cf Exirait du Dictionnaere de

Bayle, &c kx-}oz) (G 1v 543) ‘God has put in each soul a concentra-
twn of the worl
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whole 1s what Leibmiz means by the character of the
Monad as at once exclusively individual and repiesen-
tative or, perceptive of the whole universe from its par-
ticular point of view

Agam, the appetition of the Monads 1s due entmrely
to the principle of sufficient reason A substance which
18 real 1n virtue of 1ts mere possibility can have no ten-
dency to a change of state’' If 1t were really to change
1t would cease to be itself  But the appetition of the
Monads 1s ruled not by the principle of realizing the selt-
consistent or the abstractly possible, but by the prineciple
of realizing the best or the full harmony of a system
The pre-established harmony of the umverse as u
system of ‘compossible’ substances 1s the ground or
reason of the appetition in each, the principle of 1ts
changes But this, as we have seen, 1s a consequenc
of ndmitting the prineiple of sufficient 1eason

Lastly, a very slight consideration will show that the
law of continuity (with 1ts obverse, the identity of n-
discermibles) 1s a particular appheation of the piineiple
of sufficient reason A bieach in the continuity of th
serles of sumple substances would mean a void 1n natuic
Such a void 18 not 1nconwmistent with the prinaple ot
contiadiction 1t 1s not self-evidently impossible  But
1t 15 1nconsistent with the prineiple of the best or most
fitting which governs the actual system of things, that
18 to say, 1t 18 inconsistent with the principle of sufficient
1eason. That one possible thing 18 m 1tself moie peifect
than another 1s no sufficient reason for the cristence ot
the former rather than the latter, the former might
perhaps be incompatible, while the latter 1s compatible
with the rest of the woild. But 1t 18 1nconsistent

! Cf Spinoza's Conatus, the ‘effort by whieh each thing endeavous «
to perselere 1n 1tg own being,” and which 1s ' nothing but the actual
essence of the thing itself.” Etcs, Part m. Prop 7  Leibuy
mught say that, on Spinoza’s principles, to call this an ‘ effort 1 to
beg the quesiion, because effort 1mplies tendency townrds somec-
thing.

F
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with the principle ot sufficient reason that nothing
should ewist whele something 1s possible, for the prin-
aple of sufficient 1eason requires the existence of a
complete woild, that 1s to say, of that entne system of
compossible things which contains the fullest reality or
the grenteslt amount of essence' Consequently the law
of contmuity derives 1ts force from the principle of
sufficient 1eason  And thus, 1n general, Leibniz’s solu-
tion of s mam problem 1s accomplished by the com-
hination of the princaples of contradiction and sufficient
1cason, giving, on the one hand, real units of substance
¢ven mole thoroughly impenetrable and 1ndivisible than
physical atoms, and, on the other hand, 1n consistency
with these, a real whole, which 1s not 2 mere aggregate
of 1ndependent and perhaps mutually contradiclory ele-

U CFf IV™® Iettre « Clarke (1716), Apostidli (E 758 b, G v 378)
Clarhe s translation) *Jn like manner, to admil a vacuum 1n
nature 15 ascribing to God a very unperfect work, 1s violating
the grand principle of the necessity of a sufirunt rcason, which
many have talked of without understanding 1ts true meaning
To omit many other arguments against a racvnm and wroms, I <hall
here mention those which I ground upon God's perfection and
upon the nocessity of a sufficient reason I lay 1t down as a prin-
aple that every perfection which God could impart to things
without derogating from their othel perfeetions has actually been
unparted to them  Now let us fancy a space wholly empty  God
could have placed some matter 1n 1k, without derogating 1n any
1especl from all other things, therefore He hath actually placed
some matter 1n that space therefore there 1s no space wholly
cmpty  therefoire all 1s full I shall add another argument
groundcd upon the necessity of a sufficient reason Ty 1mpossible
there should be any principle to determine whal propoition of
mutter (here oughl to be, out of all the possible degrees trom
a plenum to a vacitum, o1 from a tacuum to a plonum’  |® The pro-
porlion of oither plrnran to vacuuwm or of vacuwm to plenwm | ' Perhapa
1t will be smid that the one should be equal to the other, but,
because matter 15 more perfect than a 1ecuum, reason requiles that
4 grometrieal proportion should be observed, and that there should
bo as much more matter than vacuum as the former deserves to
hava the preference before the latter  But then there must be no
racuum at all , tor the perfection of matter 18 to that of a vacuum as
somelhing to nothing’ CFf also the beginning of Leibniz’s second
letter (1s 748 b, G vu 356) ‘The more matter there 1s, the moie
apporlunity 1s there for God to exercise His wisdom and His power,
und for this 1eason, among others, I hold that there 1s absolutely
novoid’
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ments, but the most perfect system of mutually consistent
or compossible substances, in each of which the whole 15
i some way 1ideally contained .

! Further consideration of the relation hetween these twa great

principles 1n the philosophy of Leibniz 1s given 1n the Fourth Part
of this Introduction, p 174



PART III

DFTAIl kD STATFMENT OF THE PIILOSOTIIY OF LEIBNIZ

Passine fiom the general consideration of the doctrines
ot Leibmz, we now come to then more specific develop-
ment We shall, mm the first place, examine the relation
hetween his philosophical prineiples and the ruling con-
coptions of lus Mathematics, and we shall afterwaids
endeavour to tince the principles of the Monadology
the varous departments of knowledge which are con-
cerned with Matter, with Organism, and with Self-
wonsciousness  This review of human knowledge, pio-
ceeding from the most abstract or sumple to the most
concrete or complex of the sciences’, will 1eveal to us
the interpretation which Leibniz’s conecption of Sub-
stance requires us to give to the judgments of common
consciousness  From another point of view, we may
consider ourselves as mnquning —*‘ What are the answers
which Leibmiz would make to objections agamnst his
system, based upon facts, hypotheses, or common beliets
m mathematical and physical, biological and mental
seience ?’

A LEIBNIZ'S MATHEMATICS IN RELATION TO MIS
PHILOSOPHY

It was partly through Mathematics that Leibniz
arnived at the notion of Substance which 1s the core of
lns philosophy  Dissatisfaction with the Mathematies
ot Descartes and with 1ts consequences 1n Physics led
him to reject the Cmtesian theory of matter and motion

! The consideration of Leibniz's Theology or Philosophy of Reli-
gon 18 beyond the scope of the present volume
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and to substitute for 1t 2 more adequate theory of Force
and a higher Mathematics Both the Mathematics and
the Physics of the time appeared to Leibmiz to be too
abstract, and the great object of his speculations was to
bring them mo1e nto touch with conerete reality

The Transition from Synthetic to Analytic Geometry

Early 1n the seventeenth century a considerable ad-
vance was made 1n the scence of Mathematics, mainly
through the work of Iepler, Cavaliern, and Descartes
The Goometry of the Greeks was synthetic or synoptic.
It dealt with 1deal figures as disciete wholes, not taking
into consideration the possibility of their being analyzed
mto elements, of which they are combinations or tune-
tions Thus the relations of the figures to one anothel
ale considered as external Each is what 1t 18 no one
1s 1egaided as having 1n 1t the possibility of passing into
another A rectilineal figuie 18 one thing, a curvilinem
figuie 18 another The barriers between them are 1e-
garded as insurmountable, at least by the methods of
exact or demonstrative science  Thus a curve 18 still
a curve, however small may be 1ts curvature A polygon
15 st1ll a polygon, however numerous may be 1its sides
And the kinds of curves are each independent of the
others An ellipse 1s sl1ill an ellipse, however distant
one focus may be from the cther

Kepler’s introduction of the notion and the name of
nfinity ito Geometry was the beginning of a great
change 1n mathematical methods The geometrical
figures of the Giecks wire all fimite, and therefore
capable of representation to the eye, or, 1n other woids,
capable of being pictured Every curve must have
a definite curvatuie Evely polygon must have a de-
hnite number of sides Kepler, mn order to attain to
greater exactness 1 the statement of mathematieal

relations, suggested that finite (or definite) figures might
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he regarded as consisting of an infinite (or indefinite)
number of elements Thus he considered a circle to be
composed of an infimte number of triangles, having
their common vertex at the centre and forming the
circumference by theirr bases’ Such an analytic con-
ception of the figure 1s, of course not capable of being
pictured  But 1t at once suggests the possibihty of
representing the figure not by a rough drawing or
image, but by an infinite numerical series the terms
of which are so relaled to one another that their sum 1s
finite  Accordingly, in thus considering the finite as
made up of an inhnite number of elements, we have
promise of a connexion between Geometry and Algebra
of such a kind that geometiical 1elations may be sym-
holized algebraically and the knowledge of them may be
extended and generalized by calculation. Such a con-
nexion would menn the reduction of the discontinuous
conecepts of Synthetic Geometry to the comparative
continuity of Algebraic Concepts or Numbers It would
thus lessen the abstractness of Geometry, and make 1t
more ndequate to the continuity of nature, or, looking
at the same thing from the opposite point of view, 1t
would enable the continuous system of space-relations
tn be more completely brought within the range ot
mathematical demonstration  For 1instance, problems
which the Greeks had to solve by the indirect and
unsuggestive method of reductio ad absurdum would now
be capable of a direct demonstrative solution, and there
would arse many new problems which the old methods
could not touch.

! In a mumilar way Cavalier: afterwards suggested that the aiea
of a t1iangle might be conceived as made up of an 1nfimite number
of straight lines, each parallel with the base The lengthe of these
hines he regnrded as foiming an infinite series 1n arithmetical pio-
gresuion, of which the first term 18 zero The sum of this series 18
equal to half the product of the last term (1 e the length of the
base of the triangle) and the number of teims (1 e the altitude of

the triangle) As against this 1t wos pointed out that, sinee a line
has no breadth, no number of straight lines can ever make up a
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The Basis of Analytical Geometry

This connexion between Algebra and Geometry was
dehinitely established by Descartes in the Analytical
Geometry, of which he was the inventor. The baus of
the Analytical Geometry 1s the finding of a defimite
proportion between the space-relutions or ratios investi-
gated by Geometry and certain numerlcal 1atios  But
the space-relations of Geometry aie not metely quantita-
tive as are the relations of number To take the sumplest
of 1nstances, the square upon a line may be 1cpresented
by the square of a number But the square of a number
n 1 sumply # times x, that 18 to say, 1t 1s the sum ot
n n’s added together The square of » 15 a quantity of
7's 01 a sumple seiles of homogeneous units, which may
be interchanged within the series without in any way
affecting the result  On the other hand, the 1clation
of a geometiical squale to the lime upon which 1t 1
constructed (1 ¢ to any one of 1ts sides) 15 not purelv
quantitative  The squuie 15 not a sum of lenclhs It s
a figme with spectal charactennstics  The line cannot
intelligibly be 1egarded as 1ts unit It 15 1ts side, and
as the sule of a squareat has properties other than those
which 1t would Lave as o mere line I{ 15, 1n fact
part of o unity which 1s mote than morely quantitative
And yet a quantitative ratio can oxpress the 1clation
between the square and 1ts <ide, 1 such a way that the
properties ot the square may be alzebracally ealeulatcd
without direct 1eference to the geometiteal e Thus
plane aien Puascal howiver showal thit Cavilioars method
10ally mmplied thit the mhnite series of steught hnos s fan-
dcfinite’ numnbar ot small  1ectingles, which wmie so small thal
the minute tuiangles hetween (hem and the sides of the given
trianglc may be neglccged i the computation Thas s it !
of Pascal 15 the ‘1nfunte” of later mathcmotieranys and his 4 simall
1y manifestly then  mhnitcly hittle” Thus we hwe be o Ui
transition from the ancient to the modern mcthods 'l vind:
cated Cavaliar's method on the giound that it diffcred only i

manne1 of expression fiom the mothod of exhnustions, used in the
Greek mathematics.
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relations of quantity (that 1s to say, of mere aggregation)
way become signs or symbols of 1elations which ale
mote than quantitative, relations in which the part 1s
not indifferent to the whole but charactenistic of 1t. All
the processes of Algebra, however complex and elaborate,
are torms of the addition and the subtraction (or separa-
tion) of abstract umits Thus the abstract number 1
remains the same, into whatever algebraic combination
it may enter as a part.  But the conception of a straight
line, for mstance, varies (the line has various functions)
nccordimg to the nature of the whole 1nto which 1t enters
as a part, and according to the special way 1n which 1t 19
1elated to the whole. Thus 1n relation to different kinds
of figures (1ectilmeal, curved, &ec ), or on account of the
various forms of its relation to one and the same figure,
a straight line is a side, a tangent, a radius, a directnx,
an axis, a sine, &¢  There 1s a closer, more real unity
between the part and the whole than in the relation of
mere quantity, where the part 1s indifferent to the special
character of the whole.

Iclations of purely quantitative Unity and geometrical
Unity. Infinite Series and the infinudely little

But thele 1s no absolute gulf fixed between quantita-
tive unity and geometrical umity The difference 1s,
that geometrical umity, while abstract in comparison
with organic umty or with the real concrete unity of all
existence, 18 less abstract than merely quantitative unity!
And the bridge between the unity which 18 expressed in
the Algebra of Anite quantities and that which 1s expressed
m the Geometry of finmite space-relations 1s to be found in
the analysis of a fimite quantity 1into an infinite series
No ftinite quantity can be resolved into an infinite series

' Stiictly spoaking, a merely quantitative umity 1s a contiadiction
i terms, for mere quantity 1s pure difference, the absence of unity
But what I mean hero 1s umity of the lowest degree, unity on the
point of vanishing, or the most indeterminate unity
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formed by an addition of independent integers, such as
1+1+1, &c, or even 1+ 2+ 3, &e, that 1s to say, by an
addition not eonditioned by any special law  But theie
are certain numerical series 1n which the terms are not
mutually indifferent (nor immediately reducible to a set
of mutually indifferent terms), but are arranged, or rathei
proceed from one another, according to a definite law,
which law 18 of such a kind that, although i1t nevei
brings the series aclually to an end, 1t results in the sum
of the series approaching more and more nearly to some
finite quantity. Accordingly it is held that, 1f the series
be regarded as consisting ot an infinite number of terms,
the difference between the sum of 1ts tetms and the finite
quantity will be 1nfinitely little, and therefore piactically
neghgible

This ‘practically neghgible’ 1s the keystone of the
bridge between algebraic quantity and geometrical,
physical, or any other kind of relation. Strictly speaking,
if the sc1ies be regarded as a pure sum, and therefore
ultimately analyzable into an addition of homogeneous
units (1 + 1+ 1, &e,, or n+n+mn, &c), the imtude of 1ts
sum 1s 1ncompatible with 1ts having an 1nfnite numbe:
of terms. Tt 18 only 1pasmuch as the series 1s regarded,
not as a merely quantitative unity, but as a umty deter-
mined by a characteristic law or prineiple, that we are
entitled to disregard the ‘infimitely little’ difference
between the sum of its terms and the finite quantity
There can be no absolute ‘infinitely little’ 1n mere
quantity. The ‘infimitely httle’ here considered 1s
‘infinitely lhittle’ as determined by the law or character
of the particular series That 18 to say, we are certain
that the law of the series holds unchangeably, however
far the process of analysis may be carried , and we have
thus inferential certainty regarding the result of the
analysis (the equation of the sum of the terms to the
whole finite quantity), even although we may be unable
actually to count each one of the terms It 1s the lan
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or principle of the seres which enables us to say that the
‘infimitely little’ difference may be neglected because the
character of the series is not affected by it

But 1n neglecting this ‘infimitely hittle’ difference,
because of the special character or law of the series, we
have virtually passed from the unity of mere quuntity to
a unity of character, a umity in which the parts are not
entirely indifferent to the whole and to one another, but
are connected in accordance with some special principle
‘We have thus given an indefimite increase of elasticity to
the formulae of Algebra and have prepared the way fo1
an algebraic representation and caleulus not merely of the
elementary space-umties (figures) of the Gireek Geometry.
but also of more comprehensive geometilcal unities of
which these are elements, and further of physical umties
nnd 1ndeed of any umty the elements of which are mn
themselves capable of a sufficiently accurate quantitative
cxpression For instance, the phenomena with which
Physiecs denls are differences of a unity, elements 1n
« whole But the unity, the whole, 18 not one of quantity
merely And yet 1ts elements are capable of quantitative
expression with a degree of accuracy such that its dif-
ference fiom absolute accuracy may be neglected so far as
physical science s concerned  Consequently it becomes
possible to state and to woik out problems of physical
science 1 terms of Algebra

The Imfiinitesimal Calculus and the Primeiple of Becoming
or System

The practical development of this possibility 1s the
tunction ot the Infinitessmnl Caleulus of Leibmiz and
Newton'. As we have alieady seen, the _Analytical

' A sucanct account of the famous (ontroversy 1eguding the
iscovery of thay method, and of the different forms 1n whid
Leibniz and Niwton expressed 1t, will be found 1n Dr. William-
~on s wrticle * Infimitesimal Calculuy’ 1n the gth ed of the Encycln-
Paedia Britannia Cf Merg, History of Eurapsan 1hought wn the Nineteiith
Oentury, 1 100-103
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Geometry reduces the discontinuity of Synthetic Geo-
metry to the relative continuity of number, or quantity
of homogeneous units. But number as a sum of finite
units (even though 1t may take the form of an infinite
series) 13 still to some extent discontinuous. It may,
however, be made continuous by regarding its elements
not as finite umits, but as ‘infinitesimals’ or infinitely
little quantities In other words, any numerical unit we
may choose to employ may be subdivided 1infinitely, and
thus every finite number may be regarded as the sum of
an 1nfinite series of infinitely small terms. This 1s the
basis of the Infinitesimal Calculus as originally conceived
by Leibniz It may be otherwise expressed by saying
that the series of finite numbers or guantities 1s ult-
mately to be expressed, not as a series of texms which
grow by finite increments (ke 1 + (1 4+ 1)+ (1 + 1 +1)
&c ), but as a serles whose terms flow into one another,
their differences being infinitely small That 1s to say,
any variable magnitude must be regarded as increasing or
diminishing by infinitely small increments or decrements
The work of the Calculus 1s to determine the relations
between unknown quantities or magnitudes, not by
considerning them merely as fixed wholes and directly
finding equations between them, but 1indnectly, by treat-
ing the quantities as variables or as growing, and in the
first place finding equations between their elements or
differences *.

! From one point of view it may be regarded as the solving of the
problem of Achilles and the tortoise  CF Liitre a M Foucher (1693)
(E 118 a8, G 1 416) *'Ans to indimsibles, 1n the sense of the mere
extremities of a time or of a Iine, we cannot concelve new extiemi-
ties, mor actual nor potential parts in them 'I'hus points are
neither large nor small, and no leap 18 needed to pass them Yet
the continuous, although 1t everywhere has such indivisibles, 1s
not composed of them, as the objections of sceptics seem to suppose
There 18, in my opinion, nothing insurmountable 1n these vbjections,
as will be found if they are put into strict form Father Gregory
of St Vincent has excellently shown, by the Caleunlus of infinite
divisibility, the place where Achilles should overtake the tortoise
which starts before him, necording to the proportion of their
velocities Thus Geometry dissipates these apparent dificulties.”
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Accordingly, for mstance, Newton regarded all geo-
metrical magnitudes as capable of generation by con-
tinuous motron  Lines may be regarded as generated by
the motion of points, surfaces by that of lines, and sohds
by that of surfaces That 1s to say, these figures are dis-
tinct from one another, not absolutely, but merely 1n the
degree 1n which they possess certain characteristics The
difference between the point and the line 1s an mnfinitely
small degree of length, lhe difference between the line
and the surface 1s an 1nfinitely small degree of breadth,
the difference between the surface and the solid is an 1n-
finitely small degree of depth ‘Motion,” 1n Newton’s way
of putting 1it, 18 1n this connexion meicly a metaphor for
continuity  Again, 1n physical science we have to deal
with phenomena which not merely are variable but are
continually varying, and the Infimitesimal Calculus 1s of
the utmost value 1n enabling us to state the laws of these
vanations, that is to say, to establish proportions between
different sets of constantly changing phenomena

The value of the Infinitesimal Calculus in the interpre-
tation of nature rests ultimately on this, that the con-
ception of ‘infinitesimals’ which 1t employs 13 a virtual
recognition of System 1n knowledge or of the principle of
Becoming ns distinet from that of abstract Beitng  'When
we say that a thing (a geometrical figure, for 1nstance) has
a certmin quality or characteristic in an infinitely small
amount, we mean that 1t both has and has not that quality
or characteristic, or (to use another metaphor made famihiar
by Psycho-physies) that 1t 1s on the ‘ threshold’ of having
it The identity of the thing 1s not merely superficial,
of such a kind that when a quality seems to pass away
from 1t the thing ceases to exist and another thing ap-
pears , theidentity of the thing 1s maintained through an
indefinite amount of diffexence  Thus, as we have seen,
the point, the hine, the surface, and the solid are all recog-
nized as differences or relations within onesystem So 1n
general, when we have shown that the difference between
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one thing and another 1s infinitely little, we have not
converted each 1nto the other, but have explained them
both by referring them to a common ground. We can ex-
press each 1n terms of the other, provided we state exph-
citly their 1elations to one another within some system
A parabola 1s not an ellipse, but a parabola 1s an ellipse
with one of 1ts foc at an infinite distance from the other

Continurty and the Logwal Calculus

Now 1t cannot be said that all this was fully manifest
to Leibnmiz himself, but the truth of i1t underlies his
thinking The Infinitesimal Caleulus 1n his mathematics
15 an expression of the same tendency of thought which
makes the principle of sufficient reason so important an
influence in his philosophy—the tendency to a less
abstract, less dogmatie, more intensive way of dooking at
things, 1n contrast with the a prior: deductive methods
of the Cartesians The influence of the mathematics of
Leibniz upon his philosophy appears chiefly in connexion
with his law of continuity and his prolonged efforts to
establish a Logical Caleulus As to the law of continuity
1t 15 unnecessary to say more It 1s the law of the end-
less relativity of things, the principle of system, of in-
fimte multiplicity in umity, and we have seen that the
Infimtesimal Calculus 1s an application of 1t* On the

' Cf Lettre « M Bayle (1687) (G 1 51, E 104 a) ‘I have seen
the reply of Father Malebranche to the remark I made on some laws
of nature which he laad down 1n the Recherche de la Verite  He
appears somewhat disposed to give them up himself, and his 1n-
genuousness 1- most laudable , but he gives reasons for 1t and makes
1estrictions which would bring us back into the obscurity from
which I think I have delivered this subject, and which conflict
with a certain principle of general order that I have observed I hope,
therefore, that he will kindly allow me to take this oppoltunity of
explamning this principle, whieh 1s of great use 1n reasoning, and
which does not yet appear to be sufficiently employed nor known
1n all 1ts scope It has 1ts origin in the conception of the Infinite ,
1t 15 absolutely necessary in Geometry, and 1t also holds good 1n
Phyrics, 1nasmuch as the Supreme Wisdom, which 1s the source
of all things, acts as a perfect geometrician, and according to a
harmony which cannot be bettered . The principle may be stated
thus When the diference betweasn (wo cases can be diminished below any
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other hand, the endeavour to find a Logical Caloulus
(implying a universal philosophical language or system
of s1gns) 18 an attempt to apply in theological and philo-
sophical investigations an analytic method analogous to
that which hod proved so successful 1n Geometry and
Physics'. It seemed to Leibniz that if all the complex

qiven magnitude 1n dat1s or 1n the antecedents {ce qur est pose] ot il neces-
sar tly also be dinunished below every given magnifude 1n quaesitis or in the
ronwequents [ce qui en resulte]  Or, to put 1t more sumply when the
rases (or what s gen) continually approach and are finally lost in one
another, the consequences or remdts (or what 19 required) must do the same
This agrin depends upon a more general principle, to wit dalis
u dinalis etiam quaemta sunt ordinala  [It there 18 order in the grounds
there will also be order 1n the consequents ] But, fo1 the under-
standing of this, 1nstances are necessary It 18 known that the case
o1 supposition of an ellipse mny be made to approximate, as much
as we like, to the case of a parabola, so that the difference between
the ellipse and the parabola may become less than any given differ-
ance, provided that one of the fociof the ellipse be made sufficiently
distant fiom the other, for then the radu vectores proceeding from
this distant focus will differ from parallel radi. vectores as little as
we like Consequently all the geometi1cal theorems which may be
proved of the ellipse 1n general can be applied to the parabola by
vonsidering 1t as an ellipse one of whose foc1 18 at an infinite
distance, o1 (to avoid this expression) as a figure which differs
from some ellipse by less than any given diffeience The same
principle holds in Physies For instance, rest may be regarded as
annfinitely small velocity or a8 an 1nfinite slowness Accordingly,
whatever 1n true of slowness or velocity 1n general ought also to be
true of rest, thus understood , so that the law of rest should be
regarded as B particular case of the law of motion Otherwise, 1f
this does not hold, 1t will be a sure sign that these laws are 1ll-
constructed In the same way equality may be regarded as an
infinitely small 1nequality, and incquality may be made to approxi-
mate to equality as much as we like * See also New Essays, Intio-
duction, p 376, and Nouveaur Essais, bk 1v ¢h 16, § 12 (E 392a,
G v 455) ‘'Butthe beauty of nature requirea the appeaiance
of discontinuity [sauts] and, so to speak, musical cadences among
phenomenn’” In the letter to Bayle above quoted, Leibniz alwo
remarks (E 106 a, G 11 54) ‘It 1s true that 1n compound
things a small change may sometimes produce a gieat effect For
mstance, a spark falling upon a large mass of gunpowder might
overthrow a whole town , but that 18 not contrary to our principles,
and might 1indeed be explained on general principles But 1n the
wase of elements or sumple things nothing hike this could happen,
ntherw.se nature would not be the result of infinite wisdom *

! As to the analogy between Symbolic Thought and Algebra, &c ,
cf Locke, Essay, bk. 1 ¢h 29, § 9 (Fraser's ed vol. 1 p 490)
See also Fraser, vol 11 pp 12 and 1a4, where further references
will be found
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and apparently disconnected ideas which make up our
knowledge could be analyzed into their sumple elements,
and if these elements could each be represented by a
definite sign, we should have a lund of ‘alphabet of
human thoughts.” By the combination of these signs
(letters of the alphabet of thought) a system of true
knowledge would be built up, 1n which reality would be
more and more adequately represented or symbolized
For, according to Leibniz, the progress of knowledge con-
s1sts 1n passing from obscure to clea1 1deas, from clear to
distinet, from distinet to adequate Ideas are obscure when
analysis has not proceeded so far as to enable us definitely
to distinguish them from others. They are clear when
we can so distinguish them, but are not yet able to
enumerate their particular elements or qualities They are
distinct when we can enumerate their qualities, and they
are adequatc only when the analysis 18 complete, that 1s
to say, when all the elements of the clear and distinct
1dea are themselves clear and distinet In many cases
the analysis may result 1n an infinite series of elements,
but the principles of the Infinitesimal Caleulus 1n mathe-
matics have shown that this does not necessarily render
caleulation 1mpossible or 1inaccurate’ Thus 1t seemed to
Leibniz that a synthetic calculus, based upon a thorough
analysis, would be the most effective 1nstrument ot
knowledge that could be devised ‘I feel,” he says, ‘ that
controversies can never be finished, nor silence 1mposed
upon the Sects, unless we give up complicated reasonings
in favour of simple calculations, words of vague and un-
certain meaning 1n favow: of fixed symbols [characleres)’.’
Thus 1t will appear that ‘every paralogism 18 nothing but
un error of calculation’ * When controversies arise, there
will be no more necessity for disputation between two
philosophers than between two accountants Nothing
will be needed but that they should take pen 1n hand, sit

! Cf. this Introduction, Part 11 p 61 note
? De Scientia Universali sew Calculo Philusophico (E 83 b, G vi1 200)
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down with their counting-tables, and (having summoned
a friend, if they hke) say to one another Lef us
calculate ©  This sounds ke the ungrudging optimism of
youth , but Leibniz was optimist enough to cherish the
hope of it to his hfe’'s end.

This project of the Logical Calculus or philosophical
language connects the mathematics of Leibmiz with his
theory of knowledge, while the Calculus of Infinitesimal+
finds 1mmediate appheation 1n his revision of Descartes’s
theories regarding matter and motion  Descartes treated
motion and rest synthetically as constant quantitative
wholes  Leibniz regards them analytically as consisting
of an mfimte senes of degrees of one constant foree.
Accordingly Leibmiz admits that the Cartesian laws of
motion have a certain validity in relation to ‘abstract’
motion, but denies that they are adequate to the ‘con-
crete’ physical phenomena,

B MATTER
Descartes’s Theory of Matter and Motion.

As we have already seen, Leibmiz’s view of matter can
be understood only as it appears 1n contrast with that of
Descartes. In accordance with his interpretation of the
prinaiplo of contradiction, viz. that the essence of a thing
conaists 1n that only which 18 common to all 1its manifes-
tations, or (otherwise expressed) in that only which
remains after all varieties or specific determinations have
been excluded, Descartes maintamed that matter 1s essen-
tially extension Bodily substance and magnitude o1
spatial extent are identical. And ell the changes 1in
matter or extension are ultimately reducible to motion.
Motion 1s regarded by Descartes as being ! the transference
of a portion of matter or a body from the neighbourhood
of those bodies which are in direct contact with it, and
which we consider as at rest, to the neighbourhood of
other bodies or portions of matter!.” Matter is infinitely

! Prncipia, Part v a5  Descartes adds By a body, or rather
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divisible. Its division is due to motion Its forms arise
solely frofn the combinations and separations of 1ta parts,
which also are due to motion * All the variety of matter,
or the diversity of its forms, depends on motion'’ ‘I
frankly avow that I acknowledge 1n corporeal things no
other matter than that which can be divided, shaped
[figurees], and moved 1n all kinds of ways, that 13 to say,
that which mathematicians call quantity, and which they
take as the object of their demonstrations, and in this
matter I consider only its divisions, shapes [ figures), and
motions, and, i1n short, regarding this I will accept
nething as true which 15 not deduced from it with as
much certainty as belongs to a mathematical demonstra-
tion And inasmuch a8 by this means all the phenomena
of nature may be explained . 1t seems to me that in
Physics no other principles ought to be accepted, or even
desired, than those which are here expounded ®.’

Conservation of Motion (or Momentum), ts Direction being
left out of account.

Again, according to Descartes, the quantity of motion
m the world (or 1mn any material system complete 1n
itself and apart from all external influences) 1s constant
The motion (or momentum), whose quantity 18 thus con-
stant, 18 1n each particular case directly proportional to
the mass and the velocity of the moving body, and it may

a portion of matter, I mean the whole of what 1s transferred to-
gether, although this may be composed of several parts which
themselves have other motions And I may that motion 19 the
tranaference and not the force or activity which transfers, 1n orde
to show that motion 18 always 1n the moving object and not 1n that
which moves 1t , for 1t seems to me that these two things are not
usually distinguished with sufficient caie  Further, I mean that
motion 18 a property of the moving thing and not a substance,
Just as form 1s a property of the thing which has a form, and rest
13 a property of thal which 1s at rest’

! Prinaymna, Part 11 23 (Veitch’s tr ).

? Ibid Part 1 64 (tr. from Abbd Picot’s French) Descartes’s
ob)ect 15 to show that all the motion 1n the world 18 one, and thua
to get rid of the later Scholastic theories which referred each parti-
cular motion to some unexplained principle 1n the moving body

G
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be expressed by the formula mr Now no new motion
con come to any body from itself, no material body 1s
self-moved, because 1ts essence 1s pure extension, and the
1dea of extension does not necessarily involve the trans-
ference of parts. To any quantity of matter, whether
large or small, motion comes entirely from without Thus
at the creation of the world the whole material universe
recerved a certun fixed quantity of motion, which 1s con-
served by the ‘ordinary co-operation’ [concours ordinarre]
of God Motion 1s thus a positive thing and not merely
relative to rest Motion 18 not opposed to motion, but
to rest Motions do not cancel one another, they are
quantities which can merely be combined and separated.
And, on the other hand, each 1ndividual portion of matter
must remain in the state in which 1t 15, unless 1t receives
motion fiom outside 1tself The motion of any one body
13 1ncreased only by a corresponding decrease 1n the motion
of some other, and the motion of any body 1s decreased
only by a part of it passing into some other Motion 18
diftused, but never destroyed’

L Cf Principra, 11 36 (Vertel's tr) ¢ With reypect to the general
cause of motion, 1t suems manifest to me that 1t 14 none other than
GGod Himself, who m the beginniag created matter along with
inotton and rest, and now by His ordinary ‘concourse’ ulone pre-
serves 1n the whole the same amount of motion and rest thuat He
then placed 1n 1t For, although motion 15 nothing 1n the matter
moved but its mode, 1t has yet a certain and determinate quantity,
which we ocas1ly understand may remain always the same 1n the
whole universe, although 1t changes 1n each of the parts of 1t So
that, in truth, we may hold when a part of matter 13 moved with
Jdouble the quickness of another, and that other 1s twice the si1ze of
the former, that there 18 just precisely as much motion, but ne
moive, 1n the less body as 1n the greater, and that, 1n propoition as
the motion of any one part 1s reduced, so 1s that of some other and
equal portion accelerated  We also know that there 1s perfection
1n God, not only because He 15 1n Himself immutable, but because
He operates 1n the most constant and immutable manner possible ,
5o that, with the exception of those mutations which manifest
experience or Divine revelation renders certain, and which we per-
cave or believe are brought nbout without any change in the
Creator, we ought to suppose no other i1n His works, lest there
should thence arise ground for concluding i1nconstancy 1n God
Himself  'Whence 1t follows, as most consonant to reason, that
merely because God diversely moved the parts of matter when He
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Now 1t follows from this, that, while the quantity ot
motion 1n the world, o1 in any 1solated system of bodies,
15 constant, 1ts direction 1s variable For, as all space 15
body and 1s therefore a plenum, moving bodies must con-
tinually impinge upon others; and if a moving body be
supposed to 1mpinge upon a body at rest, of such mass
that the moving body 1s unable to overcome the resistance
of the other and to make 1t move, then the direction of
the moving body 1s changed , 1t rebounds 1n the direction
fiom which 1t eame o1 18 deflected 1n some other way
But, as the moving body has been unable to impart any ot
its motion to the body at rest, the quantity of i1ts motion
1emains unchanged, while 1ts direction changes—it being,
of course, understood that the action of all other bodies,
except the two 1n question, 1s left out of account’

Lewnz's Theory of Motwn  Conservation of Foice

Now, according to Leibniz, motion 18 sumply change of
position It 13 not a positive quality belonging, for the
time being. to the moving body , but motion and rest me
entirely relative to one another If the relative position
of any two bodies changes, we may regard either as
moving and the other as at rest® And, in general, rest
1s merely an infhnmtely small degree of motion , nothing

hirst created them, and now preserves all that matter, manifestly
in the same way and on the same principle on which He first
created 1t, He alsn always preserves the same quantity of motion
1n the matter 1tself’

U Cf Princwpia, 1 41 ‘Each thing, whatover 1t 1s, alwayy con-
tinues to be as 1t 15 1n 1itself simply, and not as 1t 18 10 relation to
uther things, until 1t 14 compelled to change its state by contact
with some oltheir thing Fiom this it necessarily follows that
4+ moving body, which meets on 1ts course another body so firm
and umpenetrable that 1t eannot move it 1n any way, entirely loses
the determination 1t had of moving 1n this paiticular duection,
and the cause of this 18 evident, namely, the resistance of the body
which prevents 1t from going further, but it does not necessarily
on this account lose any of 1ts motion, since 1t 1a not deprived of 1ts
motion by the resisting body or by any other cause, and since
motion 18 not contrary to motion *

* CF Ammadversunes ad Cartesit Principia (1692°%), Part n § 25
(G 1v 369, Duncan's ir p 60)
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in the world 18 absolutely at rest  Accordingly no body
begins to move from a state of absolute rest, but from
a state which 15 to be conceived as already one of motion,
however small 1n amount. Actual motion 1s not some-
thing added to a body which, to begin with, 1s bare mass;
it 18 always gradual growth or increment of a motion
which 1s already there Actual motion always pie-sup-
poses potential motion or a force which, though 1t may
not be observed, tends to appear as actual motion
Descartes, then, was nght 1n interpreting actual motion
a8 change ot position, but wrong 1n overlooking potential
motion and thus in regarding the total quantity of actual
apparent motion 1n the universe, or 1n any independent
system, as constant He was right also in holding that
each body tends to continue in the state 1n which it 1s -
but he was wrong 1n thmking that a body can ever be 1n
a state of absolute rest, and thus in supposing that one
motion cannot oppose another, but can only be opposed
by rest As a matter of fact everything tends to move,
and would move, were 1t not for counteracting tendencies
to motion in other things' That which 1 conserved, then,
18 not actual motion, as an extrinsic property of material
substance, but this intrinsic tendency or potentiality of
motion, which Leibniz calls force As mere change of
position does not enable us to attribute motion to orne of
the two lbodies whose position changes, and nof to the
other, the body whith we call the moving body (as dis-
tinct fiom the body at rest) is so, not in virtue of its
motion (1n the sense of change of position), but because 1t

! Cf Lettre o M Pelisson (1691) (Foucher de Careil, 1 208 , Dutens,
1 733) ‘It must be observed that every body makes an effort to
act on outmide things, and would perceptibly act 1f the contrary
offorts of surrounding bodies did not prevent 1t  This has not been
sufficiently noticed by our moderns They imagine that a body
wmight he perfectly at rest, without any effort But this 18 due to
their failure to understand what bodily substance reallyis, for in
my opmion subsiance cannol (At any rate naturally) be wnthoul action.
This nleo disproves the inaction which Socimans attribute to dis-
smbecdied souls’
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contains within 1itself the cause of the change, the force or
activity which produces the motion. ‘The notion of
force,” says Leibniz, '1s a3 clear as that of activity and of
passivity, for 1t is that from which activity follows, when
nothing prevents it It 1s effort, coratus, and while
motion 15 a successive thing, which consequently never
exists, any more than time, because all its parts never
exist together—while, I say, that 1s so, foree or effort, on
the other hand, exists quite completely at every instant
and must be something genuine and real And, as nature
has to do rather with the real than with that which does
not completely exist except in our mind, it appears (in
consequence of what I have shown) that 1t 15 the same
quantity of force, and not (as Descartes believed) the same
quantity of motion, that 1s preserved 1n nature'’

This force, then, which 1s constant, 18 not only an
actual but a potential reality It is not mere capacity
for motion, mere passive movableness, nor 18 1t actual
manifest motion or activity in general It 18 something
between the two, an undeveloped or restrained tendency
to act, which 1n appropriate circumstances 1s the producer
of action® This force 1= to be measured by the quantity
of effect 1t produces. Descartes rightly insisted on the
quantity of effect as the thing to be measured, but he

! Lettre & M Pelusson (no date, probably 1691) (Dutens, 1 719,
Foucher de Careil, 1 157) 'The relative velocity of two bodies
[+ e their apparent motion] ‘ may remain the same, although the
real velocities and absolute forces of the bodies change in an infinity
of ways, so that congervation of relative velocity has nothing to do
with what 1a absolute 1n the bodies’ Essa: de dynamique (@ Math
vi. 216) Cf Appendix I, p 351

? Cf De Prumae Phiosophize Emendatione, &c (1694) (E 132b, G 1v
469) - ‘ Active foroe differs from the bare potency commonly recog-
nized 1n the Schools For the active potency of the Scholastics, or
faculty, 1s nothing but a mere possibility of acting, which neverthe-
less requires an outer excitation or stumulus, that it may be turned
into activity But active force contains a certain activity [acus]
and 18 o mean between the faculty of acting and action itself It
mncludes effort and thus passes 1nto operation by itself, requiring no
aids, but only the removal of hindrance This may be illustrated

by the example of & heavy hanging body stretching the rope which
holds 1t up, or by that of a drawn bow ’
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conceived the effect in too narrow a way, regarding it
merely as actual motion (1 e the momentum acquired by a
body) rather than the work done by the force, the kinetic
energy 1t produces (i.e the ms vwe which the body
acquues, and which Leibniz calls action motrice) The
formula for this action motrice is not mv but mv*  ‘ In the
uniform molions of one and the same body, (1) the action’
of tiaversing two leagues 1n two hours 1s double the action
of traversing one league 1n one hour (for the first action
contains the second exactly twice), (2) the action of tra-
versing one league in one hour 13 double the aclion of
traversing one league in two hours (or, actions which
produce one and the same effect are proportional to their
velocities)  therefore (3) the action of traveising two
leagues in two houis 1s four times (quadruple) the action
of traversing one league in two houis This demonstration
shows that a moving body which receives 2 double or
triple velocity, 1n order that i1t may produce a double or
tiiple effect 1n one and the same time, receives a quadruple
or nonuple action Thus actions are proportional to the
squares of the velocities But most fortunately this
happens to agree with my ecalculation of force, drawn
both from experniments and from the pre-supposition that
there 1s no mechanical perpetual motion  For, according
to my calculation, forces are proportional to the heights
by descending from which heavy bodies might have
obtained their velocities, that is to say, as the squaies of
the velocities And, as there 15 always conserved the total
force for 1e-ascending to the same height or for producing
some other effect, 1t follows that there 1s conserved also
the same quantity of motive “ force ™ [act:on motrice] 1n the
world , that 1s to say, to put it defiutely, that in any one
hour there 1s as much action motrice 1n the universe as
there 1s 1n any other hour. But at every moment? the

' 1 ¢ the work done or us vwa  For a full explanation of the
whole malter, see Stallo, Concepts of Modern Physics, ch v1, especially

PP 71 54q
? ¢ A momentary state of a body 1n metion cannoteontain motion,
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same quantity of force ia conserved. And in fact action
18 nothing but the exercise of force, and amounts to the
product of the force into the time'’ Accordingly this
motive force or vis viva, the amount of which 1s constant,
includes direction, as well as quantity, of motion For
the measmie of 1t 13 height, or position relatively to the
surface of the earth Descartes’s ‘quantity of motion’
(mv) 18 the effect of a g1ven force regarded merely as acting
during a given time. Leibmiz’s vis viwa (m1?) 1s the effect
of u given force regarded also as acting through a given
distance And Descartes did not take account of the
direction of motion, because he did not take into con-
sideration the distance through which the force acts

Leibmiz’s Theory of Matfer.

(1) Matera proma

This doctrine of the conservation of force, as Leibmz
conceives 1t, involves the rejection of the theory that
matenal substance 1s nothing but extension® Extension

For motion requires time, but 1t none the less involves force.’ Leftre
@ Des Mmzeaur (1711) (E 6764, G vi1 534)-

! Lettre a Bayle (undated) (E 192 o, G 1 60), ef G Math
vi 117  Of course, from one powt of view, Leibniz’s statement 14
not quite accurate, since there are many forma ot energy of which
it tukes no account It 1s, however, on right hines And indeed
(25 Du Bois-Reymond and Stallo have pointed out) Leibniz 1n one
passage anticipates the modern theory of the transformation of
energy (the apparent loss of molar motion being represented by
increase of molecular motion), although the 1dea was not worked
out until A much more recent time ‘I had mantained,” says
Leibniz, ¢ that actine forces are conserved in the world It 1a objected
that two soft, or non-elastic bodies, when they collide, lose some
of theiwr force I answer, No It 18 true that the ‘' wholes” lose
force 1n respeet of their total motion , but the parts received 1t,
being agitated within the whole by the force of the collismion Thux
1t 18 only apparently that the loss occurs The forces are not
destroyed, but dissipated among the particles That 18 not losing
them but doing as 1s done by those who turn large money into
small change *  Cinquime Letirs a Clarke, g9 (E 7752, G vi 414)

1 Projet d'une Lettre a Arnauld (1686) (G 11 73) ¢Extension 1s an
attribute which cannot constitute a concrete [accompl:] being We
cannot draw from 1t any activity or change It expresses only
a present state, und not at all the Future and the past, which the
notion of a substance ought to express. When two triangles are
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18 mele capacity for recerving motion, bare movableness,
whule motion 18 complete activity and 18 entirely extrinsic
to that which 18 moved Force, on the other hand, 1s, as we
have seen, something between the two, viz a potentiality
of motion or action that 1s always passing into actual
action when 1t 18 not prevented by a similar tendency in
another body This force, then, shows 1itself not merely
1n actual, positive motion, but 1n hindrance or resistance
And if this force were not of the essence of material
bodies there would be no resistance among bodies and
the absurdity of perpetual motion would be true  For af
material bodies consist solely of extension, and if one
such body moving should come 1nto contact with another
at 1est (1 e destitute of motion) then the former must
cury the latter along with 1t For, ez hypothest, there 15
nothing but space to resist the progress of the moving
body, and, if motion 1s possible at all, 1t must be motion
th) ough space, 1 e motion which mere space cannot resist’
Accordingly, in addition to extension (however 1t may
be interpreted), every mateiial body must have resistance
or impenetrabiity  This mere passive resistance Leibmiz
on various occasions calls dvrirvmla  The dvriruria of a
body 1s simply 1ts need of space  The body 1s not mere

found joined together, we cannot 1nfer from them how the joining
has taken place  For 1t may have happened 1n various ways, but
nothing which can have several causes 1s ever a conciete [accompli]
being’

L Epistoln ad Des Bosses (1706 (G 11 z295) ‘If, with the Carte-
sians, we were to admit a plenum and the umformity of matter,
adding only motion, 1t would follow that thele would never be any-
thing i the world but & substitution of equivalents, nx 1f the whole
universe wele to 1educe itsclf to the motion of o perfectly uniform
whecl about 1ts ax1s or to the revolutions of concentric ciuicles of
perfeetly homogeneous matter  In that case, 1t would not be pos-
«ible, even for an angel, to distinguish the state of the world at one
moment flom 1ts state at another moment  For there could not be
any 1\ariety 1n the phenomena That 13 why, 10 addition to figure,
«ize, and movement, there must be admitted forms from which
there arises 1n matter a variety of appearances , und I do not see
whence wo can draw these forms, 1f they aie to be intelligible,
except frt;m Entelechies.” CL De Ipsa Natura (1693), § 13 (E 158b,
G 1v 513



STATEMENT OF LEIBNIZ'S PHILOSOPHY g5

place. but 1t cannot be a body unless 1t has a place of its
own And its dvrrvrin consists 1n 1ts maintaining its
place, staying where 1t is Resistance 18 thus a passive
force, ‘Matter taken by 1tself or bare matter consists of
dvrirrrie ond extension By divrirvwio I mean that attribute
in virtue of which matter 1s in space Extension 1s con-
tinuation through space, or continuous diffusion through-
out a place’. ‘Matter 1s that which consists in dvrimmria
or which resists penetration, and thus bare matter is
merely passive?’ In so far, then, as a matei1al body 1s
extended and occupies s place which cannot be occupled
by any other body at the same time (for this 1s the
meaning of dvrirvria or umpenetrability), 1t consisis of
bare matter. Bare or abstract matter, as thus defined
(dvrirvmia + extension), Leibniz usually calls materia prima

(2) Matera secunda

But we must beware of supposing that this materia
prima 18 by 1itself anything actual. As the mathematical
point 1s nothing actual, but 1s the indivisible hmut of
extension, so maferia prima 1s the indivisible hmit of
matter No portion of matter, no material body, consists
of materia pruma alone, just as no portion of extension
15 2 mere mathematical point For materia prima 18
sumply body considered as if 1t were purely passive it 1s
the abstract passivity of body But, as we have seen,
there 18, according to Leibniz, no such thing as absolute
passivity  Passive resistance, 1mpenetrability, inertia,
always involve a 1eal force, a tendency to action, though
that tendency may actually be prevented by counteracting
forces from realizing itself at thus or that particular
moment Passivity 18 the limit of activity, as rest 18 the
limit of motion Every matenal body, then, is ultimately
something more than dvrirvmia 4 extension. It is essen-
tinlly force or energy, activity of some kind And

! De Anvma Brutorum (1710), § 1 (E 4628, G wvn 328).
1 Epustola ad Brerlingwum (1710) (E. 678 &, G. v, 501)
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masmuch as this force 18 a potential activity, a force
which tends to realize itself, it 1s automatic or sponta-
neous, 1t contains within itself the principle of 1ts future
conditions, 1t 15 an Entelechy = Thus every actual
material body 1s matera secumda, from which matera
pruna 18 merely a mental abstraction’. Every complete
substance 18 materia prima + Entelechy, 1 e. passivity +
activity

Now while materie prima, being abstract passivity, 1s not
to be regarded as 1eal substance, materia sccunda, 1nasmuch
a8 1t 1s matter and 1s therefore extended and infimitely
divisible, is, on the other hand, not to be confounded
with individual substance. Materia secunda must con-
tain an entelechy, but 18 not identical with 1t Matera
secunda 1s an aggregate of things: it 1s to be conceived as
quantitative, consisting of partes extra partes, and 1s thus
quite distinct from substance, which must be conceived
as striving torce, 1 e under the relation of means to end?

' Cf Epwstola ad R C Wagnerum (1710) (E 466 2, G vu 529)
The active principle 18 not attributed by me to bare matter o
matcriz prima which 18 meiely passive and consists solely 1n dvri-
rumu and extension, but to body or clothed matter or materia
secunda, which contains 1n addition a primary entelechy or active
principle The re~istance of bare maltte1 1s not activity, but mere
passivity, 1nasmuch asit has dvrirvma or nnpenetrability, by which
indeed 1t resists that which would penetrate 1t but does not 1e-act
unless 1t has 1 addition an elastic force Thas elastic force must
be derived fiom motion, and thus alyo from an active force super-
added to matter” Also De Ipsa Natura (1698), § 12 (E 158b, G
1v 5rz' ' Matter 1s understood as either matera secunda o1 materia
prima , matena secunde 18 1ndeed a complete substance, but not a
merely passive one , maleria pima 18 merely passive, but 1s not
u complete substance , and there must further be added to 1t a soul,
or form analogous to a soul, &vreAéyeain & wpdrry, that 18 a certain
«ffort or primury force of acting, which 1tself 1s an indwelling law,
umprinted by Divine decree’ It should be noted that the expies-
sion 'substance,” as here applied to materna secunda, 15 not to be
taken too stiictly Matena secunda 18 not so much substantia as sub-
stantiata  This 18 more clearly brought out 1n Leibmiz’s later
writings  See Monadology, note a, and this Introduction, Pait m
p 99 note
* Cf Lettre a Remond (1715) (E 736 a; G 1w 657): ‘Strictly
wpeaking, maferia prima 18 not a substanes, but something 1n-
complete And matma secunda (as, for 1nstance, the organic body)
18 not a substance, but for another reason namely, because 1t 1s
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In short, as materia prima 18 abstract passivity, the limit
of activity, and 18 thus in reality merely the finitude or
imperfection of a Monad, so materia secunda 18 mere
abstract quantity, the limit of intension, and 1s thus a
meie phenomenon of that which 19 essentially one and
indivisible, of the ‘soul’ which the body ‘contains®.’
Accoidingly every created Monad or simple substance
has materia prima 1n so far as 1t 1s not entirely active , or,
i other words (since activity and passivity are relative
terms), every created Monad must have materia prima,
because 1ts activity 1s not entirely 1ealized, but 1s 1n part
potential, because 1t 13 not aclus purus, activity without
passivity.  ‘ Maleria prima 1s essential to every entelechy
and can never be separated from 1t, since 1t completes 1t,
and 13 1tself the passive potentiality of the whole complete
substance . God . cannot deprive a substance of
materia, prima, for He would thus make 1t wholly pure
activity [purus actus! which He Himself alone 1s*’
Materia secunda, on the other hand, 1s not necessarily
attached to any specific entelechy or individual substance
It 15 a relationship of Monads mmperfectly conceived by u-
as a group of things which may vary from time to time,
and which, as a matter of fact, 13 constantly varying
Letbmz compares it to a river?  ‘God, by His absolute
power, may be able to deprive substance of malera
secunda*’ In fact, 1t 18 not by itself anything 1eal, but 1s
merely the relation of certain Monads, regarded abstractly
a3 a temporary aggregation or collocation The only real
existences are the Monads, which are purely spiritual
non-spatial existences, but in relatively confused o

8 collection of several substances, like a pond full of fish, or a flock
of sheep, and consequently 1t 18 what s called unwm per accidens 1n
a word, & phenomenon A real substance (such as an animal) 18
composed of an immateral soul and an organic body , and 1t 1a the
combination of these two that 18 called wnum per se’

! Cf this Introduction, Part 1n pp 7B sqq

3 Epmsiola ad Des Bosses (1706) (E 440b, G 11 324)

* Id (1706) (E 436b, G 11 306; Cf p 114 and Monadology, § 71.

! Ibid, (1706) (E 440 b, G 1 3as5)
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abstract and 1mperfect thought (1.e. in ‘sense’ or
‘1magmation’ as distinct from thought proper) we are
presented with the phenomena of things varlously
grouped 1n space, and these groups, gua groups, are
materia secunda’

Phenomena bene fundala
As matcria secunda 1s always a mere aggregate, while
yet every aggregate pre-supposes as 1its reality an 1n-
divisible simple substance or soul, such aggregates or
groups of things, together with their powers, acts, and
affections, are sometimes described by Leibmiz as well-
tounded phenomena ( phenomena bene fundata). They are

' Cf Leitie a Arnauld (16B6) (G n 75, 76) ‘In my opinion, ow
body 1n 1itself (setting as1de the soul), o1 the Cadaver, can be called
vne substance only by R wrong use of terms, like a machine or
a heap of stones, which nre only beings by aggiegation ; for regular
or 1rregulml arrangement has nothing to do with unity of sub-
stance I hold that a marble pavement 1y probably onmly
like a lheap of stones, and thus cannot pass for only one sub-
slance, but 19 a collection of several For suppose theire are two
stones—for example, the diamond of the Grand Duke and that of
the Great Mogul—we might give them both, 1n 1espect of their
value, one and the same collcetive nameo, nnd we mught say that
they are one pair of diamondsy, although they aie actually far
distant from one another But i1l will not be said that the.e
diamonds compose one substance Now more o1 less make no
difference here  Accordingly, 1f we bring them nearer oneo
unother, and even make them touch one another, they will be
none the more united 1n substance, and although, after they had
been biought i1nto contact, we were to Join to them some other
body in such a way as to prevent them sepaiating again—for
mnstance, f we were to set them 1n one ring—all that would make
of them only what 18 called unum per gccidens For 1t 18 s by
accident that they are compelled to share 1n the same motion
I hold then that a marble pavemoent 1 not one concrete [accompiie)
substulice, any more than would be the water of a pond with all
the fish 1t holds, even although all the water and the fish were
fivzen togcther, or than a flock of sheep, 1n which the sheep
should be supposed to be so bound together that they could only
walk 1n slup, and that one could not be touched without all the
othere aying out There would be as much difference between
a substunce and such a being as between a man and a community,
like a people, army, society or college, which are moral beings and
in which there 13 something imaginary and created by our mind
Unity of substance requires nn indivisible and naturally inde-
atiuctible concrete [accomplic] beng, since the notion of such a
being 1ncludes all that 1s ever to happen to 1t ”
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bene fundata in contrast with the phenomena of dieams
or visions, which are phenomena pure and simple, not
having any proper bond or connexion Phenomena bene
fundata may be distinguished from the phenomena of
dreams, masmuch as the former are vivid, multiplex (1 e
varied 1n their relations and capable of a variety of tests
or observations , and congruous or consistent both with
themselves and with the general course of Iife or
experience, which we find 1n other phenomena. The last
of these tests 1s the most sahsfactory, especially when 1t
1s supported by the testimony of other people who have
also appliedit  ‘But the most powerful proof of the
1eality of phenomena (a proof which 1s, indeed, sufficient
by 1tself) 1s success 1n predicting future phenomena
from those which are past and present, whether the pre-
diction be founded upon the sucecess, so far, of a 1eason or
hypothesis, or upon custom so far observed'’ In shoit,
phenomena bene fundata are distinguished from illusions,
inasmuch as they are not merely separate and discon-
nected, but held together 1n a system so that their ante-
cedents may be traced and their consequents deduced *
And Lebniz goes so far as to add —‘Although this
cnbire life were sald to be nothing but a dream, and the
visible world nothing but a phantasm, I should eall thus
dream or phantasm real enough, 1f we were never
deceived by 1t, when we use our reason ughtly*’ On

1 De Modo dutingurnde phenomena realia ab vnaguun s (I 444 2,
G vu 320)

? Can this be 1econciled with the view that matou sccunda 14
A mere aggregate ol collection ®

@ Loc ¢t Of course 1t must be remembered that the ‘1elity’
attitbuted by Leibmiz to phenomena bene fundatu 18 entncly 1elitive
to the illusoriness of *pure’ phenomena, such as we have 1n
dreams, and 1s not to be confounded wath the reality of substance
Cl Nouteaur FEssaws, bk 1v ch 2, § 14 (E 3440, G v 355 ‘The
truth of the tlings of sense consists only 1n the connexion of the
phenomena, which must have 1ts reason [ground}, and that 1s
what distinguishes them from dreams, but the truth of our
existence and of the cause of phenomena 18 of another kind,

because 1t establishes substances The connexion of the pheno-
mena which establishes truths of fuct 1n regard Lo sense-objects
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several occasions Leibniz uses the rminbow as a simile by
which to 1llustrate what he means by a phenomenon bene
Sundatum' He simply mentions 1t without explanation;
but we may suppose him to have meant that the rainbow
18 the type of & phenomenon bene fundatum, 1nasmuch as,
being merely colour, 1t exists as a rainbow only for those
who actually behold it, and 15 thus o mere appearance,
while, being an appearance which results from certain
physical conditions of light and moisture, 1t has a ground
or cause, 1t 18 the phenomenon of something and 1s there-
fore bene fundatum and not a pure phantasm or illusion.
Thus, 1n general, the qualities of matter, whethet
secondary, as colour, smell, sound, &c, or primary, as
extension, figure, and motion, are phenomena bene fundata
Taken by themselves, as qualities of a matter which has
no ‘soul,’” they are not 1eal but merely subjective But
their order or connexion 1mplies a principle of order (1 e
2 soul), and accordingly they are confused (1 e not fully
analyzed) représentations, perceptions, or symbols of
that which, expressed distinctly, 13 real substance
Ultimately (‘metaphysically * as Leibniz would say) they
are reducible to non-spatial perceptions or appetitions of
Monads , but in the form 1n which they are given to us

outside of us 1s venified by means of fruths of reason, as the pheno-
mena of optics are explained by geomnetry Yot 1t must be
admitted that tlns coertitude 14 not of the highest degree For 1t
18 not 1mposeible, metaphysically speaking, that there 13 a consecu-
trve dieam lasting as long as the Iife of 2 man , but that 15 a Lthing
a8 contrary to reason as would be the fiction that a book could
be formed by chanee through thiowing down type in confusion’
Cf Locke, Essay, bk 1v ch 2, § 14, Frasers ed, vol u pp 185
sqq , with Prof Fraser's Noles, and also hus Notes on pp 333 and 333

L Cf Fpistola ad Des Bosses (1715) (E 728 b, G 11 504) 'I preler
to say that not substances but specier’ [1 e sense-qual ties)
‘remain, and that these are mot 1illusery, like a dream or like
a sword pointing towalds us out of & concave miuror, or as
Dr Faustus ate a cartful of hay, but true phenomena, that 1s, 1n
the sense in which a rainbow or a mock sun 1s a species, indeed
as, according to the Cartesians and 1n truth, colours are apecies’
Also Epistola ad De Volder (1706) (G 11 281, note) ‘ Extension itself,
mass And motion, are no more things than the 1mage in & mirror
or the rainbow 1n a eloud They exiat véue rather than ¢ioe, to
use the expreasion of Democritus’ (p 28z, note)
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by our senses or imagination (which percerve things
confusedly) they are mere connected or orderly pheno-
mena, abstractions or 1ncomplete things, which pre-
suppose souls or Monads.

Space and Time

In one of the Letters to Arnauld®, Leitbmz speaks of
-pace and time as phenomena beme fundata  Probably,
however, he did not intend this statement to be very
rigidly interpreted, and there 13 much value 1n the view
of Erdmann that space and time are to be.regarded as
purely 1deal, entia mentalia®, while extended bodies and
actual events 1n time are entia semimentalia® or phenomena
beme fundata. In any case, what Leibniz desires specially
to maintain 18 that space and time are not 1eal substances
nor attributes of real substances They are nothmg but
orders or arrangements of co-existing and succegsive
things or phenomena Individual substances o1 Monads,
which are the sole realities, are not to be canceived as
partes crtra partes the central thought of Leibmiz's
philosophy 1s that this quantitative aspect of things
should be treated as subordinate, as not belonging to the
essence of real things Hence space 18 to be regarded,
not as the mutual exclusiveness of real substances, but as
simply the order of co existence presupposed 1n the
aggregation or grouping of phenomenal things, while
tume 1s the order of sequence of phenomena ‘Time,
extension, motion, and the continuous 1n general, 1n the
way 1n which they are considered in mathematics, are
only ideal things, that 1s to say, things which express
possibilities, just as numbers do. Hobbes has even
defined space as phantasma existentis  But, to speak
more exactly, extension 18 the order of possible co-existences,
48 time 18 the order of possibilctics which are inconsistent,
but which have nevertheless some conmexion Thus

'3 u 118 i Hist of Phuosophy (Eng tr), vol. 11. p 185
* Cf Empstola ad Des Bosses (1706) (E, 436 b, G 11 306)
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extension relates to sumultaneous things or things which
exist together, time to those which are mncompatible and
which are nevertheless all conceived as existing, and 1t 18
this that makes them successive. But space and time
taken together constitute the order of the possibilities of
a whole universe, so that these orders (that 1s space and
time) square not only with what actually exists but also
with whatever might be put in 1ts place, as numbers are
indifferent to whatever can be res numerata®’ Thus
space does not mean any parficular situation of bodies, nor
time any paiiicular succession of phenomena Space 1s
simply the indefimtely applicable relation of co-existence,
while time is the indefinitely applicable relation ot
succession or order of successive positions In ench case
the things or phenomena related might have been other
than they are, and thus the orders are orders of poss:-
ilittes But 1n neither case 1s the order nctual apart from
somr ordered or related things There 1s no actual empty
space or empty time These are abstractions, harmless
o1 possibly useful when recognized as abstractions, but
hurtful 1f they are regarded as actual things.

Leibmiz’s disproof of the independent reality of space
and time 1s directly bnsed by him upon the principle of
sufficient 1eason ‘I say, then, that 1f space was an

' Repliquee aut Reflexrons de Bayls (1702) (E 1Bg b, G 1v 568)
The translation 18 from Gerhardt’s text Cf JII™ Lettre @ Clarke,
4 (Clarke's tr) (E 7528, G vn 263) ‘I hLold space to be some-
thing merely rolatuie, a8 time 18 I hold 1t to be an order of co exist-
ences, a8 time 18 an order of successions  For space denotes, 1n terms
of possibility, an order of things which exiat ut the same time, con-
sidered as existing together , without inquiring into their particula:
manner of existing And when many things are scen together
one perceives that order of things among themselves' The corre-
spondence between Leibniz and Clarke 1s mainly deveted to this
question of the meaning of space and time Clarke -endeavoured
to defend the view of Newton that infinite space 1s real, and 18 to
be regarded as a kind of sensorium of God or as His omnipresent
perception of things Leibniz attacks not merely this particular
view, but all other theories which meake space real,as, fo1 instance,
those which confound infinite space with the Immensity of God

orwith any other of His attributes Cf Fraser's ed of Locke's Essay,
vol 1 pp 259, 260 See also Erplanation of the New System, 1, note
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absolute being there would something happen for which
1t 18 1mpossible there should be a sufficient reason, which
18 agamst my axiom And I prove 1t thus Space 19
something absolutely uniform , and, without the things
placed 1n 1t, one point of space does not absolutely difler
in any respect whatsoever from another point of space
Now from hence 1t follows (supposing space to he some-
thing 1n 1itself, besides the order of bodies among them-
selves) that 't1s impossible there should be a reason whyv
God, preserving the same situations of bhodies among
themselves, should have placed them in space aften one
certain particular manner, and not otherwise , why everv-
thing was not placed the quite contrary way for instance,
by changing east into west But if space 15 nothing elso
but that order of relation, and 1s nothing at all without
bodies but the possibility of placing them, then those two
states, the one such as 1t now 1s, the other supposed to
be the quite contrary way, would not at all difter from
one snother Their difference, therefore, 18 only to be
found 1n our chumerical supposition of the reality of space
in itself. But 1n truth the one would exactly be the same
thing as the other, they being absolutely 1ndisceinible,
and consequently there 1s no room to inquire after a reason
of the preference of the one to the other The case 1s the
same with respect to time Supposing any one should
ask why God did not create everything a year sooner, and
the same person should infer from thence that God hau
done something concerning which 'tis not possible there
should be a reason why He did 1t so and not otherwise,
the answer 19, that his inference would be nght if time
was anything distinct from things existing in time  For
1t would be impossible there should be any reason why
things should be applied to such particular instants, rather
than to others, their succession continuing the same But
then the same aigument proves that instants, considered
without the things, are nothing at all, and that they
consist only in the successive order of things, which
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order remaining the same, one of the two states, namely,
that of a supposed anticipation, would not at all duiffer,
nor could be discerned from the other which now 15"’

Accordingly, Leibmiz's theory of space and time may
be summarized thus Phenomena are bere fundata 1n
proportion as they are connected together Space and
tume are orders o1 systems of connexion between pheno-
mena, the bond being co-existence in the one case,
succession in the other. Apart fiom the phenomena,
space and time are mere abstractions. Thus pure space
and pure bime are at two removes from reality, for
the things which are in space and time are not Monads
but phenomena Yet ultimately phenomena are imperfect
realities, unanalyzed perceptions They have a basis 1n
simple substance  Thus there mu<t be something non-
spatinl and non-tempotal, of which space and time are
the imperfect expressions And 1n a letter to Schulenburg
(1698) Leibniz, after defining space and time 1n his usual
way, says that ‘11 themselves [per se¢| they have no reality
beyond the Divine Immensity and Eternity *’

v JIm* Lettre & Clarke, 5, 6 (Clarke’s tr) (E 752a, G v 364)
In answer to thiy, Clarke, while professedly admitting the piin-
aple of sufheient 1eason, 10ally denies its validity by muntaining
that the mere will of God 18 to be counted as a sufficient reason,
and that theiefoie Lesbmis’s application of the principle does not
prove his case  Cf IV™* Lettre a (arke, 18 (E 756 b, G vu 374)
*Spuce being umiform, there can be neither any external nor
mternal 1enson by which to distinguish 1ts parts and to make
iy choiee among them  For any external reason to discern
hetween them can only be giounded upon some 1inteinal one
Otherwis¢ we should discern what 1s i1ndiscermible, o1 choose
without discerning A will without 1eason would be the ¢ chance’
of tho Epwureans A God, who should act Ly such a will, would
be a (fod only 1n name’

With regard to Lthe general question, ¢f V™« Lettre o Clarke, 62 (E.
771 b, G v 406) ‘I don’t say that matter and space are the
same thing 1 only say, there 13 no space where there 1s no
matter, nnd that space in 1tself 18 not an absolute reality Space
and mattor differ as time and motion However these things,
thougn different, are 1nseparable ’

G Math vt 242  For Leibmiz’s account of the onigin of
our 1dea of space, see Appendix B, p 202
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Actunty and Passwnly of the Monads  Mutual Influence
of Substances. Cause and Effect

So far, then, from space being, as Descartes held, the
essence of matter, it 18 a purely 1deal relation which we
mentally construct between things or phenomena whose
ultimate reality or essence is net quantitative, and 1s
consequently not material'. But, as we have seen, every
one of the real substances (the Monads), each of which 1s
the essence or reality of a portion of matter, contains that
which, taken abstractly, may be described as muteria
primz  Every created Monad 18 both active and passive ;
for there 18 no such thing as absoclute passivity, and pure
activity belongs to God alone As passive the Monad
has materia prima, as active 1t 18 entelechy Thus every
soul has o body, there 1s no such thing as an absolutely
disembodied spint, unless it be the Spirit of God And,
on the other hand, mere soulless body has no real exist-
ence 1t 18 an abstraction, The world 1s active, living
through and through, even 1n its inhmitesimal parts It
18 compact of souls

Now this activity and passivity of the Monads do not
mean that any Monad exeits a real influence outside ot
itself or receives any real impression from a substance
external to i1t The relations between the Monads me
purely 1deal, and their activity and passivity are altogether
internal. As we have seen, a Monad 1s 1n 1itself passive
so far as 1its perceptions are relatively obscure or confused
active 1n so far as they are relatively clear and distinct
And similarly, as each Monad perceives or represents the
whole universe from 1ts own point of view, one Monad 1
said to be passive 1n relation to another in so fa1 a4 certain
perceptions 1n the former are obscure or confused 1n coni-
panson with the corresponding perceptions in the latter ,

! In spite, however, of this reduction of space, matter, &c, to
confused percoption, Leibniz continues to use the language ot

those who speak of them as real, comparing himselt to a Copcrnican
who speaks of sunrse Cp Theodicee, § 65 (E 521 8, G vi. 138).
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while, on tho other hand, the Monad whose perceptions
are clearer and more distinct is smid to be so far active 1n
relation to the other or (ideally, of course) to act upon
it!. Thus, as we have already seen, the pre-established
harmony 1s the basis of the inter-relation of the Monsads
and of their mutual changes®. Further, as clear and
distinct perceptions are simply the unfolding (explication)
or explanation of the corresponding more confused per-
ceptions, the action of one substance upon another 1s to
be regarded as meaning that the active substance, mn so
far as 1t 15 active, contains within itself (or, simply, 1s) the
explanation of the passive substance, 1n so far as it 1s
passive  Substances acting upon others are, accordingly,
those 1n which the reason of the changes in the others
may be read more distinctly than in those in which the
chonges actually occur'. Thus the connexion between
cause and effect 1n different substances 13 a purely 1deal
relation, a harmony of internal changes and operations,
implying no physical influence of one substance upon
another And, further, the cause of any change 1s not 1its
obscure antecedent nor any power or activity pmor 1n

' Cf Spinoza’s views of action and passion in Ethics, Part 1,
vapecially Defs 1 and 2, and Propa t, 2, and 3 Also Ethuws,
Part v Prop 46, Corollary

* Cf p 40, see also Leftre @ Arnauld (16go) (G 11 135, E ro7b),1n
which Leibniz gives a summary of his position ‘' There must be
everywhele 1n body substances 1ndivisible, unborn and 1mperish-
able, having something corresponding to souls Each of these
substances contains 1n 1ts own natule ''legem confinuatioms series
suarum operafionum '” [the prineiple of succession of the series of 1ts
nwn operations] and all that has happened and shall happen to
it All its actions come from 1ts own 1nner being [fonds), except
its dependence upon God Each substance expiesses the entire
univelse, but one does s0 more distinctly than another, and each
expresses 1t more especinlly with regard to certain things and
according to its own point of view  The union of soul with body,
and indecd the operation of one substance upon another, consists
only in the perfecet mutuel necord of substances, definitely estab-
lished through the order of their first creation, 1n virtue of which
ench substance [olluwing 1ts own laws, agrees with the rest,
meeting their demands, and the operationa of the one thus follow

or accompany the operations or change of the other ’
* Cf Monadology, §§ 49 saq
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time to the effect ; the true cause 18 always the reason or
explanation, the distinet as opposed to the confused per-
ception, whatever may be the time-order of the events ot
phenomena’

Mechanical and final Causes  Soul and Body

Every substance, as we have seen, consists of soul and
body. And the soul, being on the one hand the relatively
distinet perception of the substance, and on the othe
hand its activity, is the final cause of the substance, the
end for which 1t 1s, the self-development of 1ts nature.
It must be conceived under the notion of Becormng, as
a thing whose essence 1t 18 to move towards an end It
cannot, therefore, be adequately described by purely
mechanical conceptions It has something more than
a static self-1identity , 1ts unity unfolds 1itself in the seiies
of 1ts changes  Its reality 1s thus not determined merely
by the principle of contradiction, taken as a principle of
pure or abstract self-consistency. The body of every
substance, on the other hand, i e its matter, its confused
perception, 1ts passivity, 18 the physical or mechanical
cause of the substance Being entirely abstract, and in
itself a bare possibility, body may by itself be adequately
described by mechanical conceptions, under the princple
of contiadiction Thus we may bave an ahshact serence
of physics by which the phenomena of abstiact matter
me explained on purely mechanical principles, that 1s, a«
a system of physical or efficient causes  But if we would
explain the conciete 1eality even of material substance we
must employ dynamical rather than mechanical concep-
tions, or, in other woids, we must regard the world as
ultimately and essentially a system of final causes, a
system which 15 the expiession, not of an indifterent all-
powerful Will, but of an all-powerful Will which knows
and decrees the best ‘,

! See Appendix C, p 204
4 Ct Epistola ad Bieringrum (r711) E 677b, G v s501; ‘You
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C ORGANISM,

Organic and worganic Bodics  Svmple and compound
Substances. Dominant Monad

The notion of body existing by itself and that of soul
existing by itself aie results of confused or imperfect

usk about spiritual, or rather incorporeal things, and you say that
we see the mechanical arrangement of the paits but not the
principles of the mechamism  True, but, when we see motion also,
we understand from tlhis [what we see] the cause of motion, or
force The source of mechanism 18 piimary force [vis primitiva]
but the laws of motion, aceording to which impulses [vmpctus] or
derivative forces arise out of the primary force, 1ssue fiom the
perception of good and evil, or from that which 1s most fitting
Thus 1t 1s that efficient causes are dependent upon final causes,
and spiritual things are 1n their nature prior to mateiial things,
as also they are to us prior 1n knowledge, because we perceive
more immediately [interies] the mind (as 1t 18 nearest te us)
than the body, and thigs indeed Plato and Descarles have
observed’ Also Lettre @ Remond (1714) (E 7024, G 11 607)

‘I have found that most of the philosophical sects are 11ght 1n
a good pait of what they maintain, but not to the same extent in
what they deny The Foimalists, such as the Platonists and
Aristotelians, are right 1n seeking the source of things in final
and formal causes But they er1 1n neglecting efficient and
material causes and in inferning (as did Mi Henry Moie 1n
England, and svme other Platonists) that theie are phenomena
which cannot be explained on mechanical principles But, on
the other hand, the Materiahists, or those who hold exclusively
to the mechanical plilosophy, eir 1n setting aside metapbysical
considerations and 1n trying to explain everything by that which
1a dependent on the imagination I flatter myself that I have
discovered the haimony of the different systems and have seen
that both sides are right, provided they do mnot clash with one
another, that 1n the phenomena of nature everything happens
mechanically und at the same time metaphysically, but that the
source of the mechanical 1s 1n the metaphysical’ Also Lefire o
Arnauld (1686) (G 1 77) ‘We me obliged to admit many things
of which our knowledge 1s not sufficiently clear and distinet
I hold that the knowledge of extension 18 very much less so’
[than that of substantial Forms, of which he has been speaking],
‘witness the remarkable difficulties as to the composition of the
continuous, and 1t may even be said that bodies have no definile and
precise shape, because of the actual sub-dinsion of ther parts [1 e their
sub-division ad wnfinitum] So that bodies would without doubt be
something merely emaginary and apparent if there were nothing but matter
and W3 modyficztions  Yet 1t 18 of no use to mention the unity,
notion, or substantial Form of bodies, when we are explaining the
particular phenomena of nature, as it 18 of no use for mathe-
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perception. The world consists solely of Monads, each
of which 18 a concrete unity of soul and body, of entelechy
and matera prima. Thus nature 18 throughout living,
there 18 nothing really morganic! What, then, 18 meant
by the common distinetion between organic or hving and
morganic or material bodies? In order to answer this
question, we must consider more fully the nature of
compound substance.

‘While the stmple substances alone are real they appear
as phenomena 1n groups or aggregates, which we call
compound substances. Indeed, although in rcality they
are secondary, compound substances are pilor to sumple
substances 1n the order of knowledge As phenomena
they can be perceived by the senses, while the Monads
cannot be so percerved. For the Monads are not really
grouped or combined , the aggregation is purely pheno-
menal Now each Monad implied 1n any such aggregate
perceives or represents all the phenomena constituting its
group, since 1t perceives the whole universe, of which they
are parts But as each Monad differs fiom all the others
1n the degree of distinctness of 1ts perceptions there must
in each group be one Monad which represents the group
more distinctly than does any other Monad 1mpled 1n it
This Monad of most distinet perception 1n each compound
substance Leibniz calls the dominant Monad of the
substance®>. It has a foimal superiority over the others
matieians to 1nvestigate the difficulties de componfione contnur when
they aie working at the solution of some problem These things
are none the less important and worthy of consideration 1n then
own place. All the phenomena of bodies can be explained
mechanically or by the corpuscular philosophy, according to certain
principles of mechanics, which are laid down without taking into
consideration whether there are souls or not, but in an ultimate
analysis of the principles of physics, and even of mechanics, 1t
appears that we cannot explain these principles by modifications
of extension alope, and the nature of force already requires some-
thing else’ See also Anfibarbarus Phymcus, &c (after 1687) (G. vu
343' For Leibniz’a aceount of the development of his views, see
Ultimate Ongnation of Things, Appendix, p 351

! Cf Monadology, §§ 63 sqq
1 Cf 1bid § 70, Principics of Nature and of Grace, § 3
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implied 1n the group, though all are really independent.
Its control or dominance consists solely in the distinctness
of 1ts perceptions  Just as cause 18 not a real influence of
one substance upon another, but merely the relation of
activity 1n the one to corresponding passivity in the other,
or of distinct to confused perception, so the central
Monad of any compound substance has no physical con-
trol over the others, but 15 dominant because of its
activity and distinctness  Thus the relation between the
dominant Monad and the phenomena (unplying other
Monads) which, along with it, constitute a compound
substance 1s sumilar to the 1elation between the two
elements, active and passive (entelechy and mater ia prima),
which together constitute simple substance or the indi-
vidual Monad The dominant Monad 1s the entelechy or
soul of the compound substance, while 1ts body 1s a
phenomenal aggregate, every portion of which in tuin
inplies 8 Monad or soul But this aggregate 13 materia
sccunda , and thus we have simple substance consisting of
materia proma and entelechy, and compound substance
consisting of materia sccunda and dominant Monad
‘Whiie observing this analogy, we must not forget the
essential difference between sumple and compound sub-
stance The former alone is 1eally substance : the latter,
i so far as 1t differs fiomm the former, 15 merely sub-
stance by courtesy or common usage. Simple substance
18 o conclete unity ; compound substance, 1n so far as 1t
1s compound (1 e apart from its soul or dominant Monad,
which 1s non-quantitative, and therefore cannot be an
element 1 n compound), 18 merely an aggiegate Thus
the materia prima or passivity of the individual Monad 1s
u nane for 1ts confused, undeveloped or implicit nature
tnken abstractly 1t 1s confused perception 1n the sub-
stance 1tself But the materia secunda or body of the
compound substance is8 not confused peiception in the
substance itself, for the body as compound has no
perception of 1its own, as distinct from the perceptions
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of the sumple substances which 1t 1mples Mutera
secunda, then, 15 due to the confused peiceptions ot
those who observe the compound substances Thus to
the eye of God there can be no materia secunda, no com-
pound substance ; for 1n Him there 1s no confused percep-
tion

The aggregates of phenomena which we call things or
extended bodies aie thus the result of confused peicep-
tion. And the differences amongst them, which we
describe by the names of orgamic, 1mmoiganic, &c, are
10ally differences 1n their dominant Monads Without
u dominant Monad, body would be mere 1ndeterminate
quantity, ‘without form’ if not ‘void,” a chaos of pume
difference  The dominant Monad 18 the unity impled
1 a specific or definite aggregate, the unity in virtue ot
which an aggiegate or compound is one thing as distinct
trom other things. If the dominant Monad be a bare
Monad, with unconscious peiceptions, we call the body
morganic. If the degree of distinctness in the perceptions
of the dominant Monad be a little highei, we call the
body a plant and so on  The oiganic and the 1norganic
pass 1mperceptibly into one another, and the degree of
organic unity possessed by any body 18 nothing but the
degree of distinctness 1n the perceptions of its dominant
Monad Thus the parts of an organism are more closely
connected, more firmly held together, than those of an
morganic mass, because the dominance of the central
Monad 15 greater, mole complete (that 1s to say, its per-
ception 18 more distinet), 1n the case of the former than
mm the case of the latter

Body without soul, or meie matter considered as inor-
ganic, lhat 1s to say, as an agpregate of parts which have
no unity other than their aggregation, 1s unreal We
may regmd 1t either as an abstraction from concrete
substance or (more nearly in Leibniz’s way of thinking)
as an imperfect perception or representation of concrete
substance. Nature 1s organic throughout - no real thing
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18 completely 1norgamic- what we call ‘inorganmic’ 18
really organic 1n a low degiee’.

The body of every created substance 1s the point of
view of 1ts soul. As there 18 no vacuum 1n nature, the
changes 1n any one hody affect every other. Thus 1n
every body the whole world 1s represented or expressed
But 1n each dominant Monad, or soul, the aggregate
forming 1ts particular body 18 more distinctly represented
than the rest of the world Thus each soul perceives o1
1epresents the universe through the medium of its own
hody While 1t does represent the whole, 1t zepresents
it 1n & form 1n which its own body 13 moie distinet than
any other” The body 1s like a special lens through
which the soul sees the umiverse. This, of course, fol-
lows from the view that body in general 1s 1elatively
confused perception For each substance represents the
universe ‘from 1ts own poimnt of view,” and its point of
view 18 sumply the degiee of confusedness (or of distinet-
ness, for they ai1e entirely relative) of 1ts perceptions®.

! Cf Antibarbarus Physicus, &c¢ (G v 344) ‘But indeed,
although all bodies are not organic, nevertheless 1 all bodies,
imeluding the inorganie, organic bodies e hid, so that every masa
which to outward appearance 13 formless [rudis] and quite undif-
ferentialed [stmularis) 18 inwaidly not undifferentiated but diver-
nified, and yet 1ts variety 18 not confused but oiderly Thuas there
18 everywheie organism, nowhere chaos, which would be unbe-
coming a wise Cieator ’

4 Monadology, § 62, cf Spinoza, Ethies, Part u Props. 13, 13
(Scholium), 16 (Coroll 1), 26, &c

* Yet 1t must not be supposed that the soul has perfect knowledge
of all that takes place 1n its own body CF Lettre o Arnauld (1687)
(@ n go) ‘It does mot follow that the soul must be perfectly
conscious [s'apercevowr] of what happens 1n the parts of 1ts body,
since there are degrees of relationship between these parts them-
~elves which are not nll expressed equally, any more than external
things are The distance of the latter 1s balanced by the smallness
or other disadvantages of the formor, and Thales sees the starw
when he does not see the ditch before his feet’' Also Letire a
Arnauld (1687) (G 11 112) ‘In natural perception and in feeling,
it 18 enough that what 18 divisible and material, and 15 actually
divided among several beings, should be expiessed or represented
1n one 1ndivieible being or 1n substance which possesses s genuine
unity We cannot doubt the posmibility of such a representation
of several thinge in one only, since our soul gives us an 1nstance
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Changes . compound Substances. Development and
Envelopment.

Every compound substance 15 1n constant change. No
created Monad, as we have seen, can ever be entirely at
rest. each, mn virtue of 1its appetition, 1s continually
either unfolding (developing) 1itself (1 e. passing from
confused to more distinct perception), or enfolding (en-
veloping) 1itself (L e passing from distinct to more con-
fused perception) And thus, as the dominance of any
dominant Monad consists solely 1n the degree of distinct-
ness of its perception, the relations of formal domimance
and subordination, which constitule a compound sub-
stance, must be continually varying in particular cases

of it But this representation 18 nceompanied 1n the rational soul
by consciousness, and then 1t 15 called thought Now this expies-
slon vceurs everywhere, because all substances are 1in sympathy
with one another, and each receives some proportional change,
coiresponding to the least change which happens anywhere 1n the
umivelse, though this change 1s more or less observable, according
43 other bodies or their actions have more or less relation to ours
And I think that M Descartes himself would have admitted this,
for he would doubtless allow that, because of the continuity and
divisibility of all matter, the least motion has 1ts effect upon
neighbouring bodies, and consequently upon one hody after another
ad wfimtum, the effect proportionally diminmishing Thus our body
must be 1n some way affected by the changes 1n all othcis  Now
to all the motions of our body there correspond certain more o) less
confused perceptions or thoughts of ou1 soul Hence the soul also
will have some thought of all the motions 1n the universe, and, 1n
my opinion, every other soul or substance will have some percep-
tion or expression of them It is true that we are not distinctly
conscious of all the motiong of our body, as, for 1nstance, that ot
the Iymph , but this may be compared with the fact that I must
have some perception of the motion of each wave on the shae,
n order that I may be conscious [apercevorr] of that which results
from the totality of them, namely the great noise that I hear when
close Lo the mea. Thus Also we experience some confused result
of all the motions which take place in us, but being accustomed
to this internal motion, we are not distinctly and reflectively
conscious of 1t, except when there 1s a considerable change 1n 1t,
as at the beginning of an 1llness Now since we are conscious
of other bodies only through the ielation they have to our own,
I was right 1n saying that the soul expresses best what helongs
to our own body Thus we know the matellites of Saturn or of
Jupiter, only 1n consequence of a motion which takes place 1n our
eyes " Cf Spinoza, Ethics, Part 11 props 24 and 27.
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The phenomena which make up the body of a compound
substance must be continually changing according as the
dominant Monad rises or falls in perceptive rank No
dominant Monad has a changeless body, because of 1ts
own variations its body ‘18 1n a perpetual flux like u
river, and parts are entering into 1t and passing out of
1t continually '’ And there 1s endless room for variation ,
because each compound substance 18 made up of other
compound substances (each with its dominant Monad),
and these again are made up of others ad wnfinitum?®
Thus some or all of the things which at one time form
an mnoiganic body may, in new relations, become party
of an organic body and wice versa  And the size of any
body, belonging to a particular dominant Monad, may
increase or decrease indefinitely.

Metamorphosis  Buth and Death.

Accordingly the change in compound substance of
every kind 1s always metamorphosis rather than metem-
psychosis® The fundamental element 1n every com
pound substance 18 the dominant Monad, and the matte:
or body of the substance 18 continually changing by a
gradual removal and addition of parts It is the bedy
which bit by bit transfers 1tself from one soul to another.
There 18 no such thing as the sudden transference of
a soul from one body to another entirely new body
Such a transference would involve a sudden or discon-
tinuous change in the soul 1itself, which 1s 1mpossible.

! Monadology, § 71 So Lotze compares the life of the parts te

a throng of travellers. Muicrocosmus, bk 11 ch. 4, § 4 (Eng Tr,
vol 1 p 368)

! Cf Epstola ad Bernowlhum (1698) (G- Math 11 s6o ‘I would
readily allow that there are amimals (in the ordinary sense) in-
comparably greater than ours; and I have sometimes said 1n jest
that there may be some system similar to ours, which 18 the watch
of a very great giant ' Also Monadolbogy, §§ 66 aqq ; ¢f Spinoza, Ethics,
Part 1 Lemma vii Scholium

? Ct Epstole ad Benowlhwum (1698) (G Math 11 §61) ‘I do not

admit peremfiyxwois into & now animal, but geraudppwois, alfnais,
peiwon of the same anumal”
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Though, on the one hand, no soul is himited to any
particular phenomenal aggregate as its body, yet on the
other hand, no soul can be completely and 1nstantansously
severed from 1t8 body and transferred to another Again,
the birth and the death of any organism are simply foims
of this metamorphosis’. There 1s no absolute birth, that
18 to say, no direct and 1mmediate 1mplanting of soul 1n
body, and there 18 no absolute death, no complete sever-
ance of soul from body. All the Monads which constitute
the sole reality of a compound substance are alike unborn
(ingenerablec) and imperishable? They proceed directly
from God they are produced by ‘fulgurations of His
Divinity*. None of them comes out of anything else
Thus the phenomena we call ‘birth’ and ‘death’ are
transformations, changes 1n the relations between Monads
When we speak of an animal being born, we mean that
the body of a microscopic amimalcule has enormously
increased 1n size, and that 1ts dominant Monad has under-
gone a corresponding internal change. The animal was
an animal from the first, even 1n the microscopic, sper-
matic stage- In being born 1t has merely become an
animal of a higher kind. In every case the process of
birth 18, 1n fact, sumilar to the change which takes place
when a caterpillar develops 1nto a butterfly, ‘natuie being
wont to reveal 1n some particular cases her secrets, which
she conceals on other occasions*’ Birth 18 thus indis-
tinguishable from growth, increase, development And
on the other hand, when we speak of an animal as dying,
we mean that its body has decreased in size or been
broken up into new compounds The ammal has not
ceased entirely to exist, but has been contracted so that
1t 18 no longer perceived Death 13 thus the same as
decay, decrease, 1nvolution®. There 1s no spontaneous

} Monadology, §§ 73 8aq ¥ Cf Prumaples of Nature and of Grace, § 6

3 Monadology, § 47, see the note to that section

' Lettre a Arnguld (1686) (G n 75)

® Monadology, §§ 74 8nd 75 Ct Theodicse, § 9o (E 527b, G w1
153)



116 INTRODUCTION

generation and no passing from lfe to absolute lifeless-
ness For lifelessness 18 entirely relative . the very dust
and ashes still have hife?!

Indestructibiity and Immortality of Souls.

Accordingly the souls of all hving beings are inde-
structible, while the soul of man 1s both indestructible
and 1immortal, since 1t not merely persists in existence
but continues to have consciousness, memory, and such
other characteristics as constitute personality”. It 1s
apparently, in Leibnmiz’s view, impossible for the mind
of man to degenerate so as to pass into a lower stage of
existence The possession of self-comsciousness 1s in-
ulienable The 1ational soul thus differs from all souls
that are beneath 1t 1n rank, inasmuch as 1t does not
experience such wide variations as those to which the
latter are subject In a letter Lo Arnauld (168%), Leibmz
says ‘Others, not being able to explain otherwise the

! Cf Epustola ad Bernoulhum (1698) (G Math 1 5530 ' You argue
entirely to my mind when you say that changes do not take place
per sallum  And further I do not laugh at your conjecture, but
I definitely avow that there are 1n the world animals as much
larger than ours, as ours aro larger than microscopic animalcules
Nor does nature know any limit And again 1t may be, nay 1t
must be, that 1n the very smallest grains of dust, and indeed 1n
the least atoms [atomulis] there are worlds not inferior to om1 own
1n beauty and variety , nor is there anything 1o prevent what may
appear a atill more wonderful thing, that animals at death are
transferred to such worlds, for I regard death as nothing else than
the contiaction of an animal’

3 Cf Lettre a Des Maweaur (1711) (E 6762, @ viL 534) ‘I am
of apinion that the souls of men pre-existed, not as rational souls,
but mérely as ‘sensitive’ [ sensmible] souls, which attained this higher
degree that 1s to say, reason) only when the man, whom the soul
18 to animate, was conceived. I grant an existence as old as the
world not only to the souls of the lower animals, but 1n general to
all Monads or simple substances from which compound phenomena
result, and I hold that each soul or Monad 18 always accompanied
by an organic body, which 15 nevertheless perpetually changing,
so that the body 18 not the same, though the soul and the animal
ara These rules apply also to the human body, but apparently in
& higher degree than to other animals which are known to us,
since man musdt continue to be, not merely an animal but also
a person and a citizen of the City of God, which 1s the mosat
perfect poamsible state, under the most perfect Monarch’
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origin of forms, have allowed that they have their be-
ginning 1n a real creation. While I grant this creation
in time only as regards the rational soul, and hold that
all forms which do not think were created with the
world, they believe that this creation happens every day
when the smallest worm is engendered'’ There 1s,
then, something comparable to a special cieation in the
case of every mind or rational soul, although this creation
15 practically no more than the promotion of a Monad
to self-consciousness  ‘Minds [esprits| are not subject to
these revolutions [of bodies), or rather these revolutions
of bodies are subservient to the Divine economy regarding
minds God creates them when the time comes and
detaches them from the body, at least from the earthly
[grossier| body, by death, since they must always retain
their moral qualities and their recollection 1n order to be
perpetual citizens of that universal all-perfect -common.-
wealth, of which God 1s the Monarch, which can lose
none of its members and the laws of which are higher
than those of bodies?®’

'G 1 r1q.

? Lettre a Arnawld (1687) (@ n 99) CF Theodicee, § 91 (E 537 b,
G v1 152) ‘Thus I should think that the souls which will some
day be human souls have, like those of other spocies, been 1n the
seed and 1n their ancestors up to Adam, and have consequently
existed, since the beginning of things, always 1n some kind of
organic body It appea1s to me also for various reasons probable
that they then existed only as sensitive or animal souls, endowed
with perception and feeling, and devoid of reason, and that they
remained 1n this state up to the time of the begetting of the man
to whom they were to belong, but that then they received reason ,
whether we suppose that there 1s a natural means of ramng
a sensitive soul to the rank of a rational soul (which I find it
difficult to conceive), or that God has given reasomn to this soul by
a special act, or (1f you like) by a kind of transcreation  This 1s the
more easily admitted, as revelation 1nforms us of many other
immediate acts of God upon our souls. . And 1t 1s much more 1n
harmony with the Divine justice to give to the soul, already
phymeally or as an animal corrupted by the sin of Adam, a new
perfection, namely reascn, than, by creation or otherwise, to put
a rational soul inte a body 1n which it 18 to be morally corrupted *
Also Lettre a Arnauld (1686) (G 1 75) ‘The rational soul 1s created
only at the time when 1ts body 1s formed, being entirely different
from the other souls we know, because 1t 13 capable of 1eflexion
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The Vimculum Substantiale.

As to organic substance, one other point requires a brief
consideration In a correspondence with Father Des
Bosses, Leibniz draws a distinction between a compound
substance, strictly speaking, and a mere collection of
things, such as a heap of stones, or a flock of sheep, or
an army The compound substance has a certain unity,
1t 18 substantia composita [singular number| It involves
something which gives a certain 1eality to 1ts phenomena
(ens realizans phenomena), or, 1n other words, there 15 a
genuine bond of connexion between its phenomena (vin-
culum substantiale). 1t1s unwm perse. The mere collection,
on the other hand, 18 not a substance but substances
(substantiae, substantiatum, semi-substantia) Tt has no
unity of its own. Whether, as 1n the case of a heap of
stones, 1t3 unity consista in the contact of its parts or, as
in the case of a regiment, 1t 18 umited by a common
purpose, the bond of connexion 18 entirely in the mind of
an observer In short, when we regard such a thing as
n mere collection, we regard it as without a dominant
Monad, and therefore as not having a genume body. It
18 hke the ‘corporation’ which, according to Sydney
Smith, ‘has neither a body to be kicked nor a soul to be
damned * 1t 1s unum per accidens, in contrast with unum
per se’

This distinction, however, 18 not to be regarded as
absolute It 18, 1n another form, the distinction which
we have already considered® between phenomena bene
Sfundata and the pure phenomena of imagination and
dreams The vinculum substantiale is sumply the con-
nexion of the phenomena, 1n virtue of which we deseribe
them as bene fundata, since this connexion anses from the

and resembles 1n miniature the Divine nature’ See Monadalogy,
§ Banote

1 CF this Introduction, Part 1i-p 96, notea 1 and a.

* Cf this Introduction, Part 1u p. g8
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mutual relations of the Monads which ate implied 1 the
compound substance The vtnculum substantiale 15 no-
where mentioned by Leibniz except in the correspondcence
with Des Bosses It 1s 1n no way essential to his philo-
sophy4 but 1t 13 the suggestion of a way i which his
system might possibly be made consistent with the Roman
Catholic dogma of Transubstantiation, which requires
that bodies should be considered as real substances.
Leibniz tells us plainly that he has no great hking fo
the mnculum substantiale, and that 1t 1s better to dispense
with it, unless any would-he diseiple of his finds 1t
necessary ad an aid to religious furith’. It ought not,
however, to be forgotten that Leibniz was encouraged
rejecting the Cartesian view that the essence of bodily
substance 15 extension and motion, by the fact that this

PCf G 1 499 A Lemoind,1in lns thesis entatled Qued st et 4
upud Lebnitvwm (Pars, 1850), discus~es fully the Lettirs to Des Dusses,
with the object of showing that the vinculfum substuntinlc 19 an excres-
cence upen the philosophy of Leibnig, and that the use he makes
of 1t 1nvolves mconsistency with his general position  Eirdmann
in his Hutory of Phidosophy (Eng Tr, vol 1 p 188) haolds thit 1t
18 nobt to be regarded merely as a concession to tho rchoious
scruples of Roman Catholics, but that 1t 15 really a part of Loibnis’s
Iife-long endenvour to reconcilc the Romain Catholic and Luther
Churchcs  Cf Lethe au Duc Jean Frederie (no date) ‘Klopp, 1v
444) —'There 1s also a considerable featuie ot my philosophy
which will make 1t somewhat welcome to the Jewuits and other
theologians It 19 this, that I re establich the substantial forms
which the Atomists and Cartestans claim to have exterminatcd
Now 1t 18 certain that without these forms and the difference the
18 between them and real accidents, 1t 18 1impossible to muntam
our mysteries, for 1f the nature of body con<ists m extension,
as Descartes holds, i1t undoubtedly mvolves a contradiction to
maintain that a body exists 1n many places at once’ Dillmann
' Neue Darstellung der Leibnizischen Monadenlehie, p 25) has no douht
that the twnculum substaniiale 18 the same a8 tho ‘woul’ of the
body or ite dominant Monad  Logically, perhaps, 1t ought to
be 50, bubt 1t 1s far from clear that Leibniz meant this  For he
several times uses the terma ‘soul’ or ‘dominant Monad ’ 1n the
same sentence as the term winculum substantiale without 1dentifying
them And he speaks of the mnculum substantiale eing ' abolished,’
‘destroyed,” ‘supernaturallyremoved, &¢ But he afterwards admits
that the vincwlum substanfiale cannot come 1nto being or be destroyed
So that Leibniz's entire treatment of the matter 15 tentative and
unaatisfactory
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theory 15 inconsistent both with the Roman Catholic and
with the Lutheran doctrine regarding the Real Presence
in the Euchanist

D BELF-CONBCIOUSNESS

By means of the different degrees of clearness and
distinctness 1n the perceptions of their respective souls or
domunant Monads, the orgamic compound substances of
which the world 1s composed may be divided into three
main classes, (1) mere living beings, (2) animals, and
(1) men Substances of the fust class, including plants
and all lower forms of existence, have as their soul a bare
Monad, baving mere perception or representation, un-
accompanied by consciousness Amimals, on the other
hand, have a higher degree of perception, which appears
us consaousness or feeling (senfument , 1ncluding memory
The soul of man possesses the charaeteristics of both of
the lower classes, but 1ts perception has a still higher
degree of clearness, appearing now as self-conseiousness or
appeiception.  The self-conscious soul or spirit does not
merely connect 1ts particular perceptions in the empirical
sefquence of memory , but, having a knowledge of eternal
and necessary tiuths, 1t can represent things in logical
order, that 1s to say, 1n their necessary rational relations
This 15 what 1s meant by its having reason, or being
4 1ational soul The possession of 1eason means the
power of 1eflexion o1 self-consciousness, because necessary
and eternal truths are sumply perceptions developed to
the highest degree of distinctness, and consequently the
knowledge of such truths 1s a clear and distinet conscious-
ness of what 15 1n ourselves (of the perceptions which
constilute our nature), and hence indirectly a clear and
distinet knowledge of substance in geneial’

' Monadology, §§ 18-30, Principles of Nature and of Grace, §§ 4 and 5
Of ecurse 1t 18 not to be supposed that the scale of organic being
endewithman There must be between man and God a continuous

succes~ion of other pmbodied souls, each more perfect than the one
beneath 1t Otherwise the law of continuity would be broken
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Now, as we saw in considering the meaning of Life and
death !, while the self-conscious or rational soul really
differs only 1n degree from the conscious and the uncon-
scious soul, it can never completely lose its rationality
The animsl soul may at death lose memory and descend
to a lower grade But this 13 not possible 1n the case of
the self-conscious soul And on the other hand, while
an anumal soul may be rased to self-consciousness,
Leibniz finds 1t ditficult to conceive that this can take
place without a special act or operation of God Self-
conscious beings have thus a position of peculiar inde-
pendence, which requues us to devote to them special
consideration We proceed, then, to consider Leibmz's
nccount (a) of the form i1n which perception appears in
man, and (b) of the form 1n which appetition appears in
him , these being the two essential characteristica of the
human soul as well as of every other Monad

(@) THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE.

Leibniz seeks a Via Media between the Views of Descartes
and of Locke.

Human perception or apperception 15 knowledge,
strictly speeking Leibniz’s theory of apperception 1s
thus a theory of knowledge. Now apperception 1s the
perception of eternal and necessary truths Il 1s clear
and distinct knowledge. But the human soul has also

‘It 18 also reasopable to suppose that there are below us sub-
slances capable of perception, as there are such substances above
us, and that our soul, far from being the last of all, occupies
& middle position, from which 1t 18 possible to go up or down,
otherwise there would be 1n the order of things a defect, which
certain philosophers call vacuum formarum ' Sur les Principes de Vie
(1705) (E 4314, G. v1 543) Leibniz calls these higher beings
genies (genin). ‘It 1s to be believed that there sre rational souls
more perfect than we, which may be called genies, and 1t 18 gquite
possible that some day we shall be of theirr number The order nf
the universe seems to require it * Lettre o lo Princesss Sophie (1706)
(@ vu s69)
p 116
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knowledge which 15 not clear and distinct, knowledge of
contingent things which 1t cannot reduce to eternal and
necessary truth This must be so, for otherwise the
human soul would be perfectly clear and distinct 1n 1ts
perceptions, complete and unrestrained in its activity,
actus purus But this characteristic of perfect inturtive
knowledge and absolute activity belongs to God alone,
the perceptions of man aie always at best only relatively
tlear and distinct. Accordingly 1t 1s 1mpossible for
Leibniz to assent to the Cartesian theory of knowledge,
which gave worth only to the absolutely clear and distinet,
drawing a hard and fast line between self-conscious
thinking and all else  Deseartes’s use of the prineiple of
contradiction was nconsistent with the possibility ot
relative truth. It explains the umversal and necessary,
but only by setting aside the contingent as ultimately
mexpheable.

On the other hand, the theory of Leibniz 1s equally
opposed to the opposite view, expounded 1n Locke’s Essay
on the Human Understanding. If distinctively human
knowledge does not consist solely 1 the perception of
unmiversal and necessary truths, neither 1s the human mind
altogether destitute of such knowledge and dependent for
its 1deas entirely upon the contingency of the senses As
the human soul 1s a Monad, 1ts knowledge does not come
to 1t from outside 1itself, for it cannot be really influenced
by any other substance. It 1s not originally a tabula rasa
on which externally-produced impressions are made , for
no Monad can ever be purely passive or absolutely without
perception. The human mind, being spontaneous in all
1ts activities, must produce its knowledge entirely from
within itself It 18 not a vacuum, gradually filled ab extru
with independent 1deas , 1t 1s a force or life transforming
itself, a growth, a self-revelation®

' Cf Nouveawr Essais, bk 11 ¢h 1, § 2 (E 222b, G v 99, 'Thia
tabula rasaz, of which so much 1s sa1d, 18 1n my opinion nothing but
a fiction, which nature does not allow and which has its grounds
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Thus 1n bhis theory of knowledge, Leibmiz may be
regarded as seeking a »a media between two extieme
views, the basis of both of which 18 mechanical rather
than dynamical. Each 1n its own way fails to do justice
to the relations 1n knowledge, to 1ts umity as a system.
Each rests on the absolute (not the relative) vahdity ot

only 1n the incomplete notions of philgsopliers, Iike the vod,
atoms and absolute or relative rest of two paits ot & whole
regard to one anothei, or like the muleria promu, which 18 concerved
a~ ubeolutely passive [sans aucumes formes] Thingy which are
unmiform and contain no variety are never anything but abstinctions,
hke time, space, and the other beings of pure mathematics  There
1s no body whose parts aile at rest, und there 15 no substanu
which has nothing to distinguish 1t from every other  Hunan
~ouls differ, not only from other souls, but also firm one anather,
although the difference 18 not of the kind that 1s called * specihe *
And I think I ean prove that every substontial thing, whether
soul or body, has its own special 1elation to every other, and une
must always differ flom another by intrinsic chmiacters, without
mentioning that those who say so much about this fabula rasa, after
having removed from 1t the 1deas, cannot tell what remuins of at,
like the Scholastic philosophers who leave nothung in then materin
prora Perhaps 1t may be replied, that this tabula rave of the
philosophers means that the soul has originally and by nature
nothing but baie faculties But faculties without any activity, 1
a word the pule potencies [puissances] of the Scholasticy, are them-
selves only fictions, which natuie knows not and winch are
obtmined only by making abstractions For wheie 1n the world
~hall we ever find a facully which i3 shut up in mere potency
without any activity  Theie 18 always a particular disposition to
action, and to one action rather than another And besides the
hisposition thero 18 a tendency to artion, and 1ndeed there 18 always
an 1nfinity of these tendencies at once 1n every object, and these
tendencies are never without some effect Expericnce 1s neccssary,
I admit, 1n order that the soul should be dete rmined to such and
such thoughts, and 1n order that 1t may take notice of the ideas
which are 1n us But by what mceans can expeirienee and the
senses give 1deas ! Has the soul windows?® Ta it like a wiiting-
tablet? Ta 1t like wax® It 13 plain that all thore who think thuy
of the soul make 1t at bottom corporeal There will be brought
against me this axiom, accepted among the philosophoiy, that
nofhing s tn the soul that does not come from the senses  But the soul
1tself and 1ts affections must be excepted  Nihal est in intellectu, quod
non fuerit in sensu, excipe nts: :pse wfellectus  But the soul contains
the notions of being, substance, unmty, identity, cause, perception,
1easoning and many others, which the sensea cannot give This
agrees well enough with your author of the Essay, who finds the
origin of a considerable section of the 1deas 1n the mind’s reflexion
on 1te own nature ' Cf New Essays, Introduction, pp 360, 367 vqq
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certain 1deas or impressions, each 1s & kind of atomism.
The eternal and necessary truths (or clear and distinct
1deas) of Descartes are unconditionally valid , they are
a prori atoms, forming the totality of knowledge The
‘sumple 1deas’ of Locke are equally unconditional in their
validity , they are a posterior: atoms or data of knowledge .

But, here as elsewhere, Leibmiz would rather reconcile
than overthrow While the mechanical view of things 1s
not the truest, 1t nevertheless has value 1n 1ts own sphere
Thus he regaids the errors of Descartes and Locke as due
1n each case to the over-emphasis of one of the two com-
plementary elements 1n knowledge, the necessary and the
contingent Desecartes’s view might hold if knowledge

' Locke's oppousttion to Descartes, great though 1t was, ought not
to be emphasized to such an extent as to hide the fact that they
have much 1n common  Fo1 1nstance, we know that Locke’s first
attiaction to philosophy came from a reading of Descartes, and he
may pethaps owe the suggestion of some of his leading 1deas to
such passages as the following extract from an unfinished dialogue
of Descartos, in which the method of doubt 1s wittily set 1n con-
trast with the Scholastic metaphysics The question 18 ' What
19 man’s first knowledge ®* In what part of the soul does 1t dwell®
And why 15 1t so imperfect at the beginning ?° Epistemon, the
representative of Scholastic learming, says ‘That appears to me
to be very clearly explained, 1f we liken the imagination of infants
to a tabule rasa on which our 1deas, which aie as 1t were the living
image of objects, are to be pamnted Our senses, the dispositions of
our mind, our teachers and our 1ntelhgence are the different paintei «
who can execute this woik, and those among them which are least
fitted to succeed, begin 1t , namely 1mperfect senses, blind instinct
and foolish nurses At last comes the best of all, intelligence , and
yet 18 1t still necessary that 1t should :erve an apprenticeship of
several years and for some time follow the example of 1its teacheis,
before 1t daie rectify one of their errors. .. It 18 like a clever
artist, called to put the fimishing touches to a picture sketched by
learners. Though he use all his art, correcting gradually now one
fenture, now another, and putting in all that has been omitted,
there must still remain great defects 1n 1t, because the picture was
badly drawn at first, the figures weie 11l arranged and little atten-
tion was given to proportion’ Recherche de la Verte par les lumieres
naturelles, Euvres de Descartes (ed Cousin), vol xL p 345; cf 1bid
P 375 ‘'All truths follow from one another and are umted by
a common bond , the whole secret conaists 1n beginning with the
first and most simple, and rising gradually to the most remote and
most complex’ See also Fraser’s ed of Locke’s Essay, vol 1
Prolegornena, p 20.
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were entwrely necessary ; Locke’s might hold if knowledge
were merely contingent, But human knowledge is both,
1t 1ncludes both self-evident truths and truths of fact
A true theory of knowledge must do equal justice to both
It must have affinity with the views both of Descartes
and of Locke, without altogether accepting either

Leibniz’s Solution of the Question of Innate I1deas and the
Tabule Rasa

Locke endeavoured to establish his empiricism as
against the position of Descartes by denying that there
are 1n the human mind any innate ideas If there be
no innate 1deas, all our knowledge must reach us ab
crtra, through the senses And accordingly the only
true theory of knowledge must explain 1t a postesriory,
entirely from sense-experience This was the contrary
opposite of the Cartesian view that all our genuine
knowledge comes from pure thought, 1n complete
independence of the senses (which are bodily, and there-
fore excluded fiom the sphere of thinking), and that the
only true theory of knowledge must explain 1t a prior:.
as a logical deduction from self-evident innate 1deas  To
Leibniz 1t seems that the conception of the human mind
as 2 Monad leads to a theory of knowledge which hai-
monizes the other two, by combining 1n a new form the
truth they each contain, and at the same time setting
aside their errors As a Monad the soul of man 1s not,
as1n Locke’s view, a purely passive tabula rasa, continually
receiving external impressions It 1s always an achve
force, and it 18 1tself the spontaneous source of all its
1deas, 1 e of the entie sequence of its experience All
its 1deas are therefore 1nnate Butl none of 1ts 1deas 14
from the beginning clear and distinct When they first
appear they are confused and imperfect The recognition
of their self-evidence 1s the 1esult of a process, a develop-
ment from relative confusion to distinctness. But what
Locke calls sensation 1s, according to Leibniz, confused
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perception, the indistinet representation of things external
to the individual mind. Thus the self-evidence of uni-
versal and necessary tiuths 1s a result of expeilence,
though that experience 1s purely internal And though
all our ideas are 1nnate, there are many which can never
be reduced to the perfect cleainess and distinctness of
self-evident truth, but which we have nevertheless quite
sufficent ground for recogmzing as true Further, though
our experience 1s entirely internal, it 18 none the less
objectively real for 1t consists 1n a representation of the
whole umverse, 1n accordance with the pre-established
harmony between substances. Human knowledge 1s thus
ut vnce a priore and a posterwr, 1mnate and experiential '

Ielativity of the Diwstinclion between Perception and
Apperception

The acceptance of this theory involves a change 1n the
powmt of view held hoth by Descartes and by Locke They
both argue on the assumption that peiception and appe:-
ception aire quite distinet from one another. Descartes’s
theory of 1innate 1deas 1ests on his doctrine that absolute
certainty belongs to self-conscious thought alone, ex-
cluding all other forms of human experience as pheno-
mena of body, which 18 the contradictory opposite of

U t1f all our 1deas [connaissances] are 1nnate 1n so far as they are
1deas distinet 1n themselves, they are all acquired 1n so fur as they
are 1deas distinct for us’ Boutroux, ed of Nouweaur Essais, &c ,
Introduction, p B3 Cf Lotze, Streitschrit, p 13 ‘In earlier times
prople made too free a use of the name of innate 1deas , but now it
seems to me that they have fallen 1nto an opposite error when they
at once sct aside this notion, with a superheial depieciation of its
somewhat 1nappropriate name I have never becen able to convince
myself that the logical and metaphysical prineciples regarding the
nature of things, which are necessary to our thought, the aesthetic
feehings and the consciousness of obligation rest upon anything
vlse than the immediate depth of our spuitual nature, so that they,
under the stimulus of experience, come 1nto our consclousness as
original possessions of our nature, not as complete 1nnate 1mages,
alwnys hovering 1n our consciousness, but as so grounded 1n us that
thoy indecd requare the st mulus of experience, but are never given
to us by experience ’
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mind Locke, on the other hand, denies the existence of
mnate 1deas on the ground that children, savages and
1diots do not consciously possess them ; an argument
which implies that we have an 1den only when we are
fully aware of it, that 1s to say, that 1deas exist only 1n
self-consciousness or apperception  Thus apperception
(in the Leibmtian sense) 1s regarded by Descartes as
containing absolute, 1nnate first principles, from which
particular tiuths may be deduced, while by Locke 1t 1s
held to give, not first principles, but simple 1deas, which
are tho elements out of which knowledge 1s built In
both cases 1t 1s apperception that 1s appealed to; mere
perception does not count ',

Now the great central principle of the philosophy of
Leibniz 1s the 1dealizing of all substance, by regarding 1t
as throughout perceptive or representative  Apper-
ception feeling and bare perception (which 1s not
necessarlly anything more than the mere possession of
real qualities) are not different 1n kind but merely in

' Cf Nowreaur Essons, bk 11 ch 1,§19 (E 2264, G v 107) ¢ Phi-
nlethes [1eprasentative of Locke] * That body 1s extended without
having parts and that a thing thinks without being conscious
| s'apercervir ] that 1t thinks, are two assertions which appear equally
unintelligible ”  Theuphilus [representative of Leibniz] ‘' Forgive
me, sir, but I must tell you that 1n your contention that there 1s 1n
the soul nothing of which 1t 1s not conscious, there 1s a petitio prin-
cipu, which has already dominated our first discussion It was
there used for the overthrow of innate ideas and tiuthy If wo
were to grant this pirinciple, we should not merely find ourselves
1n conflict with experience and reason, bul we should have without
any reason to give up our opinion, which 1 think I have made suffi-
ciently 1ntelligible But our opponents, very clever though they
are, have never produced any proof of what they so often and so
confidently declare regarding this matter, and besides it 14 easy to
prove to them the opposite, that 13 to say, that 1t 1s not possible we
should always deliberately reflect on all our thoughts Othe1wise
the mind would make a reflexion upon each reflexion ad infiniium,
without ever being able to pass to a new thought, For instance,
1n being conscious of some present feeling, I should always have to
think that I think of 1t, and again to think that I think of think-
ing of 1t and so ad wfinitum  But I must surely come to an end ot
1eflecting upon all these reflexions, and there must, in short, be
some thought which we allow to pass without thinking of 1t,
otheiwise we should always dwell upon the same thing "’
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rest are apparently absolute opposites, 1n reality, when
we regard them not abstractly but concretely in their
relation to the rest of the world, they can be understood
only as relatively distinet For otherwise, the law of
continuity, which 1s the basis ot any workable mterpreta-
tion of the universe, would be broken In virtue of this
law, then, rest must be considered as an infinitely small
degree of motion, and every body possesses at least a
tendency to motion or a wirtual motion, even 1f it has no
artual, apparent, complete motion In the same way,
when mind 1s considered concretely, as a real substance
related (through its representation of them) to all the
othe1 substances of which the universe 13 composed, the
distinction between consciousness and unconsciousness 15
seen to be relative There can be no total absence ot
perception, for absence of perception (representation)
would mean absence of relation 1o the rest of the world,
and thus a breach ot the law of continuity. Unconscious-

peiception of 1deas being to the soul what motion 18 to the body ””

Theophdus ** You are right, sir  Activity 15 no more 1nsepar-
able from the snul than from the body, a state of the soul without
thought and absolute 1est 1n the body nppearing to me to be things
which are equally contiary to natuie and of which there 1s no
instancec 1n the woild A substance which 13 once 1n activity will
be so nlways, for all 1ts 1mpiessions persist and are merely mixed
with other new ones When we stiltke a body we nrouse 1n 1t {or
rather determine) an infinite nuinbe; of voitices a91n a hiquid for
at bottomn every solid has some degree of fluidity, and every flmd
has somo degree ot solidity, and there 18 no way of ever entirely
stopping these internal vortices Now we may believe that, if the
body 18 never at 1est, neither will the soul, which corresponds to
1t, ever be without perception™ Pr “But this proposition—
the youl always thinks—13 not evident by 1tself * 70 “ I don't say
1t 1v It requirey a hittle attention and reasoning to seeit  Oidi-
na1y people recognize it as little as they recognize the piessuie of
the atmosphere or the roundneys of the earth” Phr “ T doubt if
I thought last night This 18 o question of fact, to be settled by
sense experience '’ Th !''Wewsettle 1t 1n the same way 1n which we
prove that there are mmperceptible bodies and 1nvisible motions,
although some people regard these things as absurd In the same
way there are percepuions without much sharpness, which are not
distinet enough for us to be conscious of them or to remember
them , but they make themselves known by certain consequences
they have ™’
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ness or apparent absence of perception is then merely an
infinitely small degree of perception, and every mind
must possess at least vwtual thought or consciousness,
a tendency to clear and distinct perception, even although
1t may actually appear to be empty of all thought' The
mind 18 not hke a block of veinless marble, from which
the sculptor may take what figure he pleases It has
veins which give the outline of the statue that is to come
forth from it* In other words, 1t 1s the nature of the
mind to ‘look before and after’ Leibniz regards s
view as expressing the truth that underlies the Platonic
doctrine of remimscence  The present perceptions of the
mind may be regarded as recollections of the past, inas-
much as they were already virtually contained in these
past perceptions and are developed from them—are
indeed, these past perceptions grown more distinet And
agoin, the present perceptions of the mind aure forecasts
or prophecies of the future, since all 1ts future perceptions
are confusedly wrapped up 1n 1its present states

The Petetes Perceptions

Thus 1n the Mcenadology®, Leibnmiz maintains the
existence of unconscious perceptions, on the ground
that perception can only proceed from peiception, and
accordingly that in the passage from the unconseiousness
of a swoon or a deep sleep to full waking consciousness
there must be an infinite series of perceptions gradually
rnising 1n degree from infinitely little perceptions, which
are apparently mdistinguishable from absence of percep-
tion, upwards to the fuller perceptions of actual waking
Iife These hittle perceplions ( petites perceptions, confused
perceptions, or, as we might now call them, sub-conscious
thoughts or mental activities) express the continuity of

! Cf Locke, Essay, Fraser's ed , vol 1 p Bo note

? New Essays, Introduction, p 367 Ct Locke, Essay, Frasers ed,
vol 1 p 48 note, and p 6o note

Y §§ 21 and 23
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all souls, from the soul of the pebble to that of the
angel, as Leibmiz puts 1t 1n his correspondence with
J Bernoulli' The characteristics of these petites
perceptions, which prevent us from being clearly aware of
them, aie, he tells us? their smallness, theirr number,
or their individual indistinctness And by means of
them he explains such psychological phenomena as our
ceasing to be aware of the sound of a mill or a waterfall
when we have become accustomed to 1t The perceptions
are still there, but ‘having lost the attractions of novelty,
they are not strong enough to claxm our attention and
memory, which are directed to more interesting objects.
For all attention requires memory , and often, when we
are not, so to speak, warned and directed to take notice
of certain of our own present perceptions, we let them
pass without reflexion, and even without observing
them , but 1f some one 1mmediately afterwards draws our
attention to them, and speaks to us, for instance, of some
noise that has just been heard, we recall 1t to ourselves
and perceive that a moment ago we had some conscious-
ness of it Thus there were perceptions of which we
were not aware at the time, apperception arsing in this
case only from our attention having been drawn to them
after some 1nterval, however small '’  The petiles percep-

!' G Math i 560

7 New Essays, Introduction, p 370 Cf bk 12 ch g,§ 1 (E 2338,
G v 1210 ‘We ourselves have also pefites perceptions, of which we
are not conscious 1n our present state It 18 true that we might
quite well be conscious of them and reflect upon them, were we
not prevented by their multitude, which distracts our mind, or 1if
they were not effaced or rather obscured by greater ones I
should prefer to distinguish between percepfion and apperception
For 1nstance, the perception of light and colour, of which we have
apperception [are consclous] 13 made up of a quantity of petites
perceptions, of which we have no apperception [are not conscious],
and a noise, of which we have perception but of which we take
no notice, becomrs apperceptible by a small addition or increase
For if what precedes had no effect upon the soul this little addition
would have none either, and no more would the whole have any *

? New Essays, Introduction, p 371 Cf Noureauz Essais, bk n

ch 1, §11 \E 2244, G v 103) ‘We think of a nuinber of things
ot once, but we toke notice only of the thoughts which are most
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tions, accordingly, are merely the confused perceptions of
the self-conscious Monad, and their function and value 1n
psychology may be estimated by reference to the im-
portance of confused perception 1n Leibniz’s general
doctrine of substance. However great may be their
degree of confusion, and however little we may be
conscious of them individually or collectively, they are
still perceptions, one 1n kind with the highest, most
distinct apperception or self-consciousness The realm of
self-consciousness includes the whole of substance, 1t 1s
by no means limited to man and spirits higher than man
But 1n the infinite variety of substances, self-conseiousness
exasts 1n an 1infinite variety of degrees, and there are
many substances 1n which its degree 1s 1nfinitely hittle,
that 1s to say, less than any degree that can be assigned
or named

Leibmiz’s Theory of Knowledge wn relation to the mawmn
Principles of ks Philosophy

Thus Leibniz’s theory of knowledge is simply the
epistemological expression of the main principles of his

distinet and matters cannot be otherwise, for 1f we were to take
notice of all, we should have to think attentively of an infinity
of things at once, all of which we feel and all of which make
unpiession on oul senses 1 say even mote something from all
our past thoughts 1emuins, and none can ever be entirely effaced
Now when we sleep without dreaming, and when we are stunned
by some blow, fall, 1llness, o1 other accident, there appears 1n us
an 1nfinite number of little confused feelings, and death itself can
produce no other eflect on the souls of animals, which must
without doubt, sooner or later, 1egain distinct perceptions, for
everything 1n nature happens 1n an orderly way Each soul
retains all 1ts preceding 1mpressions, and cannot spht itself up
. In each substance the future has a perfect connexion with the
past This 15 what constitutes the i1dentity of the individual
Yet memory 18 not necessary nor even always possible, because
of the multitude of present and past 1mpressions, which come
together 1n our present thoughts, for I do not believe that there
ale 1n man any thoughts which have not at least some confured
effect, or which do not leave some vestige to be combined with
later thoughts We can certainly forget things, but we might
also recollect them after a long 1nterval, if only we were reminded
of them 1n the right way "’
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philosophy  All truth 1s innate, virtually 1f not actually.
But there are two kinds of truth  Eternal and necessary
truth has 1ts ground 1in the principle ot contradiction.
It 15 either self-evident or the result of strict demonstra-
tion from the selt-evident ‘Our mind 18 the source of
necessary truths, and however many particular experiences
we may have of a universal truth, we cannot assuie our-
selves of 1t for ever by induction without knowing ils
necessity through reason . The senses may suggest,
support, and confirm these truths, but cannot demon-
stiute their infalhible and peipetual certainty '’ On the
other hand, truth of fact or contingent truth, while
equally mnate, 18 not demonstrable thiough the principle
of contradiction, but through that ot suthcient reason *
1t 15 obtained by induction rather than demonstration
It 15 truth of expeilence, or perception which we cannot
analyze 1nto perfect distinctness and self-evidence, because
of the infinite complexity of its relations to the system of

Noutcaux Essaisy, bk 1 ¢h 1, § 5 (E 209b, G v 76, 77

¢ Thus Leibniz rejects the view of Locke that our 10al know-
ledge, as distinct fiom meiely probable knowledge, ‘cxtends as
far as the present testimony of our senscs, employed about par-
ticular objects that do then affect them, and no further' (Essay,
bk 1v ch 11, § 9, Fraser'sed, vol n p 332) Cf the coriesponding
passage 1n the Nouveauz Essais (E 378b, G v 426) “Yet I think
that we might extend the names of knowledge and certainty to things
other than actusl sensations, for clearness and plainness [evidence)
extend fuirther, and I 1egard them as a kind of certainty and 1t
would without doubt be an absurdity seriously to doubt whether
theie a1e men 1n the woild, when we do not see any To doubt
seriously 18 to doubt practically, and we might take certainty as
a knowledge of truth which we cannot doubt practically without
maduness , and sometimes we take ceitamty in a still more general
sense and apply it to cases 1n which we cannot doubt without
deserving to be grently blamed But eiidence would be a luminous
certninty, that 1s to say, a certminty such that, because of the
vonnexion we see between the ideas, we have no doubt whatever
According to this definition of certainty, we are certain that
Constantinople 18 1n the world, that Constantine, Alexander the
Gieat, and Julius Caeswar hnve existed It 18 tiue that some
peasant of the Ardonnes might justly doubt these things, from
lack of information, but a man of letters and of the world could
not do so, without great mental derangement’ Cf nlso Locke's
Eusay, bk 11 eh arx, § 75 (Fraser's ed , vol L p 373)
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things. This infinitely complex mass of relations, which
it 1s 1mpossible for us to 1educe to perfect order nnd
simplicity, 18 our confused perception. Confused percep-
tion 1s, then, the repiesentation i1n us not of our own
nature, but of the system of things other than ourselves,
that 1s to say, the other Monads as they are related to us
But distinct perception 1s the 1epresentation or peiception
of our own nature, of that which 1s 1n ourselves, and 1t 1s
at the same time the evolving of some of our contused
peteeptions 1nto clearness, it 15 not something quite
separate from ouxr confused perception. Thus we rise to
 knowledge of ourselves thiough our knowledge ot
external things!. Self-consciousness implies the con-
yclousness of objects, apperception 1s, indeed, the very
Hower of perception, the beauty to produce which pei-
ception, 1n all its degrees, 18 hving and giowmg In
experience 01 confused thought, rightly interpieted, there
15 the basis of distinet, 1ational knowledge Sense,
expetlence, unagination, must not be derided as fiction-
makers by the intellect which they haye nourished *

The Mceaning wluch Leibniz attaches to “ Percention’ or
* Representation.” How does he endearows to avord an
endless Relatwity ?

Something 1emains to be said as to the meaning of this
peicepticn,” ‘1epresentation,’ or ‘expression,” which 1s
the key-word to Leibniz’s theory of knowledge. There 1s
4 strong suggestion of petitio prmcipie about 1t.  What
cxactly does 1t mean® What 1s percelved, 1epresented,
expressed?® And what does the perception, representation,
cxpression consist n? If the essence of every real sub-
! Cf Nowicaua Essais, bk n ch 21, § 73 (E 269b, G v 197)
‘The senses furnish us with material for reflexion, and we should
never even (hink of thought, if we did not think of sumething
«lse, that 1s to eay, of the particular things with which the sonses
tuinish us, And I am peisuaded that suuls and created spirits aye
never without organs and never without sensations, as they cannot

1eason without symbols’
4 See Appendix D, p 206
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stance 1s to perceive, represent, or express every other, we
geem to have come upon the doctrine of the relativity ot
human knowledge 1n 1ts worst form It seems as 1t
knowledge must be compared to the life of those unhappy
1slanders ‘ who earn a precarious livelihood by taking in
one another’s washing '’

As to the meaning of the terms, Leibniz says that ‘ one
thing expresses another (1n my sense) when there 15
a canstant and regular [regle] relation between what can
he said of the one and what can be said of the other It
15 thus that a projection 1n perspective expresses the
original figure'’ Any two things, then, are related to
one another as peiceiver and perceived, when the predi-
cates or qualities of the one (whatever these predicates ot
gqualities may be) always vary conconutantly with the
predicates or qualities of the other Perception, repre-
sentation, or expiession 18 then a relation of harmony (or
development according to some law or principle) between
the qualities of individual snbstances  But these qualities
ule themselves perceptions  What, then, 1s the ultimate
reality of which they are all representations * Leibmz
answel 1s that the ultimate reality 1s the nature of God o1
the 1deay of God as an intuitive Knower God alone has
a knowledge whieh 1s entirely adequate, perfectly realized ,
in Him the universe 1s transparent through and through.
There 1s no reality beyond thought, to which thought
must correspond  Thought cannot 1n any way represent
that which 18 entirely other than itself, that which 1s
sepmated from 1t ‘ by the whole diameter of being’ (or by
an even greater distance 1f that were possible) For no
sign can be entirely cut off from the thing signified Sign
and thing signified must have some ground of umity in
virtue of which this relation between them 1s possible

' Leth. « Arnauld (1687) (G n1 112) ! Expression 1s common to
all soul principles [ formes] It 1a a genus, of which natuial per-
ception, anmmal feeling and 1intellectual knowledge aie species’
Ct thas Intioduction, Part m1 p 112, note 3
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Thus pure thought cannot symbolize, 1epresent, or per-
ceive that which 1s absolutely not-thought Confused
thought 1 the symbol both of other confused thought and
of clear and distinct thought Accordingly, as between
confused thoughts the relation of sign and thing signified
19 such that that which 1s now 1egarded as sign may from
another point of view be taken as the thing signified, and
vice versa. Nevertheless 1t 1s evident that the clearer
and more distinct of any two corresponding perceptions
will naturally be regarded as the thing signified by the
more confused perception, that 1s to say, the thing which
the more confused perception is trying to express, but is
unable to express adequately And thus the ultimate
‘thing signified,” the fundamental reality, which all othei
perceptions 1in various degrees symbolize or represent,
must be perfectly clear and distinet thought, or, in other
words, the thought of God So also God 1s First Cause as
well as Ultimate Reality For we have already seen ' that
cause 1s always reason o1 explanation, the relatively clear
and distinct perception as against the corresponding con-
fused perception, which 1s the effect. Accordingly, asthe
nature of God 18 absolutely clear and distinct perception,
He must be the Ultimate Cause of all things %

(b) ETHICS

Degrees of Appetition mn the Monads—Impulse, Instinctive
Deswre, Waill

Every Monad has appetition as well as perception
Appetition 15 the principle of change i1n the Monad, that

1 pp 106, 107.

? This seems to 1mply that God 1s the ultimate reality of whom
all 1individual cieated thinga are modes or manifestations But
Leibntz endeavours to avold such a conelusion as this, by main-
taining that the essences of things ale independent 1deas 1n the
mind and understanding of God, eteinal truths whose nature 1«
nol subject to His will It 1s haidly necessary to point out how
unsatisfactory 15 this explanation, but it 18 mamifest that the
weakness of Leibniz’s theory at this point 1s the 1nevitable conw-e-
quence of his atternpt to work with two first prineiples, the
mutual relations of which he has not thoioughly thought out
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in virtue of which the Monad passes fiom one perception
to another Like perception 1t has an infinite series of
degrees , but three main vaneties of 1t may Dbe noted,
corresponding to the three main vaneties of perception.
Thus the appetition of the lowest class of Monads (the
bare Monads) 1s mere unconscious unpulse or tendency,
u potental blind force tending to become actual It 1s
the particular appetition o1 change of perception (1epre-
sentation) which has its source or ground 1n unconscious
perceptions  This bare impulse may be compared to u
watch-spring wound up, whieh tends to unwind itselt’,
1t 15 a tendeney such as that of * the stone wluch goes by
the most direct but not always the best way towards the
centre of the oarth *’ The appetition of animal souls 1s
mshnctive appetite or desire, which proceeds from feeling
or conscilous, yet relatively contused, perceptions. Like
the appetition of the bare Monads, 1t secks 1minediate
present satistaction, having nothing to guide 1t but the
consuousness and memory of the animal soul Finally,
the appetition of 1ational souls 1s self-conscious desine o1
will, 2 princaple of change whose basis 15 appeiception o1
cear and distinet rational knowledge®  Appetilion, like
perception, 1s one and the same throughout all 1ts degrees
«nd varieties, from bare force to the fieest, most 1ational
voliion  And 1n the nature of man we find all degices
of 1t , he 1s not a purely 1ational will, but has instinctive
impulses and passions, which belong o the middle class
ot appetitions, and physical powers which belong to the

! Nowreawr Fssars, bh 11 ¢h 20, § 6 (E 248b, G v 152, 153)

2 Ibid bk 1 ch 21,§36 (k 2594, G v 175)

*Ctalnd bk 1 h 21, § 42 (E 261 b, G v 1Bo) ‘There are
unfelt |tmscnsiilel 1nelinations, of which we have no consciousness
[appetception] , there die felt [ sensidle ) incdinations, whose existence
and cbject we hnow, but which are formed without our being
awale of 1t, and these are confused 1nelinations, which we attiibute
to the budy, although there 15 always in the mind svmething col-
responding to them, and finally, theie are distincet 1nchinations
which 10ason gives us, and of whose force and formation we are
aware ’
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lowest class  As on the cognitive, so on the practical side
of his nature, the law of continuity holds,

Feelmg  Pleasure and Pawm  * Sema-pains’ and
* Semu-pleasures’

The chief features of Leibniz’s ethics a1e fixed by thes
general considerations  In applying them 1t 15 necessary
tor us, who have become fanuliar with post-Kantian
distinctions, to remembher that the usual thieefold
division of miental elements mmto cognition, {feeling, and
will, 15 not of older date than the age of Rousseau !, and
accordingly that Letbmz stall works with the Anislotelian
twofold division of the elements inlo theoretical and
proctical  Thus the ‘appetition’ of Lethmz covers both
feeling and will (1n our sense ot the terms', as well as the
lower forms of hoth, which are conscious and unconscious
torces more o1 less restiained fiom full activity, that 1~
to say, mote o1 less potential o1 vintual Accordingly, as
appetition and pereeption always accompany one another
Leibniz mamtains that theile 1s no perception absolutely
colourless and entirely unchangimg or at 1est  Livay
perception has an element of feeling and activity, although
the degree of it may be infimitely small If we can be
pardoned the anacluomsm of using a phrase which Lotze
has made familiar, we may say that every peiception has
a * value’ or ‘ woith’, but 1t must not be foigotten that
for Leibniz this value 15 not anything absolute o1 pie-
eminently real, but meiely the unrealized potentiality of
clemness and distinetness in the perception?

Speaking then of human nature, which 1ncludes all
the vaileties of porception and appetition, Leibmiz says
that ‘theie are no perceptions which are entuely indifferent
to us, but when their eftect 1s not observable we can call
them 1ndifferent , for pleasuie and pam seem to consist 1n

1 It 18 usually attributed to Tetens (cuca 1750) But 1t firsl

comes 1nto prominence through hant
¢ Cf Lotze, Muwrocwsmus, bk 111 b 4, § 4 (Eng Tr,vol 1 p 366)
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an observable help or hindrance’’ This, he warns us, 18
not to be taken as a strict defimtion of pleasure and pain,
tor he does not think 1t possible to give such a defimition
But his account of these feelings seems to follow directly
from his general point of view Pain 18 essentially a
hindrance o1 restraining of a Monad’s appetition, while
pleasuie 18 1ts free action® They me thus entuely
relative to one another And while we speak of the
hindrance o1 freedom of appetition as pain or pleasure,
only when tho appetition has reached the degree of con-
yeiousness, yet consciousness 18 separated from unconseious-
ness by no hard and fast line, and consequently appetitions
of a lower degree mny be regarded as minutely painful or
pleasant, according as they are retarded or advanced Thus
Leibmz speaks of ‘semi-pains’ and ‘semi-pleasures’ or
hittle 1mperceptible | inaperceptibles | prins and pleasures,’
corresponding to the pctites perceptions i the theory of
knowledge Iake the petites perceptions these semi-pains
and semi-pleasuies may, by growing in individual mten-
sity or by combiming into one totality, become observable
1 consclousness as complete pains and pleasures® No
soul can ever be absolutely at rest, absolutely without
appetition  And no created soul can be purely active,
with a perfect freedlom Thus every soul has continual
appelition, which 1s partly tree and partly restrained
That 1s to say, every soul has continually pleasure and
puin 1n some degiee.

Accordingly Leibniz takes great interest in the ‘un-
easimess’ 1n which Locke finds the first movings of

' Nouveauar Essaris, bk m ch 20, § 1 (E 246b, G v 149) Cf
Locke s Essay (corresponding place), with note in Fraser'sed , vol 1
p 3oz

? Cf Nouveauz Essmis, bk 11 ch 21, §42 (E 261b, G v 180) ‘I
think that fundnmentally pleasure 1s a feeling of perfection, and
pain a feeling of 1mperfection, provided the feeling 1s sufficiently
marked for uy to be definitely conscious of 1t [s'en apercevorr]’ Cf
De tribus juris naturac et gentivm gradibus \Mollat, p 21) ‘Pleasure
13 nothing else than the sense of 1ncreasing perfection ’

* See Nouvequr Essais,bk 1 ch 20, § 6 (E 2484, G v 151, 153)
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desire!. This uneasiness is not exactly pleasure or pain,
but a vague feeling of discomfort or restlessness, that
tends to pass into more definite desire and so to produce
action. It is thus for Leibniz the contfused perception
and undeveloped striving or appetition out of which, by
a process of evolution, clear and distinct peiception and
free volition amse In so far as this evolution 1s re-
strained, we suffer pain 1n so far as 1t proceeds smoothly
without 1mpediment, we enjoy pleasure Thus every soul
mstinctively seeks its own pleasure- 1t follows the line
of least resistance This it does 1n virtue of 1ts own
nature, which 1s to unfold itself spontaneously fiom
within, its present state flowing entirely from its past
and holding a prophecy of 1ts future Soul-activity 1.
pleasure, soul-restramnt 1s pamn ; and 1t 1s of the essence
of the soul to be active, for every simple substance 1~
primarily a force

Freedom, Liberty of Indiffercnce, and the * Wull to will

From this Leibniz’s view of fieedom directly follows
There can be no such thing as a liberty of indifference
an absolutely undetermined choice ; for that would 1mply
discontinuity 1n the life of the soul An absolutely un-
determined choice can only mean that the state of the
soul when 1t makes the choice 1s not an orderly untoldmg
of the state of the soul preceding the choice, bub 13 u
beginning of action de nove  And this 1s contrary to the

! Nouveaur Essais, bk 11 ¢h 20, §6 (E 247, G v 150) Ct
th 21, §36 (E 25Bb, G v 174) ‘If you consider vour ‘‘un-
easiness’” af a real discomtort [deplarsa], I do not admait that 1n thas
sense 1t 15 the suvle gond to action Most frequently the goad 1s
those little unfelt [wnsensible] perceptions, which we might call 1m-
perceptible [inapercept:ble) pains, wete 1t not that the notion of paw
implies apperception These little impulses consist in the continunl
freeing of ourselves from httle hindrances, at which our nature
works without thinking nbout 1t In this renlly consists that un-
easiness, which we feel without knowing 1t, which makes us nct in
passion as well as when we appear most tranquil, for we aie neve)
without some activity and motion, which comes merely from this
that natuie 1e always woiking so as to put herseclf moie at case’
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very notion of sub<tance. Both 1n the Théodicee and in
the Nowrcaur Essais, Leibniz freely illustrates his view
by 1eference to particular imstances, such as the parable
of the nss between iwo equal bundles of hay, and he
makey 1t evident that, as a matter of fact, 1n every case
there 15 1n the state of the soul before the choice 13 made
some determining element of perception The extreme
1 ase, of course, 18 that of ‘willing to will;” resolving to do
a thing contiary to our judgment and wishes, merely
hecause we have the power to do 1t  Leibmiz points out
that even here our volition 18 determined by a previous
1den, namely that of showing to ourselves or to others
that we possess a certain power', so that 1n every case

' C Novmeanr Lisarsy bk 11 ch 21, § 25 (E 255b, G v 168
Men say that, after having known and consideied eveirything, 1t
1s sfill i their power to will, not only what pleases them most,
hut also the opposite of that, just to show their fieedom  But 1t 1s
to be noticed that thiy very eapiice or obstinacy or, to say the least,
this 1enson which prevents from obeying other reasons, also comes
into the balance nnd makes pleasing to them that which otherwise
would not please them at all, and accordingly then choice 18
always determined by peiception Thus wo do not will meiely
whnt we will; but what pleascs us, although the will may indirectly
ind as 1t were, fromn afar contribute to make a thing pleasing to
us or not’ See also the coiresponding passage 1n Locke’s Essay
(bk 11 ch 21, § 24), Finse1'sed, vol 1 p 327

A hint ot Leibmizs psychology of volitton 15 given in the
Vourenur Essais, bk 1 ch 21, § 39 (E 260b, G v 178) ‘Several
perceptions and incdhinations conspire towaids complete volition,
which 1s the result of their conflict  There are percoptions and
inchinations which are 1ndividually 1mpeiceptible, but the totality
of which produces an uneas<iness, which 1mpels us without our
sceing the ground of 1t, several of these peiceptions combined
together, duect us towards some object or away from 1t, and then
we have desire or fear, also accompanied by an uneasiness, but an
uneasmess which does not always nmount to pleasure or pain
[diplarss]  Finally theie are mmpulses actually accompanied by
plensme and pain, and all these perceptions are either new
~ensntions ot nnages remaining from some past sensation, accom-
panied or unaccompanied by memory which renews the attractions
theve snme i1mages had i1n these pieceding sensations, and so
rencws the old 1mpulses 1n proportion to the vivacity of the 1mag-
nation  From all these impulses theie finally results the prevailing
effort, which constitutes the full volition Yet the desires and
tendencies of which we are conscious are also frequently cnlled
rolttons  although less complete) whether or not they prevail and
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the will is determined by some reason or perception
The error of abstract indeterminism anses from neglect
of sub-conscious perceptions and appetitions. It 18 thus
akin to the error of Descartes and Locke with regard to
knowledge, namely that of regarding only self-conscious
knowledge or apperception as real knowledge We have
seen' that to regard all thought as self-conscious or reflec-
tive would make any progress in thought impossible,
because 1t would 1mply that the mind thinks that it thinks
that it thinks ad wnfinitum, and 1s accordingly never able
to go on to any new thought. Similarly, the doctrine of
a hberty of indifference, regarding all volition as neces-
sarily developed and conscious, implies a power of willing
to will that we will ad wnfinitum  But in faet volition
cannot be restricted to deliberate conscious desire o1
intention We do and experience many things which
ultimately contribute to determine our will, although we

give 11¢e to action It thus readily follows, that volition can
haidly exist without desire and aroulance [ fuite] , for I think we may
give this name to the opposite of desire  There 18 uneasiness not
only in the tioublesome paswions, like hate, cruelty, angei, envy
shame, but also 1n their opposites, such as love, hope, favour and
glory It may be said that wherever there 1s desune, there s
uneasiness , but the contiay 18 not always true, because often we
have uneasiness without knowing what we want, and then there
13 no defimte desire Aas the final determination [to action] 14
the result of weighing, I should think 1t may hapren that the
most pressing uneasiness does not previal [ 1n 1nfluencing the will |,
for even though 1t might prevail over each of the oppoait(
tendencies, taken singly, it may be that the others, combined
togethe1, overcome it The mind may even make use of thc
method of dechotomy to make now one and now another set of
tendencies prevail, as 1in an assembly we can make one or another
party prevaill by a majority of votes, according to the order in
which we put the questions. It 1s true that the mind ought to
make provision for this beforehand, for at the moment of struggle
there 13 no time for these artifices Everything which strikes us
at that moment has a strong 1nfluence upon the 1esult and helps
to make up a compound direction, cornposed almost as 1n mechanics,
and without some quick turning aside we cannot atop 1t  Fertns
equis auriga nec avdil currus habenas [The driver 18 boine on by his
horses and the chariot heeds not his guidance)” The quotation 14
fiom Virgil, Georgcs, 1 514
! Part 11 ot this Introduction, p. 727 note,
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do not at the time deliberately contemplate that they
shall afterwards have this effect’

Moral and metaphysical Necessity.

On the other hand, volition 1s not absolutely neces-
sitated as the system of Spinoza requires Wil 15 not
to be 1dentified with the abstract understanding, whose
principle 1s that of contradiction. Will does not mvari-

! Cf Nowteaur Essais, bk 1 c¢h 21, § 23 (E 255b, G v 167)
*We do not will to will, but we will to do, and 1f we willed to
will, we <hould will to will te will and that would go on «J
mfinvum  Yet we must not overlook the fact that by voluntaiy
actions woe often contribute induectly to other voluntaiy actions,
and though we cannot will what we will, as we cannot even judge
what we will, we may nevertheless so act beforchhnd that when
the time comes we 1nay judge or will that which we would wish
to be able to will o1 judge to-day We devote ourselves to the
people, the kind of reading, the conditions generally that are
favourable to a ceitain mde, we give no heed to what comes fiom
the opposite side, and by these and many other directions which
we give to our minds, usually without definite mtention and
without thinking of 1t, we sueceed 1n decerving ourcelves o1 at
least 1n echanging ouiselves, becoming convelts or perverts according
to the expeilences we have had ’

Theie 14 an 1nteresting suggestion of the views of Leihniz
Montaigne’s Essais, bk 11 ch 14 Leibmiz may quite w1l have
1ead 1t ‘It 18 a pleasant fancy,” says Montaigne, ‘to tlunk ot
a2 mind exactly balanced between two like desines For 1t 15
indubitable that 1t will never come to a decision, 1nasmuch as
determination and choice 1mply 1nequality of value, and 1if we
should be set between the wine and the bacon, with an equal
desire to drink and to eat, there 18 doubtless nothing for 1t but
to die of thnst and hunger To provide against anything so
mconvenlent as this, the Stoics, when they weire acked how our
soul comes to make choice between two indifferent things, <o that
out of a large numbe1 of (rowns we take one 1athier than another,
though thevy aie 21l alike and thele 15 no 1eason which disposes
us to a prefeience - the Stoics reply that this motion of the soul
15 extraordinary and eaceptional, arising 1n us fiom a stiange,
actidental and fortuitous impulse It seems to me they mught
rather have said that nothing comes before us 1n which thele 18 not
some difference, however shight , and that, to sight or to touch,
there 18 always some preference which tempts and draws us,
though 1t be impeiceptibly just as 1f we suppose a piece of
twine equally stiong throughout, 1t 15 utterly impossible that it
should ever bienk For 1n what part of 1t 13 the bresking to begin,
the flaw to appear? And for 1t to break 1n every part at once 1s
against all nature’ Cf New Essays, Introduction, p 372
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ably act from a reason the opposite of which 1s self-
contradictory 1t frequently acts from a sufficient reason,
that 1s to say, from an inclining or probable 1eason  We
do not act merely because we must, because the eternal
nature of things makes it absolutely mmpossible to do
otherwise We act towards an end or ideal which 1s
not a mere fiction of our own 1magination, but a recogni-
tion of the fitness of things, a more or less clear perception
of the best among varous possible courses of action Our
will 1s thus determined by a moral, not a metaphysical
necessity, by the inclination which arses from its re-
cognition of the best, however perfect or imperfect
that recognmition may be Our will (being our conscious
appetition) moves 1n accordance with our 1deals, for
these 1deals are nothing but our perceptions, the potenti-
alities of our nature, and not merely of our own natuie,
but of the nature of all things, since our perceptions are
representations of the whole universe

Freedom s Spontaneity + Intelligence

Accordingly Leibniz, following Aristotle, regards free-
dom as consisting essentially 1n spontaneity and intell:-
gence. But intelligence 1s not to be interpreted merely
as the abstract understanding of pure self-consciousness
1t 1ncludes every degree of perception or representation
There 1s thus an infinite variety of degrees in freedom,
and no actual concrete substance is subject to an abso-
lutely pure necessity, that 1s, to a necessity which 1s other
than an infimitely small degree of freedom And as all
Monads alike have spontaneity (for they unfold the whole
of then life from within themselves), the degree of fieedom
belonging to any Monad depends on the degree of its
intelligence, that 1s to say, on the degree of cleainess
and diwistinctness of its peiceptions Similaily 1n human
beings, an action 1s free 1n propoition to the clearness
and distinctness of the reasons which determine 1t. Thus
a capricious or wilful action, far from indicating any
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special freedom of will, is rather lacking i1n freedom,
since 1ts determining reason 1s so obscure or confused
that 1t 1s hardly possible to describe 1t Its obscurity
leads people to overlook it and to fancy that the action
18 entirely without reason No human action 1s unde-
termined, as none 1s absolutely necessitated , but the
highest freedom accompanies the most perfect knowledge,
and God is the freest of beings, not because He can do
whatever He pleases, nor because He always acts spon-
taneously, from the necessity of His own nature, but
because every act of His is determined by infinite wisdomn
to the best possmble ends.

Good and Evii The End of Conduct

So also good and evil aie relative terms  Actions are
good 1n so far as they are determined by clear and distinet
perceptions, evil 1n so far as their determining reasons
ale confused As erroi 1s confused perception and 1s thus
imperfect tiuth, so sin is the action or appetition which
flows from confused perception, and 1s thus impeifect
righteousness Now since 1t 1s of the essence of the soul
to be continually active, since 1ts activity 1s more free
the clearer and more distinet are its perceptions, and
since pleasure consists 1n the freedom of its activity, the
end of conduct 18 the highest degiee of freedom, which 1s
at once the highest degree of pleasure or felicity and the
highest degree of perception or knowledge Every soul
more or less blindly seeks pleasure, but the blinder 1t 1s
the more does 1t tend to seek satisfaction i1n present,
momentary pleasure Its blindness or confusedness of
perception means that 1t does not think the matter out,
that 1t does not take 1nto account the deeper nature and
connexions of things, and thus fails to find the best way
to freedom, felicity, wisdom The soul instinctively tries
to take the shortest way to happiness, but the way that
15 really shortest is apt to appear to purblind souls a
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roundabout way—an Umweg—and so they fail to achieve
their end. ‘The stone goes by the mast direct, but not
always the best way towards the centre of the earth, not
being able to foresee that it will meet rocks on which 1t
will be broken, while 1t would have more nearly attained
its end, 1f 1t had had the intelligence and the means to
turn aside Even thus, going straight towards piesent
pleasure, we sometimes fall over the precipice of misery v
“We must not abandon those old axioms that the will
follows the greatest good 1t percerves and shuns the
greatest evil That the truest good 1s so hittle sought
after is mainly due to this, that 1n matters and on occa-
sions 1n which the senses have very little influence, most
of our thoughts are, so to speak, 1nsensible [sourdes| (I call
them 1n Latin, cogitationes caecae [blind thoughts|), that is
to say, they are void of perception and feeling and consist
in the bare use of symbols, like the work of those who
make calculations 1 algebra, without looking from time
to time at the geometrical figures In this respect words
usually have the same effect as arithmetical or algebraic
symbols We often reason in words, hardly having the
object in mind at all Now this knowledge cannot move
us something vivid 1s required that we may be moved
Yet 1t 1s thus that men most often think of God, of
virtue, of happiness, they speak and reason without
definite 1deas Not that they cannot have these ideas ;
for they are in their minds  But they do not give them-

selves the trouble of carrying on the analysis of then
1deas %’

! Nouveuuz Essars, bk 11 ch 21, § 36 (E, 2598, G v 175)

2Ibid bk n ch 21, § g5 (E 257 &, G v 171) As this
passage suggests, Leibmiz 1s full of moral optimum Cf § 38 of
the same chapter (E 260a, G v 177)* ‘When I consider how
much ambition and avarice can effect 1n all those who once
set themselves 1n this line of life, which 1a almost entirely without
sensuous and 1mmediate attractions, I despair of nothing, and
I hold that virtue, accompamed as 1t 15 by s0 many substantial
blessings, would have 1nfinitely more effect’ [than these vices], ‘1f
some happy revolution of the human race were some day to give
1t vogue and make 1t fashionable *
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Justice.  Self-love, Love of Man and Love of God.

Self-love, more or less enlightened, 1s the ground of all
our actions And the more enlightened our self-love 1s,
the higher 1s the ethical value of our action and the better
are 1ts results But as, ike all other Monads, our souls
are not mere self-centred atoms but reflect the whole
universe, our self-love is at the same time, according to
1ts degree, a love for others To love others 1s to desire
their good as we desire our own, And as it 1s the
essence of our souls to represent or percerve all other
souls, the more enlightened our own desire of good 1s,
the more are we seeking the highest good of others and
fulfilling the ends of God We can really love others,
and expiess our love to them only in proportion as we
cleally perceive what 1s best for them, and the more
cleatly we percerve what 18 best for ourselves, the moie
clearly we perceive what 1s best for them This follows
from the very constitution of our being In other words,
we seek our own perfection, however blindly, and we
are so united to all other men, that 1n realizing our own
perfection we are also realizing theirs Thus the more
enlightened our self-love 13 the more disinterested does
it become and the more nearly does 1t approach to a pure
love of God*

Accordingly love 1s the root of law Law 18 not a
merely external arrangement, an arbitrary command, an
expression of bare power It 1s a moral power, and
‘moral’ means that which 1s natural to a good man.
‘A good man 18 one who loves all men, so far as reason
allows Accordingly,’ says Leibmz, ‘justice (which 1s
the ruling virtue of that affection which the Gieeks call
¢ ravfporia) will, 1f T mistake not, be most fittingly
defined as the charity of a wise man, that 18 to say, charty
in obedience to the dictates of wisdom. . . . Chanty 1s

! Cf On the Notions of Rught and Justice, p 285 (E 118 b)
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universal benevolence, and benevolence 18 the habit of
loving!’

Thus the ethical progress of man 1s an approach to the
reality that 18 1n God, a bnnging forth of the image of
God which is hidden in the soul, through growing en-
lightenment, that 1s to say, through the appetition of the
soul passing forward to ever clearer and more distinct
perceptions This feature of the philosophy of Leibniz
leads Windelband to describe his ethics as expressing
‘the philanthropic ideal of morahty which was ch .racter-
istic of the Aufhlarung period’ 1n Germany. *‘‘‘Enhghten
thyself, and have a care for the enlightenment of thy fel-
lows : so shall you all be happy ,” that 1s the philosophy
professed by the whole eighteenth century in Germany*’

1 On the Notwons of Raght and Juslice (1693), p 283 (E 118a). Cf
Noteaur Eswais, bk 1 ch 28, § 5 (E 286b, G v 232) fAe-
cording to this notion’ [externally imposed law], ‘one and the
~ame action would be at the same time morally good or morally
bad, under different legislators, just as our able author’ [ Locke]
‘ considered virtue as that which 1s praised, and accordingly one and
the same action would be virtuous or not, according to the different
opinlons of men Now, as that 18 not the meaning that 1s usually
given to morally good and virtuous actions, I should prefer for my
part to take as the measuie of moial good and virtue the invariable
rule of 1eason, which 1t 1 the office of God to maintain So we
may be assured that by His means, overy moral good becomes also
a physical good, or as the ancients said, every honourable act 1s
useful , 1n place of which, if we would express the view of our
wthor, we should have to say that moral good or evil 1s an 1mposed
o1 oy dained |institutyf | good or evil, which he who has command of
powel endeavours by rewaids or penalties to make us de or shun
The good thing 18, that what proceeds from the general o1dinance
of God 1s confoimable to natme or to reason’

2 Windelband, Geschichte der neueren Philusophie, Vol 1 p 477
Cf Von der Glucksehghe (E 6732, G v Bg) 'If now a noble [hohe |
person attains to this, that 1n the midst of all luxury and honours
he yet {inds his greatest enjoyment in the activities of his under-
standing and the practice of virtue, then I hold lhiim doubly neble
10 himself, on account of this happiness and tiue joy of his, and
for others, sinee 1t 18 most certain that this person, on account of
his power and 1nsight, can and will also 1mpai1t light and virtue
to many otheis, for such an imparting means a reflected lLight
upon the giver, and those who have the same common aim can
help one another and give new light 1n the investigation of truth,
the increase of human powels, and the promotion of that which
35 best for all Thus the exalted [hohe] happiness of noble [hoke]
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and also enlightened persons appears from this that they can do
as much for their happiness as if they had a thousand hands and
a thousand lives, indeed s 1f they were to Iive a thousand times
as long as they do  For our life 18 to be counted a true life 1n =0
far as we do good 1n 1t  Now he who does much good 1n a shorter
time 18 the same a3 him who llves a thousand times longer, which
18 the case with those who can get s thousand and more than a
thousand hands to work along with them, and consequently iu
a few years more good can happen fo1 thenn highest peace and
enjoyment than otherwise many centuries could bring to pass



PART IV.

HISTORICAL AND CRITICAL ESTIMATE OF THE PHILOBOPHY
OF LEIBNIZ,

Relation of Leibmiz to earher Thinking, especially to the
Perpatetic and Atomist Posthions

No genuine thinker can set himself outside of the
philosophic succession. However protestant or revolu-
tionary he may be, his problem 1s always to a great extent
determined for him by the systems of the past Unless
intellect is to be called ‘ bloodless’ these systems may be
said to be in his blood ; he could not turn against them 1f
they were not in him, 1f he had not made them his own
He may cease to seek for truth in the perplexing world,
and try to find 1t 1n what he takes to be the sumplicity
and certainty of his own nature ; but, whether he knows
1t or not, that very nature of his 18 to a great extent what
the tiresome world has made 1t. He may ignore history
or scorn 1t, but he cannot escape from 1it.

The conviction of some such truth as this was very
strong 1n Leibniz. He held 1t against the fashion of his
time. The early part of the seventeenth century was
a time when the new felt itself to be so very new, the
modern so very modern, that, with the infallibihity of
youth, it could afford to despise what seemed ancient,
worn-out, and superseded. When ‘our moderns’ (as
Leibmuz frequently calls them) were not contemptuous
of older thought they were unconscious of it. In fact,
hustory for them meant a blind tradition, which they had

L
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cast off Descartes, for instance, when he turned from
courts and camps to meditation by bhis own fireside,
professed to renounce entirely the methods and results of
earlier thinkers, and to draw from his own unaided con-
sclousness a system of truth which no learned sophistry
could shake Descartes was the discoverer of the ‘plamn
man > Unsophusticated mother-wit will of itself produce
absolutely certain knowledge, if only we put the rnight
matrument into 1ts hands, o1 in other words, if we
suggest to 1t a mght method' Thinking thus, Descartes

' Cf Recherche de la Verie par les Luwmaeres Nalurelles, Buvres de
Descartes (Cousin), vol 11 p 334 ‘My puipose 1n thiy work 1s to
bring to hight the wealth of our nature, by throwing open to every
one the way by which he may find 1n himself, without borrowing
anything from anybody else, the knowledge that 1s necessary for
the conduct of his life, and by which he may afterwaids make use
of this knowledge to master the most abstruse sciences to which
humun reason can attain But lest the magnitude of my plan
slhould at once fill your mind with such amazement that you ean
no longer find 1t possible to hive any confidence in what I say,
1 may tell you that what I am undertuking 1s not so difficult as
might be imagined In fact, the branches of knowledge which are
not beyond the reach of the human mind are umted together by
so wondertul a bond and can be deduced trom ane another with so
complete a necessity, that not much art and skill are required to find
them out, provided we begin with the most simple and learn to
118¢ gradually to the most exalted This I intend to show liere, by
means of a succession of reasonings so clear and so commonplace
that every one will see that, 1f he has not noticed the same things
4 I have, 1t 18 only because he has not tuined his eyesin the 11ght
direction nor given his thoughts to the same objects as I have, and
that T no more deserve glory for having discoveled these things
than would a pesant deserve 1t for having found by chance under
his feet o treasuie which had long remained hidden, though
diligently sought after I will not 1ngquire 1nto what others
have known or have not known Suffice it to observe that,
although all the knowledge we can desire were to be found in
books, yet the good they contain 18 mixed up with so much that
15 useless and 1s scattered throughout so many big volumes that life
15 not long enough to read them, and to recognize what 13 useful
in them would require more ability than to find 1t out tor our-
selves So I hope the reader will not be displeased to find here
4 shorter way, and that the truths I bring forward will be accept-
able to him, although I do not borrow them from Plato o1 Arnistotle
but offer them ess having value 1n themselves, like money which
has the same worth whether 1t comes from a peasant’s purse or
from the treasury’' Cf Discourse on Method, Part vi (Veitch'’s
Tianslation, pp 109 et sqq) Huet says that ‘though Descartes
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inevitably turned his back upon the history of thought.
counting 1t Iittle better than ‘old wives’ fables'.’

In Leibniz, on the other hand, there 1s a double re-
action—a reaction aguinst the scorn of history, and a
1eaction against the extremes to which modern philosophy
had been carried in its opposition to Scholasticism. The
whole bent of Leibniz’s thought was against sharp and
absolute divisions  Thought does not proceed per sallum
In the history of thinking, as in all other history, ‘the
present 18 laden with the past and full of the future*’
Thus, for Leibniz, the Scholastics may have been wrong,
but they were not absolutely wrong And the moderns
may be right, but they are not entirely 11ght Nothing
m the past 1s to be completely set at naught, for out
of the past the present has come The one cannot be

had carefully studied the aneient philosophers and several ot the
moderns, he yet affected to appeal 1gnorant of them, 1n order that
he might be regarded as the sole discoverer of his doctrine In
this seveial of his disciples have too thoroughly followed his
example, for they have imitated his feigned ignorance by culti-
vating a real 1gnorance ' Zraue philosophique de la faiblesse de UEsprit
humain, bk 11 ch 10 Voltaire also gives point to the general
opinion regarding Descartes by the satmical suggestion that
Descartes had 'never read anything, not even the Gospels” Les
Systemes, 11ne 37, ®uvres Completes, vol X D 169

L It was not only the fact ot a revolution 1n thought that gave
118¢ to the Cartesian disregard of history the very nature of the
1evolution 1tself contributed to this end The substitution of
4 mechanical for an a prior dogmatic way of explaining things
was 1nevitabhly connected with a fresh interest in the study of
mnthematics, and this led to a preference of mathematical to
historical methods 1n philosophy Cf Regles pour la Direction de
VEsprit, Buvres de Descartes (Cousin), vol xm1 p 211 ‘We shall
never be mathematicians, even although we were to know by
heart all the demonstiations of other people, 1f we are not capable
of solving by ourselves all kinds of problems In the same way
though we have read all the reasonings of Plato and Aristotle, thaf
will not make us philosophers 1if we cannot bring to any question
a steady judgment In such a case we should, indeed, have
learned not a scilence, but history’ Also, p 209 ‘Regarding the
object of our study we must inquire not what pthers have thought
nor what we ourselves surmise, but what we can see clearly and
manifestly [avec evidence], or what we can deduce with certainty
Thas 18 the only way to obtain real knowledge [la science]’

1 Cf Wallace, Logic of Hegel (2nd ed V, Prolegomena, pp 203 sqq
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understood without the other Leibniz from his earliest
days had been s vast reader of books, and his erudition
tempered his imaginative optimism with reverence and
caution Thus his philosophizing most often takes the form
of hypothesis or suggestion rather than that of dogma or
demonstration In the Kantian sense his philosophy 1s,
of course, ‘dogmatic’ and not ‘entical’, but to some
extent he foreshadows the ‘ critical spirit’.” As a thinker,
he counts as foreign to him nothing that men have
thought, and his 1deal philosophy would be a philosophy
which says clearly all that all previous thinkers have
stammeringly tried to say. So people have called him an
‘eclectic,” and possibly his fame has suffered from the
imputation But there 1s no lack of originality in the
‘metaphysical romance?’ he brings us, for he 1s to be
called an eclectic mainly 1n contrast with the Cartesian
extremists, who repudiated a]l obligation to the past
While convinced of the value of his own hypotheses,
Leibniz 1ather glories 1n his indebtedness, rejoicmg to
find himself in the philosophic succession ‘I despise
almost nothing,’ he says, ‘ except judicial astrology and
trickeries of that kind®’ ‘It happens somehow that the
thoughts of other people are usually not displeasing to me,
and I appreciate them all, though 1n divers degrees'’
‘There 1s a8 much or more reason to beware of those who,
most often through amhtion, claim to put forth something
new as to mstrust old impressions And after having
devoted a great deal of thought both to the old and the
new, I have come to the conclusion that most of the
recerved doctrines can be taken 1n a right sense. So that

' ‘In Leibmiz the dogmatic philosophy comes in all points so
near to the critical that only one step 1s needed to rise from the
point of view of the one to that of the other” K. Fischer, Gasch
d neueren Phil,, vol 11 ch a1, §1

? Hegel, Gesch « Phalosophte, vol 11 p 408 Kant also speaks of
the universe of Leibniz as ‘a kind of enchanted world’ [emme Art
won bezauberter Welt] Rosenkrenz, 1 521, Harbtenstein, 1 445

* Lettre a Bourguet (1714), (G 111 563)
* Specvmen Dynamicum (1695) (G Math w1 236)
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I wish clever men would seek to satisfy their ambition
rather by building and making progress than by going
back and destroying'.’ ‘This system ’ [Leibniz’s own]
‘appears to combine Plato with Democntus, Arnstotle
with Descartes, the Scholastics with the moderns, theology
and ethics with reason It seems to take the best from
all sides, and then to go further than any one has yet
gone . I see now what Plato meant when he regarded
matter as an imperfect and transitory thing , what Ars-
totle intended by his entelechy; what 1s that promise
of another Iife, which Democritus himself made, accord-
ing to Plhiny; how far the Sceptics were night 1n erying
out against the senses ; how animals are automata, as
Descartes says, and have nevertheless souls and feeling, as
people think , how a rational explanation 1s to be given of
the views of those who attribute Iife and perception to all
things—such people as Cardan, Campanella, and (better
than these) the late Countess of Conway (a Platonist), and
our friend, the late M Frangois Mercure Van Helmont
(though otherwise bristling with unintelligible paradoxes),
with his fiend, the late Mr Henry More .’

! Nouveauz Essazs, bk 1 ch 2, §21 (E 2192, G v 92)

7Ibid bk 1 ch. 1 (E z05a, G v 64) Leibniz might have
added the name of Spinoza, who says that *all individual bodies
are animate, though 1n different degrees’ Ethics, Pt 11 prop 13,
Scholum  Cf Lettre a Basnage (16g8) (E 153b, G 1v 523) ‘ When
we penetrate deeply into things, we observe more reason than
would be believed 1n most of the sects of the philosophers The
lack of reality in the things of sense, according to the Sceptics,
the Pythagorean and Platonist reduction of everything to har-
monies, numbers, 1dean, and perceptions, the “One” and even the
one Whole of Parmenides and Plotinus, without apy Spinozism ,
the Stoic connexion, compatible with the spontaneity of otheis,
the vital philosophy of the Cabbalists and Hermetics, who attri-
bute feeling to everything, the forms and entelechies of Ariastotle
and the Scholastics, and on the other hand the mechanical
explanation of all particular phenomena, according to Democritus
and the moderns —these are all combined together as 1n & centre
of perspective, viewed fiom which the object (confused from every
other point of view) 1eveals 1ts regularity and the harmony of 1its
parts  'We have failed to accomplish this by our sectarian spint,
Iimiting ourselves by rejecting others’ The writings of Leibniz
are full of sumilar passages
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Descartes himself ‘ took a good part of his best thoughts’
fiom the men of old'. And thus, Letbmz would say, 1t
18 better frankly to own our obligations and to go back to
the past that we may, 1if possible, draw from 1t neglected
truths, by the aid of which our present theories may be
improved and thmmking may go forward For the idea
of progress on the basis of history controls the mind
of Leibmiz, to whatever objects he directs his think-
g’ Accordingly, admitting the value of the modern
mechamical philosophy, and yet being conscious of its
impeifections and dissatisfied with some of its results,
Leibmiz turns back to Scholasticism and its roots in the
philosophy of Greece, to ‘recover the gold from the
mire,” and so build up a more perfect system® Thus
Dillmann rightly contends that Leibmiz can be properly
understood only 1f we recognize that his main endeavour
18 to reconcile the modern mechanical view of things with
the ancient doctrine of ‘substantial forms’ Yet 1t must
not be forgotten that Leibmiz sought to effect this recon-
ciliation by modifying and reconstructing, and not by
merely dovetailing one system 1into anothei

The way of explaining phenomena by refeience to
* substantial forms,’ which Descartes and Gassendi rejected
in favour of a mechanical explanation of nature, was a
growth of the Peripatetic philosophy, which 1n course of
time had run to seed It spiang onginally from the
sound Arnstotelian 1dea that all events or particular things
are to be explained by reference to active prineiples, not

! Lettre a Nicaise (1692) (E 120a, @ 1 534)- Cf De stilo philoso-
phico Nizolu (1670), § 24 (E 678, G 1v 154)

‘ Thus one of hus latest (and not least able) exposmtors, E Dill-
mann, offers Leibniz a homage which he himeself would at once
have condemned For Dillmann regards the philosophy of Leibniz
as final and all-sufficient, 1f only it be rightly undeistood. *‘The
Monadology 18 the most perfect fruit of philosophical reflexion,
the most complete and brilliant system 1n the history of philo-
sophy’ (Neus Dawstellung, &c, p 525) There 18 a strange 110ony
in the fact that so able and devoted a disciple has so completely

missed his master's spirit
Y Lattre a Remond (1714) (E 704 b, G 111 6a5)
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entnely external to the events or things, but appearing 1n
them But the meaning, the spint of Aristotle’s method
was lost sight of. ‘' Find a principle, a form, of any kind,’
came to be the rule of explanation And thus the number
of ‘substantial forms’ or principles of substance was
multiplied 1ndefinitely, while, 1n addition, the most
minute changes 1n substances were each explained by
1eference to some ‘accidental form’ or principle of
accident. Anything sufhced as an explanation so long
as 1t was called a form. Thus when no 1ntelligible
account of a phenomenon could readily be given 1t was
attributed to some hidden principle (qualitas occulta),
whuch was described by the name ot the phenomenon to
he explained Thus, for instance, Toletus® gives us the
valuable information that ‘ the substantial form of fire 15
an active prineiple by which fire, with heat as 1its instru-
ment, produces fire’ After making this amazing state-
ment he recollects that fire 1s sometimes produced by
things other than fire, and he proceeds with grave
elaboration to prove that ‘fire can tesult from all the
substantial forms capable of producing 1t 1n ait, 1n water,
ot m anythmng else’

This may be the reductio ad absurdum of the Peripatetic
Scholasticism , for indeed petitio principnr could no farther
go It 13 almost worse than the wirfus dormifiwa of
Moliere’s satire  But the author does not appear to have
seen the humour of it Can we wonder, then, that
Descartes tuiued his back upon history ® To him 1t
seemed that an explanation to be an explanation must at
least be intelligible There can be truth and certainty, he
thought, only where there 1s cleainess and distinctness
Accordingly all these hidden principles and 1nexplicable
forms must be thrown aside as philosophical lumber, a
screen of i1gnorance and a source of confusion. In true
explanation there must be no obscurities, fancies, or

! Francisco de Toledo (1532-1596), a Spanish cardinal and theo-
logian, author of Summa Casuum Conscieniiae
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guesses ; but it must consist 1n tracing the necessary
connexions of things or finding definitely measurable
relations between them—connexions and relations which
the understanding can clearly grasp. That is, 1n bref,
the mechanical view of what explanation ought to be,
as the Cartesians held 1t 1n opposition to the Scholastics
Now Leibniz, 8s we have seen, 1s not so exclusively
enamoured of the clear and distinct as Descartes was.
He thinks Descartes has gone too far 1n the zeal of his
reformation. Doubtless the Scholastics were guilty of
gross absurdities, but if we are to be satisfied with no
explanation which 18 not absolutely perfect in its intelli-
gibility, we shall have to do without explanations of most
things, and our science will perforce be very abstract and
very limited For to be perfectly intelligible or clear and
distinct 1n the Cartesian sense, an explanation must either
be a self-evident truth or must be logically reducible to
such a truth And Leibniz maintains that, while 1deas
or abstractions (" possible ’ things) may be capable of such
explanation as this, it 18 1mpossible so thoroughly to
explain any actually existing finite thing or phenomenon.
‘We may ‘clearly and distinetly’ explain how such a
thing 18 possible, we cannot ‘clearly and distinetly’
explain why 1t exists No absolute reason can be given
for 1its existence, we must be content with a sufficient
reason An examination of the measurable relations or
connexions of things does not yield an exhaustive account
of their nature, and accordingly, while such an exam-
wmnation 15 valuable so far as it goes, 1t requires to be
supplemented by other considerations The infinite
complexity of things makes a perfect analysis 1mpossible,
and consequently, if we confine ourselves to a strictly
mathematical method, our science must remain a science
of abstractions and not of actual things as they exist.
Leibniz, then, admits the value of the mechanical view
a8 regards phenomena, considered 1n abstraction from the
realities of which they are the phenomena, but he returns
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to the older philosophy for an explanation of the realities
themselves Descartes has done well in clearing away
the great mass of forms, which explained nothing, and in
accounting for all the changes 1n nature by regarding
them as due to variations 1n the distribution of one
constant quantity of motion. But motion 1s not & deep
enough principle to explain reality It 1s entirely apparent,
phenomenal, on the surface; and therefore it cannot
explain that which 1s half-hidden, which comes and goes,
which passes from potentiality into actuahty But this
18 the characteristic of every real thing, every res completa
In so far as 1t exists, and 18 not merely possible, 1t has
come 1nto being , 1t 15 1ts nature to pass from potentiality
to actuality We cannot have a better example of this
than the humen soul, 1n which we find continuous process
along with unity and selfidentity Thus 1t seems to
Leibniz that real things or substances are to be concerved
us analogous to the human soul, as forms or living prin-
ciples 1n a sense deeper than that of the later Scholastics,
who had, indeed, almost entirely emptied the term
‘form’ of signification Going back to the source of these
views that had so degenerated, Leibmiz finds the nearest
approach to what he 1s seeking 1n Aristotle’s ‘entelechy,’
the principle of a thing in the sense of its 1mplicit perfect
realization, what 1t 1s w2 the thing to be or become. Thus
Leibniz supplements the Cartesian physics by the 1dea
that mere body or matter 18 an abstraction, existing
nowhere, and that every real existence has a soul or living
principle. And 1n this way the Monadology restores to
philosophy, with new force and meaning, the infinite
number of forms which was the chief feature of the
Peripatetic philosophy

Leibniz’s relation to Atomist philosophy 1s for the most
part a negative one, and 1t is hardly necessary to add
anything to what has incidentally been said regarding it.
He 18 on the side of modern science 1n rejecting the idea
of an absolute vacuum. And when he sometimes speaks
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of the Monads as atoms his object 18 probably to show
that the Monadology expresses clearly what the atomists
are groping for His leading thought in this connexion
1s that a real whole presupposes a real umt, that 1s to say,
a unit which 1s essentially connected with the whole,
tepresentative of 1t, and not i1n a merely accidental or
indelerminate relation to it The atomists are right, he
would say, 1n 1psisting upon a real umit, but, on their
view of reality, 1t 18 impossible to find any such umt'

Leibniz’s * Sufficeent Reason  wn relation to the ‘' Cause’
of Descartes and Spunoza

When we look, not at what Leibniz was himself aware
of domng but at what he actually did without clearly
knowing 1t, we may 1egard his use of the prinaple of
sufficient 1eason as a development of what was 1mplied 1n
the use which Descartes and Spinoza made of the nolion
of ‘cause’ Descartes, as we have seen? develops his
system under the guidance of the principle of contradiction
nlone  But in order to pass from the subjectivity of the
puie Ego to an objective, external 1eality, he finds it
necessary to have recourse to the prineciple that everything
must have an efficient cause which 1s at least as 1eal as the
eftect (and may be more 1eal than 1t) This prineiple he
ngsumes without any attempt to demonstrate its validity,
and 1t 18 the real basis of his proofs, 1n the fi1st place, of
the existence of God, and 1n the secoud place, of the
existence of an external world®. The pioofs of the
existence of God foim the keystone of Descartes’s system
Their function 15 to make up for the imevitable 1mpei-
fections of a logic based solely on the principle of contra-
diction Clinging, as he does, to the dualism of mind and

' Cf this Introduction, Part u pp 27 aqq

* This Intioduction, Part 1 pp 58 sqq

? Of Meditatwn III and the mathematically ar1anged argumenta
in the Reponses aux Deuziemes Objections
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matter, of thought and external existence, Descartes could
not rest satisfied with the :dea of a most perfect being He
must get beyond the «dea to the realifty , he must justify
not one or another 1dea but thought itself In the charac-
teristics of ‘clearness’ and ‘distinctness ’ 1n 1deas he had
found a criterion for the consistency of thought with 1itselt
A clear and distinct 1dea completely satisfied thonght, but
it still remamed to be shown that such an 1dea has
olijective validity, that there actually exists that which it
represents Now according to Descartes, 1t 18 the tiuth-
fulness, the consistency, the goodness of an actually
existing God (who would not be perfect had He not thesc
qualities) that assure to us the valhidity of our clem and
distinet 1deas ‘Even the principle,” says Descartes,
‘which I have alieady taken for a rule, namely, that all
the things which we clearly and distinetly coneeive are
true, 18 ceitain only bhecause God 19 o1 exists, and becau-e
He 15 a perfect Being, and because all that we posscss 18
denived from Him . . If we did not know that all which
we possess of real and true pioceeds from a perfect and
infinite Being, however clear and distinet our 1deas might
be, we should have no ground on that account for the
assulance that they possessed the peifection of being tiue '’
Accordingly, as regards real exastence (apart from that of
the pure Ego), everything in Descartes’s system ultimately
turns upon this unexplained principle of cause, by means
of which he proves the existence of God, and which he
again employs 1n establishing the reality of the woild
God must exist, for otherwise no adequate eause can he
assigned for the existence of the 1dea of God 1n us  And
again, we must postulate the real existence of external

1 Method, Part 1v (Veitel's Tr, p Bo) Cf Meditation JV ‘It 19
impossible thut God should ever deceive me, since in all frawd
and deceit one meets with some kind of impeifection, and
although 1t may seem that to be ahle to deceive 15 a mark of (lever-
ness or of power, the wish to deceive always indicates, withiut
a Joubt, feebleness or malice, and accordingly such a wish c: nnot
exist in God’ Cf Hegel, Geschichte des Phil 1m1 p 319



162 INTRODUCTION

things as the cause of certain 1deas 1n us, unless we are to
suppose that God deceives us!

Spinoza takes the one substance, God, as his starting-
pownt of absolute certainty, and accordingly proofs of the
existence of God have for him no meaming Nevertheless,
he does not altogether dispense with the notion of cause
Ostensibly he reduces the relation of cause and effect to
a logical connexion, hke that between a geometrical figure
and 1ts properties. But he makes use of the notion of
canse to introduce variety into the perfect umty of sub-
stance by describing 1t as cause of itself (causa swi). And
in his distinction between natura naturans and nature
naturata he endeavours, by a further application of the
notion of cause, to bridge the gulf which his logic has set
between the infinite (as purely indeterminate) and finite
or determinate existence Nafura maturans 18 substance
expiessed 1n attributes or ‘ God as the free cause of all that
18, Natura naturata 1s ‘ all that follows from the necessity
of the Divine nature or from any one of the attributes of
God, 1 e. all modes of God’s attributes, considered as
things which exist 1n God, and without Ged can neither
exist nor be conceived *’ In short, causa sui or substance
18 analyzed 1nto two moments, cause (ratura naturans) and
effect (natura maturata) ; but both of these are ultimately
the same thing Apart from this distinction without a
difference it would be 1mpossible for Spinoza to 1dentify
his infinite substance with the actual world And yet,
in spite of 1t, for Spinoza the finite, as finite, 1emains
unreal

Now this notion of cause, which Descartes and Spinoza
employ without attempting to explain or justify it, 1s, 1n
a more general form, acknowledged by Leibmiz as an
independent logical principle, that of sufficient reason
There must be, not merely an adequate cause but a
sufficient reason for the existence of each individual thing.

! Cf Meditation VI, passim.
* Ethws, Part 1 prop 29, Scholwum.
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And as we have seen’, the sufficiency of the reason rests
ultimately on the nature of God as perfect 1n wisdom,
goodness, and power. Manifestly there 1s here a working-
out of what is more vaguely implied in Descartes’s
1epeated references to the perfection of the character of
God as our warrant for the reality of things And the
argument of Spinoza (however inconsistent 1t may be) 1s
based on the conviction that every fimite thing must find
its place 1n the one all-embiacing system, that 1s to say,
must follow from the nature of God 1n whom are all
perfections Thus the addition of the principle of suffi-
cient reason to that of contradiction is not an entunely
novel suggestion on the part of Leibniz, but 18 an out-
girowth of what was already involved in the reasonings of
his 1mmediate predecessors It 13 a step towards the
reconciling of their inconsistencies by bringing into clear
consciousness a principle which they blindly and 1mper-
fectly employed

The Plulosophy of Wolff

The philosophy of Leibmiz suffered grieveusly at the
hands of his immediate disciples® Probably this was
mevitable Few of his writings were published 1n his
Iifetime, and lis philosophical opinions weie dispersed
thiough masses of manuseript which might well be the
despair of lis friends And the philosophical system

! This Introduction, Part u p 66

2 ‘It has been with Leibniz as with several philosophers of
wintiquity, who might have said ‘ May God. preserve us from our
Iriends , as for our enemies, we ouiselves shall be able to pintect
ourselves from them ”’ Kant, Entdeckung nach der alle neue Kritih
der renen Vernunft durch ewmne altere entbehrluh gemacht werdon soll
Rosenkranz, 1 478, Hartenstemn, m1 390 Cf Wallace, Logic of
Hegel (2nd ed ), Prolegomena, ¢ch 17 XKant himeself 1n one of his
carhier writings (Traume eines Geislersehers, &c , Rosenkranz, vu 45,
Hartenstein, 1 58) speaks of ‘Leibniz's amusing 1dea, according
to which we might peirhaps swallow 1n our coffee atorns destined
to become human souls’ And a naturalist of the end of last
century, Otto F Mulle1, thought that he had discovered Monads
under the microscope |
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1tself must have seemed as broken as was the expression
of it The two principles of contradiction and sufficient
1eason stood side by side, and there was no cleair aceount
of the relation between them. A system with two
independent principles can have no stabihity, and this
defect must somehow be removed On the other hand.
Newton had triumphed 1n the long controversy, and his
fame had led to Leibmz’s discredit  Leibniz’s metaphysies
seemed 1n some points incompatible with the Newtonian
physics, and must therefore to some extent be modified
This systematizing and modifying of the phiosophy of
Leibmz were accomplished by Christian Wolff (1679-
1954), who himeelf, however, strongly objected to being
called a mere disciple of Leibmz, o1 an elaborator of the
Leibnmitian philosophy

‘Wolfl’s position may be regarded as 1n some respects
a retuin to the Cartesian attitude of mind His solution
of the difficulty anising fiom the supposition of two co-
ordinate first prineiples 1s to make the prineiple of sufficient
reason a logical inference fiom that of contradiction, and
thus to make the law of contradiction the one supreme
law of thought He holds that the difterence between
‘something’ and ‘nothing’ 1s absolute, ' something’ being
that of which there 15 some notion, while ‘nothing’ 15
that of which there 1s no notion' Thus everything must
have a sufficient 1eason, 1 e somie reason why 1t exists
rather 1than does not exist, for otherwise something would
proceed ovut of nothing  But er mililo niul pt there 13
no middle term between ‘something’ and * nothing*’ So
m Wolft the antithesis of being and not-being 13 supreme,
to the exclusion of the notion of becoming. ‘The 1mpos-
stbie 1s nothing’ And on the other hand, ‘the possible
1s always something®’ Tt ought logically to follow that
everything possible 1s actual, and that theie 18 no distine-
tion between essence and existence But at this point the

! Ontologia, 57, 59 ? Imd. 70
* Ibhid 101, 102
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Leibnitian influence reasserts itself, and Wolff becomes
confused His ruthless logic gives way  ‘ Besides the
possibility of a being, something else 18 still needed for
its existence.” ‘ Existence or reality 1s the complement of
possibibty '.> As an illustiation of what he means he
takes the case of a tree which 1s potentially in the seed,
but which requires for its actual development (its exis-
tence as a tree) the co operation or complement of other
existing things Thus Wolff returns to the Leibnitian
distinetion between the ‘ possible” and the ‘compossible,’
after he has emptied of all meaning the piinciple of
sufficient reason, on which the distinetion rests To put
1t otherwise, if the actual existing ‘something’ 1s more
than a metely possible ‘something’ (as Wolff’s position
here umplies), then there must be a middle term between
the actual ‘something’ and ‘nothing’ And this, of
course, 18 flatly contradictory of Wolff's original principle

Thus while Wolff makes a show of logical completeness
and system, he 1s really hacking 1n pieces the philosophy
of Leibmiz  He 15 fascinated by its individualist element,
the self-sufficiency and mutual exclusiveness of the Monads,
which we have seen to be connected, 1n the thinking of
Leibmiz, with the suivival of a nairow interpretation of
the principle of contradiction? Wolff carries to an ex-
tieme tlus tendency (which, after all, 1s not the supreme
power 1n Leibmiz’s thought), and gives us, as the outcome
of the bare principle of contradiction, an abstract indi-
vidualism, just as Spinoza had already from the same
principle developed an abstract umversalism or pantheism.
It 13 hecause of the essentially dogmatic character of the
principle that sueh extremes can each be repiesented as
flowing from 1t. As employed by Spinoza and by Wolft
the principle can legitimately yield nothing but the bare
selfadentity of the datn or assumptions with which each
begins his work. Accordingly (as in this case) i1f the

! Onloloqra, 173, 174
? This Introduction, Part 1 p 68
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presuppositions are 1n complete opposition to one another,
we may have two contrary philosophical systems, both
apparently flowing from the same first principle

Wolff, then, rejects the law of continuity and returns
to a position which has some analogy with that of
Descartes  Ostensibly his philosophy 18 a Monadology ,
really it 18 a kind of combination of Monadology with
Atonusm' The Cartesian dualism 1s restored in the form
of a dwistinction between spiritual and physical Monads.
The spiritual Monads alone 1n Wolff's opinion, deserve
the name of Monads. The others are ‘ elements of things,’
atomy nmaturae These physical atoms or unconscious
Monads are no longer regaided as living marrors, repre-
senting or perceiving the whole univeise They are still
automata, but they are no longer souls They have
nothing in common with the spiritual Monads except the
characteristics of umity, simplicity, and activity Thus
the whole of Leibniz’s hypotheses regarding unconscious
thuinking, petites perceptions, &c , are thrown aside, and we
have, 1n place of Descartes’s two substances (thought and
extension , two sets of independent particular substances,
the phenomena of the one set being thoughts and of the
other set motions  As an mevitable consequence of this,
the system of pre-established harmony, as Leibniz con-
celved 1t, disappears also Wolff retains the name, but
he regards the harmony not as a hypothesis by which to
explain the relations of each independent particular sub-
stance to every other, but merely as an explanation of the
connexion between soul and body, between spiritual atoms
01 Monads and corporeal atoms According to Leibmz
there could be no real interaction between Monads But
Wolff’'s ‘atoms of nature,” being purely physical, do
really influence one another He sees no difficulty in

1 Cr Schelling, Sd&mmtliche Werke, vol vi p 116 ‘As often
happens, the immedinte successors of Leitbmz set aside the really
speculative part of his doctrine, the Monadology For example

the most celebrated of them, Wolff, admits 1t into his system only
in the guise of & hypotlhiesws,’
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holding that motion can be transferred from one to
another'. His difficulty is the original Cartesian problem—
How can a purely thinlung substance influence an abso-
lutely rton-thinking substance, or how can motion pass
mnto thought ? And the pre-established harmony 1s, 1n
Wolff's view, preferable to Occasionalism meiely because
1t means one large and comprehensive imtial miracle
rather than an endless seres of miraculous interventions
of God.

The natural, physical world 18 thus, according to Wolff,
entirely subject to mechanical laws., There 15, indeed, a
realm of final causes, but the ends of things are com-
pletely external to the things themselves. The final cause
of a physical substance is not, as 1n the view of Leibniz,
to be found 1n the nature of the substance itself, in 1its
tendency towards self-realization, but 1n a law imposed
upon it from outside Thus the Wolffian teleology
becomes almost childish, and suggests at times the naive
explanations of things which are to be found in such
writers as Bernardin de St Pierre, who tells us that the
melon is made large 1n compamnson with other fruits to
indicate that it ought to be eaten not in solitude but en
Jamille, and that the cow with only one calf has four teats
because the human race 18 fond of milk. Wolff hardly
rises to this height, but he regards the stars as existing to
give us light at night, and he points out that ‘the light
of day 18 of great advantage to us ; 1t enables us to carry
on comfortably certain works which comparative darkness
would make 1mpossible or difficult, and also more expen-

! Here ngain Wolff's position 1s glaringly inconsistent His
physical atoms or Monads are supposed to have a unity like that
of the Leibnitian Monada Yet he denies to them that which, ful
Leibniz, 18 the principle of this unity, viz a soul differing not 1n
kind but 1n degree from the conscious and rational soul The afom:
naturae are, 1n short, neither atoms nor Monads, but a contradictory
Jumble of the characteristice of both Wolff regards the atom:
naturas 58 ‘1n themselves indivisible,’ and thus distinguishes them
from atomi materiales, which are ‘1n themselves divisible,’ but which

cannot be actually divided by any natural power See Cosmologia,
§§ 182 Bqq , 186 8qq and a3a
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stve!’ This doctrine of final causes 18 a most essential
part of the Wolffian system For, according to Wolff,
although nature 1s ultimately explicable by purely
mechanical laws, we cannot agtually reduce 1t to 1ts
ultimate elements, and consequently, 1n explaining
physical phenomena as they are presented to us, we must
continunlly have reconrse to final causes  So also, while
Wolfl, adopting the phrase of Leibmz speaks of God as
frecly choosing to create ' the best of all possible worlds,’
he takes ‘ best’ as meaning not ‘best on the whole,” but
1ather ‘ best for manlind’ Thus the optithism of Wolff
15 as shallow and arbitrary as hus teleology, and 1t 18 not
surprising that Kant, even in the early years when he
followed Wolff on most points, deserted him 1in this
matter, and turned back to views more akin to the greater
thoughts of Leibmz.

Lelation of the Philosophy of Leibniz to that of Kant.

In the earhest writings of Kant (who, through his
teacher Knutzen, was bred a Wolffian), questions regard-
mg space are discussed —questions, for 1nstance, as to the
1eason why our space has three dimensions and as to the
pussibility and reality of other spaces having more than
three duimensions I{ant was evidently alrcady some-
what dissatisfied with the current Wolffian view of space
and was beginning the course of inquiry that ultimately
led to the doctrine of the Transcendental Aesthetic, a doc-
trine more 1n harmony with the view of Leibniz than
with that of Wolff?  According to Wolff, ‘1eal’ space
must be distinguished from ‘imaginary’ space, although

' Vanunftige Gedanhen von den Absichten der maturlichen Dinge  Cf
Ausfuhrliche Narhricht wun seinen eigenen Schayften, §§ 186 sqq

? tLabmz'y doctrine of sense as confused thought—confused 1n
such a way av to make us represent the world as an order of things
. space wnd time—though Kant explicitly rejects it, 18 in tact
1ather claborated than supeiseded by his doctiine of spuce and
timc as ftorms of sensibility, under which alone experience 1s
pussible, but which prevent what 1s true of phenomena from being
true of things 1n them-elves, and knowledge from 1eaching the
totality which it seeks. T H Green, Works, vol 11 p 135
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the 1esults obtained from consideration of the notion ot
‘imaginary’ space may Justifiably be applied to ‘real’
space’ ‘Real’ space 18 the order of co-existing things?
and 15 1nseparable fiom the things themselves God
alone can have a perfectly adequate notion of 1t and can
thus actually perceive its continuity But we can form
an abstract or ‘1maginary’ notion of space, by thunking
1t as distinct from (or indifterent to) the co-existing things
of which 1t 1s an ‘order’, and this imaginary space 1s,
of course, homogeneous and continuous The space of
mathematics and physics 1s thus ‘1maginary space’, but
1l 15 such that the laws of mathematics and physics are
valid 1 1elation to ‘1eal’ space Manifestly we have here
netther the view of Leibnmiz nor that of Newton, but a
doctrine which points to a possible reconciliation between
them On the one hand, space is not merely confused
perception. As space 1t has reality : 1t 15 a real oider n
which physical things exist  But, on the olher hand
this 1cal space 1s not the space of the mathematician
He deals with a kind of projection or symbol of 1t, and
thus the Newtoman position also 1s without Wolff’s
assent It might easily be shown that the Wolifian
doctrine of space 1s riddled with inconsistencies, of a kind
similar to those which have been mnoticed in Wolff’s
account of individual substances But the matter ot
main 1nteresl 1s that Kant 1ecerved the pioblem of space
1 the foim which Wolff had given 1t ", and that through-

! Ontologia, 599

? In analogy with time which 13 ‘the oirder of successive things
1In a continuous series,” space 14 defined as ‘the order of simul-
taneous things, 1n so far as they co-exist’ Onflogia, 589 Cf
Covmolugia, 56

* Kants critiecism of Leibniz 1llustrates this  Cf Forfschiitie de
Metaphysde seit Lebriz und Wolff (Rosenkrans, 1 §16, Haileustoin
1 4471) ‘The prinuple of the identity of indiscerniblcs (prang-
pum wdentutatrs indiscernibilium) 18 that, 1if from 4 and B, which 1
1espect of all itheiwr internal characteristics (ol quahty and ot
quantity) are entirely alike, we make a concept as of two differcent
thingy, we are 1n error, and we ought to have taken them for ons
and the same thing (numero eadem; Leibniz could not admut that
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out the writings of his pre-critical period, we find Kant
working towards a view of space 1n which the Leibnitian
and Newtonian positions shall be reconciled. Although
he does not himself express 1t 1n this way, his problem
might fairly be regarded as that of finding a single con-
ception of space which can take the place both of the
‘real’ and of the '‘imaginary’ space of Wolff In what
sanse can space be regarded as at once real and ideal ?
Not 1n the Wolffian sense , for that practically involves
a corculus m defimendo  ‘ sumultaneous or co-existing’
physical things presuppose space Nor 1s the Newtonian
view more satisfactory, for, while 1t recognizes that space
1s prior to actual cases of spatial existence and while 1t
maintains the reahity ot space, 1t 1mples that the whole
universe 1s set 1n space and that the spatial system ot
relations has a real existence 1ndependent of the things
related. Accordingly, through a course of thinkang which
we need not here trace’, Kant arrives at the position which
he expounds 1n the Critique of Pure Reason, namely, that
space 18 a form presupposed 1n the possibility of our
sense-experience It 1s not 1n any way given ab exira ,
but 1t 1s the condition of there being externality for us
It 18 not a thing 1n 1tself, a real object ; but as 1t is a per-
fectly pure perception, free from all the contingent detail
wo could stil) distinguish them through their places 1 space (as 1t
15 pussible to perceive quite sumilar and equal spaces outside of one
another without being able to say that they are one and the same
space for oltherwise we could put the whole of infinite space into
4 cubic inch or less) Leibniz could not admit this, for he re-
1ognizes no other distinetion among things than that whach 18 made
through notions [Begriffe], and refuses to allow any way of repre-
sentation specificnlly distinct from this, such as intuition [4n-
schuuung , and more especially intuition a priomn  On the contrary
ho thought that this must be reduced to pure notions [Begrife] of
10 ex1stence or successlon, and thus he set himself against- common
sense, which will never be persuaded that the existence of a drop
of wiater 1n one place makes 1t 1mpossible for a perfectly sumilar
and equal drop to exist 1n another place’

' For a full account sece Caird’s Critical Phiosophy of Kumi, vol 1
Intioduction, <h 5, especally pp 164-168 and 178-18a2 Also

bk t ¢h 3, pp 304,305 Cf Hutchison Stirling, Texi-Bwk to Kant,
PP 34-43 and 366 sqq.
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of sense, 1t satisfies the requirements of Newtonian
mathematiecs even better than if 1t were an 1ndependent
entity. On the other hand, while 1t belongs to perception
or direct intuition and 1s therefore not, as Leibniz and
Wolff held, a relation or order among things which are
prior to 1t, yet 1t 1s subjective or 1deal, 1t belongs to our
minds, and accordingly the difficulties inseparable from
the Newtomian view of space (as expounded by Clarke,
for instance) are avoided.

But mere sense-peiception under the forms of space
and time 18 not, according to Kant, a complete experience
It requires the complement of conception, which 1s the
function of the understanding. Here Kant believed him-
self to be 1n complete opposition to Leibniz, and yet 1t
may well be doubted whether the opposition 1s really so
great as Kant supposed 1t to be In the Critique of Pure
Reason Kant does diaw a much sharper line between per-
ception and coneeption than Leibmz did Kant may be
smd to regard the difference as one of kind, while for
Leibmz 1t 18 a difference of degree  Leibniz, as we have
seen, gave to perception an exceedingly wide meaning,
a meening which includes conception and representation
of every kind, whether conscious or unconscious. But
Kant’s ‘perception’ 1s liumited to sense-representation
Nevertheless Kant’s ‘peirception’ 15 avowedly abstract,
and the confused perception, which 1s Leibniz's name for
sense-knowledge, 1s abstract alsa, though 1n a somewhat
different way In fact, for Kant the distinction between
perception and coneeption is a distinetion between abstract
elements 1n a concrete whole of experience, while the
corresponding distinction 1n Leibniz 18 a distinction be-
tween degrees of perfection 1n one quality or function
Thus for Kant sense-perception 1s abstract, because 1t~
reality always 1mplies a complementary element, while
for Leibmz 1t 18 abstract because 1t 18 1mperfectly deve-
loped, because 1t contains the potentiality of greater
perfection The weakness of the Kantian position 1s 1its



172 INTRODUCTION

tendency to over-sharpen the distinction between percep-
tion and conception by 1gnoring the 1dea of development,
while the defect of Leibniz 1s his inchination to define the
common quality or function (‘perception’) by 1ts lowest
1ather than its highest terms, to interpret 1t, not as essen-
tially self-consciousness, which 1s 1ts most perfect develop-
ment, but as mere representation or multiphicity 1in unity,
to which consciousness and self-consciousness are added
charactenstics ' Yet while Kant makes an advance from
the position of Leibmz, they are on similar lines, and we
can read their reconcihiation 1n Hegel %,

Leibmiz does not give any clear account of the relations
between the principle of contradiction and that of suffi-
clent reason, as he uses them 1n his philosophy, but 1t 1s
evident that he considered them to be, 1n some way,
ultimately in harmony The tendency of Kant, on the
other hand, 15 to emphasize the distinction between them
while treating each, apart from the other, as abstract
The course of Kant’s pre-ciitical thinking makes this clear
He begins with the Wolffian view that the principle of
sufhcient reason 18 1educible to that of contiadiction ®, and
nccordingly, that the principle of contradiction 1s the sole
ultimate principle of knowledge But gradunlly he comes
to see that the principle of contradiction has to de with
nothing but the form of thought and that 1t y1elds merely
n self-consistent system of knowledge, based on dogmatic

! In this, I think there 15 to be found the explanation of the
sepuiation (almost amounting to n distinction of kiud) between
1ational souls and the other Manads, which Leibniz makes with
such appaient inconsisteney  Cf tlus Intioduction, Part m p 116

7 'Tho doctrines of Leibmiz formed the permanent atmosphere
of Kant’s mind  His reading of Hume 1n middle hifc no doubt
helped to determine the mode 1n which he absotbed and tians-
formed them | but 1t was upon them, as we find in the Crifique no
less than 1n lus enrlier wnitings, that his mind constantly worked,
nnd thcre would be a beiter case, at any rate, for describing him
as & corrected and developed Leibniz than for putting him 1n such
a relation to anv one else’ T H Green, Works, vol 11 p 134

3 Cf Prinapuwrum primorum cognitioms metaphysicac norg dilucidafio
(1755) (Rosenkranz, 1 4, Hartensten, m 4)
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presuppositions. It ensures order and necessary con-
nexion 1n thought, but it 1s inadequate to reality. It
gives the logical ground of things (logische Grund) but
not the ground of their 1eality ( Real-grund)’'. Thus the
principle of contradiction 1s insufficient when treated ay
the ultimate principle of metaphysics. Kant develops
this position 1 connexion with the problem of proving
the existence of God He rejects, as a begging of the
question, the Cartesian demonstration which maintains
that existence 18 necessarily involved 1n the perfection of
the most perfect Being. Existence, Kant says, cannot be
a predicate  That 15 to say, you cannot take out of any
subject more than 18 contamned 1n it the prineiple ol
contradiction will never entitle you to pass from any
mere 1den to the reality of ilhat 1dea. Pure thought,
determined by the principle of conlradiction, always
presupposes something ‘given,” and thus reality must
ultimately lie outside of pure thought. Thus, for example,
the real cause of anything 1s always more than a mere
reason a causal connexion 1s not a merely logical con-
nexion It 18 this line of thinking that leads Kant to
emphasize the distinction between logical understanding
and empirical sense, and to lay stress on ‘ experience ’ (un-
rationalized and unexplained) as the ground of reality,
1n a way that recalls the position of Locke Thus, while
admitting the certainty of mathematics, Kant protests
against the use of a puiely mathematical method 1n deal-
ing with metaphysics or with the theory of knowledge,
on the ground that such a method 1s ! merely synthetic,’
that 18 to say, on the ground that it does not analyze
actual experience but deduces from (or builds upon) arbi-

V' Cf Der emnzig mogliche Beweiwsgrund zu emner Demonstrabion des
Dasens Gottes (1763) (Rosenkranz, 1 161, Hartenstein, vi 11) Kant
makes advanees towards this position 1n the Essay on Die fulsche
Spilzfindigkett der vier syllogratischen Figuren (1762) (Rosenkranz, 1 55,
Hartenstein, 1 1), and 1n the Versuch den Begriff der neyalt en Grossen
mn die Weltwesheit emzufuhren (1763) (Rosenkranz, 1 113, Harten-
stein, 1 19)
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trary or at least mind-made presuppositions ', Finally in
the Critique of Pure Reason we have Kant’s solution of the
problem as to the relations between a prior: and a posterior:,
thought and expenience And his contention 18 that the
a priort 18 not merely that which 1s self-evident and can
be expressed in an analytic judgment, but that which
experience umversally and necessarily involves as the
condition of 1ts possibility

This, after all, 18 but the working out of what 1s out-
hined by Leibniz, when he 1naists on ‘ compossibility,” or
necessity arsing from the system of things, as the ground
of reality For Leibniz the 1eal 18 the 'fitting,’ that
which has 1ts place 1n the best possible system or woild .
for Kant the real 18 that which 1s 1n an orderly experience
constituted by principles which are the logical a prior
conditions of 1ts possibility  In the philosophy of Kant,
accordingly, we have a more thorough application of the
principle of sufficient reason, which Leibniz had imper-
fectly applied Leibniz’s explanation of the existence of
the actual system of things as the result of a choice among
all possible worlds 1s due to the inconsistency 1n his posi-
tion which comes from working with two co-ordinate first
principles  The totality of possible worlds 1s at once a
system and not a system If it were a system, the choice
by God of the best possible world would be determined
by the nature of the whole system of possibles. The best
possible world would be the best woild 1in that system,
and thus the problem of Leibmiz would not be solved by
the ‘ choice,” but would merely be carried a stage farther
back On the other hand, if the totality of possible
worlds were not a system, the choice of God would prac-
tically be aibitrary . at least 1t would be grounded on no

' Cf Untersuchung uler die Deuthichheil der Grundsdtze der matirlichen
Theologie und der Moral (1764) (Rosenkranz, 1 75, Hartenstein, 1 63)
Seuv also Kant's Inaugural Thesis on becoming Professor 1n Konigs-
berg De mundr sensibilis afque wmtelhqibalis forma el prowipus (1770}, 10
which the distinction between sense and understanding 18 brought
ta the sharpest point  (Rosenkranz, 1 3or, Hartenstein, 1. 133 )
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reason 1ntelligible to us God would choose the best
possible world ; but it would be the best possible for no
other reason than that He chose 1t Thus the totality of
possible 1deal worlds has the appearance of being a system,
while really 1t 18 not It 1s this ambiguity that conceals
the fundamental inconsistency of Leibniz—the incon-
sistency of regarding God as both within the system of
things and quite outside of it (as the Creator), making
Him at once the source of the whole system of mutually
exclusive Monads and the highest Monad of the series,
without whom the system would 1itself be incomplete
The principle of sufficient reason, rightly understood, 1n-
volves the supposition of one all-embracing system , but
though Leibmiz had certainly an inkling of the truth
of this, his individualistic tendency and his dread of
Spinozism prevented him from fully realizing 1t.

For Kant there 1s but one system of experience, that
which actually exists The supposition of a choice among
possible worlds 18 no part of hs philosophy But in
Kant’s doctrine the ‘thing-in-itself” performs very much
the same function as did the ‘ choice” in Leibniz's scheme
of things Each 1s a way of allowing for a possible reality
other than the actual system, although the need of this
arises from one cause 1n Leibniz, and from another in
Kant Lebniz wishes to avoid a doctrine of blind neces-
sity Kant 18 afraid of a pure relativity. They both feel
that the ultunate ground of the system of mutually related
things must be sought i some principle outside the
system 1itself ! The dogmatism of Leibniz appenrs 1n hus

' Cf Crutuque of Pure Reason, Rosenkranz, 11 524, Hartenstein,
u 513 (Meiklejohn’s Tr, p 414) ‘The notions of 1elity, of sub-
stance, of cnusality, of necessary existence itself, huve no signifi-
cance 1n determining any object, beyond their use 1n making
possible the empirical cognition of a thing They may thus be
used to explain the possibility of things 1n the world of sense, but
they cannot be used to explain the possibility of the unicerse taclf,
since in this case the giound of explanation must he outside the
woild, and can therefoie be no ob)ect of a possible experience

Now, relalively to the world of sense, I may admit such un 1ncom-
pichensible being, the object of a mere 1dea, though I may not
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making this principle a resl and independent ‘constitutive’
ground of the woild, and he glosses over the difficulty ot
explaining its relation to the world by metaphors such as
the ‘ Divine choice’ and the producing of created Monads
by continual ‘fulgurations of Divimty ’ The criticism of
Kant, on the other hand, leads hum to interpret this
ultimate principle negalively, as a merely ‘regulative’
idea, of the absolute nature of which the speculativo
1eason can say nothing Its reality, however, 1s assured
to us by the practical reason, and 1n 1t we must suppose
that there 15 a reconciliation of necessity and freedom,
of the kingdom of nature and the kingdom ot grace, of
mechanism and teleology. We cannot give a completely
satistactory aceount of the phenomenal world as a system
governed by final causes, for we have no speculative
knowledge of the ultimate intelligence and the ends 1t
sets betore 1tself,. We may guess al final causes, but
we cannot understand their producing anything, apart
tiom mechanical causes And on the other hand, while
we cannot help regarding the phenomenal woild as a
mechanical system, ‘absolutely no human reason (in fact
no finite renson like ours in quality, however much 1t
may surpass 1t in degree) can hope to understand the
produeiion of even a blade of grass by mere mechanical
causes'.” Wo must, 1n certain cases, postulate adaptation
Lo ends But we can quite conceive an intelligence which
can think the world, not discursively from part to part ay
we do, but 1mmediately and completely, from whole to
part, and for such en 1ntelligence, final and efficient
cause, freedom and necessity, would be harmonized
For 1t to know and to create the world would be the

admit 1ts existence n itself It 18 only a something i1n geneial
which I know not in itself, but to which, as a ground of systematic
unity 1n cognition, I attribule characteristics analogous to the
notions of the understanding 1n the empirical sphere’

! Kant, Cretique of Judgment, Part n div n § 77 (Rosenkrang, 1v
301, Hartenstein, vii 288 , Bernard's Tr, p 326) See the whole
pRssage
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same thing : creation would be its thought Thus Leib-
niz and Kant are at one in placing the ultimate synthesis
of things, the sufficient rcason of experience, 1n some-
thing that 1s beyond expetience itself, and that 1s related
to experience in a way which stands 1n need of further
explanation. Leibniz, however, falls into a contradiction
which Kant avoids For Leibmz regards God as at once
the highest of the Monads (the ultimate term in the
series) and the Creator of the Monads, 1 e the sufficient
reason of the world which they constitute  But if God
15 one of the series of Monads, 1t seems 1mpossible to
regard Him as their sufhaent reason, as choosing to
create the system of which He 15 an element [And orn
the other hand, if the essence of the Monads 1s to repre-
sent the umverse, and 1f He (actus puruv) perfectly realizes
the universe within Himself, having perfectly clear and
distinet perception, what place 15 there for a system of
Monads apait from Him ? ) Kant avoids the difficulty by
the sharp distinction he draws between expelience and
the thing-inatself He can thus regard God as related
to the world 1n a way which wo may attempt to describe
as causal, creative, or otherwise, but which 1t 18 1mpossible
for us ever with certainty to define' In short, so far as
our theoretical knowledge of things 13 concerned, the
account we give of the relation of God to the world 1s
simply a useful hypothesis, by means of which we may
give unity to our knowledge, and avoid the fallacies of

! Cf (ritique of Pure Reason (Hartenstein, n 508 sqq , Rosenkiany,
n 519 sqq ), Meiklejohn, pp 410 sqq *The notion of a supreme
1ntelligence 13 a mere 1dea, that 13 to say, 1ts objective 1eality doe-
not consiet 1n 1ts being 1mmediately jefeiable to an object ({01
1n this sense we cannot establish 1ty objective validity) but it 14
merely a schema of the notion of a thing in general, a schemn
constructed according to the conditions of the greatest unity of
reason, and serving only to produce the greatest systematic unity
1n the empirical use of our reason, 1nasmuch as we deduce this ol
that object of expenence from the 1magined ohject of this 1dea as
the giound or eause of the object of (xperience’ Cf also Rosen-
krang, u 598, Haitenstein n 581, Meiklejohn, p 471
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dogmatism'. Yet, while Kant thus escapes the contra-
diction 1n Leibniz’s view, he cannot be said to give us
a satisfactory solution of the difficulty®.

The Influence of Lewbmz on Fichte.

In the modern 1dealism which first took shape in the
writings of Fichte, there may be iraced the influence of
certain leading 1deas in the philosophy of Leibmz, to
which Kant had inevitably done less than justice. The
work of Fichte 1s generally regarded as an endeavour to
give systematic unity to the philosophy of Kant by get-
ting nid of the thing-in-itself, regarded as entirely outside
of experience Indeed, until Kant repudiated his inter-
pretation, Fichte regarded himself as an expositor of the
true Kantian view, and a defender of the critical philo-
sophy agamst the misunderstandings of its unintelligent
disciples. Fichte’s main 1dea 15 that experience (in the
Kantian sense) has its basis 1n a self-consciousness (an
Ich-hert) which 1s itself the root of the distinction between
the empirical ego and the empirical non-ego, between
subject and object. Both subject and object are logically
mvolved 1n the original self-consciousness, out of which
all experience, both 1n 1ts matter and in its form, may
be deduced Thus all reference to a reality beyond
experience becomes unmeaning as well as unnecessary
The unity of the universe 1s maintained with pantheistic

* D Nelen (La Critique de Kant et la Mitaphysique de Leibniz, pp 331
et 8qq ) regards the Monadology as a necessary complement to the
‘Cntiusm’ of Kant It seems to him that the !thing-in-itself' has,
in the philosophy of Kant, a function similar to that of the
‘possible thing' or ‘essence’ 1n the system of Leibmiz. An
ingenious attempt has also been make by Otto Riedel (e Monado-
lognschen Bestimmungen wn Kants Lehre vom Dhwng an swch) to show that
the things-in-themselves, 1n so far as they are conceived as positive,
have the characteristics of Monads. There 18 2 hint of the same
view 1n Ueberweg's Commentary on the two editions of the Cnitique
of Pure Reason
E # For ;(ant's acorunt of his own relation to Leibniz see Appendix

y P30
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completeness ; and the system of Fichte has well been
described as ‘Spinoza in terms of Kant '’

Now the need of a thingan-itself, such as Kant postu-
lates, arises from the thoroughness of his separation
between perception and conception, between sense and
understanding They are correlative , yet they are treated
by him as 1f quite independent, so that the result of
therr combination 15 a merely phenomenal world Per-
ception cannot evolve from 1tself the forms of the under-
standing, through which nlone 1t loses 1ts blindness , and
conception cannot produce for itself the matter of sense
and experience, without which 1t 1s empty But this
dualism 1ndicates, 1n a negative way, the necessity of a
noumenal world, however completely such a world may
be beyond the reach of our 1intellectual comprehension
or proof It 1s 1n revulsion from dogmatism that Kant
holds this position And thus he 1s continually pointing
out that the great error of Leibmiz is that of regarding
experience as a system of concepts, which may constitute
an 1nternally self-consistent whole, but which has no cer-
tain contact with reality Such a dogmatism, Kant holds,
has no answer to scepticism, and thus to give up the
sharp distinction between perception and conception 1s
to lose our grasp of reality and truth

Accordingly 1t 18 not surprising to find that, 1n setting
aside the thing-n-itself (as Kant understood 1t), Fichte
goes back to the doctrine of Leibniz and proceeds to
develop, under new conditions, some of 1ts leading 1deas’.

1 Adameson’s Fuchte (Blackwood’s Philosophical Classies), p 130

2 ¢The time 18 come for reviving the philosophy of Leibmz
Nothing 18 further removed fiom the thought of Leibniz than the
speculative dream of a woild of things-in-themselves, which no
mind comprehends or knows, but which nevertheless acts upon us
and produces all our ideas The first of his thoughts, that which
he makes his starting-point, 1s, that the representations of external
things arise 1n the soul 1n virtue of 1ts own laws, as 1n an 1solated
world, and as if nothing were present 1n 1t except God (the Infinite)
and the soul (consciousness of the Infinite) . In thus expressing

himself Leibniz spoke for philosophers But now-a-days people
will 1nsist on philosophizing, even when philosophy 15 the last
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Leibniz, 1n antagonism to the dualist position of Descartes,
does not lay stress on the distinction of subject and object,
but conceiwves the universe as an infimty of subjects, each
self-sufficient and ‘in the sea of Iife enisled’ For Kant
the distinction of subject and object is all 1n all. Fichte
st1ll gives full weight to the distinction, but conceives 1t
as overcome 1n the unity of self-consciousness, or rathei
as flowing necessarily from that unity in 1ts most abstiact
and indefinite form, and being lost 1n that unity in its
highest and most perfect form Thus, accoirding to
Leibniz, the whole succession of a Monad’s states, all 1ts
perceptions of the universe, proceed spontaneously from
within itself, ‘ as if there were only God and 1itself in the
world'’, and every ciented Monad contains within itself
both matter and form, which are 1n reality degrees of
one power or function Similarly, the ego of Fichte, the
priumal self-consciousness, 15 a perfectly spontaneous force,
producing trom within itself the emypirical ego and non-
ego, subject and object, making 1ts own external world,
projecting that world through the power of 1magnation,
and continually striving towards the ultimate overcoming
of this distinction between outer and inner mm a pure
‘intellectual intuition *  Accordingly Fichte throws down
the barriers which Kant had raised between perception
and conception, and returns to the position of Leibmiz
that all knowledge 1s one great process of development,
though, of course, he gives a very different account of
this development from that which we find in Leibmz*

thing they are fitted for If any one tells us that no i1dea [Vor-
slellung) can arise 1n us fiom an external action, there 15 endless
astonishment To be n philosopher one must belicve that the
Monads have windows, through whiech things come and go’
(Schelling, Sammthcke Werke, vol 1 20  Ideen zu emer Phalusoplue de
Natur, commended by Fichte, Werke, 1 515 note )

} Leltre u Foucher (1686), (G 1 3B2) Cf New System § 14

? ¢‘The fnal notion of Fichte's philosophy, expressed more clearly
1n the later works than in the Wissenschaftslehre, 13 that of the
divine or spuntual order of which finite spuits are the manifestation
or realizition, and 1 the lLight of which human hfe and 1ts
surroundings appvar as the (ontinuous progress 1n ever higher
stages tuwurds 1ealization of the Anal end of reason, Under this
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The reality of the world of sense is for Fichte a result of
the activity of imagination  Our mind creates our sensa-
tions ; but 1t creates them unconsciously, and thus our
imagination attributes them to things outside of us,
objectifies them  Yet imagination does not give us mere
illusions, but truths more or less perfectly expressed *If
1t be shown, as the piesent system should show, that
upon this activity of imagination rests the possibility of
our consclousness, our life, our being for ourselves, that
1s to say, our being as ego [unseres Seyn als Ich), this
activity of imagination cannot cease, unless we aie to
make abstraction from our ego, which would involve a
contradiction, since that which makes abstraction cannot
make abstraction from itself This activity of 1magina-
tion, then, does not deceive us, but gives us truth, the
only possible truth'' There are, as 1t were, two sides
to our knowledge of things 1In so far as 1t 1s sensation
(that 1s to say, an 1dea unconsciously created by the mind)
1t 18 a product of the non-ego, the object , while 1n so far
as it 18 an 1dea consciously ‘projected’ by us or referred
to something, 1t 13 a product of the ego, the subject
But the action of ego and non-ego 18 reciprocal, and they
both have their source 1n the original self-consciousness
from which they necessarily proceed?

It is, of course, beyond the scope of our intention
to consider the many essential differences between the
systems of Leibmiz and of Fichte to have indicated their
connexion 1s sufficitent And the words of Schelling may

conceptinn, the oppositions of thought which play so important
a pairt in philosophy—being and thought, mind and nature, soul
and hody, freedom and law, natural inchination and moral effort,
mechanism and telcology—are reconciled They appear 1n their
due place ag different aspects of the several stages 1n and ihrough
which the spiritual order 1s realized© Adamson, Fichte, pp 219,
220

! Fichte, Summihiche Werke, 1. 227

? ‘{The ego, as understood 1n common unscientific language,
posits neither the external ohject nor iteelf, but both are posited
thiough general and absolute thinking, and through this the
object 18 given for the ego, as well as the ego for itself.” Fichte,
Werke, 11 562
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be taken as showing that this conpexion was from the
first fully realized ‘Since Leibniz,’ he says, ‘if we set
aside secondary doctrines which do not count, we see
that the real, the finite, 13 generally placed 1n the region
of the 1deal The whole real world has no existence in
itself, but only 1n the representations | Vorstellungen | of the
soul .. Fichte takes up this 1dealism which 1s a denial
of the independent being of the real, and, 1n this regard,
he does not go beyond Leibmiz The only difference
between them 1s this Leibmz cannot explain why the
soul or the Monad is subject to offections which produce
1n 1t finite representations, or, if he tries to find the cause
of this, he 15 obliged to place 1t 1n God, 1n the Infinite,
which mnvolves hum 1n 1nevitable contradictions Fichte,
on the other hand, finds that the fimte nature of the soul
has 1t explanation 1n the absolutely free activity of the
soul 1tself and results fiom this, that the soul by its oun
act posits wlself for itself as fimte, as separated from the
absolute all, and consequently imposes on 1itself the ne-
cessity of contemplating no longer this absolute all, hut
only the negations, himitations, bounds of its infinity '’
Accordingly it may be aaid generally that in the philo-
sophy of Leibmiz will and intelligence (appetition and
perception) are co-ordinate principles of things (the will
of God, for instance, not being prior to His understand-
mg nor His understanding to His will), while the
philosophy of Fichte 1s essentially a practical 1dealism,
in which will in however undefined a form) 1s ultimate
and predominant The ‘principle of the best’ (the ten-
dency to realize the moral order which 1s the expression
of the infinite good will)1s with Leibniz the determining
prnnciple of actual, as distinct from merely possible
existence, while with Fichte 1t 1s the ultimate ground
of all reality, of the one system of things®.

! Schelling, Propaedeuttk zur neueren Philosophie. Werke, vol 1
p 135
' An excellent account of Fichte's historical position 18 given 1n
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Schopenhauer.

As regards the main principles of his philosophy,
Schopanhauer (however unconsciously) follows Fichte .
His starting-point is the Kantian distinction between the
wntelligible or noumenal and the empirical or phenomenal
character of a 1eal subject? As in the philosophy of
Fichte, the ultimate reality is will The ‘intelligible
character’ 1s a will, which 1s the source of the ‘empirical
character’, and 1n general will 1s a pure activity which
18 the souxce of the systemm of phenomena Thus the
wotld 15 will + 1dea (1 e Vorstellung, representation, phe-
nomenon), The absolute 1s the purely practical activity
of will, which gives rise to the relative or mutually
conditioned, 1n a way which 13 beyond explanation,
for our understanding cannot pass the limits of the
conditioned, the phenomenal woild. DBut this ultimate
will 18 essentially destitute of anything that can fuirly
be described as ethical character. The world 1s not a
progress towaids the realization of the best, but rather
an unfortunate episode 1n the existence of the eternal
will, and the highest good 1s to be attained not by allow-
ing this will or striving (well to lwe) to have free course
mn us, but by suppressing 1t as much as possible The
expregsion, ‘the world as will and 1dea,” recalls the
Letbnitian view of substance as essentially appetition +
perception  But Schopenhauer, like Fichte, gives to
will a metaphysical priority, which is not attributed

Wallace's Logwc of Hegel, Prolegomena (2nd ed), ch. 11 See also
chs 12 and 13 for an account of Schelling with suggestive 1eferences
to Leibniz In ch 13 there 13 a lueid explanation of the various
meanings of the term Evolution,’ as 1t 18 used by Leibniz and by
later writers  Cf vol 1 p 424

! ¢ Except his pessimisam, whieh 15 no necessary consequence of
the system, there 1s absolutely nolhing 1n Schopenhauer’s philo-
sophy which 18 not contained in the later works of Fichte’
Adamson, Fichte, p 219 Though this 18 the statement of an expeit,
I venture to think 1t a little too sweeping

* Criigue of Pure Keason, Hosenkranz, 1 422 , Hartenstein, n 42¢ ,
Meiklejohn, p 333

N
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to it by Leibmiz. Again, Schopenhauer, reducing the cate-
gories of Kant to causality (interpreted 1n a wide sense),
gives great importance to the principle of sufficient reason
which (1n one or other of four different forms) he regards
as the goverming principle of the phenomenal world.
*All our 1deas [ Vorstellungen) stand to one another in a
1egular | gesetzmassig] connexion, which as to its form 1s
determinable @ prior:, and on account of which nothing
self-suffictent and independent, nothing separate and de-
tached, can become an object for us. It 18 this connexion
which the piinciple of sufficient reason, in its univer-
sality, expresses®.” The principle of contradiction 1s
ostensibly subordinated to that of sufficient reason, it
being regarded as one of the general laws of thinking,
discovered by induction and used as a judgment ‘meta-
logically true,” which may be the ground or sufficient
reason of other judgments® But here there 1s clearly
an 1nconsistency between Schopenhauer's logical theory
and his metaphysic His absolute, the ultimate will, is
(however far he may be from acknowledging it) really
determined by the principle of contradiction, 1n 1its
abstiact foim, for the will is conceived as that which
ubsolutely s, that which 18 apart from all relation, that
which may, in some mysterious way, produce a system
of differences, but which has an 1dentity that 18 peifectly
independent of them Accordingly, while Schopenhauer
mdicates the deeper and mole comprehensive interpreta-
tion of the principle of sufficient reason as underlying
that of contradiction, he does not allow 1t to mould his
system,

Herbart,

Another thinker who owes something to Leibniz and
something more to Kant and to Fichte, 18 Herbart (1776
1841) He 1s not content to subordinate the principle of

! Ueber die vierfuche Wurzel des Satzes vom zureichenden Grunde, ch. 3,
§ 16

2 Cp Ueler dis vierfachs Wurszel, &c., ch. §, § 33
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sufficient reason to that of contiadiction, but he practically
endeavours to do without the former principle as far as
possible The task of philosophy he regards as that of
eliminating the contradictions that appear 1n common
consclousness by transforming the ideas which are given
m 1! This transformation, for Herbart, practically
means abstraction Every bit of experience, being given,
has something real 1n 1t* But 1its reality 1s that which
1t 18, apart from conditions or relations to other things
The real 1s always something, a quale, a ‘ this’ or ' that’
of some kind. But 1t 1s absolute position (1n the Fichtean
sense) or affirmation without negation , 1t has absolute
self-identity, so that i1t 18 perfectly simple and not, like
the Monad of Leibniz, a substance mnvolving 1n its unity
8 plurality of quahties, and it 18 pure quahty, without
any quantitative element or aspect, so that 1t 18 neither
a divisible totality nor an unbroken continuum These
‘reals,” like the Monads, are infinite 1n number, and each
1s different from every other But they are absolutely
unalterable, they have no charactenstic analogous to the
perception of Leibniz, and they are not impenetrable, for
any number of them may equally be thought as occupying
or as not occupying the same poimnt in space Like the
Monads, no one ‘1eal’ can act upon another, otherwise
they would cease to be absolute, And each ‘real’1s the
immediate cause of one and only one phenomenon of
experience, 80 that the static variety of the woild 18 due to
the power of ‘self-preservation’ (Selbsterhaltung) 1n each
‘real” The actual changes which we find 1n experience
are due to the different aspects in which the  reals’ appear,
when they are in different relations to one another,
although their true natures remain unchanged (as i1n the
phenomena of colour contrasts) And these different

! *Mere uncritical experience or merely empirical knowledge
only offers problems , 1t suggests gaps, which indeed further 1e-
flexion serves at first only to deepen 1nto contradictions” Wallace,

Hegel's Philosophy of Mind, p Ixin
1 *Wieviel Schein, soviel Hindeutung auf's S8ein’
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relations of the ‘reals’ to one another are, again, due to
the possibility of conceiving the ‘reals’ as both together
1n one point and apart from one another Accordingly
the soul, heing a ‘ real,’ must not be represented as having
n 1tself powers, faculties, qualities, &c. It 1s absolutely
simple, and has nothing but ‘self-preservation,” which
apparently 1s little more than a permanent possibility of
relation to other ‘reals.” None of the functions and
chalacteristics of mind belong to 1t intrinsically  They
are to be ascribed to other things, quite as much as
to the mind or soul itself They are merely names
for the phenomena or aspect~ of certain ‘reals’ (one ot
which 15 the soul) 1n certain relations to one another
These phenomenal (of course, not real) interactions of
the ‘reals’ admit of mathematical calculation, and
accordingly IHerbart 18 the father of those who apply
mathematical methods 1 empiical psychology’. This
18 natural 1n one whose thought 18 so completely
dominated by the abstract use of the principle of contra-
diction And, in short, if we leave out of account the
influence of Fichte upon his psychology, we may regard
Herbait’s work as a remodelling of that of Leibnz, on the
supposition that the principle of sufficient reason 1s to be
dropped

Hegel's Solution of the Dualism wn Lebwz

In the plulosophy of Hegel we have a solution of the
dualism between the principle of contradiction and that
of sufficient reason, as they are used and conceived by
Leibniz  The problem indicated by this dualism under-
lies the whole course of German specalation from the
time of Leibniz onwards  Wolff, in a negative way, gave

' His application of mathematical methods, however, differs
cntnely from that which oecurs m the psycho-physics of the
Fechner School, and 1n modern physiologieal psychology. For
a tull explanation, see Whallace, Heqel's Philosophy of Mind, pp 1xvin
sqq It may nlso be noted that Leibniz's theories regarding un-
conscious and pefites perceptions ale developed and applied 1n the
paychology of Herbart
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precision to the problem by suggesting the most superficial
possible solution, reducing the principle of sufficient
reason to that of contradiction This (though Wolff
perhaps did not realize 1t) was little better than telling
Leibniz that he had discovered a mare’s nest. Kant, on
the other hand, gives positive precision to the problem by
the sharpness of his distinction between the absolute and
the relative, while Fichte and Schelling, in different ways,
endeavour to make explicit the unity to which the Kantian
divisions pomnt  Their re-employment of the principle of
development or progressive self-realization, which 1s so
mmportant a feature of Leibniz s thinking, brings us to the
verge of Hegel’s solution of the problem Hegel practi-
cally reverses the procedure of Wolff, by showing that the
principle of contradiction piesupposes that of sufficient
reason, and that each by 1tself 1s an abstract expression
of the principle of self-consciousness' The real 1s not
merely i se (as 1t would be 1f the abstract principle of
contradiction were ultimate), nor 1s 1t merely un alio (asit
would be 1f the abstract piineiple of sufficient reason weie
ultimate, which, of course, no one maintains). But the
real 15 that which becomes 1itself through being # «lio,
thiough being not itself There 18 no such thing as a
purely analytic or a purely synthetic judgment, but
when we attribute any quality to a subject, we attiibute
to 1t not merely a difference from other things but a
oneness with that from which we differentiate 1t%2.  The
universe 18 a system of such perfect umty that the oppo-
sites 1t contains are all contraries and never contradictories
Absolute contradictories or absolute differences are ab-
stractions  To say, as did Leibniz, that no two things are
exactly the same umplies that no two things (not even the
most extreme opposites) are entirely different. A must

! See Cand s Hege! (Blackwood’s Philosophical Classics), chs 7
and 8 Also Wallace, Prolegomene to the Logiwc of Hegel (2nd ed ),
ch 30

3 Cf Caird, Critical Phalosophy of Kant, vol 11 pp 64 sqq
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have something 1n common with not-A, if their opposition
18 to have any meaning ‘ The other stands over against
1ts other'’ That is to say, their difference must have
some giound, some underlying umity And on the other
hand, every 1dentity, even the identity of a thing with
itself, 1mplies some difference  There 18 no pure ground,
no absolute first principle, independent of a sufficient
reason. Hegel regaids the universe as 1tself one absolute
system The world we know 15 the only world, and 1t
15 not a merely phenomenal system, the expression of
something heterogeneous with it (like the arc electric
light between two opposite points of carbon , nor 1s 1t an
inexplicable product of something other than itself, such
as an unconditioned will, nor yet 1s 1t the production of
some noumenal absolute It hangs upon nothing, it
needs nothing to hang upon The universe 15 one system
of endless mutual determinations, yet not a merely static
system nor a system of cychcal revolutions, endlessly
1epeated, which would 1nvolve the supposition of an
external absolute as the source or support of all It 1s
rather an evolution of that whose end 14 1n 1ts beginning,
that whose development 1s free, because, being all-com-
prehensive, 1t 1s peifectly self-determined

Thus Hegel points out that ‘it 1s the notion which
Leibniz had 1n his eye when he spoke of sufficient ground
and urged the study of things under 1ts point of view > By
the notion Hegel means ‘a content objectively and intrin-
sically determined and hence self-acting’ This would
sufficiently describe the Monad of Leibmiz if we keep out
of view the Monad’s absolute partieularity, its 1solation as
one of an infinite senes of independent units, or, 1n other
words, 1f we omit from the conception of the Monad all
that 18 due to the principle of contiadiction, interpreted
abstractly as a principle of pure or immediate self-1identity.
This 1solation, of course, is an essential element 1n

! Hegel, Logic, § 119 (Wallace's Tr, 2nd ed, p 22a) See the
whole pussage, nnd also pp 2a4 sqq
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Leibniz’s conception of the Monad, and the result is that
while his speculation points to a view of the universe ny
one system in which the elements ale intrinsically and
not externally combined, he does not go far enough to
secure this metaphysical posilion, just as he does not
push his logieal analysis far enough to reconcile the
principles of contradiction and sufficient reason. The
Hegelian ‘notion’ 18 thus the completion of what 1s
vaguely shadowed forth in the Monad of Leibmz, and
more especially 1n the Monas Monadum, 1n which all 1s
(however unsatisfactorily) brought to umty For the
notion 1mplicitly contains all in 1tself, and all 1s realized
through 1its logical (not temporal) development Like
the Monad, the notion 1s not 1 time any more than it 1s m
space , 1t comprehends both The difference 18 that by
Leibniz the development 1s conceived as a continuous
growth or increase 1n 8 certain fundamental quality
(clearness and distinctness of perception), while by Hegel
1t 18 represented as a dialectic movement from that which
18 relatively abstract, through 1ts corielative abstraction
(or 1ts ‘negation’) to that which, comprehending or
umting both, 18 relatively concrete  For Leibniz develop-
ment 13 from small to great (witness, for instance, his
petutes perceptions) ; for Hegel development is fiom frag-
ments to wholes, or rather from the vague and undeter-
mined to the definite and determined

Accordingly what Leibniz means by saying that the
Monad (or 1ts qualities) cannot go out of itself and cannot
be entered or influenced from outside, would by Hegel be
expressed as the doctrine that thought or self-consciousness
18 reality, the universe, and that accordingly it can neither
go beyond 1itself nor have anythiug beyond it It may
sunder 1tself 1deally, but i1t cannot 1eally go out of itself
fo1 there 1s no ‘out of itself.’ In the same way the Monad
may 1deally be sundered 1nto active and passive elements
(entelechy and materta primad, but i1t can really give
nothing and 1t can really receive nothing The diflerence
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at this pont between the attitude of Hegel and that of
Leibniz 1s due to the fact that while Leibnmiz interprets
‘ perception’ as that which 1t 1s 1n 1ts lowest form (mere
‘ representation ’ or ‘expression’), and regards conscious-
ness and self-consciousness as developments from 1t by
inerease or addition, Hegel interprets ‘ representation ’ or
relation 1 general as being essentially that which 1t 1s
in 1ts highest foim (self consciousness), and regards the
lower forms as ‘ abstract’ or incomplete foreshadowings,
undeveloped expiessions of it For Hegel as for Leibmz
the universe 1s orgamic throughout No part of 1t is
actunlly other than self-determined, for the unity of the
whole and its parts 18 absolutely complete, so that no part
can be conceived as having any reality by itself Leibmiz
holds that the Monads must be concerved on the ‘analogy’ of
the soul Hegel insists on a unmity which 1s closer than mere
analogy, and which, at the same time, expresses itself in
the greatest possible variety , he regards self-consciousness,
eaplicitly or impheitly, as the reality of every part, every
member or organ, of the whole In short, 1t may be
sald that 1n Leibniz’s account of simple substance we have
the first suggestion of the transition from substance to
subject (as the ultimate reality of things), which 1s brought
to completion by Hegel '

Lot-e's Reconstruction of the Hypotheses of Leibniz

It seemed to Lotze that the ‘bold Monism ’* of Hegel
‘undertook far more than human powers can achieve,’
although ‘its leading i1dea by no means loses 1its value
through the great defects 1n 1ts execution 2.’ This ‘leading
1dea’ was m Lotze’s opimion the ‘ reconciliation of oppo-
sites,” the overcoming of the contradictions in thought by
bringing all knowledge to systematic unity. But Lotze’s

' Cf generally Caird, Critical Philosophy of Kant, vol 11 bk 1
ch 12, especially pp 62 8qq See also Monadology, § 30
* Lotze, Metaphysic, bk. 1. ch 7, § 88 (Eng Tr, vol 1 p 206).
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interpretation of ‘thought’1s very different from that of
Hegel. Although he expressly repudiated the suggestion
that he 1s to be counted as a follower of Herbart, Lotze’s
position as regmids thought and the reconciling of 1its
contradictions is more akin to the view of Herbart than
to that of Hegel Ianke Herbart he regards thought as
essentially analytic, as interpreting rather than constituting
realily, and the work of science or philosophy 1s thus not
that of laying down an absolute all-comiprehensive system,
expressing the whole evolution of realty, but that of
umfying our knowledge, resolving the contradictions that
appear 1n common experience Thought cannot pierce to
the 1nner nature of things, cannot understand them so
thoroughly that 1t could make them To use a distine-
tion which has become a commeonplace among writers on
natural seience, thought can describe but 1t cannot explam’.
It can give an account of what happens, can expressin the
form of general laws the relations between things, so asto
be able to calculate occurrences, and can possibly reduce
these laws to one general system ; but 1t cannot tell what
the things themselves really are, how they originally came
mto being, and why they are so and not otherwise In
short, thought 1s governed solely by the principle of
contradiction, the principle of sufficient reason (in
Leibniz’s sense) 1s beyond it  ‘ Reality 1s infinitely richer
than thought . We know that in fact the nature of
reality yields a result to us unthinkable 1t teaches us
that being and notrbeing are not, as we could not help
thinking them to be, contradictory predicates of every
subject, but that there 13 an alternative between them,
arising out of a union of the two which we cannot construct
m thought. This explains how the extravagant utterance
could be ventured upon, that it is jusi contradiction

! Foi a fuller account of this distinction, see Mei1z, History of
Turopean Thought v the Nineteenth Century, vol 1 pp 337, 382, 383, notes
Venn (Empirweal Logic, ch 21) minmimizes the distinction, hold ng
explanation to be generalization
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which constitutes the truth of the real Those who used
1t regarded that as contradictory which was n fact
superior to logical laws—which does not indeed abrogate
them 1n their legitimate apphecation, but as to which no
sort of positive conjecture could possibly be formed as
a result of such application'’

The revolt of Lotze against the 1dealism of Fichte,
Schelling, and Hegel was due to the bad treatment which
the ‘ Philosophy of Nature’ had received at their hands.
The self confidence of a thought which had found itself
absolute resulted 1n a Naturphilosophie which despised
facts , and Lotze, as a scientist, felt it necessary to bring
down thought from ‘the high horse of idealism,’ and
assign to it the humble work of observation and descrip-
tion ‘The study of medicine, which I had chosen as my
life-work, made 1t necessary for me to acquire a knowledge
of natural science, and hence (1n brief) I came to see how
completely untenable 1s a great part of the views of
Hegel, or rather the whole of them, 1n the form in which
they are put®’ It was to a large extent through his
medical studies that Lotze arrived at one of the chief
doctrines of his philosophy, viz the umversality of mecha-
nism as an account of the relations between phenomena
‘*The father of modern physiology,” Johannes Miiller
(1801-1858), had chenged the whole aspect of biological
science by extending the conception of mechamsm to all
the phenomena of Iife' Lotze took a further step in the
same direction when he defined mechan:sm as ‘the con-
nexion of all those umversal laws, according to which
every individual in the created world acts upon every
other*’ The sphere of mechanism 1s thus extended so as

! Lotze Metaphysic, bk 1 ¢h 6, § 76 (Eng Tr, vol 1 pp 178,
179). See the whoule chapter, in which the views of Leibniz and
Herbart are discussed

¥ Lotze, Stieitschryt, p 17

¥ Merz, Listory of European Thought wn the Nineteenth Century, vol 1

pp 316 5qq, ct Lotlze, Metaphysic, bk 11 ch 8, §§ za4 sqq (Eng
Tr, vol 11 p 128)
! Streitschryt, p 57
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to include the phenomena not merely of inorganic and
organic bodies, but also of mind ‘The function of
mechanism 1n the construction of the world 1s, without
an exception, universal 1n 1ts exéent’.” The conception of
mechanism governs all science, for the principle of all our
thinking 18 the principle of contradiction, which can
only accept what 18 given 1n expellence and systematize
1ts laws.

But Lotze protests strongly against the view that
mechanism gives us a fina] explanation of the reality of
the world The laws of science are lJaws of phenomena ,
they do not account for the things themselves We may
say that the essence of a thing 15 to stand in relations to
other things But the thing itself 1s moie than the
relations, and mechanism gives us an acecount of the rela-
tions only Thus while ‘the function of mechanism 1n
the constiuction of the world 1s umiversal 1n its extent, it
18 entirely subordinate 1n its wmporfance®’ As mere
thought 1s by itself inadequate to reality, so mechanism
(the system of laws which 1t 1s the work of science to
discover and express) 18 not an eternally necessary system,
constituting the very nature of things, but 1s merely the
way 1n which the ultimate 1dea, the good, has freely
chosen to realize itself* Not thought, but goodness 1s
ultimate, and ‘the establishing of mechanism 1s the first
ethical deed of the Absolute. The fact that there 1s
a kungdom of universal laws appears to me to be compre-
hensible only in a world whose ultimate principle 1s an
ethical one ; another world (if I were to try to form for
myself the notion of 1t, which 1s for me absurd) might, 1t

! Klemne Schriften, m 3I0

1 Loc cit, ef Mrcrocosmus, Introduction (Eng Tr, vol 1 p. xvi).

3 * Mechanism 18 but the collection of all the instrumental forms
1m which God has willed that created beings shall act on one another
with then unknown natures, and that all their states shall be
welded 1nto the endless chain of a world-history This view
explores the sphere of means, not the sphere of ends to which these
minister©  Miorocosmus, bk 1u  Conclusion (Eng Tr, vol 1

P 398)
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appears to me, have arisen—a world without this thread
of consecutiveness, without this veritas 1n the sense of the
old metaphysic’’ Accordingly for Lotze the ultimate
reality 1s a personal God, who sets before Himself the
highest moral ends, and has established the ‘absolutely
valid system of laws which rules the world” as the best
means of securing these ends Thought 15 a means of
attaiing to complete experience , mechamsm 1s a means
of realizing the best ‘There 1s no ‘‘ nature of things”
outside of Gud,” miting the sphere of His choice. But
on the other hand, His choice 1s not arbitrary, but 1s
goveined by His perfect 1dea of what 18 absolutely
best

In this the influence of Leibniz 15 so manifest that it
does not surprse us to find Lotze wrniting to the younger
Fichte ‘I went willingly through the splendid gateway
which he [Herbart] 1s convinced that he has been able to
erect as an entiance to his metaphysic; the gateway of
the Leibnitian Monad-world*’ Thus, according to Lotze,
we are constiained to conceive the real world as a world
of Monads, which are ultimately one 1n nature In addition
to mechanism, or the systern of laws governing (or ex-
pressing) the relations between things, there are the things
themselves, the facts, which may be conceived as Monads
And both of these (the laws and the facts) presuppose
a umversal and all-pervading substance, which 1s merely
a postulate of thought, but is a reality for feeling, and
which (being intelligible only through the 1dea of a
personal Deity) realizes the highest moial ends in the
sphere of the facts by means of the laws Things aie to
be thought of as Monads, because nature 1s to be con-
cetved as anmimated throughout, all things are endowed
with 'modes of sensation and enjoyment®’ Otherwise

' Stredschiuft, p 57

1 1nd p 7

¥ Microcosmus, bk m1. ch 4, § 3 (Eng Tr, vol 1 p 360). Cf

Lotze's early writing—Pensces d'un Idwte sur Descartes, Spwmoza et
Ledmite. (Kleine Schriften, vol m p 564.)
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we should have to regard all nature as merely machinery
fo the drama of human consciousness—a view which
could never satisfy our ‘longings’ and ‘cravings’ But
this monadology ot ‘hypothesis of unextended atoms’ can
never, for Lotze, be more than a hypothesis Thought
can never determine 1its truth, because it 1s a hypothesis
regarding the nature of things, and thought has to do
only with their relations The monadology 1s ‘a concep-
tion of whose essential truth we are convinced, yet to
which we can hardly expect any further concession than
that, among the dreams of our imagination, it may be
one of those which do not contradict actual facts '’

Lotze 18 here manifestly more 1n harmony wath Kant
than with Leibmiz®> And he further differs fiom Leibniz
1 maintaining that the Monads are not completely 1solated
from one another, so that cach contains 1ts own relations
within itself If Leibniz’s doctrine be true, ‘while none
of the members |of the real world] condition each other,
everything goes on as 1f they all did so, accordingly,
while 1t does not really form a whole, yet to an intelli-
gence direeted to 1t, 1t will have the appearance of doing
so, and, 1n one word, 1ts reality consists 1n a hollow and
delusive mmitation of that inner conwistency which was
pronounced to be, as such, the ultimate reason why its
realization was possible®’ Accordingly for Lotze ‘every
single thing and event can only be thought as an activity,
constant or transitory, of the one existence, 1ts reality
and substance as the mode of being and substance of this
one existence, its nature and form as a consistent phase
in the unfolding of the same*’ The pre-established
harmony of Leibniz 1s thus set aside by Lotze ®. Its place

1 Miaocosmus, bk 111 ch 4, § 3 (Eng Tr,1 360, cf 1 363)

? For an excellent account of the general relation of Lotze to
Kant, see Jones, Philosophy of Lotze, pp 64 8qQ

* Metaphysic, bk 1 ch. 6, § 79 (Eng Tr, vol 1 p 1B4) Cf the
whole context

' loc cet

8 1Only 1f the course of nll, even of the most trivial, events
were fixed by 1mmutable predestination, could the assumption of
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18 taken by the conception of mechanism, through which
we describe the relations 1n which things are fo1 thought
Such relations as those between the phenomena of the
soul and the phenomena of the body can be described on
purely mechanical principles that 18 to say, the condi-
tions of their connexion can be stated as laws And the
theory of a pre-established harmony is not 1equired (not
to say that 1t 1s 1nsufficient) to explain how the phenomena
of the soul have any connexion with those of the body—
how, for instance, physical nerve-motion passes into
psychical sensation It is impossible fo1 our thought to
explain this , but 1t 1s just as 1mpossible for our thought
to explain how one physical phenomenon 1s invariably
connected with another physical phenomenon—how, for
nstance, the burning match 1s connected with the explod-
ing gunpowder’. In neither case can thought do more
then describe 8 connexion 1nvariable 1n our experience
Science must be content with a ‘ practical ocecasionalism ’
as distinct from the ‘ theoretical ’ (1 e absolute ontological)
‘ occasionalism ' of the Cartesians®

Thus 1n Lotze we find the principles of the philosophy
of Leibniz modified by Kantian influences. Like Leibniz,
Lotze 1n hus application of the principles of contradiction
and of sufficient reason keeps them sharply apart from

a pre-establiched harmony—not, 1ndeed, exp/oin anything, but—
tolerably well describe the facts It 1s only 1f individual things
do not float independent or left to themselves 1n a vacuum across
which no connexion can reach—only 1if all of them, being finite
individuals, are at the same time only parts of one single 1nfimte
subsatance, which embraces them all and cherishes them all within
1taelf, that their reciprocal action, or what we call such, 1s possble *
Microcosmus, bk 1x. ¢ch 1, § 5 (Eng Tr, vol n pp 597, 598)
Cf Metaphysic, bk 1 ch 5, §§ 63 sqq (Eng Tr, vol 1 p 150)

! * As1n our life we see the physical motions of external nature
employed as stimuli to excite that in ourselves which 1s far
higher—conscious sensation 8o, we think, throughout the universe
mechanical events are but the external tissue of regularly crossing
stimuli, designed to kindle at innumerable points, within 1n-
numerable beings, the true action of a more intelligent life
Microcosmus, bk 11 Conclusion (Eng. Tr., vol 1 p 399.)

? Stratschryt, p 6.
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one another. But, unlike Leibniz, he regards the principle
of contradiction as, indeed, umversally applicable but
completely subordinate i1n importance. According to
Leibniz, mechanism in the real woild 1s subordinate to
teleology, efficient to final causes. But at least the co-
ordinate priority of the principle of contradiction 1s secured
by the conception of the ‘possible’ things or * essences,’
the 1ealm of ideas, 1n the understanding of God Lotze,
on the other hand, does away with this realm of ‘ possi-
bles,” making the ‘principle of the best’ absolutely
supremse, allowing the choice of God to be independent
even of the principle of contradiction, 1ndependent of all
save the 1deal of absolute ethical worth. A violation of
the law of contradiction 1s an absurdity for us, but God
might concervably (if 1t had been the most perfect means
to the realizing of the best) have made a world in which
the law of contradiction did not hold. But as Leibniz
gave no clear explanation of the relations between the
iwo principles of contradiction and sufficient reason, so
Lotze does not explain the subordination of the one to
the other, but maintains that any such explanation is
beyond the reach of human thought.

From eaily yeais Lotze was familiar wath the works of
Leibniz, and his wrnitings continually suggest Leibmitian
ways of looking at things But, though an inheritor of
Leibniz’s 1deas, he could not ‘take over’ the philosophy

as a whole ‘I have, 1indeed, 1n general never had the
presumption to declare myself the successor of Leibniz,
1n the sense of being his heir but I must have the

presumption to admit that I could only have entered 1nto
possession of thus inheritance cum beneficio mnventaru .’

Other Influences of Leibmz

It would be impossible briefly to indicate the full
mfluence of the philosophy of Leibniz 1n other diiections

! Klewne Schriften, vol 11 p 342
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While the academic writers on philosophy missed much
of his best thought, its spirit was felt in the literature of
Germany through the works of Lessaing and Herder'.
Nor was Leibniz’s thinking altogether without effect upon
English hterature; for, though the doctrine 1s sadly
straitened 1nto platitude, that sense of the varied whole-
ness and harmonious system of things which pervades the
Theodicee 18 cleverly expressed i the Essay on Man by
the phrases of which Pope was a master * Apgain, with
regard to the influence of Leibniz upon natural science,
reference may be made to the way in which his 1dea that
the organism 13 a group of smaller organisms, has been 1n
various forms developed by naturalists like Buffon *, and
has finally gained something like scienbific verification 1n
the cell-theory of Schwann  Johannes Muller recognized
this by giving to the cells the somewhat nappropnate
name of ‘ organic monads *.” Modern psychology also, in
the attention 1t directs to ‘sub-conscious’ processes and
in 1ts analysis of sensations and perceptions 1nto elements
which are 1ndividually unnoticed (e g the ‘over-tones’ of
Helmholtz and the ‘ local signs’ of Lotze), owes much to

! See Merz's Leibniz (Blackwood’s Philosophical Classics), pp 195
sqq There are also traces of the influence of Leibniz 1n the works
of Schaller, who 18 said to have written his poem Die Freundschaft
when his mind was full of ideas suggested by the reading of
Leibmiz This 18 the poem from which Hegel 1n his Geschichte d
Phi, vol 1 p 91 (ed 1840), quotes the well-known lines ¢ Freundlos
war der grosse Weltenmeister,” &¢  The poem belongs to Schiller’s
‘ First Period '

? S8ee Introduction to the edition by Mark Pattison (Clarendon
Press) Bolingbroke said of Pope that he was ‘a very great wit,
but a very indifferent philosopher.’

¥ Cf Buffon's Histowre Naturells, &c (1787), vol iv. p 22 ‘Living
beings contain a large number of Living and active molecules
The life of the animal or of the plant appears to be only the result
of all the activities, of all the little individual lives (if I may so
speak) of each of these active molecules, whose life 18 underived
[primitive] and appears 1ncapable of destruction ’

' Welzmann regards the unicellular organism as immortal Cf
Essays upon Heredity, &c (Eng ed by Poulton, Schénland, and
Shipley, pp 25 aud 27). For a good account of the relation of
Leibniz's philosophy to modern scientific thought, see Watson,
Comts, Mill and Spencer, pp 126 5qq.
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Leibniz’s far-reaching suggestion of the unconscious pefites
perceptions. For this suggestion also (if for little else)
Hartmann’s Phulosophy of the Unconscious 18 1ndebted to
Leibniz'. And further, in these days when we are so
persistently assured that ‘the real is the individual,’
Monadology may be said to be in the air, and we need
not be surprised to find that, in one form or another, it
has 1ts adherents in theologians hike Dorner, philosophical
teachers like Croom Robertson, and expositora like Dill-
mann

The fruits of the philosophy of Leibniz are as widely
scattered as its roots were far spread. The materials of
his philosophy were derived from every sphere of thought,
from every generation of thinkers, and he gave to the
future as liberally as he borrowed from the past ¢ Nicht
Vielwisser war er, sondern, soweit der Mensch es kann,
All- und Ganzwisser, und sein Erfassen, sein Eikennen,
war stets zugleich schépferischer Act?’

! S8ee Tr by Coupland, vol 1 pp 16 8qq

7 'He was learned not merely 1n many thinge but, so far as
a man can be, 1n all and everything, and his very comprehending
or acquiring of knowledge was also an act of creating’ E Du
Bois-Reymond, Leibnmizwche Gedanken wn der neueren Naturwissenschaft,
in his Reden, Erste Folge, p 33
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APPENDIX A

EXPLANATION OF THE PRE-ESTABLISHED HARMONY BY
A BPECIAL INSTANCE

In a letter to Arnauld (1687) (G m 113) Letbmiz gives an
account of the way i1n which his theory may be appled to
n particular case (that of the relation between a pin-prnick
in the body and pain 1n consciousness) *‘We have now to
inquire how the soul 18 conscious of the motions of 1ts body,
since we can see no way of explaiming by what channels the
activity of an extended mass can pass into an 1ndivisible being.
Oidinary Cartesians declare that no explanation of this union
can be given The authors of the hypothesia of occasional
causes think that 1t 18 nodus vindice dignus, cui Deus ex Machina
intervenire debeat For my part I explain it 1n a natural way
From the notion of substance or concrete [accompl:] beiny 1n
general, which declares that 1ts present state 1s always a natural
consequence of 1ts preceding state, 1t follows that the nature of
each individual substance, and consequently of every soul, 1s to
express the universe Each has been from the first created
such that, in virtue of the laws of its own nature, it must
happen that 1t 18 1n harmony with what takes place 1n bodies,
and especially 1n1ts own body We need not then be surprised
to find that it has the power of representing to itself the pin-
prick, when this takes place 1n 1ts body And, to complete my
explanation on this point, we have —

State of the body at moment A State of the soul at moment A

State of the body at the following State of the soul at mament B.
moment B

(Pin-prick ) (Pain )

* As, then, the state of the body at moment B follows from the
state of the body at moment A, so the state of the soul B 1s
a consequence of A, the preceding state of the same soul,
uccording to the notion of substance 1n general Now the
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states of the soul are naturally and essentially expressions of
the coriesponding states of the world, and especially of the
bodies which for the time belong to the soul Accordingly,
since the pin-pnick 18 a part of the state of the body at the
moment B, the representation or expression of the pin-prick
(1 e the pain) will be a part of the soul at the moment B, for
as one motion follows fiom another motion, so one representa-
tion follows from another representation 1n a substance whose
nature 18 to be representative Thus the soul must needs be
conscioud of the pin-prick, when the laws of relation require
1t to express more distinctly a more observable change in the
parts of its body It 1s true that the soul 1s not always distinctly
conscious of the causes of the pm-prick and of 1ts coming pain,
when these are still hidden 1n the representation of the state A,
a8 when we sleep or 1n some other way are unaware of the
approach of the pin But that 18 because the motiona of
the pin at that time make too little 1mpression, and though
we are already 1n some way affected by all these motions and
their representations 1n our soul, and thus have within us the
1epresentation or expression of the causes of the pin-prick, and
consequently the cause of the representation of the same pin-
prick, that 1s to say, the cause of the pain—yet we can unravel
them from the multitude of other thoughts only when they
become noticeable Our soul reflects only upon the more
marked phenomena, which stand out from the others, not
thinking distinctly of any, when 1t thinks equally of all After
this explanation, 1 cannot 1magine where anybody can find the
least shadow of farther difficulty, unless he 1s prepared to
deny that God can create substances which are so made from
the beginming that each 1n virtue of its own nature 15 after-
wards 1n harmony with the phenomena of all the others Now
nobody seems to deny this posmbility, and since we see that
mathematiclans represent 1n a machine the motions of the
heavenly bodies (as when

Jura poli rerumque fidem legesque deorum
Cuncta Syracosius transtulit arte senex,

which we can do to-day much better than Archimedes could 1n
his day), why could not God, who excels them 1nfinitely, from
the beginning create representative substances 1n such a way
that they express by their own laws, according to the natural
change of their thoughts or representations, all that 1s to
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happen to every body® This seems to me not only easy
to conceive, but also worthy of God and of the beauty of the
universe, and 1n a way necessary, since all substances must
have a mutual harmony and connexion and all must express
in themselves the same universe and the umversal cause, which
1s the will of their Creator, and the decrees or laws which He
has established 1n order to make them fit into one another as
well as possible Thus this mutual correspondence of different
substances (which, spealing with metaphysical strictness, can-
not act upon one another, and yet are 1n harmony as 1f one
did act upon amnother) 18 one of the strongest proofs of the
existence of God or of & common cause which each effect must
nlways express according to 1ts point of view and 1ts capacity
of expression Otherwise the phenomena of different minds
would not harmonize, and there would be as many systems as
substances, or rather, 1t would be entirely a matter of chance
1t they 1ere sometimes 1n harmony'’

APPENDIX B

FORMATION OF THE IDEA OF BPACE

IN § 47 of the fifth letter to Clarke, Leibniz gives an account
of the ornigin of the 1dea of space ‘I will here show how
men come to form to themselves the notion of space They
consider that many things exist at once and they observe in
them a certain order of co-existence, according to which the
relation of one thing to another 1s more or less pumple This
order 18 their situation o1 distance When 1t happens that
one of those co-emistent things changes 1ts relation to a mul-
titude of others, without their changing their relations among
themselves, and that another thing, newly come, acquires
the same relation to the others as the former had , we then
say 1t 18 come 1into the place of the other, and this change we
call a sotion 1n that body, wherein 1s the immediate cause
of the change And though several, or even all the co-existent
things should change according to certain known rules of
direction and velocity, we can always determine the relation of
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gituation which ench acquires with reference to every other, and
we can even determine the relation which any other [co-existent]
would have [to this], or which this would have to any other, 1f1t
had not changed or 1f 1t had changed otherwise And supposing
or feigning that among those co-existents there 18 a sufficient
number of them, which have undergone no change, then we
may say that those which now have to those fixed existents
a relation such as that which others formerly had to them,
have the same place which these latter had And that which
comprehends all these places 18 called space, which shows that
1 order to have an idea of place, and consequently of space,
1t 15 sufficient to consmder these relations and the rules of their
changes, without needing to fancy any absolute reahity outside
of the things whose situation we consider And, to give a kind
of definition place 18 that which we say 15 the same for A and
for B, when the relation of co-existence between B and
C, E, F, G, &c, 1s 1n perfect agreement with the relation of
co-existence which A formerly had with the same C, E, F, G,
&c , provided that in C, E, F, G, &c, there has been no caure
of change. . . . Place 18 that which 1s the same in
different moments to different existent things, when the re-
lations of co-existence between each and certain other existents,
which are supposed to continue fized from moment to moment,
agree entirely together  And fized existents are those 1n which
there has been no cause of change 1n the order of their co-
existence with others, or (which 1s the same thing) 1n which
there has been no motion In short, space 1s that which
results from places taken together And here 1t 18 nght to
consider the difference between place and the relation of
situation which 18 1n the body occupying the place For the
place of A and B 1s the same, whereas the relation of A to
the fixed bodies 1s not exactly and individually the same as
the relation which B (that comes into its place) will have to
the same fixed bodies these relations are only in agreement
For two different objects, as A and B, cannot have exactly the
same 1ndividual affection, 1t being impossible that the same
individual accident should be i1n two objects or pass from one
object to another But the mind, not satisfied with mere
agreement, looks for an 1dentity, tor something which should
be really the same, and conceives 1t as outaide of the objects

and this 18 what we here call place and space. But this can
only be an ideal thing, imvolving a certain order, 1n which
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the mind conceives relations to be apphed’ (E 768a, G wu
400)

I have made some shght alterations 1n Clarke's translation
for the sake of clearness As to other details of Leibmz’s
doctrine of space, cf Fraser's ed of Locke's Essay, vol 1
pp 158 and 186

APPENDIX C
THE MEANING OF CAUSE,

IN a draft of m letter to Arnauld (1686) (G 1 68) Leibmz
expounds hie view ot cause as follows —'The hypothesis of
concomitance 18 & consequence of my notion of substance
For, in my view, the individual notion of a substance includes
all that 18 ever to happen to 1t, and 1t 1s 1n this respect that
concrete things [étres accomplis = res completae 9] dafter from
those which are not so  Now, the soul being an 1ndividual
substance, 1ts notion, 1dea, essence or nature must 1nclude all
that 18 ever to happen to it; and God, who sees 1t perfectly,
gees 1n 1t all that 1t wll ever do or suffer and all the thoughts
1t will have Accordingly, since our thoughts are nothing but
the consequences of the nature of our soul and amse 1n 1t
1n virtue of 1ts notion, 1t 18 useless to seek 1n 1t the influence
of mny other particular substance, besides that such an influence
18 absolutely inexplicable 1t is true that certain thoughts come
to us when there are certain bodily motions, and that certan
bodily motions happen when we have certain thoughts, but
that is because each substance expresses the enfire universe
1n 1ts own way, and that expression of the universe which 18
a motion 1n the body 1s perhaps a pain 1n relation to the soul
Dut we attnbute activity [actron] to that substance whose
expression 18 the more distinet, and we call 1t cause Thus
when & body passes through water, there 18 an infimty of
motione of the parts of the water, such as there must be
order that the place which the body leaves may be filled up
again by the shortest way We say that thie body 18 the
cause of the motions, because by 1ts means we can explain
dietinctly what happens, but if we conmder what 18 phymical



APPENDIX C 205

and real in the motion, we may equally well suppose that the
body 15 at rest and that everything else moves, 1n accordance
with the hypothesis, since the whole motion in 1itself 18 only
a relative thing, viz & change of pomtion [sifuation] which
we do not know how to explain with mathematical exactness,
but we do attribute 1t to a body by means of which all 18
distinctly explained’ [1 e so far sufficiently explained, though
not with mathematical exactness] ‘And 1n fact, taking all
the phenomena little and great, there 18 only one hypothesis
which serves to explain the whole distinctly And we may
indeed say that, although this body may not be an efficient
physical cause of these effects, 1ts 1dea 18 at least, so to speak,
their final, or, 1if you Lke, archetypal [ezemplaize] cause 1n
the understanding of God For, 1f we wish to find whether
there 1s anything real in the motion, let us imagine that
God wills dnectly to produce all the changes of situation
mn the umiverse exactly as 1f this vessel were producing them
1n passing through the water, 18 1t not true that there would
actually happen exactly the same thing ® For 1t 18 1mpossible
to assign any real difterence Thus, 1n metaphysical strict-
ness, we have no more reason to say that the vessel compels
the water to make thiz great number of npples by means
of which the place of the vessel 15 filled up, than to say that
the water 18 compelled to make all these npples and that
it compels the vessel to move 1n conformity with it, but,
except by saying that God has willed directly to produce
so great a number of motions all tending to this one thing,
we can give no reason for 1t, and as 1t 18 not reasonable to
have recourse to God fo1 the 1mmediate explanation of matters
of detail, we have recourse to the vessel, although actually,
n an ulbimate analysis, the agreement of all the phenomena
of the various substances comes only from this, that they
are all productions of one and the same cause, to wit, God,
and consequently each individual substance expresses the re-
golation which God has taken with regard to the whole
universe - It 18 quite right to say that my will v
the cause of the motion of my arm and that a solutio continu:
in the matter of my body 1s the cause of pain, for the one
expresses distinctly what the other expresses more confusedly,
and activity [action] 18 to be attmbuted to the substance of
which the expression 15 more distinct.' (p.71.)
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APPENDIX D

LEIBNIZ'S LOGIC

IN the Nouveaur Essars, bk 1v ch 11, § 14 (E 3792, G v 428),
there 18 an 1nteresting passage explaiming 1n more detail a part
of the logic of Letbmz It contains some remarkable anticipa-
tions of more modern views ‘Propostions of fact also may
become general 1n a way, but 1t 18 by 1nduction or observation,
so that 1t' [the general propostion of fact] ‘1s nothing but
a multitude of mmilar facts, a8 when we observe that all
quicksilver evaporates by the force of fire, and this 1s not
a perfect generalhity, because we do mot see its mnecessmiy.
General propositions of reason are necessary, although reason
flso furnishes some which are not absolutely general and are
only probable, as for instance, when we presume that an 1dea
18 possible, until a more strict 1nvestigation reveals 1ts contrary
There are, finally, mized propositions, which are drawn from
premuses, of which some come from facts and observations,
while others are necessary propositiore and such are numerous
geographical and astronomical conclusions about the globe of
the earth and about the course of the stars, which conclusions
are obtained by combining the observations of travellers and
astronomers with the theorems of geometry and arthmetic
But as, according to the usage of logicians, the conclusion follows
the weaker of the premses, and cannot have more certanty than
they, these mixed propositions have only the certainty and
generality which belong to observations As to efernal truths,
1t 18 to be noted, that at bottom they are all conditional and say
in effect Granted such a thing, such another thing 18 For
mstance, when I say, Every figure which has three sides will
also have \hree angles, I say nothing but this, that supposing
there 1s a figure with three mdes, this same figure will have
three angles I say this same figure, and 1t 18 1n this respect that
categorical propomtions, which can be stated anconditionally
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(nlthough fundamentally they are conditional), differ from
those that are called hypothetical, such as the followmang If
a figure has three sides, 1ts angles are equal to two rght angles In
this latter case we see that the antecedent (namely, the figure
with three sides) and the consequent (namely, the angles of the
three-nded figure are equal to two nght angles) do not have
the same subject, as they had in the preceding case 1n which
the antecedent was—Thts figure has three ndes, and the conse-
quent—The sard figure has three angles Nevertheless the
hypothetical might often be transformed into e categorical
by a slight change 1n the terms, for instance, 1f 1n place of the
preceding hypothetical I were to say Tke angles of every three-
sided figure are equal to two right angles The Scholastics have
argued much de constantia subjects, as they called it, that 1s to
8ay, how a proposition regarding a subject can have a real
truth, if the subject has no existence The fact 1 that the
truth 18 only conditional and says that, supposing the subject
ever exists, 1t will be found to be so-and-so But 1t will still
be asked On what 15 this connexion founded, since there 1s
within 1t reality which does not deceive® The reply will be,
that 1t 18 1n the connemon of ideas But 1t will be asked
again Where would these 1deas be, 1f no mind existed, and
what would then become of the real foundation of this certainty
of eternal truths ? That leads us at last to the ultimate founda-
tion of truths, namely, that supreme and umversal spint, which
cannot but emst, whose understanding, to speak truly, 1s the
region of eternal truths, as St Augustine has recogmzed and
says 1n a vivid way! And lest 1t should be thought unnecessary
to have recourse to thig, it 18 to be noted that these necessary
truths contain the determining reason and regulative prineiple
of existences themselves, and, 1n a word, the laws of the
universe Thua these necessary truths, being antenor to the
existence of contingent beings, must have their foundation 1n
the existence of a necessary substance 1t 18 here that I find
the ongimal of the 1deas and truths which are graven in our
souls, not 1n the form of propositions, but as sources fiom which
application and opportumty will produce actual statements.’

! The reference may be to Augustine, De Genes ad Litieram, bk v
cap 13 sqq (Migne’s ed, 111 331 5qq ), or to Enarratio w Psalmwn
xhx (Migne'sed ,1v 5768qq) Cf De diverms Quaestiombus, Q xlvi
§ 2 (Migne’s ed, V1. 30)
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APPENDIX L

KANT ON HIS RELATION TO LEIBNIZ

Tur Wolfians endeavoured to show that Kant's philosophy
was mei1ely a degenemate product of Leibmitian thought In
reply to Eberhaid, Kant 1n 1790 wrote an interesting account
of his own relation to Leibmiz — Uber eine Entdeckung, nach de
alle nene Kotk der reinen Vernunft durch eine dltere entbehrlich
gemacht werden soll  See Rosenkranz,1 pp 478 sqq , Harten-
stein, 1 390 8qq

‘The metaphysic of Leibniz contains three great original
principles (1) the principle of sufficient reason, especially 1n
s0 far ns 1t shows the 1nsufficiency of the principle of contra-
diction for the knowledge of necessary truths, (2) the monad-
ology, (3) the doctrine of the pre-established harmony
(1) Is 1t to be Lelieved that Leibmz desired hia principle of
rufficient reason to be understood objectively (as a law of
nature), when he attached a great importance to this principle
a8 an addition to the principles of earher philosophy? It
18 1ndeed so umiversally known and (within proper limits) so
manifestly clear, that the poorest inlellect could not 1magine
1t had made a new discovery in finding 1t Thus 1t 18 that
cnitics, who have misunderstood 1t, have greatly ndiculed 1t
But for Leibmiz this principle was merely a subjective one, that
18 to say, a principle having reference merely to a cribique
of reason For what 1s meant by saying that, i1n addition
to the principle of contradiction, there must be other first
punciples’ It 1s as much as to say that, according to the
prnnciple of contradiction only that can be known which 1¢
already contained 1n the notion [Begriff] of the object; but
if we =ay anything more about the object, something must
be added to this notion, and thus we must find a special
principleshfferent from that of contradiction, for our assertions
must bave their own special reason Now propositions of this
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latter kund are now-a-days called synthetic, and thus Leibmiz
means nothing but this “In addition to the pnneiple of
contradiction (as the pnnciple of analytic judgments), there
must be another principle, namely that of synthetic judgments "
This was & new and remarkable suggestion of investigations
in metaphysics which had not yet been undertaken (and which
have actually been undertaken only recently) (2) Iy
1t to be believed that so great a mathematician as Leibniz
held that bodies are composed of Monads (and consequently
that space 18 made up of sumple parts)? He referred not to
the corporeal world, but to 1ts substratum 1mperceptible [une; -
kennbar| to us, namely, the intelligible world which belongs
merely to the idea of reason, and 1n which doubtless we
must represent to ourselves as made up of simple substances
everything which we think therein as compound substance
He lLikewise appears, hike Plato, to attribute to the human
mind an original, although at present only obscure, intellectual
intwtion [Anschauen] of these supersenmble realities But in
this he did not refer to the things of sense, which he atiributes
to intuition [Anschauung] of a special kind, of which we are
capable only 1n relation to things we can really know [fur uns
mogliche Eikenntnisse], and he regards the things of sense
48 mere phenomena (in the strict use of the term), as specific
torms of intwition peculiar to us  With regard to this we
must not allow ourselves to be perplexed by his explanation
of sensation as a confused kind of perception, but must rather
substitute for 1t another explanation more 1n harmony with
his main purpose, for otherwise hs system would be 1n-
consistent with itself To take this defect as a deliberate and
careful speculation on the part of Leitbniz (as copiers, in order
to make their copy exactly the same as the original, reproduce
1ts mistakes of form and language) can hardly be credited to
the disciples of Leibmiz as a service done to the fame of their
master Similarly, 1f 1t 18 taken too lhterally, a wrong inter-
pretation 1s given to the view of Leibmiz regarding the innate-
ness of certaln notions, by which he means a fundamental
faculty to which the a prior principles of our knowledge are
referable he makes use of this 1dea merely as against Locke,
who recogmized no other than an empinical origin of these
prnnciples  (3) Is 1t possble to believe that, by his pre-
established harmony between soul and body, Leibniz meant
4 mutual conformity of two beings entirely independent of
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one another as regards their nature and incapable of being
brought into connexion through their own forces? That
would have been to proclaim 1dealism, for why should the
existence of bodies 1n general be admitted, 1f 1t 18 posmble
to regard everything that takes place 1n the soul as the eftect
ot 1ts own powers, which 1t would exercise even 1if it were
enbirely isolated? The moul and the substratum (entirely
unknown to us) of the phenomena which we call bodies are
mdeed two quite dutferent beings, but these phenomena them-
selves, as mere forms of their intuition [ Anschauung] depending
upon the nature of the subject (the soul), are mere perceptions
| Vorstellungen] Hence the connexion between understanding
wnd sense 1n the same subject can be understood adcoiding
to certain a pr1021 laws, as well a8 the necessary and natural
dependence of sense upon external things, without sacnficing
external things to 1dealism  For this harmony between under-
stunding and sense, 1n so far as 1t renders posuble @ priori the
knowledge of umiversal laws of paluie, cnticism has given
as o reason that without this harmony no experience 1s pos
sible But we can give no reason why we have just
such & kind of sense and an understanding of such a natuie
that through their comlination experience 1s posmble, and
turther we can find no reason why they, as completely
heterogeneous sources of knowledge, always so completely
harmonize 1n renderning possible experiential knowledge 1n
generel and more especially (as the Critique of Judgment
shows) in rendering possible an experience of nature, undei
its manifold special and merely empincal laws, regarding
which the understanding teaches us nothing a priorr  Neither
we nor any one else can explain how this harmony 18 as com-
plete as 1if nature had been arranged expressly to smt our
power of comprehension Leibniz called the principle of this
umon (especially with reference to the knowledge of bodies
and 1n particular of our own body as a middle term 1n this
relution) a pre-established harmony Manifestly he did not
this way give an explanation of the union, nor did he profess
to explain 1t He merely pointed out that we must regard
the order established by the supreme cause of ourselves as
well ae of all things outmde of us as involving a certain
conformity to end This purpose 18 regarded as present at
creation (pre-established), yet as n pre-established agreement,
nol between things taken as outside one another, but only
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between our mental powers of sense and understanding, ac-
cording to the special constitution of each in relation to the
other In the same way criticismn teaches that, in order to
a knowledge of things ¢ prior, these powers must stand in
relationship to one another 1n the mind That thia was what
Leitbmz really meant, although he did mnot clearly develop it,
appears from this, that he extends the application ot the
pre-established harmony beyond the relation between soul
and body to the relation between the kingdom of nature and
the Jungdom of grace (the kuingdom of ends 1n ‘relation to the
supreme end, 1 ¢ man under moral laws) Here the harmony
1s to be thought of as a harmony between what tollows from
our notiona of nature and what follows from our notions ol
freedom, and thus as a harmony between two completely
daftercnt poweis in us, having completely dissumilar prineiples,
and not between two different things taken as ezternal to one
another And this harmony, as the Critzgue teaches, can 1n
no way be comprehended from the nature of created things
[ Weltwesen] but, ag 1t 18 for us an essentially confingent har-
mony, 1t can only be undeistood by refernng it to an intelhigent
cause of the world”’
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THE MONADOLOGY' 1714

PREFATORY NOTE

THE Monadology 18 one of the latest of the works of Leibmz,
having been written at Vienna 1n 1714, two years before his
death On this last vismt of hia to Vienna he had met the
soldier prince Eugene of Savoy, who (probably through Queen
Sophia Charlotte of Prussma) had heard of the one great work
Leibniz had hitherto published, the Théodicée, which appeared
m 1710 Hawing read the Théodicde, Prince Eungene begged
Leibmz to write for him a condensed statement of the main
principles of his philosophy, and having obtained thig, in the
torm either of what we now call the Monadology or of the
Principles of Nature and of Grace, he was so delighted with 1t
that he kept 1t like a jewel 1n a case, so that his frend, Count
Bonneval, wrote to Leibniz, perhaps with a touch of humorous
exaggeration —*He keeps your wniting as the priests at Naple»
keep the blood of 8t Januarius, he lets me kiss 1t and 1mme-
diately shuts 1t up again in 1ts casket’ (Guhrauver, n 287)

The Monadology was wntten in French, but 1t was not
published 1n 1ts onginal foim until 1840, when Erdmann,
who had discovered the MS 1n the Royal Library at Hanove,
printed 1t 1n his edition of the philosophical works of Leibnis
Germman and Latin translations of 1t appeared 1n 1720 and 1721,
and it was for a long time combined with the Prnciples of

' Erdmann gave the name ' La Monadologie’ to thia work when he
published 1t 1n 1840 Kohler published a Geiman version of 1t in
1720, under the title Lehrsditze uber dis Monadologie, &¢ Dutens
gives a Latin translation of the German and entitles 1t Princpia
philosophiae sew theses i graham Prmapw Eugemi  The onginul
MSS have no title

P
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Nature and of Grace, there being some doubt as to which of the
two was the treatise written for Prince Eugene The two
writings are similar 1n scope and intention, and were probably
written about the same time Gerhardt holds that the work
written for Prince Eugene was not the Monadology but the
Principles of Nature and of Grace (See G v1 483 and prefatory
note to the Principles of Nature and of Grace 1n this edition)
The Principles of Natuie and of Grace certainly appears to be
the earlier of the two

As to 1ts contents, the Monadology 18 to be regarded, not as
an troduction to the philosophy of Leibniz, but ratber as a
condensed statement of the principles expressed 1 wany philo-
sophical papers, and expounded, after a somewhat desultory
fashion, 1n the Théodicde Leibniz himself indicated this fact
by putting on the margin of his manuscript of the Monadology
a reries of references to sections of the Théodicée 1n which his
views are more fully expressed Thus, as Erdmann says, the
Monadology 18 (1n the German sense) an 'Encyclopaedia’ of
the philosophy of Leibniz, and the full understanding of it
presupposes some general knowledge of his thinking It 1s not
posaible rightly to understand 1t at a first reading

The Monadology expounds a Metaphysic of Substance, and 1t
may for convenience be regarded as conssting of two main
divisions, 1n the first of which an account 1s given of the essen-
t1al nature of all the substances, created and uncreated, which
constitute the reality of the universe, while the second division
explaing the mutual relations through which they form one
world §% 1 to 48 make up the first of these divimons, the
second consisting of 4§ 49 to 9o In the first division three
principal parts may be discriminated, () §§ 1-18, 1n which
the nature of Created Monads 1 explained, (b) §§ 19-30, 1n
which three great classes of Created Monads are diseriminated |,
and (c) §§ 31-48, 1n which transition 18 made from the highest
class of Created Monads (the self-conscious) to the Uncreated
Monad (God) through the two great pnnciples of Reason, that
of Contradiction and that of Sufficient Reason Thus & philo-
sophic view 1s taken of the whole universe, considered ax
& hierarchy of individual beings The second division of the
Monadology, 1n which the mutual relations of substances are
more fully explained, may also be subdivided into three prin-
cipal parts (a) §§ 4960, expounding the general principle s
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of the inter-relation of substances through the hypothesis of
the Pre-established Harmony and the doctrine of ‘the best
of all possible worlds’, (b) §§ 61-82, explaiming 1n more detail
the relations of particular classes of substances to one another,
and dealmg with questions of organism and of the relations ot
soul and body, including birth and death, &c , and (¢) §§ 83-90,
1n which the whole system of relations 1s brought to uraty in
God, the distinction and harmony between efficient and final
causes (which had been found to be the basis of the distinction
between body and soul), being supplemented by an analogous
distinction and harmony between the ‘ physical realm of nature
and the moral realm of grace, that 1s to say, between God,
considered as Architect of the machine of the universe and
God considered as Monarch of the divine City of spints’ This
brief analysis 18 to be taken merely as a suggestion of the line
of thought 1n the Monadology, the texture of the work 1y
8o close that 1t 18 1mpossible to make perfectly satisfactory
divisions 1n 1k

The translation i1s made from the text given by M Boutroux,
who has collated the MSS at Hanover and corrected some
errors of Erdmann The Monadology 18 given 1n E 705 sqq ,
G w1 607 sqq.

1 The Monad, of which we shall here speak,Gs nothing
but a simple substance, which enters into compounds
By ‘sumple’ 15 meant ‘ without parts.”” (Theod 10)

2 And there must be sumple substances, since there
are compounds, for a compound? 18 nothing but a
collection or aggregatum of simple things?®

? There 1s a slight but 1nteresting difference between this and
the corresponding passage 1n the Principles of Nature and of Grace (sco
P 406) Leibniz speaks here of ‘a compound’1n general (le com-
pose) 1n the other passage he uses the expression ‘compound
substance ' (lz composee) In both cases he must be understuod to
mean ‘body,” which, he elsewhere tells us, 18 not a substance,
strictly speaking (Introduction, Part in pp 96 and rr1) Accord-
ingly, the expression here 15 more exact than that in the Principles
of Nature and of Grace, but the difference 1llustrates the looseners
of Leibniz’s terminology 1n thia connexion

* If the *‘mumple things’ are, like the Monads, non-quantitative,
can we attach any 1ntelligible meaning to ‘ compounds,” which are
mere aggregates of them ? Does not an aggregate always 1mply
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3 Now where there are no parts*, there can be neither
extension nor form | figure | nor divisibihity These Monads
are the real atoms of nature and, 1n a word, the elements
of things®,

4 No dwssolution of these elements need be feared,
and there 13 no conceivable way in which a simple sub-
stance can he destioyed by natural means (Theod 89 )

5 For the same reason there 1s no conceivable way 1n
which a simple substance can come into being by natural
means, since 1t cannot be formed by the combination of
parts [composition | ®

elements which are quantitiecs, however small * Leibmiz elsewhere
innkey ot perfectly clear that nothing quantitative ean ever be
hsolutcly sumple, and thus there «ems a werkness 1n his rensoning
nt this point  The difliculty 1s fundament)] and affects the whole
of Letbniz’s system 1t 15 1ndeed the crux of every Individualist
or Atomust plulosophy  Leibniz's hypothess of a ‘Living [ formel)
atom,’ » “ fertile sumplieity,” a ‘eentre which expresses (or repre-
sents) an mhnite circumference ' (Repotse aur Reflezions de Bayle,
1702, E 1B7a, G 1v 562), 13 the <uggestion of a way out of
Atomism , hut it does not take us entirely out of the wood We
havo still; o the spnit of much of Leitbmiz’s philosopluzing, to
15k ourselves the question— Are not “ simple ' and ‘' compound
purely relnlive terms, so that to ~«rch for an absolutely simple
thing s tn explore blind alleys ®” Kant shows us the blind alleys 1n
his sccond Antiuomy . Cithagiee of Prisc Reason, MerklejohnsTr | p 271)
See also tho interesting analy<is and criticasm of Kant's arguments
in Hegcl™s Wessenschaft der Logik bk 1 div 2, ¢h 1 sect A, note  Cf
Hegel's Geschachte der Philosyphie, vol 11 p 525 (Eng Tr, p 449)

* 1 e wherce there are no spatial dislinctions

* Cf New Sys'om, § 3 Ordinay physical aloms have form and
vxtension ; and, though they may not be physically divisible, yet
they must be ideally divisible ud infitum, inasmuch as they
accupy space  Thus for Leibnis all mercly physical aloms are
unreal Cf lange's History of Materealism, bk 1 seet 4, ch 1v
\Eug Tr, vel n pp 124 8qq°

¢ According to Lubniz a thing 15 produced by natuie only when
1t comes into being gradually, bit by bit  But the Monads, having
no pirts, cannot come 1nto being by the adding of part to part
Yet 1t may be pointed out that every Monad has an n‘ernal
dcvelopment, which 18 gradual It 18 not born perfect, fully
realized. Why, then, should 1t not come into being by natural
nmeans *
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6 Thus 1t may be said that a(Monnd can only come
into being or come to an end all at once, that 1s to say.
1t can come 1nto being only by creation and come to an
end only by annihilation, while that which 1s compound
comes 1nto being or comes to an end by parts”.

7. Further, there is no way of explamning how a
Monad can be altered 1n quality or internally changed"*
by any other cieated thing, since 1t 18 1mpossible
to change the place of anything in it or to concerve
in it any internal motion which could be produced,
directed, 1ncreased or diminished therein, although all
this 1s possible in the case of compounds, in which
there are changes among the parts’ The Monads
have no windows, through which anything could come
mm or go out. Accidents cannot separate themselves
from substances nor go about outside of them, as the
‘sensible species’ of the Scholastics used to do™ Thus

7 Consider, by way of analogy and contrast, what Spinoza say-
regarding the eteinmity of the human mind, Ethics, v prop =4
Spinoza dispenses with the idea of creation. But aceoiding to
Letbniz theie are created Monads. whose creation 18, nevertheless,
not an event in tume, for time and space have to do merecly with
phenomena, and the Monads are not 1n time and space, but con-
dition them Cf § 47 and Introduction, Part 11 p 101

® The meaning 18 that by other things the Monad can neither
be altered as to 1ts nature, 1 e changed into something else, nor
even affected in those changes of state which 1t can undergo
without a change of nature

¥ It 18 1mplied that all changes 1n bodies are reducible to trans-
position of parts, and ultimately to changes in the amount and
direction of motion See Introduction, Part 111 pp 89 sqq

¥ Leibniz seems here to have i1n view paitly the doctiines of
Thomas Aquinas and partly the scholastic theories which were
based on the system of Democritus The !species’ are 1mages or
immaterial representations of material qualities  According to
Thomas Aquinas, the accidents of things are known to us by
means of seneible species, or particular unages, while we know
the essences of things by means of intelligible species or general
ithages The scholastic theory 1n general may be said to be that
the sensible or intelligible ‘species’ in us have something in
common with the aceidents or essences 1n things, though there
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neither substance nor accident can come into a Monad
from outside‘'.

8 Yet the Monads must have some qualities, otherwise
they would not even be existing things* And if simple
substances did not differ in quality, there would be

13 a conwsiderable variety of more or less vague opinion as to the
nature of the relation Leibmiz 15 evidently thinking of a theory
(not that of Thomas Aguinas), according to which sense-perception
means that particles are detached from the body perceived and
pasa 1nto the percpient, in whom they are reconstructed into
images or representations of qualities 1n the thing perceived
Images of this kind were called e€idwAa by Democritus Cf Ritter
and Preller, Historia Philosophiae Qraecae, § 155 Atomists felt bound
to explain the action of body upon soul by the suggestion of some
kind of mfluaus physicus  Descartes has a parallel passage to this
of Leihmz, in which he says that he ¢ desires to rid people’s minds
of all these little images, lying through the air, called intentional
species, which give so much work to the imagination of philo-
sophers’ Dioptrique, DiscoursI Cf other passages quoted by Veitch
i his Translation of Descartes's Method and Meditations, note 2—Idea *

U Kant pointed out that a thing may have ‘intensive’ as well
as ‘extensive” quantity, 1 e quantity which 1s not divisible 1nto
spatial parts as well as quantity which 18 so divisible A stone
descending from a height loses a certnin ‘1ntensive quantity'
without losing any of 1ts spatinl parta. And thus a sumple sub-
stance may, 1n a certain sense, lose and receiwve quahty. Cf
Critiqgus of Pure Reason (lartenstein, 1i 178, Rosenkranz, 11. 145,
Meiklejohn’s Tr, p 125) Kant aigues that the simplicity of the
soul (1 e the absence of parts 1n 1t) does not necessarily prove 1ts
indestructibility, for, though i1t has no parts, it may lose con-
sciousness and the rest of its essential qualities (Hartenstein, 11
318, Rosenkranz, 1 792, Meiklejohn’s Tr, p. 245). Compare
Kant's ‘1ntensive quantity’ with Leibniz's degrees of Perception
and Appetition

1 After this sentence Leibmiz originally wrote, and then deleted,
these words ' And if sumple substances were nonentities [riens],
compounds also would be reduced to mothing® This emphawzes
the point that a being without quality 1s indistinguishable from
nolhing , cf Hegel's Logic, Wallace’s Tr, pp 158 sqq Quantily
always presupposes quality , see Introduction, Part u pp 27 sqq
Leibniz seems also to umply that each Monad must have more
than one quality On the other hand, Herbart (1776-1841), whose
Monadology owes much to that of Leibniz, and who calls his
Monads ‘primary qualities” (Orqualitifen), holds that a substanece
cannot be perfectly simple unless it has only one ultimate quahty
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sbsolutely no means of percerving any change in things,
For what 18 1n the compound can come only from the
sumple elements it contains, and the Monads, if they had
no qualities, would be indistinguishable from one another,
since they do not differ in quantity ™ Consequently,
space being 8 plenum, each part of space would always
recelve, 1n any motion, exactly the equivalent of what 1t
already had, and no one state of things would be dis-
cernible from another ™.

1* Kant would say that they may differ in ‘ intensive quantity’,
see note 11 Lerbmiz makes the distinction between quality and
quantity as sharp as the Anstotelian distinction between woiov
and wéoov  Yet 1n some respects his Law of Continuity suggests
a different view

" E. reads 'one state of things would be mdistinguishable from
another ” Cf Epistola ad Des Bosses (1706) (G 11 295) ‘If we were
to admit, as the Cartesians desire, the plenum and the uniformity
of matter, adding to these motion alone, 1t would follow that
nothing would ever take place among things but a substitution of
equivalents, as if the whole universe were reduced to the motion
of a perfectly uniform wheel about 1ts axis or, again, to the 1evolu-
tions of concentric circles, each made of exactly the same materials
The result of this would be that 1t would not be possible, even for
an angel, to distinguish the state of things at one moment from
their state at another For there could be no variety in the phe-
nomena Accordingly, 1n addition to figure, size, and motion, we
must allow certain Forms, whence there arises a distinction among
the phenomena of matter , and I do not see whence these Forms
are to be taken, if they are to be intelligible, unless 1t be from
Entelechies’ To avoid a possible misunderstanding, 1t should be
noted that for Leibniz, the Monads are mot in space, which 1s &
rolation between phenomena , see Introduction, Part u1 p 101 Cf.
Ematola ad Des Bosses (1712) (E 682b, G 11 450) ‘Space 18 the
order of co-exiating phenomena, as time 128 the order of successive
phenomena There 18 no nearness or distance, whether spatial or
absolute, among Monads, and to say that they are collected togethe:
1n one point or disperged throughout space, 18 to make use of certain
fictions of our mind, by which we try to 1epresent to ourselves 1n
1magination what cannot be i1magined but only understood ' Kant,
misled by the position of Wolff, does not rightly 1nterpret Leibniz’s
view of space, which he discusses 1n the Crtique of Pure Reason,
Hartenstein, 1 256 sqq , Rosenkranz, n 216 sqq , Meiklejohn’s
Tr, pp 191 8qq, especially p 199 Cf Introduction, Part 1v

pp 168 8qq
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9. Indeed, each Monad must be different from every
other. For 1n nature there are never two beings which
are perfectly alike and in which 1t 18 not possible to find
an internal difference, or at least a difference founded
upon an intrinsic quality [denomination) .

1o I assume also as admitted that every created
being, and consequently the cieated Monad, 1s subject
to change, and further that this change 1s continuous
in each '

3 This 18 the principle of the ‘1dentity of indiscernibles’, tee
Introduction, Putu p 36 Cf Noureaur Essais, bk 11 ch xxvn
§3(E 277b, G v 214) For Kant's criticism see Criuque of Pure
Reason, Hartenstein, 11 267, Rosenkranz, 1 229, Meiklejohn's Tr
p 202 Probably the first statement of the prineciple 1s to be found
in the writings of Nicholas of Cusa (1401-1464) He says that
‘there cannot be several things exactly the same [aequalia], for 1n
that case theie would not be several things, but the same thing
itself Theiefore all things both agree with and differ fiom one
another’ (DeVenalione Sapientiae, 23) Cf De docta ignorantia, 11 1
*All things must of necescuty differ from one another Among
weveral i1ndividuals of the same species there 1a necessarily a
diversity of degrees of perfection. There 13 nothing 1n the univeise
which does not enjoy B certain singularily, which is to be found in
no other thing ° His theories are full of suggestions of Leibniz Cf
Falckenberg, Hislory of Modern Phdosophy, Enghish Tr, pp 20 sqq
Reference may also be made to a very interesting article by Zimmer-
mann, Nicolaus Cusanus als Vorlaufer Leibnitzens (Wien Akad, Silzungs-
berichte, vol B, p 306) There 15 no mention of Nicholas of Cusa 1n
any of Leibniz's philosophical writings, but 1n a letter to the Acta
Eruditorum (1697 Leibmiz refeis to hun as a mathematician (cf
Dutens, 111 345) —Intninsic qualities are those which things have
1n themselves, e g figure, motion, &c, while extrinaic qualities aie
those which aiise fiom their relations to other things e g their
being perceived, dewired, &c Cf Port-Royal Logiwc, part 1 ¢ch n
(Baynes’s Tr, p 37) ‘There are some modes which may be called
wnlernal, because they are conceived to be 1n the substance, as round,
square , and others which may be called ezternal, because they are
taken fiom something which 16 not 1n the substance, as loved, seen,
desmred, which are names taken from the mctions of another—and
this 15 what 15 called 1n the schools ezternal denomination ’

1 There 18 constant change 1n created substances, even though
there may appear to be no change What appears to us as absence
of change 1a really a very emall degree of change We have here
an application of the Law ot Continuity
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11 It follows from what has just been said, that the
natural " changes of the Monads come from an wnicrnal
principle, since an external cause can have no influence
upon therr inner being  (Theod. 396, 400)

12", But, besides the principle of ithe change, there
must be a parficular scries of changes [un detail de ce qui
change], whnch constitutes, so to speak, the specific nature
and vanety of the sumple substances

17 This paiticular series of changes should involve a
multiplieity in the unit [wnite] or 1n that which 1s simple
For., ns every natuial change takes place giadually,
something changes and something remains unchanged ',
and consequently a simple substance must be affected and
related 1n many ways, although il has no parts .

7 1 e obther than mnaculous changes or than such change as ma)
be implied 1n the cication o1 annihilation of a Monad

18 At the beginning of § 12 Leibnis originally wiote ‘And genei-
ally 1t may be sai1d that foice 18 nothing but the princuple of the
change' Ho seems alterwards to have felt that force was not a deep
enough notion to be an ndequate expiession of the principle whieli,
1n §§ 14 and 15, he descilbes under the names of Peiception and
Appetition

¥ The Law of Continuity Eveiything 1s continually changing,
and 1n every part of this change theie 18 both a permanent and n
varying element That 18 to say, at any moment everything botlh
‘18’ and ‘18 not,’ everything 1s becoming something else—some-
thing which 15, nevertheless, not entiely ‘other’

“ In 1illustration of this and the following sections, ef Reponse aia
Refleaions de Bayle (1702) (E 1B6b, G 1v 562) ‘The state of the
soul, as of the atom, 18 a state of change, a tendency The atom
tends to change 1its place, the soul to change 1ts thought each
changes of itself in the sumplest and most umiform way, that its
state allows Whence comes 1t, then (I shall be nsked), that theie
18 8o much simplicity 1n the change of the atom ' [which 18 taken
as being always motion 1n a straight hine at a uniform speed] ‘and
80 much variety 1n the changes of the soul? The reason 18 that the
atom (as 1t 18 supposed to be, for there 18 no such thing 1n natuie
although 1t hae parts, has nothing which causes any vanety in 1ts
tendency, because 1t 15 supposed that these paits do not change
their relations, while on the other hand the soul, though 1t 1s
peifectly indivisible, has a composite tendency, that 1s to say, it
contans a multitude of present thoughts, of which each tends to
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14. The passing condition, which 1nvolves and repre-
gents a multiplicity 1n the umt [unite] or 1n the simple
substance, 18 nothing but what 18 called Perception”,
which is to be distinguished from Apperception or
Consciousness, as will afterwards appear In this matter
the Cartesian view 1s extremely defective, for it treats as
non-existent those perceptions of which we are not
consciously aware® This has also led them to believe
that minds [esprits] alone are Monads, and that there are
no souls of animals nor other Entelechies Thus, 11ke the
crowd, they have failed to distnguish between a prolonged
unconsclousness and absolute death®, which has made

a particular change, according to the nature of its content, and
which all are present together in the soul, 1n virtue of the soul’s
essential relation to all the other things in the world. Itisbecause
they do not have this relation that the atoms of Epicurus have no
existence 1n nature For there 1s no 1ndividual thing, which 1s
not to be regaided as expressing all others, and consequently the
soul, 1n regard to the variety of 1ts modyications, ought to be likened
to the unwverse, which 1t represents according to 1ts point of view,
and even 1n a way to God, whose nfinity 1t represents finutely, because
of 1ts confused and 1mperfect perception of the infinite, rather than
to n materal atom’ Cf Appendix F, p 272

% Cf Epwiola ad Des Bosses (1706) (E 438a, G 1. 311) ‘Since
perception 13 nothing else than the expression of many things in
one, all Entelechies or Monads must necessarily be endowed with
perception ' Also Lettre o Arnauld (1687) (G 1 112) ‘Because of
the continuity and divisibility of all matter, the least motion has
1ts effect upon neighbouring bodies, and consequently upon one
body after another ad infinitum, 1n a gradually lessening degree,
and thus our body must 1n some way be affected by the changes in
all other bodies Now, to all the motions of our body there corre-
spond certain more or less confused perceptions of our soul, and
accordingly our soul also will have some thought of all the motions
1n the universe, and 1n my opinion every other soul or substance
will have some perception or expression of them ' See Introdyction,
Part 1 p 33

3 Cf. Method, Part 5, and Meditations, 2 and 6  See also Principia
Philosophiae, 1 48, and cf Introduction, Part m1 p 126 The Car-
tesian view 18 that amimals and plants are purely mechanical
structures or living automata, parts of extension, entirely separate
from thought

© 'Bleep, which 15 an 1mage of death, trances, the burying of
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them fall again into the Scholastic prejudice of souls
entirely separate {from bodies], and has even confirmed
ill-balanced* minds in the opinion that souls are mortal®

a silkworm 1n 1ts cocoon, the resuscitation of drowned flies by
means of a diy powder sprinkled upon them (when they would
remain quile dead, 1f this were not done), the resuscitation of
swallows which make their winter quaiters among the reeds,
where they are found without any appearance of life, the cases of
men fiozen to death, drowned, or strangled, who have been biought
to hfe again all these things serve to confirm my opinion that
these different conditions differ only 1n degree, and 1if we have not
the means of bringing about 1esuscitation fiom death in other
forms, 1t 15 either because we do not know what ought to be done
a1 because, though we do know 1t, our hands, our 1nstruments, and
our 1emedies cannot accomplish 1t, especially when dissolution
takes place foo quickly and has gone too far Accordingly we
mugt not content ourselves with the notions which the common
people may have about life and death, when we have both analogies
and (what 18 more) solid aiguments which prove the contrary
Lettre a Arnauld (1687) (G 1 123)

# E reads mal touches , G and Boutroux, mal tournes

% Descartes regaids the 1mmoitality of the soul as ultimately
dependent on the will of God See the Adbrege prefixed to the
Medidations [Synopsis 1n Veitch's translation] Cf. Reponses auz
Deuxiemnes Objections, 7  Leibniz thus ciiticizes the view of Descartes
‘The immortality of the soul, as 1t 15 established by Descartes, 13
of no use and can give us no kind of consolation For, granting
that the soul 1s a substance and that no substance perishes, the
soul then will not be lost, as, 1ndeed, nothing 1slost 1n natuie, but,
like matter, the soul will change 1n appearance and, as the matter
of which a man 1s made has at othe:r times belonged to plants and
animnals, 1n the same way the soul may be 1mmortal, 1ndeed, but
1t will pass through innumerable changes and will have no re-
collection of 1ts former states But this ummortality without
recollection 18 ethieally quite useless, for 1t ia 1nconsistent with
reward and punishment What good, sir, weuld it do you to
become king of China, on condition that you forget what you have
been® Would 1t not be the same as if God, at the moment He
destroyed you, were to cieate a king 1n China®* (G 1v p. 300)
From his own pont of view, however, Descartes can say *‘Al-
though all the accidents of the mind be changed—although, for
example, i1t think certain things, will others, and perceive others,
the mind itself dovs not vary with these changes, while, on the
contrary, the human body 1s no longer the same 1f a change take
Place 1n the form of any of 1ts parts® .Adbregd des Meditations, It
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15. The activity of the internal prineciple which pro-
duces change or passage from one perception to another
may be called Appetition It 15 tiue that desire |Uappetst|
cannot always fully attain to the whole perception at
which 1t aims, but 1t always obtains some of 1t and
attains to new perceptions *

16 We have 1n ourselves experience of a multiplcity
in simple substance, when we find that the least thought
of whteh we are conscious involves variety 1n 1ts object *'.
Thus all those who admit that the soul 1s a sumple
substance should admit ihis multiplicity 1n the Monad ,
and M. Bayle® ought not to have found any difficulty

seems to me not 1mprobable that 1n the last words of this section
Leibniz may have 1n view, among otheis, tho wandering I11shman,
John Toland (1670-1722), author of Christuanity not Mysferious, who
was 1n Berlin 1n 1702 and had a brief cortespondence with Leibmiz,
in which the question of the immortality of the soul 13 1efeired to

Leibniz writes to the Princess Sophia Charlotte with something
like a kindly contempt of Toland’s readiness to take eithe1 side of
a question See G vi pp 508 sqq Cf Principles of Nature and of
Grace, § 4

-" See Inbroduction, Part 1 p 33 Cf Principles of Nature and of Grace,
§ 2 In many of his writings Leibniz uses the word ‘ tendencies’
(tendances) for appetitions Foice 13 a form of appetition o
tendency, 1 e 1t 1s not merely what actually appeais as motion, &¢ ,
but 1t 1ncludes something potential And 1t 1s not really, but only
deally, an 1nfluence of one substance upon another Cf appetition,
1n respect of likeness and difference, wilh Spinoza’s Conatus

 Cf Nowveaur Essais, bk 1 ch 2 (E 2274, G v 109)

% Pieire Bayle, the son of a Protestant cleigyman, was born at
Carlat in Languedoc, 1n 1647 He was educated at the Univeisity
of Toulouse, where, under the influence of Jesuit teacheis, he
becarne a Roman Catholic But his Roman Catholicism was not
lasting and, having returned to his oniginal faith, he avoided the
censures of the Chuich by going to Geneva After some years of
wandering he became & Professor of Philosophy 1n the Umiveisity
of Sedan (1675) But owing to the ‘free-thinking’ of Bayle and
others Louis XIV summaiily suppiessed this Protestant Univeisity
in 1681, and Bayle went, as Professor of History and Philosophy, to
a newly established 1nstitution at Rottetdam In 1684 he founded
the Nourelles de 12 Republiqus des Lettres, a monthly review of new books,
&c., to which there 18 frequent reference 1n the writings of Leibniz
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in this, as he has done in his Dictionary, article ‘ Rora-

rius’ %

17 Moreover, 1t must be confessed that perccptwri and
that which depends upon 1t are nexplicable on mechanicul

In 1693, ostensibly on political as well as theological grounds, he
was deprived of his professorship, and he afterwards devoted him-
self to his Inctwnnawre Historwque et Critigue (1695-96), which was the
piecursor of the Encyclopaediay and the Encyclopaedist movement
1n the following century  Among othel writings he also published
a tiact against 1eligious peisecution and a reply to Maimbourgs
hbels upon Calvinism  He died 1n 1706 The Theodicee of Letbniz
18 to a large extent devoted to answering the niguments of Bayle,
who maintained the 1mpossibility ot 1cconaling faith with 1eason
Thele 1s much difference of opinion as to whether Bayle was
smcere 1 his combination of philusophical scepticism with an
appeal to faith 1n matters of religion Probably 1n this 1egard he
meant to follow the example of Dcseaites.  Leibniz seems to have
bLelieved 1 the sincerity of Bayle’s 1eligious faith  He always
wiites of Bayle with the greatest 1espect, saying of him (Theod
§ 174) ' Ubi lene, nemo melus,’ and again, after his death ‘We
must bclieve that Bayle 1s now enlightened wilth that light, which
s refused to earth, since according to all appeailance, he has
always been a man of good will’

# Like the greater pmt of Bayle’s Dictionary, the article
‘Roranus’ may be said to consist mostly of foot-notes Jeiome
Rorarius (1485-1566,, an Iialian, was Papal Nuncio at the Cout
of Ferdinand of Hungny Ile was so great an admirer of the
Emperor Chailes V that, on hearing a learned man speak of him
a9 1nferio1 to Otho and to Fiederick Barbarossa, he was moved to
write a treatise maintaimng that men are less rationnl than the
lower amimals This treatice (Quod anmimalia bruta ratione wlantur
melous homene) was not published until about 100 years atter 1t was
written, when Dcscartes’s views regaiding the souls of animals
were under di:cussion  Bayle accordingly makes the nume of
Rorarius the occasion of a full e/ nsideration of the question, 1n the
comrse of which he expounds and ciiticizes the opinions of Leibniz
Bayle thinks 1t a pity that the position of Descartes 13 so difficult
to maintain and so unhkely to be true, for otherwise 1t would be
very helpful to the true fuith That 1s to say, the Cartesian view
15 regarded as confirming belief 1n the 1mmortality of the soul by
making a veiy gieat distinction between man and ‘the biutes
which peisli.” But i1t secms to Bayle that Leibniz (whom he calls
‘ one of the greatest minds in Euiope ") has made some suggestions
(1n regard to the solution of the geneial problem) w hich a1e worthy
of bemng developed These suggestions aie contained 1n the New
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grounds, that is to say, by means of figures and motions.
And supposing theie were a machine, so constructed as to
think, feel, and have perceplion, 1t might be concerved as
increased 1n size, while keeping the same proportions, so
that one might go into 1t as into a mill That being so,
we should, on examining its 1nterior, find only parts
which work one upon another, and never anything by
which to explan a perception® Thus 1t 1s 1 a simple
substance, and not in a compound o1 1n a machine, that
perception must be sought for” Further, nothing but
this (namely, perceptions and their changes) can be found
1n a sumple substance It 1s also 1n this alone that all

System, which was pubhished 1n the Journal des Savans of June 27,
1695 (the year before the se¢ond vol of Bayle’s Dictionary appeaied)
Bayles criticism 18 directed mainly against the pie-established
harmony and the spnntaneous development of all their states by
sumple substances Cf Appendix F p 272

% That 1s to say, even 1f we had microscopes powerful enough to
1eveal to us, on a large scale, all the intricacies of nerve-cell and
nerve-fibre 1n the brain, we should still never get beyond figuies and
motions Cf Commentutio de Anvma Brutorum (1710) (E 463a, G v
328) ‘Ifinthatwhich 1s organicthere 1snothingbut mechanism that
13, bare matter, having differences of place, magnitude and figmie,
nothing can be deduced and explained from 1it, except mechanism,
that 1s, except such differences as I have just mentioned For
from anything taken by itself nothing can be deduced and ex-
plained, except differences of the attributes which constitute 1t
Hence we may readily conclude that 1n no mill or clock as sueh 1s
there to be found any piinciple which peiceives what takes place
m 1t, and 1t matters not whether the things contained i1n the
‘‘machine” are so0l1d or luid or made up of both Fuither we know
that there 1s no essential difference between coarse and fine bodaes,
but only a difference of magnitude, Whence 1t follows that, 1f 1t
18 1nconcelvable how perception arises 1n any coarse ‘‘machine,”
whether 1t be made up of fluids or solids, 1t 18 equally 1nconceivable
how perception can arise from a finer ‘‘machine’’, for af our
senses wele finer, it would be the same as if we were perceiving
a coarse ‘‘machine,” as we do at present’ See also New Essays,
Introduction, p 400 (G v 59, E 203a)

31 Mechanism always means parles extra partes Thas 18 character-
1stie of all compounds, but not of any simple substances Thus 1t
can nevor be ssid that matter thinks Matter pre-supposes &
thinking or at least a ‘percexrving' principle,



THE MONADOILOGY 229

the wnternal actwities of simple substances can consist.
(Theod. Pref [E 474; G w1 37])

18. All sumple substances or created Monads might be
called Entelechies *, for they have 1n them a certain per-
fection (éyovoe 76 évrelés) ; theyhave a certain self-sufficiency
(adrdpkera) which makes them the sources of their internal
activities and, so to speak, incorporeal automata ®. (Theod

87.)

*1 ¢vrehéyeia 18 probably derived from év Té\e: éxew, to he complete
or absolute Leibniz’s use of the term differs con@derably from
that of Aristotle évrexéyen 1n Anstotle 18 the state of perfection
or realization 1n which lvépyera, as a process, ends  rolvoun évépyera
Aéverar ward 10 dpyov, xal guvTeive mpds TV évTeNéxeiav  Mefaph ©, B,
1050" 22 But the distinction between évreréyea and évépyen 1n
Arnistotle 18 not by any means a shaip one Thus he defines the soul
(Yux1) as évredéyea ¥ wpdty abparos pudikos duvdper (anjy Exavros De
Anvma, 1 1 But elsewhere he calls 1t olioin xal dvépyaa odparis
Twvos  Metaph. H, 3, 1043" 35 First entelechy 1s related to second
entelechy as émordup (1mphieit) 18 related to Gewpeiv (explicit)
Thus the soul 18 defined as first or 1mplicit entelechy because 1t
exists 1n sleep as well as awake. The entelechy of Leibniz, how-
ever, 18 to be understood as an individual substance or force,
containing within itself the principle of its own changes It 19
called entelechy, not because 1t 13 a state of perfect realization,
but because 1t contains 1n germ an 1nfinity of perfections, whicu
1t tends to develop It 18 thus not so much the final developed
condition of a thing, spposed to 1ts potentinhity (Svamus or bAn), but
1t rather 1mplies the tendency or virtuality, of which Leibniz
speaks as something intermediate between the bare potency (puis-
sance) and the fully developed activity (acte) of the Scholastics
Cf Introduction, Part 1u pp 91,105 ‘The Forms of the Ancients
or Entelechies are nothing but forces.' Lettre au Pere Bouvet, E 146 a
Cf Trendelenburg, De Anima, pp 295, 320 In the eighth book of
Arnistotle’s Metaphysics there 18 a remark of much interest, when
considered 1n relation to Leibniz. % oboia & ofiras, AN ody ds
Aéyoval Twves ofov povds Tis oboa §) oriyun, AN’ Evredéxra kal @iois Tis
ékdorny  H, g, 1044 7  povds 18, of course, used here 1n 1ts original
sense of & unit

» That 1s to say, not merely machines, such a3 those made by
man, but entirely self-moving machines or machines which contain
within themselves the ground or principle of all their states or
conditions, 1n as complete independence of all else as 1f there were
nothing 1n the universe but God and themselves Monads alone
are autommata 1n this sense Corporeal automata, 1n so far as they
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19 If we are to give the name of Soul to everything
which has perceptions and desires [appetits] in the general
sense which I have explained, then all simple substances
or created Monads might be called souls, but as feeling
[le sentiment] 1s something more than a bare perception,
I think 1t nght that the general name of Monads or
Entelechies should suffice for sunple substances which
have peiception only, and that the name of Souls should
be given only to those in which perception 18 more
distinct, and 1s accompanied by memory *

20 For we experience 1n ourselves a condition 1n which
we remember nothing and have no distinguishable per-
ception , as when we fall into a swoon or when we are
overcome with a profound dreamless sleep In this state
the soul does not perceptibly differ from a bare Monad ;
but as this state 1s not lasting, and the soul comes out of
it, the soul s something more than a bare Monad.
(Theod 64)

21 And 1t does not follow that in this state the sumple
substance 1s without any peiception  That, indeed,
cannot be, for the reasons already given, for 1t cannot
perish, and 1t cannot continue to exist without being
aftected 1n some way, and this affection * 1s nothing but
its perception But when there 1s a great multitude of
little perceptions, 1n which there 1s nothing distinct, one
18 stunned , as when one turns continuously round 1n the

are corporeal, cannot be said to have this adrdpresa Cf § 64
Spinoza speaks of the soul as ‘acting nccording to certain laws and
as 1f 1t were a kind of spiritunl automaton’” De Intellectus Emenda-
tione, 85, Brudei’s ed , 1 34

 Memo1y 1s thus the sign of consciousness as distinct from
unconscious perception This 18 1n harmony with the view, em-
phasized by modein writers, that conscious sensation pre-supposes
memory, because we can know one sensation only when 11 has
been biought into comparison with others Leibniz 1n one of his
eally writings suggestively remarks that body 18 momentary
mind, 1 ¢ mind without memoiy’ (mens momentaned, Seuw Carens
recordatione)  Theoria Motus Abstract (1671) (G 1v 230)

* Leibniz originally wrote ‘ vanation ’
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same way several times in succession, whence comes a
giddiess.which may make us swoon, and which keeps
us from distinguishing anything . Death can for a time
put animals 1nto this condition *’.

22. And as every present state of a simple substance 18
naturally a consequence of its preceding state, in such a
way that 1ts present 1s big with 1ts future®* , (ZTheod. 350)

23. And as, on waking from stupor, we arc conscious of
our perceptions, we must have had perceptions 1mme-
diately before we awoke, although we were not at all
conscious of them ; for one perception can i1n a natural
way come only from another peiception, as a motion
can 1n a natural way come only from a motion®. (ZT/eod.
401-403 )

24 It thus appears that if we had in our perceptions
nothing maiked and, so to speak, striking and highly-
flavoured, we should always be in a state of stupor. And
this 1s the state 1n which the bare Monads are.

25 Wae see also that nature bas given heightened
perceptions to animals, from the care she has taken to
provide them with organs, which collect numerous rays
of light, or numeious undulations of the air, in order, by
uniting them, to make them have greater effect'. Some-

** Leibmiz’s point 1s that 1n such states as these we are still mani-
festly in certain pecubiar relations to the external world, althongh
consclousness hay, for the time, become so shight as to be imper-
ceptible

¥ Cf Monadology, § 14, note 23 *® Cf. §§ 78 and 79

*® In viitue of the principle of sufficient reason, every perception
must have a cause, which can be nothing but another perception
(see § 17); and 1f the antecedent perception did not wmmed.ately
precede the consequent, there would be a bieach of continuity in
the existence of the soul Ultimately, of course, motions a1e them-
selves perceptions, but they ale contused perceptions, of such a
kind that their relations to one another can be stated according
to mechanical laws, which, however, are abstract and pre-suppose,
for their full explanation, the system of final causes or the laws of
perception 1n general

® Cf Helinholtz, Popular Sceentific Lectyres, vol.1 p 186 See also
Prunciples of Nalure and of Grace, § 4

Q
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thing similar to this takes place in smell, in taste and in
touch, and perhaps 1n a number of other senses, which
are unknown tous* And I will explain presently ** how
that which takes place 1n the seul represents what happens
1n the bodily organs.

26 Memory provides the soul with a kind of consecu-
tiweness*', which resembles [wmite] reason, but which 1s to
bhe distinguished from 1t. Thus we see that when animals
have a perception of something which strikes them and
of which they have formerly had a similar perception,
they are led, by means of representation 1n their memory.
to expect what was combined with the thing in this pre-
vious perception, and they come to have feelings similar
to those they had on the former occasion For instance,
when a stick 1s shown to dogs, they remember the pain
1t has caused them, and howl and run away* (ZTheod
Discours de la Conformité, &c, § 65)

27 And the strength of the mental 1mage which im
presses and moves them comes either from the magmtude
or the number of the preceding perceptions For often
a strong 1mpression produces all at once the same effect
as a long-formed habit, or as many and oft-repeated
ordinary perceptions "

# Cf Lubbock, Anfs, Bees and Wasps, ch 8, especially pp 220
and 225

9 See §§ 61 and 62

3 Consecutio, coneatenation or sequence of perceptions Teihniz
15 referring to what would now be called association of 1deas
Cf Nouregur Essms, bk m ch 11, § 11 (E 237b, G v 130), and
bk 11 ¢h 33 (E 296 a, G v 252). In the latter of these chapters
(*On the Association of Jdeas') he 18 thinking mainly of a ‘non-
natural connexion of 1deas,” as 1n the case of strange prejudices or
superstitions

** Does Leibniz 1n this section, as some criticg maintain; over-
Inok his ! Pre-established Harmony’ and unconsciously adopt the
ordinary point of view, which 1mplies that substances do really
nct upon one another and are not each the cause of all its own
experiences

Y Cf Nouveawr Essms, bk 1 ch 33 (E agba; G v 2520 ‘And
8s the reasons’ [of the connexion of things| ¢ are often unknown to
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28 In so far as the concatenation of their perceptions
18 due to the principle of memory alone, men act like the
lower animals, resembling the empirical physicians *,
whose rhethods are those of mere practice without theory.
Indeed, 1n three-fourths of our actions we are nothing
but empirics. For instance, when we expect that there
will be daylight to-morrow, we do so empirically, because
1t has always so happened until now. It 1s only the
astronomer who thinks 1t on rational grounds*.

29. But 1t 18 the knowledge of necessary and eternal
truths that distinguishes us from the mere animals and
gives us Reason and the sciences, raising us to the know-
ledge of ourselves and of God*. And it is this in us
that 1s called the rational soul or mind [esprit]

us, we must attend to particular instances 1n proportion to their
frequency , for then the expectation or recollection of another
peiception, usually connected with the perception we are ex-
peliencing, 135 reasonable , especially 1n cases wheie we have to
take precautions But as the violence [tehemence]) of a very powerful
impression often produces all at once as much effect as the fie-
quency and repetition of several moderate 1mpressions could have
done 1n the Jong-run, 1t happens thal this violence engraves 1n the
fancy an 1mage as deep and as vivid as long experience could have
done Whence 1t comes that a chance but violent impression
combines 1n our memory two 1deas, which were already together
there, and gives us the same inclination to connect them and to
expect the one after the other, as 1f long custom had veiified their
connexion Thus association produces the same effect, though the
same reason does not exist Authonty and custom produce also
the same effect as experience and reason, and 1t 18 not easy to free
oneself from these inclinations’ Cf New Essays, Intioduction,
p 364

“ Until the time of Galen (circa 150 A D), there were various
sects of physicians One of these was the sect of the Empirics,
who laid stress upon observation of the *visible’ antecedents of
disease, &c In later times the name of empiric fell into disrepute
and was given to physicians who despised theoretical study and
trusted to tradition and to their own 1ndividual experience

" Cf New Essays, Introduction, p 365, note 39

‘® The necessary and eternal truths are the fiist principles of all
rational knowledge They are innate in us They are, 1n fact,
the very principles of our natuie, as of the universe, becauve it 1s
of our essence to represent the whole universe Thus conscious-
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jo It 1s also through the knowledge of necessary
truths, and through their abstract expression, that we
118e to acts of reflexion, which make us think of what 18
called I, and observe that this or that 1s within us
and thus, thinking of ourselves, we think of being, of
substance, of the simple and the compound, of the
mmmaterial, and of God Himself, conceiving that what is
limited 1n us 15 in Him without limits  And these acts of

reflexion furmish the chief objects of oui reasonings*.
(Theod. Pref |[E 469, G vi 27].)

ness or knowledge of these truths 1s knowledge of ourselves, and
1t 18 at the same time knowledge of God, who 1s the final reason of
all things Cf Noureauzr Essais, bk 3 eh 1, § 4 (E 207b, G v
72) ‘A pretty geneial agreement among men 1s an indication
and not a demonstration of an 1nnate prinaple , but the exact and
decisive proof of these principles consists 1n showing that their
certainty comes only from what 1s 1n us . It may be said that
all Anithmetic and all Geometry aie 1nnate and are 1 us 1n a
virtual manner, so that we could find them by attentively con-
sideitng and arnanging what 3 already 1n our mind, without
making use of any truth learned by experience or by exteinal
tradition, as Plato has shown 1n a dialogue’ [Meno, Bz 5qq ] '1n
which he introduces Socratea leading a child to abstruse truths
by questions alone, without giving him any information’ Cf
Prinuples of Nature and of Grace, § 5

# Thus consciousnesy becomes self consciousness (reflective con-
sclousnesa) when we 1calize the eternal truths as eternal, that 1s
to say, as the 1nnate principles of our being and of the whole
world Substance 1s always a soul of some kind, because 1t must
be something analogous to what we find 1n ourselves Cf Nouveauz
Essa1s, bk 1 ch 1,§ 21 (E 211b, G v 70) ‘Very often know-
ledge of the nature of things 1s nothing but knowledge of the
nature of our mind [esprit] and of those 1nnate 1dens, which thele
18 no need to look for outside of 1t Cf also § 23 (E 212b, G v
71) ‘Intelleciual 1deas or 1deas of reflexion are derived from our
mind , and I should like very much to know how we could have
the 1dea of being, wero it not that we ourselves are beings and thus
find being 1n owiselves” We see here (1in however imperfect
a form) the germ of the Kankhan transition from ‘substance’ to
‘subject’ as the ultimate metaphysical renlity Cf p 190

Boutioux hinds 1n this passage the indication of a succession of
stages in the progiess of self-conscious 1eflexion The nature
of God 18 the truth or ultimate reahty of our natuie Thus 1n
‘reflexion, that 1s to say, 1n the return of the being towaids its



THE MONADOLOGY 235

31 Our reasonings are grounded upon two great princi-
ples, that of contradiction, 1n virtue of which we judge
false that which involves a contradiction, and frue that
which 1s opposed or contradictory to the false™ , (Theod

44, 169 )
32 And that of sufficient reason, 1n virtue of which

we hold that there can be no fact 1eal or existing, no
statement true, unless theio be a sufficient reason, why
it should be so and not otherwise, although these reasons
usually cannot be known by us”  (Thicod 44, 196 )

33. There are also two kinds of fruths, those of reason-

source, which 15 God.  we first of all come upon the ego, o1 the
being which 18 1n us, 1 so fax as 1t 1s hmited and disbinet from
other beings, and then upon being, substance and the i1mmuteral,
coming ever nearer to the Divine Essence 1tself And finally,
through peiception which has thus become 1eflective and conseclousy,
we reach the Infinite Being, whom, from the first, created beings
are seeling confusedly and unwittingly Then the circle, so to
speak, closes upon 1tself the created being identifies 1tself with
the Creator 1n so far as He 13 1n 1t , the finite has done all that its
nature allowed 1n the way of reproducing the infinite” (Edition
of La Moradologe, p 156 )

* Cf Introduction, Pait 1 pp 58 sqq Leibniz sometimes
distinguishes between the principle of contradiction and that of
identity (A = A) But he recognizes that they are ultimately one
Cf Nowreaur Essais, bk 1v ¢ch 2, § 1 (E 3392, G v 3430 ‘The
principle of contradiction 1s 1n general « proposifion s either true or
Julse  This contains two true statements, (1) that the true and the
false ale not comnpatible 1n the same proposition or that a poposition
wannot be true and false at the sams time, (2) that the opposites or
negations of the true and the false are not compatible, or that
theie 13 no middle term between the true and the false, o1 rather
that 1t 15 umpossible for a proposition to be nevther trus mor false’ See
Aristotle, Metaph. T, 3, 1005" 19 and 7, 1011 23

# In his eathier wiitings Leibniz calls the sufficient reason the
determining reason, meaning the reason which determines the exis-
tence of this o1 that out of 2 number of possibilities, each of which
involves no self-contradiction As synonymous with the ‘ principle
of suficient reason,’ he also sometimes uses the phrase, ‘principle
of fitness [convenance] or of harmony' He thus suggests that the
sufficient reason of a thing is always to be found 1n 1ts relations to
other things, i1ts place 1n the general system We give the sufficient
reason of anything when we show its ‘ compossibility’ with other
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mg and those of fact™. Truths of reasoning are necessary
and their opposite 1s impossible : truths of fact are con-
tingent and their opposite 1s possible™ When a truth is
necessary, 1ts reason can be found by analysis, resolving
it 1nto more simple 1deas and truths, until we come to
those which are primary™. (Theod. 170, 174, 189, 280—
282, 367  Abrege, Object. 3.)

things 1n addition to 1t abstract ‘possibility® The principle of
sufficient reason 1s the principle of final cause Leibniz's adoption
of the word ‘sufficient’ 18 supposed to have heen suggested by 1ts
use 1n Mathematics 1n a sense similar to that 1n which we say that
a certain magnitude ' satisfies’ a particular equation

*4 Ct the Scholastie ratwo cognoscend: and ralio essendz

3 Cf Theodwcee, § 174 (E 557 b, G.v1 217) ‘It may be said of
M Bayle Ubs: bene, nemo melus, though 1t could not be said of him,
a8 1t was said of Origen Ul male, nemo peyus Yet M Bayle adds
at the end’ {of a passage, quoted by Leibniz 1n the previous section]
‘woids which somewhat spoil what he has so justly remarked
““ Now what contiadiction would theie have been 1f Spinoza had
died at Leyden® Would nature have been less perfect, less wise,
less powerful®” He here confounds what 18 1mpossible, because 1t
involves a contradiction, with what cannot happen, because 1t 1s
not well fitted to be chosen It 1s true that there would have been
no contradiction 1n the supposition that Spinoza had died at
Leyden and not at the Hague 1t was perfectly possible Accord-
ingly, as regards the poweir of God, the matter was indifferent
But 1t must not be imagined that any event, however insignificant,
can be 1egaided as indifferent in 1elation to God’s wisdom and
goodness ’

* Leibniz does not give us a very clear 1dea of the relations of
the two principles to the two kinds of tiuths This 1s probably
due to his hesitancy regarding the relations of the two principles
to one another In the Appendix to the Theodicec entitled Remarques
sur le e de M. King, Leibniz says (E 641 b, G v1 414) ‘Both
principles must apply not only to necessary, but also to contingent
truths, and, indeed, that which has no sufficient reason must
necessarily be non-existent Foi 1t may in a manner be said that
these two principles are 1ncluded in the definilion ot the true and
the false Nevertheless when, by analyzing a suggested truth, we
see that 1t depends upon truths whose opposite 1involves a contra-
diction, we can say that 1t 135 absolutely necessary But when,
carrying our analysis ns far as we like, we can never reach such
elements of the given truth, 1t must be said to be contingent, and
to have 1ts origin 1 a prevailing reason, which inclines without
necessitating’ But on the other band at a later date, Leibmiz
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34 It1s thus that in Mathematics speculative Theorems
and practical Carons are reduced by analyais to Definitions,
Axiwoms and Postulates.

35 In short, there are simple 1deas, of which no defini-
tion can be given ** ; there are also axioms and postulates,
i a word, prunary principles, which cannot be proved,
and 1ndeed have no need of proof, and these are wdenfical
propositions*, whose opposite involves an express contia-
diction  (Theod. 36, 37, 44, 45, 49, 52, 121-122, 337,
340-344)

36. But there must also be a sufficient reason for con
tingent truths or truths of fact'’, that 1s to say, for the
sequence or connexion of the things which are dispersed
throughout the universe of created beings, in which the
analyzing into particular reasons might go on into endless
detail, because of the immense variety of things in nature
and the infimite division of bodies . There 1s an 1nfinity

writes to Clarke (II™* Eorit de Lebmz, E 7488, G vu 355) ‘The
puncple of contradiction 1s by itself sufficient for the demon-
stiation of the whole of Arithmetic and Geometry, that 1s to say,
of all mathematica]l principles Butin order to pass fiom Mathe-
matics to Physics, another principle also 18 needed, the principle
of sufficient reason’ See Introduction, Part 11 pp 66 sqq In the
Monadoloyy, Leibniz’s postion 15 the same as 1n the earlier ot
the passages quoted

3 The definition of an idea 1s, for Leibniz, the statement of the
elements which a complete analysis reveals 1n 1t Cf Meaditationes
de Cognifione, Vervate et Idews (1684) \E 79b, G 1v 423) ‘When
everything which 18 an clement in a distinet 1dea, 18 1 1ts turn
distinctly known, or when analysis has been completely made,
koowledge 15 adequate I know not whether human knowledge
can supply a perfect 1nstance of this. the knowledge of numbers,
however, approaches 1t'

% Leibniz uses the word enonciation for enuncatio, which 18 the
usual Latin translation of Aristotle’s drdgavais, ar Adyos amopavTixds

¥ Truths of reasoning have their sufficient reason in the zelt-
evident, 1dentical truths to which they may be reduced by analysis
Tiuths of fact can find a sufficient reason only 1n God

* Cf Lotze, Microcosmus, bk m ch 5, § 1 (Eng Tr, 1 3723,
Leibniz says ‘infinite division’ 1nstead of ‘infinite dimsibilty,’
because bodies are 1nfinitely divismble only as phenomena behe fundata
and not as real beings A real thing or substance yuust be 1nda-
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of present and past forms and motions which go to make
up the efficient cause of my present writing , and there 18
an 1nfimty of minute tendencies and dispositions of my
soul, which go to make 1its final cause *

37 And as all this detail again involves other prior or
more detailed econtingent things, each of which still needs
a sunilar analysis to yleld its reason, we are no fuither
forward . and the sufficient or final reason must be out-
side of the sequence or series of paiticular contingent
things, however infinite this series may be ™

38. Thus the final reason of things must be i1n a neces-
sary substance, in which the variety of particular changes
oxists only eminently *', as 1n its source, and this sub-
stance we call God (Theod 7))

visible 1t cannot consist of partes ertra parfes And the 'infinite
division’ of bodies 1y merely another way of descnbing the in-
hnmite number of particular substances or Monads

% Sce Introduction, Part 1 p 107 Cf § 61 Here, 1n another
form, arises the difficulty as to the relation of Leibniz’s ‘piineiples’
to one another Appalently the efficient and the final cause
combined make up the sufficiont reason, neither by itself being
enough Yet elsewhere Leibnmiz represents efficlent causes a4
ultimately depending on final causes And efficient causes are by
Leibniz usually 1dentified with mechanical causes, whose principle
19 that of contiadiction  See also Appendix F, p 272

® This 1s an argument on the same lines as that by means of
which Anstotle infers a ‘prime mover® It depends on his pirin-
aple, dvdykn orijvai, 1 e we must come to a stop somewhere 1n the
regress of causes o1 conditions Cf Phys E, 6,237"3, O, 1, 251" 17,
®, 5, 256" 13 Also Kant’s COritique of Pure Reason, Transcendeital
Dialectic, bk 11 ch 2 and 3

% Eminently 1n contrast with formally. The terms are Scholastic
and they weie adopted by Descaites Thomas Aquinas explesses
the difference thus ‘Whatever perfection 18 1n the effect must
nlso nppear 1n the cause, after the same manner 1if the agent and
the eftect are of the same kind (unwocal) (thus man begets man), or
In a more eminent, that 18 to say excellent, way, 1f the agent 18 of
another kind (equitocal)’ TDescartes says !By the obyective reality
of an wdea, I mean the entity or being of the thing represented by
the 1dea, 1n so far as this entity 18 1n the 1dea, and 1n the same way
we may speak of an objective perfection or an objective design, &c
For all that we conceive as being 1n the objects of 1deas 1s objectively
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39 Now as this substance 1s a sufficient reason of all
this variety of particulars, which are also connected
together throughout ; there i3 only one God, and this God
15 sufficrent ™

40. We may also hold that this supreme substance,
which 18 unique, universal "' and necessary, nothing out-

o1 by repiesentation 1n the 1deas themselves The same things are
sa1d to be formally 1n the ob)ects of the ideas, when they exist 1n
the objects just s we conceive them to exist , and they are said
to be eminently 1n the objects, when they do not really exist as we
concelve them, but when they are so great that Lheir cxcellence
makes up for this defect’ Reponses aux Deuriemes Objections
Rasons qur prouveni Ueristence de Drew, 11 and 1v, ef note on this
distinction 1n Vertch’s Translation of Deseartcs  * Formally' as opposed
to * object:nely” 18 almost equivalent to our ‘objectively’ (as opposed to
tsubjectinely ') or 'veally’ (as opposed to ‘in ulka’) As opposed
to emwnently, formally 18 secundum eandem formam et rationen:, while
eminentiy 18 gradu or modo emineniior:

@ That 18 to say, all paiticular things are connected together
in one system, which implies one princple, one necessary
substance, one God The argument 13 not merely from the
existonce of order 1n the world to the existence of nn intelligence
which produces this o1der, but from the fuct that the whole forms
one system to the eXistence of one ultimate sufficient 1eason of the
whole  Otheiwise there might be valious * orders’ or *disorders”
in conflict with one another, each pile-supposing 1ty own first
principle or ‘God’ This 18 Leibmiz's foim of the Cusmological
proof of the existence of God.

% {Universal’ 1n the sense of being equally the cause or first
principle of all things The whole spirit of Leibniz's philosophy 1s
opposed to the supposition of a universal substance or spirit, of
which all particular substances are merely modes Thus 1n the
Considerations sur la Doctrine d'un Esprit Universel (1702) he endeavours
to refute the view that ‘ there 18 but one spirit, which 1s universal
and which animates the whole universe and all 1ls paits, each
according to its structure and according to the organs 1t possesses,
as the same blast of wind produces a varlety of sounds from
different organ-pipes’ or that ‘ the universal spirit 14 like an ocean
composed of an 1nfinite number of drops, which aie sepaiated from
it when they amimate some particular organic body and which are
reunited with their ocean after the destruction of the organism ’
This 18 ‘the view of Spinoza and of other similar authors, who will
have 1t that there 1s only one substance, viz God, who thinks,
believes and wills one thing 1n me, and who thinks, believes and
wills quite the opposite 1n some one else—an opinion the absurdity
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s1de of it being independent of 1t,—this substance, which
18 a pure sequence of possible being, must be 1lhinntable
and must contain as much reality as is possible *.

41 Whence 1t follows that God 1s absolutely perfect ,
for perfection 1s nothing but amount of positive realty,
in the strict sense, leaving out of account the limits or
bounds 1n things which are limited And where there
a1e no bounds, that 1s to say in God, perfeclion 1s abso-
lutely infinite  (T'heod. 22, Pref |[E 469a, G v1 27])

42 It follows also that created beings derive their
perfections from the influence of God,“but that then
mnperfections come from thewr own nature, which 1s
incapable of being without limits  For 1t 1s 1n this that
they differ from God®. An instance of this orginal
umperfection of created beings may be seen 1n the natural
wnertia of bodies ®. (Theod zo, 27-30, 153, 167, 377 8qq )

of which M Bayle has well shown 1in several places 1 his
dictionaiy’ (E 178 a, 181 b, 182 2, G v1 529, 535, 537)

% As God 18 the sufficient reason of all, nothing is independent
of Him But 1f His possibility were 1n any way limited, 1t must
be by some possibility outside and independent of Him Con-
sequently His possibility cannot be lhimited And unlimited possi-
bility means unlimited reality and unlimited existence For that
which 1s possible must be real, unless there 13 something else with
which 1t 15 not compossible, that 15 to say, unless there 18 some other
possible thing, whose nature limits 1t Cf § 54 and Intioduction,
Part u p 63 The argument 1n this and the following sections
will become clear 1f we keep 1n view the 1dea which Leibniz seeks
constantly to emphasize 1n every department of thought, namely
that possibility or potentiality 1s never a mere empty capacity,
a tabula rasa, a polenta nuda, but always, 1n however small a degree,
a tendency to realization, which 1s kept back only by other simila:
tendencies Thisis what 18 meant by the ‘claims’ and ‘aspirations’
of the Monads, mentioned 1n §§ 5r and 54 .

® Created beings must be essentinlly hmited, otherwise they
would not be created, but would be 1dentical with God In the
Theodiede Leibniz (following the Scholastic principle, bonum habet
causam ¢fficientem, malum auterm d¢ficientem), uses this as a hypothesis
by which to remove from God the 1esponsibility for the existence
of evil The origin of evil 1s the essential 1mperfection of created
substances, and God 1s the cause only of the perfection or positive
reality of created things

“ This sentence 12 not given by E 1t seems to Liave been added
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43 It is farther true that in God there is not only the
source of existences but also that of essences, in so far as
they are real, that is to say, the source of what is real in
the possible”. For the understanding of God 1s the
region of eternal truths or of the ideas on which they
depend ®, and without Him there would be nothing resal
in the possibilities of things, and not only would there
be nothing in existence, but nothing would even be
possible, (Theod 20)

by Leibniz in revising the first copy of the Monadology G gives it
1n a foot-note The natural mmertia of a body 1s 1ts passivity or
that 1n 1t which limits 1ts activity  So far as the passivity of the
body 18 real (1 e neot & mere appearance to us), 1t consists of confused
perception But God 1s actus purus, entirely without passivity, and
His peiceptions are all peirfectly clear and distinet

™ That 19 to say, God 1s not only the source of all actual existence,
but also the source of all potentia]l existence, of all that tends to
exist  *What 1s real 1n the possible’ 18 its tendency to exist In
4 sense, 'essences’ or ‘possible’ things are independent of God
He does not create them as essences. They are the objects of Hais
understanding, and ‘He 153 not the author of His own under-
standing’ (Thcodicre, § 380, E 614 b, G v1 341" The nature of
vssences or possibilities 1s determined solely by the principle of
contradiction And yet, 1n another sense, they may be said to be
dependent upon God, inasmuch as they are all expressions of His
nature 1n one or another aspect or with particular limitations
His freedom, however, extends only to a choice of those which
shall actually exist, and this choice 15 determined by His wisdom
and His goodness, having regard to the nature of the ‘essences’
themselves ‘Without Him there would be nothing «n ezistence,”
for the existence of things 13 the result of His will, His choice
‘Without Him nothing would be possible,’ for all that 1s possible
18 the object of His understanding, and as His understnnding 1s
perfect (1 e entirely free from confusion 1n i1ts perceptions), its
object must be the ultimate nature of things, that 1s, the very
vssence of God Himself Thus in § 44 Leibniz practically 1dentifies
essences’ or ‘possibilities’ with ‘eternal truths ° Cf. Introduction,
Partn p 66

® Leibniz connects this pnit of his =ystem with Plato's world
of 1deas He mentions as one of the ‘many most excellent doctrines
of Plato’ that ‘there 13 1n the Divine mind an intelhgible world
which I also am wont to call the region of 1deas’ Emstola ad
Hanschaum (1707), E 445D
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44. For®if there 1s a reality 1n essences or possibilities,
or rather 1n eteinal truths, this reality must needs be
founded in something existing and actual, and conse-
quently 1n the existence of the necessary Being, 1n whom
essence 1nvolves existence, or in whom to be possible 1s
to be actual ™, (Theod 184-189, 335.)

45. Thus God alone (or the necessary Being) has this
prerogative that He must necessanly exist, 1if He 1s pos-
sible And as nothing can interfere with the possibility
of that which 1nvolves no Iimits, no negation and conse-
quently no contradiction, this [His possibility] 1s sufficient
of itself to make known the existence of God a prion
‘We have thus proved it, through the reality of eternal
truths. But a little while ago™ we proved 1t also a poste-
riort, since there exist contingent beings, which can have
therr final or sufficient reason only 1n the necessary Being
which has the reason of its existence 1n itself

46 We must not, however, 1magine, as some do, that
eternal truths, being dependent on God, are arbitrary
and depend on His will, as Descartes ™, and afterwards=

® G reads car, E cependant

™ See Appendix G, p 274 " §§ 36-39

"3 Cf Descartes, Lettrs au Pere Mersenne Cousin’s ed, vol, vi
p 109) !The metaphysical truths which you call eternal have been
established by God and are entirely dependent upon Him, lLike
all other created things, Indeed, to say that these truths are
1ndependent of God 1s to speak of God as a Jupiter or a Saturn and
to subject Him to Styx and the Fates God has established
these laws 1n nature, just as a king establishes laws in his
kingdom * Cf loc cit, p 103 'We cannot without blasphemy say
that the truth of anything precedes the knowledge which God has
of 1t, for 1n God willing and knowing are one’ Elsewhere he says
that God was perfectly free to make 1t untrue that the three angles
of a triangle should be equal to two right-angles As early as 1671.
1n a letter to Honoratus Fabry, Leibniz writes !If truths and the
natures of things are dependent on the choiee of God, I do not see
how knowledge [scientia] or even will can be attributed to Him
For will certainly presupposes some understanding. since no one
can will except 1n view of some good [sub ratione boni]. But under-
standing presupposes something that can be understood, that 1=
to say, some nature. But if all natures are the result of will,
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M Poiret™, appear to have held. That is true only of
contingent truths, of which the principle 1s fitness [con-
venance] ™ or choice of the best, whereas necessary truths
depend solely on His understanding and aie 1its inne
object (Theod 180-184, 185, 335, 351, 380.)

47. Thus God alone 1s the primary unmty or original
sunple substance, of which all created or derivative
Monads are products and have their birth, so to speak,
through continual fulgurations™ of the Divimity from

understanding also will be the result of will How, then, does
will presuppose understanding?’ (G 1v 259) The point was
much discussed by the Scholastics, with special reference to the
question whether or not the moral law 13 independent of the will
of God. Descartes’s view 1s 1n harmony with that of Duns Scotus,
while Leibniz follows Thomas Aquinas  For Descartes, the Divine
and the human understanding differ 1n kind for Leibniz they
differ merely 1n degiee

" Pierre Powret (1646-1719), a Calvinist mamster, who held
a charge 1in the Duchy of Zweibrucken, 1n the Rhine Palatinate
He was at first a Cartesian and published a book, Cogitation s
rationales de Deo, Anyma et Malo, which Bayle attacked Aftelwards
he came under the influence of Antoinette Bourignon, the Dutch
religious enthusiast, whose hfe he wrote and whose views he
expounded at very great length  This influence led him to
attack Cartesianism with much fervour, and lie 18 now remembered
as a mystie rather than as a philosopher

™ By comenance 18 meant mutual conformity, of such a kind that
things *fit 1nto’ one another 1n the most perfect way Thus the
principle of convenance or of the best 15 what we should now call
the 1dea of system With Leibniz 1t 18 the same as the prineiple
of sufficient reason, which 1s the principle of conditioned, as distinct
from unconditional reality or truth Cf note 85

s That 1s to say, ‘flashings " or 'sudden emanations ' ! God 1s the
primary centre from which all else emanates’ (G 1v 553). Cf the
Stoie 7évos which Cleanthes calls a ‘stroke of fire’ (wAnyi) mupés),
Frag 76 The relation of God to the other Monads 1s the crux of
Leibniz's philosophy He wishes to maintain both the individuality
of the Monuds and their essential unity with God Thus he seems
to take fulguration as a middle teim between cteation and emana-
tion ‘Creation” would mean too complete a severance between God
and the other Monads, *emanation’ would mean too complete an
1dentity between them ‘Fulguration’ means that the Monad 1
not nbsolutely created out of nothing nor, on the other hand,
merely a mode or an absolutely necessary product of the Divine
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moment to moment, hhmited by the receptivity of the
created being, of whose essence 1t 18 to have limits (Zheod.
382-391, 398, 395.)

48. In God there 18 Power, which is the source of all,
also Knowledge, whose content is the vaiiety of the 1deas,
and finally Wzll, which makes changes or products
according to the principle of the best™ (Théod. 7, 149,

nature, but that 1t 1= a possibility tending to realize itself, yet
requiring the assistance, choice or will of God to set 1t free from
the counteracting influence of opposite possibilities. As a possibility
1t has essential limits (1 e 1t 15 not entirely perfect, actus purus),
but 1t 18 ready to spring or ‘flash’ 1nto being, at the will of God
If there were no choice of God, possibilities would sumply counteraet
one anothen  But His choice means no more than the removal of
hindiances to development, 1n the case of certain 'elect’ possi-
Ilities Creation adds no new being to the universe, and yet 1t
1s not emanation, 1n the sense of a mere modification of the one
Eternal Being Thus the fcontinual fulgurations’ of Leibmiz
are to be distinguished from the ! continual creation’ of Descartes
According to Leibniz, conservation 15 not, as with Descartes,
1 miraculous renewal of the existence of things from moment
to moment, an absolute re-creation constantly repeated, but 1t 1s
the continuance of the activity, choice or will of God, by which
certain possible things were set free to exist and through which
\one they can persist The successive states of any being are
neither completely independent of one another, so that at each
moment there 18 a4 new creation (Descartes), nor are they so
absolutely dependent on one another that each proceeds from 1its
predecessor by a logical or mathematical necessity (Spinoza), but
they are connected together 1n a sequence which has 1ts ground
1n the nature of the being, so that each 1s automatically unfolded
from 1ts predecessor according to a regular law, provided that God
chooses to allow this unfolding The ‘ continual fulgurations’ are
the continual exercise of God's will in allowing the Monads of the
actual world to unfold or develop their ngture Cf On the ultumate
Orgwnation of Things, p 344

" In the Theodicee (§ 150, E 549a; G v1 199) Leihmiz hints at
a connexion between this characterization of God’s nature and the
doctrine of the Trinity ‘Some have even thought that there 1s 1n
these three perfections of God a hidden reference to the Holy
Trnmity that power has reference to the Father, that 13 to say, to
the Godhead [Dimmtd], wisdom to the eternal Word, which 1s
called Adyosr by the most sublime of the evangelsts, and will or
love to the Holy Spint.”
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150.) These characteristics correspond to what in the
created Monads forms the ground or basis 7, to the faculty
of Perception and to the faculty of Appetition. Butin God
these attributes are absolutely infinite or perfect , and in
the created Monads or the Entelechues (or perfectihabiae
as Hermolaus Baibarus translated the word *) there are
only 1mitations of these attributes, according to the degree
of perfection of the Monad. (Theod 87.)

49 A created thing 1s said to act outwardly ™ 1n so far
as 1t has perfection, and to suffer [or be passwe, pitur] 1n
relation to another, 1n so far as 1t 1s imperfect Thus
actwity [actwn) 18 attributed to a Monad, 1n so far asit has
distinet perceptions, and passinty [passion] 1n so far as its
perceptions are confused (Theod 32, 66, 386 )

50 And one created thing is more perfect than another,
1n this, that there 1s found 1n the more perfect that which
serves to explain a priorr what takes place 1n the less
perfect, and 1t 18 on this account that the former 1s said to
act upon the latter *.

7 Leibniz does not elsewhere discriminate three elements 1n the
creatzd Monad, and we must not suppose that the ‘ground or
basis’ 18 anything 1n 1tself, apart from the two 'faculties.” Leibniz
wishes to emphasze the view that the Monad, whether created
or uncreated, 1s essentially force or activity, manifesting itself in
perception and appetition,

™ Perfectthabwa (from perfecte and habeo) was formed to ecorrespond
to évredéxen (from évrerds and éxew) Cf note 32 Hermolaus
Barbarus or Ermolao Barbaro (1454-1493) was an Italian scholar
who endeavoured, by means of translations of Aristotle and of the
Anstotehan commentanes of Themistius, to make known the true
Arnstotelian doctrine as against the degenerate forms which
Scholasticism had given 1t He came of a Venetian family and
was Professor of Philosophy at Padua, where he lectured on
Aristotle’s Ethucs

™ Of course, no Monad really does act outside 1itself. This 18
merely Leibniz's explanation of what we mean when we speak of
outward action, Just as the Copernican system explains what we
mean when we speak of ‘sunrise’ and ‘sumnset,” though the sun
neither 'rises’ nor ‘sets’

® Thus the explanation or reason of an event 18 1ts actual cause_
This connects 1tself with Leibniz’s view that the existence ot
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51 But in sumple substances the influence of one
Monad upon another is only ideal, and 1t can have 1ts
effect only through the mediation of God, 1n so fa1 as in
the 1deas of God any Monad rightly claims that God, in
regulating the others from the beginning of things, should
have regard to it. For since one created Monad cannot
have any physical influence upon the inner bemng of
another, it 18 only by this means that the one can be
dependent upon the other . (Theod 9, 54, 65, 66, zo1.
Abregé, Object. 3.)

52 Accordingly, among created things, activities and
passivities are mutual. For God, comparing two simple
substances, finds in each reasons which oblige Him to
adapt the other to 1t *%, and consequently what is active 1n
certain respects 18 passive from another point of view® ;

4 thing arises solely from the liberating of 1ts essential nctivities,
and that the Monads claim existence 1n proportion to their per-
fection, that 1s to say, to the distinctness of their perceptionma.
Cause and effect are relative every created Monad 15 both at
once God alone 1s pure cause or renson (acfus purus) Cause =
relative activity = relative distinctness of perception This may
instructively be compaled and contrasted with the views of
Berkeley and Hume regarding cause and ‘necessary connexion.’
See Introduction Part in p 105 Cf also Spinoza, Ethics, Part 1
Def 1 and 2, and Prop 1, 2 and 3

" We have here the principle of the Pre established Harmony
(further referred to 1n §§ 80 and 81) It 18 a harmony or mutual
compatibility 1n the very nature of things, anterior to their
ceation  Its perfection 1n the actual world 1s the ground of God’s
choice of that world, and thus 1t 18 not 1n any sense a created
harmony  In this respect 1t differs from every form of Occa-
wionalikm  See Introduction, Part 1 pp 39 sqq

* No two simple substances are exactly the same, yet all represent
the same universe Therefore a perception which 18 comparatively
distinet 1n one must be comparatively confused in another or
others, and whatever changes take pluce 1n one must be acenm-
panied by corresponding changes in the others. Thus each fits
into the others

¥ Leibniz's expression here 1s pownt de consderation  But he
generally uses the phrase point de vue, which he introduced as
8 regular term in philosophical literature It need hardly be
remarked that the term has a peculiar importance_in Leibmiz's
philosophy
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actwe 1n so far as what we distinctly know 1n 1t serves to
explain [rendre raison de] what takes place 1n another, and
passwe in so far as the explanation [rawson) of what takes
place in it 18 to be found 1n that which is distinctly known
in another (Theod 66.)

53. Now, as in the Ideas of God there is an infimte
number of possible universes, and as only one of them
can be actual, theie must be a sufficient reason for the
choice of God, which leads Him to decide upon one rather
than another™. (Zhéod 8, 10, 44, 173, 196 sqq, 223,

414-416.)

54. And this reason can be found only in the fitness
(convemance], or in the degrees of perfection, that these
worlds possess *, since each possible thing has the right
to aspire to existence in proporfion to the amount of per-
fection 1t contains in germ *. (Zheod. 74, 167, 350, 201,
130, 352, 345 %49., 354 )

™ See Introduction, Part 11. p 65

® See Monadology, note 74. God 18 not compelled by an absolute,
metaphysical necessity, but ‘inclined’ by a moral necessity to create
the world which, as one harmonious system, 1s the best. The
distinction between moral necessity and absolute compulsion is of
Scholastic origin  ‘Possible things are those which do not 1nvolve
n contradiction  Actual things are nothing but the possible things
whach, all things considered, are the best. Therefore things which
are less perfect are not on that account impossible ; for we must
distinguish between the things which God can do and these He
wills to do He can do everything, He wills to do the best’
Emstole ad Bernouwlhum (1699), (G Math 1. 574).

* This aspiration to existence is the tendency to pass into
existence and to proceed from confused to distinct perceptions,
which makes the ‘possible’ things of Leibniz real essences as
distinet from purely indeterminate capacities Possibilities, accord-
ing to Leibniz, are never quite empty - they are always realities 1n
germ. Cf notes 64 and 67. 'From the very fact that there exists
something rather than nothing, we must recognize that 1n possible
things, or 1n possibility or essence 1tself, there 1s a certain need of
existence [erigenfiam existentiae] or (8o to speak) a certain aspiration
to ex1st, and, 1n a word, that essence by itself tends to existence.
‘Whenece 1t further follows that all poasible things, 1 e. things
expressing essence or possible reality, tend with equal right to
existence 1n proportion to the guantity of essence or reality they

R
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55 Thus the actual existence of the best that wisdom
makes known to God 1s due to this, that His goodnesw~
makes Him choose it, and His power makes Him produce
it* (Theod. 8, 78, 8o, 84, 119, 204, 206, 208. Abrege,
Object. 1 and 8.)

56 Now this connexion or adaptation of all created
things to each and of each to all, means that each simple
substance has relations which express all the others, and
consequently, that 1t 1s & perpetual living marror of the
umverse * (Theod. 130, 360.)

57. And as the same town, locked at from various sides
appears quite different and becomes as 1t were numerous
mn aspects [perspectivement], even so, as a result of the
nfinite number of simple substances, 1t 18 as if there
were so many different universes, which, nevertheless are
nothing but aspects [perspectives] of a single universe,
according to the special point of view of each Monad ™.
(Theéod. 147)

contain or to their degree of perfection, for perfection 13 nothing
but quantity of essence” Ultunate Orginatim of Things, p 340

¥ This section states bilefly the prineiples of Leibniz's Optimumm,
which are fully expounded and defended in the Theodicce. A world
entirely free from evil would be 1ndistinguishable from God
Hamself The evil of the world arises entirely frum the essential
lhmitations of created things—theirr himitations as essences or
porsibilities.  Consequently evil 18 not created by God , but He
creates the universe 1n whach there 1s the least amount of evil that
18 possible in any system of things

% Cf Nicholas of Cusa, Dialogs de ludo globs (1454-59 ,1 157 A
¢The whole 15 reflected in all the parts, all things keep their own
Telation [Aabitudo] and proportion to the universe’ Also De doctu
wmorantiz (144a),1 11 ¢ Visible things are 1mages of the 1nvisible,
and the Creator can be seen and known by the creatures as 1n
& murror darkly [quus: 1n speculo ot aenrgmate].’

® The ! point of view’ of each Monad 1s its body But we must
not give a spatial meaning to the expression, as if the Monad’s
point of view depended on 1ts having this or that position 1n
space  For the Monad 1s absolutely non-spatial, and the nature of
1ta body depends on the degree of confusedness (or distinctness)
of 1ts perceptions Thus to say that the hody 18 the point of view
of the soul means sumply that the particular way 1n which the soul
represents o1 perceives the universe 18 determined by the dogree
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58. And by this means there is obtained as great
variety as possible, along with the greatest possible order;
that 1s to say, 1t is the way to get as much perfection as
posaible ®°.  (Théod 120, 124, 241 8qQq, 214, 243, 275.)

59. Besides, no hypothesis but this (which I venture to
call proved) fittingly exalts the greatness of God, and
this Monsieur Bayle recognized when, 1n his Dictionary
(article Rorarwus™), he raised objections to 1it, 1n which

of distinctness of 1ts perceptions Cf. Theodices, § 357 (E 607 b;
G w1 327) ‘The projections of perspective, which, 1n the caze of
the circle, are the same as the Conic Sections, show that one and
the same circle can be represented by an ellipse, by a parabola
and by a hyperbola, and even by another circle, by a straight line
and by a point. Nothing seems more different, nothing more
unlike, than these figures, and yet there 15 an exact relation
between them, point for point Thus 1t must be recogmized that
each soul represents to itself the universe, according to 1ts point of
view and by a relation peculiar to itself, but in this there always
continues to be a perfect harmony ’

% For Leibniz the highest perfection 18 the most complete unity
or order 1n the greatest variety The Monads have the most
complete unity, because the essence of each consists 1n 1epresenting
the sBame universe, while they have the greatest vanety, because
the points of view from which they represent it are infinitely
various. ‘For a world to be possible, 1t 1s enough that 1t should
have intelligibility , but 1n order to exist 1t must have a pre-
eminence [prevalence] 1n 1ntelligibility or order, for there 1s order 1n
proportion as there 18 much to distinguish 1n a manifold [muliuude].’
Lettre @ Bourguet (1712°) (E 7:18b, G 11 558).

" See note 29 Bayle compares Leihniz’s theory to the sup-
position that a ship might be constructed of such a kind that
entirely by itself, without captain or crew, 1t could sail from place
to place for years on cnd, accommodating 1itself to varying winds,
avoiding shoals, casting and weighing anchor, seeking a lLaven
when necessary and doing all that a noimal ship can He admits
that the omnipotence of God could give such a power to a ship, but
he maintains that the natuie of the ship would make 1t 1mpossible
for 1t to receive such a power. And *‘however infinite be the
knowledge and power of God, He cannot, by means of a machine
which lacks a certain part, do that which requires the help of that
part’ Thus Bayle argues against the possibility of complete
spontaneity in the Monads, and consequently maintains that the
Deus ez maching 18 1nvolved i1n Leibniz's Pre-established Harmony
quite as much as 1n Oceasionalism.
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indeed he was inclined to think that I was attributing too
much to God—more than 1t 18 possible to attribute But
he was unable to give any reason which could show the
impossibility of this universal harmony, according to
which every substance exactly expresses all others through
the relations 1t has with them.

6o. Further, 1n what I have just said there may be
seen the reasons ¢ priort why things could not be othei-
wise than they are. For God 1n regulating the whole has
had regard * to each part, and in particular to each Monad,
whose nature being to represent, nothing can confine it to
the representing of only one part of things; though 1b1s
true that this representation 1s merely confused as regards
the variety of particular things [le detail] 1n the whole
umverse, and can be distinet only as regards a small part
of things, namely, those which are either nearest or
greatest ® in relation to each of the Monads; otherwise
each Monad would be a deity. It 1s not as regards their
object, but as regards the different ways in whica they
have knowledge of their object, that the Monads are
Iimited™ In a confused way they all stiive after
|vont @] the infinite, the whole®; but they are limited
and differentiated through the degrees of theiwr distinet
perceptions

61. And compounds are in this respect analogous with

" S0 G E reads ‘lias a regard’ [a un egard]

" If the Monads are non-spatial, how can we speak of anything
bewng nearest or greatest 1n relation to a Monad ? Every Monad
has a body of some kind and this body 18 confusedly perceived as
spatial 1n 1tself and 1n relation to other bodies, though reaily 1t 1s
nothing but an aggregate of non-spatial Monads When therefore
1t 18 said that certain things are neal or great in relation to
# Monad, what 18 mmeant 18 that they ai1e near or great 1n relation
to the body of the Monad.

" That 15 to say, thought 1n the widest sense, conscious or un-
consclous, :8 himited only by 1tself there can be nothing that 13
not an object of thought, more or less adequate, Contrast with
this the position of Kant See Introduction, Part 1v, pp 178 sqq

%5 Cf Nicholas of Cusa, Dualogus de Genest (1447) 72b ¢ All
things seek the same, which 18 something absolute.’
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[symbolisent avec ™) mumple substances. For all 1s 2 plenum
(and thus all matter 18 connected together) and in the
plenum every motion has an effect upon distant bodies in
proportion to their distance, so that each body not only 1s
affected by those which are in contact with 1t and 1n some
way feels the effect of everything that happens to them,
but also is mediately affected by bodies adjoining those
with which 1t itself 1s 1n 1immediate contact. Wherefore
1t follows that this inter-communication of things extends
to any distance, however great. And consequently every
body feels the effect of all that takes place in the uni-
verse, so that he who sees all might read 1n each what 1s
happening everywhere, and even what has happened or
chall happen, observing in the present that which is
far off as well 1n time as 1n place oJumowa wdvra, 88
Hippocrates said ” But a soul can read in 1tself only

" The expression ‘symbolize’ suggests the f calculus’ 1dea which
1s 8o continually 1n Leibniz’s mind As numbers are symbols of
the things numbered, and we make accurate calculations without
referring at every step to the particular things for which our
symbols stand, so 1n general unanalyzed thoughts may be symbols
of their mmple elements. In the same way compound things are
symbols of the simple substances which ecompose them What 1s
percerved confusedly 1n compounds 18 not 4 mere 1llusion but an
imperfect representation or symbol of the real characteristics of
sunple substances Thus, 1 this section, Leibnmiz would say that
the spatial or material plenum (which 13 a confused perception of
ours) 18 a symbol of the infinite (or perfectly complete) series of
Monads, which has no gaps, since the Monads differ from one
another by infinitely small degrees Simalarly, the material action
and re-action throughout the universe, such that a change at any
one point affects every other, 15 a symbol of the Pie-established
Harmony among the Monads And, again, the fact that every-
thing that happens, has happened or shall happen 1n the universe
might be read in any one body 18 & symbol of the representative
character of each Monad as 1deally containing the whole within
itself. It 1s because they are thus symbolic that the phenomena
of the material world are phenomena bene fundata,

" Fjumvoin (the noun) 1s probably a corruption from ovumvoa (the
ndjective), ‘1n agreement,” lit ‘breathing together,” conspirantia.
Leibniz makes the same quotation 1n the New Essays, Introduction,
P 373 He there translates the phrase by the words ‘tout sst
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that which 18 there represented distinetly , it cannot all at
once unroll everything that 1s enfolded im it ®, for its
complexity is infinite *.

conspiwant.” The mistake may be due to an unperfect recollection
of the phrase in Hippocrates {dppota uia, fVunvoiauia, fuumaféa
mavra, (D¢ Alumento, ¢, Lattré, @uvres d’Hippocrate, vol 1X p 106)
Cf Plutarch, De fato, 574 E . 70 ¢pvae Brokeiabar 7évde Tov xdopoy
abumvouvy, kal cvpmalij, abrdv abry dvrea For a later statement of the
same position, see Fichte, Werke, n 178 sqq ‘In every moment
of her duration, nature 1s one connected whole 1n every moment
each part must be what 1t 15, because all the others are what they
are . . . You cannot conceive even the position of a grain of sand
other than 1t 18 1n the present without being compelled to concerve
the whole 1ndefinite past as having been other than 1t has been,
and the whole indefinite future other than it will be I am
what I am because 1n this conjuncture of the great whole of nature
only such, and no other, was possible, and a spirit who could look
thiough the secrets of nature would, fiom knowing one single man,
be able distinctly to declare what men had formerly existed and
what men would exist at any future moment , 1n ore 1ndividual he
would cognize all real indivaduals, My connexion, then, with the
whole of nature 1s that which determines what I have been, am,
and shall be, and the same spirit would be able, from any poasible
moment of my existence, to discover 1nfallibly what 1 had been
and what I was to become’ (Trans by Prof Adamson, Philosophy
of Kanl, p 221.]

“® E reads ses régles G reads ses replis  The latter phrase 13 used
1n the Prociples of Nature and of Grace, § 13

¥ Cf Leibnitiana, Dutens, vol vi Part 1 p 332. ‘I admit that
after death we do not at first 1emember what we were, for this 1
neither naturally right no1 in accordance with the fitness of things
[#e proprc ni bienseant dans la nature] Nevertheless I believe that
whatever has once happened to the soul 18 eternally impiinted
upon 1t, although it does mot at all times come back to us in
memory , just as we know a number of things which we do not
always recollect, unless something suggests them and makes us
think about them Foi who can remember all things? But since
1n nature nothing 1s futile and nothing 1s lost, but everything
tends to perfection and maturity, each 1mage our soul receives will
ultimately become one [un tout] with the things which are to come,
so that we shall be able to see all as 1n a mirror and thence to
derive that which we shall find to be more fitted to satisfy us
Whence 1t follows that the more virtuous we have been and the
more good deeds we have done, the more shall we have of joy and
satisfaction
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6z Thus, although each created Monad represents the
whole universe, 1t represents more distinctly the body
which specially pertains to it, and of which 1t is the
entelechy '°, and as this body expresses the whole uni-
verse through the connexion of all matter in the plenum,
the soul also represents the whole universe 1n repiesenting
this body, which belongs to 1t 1n a special way (Theod.
400.)

63 The body belonging to a Monad (which 1s its
entelechy or 1ts soul) constitutes along with the ente-
lechy what may be called a lLung bemng, and along with
the soul what 18 called an animal'”. Now this body of
a living being or of an animal 1s always organic, for, ag
every Monad is, in 1ts own way, a mirror of the universe,
and as the universe 1s ruled according to a perfect order,
there must also be order in that which represents it, i. e.
in the perceptions of the soul, and consequently there
must be order in the body, through which the universe
15 represented in the soul . (Théod 403.)

™ Sce note 32 The entelechy or soul 18 at once the final cause
of the body and the power which controls it or the force which
icts through 1t As dominant Monad, the soul has more cleaily
the perceptions which are relatively confused in the Monads
implied by the body The soul 1s thua relatively the perfection of
the body. And similarly, 1in the soul 18 to be read the reason
(1 e. the distinet perception) of what takes place in the body, and
1t 18 theirefore the activily or farece of the body. Cf Introduction,
Part 111 p 110

M See § 19 Leibniz uses the term hwing being not as including
all beings which have life, but specifically with reference only to
those whose dominant Monad 15 unconscious, while 1n the animal
(n3 davtinet from the living berng) the dominant Monad has con-
sciousness and memory

""" Thus order and organmsm are conceived by Leibniz under the
idea of an infinite series of elements, each diffecring from its
neighbour to an infinitely small extent The Monad-seiles of the
universe extending from God td the lowest of Monads, 15 reflected
m the structure of the individual organism, extending from the
dominant Monad downwards, and that agamm 1s reflected 1n the
“eries of perceptions within each Monad 1tzelf, extending fiom
the most distinet perceptions to which 1t has attained down to the
most nbscure
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64. Thus the organic body of each living being is a kind
of divine machine or natural automaton, which infinitely
surpasses all artificial automata For a machine made by
the skill of man 1s not a machine'” in each of its parts.
For instance, the tooth of a brass wheel has parts or
fragments which for us are not artificial products, and
which do not have the special characteristics of the
machine, for they give no indication of the use for which
the wheel was intended But the machines of nature,
namely, living bodies, are still machines in their smallest
parts ad wnfinibum ' It is this that constitutes the dif-

103 3 @ not a machine made by man From another point of view,
as a product of nature, 1t 15 (a5 this section says) a machine 1n 1t~
smallest parts, for 1n reality all bodies are living bodies. Thus the
words ‘ for us’ 1n the next sentence of this seclion were added by
Leibniz 1n a revision of his original manuscript, evidently 1n ordex
to suggoest that while the fragments of the wheel are not products
of * human art,” they are yet products of ‘divine art’

w4 Cf Lettrea M I'Eiéque de Meauz (Bossuet) (1692), (Foucher de
Careil, 1 277, Dutens, 1 531) ‘The machines of nature are
machines throughout, however small a part of them we take, or
rather the least part is itself an infinite world, which even
expresses 1n 1ts own way all that there 18 i1n the rest of the
universe That passes our 1magination, yet we know that 1t must
be =0, and all that infinitely infinite variety 18 animated 1n all 1ts
parts by a constructive [archilectoniqus] wisdom that 18 more than
infinite It may be said that there 1s Harmony, Geometry, Meta-
physics, and, so to speak, Ethics [morals] everywhere, and (what
18 BUrpriging) in one sense each substance acts spontaneously as
1independent of all other created things, while 1in another sense, all
others compel 1t to adapt itself to them ; so that 1t may he paid
that all nature 1s full of miracles, but miracles of reason, miracles
which become miracles 1n virtue of their being rational, 1n a way
which amazes us  For the reasons of things follow one another 1n
an 1nfinite succession [s'y pousse & un progres wnfim], so that our
mind while 1t sees that things must be so, cannot follow so as to
compiehend Formerly people admired nature without wur any
way undeciptanding it, and that was supposed to be the mght
thing to do  Latterly they have begun to think nature so easy to
understand that they have developed a contempt for 1t, and some
of the new philosophers even encourage themseclves 1n 1dleness by
mmagining that they know enough about nature already ° See also
Introduction, Part 111 p 108
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ference between nature and art, that 1s to say, between the
divine art and ours ', (Theod. 134, 146, 194, 403.)

65. And the Author of nature has been able to employ
this divine and infinitely wonderful power of art, because
each portion of matter is not only infinitely divisible, as
the ancients observed %, but is also_actually subdivided
without end ', each part into fuither parts, of which

19 Cf Nicholas of Cusa, Idiotae Libr: quaiuor, 111 2,824 ' Humanar
arfes 1magines Dwinae artis’

1% See Aristotle, Phys, Z, 9, 239Y 5. OV ydp ovyxerrar 5 xpdvos éx
v viv diiapérav, Gomcp ob8 dAAo péyebos obdéy Cf Phys, Z, 1, 231"
18, Z, 4 (73 8¢ perafdAdov dwav dvdyim Biaperdy elvar) , Do Caels, T, 1,
298P 33 See also Bayle’s Diclionary, article * Zeno,” notes F and G

17 Cf. Reponse a la lsftre de M Foucher (16g3), (E 118b ; G 1
416) !‘There 13 no part of matter which 1s not, I do not say
divisible, but actually divided, and consequently the smallest
particle must be considered as a world filled with an i1nfimty of
different creatures’ The paradox 1n such statements as these
arises from the way 1n which Leibniz speaks of matter as composed
of non-spatial elements Leibniz regards matter as a mere aggregate
and as therefore not ufself a real substance But he never explains
what he means by an aggregate of Monads, each of which 1s non-
quantitative Again 1t may be asked whether a real whole can
consist of an infinite number of real parts® Does not infinite
divisibility mean that it 18 1mpossible to bring to an end the
enumeration of parts, because the relation of whole to parts 1s so
indefinite that we have no means of determining what exactly
18 o part? Thus the term ‘infinite” here means that the process
of divislon 1s one which ean never be completed Consequently
1t seems self-contradictory to speak of things as !actually sub-
divided without end’ or infinitely. (Cf Kant's Crifiqgue of Pure
Reason, Fust and Second Antinomies See also Bosanquet’s Logic,
vol 1. pp 1728qq ) It was Euler, the mathematician, who first
brought this eriticism against Leibniz, saying that the emistence
of units 1n the shape of Monades 1mplies the fimte diviaibility ot
matier, while Leibniz at the same time maintains its infimite
divimbility  (Zettres @ une Princesse d’Alemagne (1761), Brewster's
Trans, vol 11 pp 308qq) Euler's argument 1s directed mainly
against the Wolffian adaptation of Leibniz's position  Leibniz
might reply that matter as 1nfinitely divisible, 18 a mere pheno-
menon, resulting from an actual infimty of real Monads But
even 1n this explanation the 1dea of ‘1nfinite’ seems to be used 1n
two opposite senses (1) 88 equivalent to ‘incapable of completion,’
(2) a8 equivalent to ‘absolutely complete.’
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each has some motion of its own ; otherwise it would be
impossaible for each portion of matter to express the whole
umverse '*. (Théod Prelvm., Disc de la Conform. 70, and

195.)

66 Whence 1t appears that in the smallest particle of
matter there 1s a world of c1eatures, living beings, animals,
entelechies, souls,

67 Each portion of matter may be conceived as like
a garden full of plants and like a pond full of fishes. But
each branch of every plani, each member of every animal,
each drop of 1ts hquid parts 1s also some such garden or
pond.

68 And though the earth and the an which are between
the plants of the garden, or the water which 1s between
the fish of the pond, be neither plant nor fish, yet they

also contain plants and fishes, but mostly so minute as to

be imperceptible to us'®

1" The ‘ portions of matter,’ of which Leibniz here speaks, are
ultimately Monads, each of which must 1deally contain the whole
univeree. The Monads are infinite 1n number, and each, as 1t
1deally contains all, must therefore contain an 1nfimity of ‘paits’
Or the argument which Leibniz implies may be otherwise put
thus If the ‘portions of matter’ are not actually subdivided
without end, there must be ultimate undivided atoms But such
1toms necessarily imply a void , they are inconsistent with a plenum
And unless there 1s a plenum 1t 18 1mpossible for each portion of
matter to ‘express’ or be affected by all the rest

'® Leibniz had a deep 1nterest in the remarkable development
of microscopic investigation, which took place during his lifetime
He frequently refers to the work of Leuwenhoek, the discoverer of
~permatozoa, Swammerdam, the entomologist, and Malpighi, who,
among mAny other works, made a microscopic study of the physio-
logy of animals and plants In a Meddation sur la notion commune de
ot Justice (Mollat p 66), Lerbmiz says ‘It 1s very necessary to
advance our microacopical knowledge Scarce ten men 1n the world
11e earnestly devoted to 1t, and though there were n hundred
thousand, they would not be too many for the discovery of the
umportant wonders of this new world which 1s the 1nside of the
wolld we know and which 18 capable of making our knowledge
a hundred thousand times as extensive as 1t 1s  For this reason
I have often wished that great princes might be led to make
arrangements for this and to support people who would devote
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69. Thus there is nothing fallow, nothing sterile, nothing
dead in the universe, no chaos, no confusion save 1n
appearance ', somewhat as 1t might appear to be 1n a pond
at a distance, 1n which one would see a confused move-
ment and, as it were, a swarming of fish in the pond,
without separately distinguishing the fish themselves
(Theod Pref. [E 475b, 477b; G v1. 40, 44])

70. Hence 1t appears that each living body has a domu-
nant entelechy, which 1n an animal 1s the soul, but the
members of this living body are full of other living beings,
plants, animals, each of which has also its dominant
entelechy or soul M.

themeelves to it’ The view of Lelbniz also suggests the cell-
theory of modern physiology , but the analogy must not be pushed
too far However numerous, for instance, may be the cells 1n any
portion of an organism, they are not, like Leibniz's ‘portions of
matter,” infinitely subdivided in their turn In fact, the cell-
theory has 1n many ways a closer relation to the mechanical view
of things than to the position of Leibniz See Sandeman, Pjoblems
of Bulogy, pp 53 5qq

110 Cf Epsiola ad Bernoulhum (1699) (G Math 1 565) . ‘God, out
of the infinite number of possible things, chooses by His wisdom
that which 18 most fitting But 1t 1s evident that 1f there were
a vacuum (and similarly 1f there were atoms) there would remain
sterile and fallow places, 1n which, nevertheless, without prejudice
to any other things, something might have been produced But
1t 18 not consmstent with wisdom that such places should remain
And I think that there 1s nothing sterile and fallow 1n nature,
although many things appem to us to be s0”

11 See Introduction, Part u1 p 111 May not the whole world,
then, be conceived as one body, whose dominant soul 13 God, the
Monad of Monads?®

‘All are but parts of one stupendous whole,
‘Whose body nature 1s and God the soul’
Pope, Essay vn Man, Epistle 1 267

Yet Leibniz maintains that God has no body. Cf Monadology, § 72
The difficulty 18 a fundamental one  Leibniz repeatedly disclaims
the doctrine of a ‘world-soul,” if 1t 1s understood as 1n any way
destroying the independence of individual souls 'Although a soul
may have & body composed of parts, each of which has a soul of 1ts
own, the soul or form of the whole 1s not composed of the souls
or forme of the parts.’ Lettie a Arnawld (1687) (G 11 100).
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71 But 1t must not be 1magined, as has been done by
some who have misunderstood my thought, that each soul
has a quantity or portion of matter belonging exclusively
to itself or attached to 1t for ever'? and that 1t conse-
quently owns other inferior Living beings, which are
devoted for ever to 1its service For all bodies are in a
perpetual flux hike rivers ', and parts are entering into
them and passing out of them continually.

72. Thus the soul changes its body only by degiees,
hittle by httle, so that i1t 1s never all at once deprived of
all its organs; and there 1s often metamorphosis 1n
ammals, but never metempsychosis or transmigration of
souls ™ ; nor are there souls entirely separate [from

"1 The misunderstanding probably arose from a confusion ot
materia pruma, the passive element 1n the individual ereated Monad,
which 1¢ 1nseparable from the active or soul element, with mater.a
secunda, the changing body of a compound substance, which 1s
phenomenal and not perfectly real, although it 1s founded upon
reality Cf Introduction, Part 111 pp 95sqq

115 The phrase 1s as old as Heraclitus, who, according to Plato,
*hikened things to the flowing of a mniver, Cratylus, 402 A Cf
Aristotle, Metaph , A, 6, gB7* 32 See also Burnet, Early Grech Plulo-
sophy, P 149

114 ‘While soul and body are quite distinct from one another,
their union 1s of the closest possible kind. Changes 1n the one
correspond to changes 1n the other But as the perceptions of the
soul are clearer and more distinet Lhan those of the body, the
changes 1n the soul cause or explain the changes 1n the body
Transmigration of souls 1s inconsistent with this, because 1t means
that the body remains the same, though the soul 1s changed
Accordingly, 1n Leibmiz’s view, the identity of any individual
substance means ‘the preservation of the same soul’ Nouveaux
Essais, bk 11 ¢h 27,§6 (E 278b; G v 216) He argues against
Locke that 1dentity 18 not fixed by time and place, and that the
1dentity of plant, animal, and man does not consist 1n the possession
of the same organic body Thus, according to Leibniz, every soul
or entelechy, whether conacious or not, has what he calls real and
physical i1dentity’ (1.e not a derived identity, but an i1dentity
belonging to its own nature, ¢iois), and 1s, 1n virtue of this, 1m-
perishable (incessabls), while the self-conscious soul has 1n addition
a ‘personal’ or ‘moral’ 1dentity, 1n virtue of which 1t 18 1mnmoi tal
Neither continued conscousness nor memory 1s essential to the
mawntenance of this ‘ moral ’ identity. *If I were to forget all the
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bodies] nor unembodied spints [géntes sans corps] God
alone 1s completely without body ™*  (Theod. go, 123 )

73 It also follows from this that there never is absolute
birth [generation] nor complete death, 1n the strict sense,
consisting in the separation of the soul from the body
What we call buths [génerations] are developments and
growths, while what we call deaths are envelopments and
diminutions

74. Philosophers have been much perplexed about the
origin of forms ', entelechies, or souls, but nowadays

past, if I had even to be taught anew my own name and how to
1ead and write, I could always learn from other people my life 1n
former times, just as I should still retain my rights, so that 1t would
not be necessary to divide me 1nto two people and to make me my
own heir No more 18 required to maintain the moral identity, which
constitutes the same person’ (loc cif, § 9, E 280 b, G v z19).
“An 1mmaterial being or a mind [esprit] cannot bs depnired of all
petception of 1ts past existence It retains 1mpressions of all that
has formerly hnppened to 1t, but these feelings are usually too
small to be capable of being distinguished and of being consciously
percerved, although they may perhaps be developed some day
This continuing and connexion of perceptions makes the being really
the same 1ndividual, but apperceptions—that 13 to say, when one 1s
conscious [s'apergort] of past feelings—prove also a moral identity
and make the 1eal 1dentity apparent’ (loc ait, § 14; E aBr b;
G v 223) Cf New Essays, Introduction, p 373

s A soul without body (an the sense of materia secunda) would be
a soul without any relation to other Monads For a compound
substance (1 e soul and body) consists ultimately 1n the relation
of o dominant Monad to subordinate Monads *Creatures free or
freed from matter would at the same time be separated from the
universal connexion of things, and, as 1t were, deserters from the
general order’ Consideratins sur les Principes de Pie (1705) (E 432b;
G v1 546) Again,a soul without body (1n the sense of materia prima)
would be a Monad without passivity or confused perception, L e 1t
would be actus purus on God  Kirchmann (Erlduterungen zu Leibni2’
Schriften) dismisses Leibnis's statement as ! a mele assertion, which
indeed does not necessarily follow from Leibniz’s own principles ’
The difficulty 1s the same as that mentioned 1n note 111

1t The form 1s the life or vital principle 1n any organic being
Cf Lettre & Arnauld (1687) (G. 11 116) 'I proceed to the question
of forms or souls, which I hold to be indivisible and indestructible
Parmenides (of whom Plato speaks with veneration), as well as
Melissus, maintained that there 1s no generation nor corruption
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1t has become known, through careful studies of plants,
insects, and anmimals, that the organic bodies of nature are
never products of chaos or putrefaction, but always come
from seeds, 1n which there was undoubtedly some pre-
Jormatwon ", and 1t 1s held that not only the organic

except 1n appearance Aristotle mentions this (De Caelo, bk 111
ch 2) And the author of the Dz Diaeta, bk 1 (which 1s attributhd
to Hippocrates), expressly says that an animal cannot be engendered
nbsolutely [fout de mouveau] nor completely [fouf a fait] destroyed
Albertus Magnus and John Bacon seem to have thought that sub-
stantial formas were alieady hidden 1n matter from the beginning
of titme Fernel makes them descend fiom heaven, to say nothing
of those who regard them as taken off from the soul of the world
They have all seen & part of the truth, but they have not developed
1t Several have believed 1n transmigration, others m the tradue-
tion of souls’ [1 e. m the soul of the affspring being as 1t were
begotten of the soul of the parent] ‘instead of transmigration and
the transformation of an animal already formed. Others, not
being able to explain otherwise the origin of forms, have admitted
that they begin in - real creation, but while T allow that this
creation takes place 1n time only 1n respect of the rational roul,
and hold that all forms which do not think were created along
with the world, they believe that this creation takes place every
day when the smallest woim 1s begotlen’ Cf New System, notes
43 and 44

M ¢ The living [ammee] and organie seed 15 as cld as the world ’
Lettre @ la Reine Sophwe Charlotts (G v1 517). Immediately befoie the
time of Leibniz, the origin of life 1n the 1ndividual plant, animal,
or man was explained either by a theory of traduction or by
a theory of eduction According to the theory of traduction, the
‘form’ of the offspring comes from the paiental ‘form’ or ‘forms’
1n the same way as the body of the offspring comes from the parental
body or bodies  According to the theory of eduction, on the othe1
hand, Iife comes from 1norganic matter, from *chaos or putrefaction *
Eduction thus corresponds to what we now call ¢ spontaneous gene-
ration’ According to the theory of preformation, adopted by
Leibniz, the germ contains 1n miniature the whole plant or animal,
point for point, and accordingly the 'form’ of the plant or animal
exists 1n the spermatozoon 1n a contiacted or 'enveloped’ state, and
1t has existed since the beginning of time Fol, as we have seen
(5 65), there 18 no Ihimt to the smallness of things, and even a sper-
matozoon may contain an indefinite numher of other living beings
Thias theory of preformation, which was based on the microscopic
investigations of Malpigh: and Leuwenhoek, has now been entirely
abandoned, as the result of moie thorough observations. Cf Sande-
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body was already there before conception, but also a soul
n this body, and, 1n short, the animal itself ; and that by
means of conception this animal has merely been prepared
for the great transformativn 1nvolved in #s becoming an
animal of another kind Something like this 13 1ndeed
seen apart from birth [generation], as when worms become
flies and eaterpillars become butterflies. (Theod 86, 89.
Pref [E 475b; G. v1. 408qq. ], 90, 187, 188, 403, 86, 397.)

75. The anumals, of which some are raised by means of
conception to the rank of laiger amimals, may be called
spermatic, but those among them which are not so raised
but remain in their own kind (that 1s, the majonty) are
born, multiply, and are destroyed ™ like the large animals,
and 1t 1s only a few chosen ones [elus] that pass to a greater
theatre

76. But this 1s only half of the truth ¥, and accordingly

man, Problems of Buwlogy, p 92 While rejecting traduction 1n 1ts
ordinary foom, Leibniz 1ecognizes 1ts affinity to his own view, which
he describes as ‘a kind of traduction, more satisfactory [traitable]
than that which 1s commonly taught' Theodicee, § 397 (E. 618 b,
G v1 352)

U8 According to Leibmiz, they are not entirely, but only ap-
parently destroyed The statement 158 made 1n the form 1n which
scientific observers of Leibmiz's time would have put 1t, and 1t 18
subject to the qualification made 1n § 76 Leibniz’s point 1s that,
Just ps theie 18 a visible world of larger organisms, so there 1s
a microscopic world of spermatozoa, undergoing 1n miniature all
the changes which take place in the larger vimble world The
lnrger o1ganisma of the visible world are certain elect members of
the spermatic world which, ‘by means of conception,” have been
enabled to grow from microscopic minuteness to vimbility

1* The scientific observeis have only stated half of the truth,
but Leibniz thinks that they would have no objection to the other
half ‘1 think that if thiz opinion had occurred to them, they
would not have found 1t absurd, and there 1s nothing more natural
than to believe that what does not begin doea not perish’ Lethe a
Arnawld (1687) (G n 123) Cf Plato, Phaedrus, 245 D . 'Ewady 52
dyévnrév tari, xal dBidpopov abrd dvdysn elvar Leibniz elsewhere
speaks of the view of Plato f that the object of wisdom 18 7d dyrws
dvra, that 1s, sumple substances, which are called by me’ [Leibmiz]
' Monads, and which once existing always continue to exist, wparre
dexind Tijs (arjs, that 18, God and souls, and of these the chief are
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I hold that if an animal never comes into being by natural
means [naturellement], no more does 1t come to an end by
natural means; and that not only will there be no birth
[ géneration], but also no complete destruction or death in
the strict sense ""°. And these reasonings, made a posterior:
and drawn from experience are 1n perfect agreement with
my principles deduced a prior:, as above .. (Theod 9o )

7%7. Thus 1t may be said that not only the soul (mirror
of an indestructible universe) 1s indestructible, but also
the amimal itself ', though 1ts mechanism [machine] may
often perish in part and take off or put on an organic
slough (des depoules orgamiques™ ).

%8 These principles have given me a way of explaining
naturally ™ the union or rather the mutual agreement
[conformate] of the soul and the organmic body The soul
follows its own laws, and the body likewise follows its
own laws , and they agree with each other n virtue of

minds, 1mages of the Deity, produced by God Epistola ad Hanschium
(1707) (E 445b) This last passage 1nvolves a misunderstanding
of Plato's lBéat, which are universals, not Monads. Democritus
calls his atoms 79 &

1% 1 There 18 always going on 1n the animal what goes on 1n 1t at
the present moment , that 1s, 1ts body 1s 1n & continual change, like
a river , and what we call generation or death 1s only a greater and
more rapid change than usual, such as would be the leap or cataract
of a river But these leaps are not absolute and such as I have
refused to admit, as would be that of a body which should go from
one place to another without going through intervening places
[sans passer par le maliew] * Lettre & Remond (1715) (E 724 8, G 11 635)

121 Monadology, §§ 3, 4, and 5. This endeavour to show the agree-
ment of a prior: with a posterior: conclusions 1s specially characte1istic
of Leibniz It 1illustrates his belief 1n the harmony of the physieal
with the metaphysical, the mechanical with the dynamical or
final

1% Because the soul must always have a body of some kind, which
1tself ultimately consists of imperishable Monads Animals, how-
ever, are not wmmortal. Immortalhity belongs only to rational aouls
or self-conscious Monads

13 ¢ As a snake casts ita old skun’ Letirs 4 la Princesse Sophis (1696)
(@ Vi s44)

124 That 18, 1n contrast to the Occasionalist theory, which accord-
ing to Leibniz implles an endless series of mirscles
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the pre-established harmony between all substances, since
they are all representations of one and the same um-
verse ', (Prif. [E. 4758, G. v.. 39], Théod 340, 352,

353, 358)
79. Souls act according to the laws of final causes

through appetitions, ends, and means Bodies act
according to the laws of efficient causes or motions And
the two realms, that of efficient causes and that of final
causes, are 1n harmony with one another '#

80 Descartes recognized that souls cannot impart any
force to bodies, because there 1s always the same quantity

125 That 15 to say, the pioblem of the connexion between soul and
body 1s a special case of the wider problem as to the relation of
any one sumple substance or Monad to another.

1" They are 1n harmony, because ultimately the one 1s reducible
to the other When 1t 18 said that ‘souls act,’ what 13 meant 14
that they pass from one perception to another,1 e that they have
appetition  When 1t 1s sa1d that ‘hodies act,” what 18 meant i«
that they change their state or their relation to other bodies, 1 e
that they have motion What we call the !state’ of a body and its
"relations to other bodies’ ought 1n strictness to be called the
(unconscious) perceptions of the Monada which constitute the body
And similarly, the ‘motion’ of the body 1s 1eally the (uncontuious)
appetition of 1ts constituent Monads Thus the difference between
efficient and final causes, ike that between the unconscious and
the conscious, 1s merely a difference of degree. Cf Princyles of
Nature and of Grace, § 11 From a psychologieal point of view,
Leibmiz describes the parallelism of soul and body thus ‘I have
carefully examined this matter and I have shown that there aile
really in the soul some materinls of thought or objects of the
understanding, which the external senses do not supply, namely,
the soul 1tself and 1ts tunctions (rehil est 1n wntellectu quod non fuerd in
sensu, nist 1wse wnflellectus) but I find nevertheless, that there 1s
never an abstract thought which 1s not accompanied by some
material 1mages or marks [traces], and I have made oul a peifect
parallelism between what passes 1n the soul and what takes place
1n matter, having shown that the soul, with 1ts functions, 1s some-
thing distinct fiom matter but yet 1s always accompanied by
material organs, and also that the funetions of the soul are always
accompanied by functions of 1ts organs, which must coirespond to
them, and that this 18 and always will be reciprocal ’  Conswderations
sur la Docirine d'un Esprit Universel umigue (1702) (E 180 a; G. v1,

532).
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of force 1n matter  Nevertheless he was of opimion that
the soul could change the direction of bodies But that
18 because 1n his time 1t was not known that there 18
a law of nature which affirms also the conservation of the
same total direction in matter ¥ Had Descartes noticed
this he would have come upon my system of pre-estab-
lished harmony'® (Pref (E 477 a; G vi. 44]; Theod

22, 59, 60, 61, 63, 66, 345, 346 sqq, 354, 355 )
81. According to this system bodies act as if (to

suppose the mmpossible) there were no souls, and souls
act as 1if there weie no bodies, and both act as if each
influenced the other '#,

17 See Introduction, Part 1 p 89 Descartes ‘ believed he had
found a law of natuie, to the effect that the snme quantity of
motion 18 conserved in bodies He did not think 1t possible for
the 1nfluence of the soul to break this law of bodies ; but he thought
that the soul might nevertheless have the powe: of changing the
direction of the motions which take place in the body, somewhat
as a horseman, although he does not give any force to the hoise he
rides, nevertheless guides 1t by directing its force 1n the way that
he thinks right. Asg this 18 done by means of bridle, bit, spurs,
and other material aids, we see how 1t can take place, but there
are no instruments which the soul could employ for this purpose
—nothing 1n soul or 1n body, that 13 to say, 1n thought or 1n mass,
which could serve to explain this change of one by the other’
Theodicee, § 60 (E 519 b, G v1 135)

1% That 18 to sny, Descartes would have seen that neither soul
nor body has any influence whatever upon the other, and that they
must therefoie be regnided as acting meiely 1n haimony

12 t All that ambition or any other passion brings to pass in the
soul of Cacsal 18 also repiesented 1n his body, and all the motions
of thesc passions come fiom the impressions of objects combined
with internal motions. And the body 13 s0 constituted that the
soul never mnkes any resolution without the motions of the Lody
agieeing with 1t Tlus applies even to the most nbstract reasonings,
hecnuse of the chalacters which represent them to the imaginntion
In a woid, everything takes place 1n bodies, as regards the par-
ticulal series [detad] of their phenomena, as 1f the evil doctiine of
those who, like Epicuras and Hobbes, believe that the moul 1s
material, were tiue, or as 1if man himself weie only a body or an
automaton Those who show the Caitesians that their way of
proving that the lower animals aie only automata amounts to
Justifying hum who should say that all men, except himself, are
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82. As regards munds [esprits] or rational souls, though
T find that what I have just been saying 1s true of all
living beings and animals (namely that animals and souls
come mto being when the world begins and no moie
come to an end than the world does), yet there 18 this
peculianty 1n rational animals, that their spermatic
animaleules, so long as they are only speimatie, have
merely ordinary or sensuous [semsitive] souls, but when
those which are chosen [elus], so to speak, attain to human
nature through an actual conception, their sensuous souls
a1e raised to the rank of reason and to the prerogative of
minds [esprits *°].  (T'heod 91, 397 )

also mere automata, have said exactly what I need for that half ot
my hypothesis which concerns body But, apart from the prin-
ciples which make it certain that there are Monads, of which com-
pound substances are only the results, the Epicurcan doctrine 1s
1efuted by 1nner experience, by our consciousness of the Ego which
consciously pelceives the things which take place i the body , and
a3 pelception cannot be explained by figures and motions, the other
half of my hypothesisis established, and we arc obliged to 1ecognize
that there 15 1n us an wndussible substance, which must be itself the
source of 1ts phenomena Consequently, according Lo this second
half of my hypothesis, everything takes place 1n the soul as 1if there
were no body , yust as, according to the fiist half, everything takey
pPlace 1n the body as if there were no soul Whatever of good
there 15 1n the hypotheses of Epicurus and of Plato, of the greatest
Materialists and the greatest Idealists, 18 combined here *  Reponse
auz Reflerions de Bayle (1702) (E 1Bg , G 1v 559)

10 This elevation of the merely scnsuous soul to the rank ot
reason might, sayy Leibmiz, ‘be attiibuted to the extraordinary
operation of God’ But he ‘prefers to dispense with mnacle 1n the
generation of man as in that of the other animals,” and says that
‘among the great number of souls and anumals (or at Ieast Living
organic bodies) which are 1n the seed, only those souls which are
destined some day to attmin to human natule contaln 1n geirm
[enreloppent] the reason which will some day appear in them, and
that only the organic bodies of these souls are preformed and pie-
disposed to take the human form some day, the other amimalcules
or seminal Iiving beings, 1n wlhich nothing of this kind 1s pre-
established, being essentially different from them and containing
only what 14 lower’ Thodicee, § 397 (E 618 a, G, v1 352) Thiy
question of the relation of rational to sub-rational souls 18 tieated
by Leibniz 1n a very unsatisfactory way If we follow out Leibniz's
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83. Among other differences which exist between
ordinary souls and minds [esprifs], some of which
differences 1 have already noted'", there 1s also this
that souls in general are living mirtors or images of the
universe of created things, but that minds are also 1mages
of the Deity or Author of nature Himself, capable of
knowing the system of the umiverse '™, and to some
extent of imtating it through architectonic ensamples
| echantillons*™], each mind being hike a small divimity 1n
its own sphere (Theod 147)

84. It 1s this that enables spirits [or minds—esprits| to
enter into a kind of fellowship with God, and brings it
about that in relation to them He 18 not only what an
inventor 1s to his machine (which is the relation of God
to other created things), but also what a prince is to his
subjects, and, indeed, what a father 13 to his children ™

main principles, 1t ought to be impossible to draw a sharp line
between these two classes of souls Yet, while not regarding as
nbsolute the distinction between the rational and the merely sen-
suoud, Leibniz 18 afrald of minumizing this distinction and of thus
putting 1n jeopardy the pre eminence of man and the immortality
of the soul  In the draft of a letter to Arnauld (1686) he speaks of
this question as ‘a special point [une particularite] about which
1 have not light enough’ (G 1 73). Cf Introduction, Part 1
p 116

"l g§ 19-30

132 iThe difference between 1ntelligent substances and those which
are not so, 1s as great as the diffeience there 1s between a mirror
and him who looks therein” Paper without a title (1686, (G 1v
460).

143 That 1s, submidiary creations or imitative constructions Man
can nol merely express 1n himself the ‘machine’ of the universe,
but he can also make for himself small ‘ machines,’ constructed an
similar principles Cf § 64, also Principles of Nature and of Grace,
§ 14 An dpyiréctav 18 literally a ' master of works’

13t {Concerning the human soul I dare not assert anything as to
1ts origin nor as to 1its state after death, because ruticnnal or 1ntelli-
gent souls, such as ours 1s, having been so fashioned that they have
a peculiar relation to the 1mage of God, are governed Ly very dif
felent laws from those to which souls without understanding are
subject * Epwstola ad Bernoullwwm (1699) (G Math. 111. 565) *Spuits
[esprits] alone are made 1n His 1mage, and are, as 1t were, of Hia
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85. Whence 1t is essy to conclude that the totality
| assemblage] of all spirits [esprits] must compose the City
of God '*, that 1s to say, the most perfect State that 1s
possible, under the most perfect ot Monarchs (Theod.
146 ; Abrége, Object. 2 )

86 This City of God, this truly universal monarchy,
is & moral world 1n the natural weild, and 1s the most
exalted and most divine among the works of God’ °, and
it 1s 1n 1t that the glory of God really consists, for He
would have no glory weie not His greatness and His
goodness known and admired by spints [esprets™] It s

race or like children of the house, since they alone ean serve Him
freely and act with knowledge, 1n 1mitation of {he Divine nature
one single apirit [esprat} 13 worth a whole woild, sinee 1t not only
expresses the world but also knows 1t and goveins itselt in the
world [s'y guuverne] after the manner of God* Paper witliout title
(1686) (G. 1v 461)

11> The reference 18 to the cimifas Der of St Augustine, but the
difference of meaning 18 very gieat St Augustine’s civifas Der 18
the Christian Church as opposed to the civites ferrena or earthly
state Leibniz's City of God, on the other hand, 14 not set 1n
opposition to an earthly state, but .s the moial order of the
univeise, as distinct from its natural order The City of God,
according to Leibniz, includes not Chnistians alone, but all men

55 Cf Fichte, Darstellung der Wissenschafislihre (Werke, 11 35)
‘The ground of the universe 1s spirit 1tself a kingdom of
spirits and absolutely nothing clse’ Also Werke, v 188 ‘It 1
1n no way doubtful, or rather 1t 13 the most certnin of all things,
and indeed the foundation of all certitude, the solo abszolutely
indisputable objective reality, that theie 15 a moral order 1n the
univeise, that each rational individual has his definite place m
this universal order, a place 1ndicated by his special woik , that
each of the aceidents of his existence, 1n so far as 1t does not
result from his personal conduct, 158 a consequence of this gzeneial
plan, that, except 1n conformity with this plan, not a hair can
fall from his head, any more than a spmirow from 1t 100f, Lhat
every truly good action sueceeds, cevery bhad action faily, and
that all things necessanly work for the greatest good of those who
only 11ghtly love the good’ See Introduction, Part 1v p 1Bo
note

17 Cf Nicholas of Cusa, Cribratio Aichoran, 16 ‘God created
all things for the manifestation of His glory, an unknown king s
wanting 1n honour and 1n beneficenoe’ Cf also Ezcitationes e¢r
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also in relation to this divine City that God specially
has goodness™®, while His wisdom and His power are
manifested everywhere. (Theod. 146 ; Abrége, Olject. 2 )

87. As we have shown above that there 18 a perfect
harmony between the two realms 1n nature, one of efficient,
and the other of final causes, we should here notice also
another harmony between the physical realm of nature
and the moral realm of grace '™, that 1s to say, between
God, considered as Architect of the mechamism [mackine)
of the universe and God considered as Monarch of the
divine City of spints [esprits]. (Theod 62, 74, 118, 248,

Sermonibus, vi 1122 ‘God desired to manifest the riches of His
glory, and on this account He crented the rational or intellectual
creature, that He might manifest to him the riches of His glory,
for tlus creature alone can perceive the glory of God with 1n-
tellectual appreciation [intellectual: gustw] , but these riches [of the
glory of God] are eternal Iife’ !God wishes to be known, and
hence on this account all things are’ (loc cif, 104 a) Cf also
Schiller’'s ‘Freundlos war der grosse Weltenmeister," &c (D
Freundschaft)

3% Because moral distinctions and moial qualities belong specially
to the moral order, 1 e to the society of rational souls,

134 The question of the relation between the 1ealm of nature
and that of grace 1s, 1n one form or another, perennial  Leibniz
seeks to apply the principles of his philosophy 1n a reconciling
spirit to the seventeenth-century discussion of the question 1n 1ts
theological form The harmony, of which Leibmiz speaks, must
not be taken as meaning (like the harmony between the Monads)
that the two realms of nature and of grace are entirely exclusive
of one another The renlm of final causes, for 1nstance, does not
belong entirely to nature the realm of grace 18 the realm of
final causes 1n 1ts highest form  The relation between nature
and grace 18 analogous to that between body and soul Just as
body, eonsidered as an aggregate, 1s merely phenomenal and there-
fore quite dislinet from soul or real substance, while yet 1t 1s
a phenomenon bens fundatum and 1ts reality 18 that of 1ts component
Monads or souls, so nature, considered as subject to the law of
efficient causes, 18 quite distinet from grace, while yet, since
efficient causes, even in nature itself, derive their meaning and
force from final causes, nature finds its perfection 1n grace,
which 15 the highest expression of final cause. §§ 88 and 89
illustrate thin. Of. Principles of Nature and of Grace, § 15
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88. A result of this harmony is that things lead to
grace by the vely ways of nature, and that this globe,
for 1nstance, must be destroyed and renewed by natural
means at the very time when the government of spirits
requires 1t, for the punishment of some and the reward of
others. (Zheod. 18 sqq, 110, 244, 245, 340.)

89 It may also be said that God as Architect satisfies
in all respects God as Lawgiver ', and thus that sins
must bear their penalty with them, through the oider of
nature, and even 1n virtue of the mechanical structure of
things ; and sinularly that noble actions will attain their
rewaids by ways which, on the bodily s1de, are mechanical,
although this cannot and ought not always to happen
immediately ',

9o Finally, under this perfect government no good
action would be unrewarded and no bad one unpunished,
and all should 1ssue 1n the well-being of the good, that 1s
to say, of those who are not malcontents in this great
state, but who trust in Providence, after having done
theirr duty, and who love and imitate, as 1s meet, the
Author of all good, finding pleasure 1n the contemplation
of His perfections, as 18 the way of genuine ‘ pure love '’

1% That 13 to say, the woild 18 built on a plan which perfectly
harmonizes with the moral government of 1ts inhabitanta

Ul Teibmz regnids s1n as seeling one’s own good 1n an imperfect,
unenlightened way, without regnid to the moral law or ordes,
which 18 the only way of securing the highest pessible good of all
and of each Thus sin brings punishment as 1nevitably as neglect
or defiance of natural laws biings disease and pain  But owing to
the harmony (above explained) between spirit and body, the moral
and the natural worlds, the punishment of sin 18 not merely
spiritual  the bodily or natural has a share 1n i1t  Sumlarly
virtue has 1ts reward, both spiritual and natural, because 1t 1s
enlightened action i1n accordance with the ultimate law of the
whole universe, the principle of the highest good

U2 That 1s to say, disinterested love, as distinct from interested
or selfish love, One of the great subjects of theological discussion
1n the seventeenth century was the question whether there 1s such
a thing as puicly dwinterested love  About this a long pamphlet
controversy (lnsting from 1694 to 16g9) took place between Bossuet
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which takes pleasure in the happiness of the beloved
This it 18 which leads wise and virtuous people to devote
their energies to everything which appears in harmony
with the presumptive or antecedent will of God, and yet
makes them content with what God actually brings to
pass by His sectet, consequent and positive [decisive|
will ', recognizing that i1f we could suffiaently under-

and Fenelon Fenelon (partly in defence of Mme Guyon) main-
tnined the posuibility of a disinterested love of God, that 1s, a love
which has no regaid to 1ewards and punmishments Ultimately,
however, Pope Innocent XII condemned the views of Fenelon, at
the same time censuring the controveisial methods of Bossuet
The view of Lertbmiz 13y more fully given 1n his Preface, On the
Notwns of Reght and Justece (16g93), p 285, c¢f Butler, Serinons m,
x1n, and xiv

4 The distinction between the antecedent and the consequent
will of God 18 due to Thomas Aquinas He says ‘This dis-
tinction 1s not founded upon the Divine will itself, for 1n 1L there
19 ncither before nor after, but 1t 19 founded upon the objects of
His will A thing maybe conwsidered either 1n 1tself, absolutely,
or with some partieular eircumstance, which forms a subsequent
consideration For instance 1t 18 good 1n 1tself that man should
Iive and bad that he should be killed, considering the matter
absolutely , but 1if we add, with regard to some particular man,
that he 15 o murderer or that his living 13 a source of danger to
1 large number of people, 1n this case 1t will be good that the man
should be killed, and bad that he should ive  Accoidingly it may
be sai1d that a judge wills with an antecedent will that every man
should continue to live, but wills with a consequent will that
a muiderer should be hunged’ Summa Theo! 1 Qu. 19, A1t 6 ad
primum  Cf De Verdate, Qu =23, Aat 2 Leibniz brings this into
relation with his own hypothesis 1egarding the region of possible
things and the actual, existing woild ‘In a gencral sense 1t may
be waid that will eonsists 1n the 1nchination to do something 1n
proportion to the good it conlains  This will 18 called anfecedent,
when 1t 19 separate [defachee] and has regard to each good by 1tself,
1n so far as it 18 good  In this sense 1t may be said that God tends
to all good 1n so far as 1t 19 good, ad perfectionem simphater sumplicem,
1n Scholastic language, and that by an antecedent will He has
an earnest inclination to sanctify and =ave all mcn, to do away
with sin and to prevent dumnation It may even be said that this
will 1y (flicacious 1n 1self (per se), that 14 to say, so that the effect
would follow, were there not some stronger reason which prevents
1t , for this will does not go to the extreme of effort (ad summum
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stand the order of the universe, we should find that it
exceeds all the desires of the wisest men, and that 1t 1s
impossibhle to make 1t better than 1t 18", not only as a
whole and 1n general but also for ourselves 1n particular,
if we are attached, as we ought to be, to the Author of
all, not only as to the architect and efficient cause of our
being, but as to our master and to the final cause, which
ought to be the whole aim of our will, and which can
alone make our happiness (Theod 134, 278. Pref [E.
469, G. v1 27, 28].)

conatum), otherwise 1t would never fail to produce 1its full effect,
sinee God 1> master of a]l things Complete and 1nfallible success
belongs only to consequent wnll, as 1t 18 called It 18 complete, and
this rule applies to 1t, namely, that we never fail to do what we
will, when we can  Now this consequent, final and decisive will
results from the conflict of all the antecedent volitions [ wills"',
both those which tend towards good and Lthose which oppose evil,
und 1t 15 fiom the concurrence of all these particulal volitions
that the total volition comes as 1n mechanics the composite
motion 13 the result of all the tendencies which concur 1n one and
the same movable body, and equally satisfies each of them so fa
as 1t 18 possible to do so at once In this sense 1t may be said
that antecedent will [volition] 18 1n a way efficacious and even
effective and successful. Fiom this 1t follows that God wills
antecedently the good, and consequently the best *  Theoduces, §§ 22 and
23 (L s10b, G w1 115, 116) God anfecedently wills the absolute
good of all beings, but He consequently wills the greatest good of
each that 18 pousible, considering the essential himitations of their
natures and theu relations to one another 1n the system of things
Thiy greatest possible good 1s thus compatible with a cextain amount
of eval

1 This 18 not to be taken as meaming that 1t 13 1mpossible to
make the world better than 1t 18 at this or any particular moment of
tsme  Leibniz 1s speaking of the world as a system 1including all
time, and accordingly he does not exclude progress 1n time
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APPENDIX F

THE DISCUSSION BETWEEN LEIBNIZ AND BAYLE REGARDING
THE MULTIPLICITY IN THE MONAD

THE ‘ difficulty’ regarding the posmbility of a multiphicity 1n
the Monad, to which Leibmiz refers in § 16 of the Monadology,
15 variously expressed by Bayle in hie Dictionary (article ‘RHora-
rius’) Hesays ‘As Leibmiz with much reason supposes that
all souls are sumple and 1ndivisible, 1t 18 1mpossible to under-
ytand how they can be likened to a clock’ [ree Third explana-
fion of the New System, and Introduction, Part n p 45), ‘ that 1s
to say, how by their original constitution they can diverafy
their operations, by means of the spontaneous activity they
receive from their Creator We conceive clearly that a mumple
bewmng will always act uniformly, if no extraneous cause inter-
feres with it If 1t were composed of several pieces, like
a machine, 1t would aect in divers ways, becauge the special
activity of each prece might change at any moment the course
of the activity of the others, but 1n an independent sumple
substance [substance unigue], where will you find the cause of
any variety in 1ta operation ?’ Leibniz's answer to this appears
1n the Réponse aux Réflexions de Bayle , see Monadology, note 20,
cf Lettre @ Basnage (1698) (E 1538, G 1v 522) ‘I compared
the soul to a clock, only as regards the regulated precision of
1ts changes This 1s but 1mperfect 1n the best of clocks, but 1t
15 perfect 1n the works of God And the soul may be said to be
an 1nmaterial automaton of the very best kind. When 1t 1s
said that a sumple being will always act uniformly, a distinction
must be zade 1if acting unifor nly means constantly following
the same law of order or varying succession [continuation], as 1n
a certain order o1 series of numbers, I admit that of 1tself every
simple being, and even every compound being, acts umformly,
but 1f wu1formiy means exactly in the same way |semblablement],
I do not adnut 1t The soul, though 1t 18 perfectly sumple,
has always a feeling [sentiment] composed of several perceptions
at once, and this 1s as much to our purpose as if 1t were com-
posed of pieces, like a machuine  Foreach preceding perception
influences those which follow, accoiding to a law which there
1s 1 percept10.s as 1n motions' Bayle allows that Leibniz's
‘lew coniains the pronuse of a theory which will solve all duffi-
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culties, but he still feels dissatisfied as to the power of a simple
substance, like the soul of man, to develop spontaneously all
the vanety of thought, & It has not ‘the necessary instru-
ments’ for doing this  ‘ Let us freely imagine an animal created
by God and intended to sing incessantly Itwillalwayssing,that
18 indubitable , but 1f God assigns to 1t a certain piece of music
to sing [1ne certaine tablature], He must necessanly either place
this before 1ts eyes, or impnnt 1t on 1ts memory, or give 1t an
arrangement of muscles which, 1n accordance with the laws of
mechanics, shall make one note follow another exactly according
to their order 1n the musical score [tablatuse] Otherwise 1t 1y
inconcelvable that the animal should ever be able to conforin
to the whole succession of notes indicated by God Let us
apply this to the soul of man M Leibniz thinks that 1t has
recerved not only the faculty of continually supplying itselt
with thoughts, but also the faculty of always following a certain
order 1n 1ts thoughts, corresponding to the continual changes
of the bodily mechanism This order of thoughts 18 hike the
musical score assigned to the animal musician of which we have
been spealing In order that the soul may from moment to
moment change 1ts perceptions or 1ts modifications 1n accord-
ance with the “score” of thoughts, must not the soul know the
guccession of the notes and actually think of1t® Now expe-
rience shows ue that 1t does nothing of the kund And, failing
this knowledge, must there not at least be 1n Lhe soul a succession
of special instiuments which might each be a necessary cause
of this or that particular thought ® Must not these instruments
be so stuated that one acts upon another, 1n exact accord with
the pre-established correspondence between the changes of the
bodily mechanism and the thoughts of the soul? Now 1t 1
quite certain that no immatenal, mmple and indivisible sub-
stance can be composed of this countless multitude of special
mstruments placed one before another 1n the order required by
the “score " 1n question. Accordingly 1t is 1mpossible for the
human soul to carry out this law’ (This 1llustration of Bayle's
may be compared with Leibniz's sumile of the choirs, see Intro-
duction, Part 1 p 47 The letter containing Leibniz's exmle
was wntten 1n 1687.) In a paper written mn 1702 (G iv
549 8qq ) Leibniz makes the following reply to Bayle (referring
in the first place to Bayle’s supposition of an animal created by
God to mng 1ncessantly). ‘It 1s enough 1f we suppose a singer
paid to sing at certain hours in church or at the opers, and
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that he finds there a music-book, 1n which there are the pieces
of music or the * score’ he 18 to sing on the particular days and
hours The singer sings with open book [¢ lire ouvert], his
eyes are directed by the book, and his tongue and throat are
directed by his eyes, but his soul sings, so to speal, by memory
or by something equivalent to memory, for since the music-
book, the eyes and the ears cannot actupon the soul, 1t must
by 1tself, and indeed without trouble or application and without
seeking 1b, find what his brain and organs find with the help
of the book The reason 18 that the whole “score ” of the book
or books that shall, one after another, be followed 1n singing 1s
potentially [1rtuellement] graven in his soul from the beginmng
of 1ts existence , as thie “‘score’™ was 1n some way graven 1n 1its
matenial causes before the pieces of music were composed and
the book made out of them But the soul cannot be conscious
of 1t [s'en apercevorr], for 1t 15 enveloped 1n the confused per-
ceptions of the soul, which express all the detail of the universe
And the soul 18 distinctly conscious of it only at the time when
its organs are markedly affected by the notes of the ‘‘score”

I have already shown more than once that the soul does
many things without knowing how 1t does them, when 1t does
30 by means of confused perceptions and unconscious [:nsensibles]
mchinations or appetitions, of which there 18 always a very
great number, and which 1t 18 1mpossible for the soul to be con-
scious of, or to umavel distinctly The soul has all the
metruments which M Bayle thinks necessary, arranged |placd)
as they ought to be DBut they are not matenal instruments,
They are the preceding perceptions themselves, from which
the succeeding perceptions arse by the laws of appetitions

(eppetats]’

APPENDIX G

PROOF OF THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

THE view of Leibniz, expressed in the Monadology (§§ 44 and
45), must be carefully distinguished from the Cartesian argu-
ment (derived from Anselm) that the 1dea of God involves His
existence, because 1f He does not exist, a more perfect Being
may be conceiwved, namely one who does exist It 1s also
to be distinguished from the view of Spinoza, which amounts
to saying that the essence of God 1nvolves His existence, because
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all essence exists, all that 15 posmble 18 actual As against
Descartes’s proof Leibmz argues that 1t is incomplete, for the
iden of 8 most perfect being might perhaps be self-contra-
dictory, like the 1dea of the swiftest posmble motion or the
greatest possible number Thus, after stating the Cartesian
argument, Leibniz says ‘' But 1t 1s to be noted that the only
logical conclusion 15 - “If God 18 possible 1t follows that He
existe’’ For we cannot safely use definitions 1n order to reach
a conclusion, until we know that these definitions are real or
that they 1nvolve no comtradiction The reason of this 1s that
from notions which involve a contradiction opposite conclusions
may be drawn at the same time, which 1s absurd To 1llustrate
this I nsually take the instance of the swiftest possible motion,
which involves an absurdity For, suppose a wheel to revolve
with the swiftest possible motion, 1s 1t not evident, that if any
spoke of the wheel be made longer ' [produced, 1n the mathe-
matieal sense] ‘i1ts extremity will move more swiftly than
a nall on the circumference of the wheel, wherefore the
motion of the circumference 18 not the swiftest possble, as was
supposed by the hypothesis Yet at first sight 1t may appear
that we have an 1dea of the swiftest posmble motion, for we
seem to understand what we are saying, and nevertheless we
have no 1dea of 1mpossible things®™ Meditationes de Cognitione,
Veritate et Ideis (1684), (E 8oa, G 1v 424) ‘Therefore there 1s
assuredly reason to doubt whether the idea of the greatest of all
beings 18 not uncertain, and whether 1t does not 1nvolve some
contradiction  For I quite understand, for instance, the nature
of motion and velocity, and what “ the greatest” 1z But I do
not understand whether these are compatible, and whether
1t 13 possible to combine them into the one 1dea of the greatest
velocaity of which motion 15 capable Inthe same way, although
I know what “bemng ™ 1s, and what the * greatest’” and the
““most perfect’ are, nevertheless I do not therefore know that
there 16 not a hidden contradiction 1nvolved 1n combiming these
together, as theie actually 1s 1n the 1nstances I have just given

Yet 1 admit that God has here a great advantage over
all other things For, 1n order to prove that He exasts, 1t 1s
sufficient to prove that He 1s possible, which 15 not the case
with regard to anything else that I know of . Simple
forms [1.e living principles] are the source of things Now
[ mamntain that all eimple forms are compatible with one
another If thie be granted, i1t follows that the nature of
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God, which contains all mumple forms taken absolutely, 1s
possible Now we have proved above that God 1s, provided
He 18 possible Therefore He exsts’ (G. 1v 294 and 296)
Thus Leibniz, as he himself says (G 1v 405), holds a mddle
position between those who regard the Cartesian proof as a
sophism and those who say that it 15 & complete demonstra-
tion God's existence, for Leibmiz, follows immediately from
His possibility, for all real possibility includes a tendency to
existence, and there can be nothing to hinder this tendency 1n
a being supposed to be perfect In the Réponses aux Deuziémes
Objections, Descartes maintains the possibihity of the idea of
a most perfect bemng But he does not make this a prominent
or essentinl part of his proof, as Leibniz does Cf Descartes,
Méditation 5, Principra Philosophiae, Part 1 §§ 14 8qq

In the Animadversiones win partem generalem Principrorum
Cartesignorum (1692) (G v 359) Leibmiz suggests that the
argument might be smmplhfied by omitting the reference to
‘perfection,’ and merely saying ‘a necessary Being exists—or
a Being whose essence 14 existence, or Being 1n itself [ens a se]
exists—as 15 evident from the terms Now God is such a being
(from the definition of God), therefore God exists This argu-
ment holds 1f 1t be granted that a necessary being 1s possible
and does not involve a contradiction, or, what 18 the same
thing, that the essence from which existence follows 15 posmble’
Elsewhere (E 177 b, G 1v 406) Leibniz points out that ‘those
who hold that from notions, 1deas, defimtions or possible
essences alone we can never 1nfer actual existence deny the
possibility of being 1n 1tself’ [ens a s¢] But ‘1f being 1n wtself
18 1mpossible, all beings through another’ [enfic ab alio] ‘ are
also 1mpossible, since indeed they are only through berng wn
1tself thus nothing can exist’

As against Spinoza, Leibmiz's argument would be that not
all that 1s possible 18 actual, but only the compossible or com-
patible There are unrealized *possibles,’ essences which do
not involve exwstence, and consequently the necessary being,
whose essence involves existence, 13 not the all, but 1s some-
thing distinet from the world of created things The essence
of a created being does not 1nvolve 1ts existence, because 1t 1s
limited, and thuas 1ts emstence depends upon 1its 'fitting 1nto’
other essences s0 a8 to constitute, along with them, the best
possible world But the essence of a necessary being 1nvolves
itz existence Lecause 1t 18 unlimited There 1s nothing to



APPENDIX G 277

hinder or condition 1ts existence, and accordingly, if 1t be pos-
sible, 1t must exist. The value of Leibmiz's argument depends
on the worth of the distinction he makes between ! possible’
and ‘composmble,’ that 15 to say between a metapbysical or
absolute necessity and a moral or inclining necessity How
are these two kinds of necessity related to one another ® It is
hardly a satisfactory solution of the opposition between them
to refer the one to the understanding and the other to the
will of God We have here again the fundamental weakness
of Leibniz's philosophy, the uncertainty of the relation between
the principle of contradiction and that of sufficient 1eason

Kant rejects the whole argument as a paralogism, on the
ground that ‘existence’ can never be a predicate, that 1s to
say, that we me never justified logically in passing from a
merc 1dea to the existence of its content (See Ciifique of
Pure Reason, Rosenkranz, n 462, Hartenstein, n 456, Meikle-
John's Tr, 364 ) It 15 true that we can never pass from a mere
1dea to the existence of its content, but to adduce this as an
argument here 1s to beg the question For a mere 1dea 18 an
1dea of that which may be non-existent, while the idea of
a necessary being 18 the idea of that which cannot be non-
existent Gaunilo 1n his Libe; pro insypente, anticipates the
objection of Kant, and to this Anselm rephed in his Lider
apologeticus contra tespondentem pro 1nsiyprente, saying, among
other things ‘Let us assume that the Summum cogitabule
need not exist merely because 1t 13 thought Mark the con-
sequence That which can be thought without really existing
would not, 1f 1t did exist, be the summum cogitabile, so that,
by the hypothesis, the summum cogitabile 15 and 18 not the
summum cogitabile, which 1a 1n the last degree absurd’ (Rigg's
St Anselm of Canterbury, p 71 See the whole of his chap v)
Cf Introduction, Partiv p 173
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ON THE NOTIONS OF RIGHT AND
JUSTICE. 1693.

PREFATORY NOTE

LEIBNIZ was deeply interested in the maintenance of the
rights of the Empire as against the pretenmons of Louis XIV
He observed that the Fiench took every oppoitunmity of obtain-
ing and pieserving documents on which they mught found
claims  And accordingly, on behalf of the Empire, he set
himself to make a collection of Treaties and State papers
(international and national) affecting the European nations
His plan was to publish them 1n three volumes under the title
Codex Juris Gentium Diplomaticus In 1693 the first volume
appeared, containing papers of date from 1100 to 1500 A D
The work was never finished, but an Appendix (mantissa) to
the firat volume was published 1n 1700 Writing to the Count
de Kinsky 1n 1697, Leibmz remarks that his book ‘1s a little
less 1n season than 1t was at first, for we are assured that
a general peace 18 on the point of being concluded ' (Klopp,
V1 454).

To this work Leibniz says he ‘contributed only the title, the
preface, and the trouble of reading it over’ (Klopp, v
441). The preface, however, contamns the most convement
summary of 1ts author's views 1n an 1mportant department of
ethice The whole preface 18 given by Dutens (1v 287) and
by Klopp (v1 457), but Erdmann (118) gives only the para-
graphs dealing with 'the eternal righta [or laws] of a rational
nature,’ and Gerhardt includes no part of 1t 1n his edition.
I have translated the portion given by Erdmann, adding a few
sentences from the succeeding paragraphs which deal with
‘voluntary’ and ‘divine’ nght In the foot-notes will he
found translations of a number of illustrative passages from
the very interesting collection of papers from the Hanover
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MSS published by Dr Georg Mollat under the title, Rechts-
philosaphisches aus Leibnizens ungedruckten Schriften (Leipzig,
Roboleky, 1885)

The following statement of Leibniz may be used as a sum-
mary of this part of the Preface to the Coder Diplomaticus
‘1n stating the elements of natural right there must be ex-
pounded, first, the common principles of justice, the chanty of
the wise man, secondly, private right or the precepts of com-
mutative justice, concerning what 1s observed among men in
so far as they are regarded as equal, thudly, public nght,
concerning the dispenming of common goods and evils among
unequal people for the greatest common good in this life,
fourthly, inward nght, concerming universal virtue and natural
obligation towards God, that we may have regard to perpetual
happiness To these must be added the elements of legitimate
human and divine nght human rnght both 1n our own
commonwealth and between nations, divine nght in the
unwversal Church’ (De tribus juris naturae et gentium gradibus,
Mollat, p 21)

The 1deas expressed in this Preface aie to a large extent
derived from Grotius

The doctrine of right, confined by nature within narrow
lumits, has been 1minensely extended by the human intel-
lect' 1 am not sure that, even after so many distinguished
writers have discussed them, the notions of Right and
Justice may be considered sufficiently clear Right 1s a
certain moral power, and obligation a moral necessity”
Now by moral I mean that which 1s equivalent to ‘ natural’
mn a good man. for as & Roman lawyer admirably says,
it is not to be believed that we are capable of doing things

! ¢ Medical science 18 the science of the pleasant, political science
18 the science of the useful, ethical science 18 the science of the
Just ' Juris et aequr elementa (Mollnt P 23)-

4 'Nothing 1mpossmble 15 a duty or, as 1t 1s commonly put, of
1mpossible things there 15 no obhgntmn Everylhing necessary
18 permissible or, as 1t 15 commonly put, necessity has no law’
Do debsts et lhicatis (Mollat, p 92) ¢Necessity 18 the avoiding of
misery,” which 18 defined as ‘lasting sadness’ or fthat state in
which the aggregnate of evils preponderates over the aggregate
of goods.” Juris et aequi elementa (Mollat, pp 32, 33)
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which are contrary to good morals [contra bonos mores)®
Further, a good man is one who loves all men, so far as
reason allows*, Justice®, therefore, which 1s the virtue"®
governing that disposition of mind [affectus] which the
Greeks call ¢havfpwria, will, 1f T mistake not, be most
fittingly defined as the charity of the wise man |caritas
sapientis |, that 18 to say, charty in obedience to the

1 tWhen the nature of justice and (as 1s necessarily involved
in this) the nature of wisdom and charity 1s understood, 1t 14
manifest that that which to a good man 18 possible, 1mpossible,
necesvary (1if he wishes to retain the name', 1s just or permissible,
umyust, and finally, obligatory [debrrum]  For 1t 135 not to be believed
that we are capable of doing thungs which are contrary to good
morals, and 1n this sense 1t may be said that the riyh?! we have
of acting or not acting 1s a certain power or moral liberty, while
obligation 18 a necessity’ De tribus juris naturae ef genfium gradibus
(Mollat, p 13)

* ‘He who loves God, that 1s he who 15 wise, will love all men,
but each 1n proportion as tho traces of divine virtue in him shine
out, and 1n piopoition as he hopes to find 1n him a companion
ready and able to promote the common good, or (what comes to
the same thing) the glory of God, the Giver of good things,” loc cit

* The doctrine of Right must, according to Leibniz, be deduced
from definitions, for the iden of justice 18 @ prionn  !Since justice
consists 1n a certain congruity and proportion, the just may have
a meaning, although there may neither be any one who practises
justice nor any one towards whom 1t 18 practised, just as the ratios
of numbers aie tiue, although there may neither be any one whe
numbers nor anything which 18 numbered, and it may be predioted
of a house that 1t will be beautiful, of a machine that 1t will be
effective, of a commonwealth that it will be happy, 1f 1t comes 1nto
exislence, although 1t may never come 1nto existence’ Jurts cf
aequr elementa (Mollat, p 24) I have 1n most places translated the
word ‘jus’ by ‘ Right” Regarding the ambiguities of these words
see I. C Clark’s Practical Jurisprudence, ch 2 and 6

® ¢ All vutue 18 the biidling of the desires [affecrus] so that
nothing can oppose the commands of right reason’ Jurisef aoqu
elementa (Mollat, p 26) Cf G vu 92 sqq

" Leibmiz gives various longer definitions of yustice In a lette:
to Kesner (1709) (Dutens, 1v 261) he says ‘Justice 18 perfection
in accordance with wisdom, so far as conceins a person's conduct
1n 1elation to the goods and ills of other persons’ Agan, ‘Justice
1s nothing but that which 18 1n conformity with wisdom and
goodness combined , the end of goodness 18 the greatest good, but
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dictates of wisdom " Therefore the saying attributed to
Carneades ® that justice 1s supreme folly, because 1t bids us
attend to the interests of others, neglecting our own, pro-
ceeds from 1gnorance of the defimition of justice ' Charity
15 umiversal benevolence, and benevolence 18 the habit of
loving or esteeming [amand: swe diligénds] "  But to love

in oader to recognize 1t we require wisdom, which 13 nothing but
the knowledge of the good . Wiadom is 1n the understanding
and goodness 1n the will And justice consequently 1s 1n both ’
Meditation sur la notwn commune do la justice (Mollat, p 62) *The
truc and perfoct definition of justice 1s the habit of loving others
or of taking pleasure 1n the thought of other people’s good, as often
as 1t comes 1nto consideration ’ ‘Justice 18 prudence 1n bringing
about the good of otheis or not bringing evil upon them for the
sake of bringing about one’s own good (by thus manifesting one’s
mind), or not bringing evil upon oneself (that 1s, for the sake of
gaining 1eward or avoiding punishment)’ Juris et aequr elementa
(Mollat, pp 32 and 35) Regarding the last statement, 1t should
be remarked that Leibniz says ‘God Himself 1s the roward,”
loc cit

L even 1n those who have not attained to this wisdom For,
setting God apart, the majority of those who would act 1
accordance with justice 1n all things, even aguinst their own
interests, would 1n fact do what 18 required by the wise man who
finds his pleasure 1n the general good, but 1n certain cases they
would not themselves act as wise men, not being sensitive to the
pleasure of viitue’ Medifation sur la mnotion commune de la justice
(Mollat, p 75)

» The saying comes from the Epifome of the Divinae Instrtutiones
of Lactantius, ch 1 Cf Inst:t v 14 and Cicero, De Rep 11 233
(Batter and Preller, Hist Phil, Graec §§ 436 and 438) Carneades
(sbout 213-129 B ), a native of Cyrene, was founder of the New
Academy In 1568 ¢ he visited Rome as an ambassador from
Athens and caused much astonishment by his skill 1n arguing
successively for and against justice Cf Grotius, De jure bellr et
pacis, Prolegomena, § 5

1 1 There cannot be Justice without prudence, nor can prudence
be separated from ome’s own good " Juris et aequz elementa (Mollat,
p 26)

1 tThere are two ways of desiring the good of others, the one
when we desire 1t on account of our own good, the other when
we desiro 1t as 1f 1t were our own good The first 1s the way
of him who esteems, the second of him who loves; the first 18
the feeling of a master to his servant, the second that of a father
to his son, the first 18 the feeling of n man towards the tool he
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or esteem is to take pleasure in the happiness of another,
or what comes to the same thing, to adopt another’s happi-
ness as our own In this way there is solved the difficult
problem, which is also of great importance 1n theology, how
there can be a disinterested love [amor non mercenarius] ',
a love apart from hope and fear and every consideration
of advantage; the solution bemg that the happiness of
those in whose happiness we take pleasure becomes a part
of our own happiness ¥, for things which give us pleasure
are desired for their own sakes', And as the very con-

requiies, the second that of friend to friend , 1n the first case the
good of others 1s sought for the sake of something else, in the
second for 1ta own sake’ Juris et acqui elementa (Mollat, p 30}
In this note the word translated *esteem’ 15 aestimare, while 1n
the text 1t 13 diligere Benevolence 18 a & 1n the Arnstotehian
sense, ‘not an act, but a hatit or strong inelination of the mind,
which we have acquired either by the fortune of birth, or by
a special gift of God, o1 by repeated practice’ De justia (Mollat,
P 37)

3 Cf Monadology, § go, note 142 In the Preface to the second
part of the Coder Juris Gentium Diplomaticus, § 10 (Dutens, 1v 313),
Leibniz replies to those who objected to his solution on the ground
that ‘1t 18 more perfect to cast oneself entirely upon God, so as
to be moved by His will alone and not by one’s own pleasure’
This, says Leibmiz, ‘18 contrary to the nature of things for the
endeavour to act springs from a tendency to perfection, the fecling
of which 1y pleasure , and there 18 no action or volition otherwise ’
Cf a paper on the views of Fénelon (1697) (E 790 a, G 11 578)
We do everything fo1 our own good, and 1t 18 1mpossible for us to
have other opinions, although we can spesk about others But
nevertheless. we do not yet love quite purely, when we do not
seek the good of the loved object for its own sake and because
1t pleases us in itself, but because of some advantage which comes
to us from 1t  But we seek at once our own good for our own
sakes and the good of the loved object for ita own sake, when Lhe
good of this object 18 1mmediately, finally (wifimato) and by 1tself
our aim, our pleasure and our good, as happens with 1egard to all
the things which we desire because they please us in themselves
and are consequently good 1n themselves without regrrd to conse-
quencea they are ends, not means ’

1 1The prerogative of true happiness 15 that 1t 1s 1ncreased by
the multitude of those who share 1t.” De yustitia (Mollat, p 41)

Y This 18 B convertible statement *Everytbhing pleasant 18
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templation of beautiful things 1s pleasant ', and a picture
by Raphael moves him who understands 1t, although 1t
brings him no gmn, so that 1t becomes dear and delightful
to him, mmspiring 1n him something like love ', so when
the beautiful thing 1s also capable of happiness, his feeling
for 1t passes into real love. But Durne love' excels
other loves, fo1 God can be loved with the happiest result.
since nothing 1s happler than God and nothing more
beautiful or more worthy of happiness can be conceived '
And since He possesses supreme power and wisdom, His
happiness not only becomes a part of ours (if we are wise,
that 1s, if we love Him) but even constitutes 1t'° But
since wisdom ought to dnect charity, wisdom also requires

sought for 1ts own sake, and whatever 1s sought for 1ts own sake
18 pleasant  Other things are sought on account of what 1s
pleasnnt, that they may produce 1t, contribute to 1t, or remove
what 18 opnosed to 1t All men feel this whatever they may say,
or at any rate they do 1t, whatever they may feel’ Juris et aequs
~lementa (Mollat, p. 30)

11 (We seck beautiful things because they aie pleasant I define
v beautiful thing as that the contemplation of which 1s pleasant ’
loc cit (Mollat, p. 31)

1t ¢ He who finds pleasure 1n the contemplation of a beautiful
prcture and would suffer pain if he saw 1t spoiled, even though 1t
belong to another man, loves 1t 8o to speak with a disinterested
love, but this 18 not the case with him who thinks merely of
making money by selling or getting applause by showing 1t,
without caring whether it 1s spoiled or not, when 1t no longer
belongs to him ’ Lettre @ Nicatse (1698) (E 791 b, G 11 581) Cf Kant,
Critique of Judgment, Part 1 div 1 bk 1 §§ 1-5

7 j o love for God.

15 «He Himself 18 always happy and will never be a cause of
gnef to us through His misfortune, nor will He be 1n need of our
help And agemin, since He always does everything in the most
reasonable way, we can act in relation to Him otherwise than
in relation to those who, being carried away by their emotions,
follow no fixed rule of conduct and may even be offended by those
who are mast anXioua to honour them But He 18 always content
with a good will and richly rewards all things well done or
intended, that 1s, all things wlich are 1n harmony with His
presumptive will’ De justitia, 5 (Mollat, p 38)

» (The happiness of God conatitutes . the whole of ours.’
(E 7908, G 1 578)
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to be defined And I think that the notion men have of
it will best be matisfied, if we say that wisdom 1s nothing
but the very science of happiness . So we are brought
back again to the notion of happiness, which this is not
the place to explain®.

Now from this source flows natural Rught [jus naturae |
of which there are three degrees Right wi the narrow sense
[qus strictum] in commutative justice, equily (or chanty
in the narrower sense of the word) 1n distributive justice #,
and lastly, peety (or uprightness) in universal justice ®

* {Wisdom 18 the science of the best, as prudence 1s the science
of the good' Specrmen demonsiratimum politicarum (1669), prop 38
(Dutens, 1v 559)

L ‘Happiness 18 a lasting state of joy’ Imutum mnstitutionum juris
perpetur (Mollat, p 4) ‘Nothing contributes more to happiness
than the enlightenment of the understanding and the 1nclination
of the will always to act necording to reason, and such an enhghten-
ment 18 especially to be sought 1n the knowledge of those things
which can lead our understanding ever onward to a higher hight ,
because fiom thiy theie arises a continual progress 1n wisdom and
virtue, and consequently 1n perfection and joy, the fruit of which
remains with the soul even after this hife’ Von der Gluckselighet
(E 672b, G v 88) Cf E 792a, G 1 581

@ These correspond respectively to Aristotle’s 78 &v rois svveAhdy-
paot 8ixatov or Sixaiov biopdwrindy and his Siaveunrindy Sikaiov or Bixka:ov
év tais Biavéumis  Ethics, v 2, 1130% 30, Vv 4, 113127 and 33 Cf
Pol 111 9 ‘Commutative justice has to do with private 1ght,
distributive with public right’ Ds tribus jurs naturae ef gentium
gradibus (Mollat, p 14) OCf loc cit, p 17, where they are called
‘mnght of property, and right of society * But Aristotle recognizes
a !catallactic’ or ‘commutative’ justice (vd dvrimemorfés) distinet
(at lenst according to what seems the best 1nterpretation of Eth v
5) both fiom ‘ corrective * yustice (vd diopfarrindy) and ¢ distributive '
Justice (16 Biaveunrikdv); ‘corrective’ and ‘distributive’ justice
pre-supposing the existence of a state (wéA:s), while ‘catallactic’
Justice 18 pre-supposed by the state See Prof Ritchie ‘On Arstotle’s
subdivisions of Particular Justice,” Classical Review, vinn p 18s.

% 1 While justice is only a particular virtue, when we make
abatraction from God or from a government which 1mitates that
of God , and while this virtue, thus limited, 1ncludes only what 1s
called commutative and distributive justice, we may say that ay
soon as 1t 18 founded upon God or upon the 1mitation of God, 1t be-
comes unwversal yustice and contains all the virtues ” Méditation sur la
notion commune de la yustice (Mollat, p 75). Cf wfra, note 4a.
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Hence come the precepts that we should do injury to no
one, that we should give each his own, that we should
live virtuously (or rather piously), the umiversal and
commonly accepted precepts of Right [jus]*; as I
suggested, when a youth, 1n my lhittle book De Methodo
Juris®. The precept of bare Right or Reght wn the narrow
sense [jus strictum] ™ 18 that no one s to be myured, lest 1f
it be within the state, the person should have ground for
an action at law, or if it be without the state, he should
have the right to make war®™ From this there comes
the justice which the philosophers call commutative and
the right which Giotius calls right proper [ facultas]*

¢l The precepts are given by Ulpian See Justiman: Instulutiones,
Lib 1 Tit 1 3 (Moyle’s ed, vol 1 p 100) In hus De tribus jurss
natu ae ef gentium gradibus (Mollat, p 14), Leibmiz says that the three
precepts flow from ‘the supreme rule of Right,’ which 1s * to direct
all things to the greater general good’

48 Methodus nova discendae docendaeque Jurisprudennae (1667°, §§ 74—76
(Dutens, 1v 213) This was the work through which Leibniz
obtained an 1ntroduction to the Elector of Mainz See Introduction,
Part:1 p 4

2" @rotius distinguishes between jus striclum and jus larius, the
latter being moral right De jure bellr et pacis, bk 1 ch 1,§9, 1and 2
Cf Prolegomena, § 10 Leibniz holds, as againat Hobbes, that ¢ there
19 a right and even a jus strictum before the foundation of the State
He who produces a new thing or puts himself 1n possession of an
already existing thing, which no one has already taken possession
of, and who cultivates 1t and fits 1t for his use, cannot as a rule be
deprived of 1t without injustice' Meditation sur la notion commune de
la yustice (Mollat, p 78)

<7 t Against him who knowingly 1njures without necesmty, there
18 a right of war’ Juriws of aequs elementa (Mollat, p 33) The object
of this first degree of Right 18 the preservation of peace, which does
not necessarlly secure happiness but 1s an essential condition of
happiness ‘It 1s an evil to a man that there 18 another man who
wishes him 11], and 1t 18 a good to a man that Lhere 18 another man
who wishes him well *  Axiomes ou principss de drout (Mollat, p 53)

i De yure el et pacis, bk 1 ch 1, §§ 58qq. Facultas w jus proprie
aut stricte dictum. It includes power (potestas) whether over one's
self (which 18 hiberty), or over another (which 18 authority), also
ownership (dommnium), whether full (as of property), or less full
(as of compact, pledge, credit, to which corresponds debt on the
other sixde) Whewell translates faculias ‘jural claim ’ 1n contrast
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The higher degree I call equity®, or if you prefer it,
charity (that is, in the narrower sense), which I extend
beyond the rigour of bare Right to those obligations also
on account of which those to whom we are obliged have
no ground of action to compel us to perform them, such
as gratitude, pity, and the things which are sa1d by Grotius
to have wmperfect right [or fitness, aptitudo] not right
proper | facultas] And as the precept of the lowest degree
was to do 1njury to no one, so that of the middle degree
1s to do good to everybody "; but that so far as befits
each person or so fa1 as each deserves, since we cannot
equally befriend all men® Therefore to this place belong
distributive justice®™ and that precept of Raght [jus]
which bids us gwe to each has own. And to this political
laws 1n the state are related, laws which have to do with
the happiness of subjects and which usually bring it about
that those who had only moral claim [aptitudo] acquire
a Jural claim [ facultas]™, that 1s to say, that they are

with ‘moral claim’ (aptitudo) *Commutative justice’ (justitia et-
pletrir) concerns facultas, while *distributive justice’ (justitie attri-
butriz) concerns gptitudo

# This degree of Right presupposes some sort of ¢society’ or
social arrangement among men  There may be such a ! society’ 1n
which the first degree of Raght 1s alone recognized, but 1t cannot
be a happy state, for there must be ! perpetual quarrels’ in 1it, and
thus the higher degree of Right comes to be recognized. De fribus
Juris natwi ae et genlium gradibus (Mollat, pp 17 sqq.)

% (Do not do to others what you do not wish to be done to your-
self, and do not deny to others what you wish to be done to yourself
It 18 the rule of reason, and 1t 13 our Lord’s rule Put yourself 1n
the place of others and you will be at the true point of view for
Judging what 1s just or not> Medutation sur la notwn commune de la
qustice (Mollat, p 70)

3 See note 4

® (In which I include contributic justice,” that 1s, not merely
the giving to each hia due, but the promoting of the common good
and the aveirting of the common evil. De tribus yuris naturae et gentium
gradibus (Mollat, p 16)

*® The dufferent degrees of Right are merely dsgrees, not absolute
divisions, and thus one passes into another Thus to refuse to give
a man his due 14 to 1njure bum, for ¢ the absence of good 1s an evil
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enabled to demand what 1t is fair that others should give.
But while 1n the lowest degree of Right no regard was
paid to the differences among men (except to those whicl
urise from the particular matter 1n hand), and all men
were regarded as equal, now in this higher degree ments
ure weighed, and hence pnvileges, rewards and punish-
ments appear *  Xcnophon has cleverly represented this
difference in the degrees of Right by the case of the young
hoy Cyrus *®, who was chosen to decide between two boys
the stronger of whom had foreibly exchanged clothes with
the other, because he had found that the other boy’s gown
fitted him better, while his own fitted the other boy
better Cyrus decided 1n favour of the robber; but his
tutor pointed out to him that the question here was not
whom the gown fitted but whose 1t was, and that some
day he would more rightly make use of this way of judg-
ing when he himself had gowns to distribute. For equity

and the absence of evil 15 a good’ (Mollat, p 70.) Thus ‘ the gover-
nois of societies and certain magistrates are obliged not only to
prevent evil but also to promote good * (Mollat, p 68 ) ‘The science
of the just and that of the useful, that 1s, the science of public and
that of private good are mutually involved and it 1s not easy for
uny one to be happy 1n the midst of the miserable’ Juris ef aeque
~lementa (Mollat, p 23}

" Regarding the lowest degree of right, Lelbniz says !This 1s
that equality which 18 commonly called arithmeiical, that all are so
far regarded as having the same ment, and, no account of peraons
being taken, each receives just ng much as he gave up’' De bribus
urts naturae el gentium gradibus (Mollat, p 15). !'The distribution of
goods and evils 18 often made 1n proportion to people’'s virtues and
melits, or vices and faults, and this 18 called geometrical equality,
because 1n this very 1nequality an equality of ratios 1s observed, so
that unequal things are given to unequal persons, the same pio-
portion being kept between the things given as there 1s between
the persons,’ loc, ait, p 16 The distinction and the names a1e due
to Arstotle, although Leibniz’s application of them 1s somewhat
dufferent Cf Ethics, v 3 1131 12 sqq and v 4 1131°258qq See
also Plato, Laws, bk. v1 757 A 5qq., and Grotius, De jure belli et pacis,
bk 1 ch 1,§8,2

™ Cyropasdia, bk.1 ch 3, 17 The story 1s quoted by Guotius.
hk 1.ch 1, §8
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itself leads us 1n business to act upon Right 1n the narrow
sense [jus strictum), that 1s, the equality of men, unless
when a weighty reason of greater good requires us to
depart from 1t*. Moreover, what is called 1espect ot
persons has place, not in the exchanging of goods with
others, but 1n the distributing of our own goods or those
of the puble

I have called the highest degree of Right by the name
ot uprightness or 1ather piefy ™. For what has been said
v far may be understood in such a way as to be limited
to the relations of a mortal life And indeed bare Right
o1 Right 1n the nairow sense [yus strictum) has 1ts source
m the need of keeping the peace, equity or charity

*¥ It 18 not allowable to take from the rch their goods in order
to supply the poor with them Because the disorder which
would arse from this would cause more evil and 1nconvenience 1n
general than the special 1nconvenience of the piesent state of
things Thus the state should maintain 1ndividuals i1n their
possessions  Yet 1t mny make a tolerable bieach in them for the
i ommon security, and even for a great common good' Med:fation
s 1 notion commune de Tu ,ustice (Mollat, p B1)

" ¢The third prine:ple of Right 13 the will of a superior But
the superior 1s either superior by nature, as God 1s and His will
again 1s either natural, hence peety, or law, hence positive Divine
Right, or the superior 1s superior by agreement [pachur’, as a man
15, hence civil Right Piety therefore 1s the third degree of natural
Right, and 1t gives perfection and effect to the others For God,
vince He 18 omniscient and wise, confirms bare nght and equity ,
and, since He 1s ommipotent, He carries them out Hence the
wdvantage of the luman 1ace, and 1ndeed the beauty and hairmony
of the world, coincide with the Divine will’ Methodus Nova, &c

1667), § 76 (Dutens, v 214) Elsewhere Leibniz argues that
there must be a higher degree of right than mere equity, for
(zad 18 supremely just and supremely good,’ and the justice of
t+od differs not 1n kund but 1n degiee from the justice of man
‘ But 1t 18 not for his ease nor 1n aider to keep the peace with us,
that God shows us so much goodness , for we could not make war
upon Him What, then, will be the prinaple of His jusiice and
what will be 1ts rule® It will not be that equity or that equality,
which has place among men . We cannot regard God as having
any other motive than perfection' Meditation sur la nolion commune
fe 1a yustice (Mollat, p 72)
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strives after something more, to wit that while each to
other does as much good as possible, each may increase
his own happiness through that of others , and, to put it
mn a word, Right 1n the narrow sense [jus strictum| avords
misery, Right 1n the higher sense [ jus superws) tends to
happiness, but of such a kind as falls to our mortal lot.
But that we ought to subordinate Iife 1tself and whatever
makes life desirable to the great good of others so that it
behoves us to bear patiently the greatest pains for the sake
of others ™, this is beautifully inculcated by philosophers
rather than thoroughly proved by them. For the moral
dignity and glory and our soul’s feeling of joy on account
of virtue, to which philosophers ** appeal under the name
of rectitude, are certainly good things of thought or of the
mind, and are indeed great goods, but not such as to pre-
vail with all men nor to overcome all the sharpness ot
evils, since all men are not equally moved by imagination ;
especially those who have not become accustomed to the
thought of honour or to the appreciation of the good
things of the soul, either through a lhiberal education, or
a noble way of living, or the dizcipline of life or of method

But in order that 1t may be concluded by a universal
demonstration that everything honourable 1s beneficial
[omne honestum utile] and that everything base is hurtful
[omne turpe dammosum)'’, we must assume the immor-

3 (The principles of charity are abnegation of self, esteem ot
others’ Tabulae duae disciplinge juris, &c (Mollat, p 9) ‘Love feels
not the wounds which 1t suffers, but those which 1t makes,’ loc ot
P 12 ‘'Among true friends all things are common, even to
misery °  Juns ef aequz elementa (Mollat, p 33)

*  If you had listened very attentively to Cicero declaiming on
behalf of rectitude as against pleasure, you would have heard him
magnificently perorate about the beauty of virtue, the deformity
of base things, about a conscience at peace with itself 1n the depth
of a rejoicing soul, about the good of an untarnmished reputation,
about an imnortal name and the exultation of glory.” Jurws et
aequi elementa (Mollat, p. 30)

1 In his Imitsum institulionum juris perpetur (Mollat, p 4) Leibniz,

using & symilar expresaion, adds ! And moral qualities are turned
nto natural.” Cf Monadology, §§ 88-g0.
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tality of the soul *! and the Ruler of the universe, Gop *
Thus 1t 18 that we think of all men as living 1n the most
perfect City [civitas]*, under a Monarch who on account
of His wisdom cannot be deceived [ fall:] and on account
of His power cannot be avoided ** ; and a Monarch who 1s
also 80 loveable that it 18 happiness to serve such a master
Therefore he who spends his soul for Him gains it, as
Christ teaches ** By His power and providence 1t comes
to pass that every right passes into fact [omme jus
Jactum transeat]*, that no one is mnjured except by him-

' If the soul were not immortal, Leibniz thinks 1t would be 1m-
possible for even a wise man to have a sufficient regard for his
nwn perfection (Mollat, p 21 ) To a sumilar effect he writes
against the view of Puffendorf, of whom he had a very poor
opinion  (‘He 18 not much of a lawyer and very httle of o
plilosopher,” Dutens, 1v 261 ) Puffendorf lhimited natural right
to exteinal laws and regarded all virtues or moral qualities as
based on principles not of reason but of revelation See Monita
quacdam ad Samuehs Puffendgrffi princapa (Dutens, 1v. 275 8qq , and
262)

# (h1otius held that ¢ there would be a certain natural obligation,
even if 1t were granted (which 1t cannot be) that there 1s no God *
De jure belli et pacis, Prolegomena, § r1 ‘It 18 true that Anratotle
recognized this universal justice, although he did not refer 1t to
God, and I think 1t admirable 1n him to have had, neveitheless,
so high an 1dea of 1t But this 158 due to the fact that for him
a well-constituted government or state takes the place of God as
1egards earthly things, and such a government will do what 1t can
to compel men to be virtuous.” Meditation sur la notion commune de
la justice (Mollat, p 76)

# Finding, as I do, the principle of justice 1n the good, Aristotle
takes as the rule of expediency [convenance] the best, that 1s to say,
what would be expedient for the best government (quod optimae
reypublicae  comveraret), so that, according to this authoi, natural
right 1s that which 1s most expedient for order ’ loc cit (Mollat,
p Bo) Cf Monadology, § B5

# <80 that the honourable and the advantageous are the same,
and no sin 18 without punishment, no noble deed 1s 1n vain or
goes without reward ’ (Mollat, p. g6 ) Cf. Monadology, § 90

5 8t. Luke, 1x. 24 , xvu 33, St. John, xu 25.

i* When power 18 combined with wisdom and goodmess ‘it
makes right become fact, so that what ought to be really exists, 1n
so far as the nature of things allowa. And this 1s what God does
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self ', that nothing done rightly is without a reward and no
sin without a punishment For, as Christ divinely taught
all our hairs are numbered, and not even a draught of
water 18 given 1n vain to one who thirsts, and thus nothing
1s disregarded in the commonwealth of the universe *
It is on this account that justice 18 called wmiversal and
comprehends sll other virtues *, for things which other-
wise do not seem to concern any one else, as for instance
whether we abuse ou1r own body or our own property, and
which are beyond the range of human laws, are neverthe-
less forbidden by the law of nature [ jus naturale]™, that
15, by the eternal laws of the Divine Monarchy, since we
owe ourselves and all that 1s ours to God®  For as 1t 1~
of importance to & commonwealth **, so much more 1s 1t
to the umiverse, that no one should make a bad use of
that which 1s his own™ Accordingly from this 15 derived

1n the world " Meditation sur la notion commune de la yustice (Mollnt
p 62) Cf Monadology, § 55

7 «The 1mmortal soul, exposed to no 1njuries except from itself,
15 always 1n the hand and keeping of God, and Christ has divinely
bidden us not to fear those who can kill the body but eannot haim
the soul ' De justiha (Mollat, p 40)

48 (If a draught of cold water has its reward, what will tho~e
receive, who have done somcthing great 1n human affairs for the
glory of God and the common good, seeing that those who bring
many to righteousness [justitza] shall shine as the stars *  De ) iba«
Juris naturae et gentium gradibus (Mollat, p 20) Cf G 1v 463, 463

% Cf Anstotle, Ethws, v 1, 1130" 8

 +Right [yus) cannot be unjust that would be a contradiction
Bul law [lex] may be, For it 13 power that ordains and upholi-
law, and 1f this power 1s lacking 1n wisdom or goodwill, 1t mnay
ordain and uphold very wicked laws. But happily for the universe,
the laws of God are always just, and He 18 1n a position to uphold
them, as He undoubtedly does, although He does not always visibly
and 1mmediately do so, for which He has doubtless excellent
reasons ' Meduation sur la notion communs de la yustice (Mollat, p- 61)

“! *We were not born merely for ourselves, but others claim fo
themselves a part of us, and God the whole.” Monita ad Puffendorfn
principua, § 5 (Dutens, 1wv 2B1) ! Quicqund sumus Des sumus’ (Mollat
P 3)

® 4 Salus publica suprema lex est’ (Mollat, p. 3).

* {For when we are vicious, we not only injure ourselves, but
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the force of that highest precept of Right, which bids us
lwe virtuously (that 18, piously). And 1n this sense learned
men have rightly put 1t down among things to be desired,
that nabural law and the law of nations |gus naturae ef
gentrum) should be formulated in accordance with the
doctrines of Christianity, that 1s (according to the teach-
ing of Christ) v: dvdrepa ™, the sublime things, the divine
things of the wise. Thus I think I have very fitly
explained the three preeepts of Right or three degrees of
justice, and have pointed out the sources of natural law
Besides the eternal rights of a rational nature which
flow from the Divine Source, there is also observed a
voluntary Right, derived from customs or made by
superior. And indeed 1n the commonwenlth eivil Right
receives 1ts force from him who has the supreme power *

we also diminmish, 1n so far as 1t depends upon us, the perfection
of the great commonwealth, of which God 1s the Monarch
Meditation sur la notwon commune de la yustice (Mollat, p 76)

3 Possibly Leibniz 1s thinking of 3 dvafer copia (St James, 11
15, 17) Leibniz seems himself to have intended to supply the
want to which he here refers, for he sketched the outline ot
a book on the subject, which 15 printed by Mollat (pp 8sqq ), undes
the title 7abulze duae dwcphinge yuns natuiage el gembium secundum
dwsoyphnam Christwnorum  In this he refers to St James as ‘calling
charity véuocs Bamikixés, the royal law (ch 1 B), inasmuch as 1t
comes from the supreme King (St Paul, Romans, 1. 32, Sixalwua Tob
Beov) " (Mollat, p 11)

5 While admitting a right of this kund as distinct from natural
11ght, Leibniz maintains that the two ought always to be 1n
harmony, He thus condemns the view of Hobbes, that the basi~
of 11ght 18 power, which he 1identifies with the view ot Thrasymachus
in Plato's Republic, bk 1. (see Mollat, p 57 sqq) Cf Le Portras
du Prince (Klopp, 1v 461) 'As the order of States 18 established
on the authority of {those who govern them and on the dependence
of their peoples, nature which destines men for civil life endows
them at Lirth with different qualities, some for commanding
others for obeying, 1n order that the powe1 of the sovereign in
a monarchy and the 1nequality between those who command and
those who obey 1n a republic, be ne less founded on nature than
on law, on virtue Lthan on fortune So princes ought to be abowe
their subjects by their virtue and then natural gqualities, as thev
are above them by the authority which the laws give them, in

U
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outside of the commonwealth or among those who are
sharers 1n supreme power (of whom there are sometimes
several even 1n the same commonwealth) there 1s the
sphere of the woluntary law of mations, accepted by the
tacit consent of the peoples. . .

But Christians have alsoc another common bond, namely
the posuwe Dwine law [yus] which 18 contained 1n the sacred
books. To which are to be added the sacred canons
received by the whole Church and afterwards 1n the West
the Papal law [jures] to which kings and peoples submit
themselves And in general (and certainly not against
reason) 1t seems for a long time to have been accepted,
before the schism of last century, that there should be
understood to be a certain general commonwealth of the
Christian nations, the heads of which were 1n sacred
things the Pope [Pontifexr Marimus) and in temporal
things the Emperor of the Romans, who also seemed to
1etain so much of the law of the old Roman monarchy
as was needed for the common good of Christendom,
without prejudice to the Right of kings and the liberty
of princes

order to reign both by natural 11ght and by civil right, like the
first kungs 1n the woild, who having been raised to the government
of their peoples by their virtue and their intellectual gifls, com-
nianded as much by nature as by law, by merit as by fortune *



NEW SYSTEM OF THE NATURE OF SUB-
STANCES AND OF THE COMMUNICATION!
BETWEEN THEM, AS WELL AS OF THE
UNION THERE IS BETWEEN SOUL AND
BODY ? 16g;

PREFATORY NOTE

IN this paper, which appeared anonymously wn the Jowrnal
des Savants of June, 1695, we have Leibmz's first public state-
ment of hie New System (see Introduction, Part 1 p 12) In
character 1t 18 much more tentative than his later wntings,
and 1t 18 only towards the end of the paper (§ 17) that he
ventures to speak of his view as ‘more than a hypothesms’
This 15 very characteristic of Leibmz: he likes to advance by
suggestion and hypothes:is But he regards hypothesis &s
merely a stepping-stone  he will not rest there 1f 1t 15 possible
to go farther ‘In matters where certainty can be obtained,
I will not use hypotheses,” he says to Bernowllh (G Math
575) And nearly twenty years after he published the New
System, Leibniz wntes of ¢ this hypothess, which I venture to
call proved’ (Monadology, § 59). Thus the peculiar inteiest of
the New System 18 that 1t lets us see something of Leibniz's
philosophy 1n the making For 1n this work he writes histori-
cally, indicating to us the course which his thought took.

The New System may be divided 1nto two main parts, in the
firet of which (§§ 1~11 inclusive) Leithniz shows us how he was

11 ¢ 1nter-relation or interaction

! The title 1n the First Draft 18 New system for explayming the nature
of subsiances and thewr commumcation with one another, as well as the unton
of soul wnth body.
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led to re-introduce into philosophy the ‘substantial forme
of the Scholastics, and 1n what sense these forms, souls, simple
substances or 1eal units are to be understood , while in the
second (§y 12-18) he applies his theory of subatance to the
question of the relation between soul and body, mind and
matter, and finds that the problem can be satisfactorily solved
only thiough the hypothesis of a pre-established harmon)
between all simple substances Analyzing the title of the
paper, we may say that the first part deals with the natuie
of substances and the second with their communication
Erdmann (E 124 sqq ) gives the New System as 1t was ongin-
ally published Gerhardt (G 1v 477 eqq ) gives 1t as 1t wa-
afterwards revised and altered by Leibniz, and he also print-
an nteresting First Draft of it [ have translated from
(Gerhardt’s text, indicating 1its differences from Erdmann’~,
and 1n the notes will be found some passages from the First
Draft The paragraphs are numbered 1n E , but not in G

1. Several years ago I conceived this system and had
communications about 1t with learned men, especially
with one of the greatest theologians and philosophers ot
our time ', who, having been informed of some of my
opinions by a peison of the highest rank*, had found
them very paradoxical . But having received explana-
tions fiom me, he withdrew what he had sasid in the

4 *Mons Arnauld’ Note by Leibmiz, who tells us also that with
rega1d to hns New System he ! followed the rule of Horace nonumgue
pematus m annum’_ (G v 490) There 18 an 1nteresting account
of Arnauld and his friends 1n Stephen’s Essays wn Ecclestastece!
Biography, vol 1, Essay vi, The Port-Royalists

* Landgraf Ernest of Hesse-Rheintels (1623-1693), who 1n 165z,
~hortly after the close ot the Thirty Years’ War, became a Roman
Catholic and published a justification of the course he had taken
A copy of this work he sent to the Duke of Brunswick, and he
thus ¢came 1nto communieation with Leibmiz. They kept up
a correspondence on theological and ecclesiastical sub_]ects until
the death of the Landgraf in 1693

" Arnauld writes to the Landgiaf —'1 find 1n these thoughb
so many things which alarm me nnd at which almost all men,
iIf I am nnt mistaken, will be so shocked, that I do not see
what use there could be 1n a writing which apparently will be
rejected by everybody’ (G 11 15) Leibniz felt this very keenly
hut Arnnuld made ample explanations and apologies 1n a letter to
Leibniz himeelf (G 1 25
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most generous and exemplary way , and having approved
a number of my propositions, he praetermitted his cen-
sure as regards the others, to which he was still unable
to agree. Since that time I have continued my meds-
tations, as I had opportumity, in order that I might give
to the public only well-tested opinions, and I have also
endeavoured to meet the objections raised against my
essays on Dynamics, which have some connexion with
this® And in short, as some people of consideration
have desired to see my opinions’ more elucidated, I have
ventured upon these meditations, although they are by no
means popular nor such as to be relished by every kind
of mind 1 have been led to this mainly 1n order that
I may profit by the judgment of those who are e¢n-
lightened in these matters , since it would be too tiouble-
some a task to seek out and call to my aid individually
those who might be disposed to give me suggestions.
which I shall always be glad to receive, provided they
are marked by a love of tiuth rather than by a passion for
preconceived opinions "

2. Although I am one of those who have worked much
at mathematics, I have none the less meditated upon
philosophy from my youth up ; for 1t always seemed to
me that there was a possibility [moyen] of establishing
something solid 1mm philosophy by clear demonstrations.
I had penetrated far into the country of the Scholastics
when mathematics and modern authors brought me out
again, while I was still quite young. The beauty ot
their mechanieal explanations of nature charmed me.

¢ Leibnmiz’s principal essay on Dynamics 13 the Specimen Dyna-

micum, published 1n the Acta Eruditorum for April, 1695 (G Math
V1 234)

" The First Draft has 1n addition the words ‘Which thuy
think may be useful 1n harmonizing faith with reason as 1egard~
maiters of imporiance ’

* 1T desire objections to be made agrinst me, which oblige m:
to go beyond what I have already aaid Objections of this kind
are 1nstructive and I hike them because I may profit by them
and make others pi1ofit by them , but 1t i8 not easy to make them.
Lettre a Masson (1716) (G, v1 639)
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and I rightly contemned the method of those who make
use only of forms and faculties, from which we learn
nothing®. But afterwards, having tried to go deeply
into mechanical principles themselves, 1n order to find
a reason for the laws of nature which experience makes
known, I perceived that the mere considerntion of an
cxtended mass 18 not sufficient and that use must also be
made ot the notion of force, which 1s very intelligible,
though 1t belongs to the sphere of metaphysics™. It
appeared to me also that the view of those who trans-
form or degrade the lower amimals 1nto mere machines,
although 1t seems possible, is improbable and 1ndeed 1s
contrary to the order of things,

3 At first, when I had freed myself from the yoke
of Aristotle, I took to the void and the atoms, for that
is the view which best satisfies the 1magination. But
having got over this, I perceived, after much medita-
tion, that 1t 18 1mpossible to find the prenciples of a real
unily in matter slone, or 1n that which 1s only passive,
since 1t 18 nothing but a collection o1 aggregation of parts
ad mfimtum. Now a multiplicity [multitude] can derive
its reality only from gemuine umits [umites| which come
trom elsewhere and are quite other than the mathematical
points which are only extremuties of the extended and

* See Introduction, Part 1 p 3, and Part1v p 156

" The meaning 1s that, although force 1s not anything that
«an be pictured or represented 1n 1magination, 1t can nevertheless
he quite well understood The notion of force 1s ! metaphysical,’
because force 13 not merely a physical thing that can be perceirved
m the same way as other physical things For instance, we
can understand, but we cannot perceive, the potential energy
ot a mass In the Fust Draft, Leibniz says + ' By force or power
[puassance] I do not mean the power [pouverr] or mere faculty,
which 18 nothing but a near posaibility of acting and which, being
u8 1t were dead, never produces an action without being stimulated
trom without, but I mean something between power to act [ pouvoerr)
and action, something which 1ncludes an effort, an actual working
[acte}, an entelechy, for force passes of itself into action, 1n so far
as nothing hinders it Wherefore 1 regard force as constitutive
of substance, since 1t 1s the source [principe] of action, which 1s

the characteristic of substance’ (G 1v 472)
"t Cf Introduction, Part 1 p 23
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modifications ', of which it is certain that the continuous
[continuum) cannot be composed * Accordingly, 1n order
to find these real units [unites] I was constrammed to have
recourse to a real and anvmated pomt, so to spesk, or to an
atom of substance which must contain some kind of form
or active principle, so as to make a complete being ™. Tt
was, then, necessary to recall and, as it were, to rehabih-
tate the substantial forms', which are so much decried
now-a-days, but 1n a way which renders them intelligible
and separates the use to which they should be put from
the abuse which they have suffered. I found, then.
that the nature of the substantial forms consists 1n force,
and that from this follows something analogous to feeling
(semttment] and desire [appctit], and that thus they must
be conceived after the manner of the notion we have of
souls'. But as the soul ought not to be used to explam
1 detail the structure of the animal’s body, I held that
similarly these forms must not be used to solve the par-
ticular problems of nature, although they are necessary
for establishing true general principles ", Anstotle calls
them first enfclechwes. I call them (in a way that may

17 That 1s, not independent beings, but properties or relations
like the two ends of a stick

' E reads f‘quite other than the points of which 1t 18 (er-
tain,” &¢ See Pircfatory Note

4 E reads* ‘I was constrained to have recourse to a formal
atom, sinee a material being cannot be at once material and
perfectly indivisible or possessed of a genuine unity ’

15 Substantial forms as distinet from acecidental forms, the formel
being used to explain substances, the latter to explain then
accidents

1s The transition from point to point 18 haie rather rapid. The
analogy between desire and force 1s manifest, but that between
feeling and force 18 more obscure The essence of feeling, aceord-
1ng to Leibniz, 18 not consciousness but the representation o
concentration of many in one, and sumilarly the manifold actinn-
of any substance are ‘enveloped’ or potentially containcd 1n it~
force o1 vital principle Cf Monasldogy, §§ 13 8qq

" In the First Draft, Leibniz says ‘In my opinlon everything
in nature takes place mechanically, and to give an exact and
complete explanation of any particular phenomenon (such, fm
instance, as weight or elasticity), nothing but figure and motinn
need be used’ (@ v 472 )
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pethaps be more easily understood) primary forces™,
which contain not only actuality [Uacte] or the comple-
ment of possibility, but also an original actwty.

4+ I saw that those forms and those souls, as well as
our mind [esprit], ought to be indivisible, and in fact
1 temembered that this was the opinion of St. Thomas
with regard to the souls of the lower animals'™. But
this truth *° renewed the great difficulty about the origin
and the duration of souls and forms. For, as every
simple™ substancc which has a genuine umity can have
a heginning and an end only by miracle, it follows that
they can come 1nto being only by creation and come to
an end only by anmhilation** Thus I was obliged to
1ecognize that (with the exception of the souls which
God still intends specially to cieate) the constitutive
foims of substances must have been created with the
world and must always continue to exist?. So some of
the Scholastics, like Albertus Magnus and John Bacon,
had an inkling of part of the truth regaiding the o1igin
of these forms* And all this ought not to appear ex-

® «To distinguish it from the secondaiy, which 1s ealled moving
torce, and which 18 an accidental limitation or variation of primary
foice” First Draft (@ 1wv 473)

' Possibly Leibniz refers to the passage in which Aquinas
<ays ‘The substantial form, which requres diversity in the
parts, for instance the soul and especially the soul of complete
animals, does not stand 1n exactly the same relation to the whole
and to the parts And hence 1t 13 not divided ps accidens, that
1~ to say, by a quantitative division’ Summa Theo 1 qu 76,
art 8 Elsewhere, however, Aquinas says ‘The senmitive soul
m the lower animals 18 corruptible , but 1n man, since 1t 1s the
same 1n substance as the rational soul, it 13 1neorruptible’ De
Amma, art 14 ad pnmum

* Janet reads cette nouveaute, ' th1s new view,” inatead of cette rerte.

-t E omits ‘sumple’

7 The First Draft has 1n addition the words ., ‘brought about
exgmsaly by the supreme power of God ' (G 1v 474) -

Cf Prinaples of Nature and of Grace, § 6, Monadology, §§ 4, 5, 6,
and 76 The First Draft has ¢genuine unity 1s absolutely 1n-
dissoluble” (G 1v 474).

it Cf Monadology, note 116 The statement of Leibniz 1s so
vague that one can hardly fix the passage 1n Albertus Magnus
of which he is thinking. In his Summa de Creatuns (part 1 qu 16,
art 3), Albertus Magnus says. ‘We hold that the souls of the
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traordinary, for we are only attributing to forms the
duration which the Gassendists * accord to their atoms.
5. Nevertheless I held that we must not include
among these, without distinction (or confound with
other forms or souls*), minds [esprits] or rational souls,
which are of a higher rank and have incomparably more
perfection than those forms which are sunk in matter,
which 1n my opinion are to be found everywhere *, and

lower animals and plants are educed from the matter of the sced
through generation But if 1t be asked whether they are 1n the
seed or not, we say that they are there 1n one way, and in another
way they are not .. They are not there actually [actu], but they
are there 1n the potency [potentia] of the effiment cnuse and the
mattes [efficientis et materias] And 1f 1t be asked What 15 this
eficient cause ? Is 1t the soul or not? We aay that 1t 18 not
the soul ' Cf De Ammalibus (xv1 11) ¢The principle of life
18 1n the seed 1n the way 1n which the act 1s 1n the instruments
uf the aet And 1n this way also the soul 18 1n the sced like an
act and not like the entelechy of an organic body That which
15 1n the seed 1s something of the soul [aliguid anwvnae] and not the
soul’ See also De 4mima, bk 1 Traet 2, cap 13 *‘The soul 1s
indivisible, and nothing can be cut off from 1t' John Bacon or
Bacho, 1s better known as John Baconthorp, from the place 1n
Norfolk where he was born towards the close of the thirteenth
tentury He was a Carmelite monk and a schoolman, and 1n 1329
he became Provincial of the Enghish Carmelites He lived much
m Oxford and Pans, where he obtained a great reputation for
learning He was called the Resolute Doctor He died 1n 1346
Besides a book on the rule of his order, his chief work 1s the
Commenlaria sew quaestiones v gquatuor hibros Sententiarum. Leibniz
probably refers to o passage 1n this book, In Secundum, Dist wn
Qu 1, Art 3, §3

3 Pierre Gassend (1592-1655), a Fiench priest and a disciple of
Bacon, expounded the doctrines of Epicurus and endeavoured to
adapt them to the conditions of modern thought His attitude
wan both anti-Scholastic and anti-Cartesian. He severely criticized
Descartes's Medilations and thus began a long controversy with
Descartes regarding the ormgin of knowledge, Gassendi taking
a purely experiential standpoint as against Descartes’s belief 1n
innate i1deas Sce Descartes, Meditations, Cinquiernes Objectons by
Gassend:) Gassendi himself does not attmbute eternity to his
atoms, which he regards as created by God The spirit of his
thinking 13 well expressed in his own words ‘The shadow of
truth which I everywhere pursue suffices to fill me with joy Isay
‘‘the shadow,” for, as to truth itself, God alone can know 1it’
Leltre a Golwus.

* Thia clause within brackets is given by G, but not by E

7 Which 1n my opinion are to be found everywhere’ is given
hy G, but not by E  Cf Monadology, §§ 65 sqq



304 NEW SYSTEM

in comparison with which minds or rational souls are
hke httle gods, made in the image of God and having
within them some ray of the Divine enlightenment
[lumicres]. For this reason God governs minds [espruts}
as a prince governs his subjects, and i1ndeed as a fathe:
looks after his children, while, on the other hand, He
deals with other substances as an engineer works with his
machines. Thus minds [espruts] have special laws which
put them above the revolutions of matter through the
very order which God has put 1n them * , and 1t may be
said that everything else 18 made only for them, these
revolutions themselves being arranged for the felicity ot
the good and the punishment of the wicked *.

6. However, to return to ordinary forms or material
souls®®, the duration which must be attributed to them
(n place of that which used to be attributed to atoms)
might lead to a doubt whether they do not go from body
to body, which would be metempsychosis, something
almost analogous to the transmission of motion and the
transmission of species *' which certain philosophers have
maintained But this fancy is very far from the nature
of things There is no such passing® And here the
transformatons noted by MM Swammerdam, Malpigh,
and Leuwenhoek®, who are among the most excellent

® 'Through the very order which God has put 1n them’ 1s given
hy @, but not by E

@ Cf Monadology, §§ 83, B4, Bg

¥ E has dmes malericlles while G has ames bru‘es  Leibnmiz prob-
ably wrote brutes m order to avoid the ambigmity of the other
expression, wWhich seems to suggest that some souls are ‘ material,’
while Leibniz, of course, holds that all are ‘immaterial’ By
‘materinl or brute souls’ he meana the souls which are ‘sunk

in matter’ (§ 5), 1 ¢ unconscious souls, 1n which matter as a
phenomenon 18 bene pundatum

¥ 1 e transference of qualify from one body to another, as
when the quality of the leaven 1s imparted to the whole lump
or the red colour of a drop of wine 1s diffused throughout water
Cf. Monadology, note 10

* The First Draft says ‘This transmigration of souls 1s an
absurdity The principles of substance do not flutter outside of
substances' (G 1v 474)

* The reference 1s to such changes as that from caterpillar to
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observers -1 our time, have come to my aid and have
led me the moie readily to admit that no animal nor any
vther organic substance comes 1nto existence at the time
at which we think 1t does, and that i1ts apparent genera-
tion 1s only a development and a kind of growth [aug-
mentation| 1 have noticed nlso that the author of the
Recherche de la Verite®, M. Regis®, M Hartsoeker *,

butlerfly *God has prefosmrd things, so that new organisms are
nothing bhut a mechanicil consequence of n preceding organic
constitution , as when butieiflies come from silkworms, which
M Swammerdam has shown to be merely a process of develop-
ment’  Theodicee, Prefuce (E 476 n, G. vi1 41); cf Monadology,
§ 74 John Swammerdam (1637-16Bo), of Amsterdam, 1s famous
15 an obseiver of 1nsect ife  Marcello Malpighi (1628-1694), of
Bologna, the famous anatomist, 1s probably mentioned by Leibniz
because of his work on the process of incubation Anton van
Leuwenhoek (163z-1723", of Delft, did much to support Harvey’s
theory of the circulation of the blood Leibniz 1efeis to him on
account of his 1nyvestigations regaiding spermatozoa, 1n connexion
with which he may be regarded as one ot the founders of the
seience of embryology

1 Nicolas Malelianche (1638-1715) published his De la Kecherche
de Ie Verte 1n 1674 Descartes had already given a similar title
to one of his wrnitings While differing greatly fiom Malebranche’s
genelal theory, Leibmiz endeavours to haimonize Malebranche’s
view with his own on many paiticular points See Foucher de
Cumierl, Lettres et opus.ules inedils de Leibmiz, Introduction Leibmiz
cot1esponded intermittently with Malebranche upon philosophieal
and other questions between 1674 and 1711 In his Recheiche de
lu Verite, bk 11 e¢h 7, § 3 (Euwmes, Jules Simon's ed, vol 1
PP 199 5qq ), Malebranche uses expressions which 1ndicate a behef
in the theory of prefoimation

3 Pierre Sylvain Regis or Leroy (Petrus Silvanus Regiuwx)
(1632-1707) was an evponent of the philosophy of Descurtes, which,
in opposition to the idealism of Malebianche, he developed 1n an
empilical direction Descartes, however, disowned the views of
Regis  See Euwvres de Descartes (ed Cousin), vol x p 70 Cf
Veitch, Method dc of Descartes, note vi on Innate Ifeus Ct Kuno
Fischer, Deacartes and hns School, bk 11 eh 2 Regis, whoee philo-
sophical school at Paiis was 1n 1675 closed by Archbishop Harlay
on account of its Cartesian teaching, wrote a violent attack upon
Leibniz, charging him with 1njustice towaids Descartes This
attack, anonymously published, will be found, slong with Leibniz's
reply, n E 140, G 1v 333

¢ Nicolas Hartsoeker (1656-1725) was a Dutch physicist, whose
earlier work had mainly to do with the making of micioscopes
and telescopes Leibniz, writing to Des Bosses 1n 1709, calls him
1r flasissomus o Doptics | E 461a, G 1 377) In 1694 Haitsoeker
published an atomist philosophy of nature, based on the sup-
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and other able men have not been very far from this
opinion

7. But there still remained the grenter question, what
hecomes of these souls or forms at the death of the
anumal or on the destruction of the individual, of the
organic suhstance ? Tluis 13 a most perplexing question,
masmuch as there secms lhttle reason 1n thinking that
souls remain uselessly 1n a chaos of confused matter *
Accordingly I came to the conclusion that there 1s only
one view that can reasonably be taken, namely, that
which affirms the conservation not only of the soul but
also of the anumal itself and its orgamic mechanism ,
although the destiuction of its grosser parts has reduced
1t to a minuteness which makes 1t as little perceptible
to our senses as 1t was before 1ts birth **. Thus no one
can exactly note the real time of death, which for a tume
may be taken for a mere suspension of perceptible
activities and which at bottom 18 never anything else
than this in the case of mere anunals witness the re
suscitation of flies which have been drowned and then
buried 1n powdered chalk, and several sumilar instances
which are sufficient to inform us that there might be
other resuscitations, even when the destruction of the
organic substance had gone much farther, if men were
1 a position to reconstruct the [animal] mechanism *
And apparently 1t wns about something lhke this that
the great Democritus spoke (thorough atomst as he
was), though Plhiny laughs at what he said *, Accord-

position of perfectly hard atoms 1mn a perfect luuld In 1704 he
became Prolesgor of Mathematics and Physics at Dusseldorf, and
from 1706 to 1712 he discussed his philosophy of nature with
Leibniz 1n a correspondence to which Leibniz frequently refers
in s letters to Des Bosses The correspondence 1s given by
Geihardt, 11 483 Cf Thnd Explanation of the New System, p 334

*7 That 19, matter which 18 (comparatively) 1norgamic

i Cf Monudology, §§ 73 and 77

3% Cf Monadology, § 14, note a3 and § a1, Principles of Nalure and
of Grace, §§ 6 and 12

Y Cf Lettre a des Mawzeaux (1711)(E 676 b; G vu 535) ‘Plato
helieved that material things are in a perpetual flux, but that
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ingly it is natural that an snimal, having always been
living and organic (as some people of great pemetration
ale beginning to recogmze), should likewise always re-
main 80 And thus, since an ammal has no first birth
or entirely new begetting [generation], 1t follows that 1t
will have no final extinction or complete death, 1n the
stiict metaphysical sense, and that consequently, 1n
place of the transmigrafion of souls, theie 18 nothing but
a tranyformation of one and the same amimal, according
as its organs are differently enfolded [ plies] and more or
less developed *!

8. Nevertheless rational souls follow much higher
laws and are exempt from everything which could make
them lose the rank [la qualifc] of cilizens of the society
of spints [esprits] ; God having provided for this so care-
fully that all the changes of matter cannot make them
lose the raoral qualities of their personality And it may
be said that everything tends to the perfection, not only
of the universe 1n general, but also of these created

genuine substances continue to exist By '‘genuine substances”
he appeais to have meant only souls But perhaps Demociitusy,
tholough atomist as he was, believed 1n the conservation of the
animal also  For he taught {hat there 18 resuscitation [reviviscence |,
a8 Pliny says of him  remwiscendi promussa Democrito rvanitas, que ipse
non rcurt’ (the false opinion of a coiming to life again, put forth
by Democritus, who hunself did not come to lite again] ‘We
haidly know anything about this gieat man, except what has
been bot1owed from him by Epicuius, who was not capable of
always taking his best things’ The words quoted fiom Pliny
occur in his Historia Naturahs, bk vu cap 55 (Sillig'sed, vol n
p 60.)

Y Monmadology, §§ 7a and 73 In the First Draft (G, 1v 474)
Leibniz writes ‘As Lhe minuteness of organic bodies may be
infinite (which may be seen fiom the fdet that their seeds, enclosed
1n one another, contain enfolded a continual succession of organized
and animate bodies), 1t 1s easly seen that even fire, which 1w
the most penetrating and violent agent, will not destroy an
animal, since 1t will at most reduce 1t to such a smallness that
firte can no longer act upon 1t In the correspondence with
Arnaulqd, to which Leibniz 1efers 1n § 1 of the New System, Arnnuld
had asked (as an objection to Leibmiz's theory of the indestrue-
tibihty of animals) what became of the ram which Abraham
saciificed in place of Isaaec. The foregoing passage comtaine 1u
brief Leibniz's answer.
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beings 1n particular, which are deslined to such a degiee
of happiness that the umiverse 18 concerned in 1it, 1n
vittue of the Divine goodness which 1s 1mparted 1o each,
so0 far as supreme wisdom can allow

9 As to the ordinary body* of animals and other
corporeal substances, which have hitheirto been supposed
to wsuffer total extinction and whose changes are de-
pendent rather upon mechanical rules than upon moral
laws, I observed with pleasure that the author of the
book De Dueta (which 1s attributed to Hippocrates*)
had some inkling of the truth, when he expressly said
that animals are not born and do not die and that
the things which we suppose to come into being and
perish merely appear and disappear This was also the
opinion of Parmenides and of Mehssus according to
Anstotle*!; for these men of old had more worth than
we Buppose

10 I am as ready as man can be to do justice to the
moderns, yet I think they have carried reform too far,
among other things, 1n confounding natural with arti-

2 G has corps ordinarre E reads cours ordinaare (* usual history )

4 Happocrates, ‘the father of medicine,” 18 no longer regaided
as the autho1 of the Dt Duaeta (mepl Biairns) The passage to which
Leibniz refers 1s most probably the following dwdéAAvrai pév vuw
obbev dmavray yphudrwv, obEd yiverm: 8 T pd) xal wpdo@ey fv Kai
oire, el {Gov, dnofaveiy olév Te¢, €l pi) perd whvrav moi ydp dwobaveita ,
oire 70 py bv yeriobar méev ydp Eorar, &AM abferar mdvra peovral
woi & 7O pnriar 0 kal [E5 18] ENdyaoTov, T@V ye Suvardv,1 ¢ ‘ Now
none among all things 18 destroyed, and there does not come 1nto
being that which was not 1n exisience before And neither 1s 1t
possible for an animal to die, except along with all things (for
how shall 1t die®), nor can that which 1s not come 1nto being
for whence shall it beP), but all things grow and dimmmsh to
the greatest and to the least that 1s possible’ See Bywater,
Heraclur Ephesui Rehvquiae, Appendix 1

" De Caelo, T 1, 268" 14 ol pév vydp abrav dAws dveiloy yéveoy xal
pbopav olfev ydp oiire yiyveobual paoiv obre @deipeafar TAV Svray, dAAA
pivov Bokeiv fuiv ofov ol wepl Méligodr Te xal Mapuevibny, obs, €l kai
TaAAa Aéyovor xaAds, dAN' ob ¢voixds vye Bef voulcac ANéyewv Cf
Monadology, § 74, note 116 But the views of Parmenides and
Melissus, who deny the reality of change or of becoming, are very
far removed from the position of Leibniz They deny change or
becoming of 7o &v, not of each of a plurality of substances
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fictal things, through not having great enough ideas of
the majesty of nature They think that the difference
between nature’s machines and ours 1s only a difference
of size This has lately led a very able man*' (the
author of the Entrctiens sur la pluralite des Mondcs*®) to
say that, when we look closely at nature, we find 1t lessy
wonderful |admirable] than we had thought, it heing
merely a kind of workshop It seems to me that this
1s to give an 1dea of nature which 18 not quite just nox
worthy of it*, and that it 1s only our svstem which
shows how real and 1mmense after all 13 the distance
between the least productions and mechanisms that are
made by the Divine wisdom and the greatest artistic
masterpieces of a limited mund [esprit]—the difference
being not merely one of degree, but even one of kind
Accordingly 1t 18 to be observed that the machines of
nature have a really infinite number of organs * and are
so well equipped and so proof against all accidents that 1t
13 not possible to destroy them A natural machine still
1emains a machine 1n 1its smallest parts, and moreovel

s Bernard le Bovier de Fontenelle (1657-1757), 2 nephew of
Pierre Cornellle, wny secretary of the Academie des Sciences at Pans
trom 1699 to 1741  One of his duties as secretary way to prepale
every yedr Eloges or tiibutes to the memory of those members of
the academy who had died during the year, and among the ablest
of these papers 18 his Eloge de Leibniz, published in the Histoire de
U Acadeimie Royale des Sciences de Puris, annee 1716 He wrote a gieat
deal of indifferent veise, but his main woik consisted i1n the
popularizing of scientific 1deas There 18 & saying of his (which
sounds like a parody of Leibniz) that 'eveiything 1s possible, and
everybody 11 1ight’

! ‘Conversationz on the Plurality of Worlds' This book {(pub-
lished 1686) was intended to popularize the astronomical theories
of Copernicus It has been several times translated 1into English

Y E has merely ‘which 1s not worthy of 1t

® A machine made by man has a finite number of ‘organs’ m
parts having each a definite function in 1elation to the whole
The tooth of a wheel 18 an ‘organ’ of the wheel and of the whole
machine But the material particles which make up this tooth
are not 'organs’ of the wheel or the machine Nature, on the
other hand, 15 organic throughout mno part of 1t 15 not an ‘organ
ot the whole Thus a natural machine has a really wnfimte
number of organs’ Cf Monadology, § 64
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1t always remams the same machine 1t originally was.
bemng meiely transformed thiough different foldings
[plis] 1t recerves, and sometimes expanded, sometimes
contracted and, as 1t were, concentiated, when we think
that 1t 18 lost

11. Fuither, by means of the soul or form, theie 18 a
real umty which corresponds to what in us is called the
Ego , but this cannot be the case 1n 1egard to the machines
of art or to mere material mass, however well organized
it may be, which can be considered only as an army o
a flock, or as a pond full of fish*’, or as a watch com-
posed of springs and wheele  Nevertheless 1f there were
no 1eal substantial units [unmités] there would be nothing
substantial or real in the collection It was thus that
compelled M Coidemo1® to give up Descaites and to
adopt Demociitus’s doctrine of atoms 1n oider to find
a real unit (unité). But atoms of matler are contrary to
reason, besides being still composed of parts, since the
invincible attachment of one part to another (even if
1t could rationally be conceived or supposed) would not

% ¢When I say '“I,” I speak of one substance only, but an
army, a flock, a pond full of fish, even though 1t were frozen and
had become solid with all the fish in 1t, will always be a collection
of several substances® First Draft (@ 1v 473) Cf Introduction,
Part 1 pp 96-9B.

% Géraud de Cordemo1 (born early 1n the seventeenth century,
died 1684, a Fiench Cartesian, arrived independently at an
Occasionalist position, about the same time as Geulincx developed
lis more famous system See Kuno Fischer, Descartes and hus School,
bk 11 ch 2 His most important philosophical work 1s Le discerne-
ment au corps et de I'dme (1666, and 1t was 1n this book that he so far
gave up Descnrtes as to adopt a theory of atoms Cf Leibniz's
Lettre a la Princesse Sophie (1705) (G vii 561) ‘M Cordemol, seeing
that compound things must be the result of sumple things, was
forced, Cartesian though he was, to have recourse to atoms,
abandoning his master ' Algso Lettre a drnauld (1686) (G 11 18)
' Cordemol 1 order to account for the substantial unity 1n
bodies, felt obliged to admit atoms or indivimble extended bodies
1n order to find something fixed to constitute a simple being ..
He appears to have recognized something of the tiuth, but he had
not yet seen 1n what the real notion of a substance conasists’
Corltllemox, however, was more devoted to history than to philo-
sophy.



NEW SYSTEM 311

make one pait any the less different fiom another”
Only atoms of substance, that 1is to say real unibs {wiiles |
absolutely devoid of parts, are the sources of actions, and
the absolute furst principles of the composition of thingy
and, as 1t were, the ultuimate elements 1n the analvsis of
substantial things™. They might be called metaphysical
pomnts, they have something of the natuie of life and
they have a kind of perccution, and mathematical pownts
are theiwr powmts of wmew ™ for expiessing the wnverse
But when a corporeal substance 1s contracted, all its
organs together make but one physical pont for us™
Thus physical points me only apparently mdivisible
Mathematical ponts are indivisible [eracts |, but they me
only modalitics None but metaphysical or substantial
points (consisting of forms or souls) aieindivisible |eract )
and 1eal , and without them nothing would be 1eal, since
without genume umts {unifes] there would be no multi-
platy

1z Having settled these things, 1 thought I had
gamed my haven, but when 1 set myself to meditate
upou the union of soul and body I was as i1t were driven
back into the deep sea  For I found no way of eaplaiming
how the body t1ansmits anything to the soul or vice icrsa,
nor how one substance can communicate with another
created substance So far as cen be gathered fiom his
wutings, M Descartes gave this up ', but his disciples,

5 See Introductron, Part 11 p 30

“ E rcads 'substances’ In the Fust Draft, Leibnisr says
‘What constitutes corpoieal substance must be something which
corresponds to what 1s called ego 1n us, which 15 1ndivisible and
nevertheless active [agissant], for being i1ndivisible and without
p4tts, 1t will no longer be a being by aggiegation, but Leing active

Lagissant] 1t will be sometlung substantinl* (G 17 473)

® E reads ‘point of view’ Mathematical points are meicly
positions 1n space, and when we spoak of positions 1n space, wea
are deseribing 1n a confused way the essential differences between
Monads Cf Monadology, §§ 60-62

% Cf Monadology, §§ 68 und 69

85 Cf Introduction, Pait 1 pp 2B sqq

% ‘The human mind 1s not eapable of distinctly concerving the
dufference of essence between soul and body and, at the same timie,

X
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seetng that the common opinion 1s meonceivable, held
that we are aware of the qualities of hodics, because God
makes thoughts aise in the soul on occasion of the
motions of matter, and, on the other hand, when ow
soul wishes to move the body, they hold that 1t 13 God
who moves the body for 1t And as communication of
motions also appeared to them inconceivable, they were
of opinion that God gives motion to a body on oceasion
of the motion of another body. This 15 what 15 called
the system of occasional causes, which has been brought
into wide repute by the excellent reflexions of the autho1
of the Recherche de la Verte ™.

13 It must be admitted that they have gone far into
the difficulty 1n telling us what cannot take place; but
they do not appear to have removed 1t by their explana-
tion of what actually does happen It 1s quite true that
one created substance las, in the strict metaphysical
sense, no real influence upon another, and that all things
and all their reality are continually produced by the
power [vertu] of God But to solve problems 1t 1s not
enough to make use of a general cause and to introduce
what 1s called Deus ez machina. For to do this, without
offering any other explanation which can be derived from
the ordor of secondary causes, 18 just to have 1ecourse to
miracle. In philosophy we must endeavour to give a
reason for things' by showing how they are carried out
by the Divine wisdom 1n conformity with the notion of
the matter we are dealing with ™.

14 Accordingly, being obliged to admit that 1t 18 im-
thenn union, for 1t would then be necessary to conceive both as
a swngle heing and at the same time as two difterent things, which
14 2 contiadiction * Ewires \ed Cousin), vol 1x p 132

¥ Arnold Geulinex (1625-1669) was the 1eal founder 6f Qcca-
sionalism The first pat of hua Ethica appealed 1n 1665, while

Malebhiandche's gieat work was published 1n 1674 See Introduction,
Part 11 pp 425qq Cf Kuno Fischer, Descartes and his School, bk 111
ch 3

“* We must not make a vague 1eference to the Divine wiadom,

but nust show how 16 19 present in particular departments ol
expellcnce
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possible the soul or any other real substance should receive
anything from outside, unless through the Divine ommni-
potence, I was insensibly led to an opinion which
surprised me, but which seems 1nevitable and which, 1n
fact, has very great advantages and very considerable
beauties It 1s this, that God at first so created the soul,
or any other real unity, that everything must arise® n
it from 1its own mmner nature [fonds| with a perfect
spontaneity ns regards itself and yet with a perfect con-
Jormity to things outwide of it And thus our inner
feelings [semtiments| (that 1s to say, those which are n
the soul itself and not in the biamn or in the finer parts
of the body), being only connected phenomena of external
things or rather genuine appearances and, as 1t were,
well-ordered dreams ™, these i1nternal perceptions in the
soul 1tself must come to 1t from 1ts original constitution,
that 1s to say from the representative nature (capable of
expressing beings outside of 1t 1n relation to 1ts organs ™)
which was given to 1t at creation and which constitutes
its mndividual character And accordingly, since each of
these substances accuirately represents the whole universe
m 1ts own way and fiom a certain point of view, and
the perceptions o1 expressions of external things come
into the soul at therr appropriate time, in virtue of its
own laws, as 1n a world '* by 1tself and as if theie existed
nothing but God and the soul (to adopt the phrase of
a certain person of high intellectual power, renowned
for his piety"!), there will be a peifect agreement between
all these substances, which will have the same result as
would be observed if they had communication with one

 E has ‘arises* As to the ‘spontaneity’ of the soul and it~
fcrention,’ see Monadoloyy, § 47, note 75

® ¢ And so genuine tht they can be vuccessfully foreseen * First
Diaft (G 1v ¢77) Sce Intioduction, Part 111 p 9B sqq

™ That 1s, according to the nature and disposition of 1ts o1gany

® E has *the world’

¢ Knchmwnn suggests that this may perthaps refor to Fouelier
But Leithmiz uwses the phiave, without any speual 1etaence or
achnowledgment, 1n a letter to Fouchel, wiitten in 1686 (G 1 382
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anothet by a transmission of species or of cualibes, such
as the mass of aidinary phulosophers suppose . Further,
as the organized mass, m which 15 the pomt of view of
the soul, 15 more neatly expiesscd by (he sovl® and,
conveisely, 18 1eady of 1tself to act, according ‘o the laws
of the corporeal mechanism, at the moment the sou!
desires 1t, without either of them mterfeiing with the
laws of the other—the amimal spiits [{rs eoprids] © and
the Dblood having exactly at that moment tho 1ight
motions to correspond to the passions and percentions ot
the soul—this mutual relationship, prearranged m cach
.ubstance 1n the univeise, produces whai we 'l then
communication and alone conslitutes the wnio of soul and
body. And m this way we can understand how #he soul
has 1ts seat in the body thiough an mmmediate nresence,
which 18 as near as possible, since the sonl s o the
body as the umit [unife] 1s 1n the multiplicrty w uca 1s
the resultant of umts [unafes] .

& See Monadology, § 7, note 10
% E. omuts ‘ by the soul’ ( par dlic)

® ¢ Animal spuiils’ was the name given by Deseartes to covtan
very fine paiticles of the blood,' by means of whicl he eaplunc
muscular movemcnt  The namc was derived from the Ston
mvevpn, thiough the early medical plnlosophers surh w'tiien whe
~peaks of ‘natural spirits’ and ‘vital spirits’ ) but Descartes’s use
of the term 19 onginal  *What I heie call “spiitis” a1e only
bodies, and they have no other property except that they are very
small bodics which move very quickly, like the particles of fau
which come fiom a lighted toich, so that they do not stay 1 any
place, and as soon as some of them enter the cavities ot ‘he hram
others go out again thiough the poies 1n 1ts substance, which non »
lead them to the neives and thence to the muscles, by 1 ca1: o
which thoy move the body 1n all the different ways 1t v by
moved ’ Les Passions de I' Ame, paat 1 arl 10, Seealso aiheles 1 —13
ind Method, part v, wheie he says that the 'animal spiries’ uce Ik
a ve1y subtle wind or jather a very puie and vivid tlamnc’ The
name Burvives in common language, and the hypothesi was onty
set aside by the 1esults of mivioscople study 1n anatomy ('t Kunn

Fische1, Descartes and his School, bk 11 ¢ch o9, § 2
¢ Descaltes also held that the soul must be p1esent to the wholc
orgamism  But he maintained that ‘nevertheless theie 1~ 11 the
body a pai t 1n which the soul exeicises 1ts functions more specially
than i1n any other part,” this special ‘seat of the soul’ bring the
pineal gland 1n the brawn (Les Passions, part 1. articles 3o-33)
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15 TLis hypothesis 1s very possible. Foi1 why might
pot God 1n the heginning give to substance an mnna
natuie ot force which could 1egularly pioduce m
as 1n an automator that 1s spridudd or endowed wilh
« Ly princyie™, but free 1 the case of a substance
wluch partakos of reason ™ -everytlung that will happern
to 1t, that Is o0 say all (he appearanced or expressions i
wil have, and 1hat wilhout the help of any ereated
thant, » Thi- :s the moie hkely simce the nature of sub-

stanee necessauly requines and essentially involves a
progicss or chaage, withoul which 1t would have no
force 1o act™™ Aol as the nature of the soul s to
1epresent the araverse v very eract way (thourh wath
greater or less distinetness), the succession ot 1epresenta-
toons whichh vhe soul produces for itseld will cortespona
natwoarly {o tne saecesyion <4 chavgs s mtie aaverse whselt
winlo o the other hwd, the body has lso been adapted
to the seul 1o at the encmnst viwes L wheea the sovl 1=
conceven 2 actinr outwanly s adapeaation ot the
wly 1o tl o sow s the amore 1vasopables 1nasmuch as
podies are 1aage vaay Lot spuils [esprets ™, which alone
are capavie of (nter ne o [dlowstup with God and
celebrating His «loiv. Phus as 00n as we sec {uatb this
Lypothests of agreenunmts [accords]™ 1s pusriblc we see

weihnis secks o show thot, o Ay hvpoihesy, the conn xioan
Yictween soul ind body 18 ma o eroser Che soul 18 iminediately
pesent to the body and (hus has no special scae bub 18 10 every
part (independently of the prits posilion) as the urat 18 1n cvery
part of the whole

® The fienca 15 un eulorele suredudd ou formd — Formel conveys
the 1dea ol tne foin or individua, aniby of vhe tnway, o 11 the
pb1ise ‘subst whial form ’

™ Every subsinnee has spontaneity, 1inasmuch as 1t produees fiom
within itself tiie series of its states or phenomena, but rational
souls alome have liber ty, for liberty 1s action under the guidunce uf
right 1eason

'® No substance ean act upon anything outside of 1t Thus 11«
action must appear 1n some 1ntcrnal hainge

™ That 14 to say, podics are entudly subordmate to spinits, as the
1ealm of effictent causes is to that of final eauses Sec Monadolugy,
concluding §§

" In the First Draft, Loibnis says ‘I cal: (his the system ot
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also that it i3 the most reasonable hypothesis and that
1t gives a wonderful 1dea of the harmony of the umiverse
and the perfection of the works of God.

16 There 1s also this great advantage in our hypo-
thesis, that instead of saying that we are free only
apparently and enough for practical purposes, as several
clever people have held, we must rather say that we aie
only appaiently constramed, and that, to use strict meta-
physical language, we possess a perfect 1ndependence as
regards the influence of all other created things™  This
also throws a wonderful hight upon the immortalily of
our soul and the ever unbroken preservation of our
mdividuality, which is perfectly well-ordeied by its own
natuie and independent of all external contingencies,
whatever appearance thore may be to the contrary.
Never has any system more completely shown our high
calling Every spinnt [esprit] being hike a world apart,
suffictent 1o 1itself, independent of every other created
thing, involving the infinite, expressing the universe, 1s
as lasting, as continuous 1n 1ts existence and as absolute
as the very universe of created things Thus we should
hold that each spmt should always play 1ts part [ fauve
figure] mm the universe 1n the way that 1s most fitted to
contiitbute to the perfection of the society of all spints,
which constitutes therr moral union m the Gity ot God.
Theire 18 also here a new and surprisingly clear proof of
the existence of God For this peifect agieement of so
many substances which have no communication with
one another can come only from then common cause™

17 In addition to all these advantages which this

entespondence’ (G 1v 476) He 1s still feeling for the name
* Pre-established Harmony,” which he uses for Lhe fust time 1n
the I'iust Explanation of the Neu System (1696)

™ See Intioduction, Part 1 pp 141 8qq

" In the Fust Diatt, Leibniz says *It 1s true that this is only
by a participation though himited, in the Divine peifections, foi
the agrecmicnt among the effects aiises from their expressing the
common cause’ (G v 4751  Cf Piinciples of Nature and of Grace,
§ 11, note 49
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hypothesis has in 1its favour, it may be said that 1t 1s
something mote than a hypothesis, since 1t hardly
appea1s possible to explain things in any other intellr-
gible way, and since seveial great dithculties, wluch
have hitherto perplexed men’s minds [les esprits|, seem
to disappear of themselves when we rightly comprehend
this hypothesis The expressions of ordinary language
may also be quite well ndapted to 1t  For we may say
that the substance whose condition [disposition| explains
a change 1n an intelhigible way (so that we may hold
that 1t is this substance to which the others have on this
point been adapted from the beginning, according to the
order of the decrees of God) 1s the substance which, 1n
respect of this change, we should consequently conceive
as acting upon the others™ Thus the action of one
substance upon another 18 not an emission no1 a trans-
plantation of an entity as 1s commonly supposed, and 1t
can be rationally understood only i the way I have
just mentioned. It 1s true that we quite well conceive
1in matter both the emission and the receiving of paits
through which we are entitled to explain mechanically
all the phenomena of physics; but as material mass 1s
not a substance ™, 1t 1s evident that action as regards
substance 1itself can only be what I have just said that
1t 18,

18 These considerations, however metaphysical they
may appear, are also of remarkable service 1n physics
for establishing the laws of motion, as our Dynamics will
be able to show. For 1t may be said that 1n the impact
of bodies each suffers only through ils own elastiaty.
caused by” the motion which 18 already in 1t And

" See Introduction, Part 11 pp 105 sqq

7 See Intioduction, Part 11 p 110

™ E has cause du, 'a (or the) cause of the’ G has cause du
‘caused by the’ The First Diaft has ! which comes from a motion
nlready existing 1n 1t’ (G 1v 476)

™ Leibmiz opposes the 1dea that theie 18 a fixed quantity of
motion dispersed throughout the univeise and passing indifferently
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as to absolute motion, nothing can determine 1t mathe-
matically, since all ends [se termunc] m relations, with
the resuit that there 1s always a peifect equivalence of
hypotheses as 1n astronemy ™ ; so that, whatever numbhel
of bodies we take, we may arbitrarily assign rest or such
and such a degree of velocity to whichever we like, wath-
out 1t being possible for us to be refuted by the pheno-
mena ot motion, whether 1t be 1 a straight line, 1n
a cuele, o1 composite  Yet 1t 18 reasonable to attizbute
to bhodies 1eal motions, according to the supposition
which explams the phenomena m the most intelligible
way, tor this 1s 1n harmony with the notion of activity
|action| which we have here mamtained ™.

trom one Dody to another  Fach body, he would say, has a foice,
which 14 the (ause of 1bs actual motions, and whin (wao bodios
«ollide, there 18 not a transfercnee of motion {from one to the other,
butl a certam rdease of the pont-up foree m e wh, and thas 1cloas
shows 1{self 11 the elasticaty of their 1chound  Sce Intioduction,
[art 11 pp 8g ~qqy

™ fAb~olule motion’ would he motinon that 1s not 1n any & gree
1est  Bub molion must always he deteamined through 1elalion
Onc body has nmobion only 1 1eference to anothicr, and, accordingly,
it we wish to detetmine which of the two seally (1 € bsolulcly)
moves, we must rcfer tham both to some thnd lLody and so and
ftis The equivalencee of hy pothes s in astronomy’ paohably
1cfe1s to the fact that the hypothisis of Copernicus (1473-1543),
weondmyg to which all the planets move 1ound the sun, wd the
hypotheais of Tycho Biahe (1546-1601), according to which the sun
moves round the carth and the othar planels move yound the sun,
qqually well explained the phenomena s observed at that time
Ct G v 369, and Deseartes, Proncpa, Part un §§ 15-18

™ Sec Appendix C, p 204



EXPLANATION OF THENEW SYSTEM OF THE
COMMUNICATION BETWEEN SUBSTANCES,
BY WAY OF REPLY TO WHAT IS SAID
ABOUT IT IN THE JOURNAL OF SEPTEM-
BER 12, 1695' 1696

PREFATORY NOTE

In the Jowrnal des Sarants for Seplember, 1695, there
appeated o letter to Letbmz fiom Foucher 1in which vanous
objections to the New SNystem were stated  Smmon koucher
(1044-169G) was a Canon of Dijon, who professed philosophiecal
scepticismy and endeavoured to restore the teaching of the later
Acadenies, somewhat as Gassendi sought to imterpret anew
the doctimes of Kpwurus DBetween 1676 and 1695 Leibniz
corre~ponded with Foucher, diseussing m the earlier letters
questions reguaiding the theory of knowledge and 11 the later
Jetters questions of Physics  Toucher's comparatively early
death was to some extent due to overwork In 1697 Leibniz
writes to Nicause (G 11 566) ‘1 am gueved at the death of
M Foucher His curiosity was lunited, and was duected only
to certain somewhat dry matters, and even these he did not
treat with the accuracy they required Perhaps his aim was
metely to be the 1esurcitator of the Academics, as M Gassenda
has resuscitated the Sect of Kpicurus But he ought not to
have confined himself to generalities Plato, Cicero, Scxtus
Empiricus and others might have cnabled him to make a real
advance And under pretext of doubting, he might have
establiched good and useful truths I took the liberty of giving

! The reference 1s of course to the letter of Foucher in the Journai
des Savants
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him my opinion as to this, but he had perhaps other views of
which I did not know enough Yet he had much cleverness
and subtlety and he was a most viituous man, and hence
Ilament bun’ (Cf G 1 365 ) Leibmz replied to the objections
of Foucher inan Erplanation of the New System, which appealed
1 the Jowrnal des Sarants for Apr1l, 1696 A further Erplana-
tion (called by Eidmann the Tiorsiéme Eclaircissement) was
published 1n the Journal for November, 1696 I have translated
these two Erplanations, omitting that which Dutens and
Erdmann call Second Eclaicrssement (B 133, J S Feb 1696,
of G 1v 498), as the Trowsienie Eclaircissement conteing practi-
cally the whole of 1t.

In Foucher's letter of objections there appeais the sumile of
the clocks, which Leibniz passes over in his immediate reply
but takes up and develops in the Second and Third Erxplana-
tions  Foucher wrniltes It will be granted you that Ged,
the great Artificer of the universe, can so perfectly adjust all
the organmic parts of a man's body, that they may be capable
of producing all the motions which the soul combined with
this body will desire to produce in the couise of his life, with-
out the soul having the powe1 to change these motions or to
modify them 1n any way, and that on the other hand God can
make a construction 1n the soul (be 1t a mechanism of a new
kind or not), by means ot which all the thoughts and modifi-
cations which correspond to these motions might successively
a11se at the same moment 1n which the body performs 1its
corresponding functions, and 1t will also be granted you that
this 18 no more 1mpossible than to make two clocks keep time
[#'accorder] so well and go so umiformly that at the moment
clock A strikes twelve, clock B will strike twelve also, so that
we 1magine the two clocks to be kept going by the same
weight or the same spring’ (E 129b , G iv 488) The
mmile was onginally applied in this way by Geulinecx See
Introduction, Part 1 p 43 note, ¢f Third Ezxplanation of the
Nrew System, p 331 note

In the translation of the Explanations 1 follow G 's 1ewsed
text (G 1v 493, 5008qq) E gives them as they were ongin-
ally published (E 131, 134 5qq)

T recollect, Sir, that in compliance with what I under-
stood to be your desire, I communicated to you my
hypothesis 1n philosophy several years ago, although at
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lhe same time I indicated to you that I had not yet
resolved to make 1t known. I asked your opmion of 1t
i exchange, but I do not recollect having received
objections from you otheiwise, teachable |docile] as
I am, I should not have caoused you to offer the same
objections twice over Nevertheless they still come 1n
time, although they come after I have published For
I am not of those with whom the committing of them-
selves to an opinion takes the place of reason, as you will
find when you are able to say that you have brought
forward? any precise and urgent reason against my
opinions , which apparently has not been your purpose*
Your intention was to speak as an able Academic’, and
thus to give an opportunity for a thorough investigation
of things

1® I intended to explain here, not the principles of
extension [letendue], but the principles of that which
18 actually extended [Petendu effectif] or of bodily mass,
and these principles, 1n my opinion, are real unities, that
15 to say, substances possessing a genuine unity °.

2 The umity of a clock, which you mention, is 1n my
view quite other than that of an animal, for an animal
may be a substance possessing a genuine umty, like what
1s called ego [mo:] in ug; while a clock 1s nothing but an
aggregate [assemblage)

3 Ido not find the principle of the animal’s conacious-
ness [le principe sensitif ] 1n the arrangement [disposition )
of its organs ; and I agree that this arrangement concerns
only the bodily mass’.

? E. has ‘when you aie able to bring forward *

* E adds 'on this occasion’

¢ In reference to Foucher's philosophical position. See Prefatory
Nc:t?[n G ’'s text the paragraphs are numbered In E’s text they
are not numbered, and the paragraphs are differently divided

& Foucher had maintaimed that ‘the essential principles of ex-
tension cannot really exist’ 1 e that extension has no ultimate
real elements (E 1298, G v 487) Cf Appendix H, p 329

' Foucher had said {Whatever ariangement [dispesition] the
organs of an anumal might have, that 1s not enough to make 1t
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4 I notice these things 1n order to prevent misunder-
standings, and to show that what you say on this point
18 by no means contiary te what I have brought forward *
Thus 1t appears that you do not make me out to b
wiong 1n requiring genuine unities, and in consequently
rehabilitating the substantial fooms  But when you
appear to say that the soul of the lower amumals must
have 1eason, 1f we attmbute feeling [ sentiment] to 16?, that
1s an nference " ot which I do not sec the proof .

5 With Ilaudable candour you 1ecognize that my
hypothesis ot haiinony 01 conconutance 1s possible  But
you stitl huave o certain repugnance to 1t, doubtless
because you think that 1t 18 purely arbitrary, thiouph
not bemg aware that 1t follows fioln my view 1egardit o
uuities  for everything in my theoiry 18 connected -
gether

6 Accordingly you ask, Sn, of what use 19 all tl,
claboiate conlitvance which 1 attiibute to the Author ¢}
nature'’?  As it one could altiibute too much contrrvan =
to Flim  and as if this exact mutual coniespondence o

conscious | senseble], for 1 short this has to do with nothimg but
the organie wnd mechameid strueture, and I do not see that vou
are right i atbnbuting tothe lower animals a puneiple of conscion -
ness subscanhially diffterent trom that ot men’ (E 129 b pG 1v 488,

* T. docs nol have this wontence

! Foudlier wrote  * Afler all; it 19 not without ground that tho
Cautcstans icknowledge that 1f we allow to the animals a prinapic
of conscousness, capable ot distinguishing good fivm evil; we st
also, as  consequence, allow to them 1eason, dizerimination and
judgment’ (E 129b , G 1v 48B) In the Remarques swr los Objections di
M Iowcher Lotbniz 1cplies ‘T do this” [altiibute to the ammals
a puneiple of conscousness, substwntinlly different from {hat Hf
men] fbocanse we do not find that the unnm s make the 1efli v ons
which constitute reason and which, producing the knowledee of
necessaty truths or saence, make the soul capable of personality
The lower animals, having pcreeption, distinguish good and evil,
but they a'e not capable of mosal good and evil, which prcsuppose
1eagon and conscienes” ((+ 1v 492) Cf Momadology, §§ 25-39

1 E reads * you make use of an inference”

11 K reads ‘fotee ’

' Foucher s question 15 * Of what use 19 all this great elaborate
contllvance among substances, unless to make us helieve that they
act upan one nnother, although this s not tho case®’ (E 1304,
G 1v 489
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sinlstances, thiough the special laws which each has at
the beginning received, weie not a thing most admaiable
i 1tself and worthy of 1ts Aulhor! You ask also what
advantage I find 1n 1t

7 I might refer to what I have alicady ssid, but
I reply, first, that when a thing cannot bui be'!, there
13 no need to ask of what use it is, beforo we admub 1t,
Ot what use 1s the 1ncommensuiability of the sido with
the diagonal ?

8 I replyin the second place, that this correspondence
5 of use 1 explaining the communication of substances
and the union of the soul with the body, thiough the
Iwws of nature which have been established fiom the
st [par avance], without having recourse cither to
i transmussion of species' [qualities|, which 1s ncon-
cetvable, or to a new intervention of God, which seems
out of accord with the fitness of thuings Ifo1 1t 1s to be
ohserved that as there are laws of nature in matter, so
theie are also laws of nature 1n souls o1 foirms, and the
meaning of these laws 1s that which I have just indicated

9 Again, I am asked ' whence 1t comes that God does
wt think 1t enough to produce all tho thoughts and
viodifications ot the soul, without these wuseless bodies,
v hich the soul, 1t 18 said, ean neither more nor Lrow
The answel is easy It was God’s will that theie should

13 Has Leibniz shown that his pre-establishied haimony ¢ cannot
but be’? In the Remarques alieady quoted, he says  ‘This elaborale
contrivance, which makes each substance corrcspond to all others,
15 necessaly because all substances aie the eflecl of & supreme
wisdom , und 1t was not otherwise possible (at any rate m the
order of natuie and without mnacles) to bring about thewn inter-
dependence and the changing of one by anothel o1 1n cunsequence
of another It neveitheless remains true that they act upon onc
another, piovided we give a right sense to these woids God 13
not obliged to make a system, about which we ae not liable to
make mistakes , as He was not obliged to avord ithe system of the
earth’s motion, 1n order to save us from the eilor into which
almost all astronomers fell until Copernicus’ (G 1v 49z2)

1 See Monadology § 7, note 10

" E. has ‘I shall be asked.’ The question was put by Foucher
1n his letter of objections.
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be more substances rather than fewer, and He thought
1t right that these modifications of the soul should corre-
spond to something outside ™

10. No substance 1s wuseless, they are all made to
co-operate 7 towaids fulfilling the plan of God.

11 I am also fa1 from admitting that the sou] does not
know bodies, although this knowledge arises without any
imfluence of the one upon the other

1z I will not even shrink from saying " that the soul
moves the body , and as a Copeinican speaks truly of the
using of the sun, a Platonist of the reality of matter, and
a Cartesian of the reality of sensible qualities **, provided
we rmightly understand them, in the same way I hold
that 1t 18 most true to say that substances act upon one
another, piovided we understand that one 18 the cause of
changes 1n the other 1n consequence of the laws of the
harmony

13 The objection which 1s based on the supposed
lethargy of bodies, which would be without activity
[action] while the soul believes them to be in motion,
cannot hold because of this very unfailling coriespondence,
which the Divine wisdom has established *°

¢ In the Remarques Leibniz say~ ‘Bodies were necessary so that
there might be produced not only our unities and sculs but also
those of the other corporeal substances, amimals and plants, which
ate in our bodies and in those which suiround us’ (G 1v 493"
This last sentence 1ndicates Leibnmiz’s real answer to the difficulty
(the answer he would have given 1n later years), viz that ulti-
mately all bodies are souls or Monads, so that to ask why there
are bodies 1s to ask why there are other souls Is the answer
sufficient ?

7 E has ‘they all co-operate’

!* E has ‘I will even 1a1se no objection against saying *

¥ 1 e the qualities of bodies, as they are percerved by our senses
As sensations, facts of consciousness, these are real, according to
Descartes , but as qualities of bodies they are confused and there-
fore unreal See Principia, Part 1 §§ 66-70

® Foucher says that, on Leibniz’s hypothesis, ‘even although no
motion took place 1n bodies’ [1n harmony with the action of the
soul}, ‘the soul would neveitheless always think that such a motion
does take place , 1n the same way as sleeping people think they are
moving their limbs and walking, while nevertheless their limbs
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14 I have no knowledge of these idle, useless, and
wactive masses, to which reference 1s made There is
activity [action] everywhere, and I maintamn 1t even
more fully than does the received philosophy, because
I hold that there 1s no body without motion, no sub-
stance without force [effort]?

15 I do not understand the nature of the objection
that is contained 1n the words —In fruth, Su, 15 it not
evident that these opimions were formed with a special purpose
wm view, and that these systems, appearing by way of after-
thought [vemant aprés coup], were constructed merely to safe-
guar d certam primciples? All hypotheses are made wuith
a special purpose wn view, and all systems appear by way of
dafterthought [viennent aprés coup), 1n order to safeguard
phenomena or appearances, but I do not see what are the
principles 1n favour of which I am said to be prejudiced
and which I wish to safeguard

16 If 1t 13 meant that T am led to my hypothesis also
by 1easons a prior or by fixed principles, as 1s actually
the case, this 18 rather a commendation of the hypo
thesis than an objection to 1t It 18 usually enough that
a hypothesis be proved a posterior:, by being adequate to
the phenomena, but when there are 1n addition other
1easons for 1t, and these @ prior:, 1t 18 so much the better

17 But perhaps what 1s meant 1s that, having invented
a new opimion, I have delighted to make use of i, 1ather
to give myself airs because of its novelty than because
I have found any usefulness 1n 1t I am not suie, Sn,
that you have so bad an opinion of me as to attribute to
me these thoughts For you know that I love truth, and
that, 1f T were so fond of novelties, I should have more

are at rest and do not move at all So, when wide awake, souly
would always continue to be peisuaded that their bodies move 1n
obedience to their volitions, though neveitheless these 1dle and
useless masses would be 1nactive and would remain 1n a continual
lethargy’' (E 130a, G 1v 489)

3 That 1s, fo1ce which 1s not necessarily observed, but 1ncludes
tendency or the active potentiulity of observed force.
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eagerness lo produce them—especially those whose sound-
ness 18 recognized But, lest those who know me less
should give o your woids a meaning which we should
not like?) 1t will be enough to say, that 1n my opinion
it 1s 1mpossible otherwise to explain transeunt actiwity
| Paction cmanente] * 1n conformity with the laws of nature,
and that T thought that the use of my hypothesis would
be evident, owing to the difhculty which the most able
philosophers of our time have found as to the inter-
relation [communication] of minds |esprits] and bodies,
and even of bodily substances with one another. and
I do not know but that you yourself have found some
difhiculty 1n this

18 It 1s true that, in my view, there are forces [efforts]
m all substances , but these foices |¢florts] are, 11ghtly
spealung, only 1p the substance itself, and what follows
fiom them 1n other substances takes place only 1n virtue
of a harmony pre established™ (1f I may use the word), and
m no wise by a real influence or by the transmission ot
gsome spectes o1 quality®. As I have explained what
achivity (action| and passivity [ passion] are, the nature
of foice |effort] and of resistance may be mferred

19 You say, Su, that youw Anow there are still many
questions to be put, before those which we hai e been discussing
can be decided Butb perhaps you will find that I have
already put these questions, and I am not sure that your
Academics have applied what 1s good in then method
moie rigorously and effectively than I*. T strongly

% E reads 'contiary to my mtentions’

4 That 1, activity which apparently passcs beyond the substance
itgelf and has effects .1 other substances It 1s the same thing as
the 'influence’ of one substanie upon another Se¢o De 1psa Natwr a
(1698}, § 10 (E 157 %, G 1v 510), where Lebniz uses the expression
transeuntes creatin arum actiones

2 This 18 the first use of the term by Leibniz

# See Mcnadology, § 7, note 10

28 Foucher wiore ‘We ought to observe the laws of the
Academices, the sccond of which foibids us to put i1n question
matter~ which we cleaily see cannot be settled, as are almost all
those of which we have been speaking, not that these questions
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approve of seeking to demonstrate truths from fiist
principles: it 1s more useful than people think, and
I have often* put this precept 1n practice. Thus I com-
mend what you say on this point, and I would that your
example may lead our philosophers to think of 1t as they
ought

20 I will add a further reflexion, which seems to me
helpful in making the reality and use of my system better
undetstood. You know that M Descartes believed 1n
the conservation of the same quantity of motion 1n bodies
It has been shown that he was wrong 1n this, but I have
shown that 1t 1s still true that there 1s conservation of
the same moving force, instead of which he put quantily
of motion Nevertheless, he was perplexed by the
changes which take place in the body in consequence
of modifications of the soul, because they seemed to
break this law  But he thought he had found a way
out of 1t (which 1s certainly ingenious) 1 saying that
we must distinguish between motion and direction, and
that the soul cannot i1ncease nor dimimish the moving
force, but that 1t changes the direction or determination
of the course of the animal spirits, and that 1t 1s mn this
way that voluntary motions take place *®. It 1s true that
he made no attempt to explain how the soul acts so as to
change the course of bodies, for theie seems as much
difficulty 1n this as there 1s 1n saying that the soul gives
motion to bodies, unless with me you have 1ecourse Lo
the pre-established harmony, but 1t 15 to be obseived
that there 1s another law of natuire, which I have discovered
and proved, and which M Descartes was unaware of,
namely, that there 1s conservation not only of the same
quantity of moving force, but also of the sume quantity

aure absolutely insoluble, but because they are soluble only in
a certain order, which 1equues that philosopheis should begin by
coming to an agiecment as to the infallible mark ot truth, and
should confine themselves to demonstiations from fist prineiples’
(E 130b, G 1v 490)

7 E omits ‘often’ Cf Introduction, Partu p 59

3 See Monadology, § Bo, note 127, and Introduction, Part m p 8g.

Y
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of duection m whatever line [de quelque cote]™ we take it 1
the world That 13 to say, drawing any straight line you
please, and taking also such bodies and so many of them
as you please, you will find that, considering all these
bodies together, without omitting any of those which act
upon any one of those which you have taken, there
will always be the same amount [guantite] of progression
in the same direction [du méme cote] i all lines parallel
to the strmight line you have taken—observing that the
total amount of progression 18 to be calculated by sub-
tracting from the amount of progression of the bodies
which go 1n the given direction, the amount of progression
ot those which go 1n the opposite direction®  This law,
bemng as good and as general as the other, deserved as

" E 1eads rers quelque cite

W See Prinriples of Nature and of Grace, § 11, note 48 Cf Emstola ad
Beynoulhium (16g6) (G Math 111 243, E 108 note) 'In the next
place 11 1s to be observed that I make a distinction between absolute
torce and directing loice, although I can deduce and demunstrate
directing force fiom the sole consideration of absolute power And
tndeed 1 prove that theie 18 conservation not only of the samme
absolute force or quantity of action 1n the woild, but al4o of the
same directing force and the same quantity of direction in the
~same hines [ad easdemn paries], 1 ¢ the same quantity of progiession,
1ts dnection being taken into account and the quantity of pio
gression being counted equal to the masy multiphed by the
viloeity, and not by the square of the velocity’ [mv, not wm?)
'Nevertheless this quantity of progression differs fiom quantity
of mobtion 1 this way, that when two bodies are moving 1n
opposite directions theiur total quantity of motion (1n the Carte~1an
senst) 1s to be got by adding together the quantity of motion of
cach (calculated as the mass 1nto the velocity), but the quantity
of progression 15 to be got by subtracting the one fiom the other,
lor 1 such a case the diflercnce botween the quantities ot motion
will be the guantity of progression  Theirefore when De-cartes
thought that he could safeguurd the soul’s power of acting on the
body 1n this way, that whilc the soul cannot incerease or diminish
the quantity of motion 1n the world, 1t can nevertheless 1nciease
or dununish the quantity ot direetion of the [anunal] spuits, he

ened through not knowing this new law of ours 1egmding the
constrvation of the quantity of duection, which 1s no lesy beautiful
and 1nvioluble thin the law of the conservation ot absolute foreo
{rutus] or prwer of action’ The quanhity of progieswon’ would
now he cilled a projection of the quantity of motion A full

explanation, with dingiams, will be found in the appendix to
Buutioux’s edition of the Munadologw
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little to be broken, and this 18 so, according to my
system*, 1n which there 1s conservation of force and
direction, and none of the natural laws of bodies aie
broken, notwithstanding the changes which take place
in body 1n consequence of changes 1n the soul

APPENDIX H
ON THE ELEMENTS OF EXTENSION

ONE of Foucher's objcctions to the New System was based on
the contention that extension has no ultimate 1eul elements
(E 129a, G 1w 487) In some Remuarques sus les Objections de
M Foucher (G 1v 490) Leibmz replies ‘The author of the
objection does not seem to have rightly understood my view
Extension or space, and the surfaces, hines and points that can
be conceived 1n 1t, ate nothing but 1elations of order or o1ders
ot co-existence, Loth as regaids that which actually exists
and ag 1egards the possible thing that might be put 1n place
of that which exists  ‘Thus they have no ultimate component
elements [principes], any more than pumber has  And a-
a bioken number, for 1nstance 1, can be further bioken into
iwo fourths or four-eighths and so on ad nfinitum, without our
heing able to reach the absolutely smallest fractions or to
conceive the numbel as a whole tormed by the combination of
ultimate elements, so 1t 1» with a line which can be divided,
Just hlte this number  Agaun, stiictly speaking, the number }
1n the abstract 15 a perfectly simple ratio [7appoit], uot at all
foumed by the compoundmg ot other fractions, although in
numbered things there 1s equality between two-fourths and
once-halt  And we muay say as much regaiding an ubstiact line,
sice compounding tahes place only 1 concicte things, or the
masses of which these abstiact lies mdicate the iclations
And 1t 15 also in this way thuat mathematical points ate to b
regarded they are merely modalities, that 13 to say extiem:-
ties  And as in the abstiact hine all 15 mdefimte it has
reference to everything which 1s possible, as m the case of

*' E reads ‘and this’ [1 e the hrench of the Iaw] “1s avorded by
my system '
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fractions of a number, withont our troubling about divisions
actually made, which indicate points in the line in various
ways But 1n actual substantial things the whole 1s a sum or
aggregate of smmyple substances or rather of a multitude of real
umits [unitds] And it 18 the contounding of the 1deal and the
actual that has brought the whole matter into confusion and
has produced the labyrinth de compositione continin  Those
who have supposed the line to be made up of points have
sought for the primary elements 1n 1deal things or relations,
which was quite a mistake, and those who have found that
relations like number or space (which includes the order or
relation of possible co-existent things) cannot be formed by
the aggregation of points, have usually made the mistake of
denying the primary elements of substantial realities, as 1f
they had no primary umities, or as if there were no simple
substances Nevertheless number and the line are not chinier:-
cal things, although they are not thus compounded, for they
are relations which 1nvolve eternal truths, in accoidance with
which the phenomena of nature are ordered Hence 1t may
be said that, considered 1n the abstract, 1 and } are indepen-
dent of one another, or rather the total ratio [rapport] 3 1s
anterior—in the order of reasom [dans le signe de la 1aison], as
the Scholastics say—to the partial ratio 4, since 1t 15 by the
subdivision of the half that we come to the fourth, following
the order of what 1s 1deal, and the same 1s the case with the
line, 1n which the whole 15 anterior to the part because the
part 18 only poesible and ideal But in realities, 1n which
theie aie only divisions actually made, the whole 15 merely
a sum 01 agmegate, as 1 the case of a flock of sheep Itis
true that the number of sumple substances which enter into
a4 mass, however small 1t be, 15 i1nfimte, since 1n addition
to the soul which constitutes the real unity of the animal, the
body of the sheep (for instance) 1s actually subdivided, that
18 b say 1t 13 also an aggiegate of 1mviuible ammals or plants
(which are hikewise compound) besides that which constitutes
also their real unity , and although this proceeds ad wnfipitum,
it 18 mamfest that ultimately all 1s reducible to these unities,
the remainder or the aggregates being merely well-founded
phenomena ’



THIRD EXPLANATION'!'—EXTRACT FROM A
LETTER OF M D L. REGARDING HIS
PHILOSOPHICAL HYPOTHESIS AND THE
CURIOUS PROBLEM, PROPOUNDED TO
THE MATHEMATICIANS BY ONE OF HIS
FRIENDS, WITH AN EXPLANATION RE-
GARDING SOME DISPUTED POINTS IN
PRECEDING JOURNALS BETWEEN THE
AUTHOR OF THE PRINCIPLES OF PHYSICS?
AND THE AUTHOR OF THE OBJECTIONS
16g6.

SoME leained and acute friends of mine having con-
sidered my new hypothesis on the great question of the
union of soul and body, and having found it of value,
have asked me to give some explanations regaiding the
objections which have been biought against 1t and which
arose from 1ts not having been rightly understood
I think the matter may be made 1ntelligible to minds of
every lund by the following illustration

Suppose two clocks® or two watches which perfectly

1 E has ‘Third Explanation,’” wluch 1s omitted by G

7 Nicholas Hartsoeker ‘M D L’ 18 a pscudonym of Leibniz

! See I'1efatory Note. Geulinex’s use of the simile 15 us tollows
‘My will certainly does not move the moving power that it may
move my limbs, but He who imparted motion to matter and
laid down laws for 1t, Himself also formed my will Therefore
He bound together these most diverse things (the motion of

matter and the choice of my will), so that when my will wills,
such 8 motion as 1t willy occurs, and on the other hand when
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keep time together [s'accordent] Now that may happen
m three wcays  The first way consists 1n the mutual in
fluence of each clock upon the other, the second, in the
eate of a man who looks after them , the thnd, in then
own aceuracy The jfist way, that of influence, was
ascertained on trial by the late M Huygens ', to his great
astonishment He attached two large pendulums to the
same prece of wood The continual swinging of these
pendulums 1mpn1 ted similar vibrations to the particles of
the wood, but as these different vibrations could not

the motion oreumrs the will wills 1t, without any causality o1
mflucnee [mflurus) of the one upon the othei, ns 1n the case of
two clocks which aire caretully adjusted together to the daily
course of the sun, as often as Lhe one stirkes and telly us the
houss, the other strihes 1n the snine way and 1ndicates the hours,
und that apart fiom any causality, by whieh the one might produce
this effect 1n the other but solely on aecount of the connexion
which comes fiom the fact that bolh were made by the same
it and with similar workimmarship  Thus, fur example, the
motron of the tongue accompanies our volition to speal, and this
volition accompanies that motion  and the motion does not depencd
upon the volition, mor the volition upon the motion, but both
dcpend upon the same Supreme Aatificer, who has so wondesfully
cunnccled and bound them together’  Lthia, INact I cap 2, § 2
nate1g, Land s «d,vol 11 p 211 Cf 1b1d note 48, Land, 11 220
Cf also Introduction, Paut n p 43

' Chistian Huygeny (1629-16935) was a mathematieian, phy-
sieist and astionomnel, who hived for the most part 1n Holland,
whare he was boin, and 1n Firance, where Leibniz, econung to
Pui~ m 1672 met him  Anticipating the rovocation of the Edict
ol Nantes, the Protcstant 1Iuygens lett Paiis 1n 1681 and 1eturned
to Hulland but he contmucd to correspond with Leibniz on
mathomaticl subjects In 1673 Huygens published his gieat
work Huiolegium  Oscidlatorium, sine de anotu pendulorum ad  horologir
ndaptato, 1n which he gave a full account of a discovery he had
made 1n 1656, that ot the pendulum clock  Among the othe:
zicat works of Huygens were discoveries 1n connexion with the
istrtonomy of the planets, the undulatoly theory of lLight, and
(lie use ot ~pnal <prings for 1egulating the halances of watches
Leibmiz  fiequently acknowledges his great indebtedness to
Huygzens ino1cgard to mathematics, and i July, 1695, he writes
fo Nicuse ' Nothing ean equal the loss of the incompaiable
M Huvgens Most certanly ho ought 1o be named immediately
atter Gahileo and Deseamrtes  He might still have given us great
Light upon nature’ (G 11 552) Butb elsewhere he snys that
M Huygens had no taste for metaphysics ™  Lettie a Remond (1714)
I' 70ab, G m 607)
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continue 1n their proper order, without interfering with
one another, unless the pendulums kept time together.
1t happened, by a kind of wonder, that even when their
swinging was deliberately distuibed they soon came to
swing together again, somewhat like two stretched strings
that are in unison.

The sccond way of making two clocks (even though
they be bad ones) constantly keep time together would
be to put them 1n charge of a skilled workman who
should keep them together from moment to moment
I call this the way of assistance

Finally, the third way will be to make the two clocks
[pendules) at first with such skill and accuracy that we
can be sure that they will always afterwards keep time
together This 1s the way of pre-established agreement
(consentement].

Now put the soul and the body in place of the
two clocks Therr agreement [accord] or sympathy will
also arise in one of these three ways The way of -
fluence 18 that of the common philosophy. but as we
cannot conceive material particles or immaterial species
or qualities which can pass from one of these substances
mto the other, we are obliged to give up this opimon
The way of assistance 1s that of the system of occasional
causes ; but I hold that this is to introduce Deus er
machina in a natural and ordinary matter, in which it 1s
reasonable that God should intervene only in the way 1n
which He supports [concourt d) all the other things of
nature Thus there remains only my hypothesis, that
18 to say, the way of the harmony pre-established by a con-
trivance of the Divine foresight, which has from the
beginning formed each of these substances 1n so perfect,
so regular and accurate a manner that by merely follow-
ing 1ts own laws which were given to 1t when 1t came
into being, each substance is yet in harmony with the
other, just as 1f there were a mutual influence between
them, or as if God were continually putting His hand
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upon them, i addition to His general support {con-
currcic)

I do not think that T need offer any fuither proof®
unless I should be requued to prove that God 1s 1n
a pusition' to make use of tlus contirvance of folesight,
of which we have 1nstances even among men, 1n pro-
portion to the skill they have  And supposing that
God 35 able to make use of this means, 1t 18 very evident
that this 13 the best way and the most worthy of Him
It 15 true that I have also other proofs of 1t7, but they
ate decper and 1t 18 unnecessary to adduce them here®,

Let me say a word about the dispute between two very
tlever people, the author of the recently-published Prin-
ciples of Ihysies® and the author of the Objections ™ (which
appeared 1n the Journal of August 13 and elsewhere?,
hecause my hypothesis serves to bring these controversies
to an end I do not understand how matter can bhe

¥ It should be observed that Leibniz's mgument from analogy
proceeds upon the assumption that body and soul, o1 soul and
soul, me 1n 1eality quite independent and separate from one
anothcr  If this be not admitted his ‘proof” breahs down the

three ways’ do not exhaust the possible hypotheses Leibniz
seemy rother to have prided himself on emphasizing, by his
hypothe-1s, the difference between body and soul In the post-
script to a letter to Basnage de Beauval (16g6), part of which 1s
printed ns the Second Eclawrcissement (E 134b, G 1v 499), Leibriz
says  ‘You had a suspicion that my explanation would be irre-
concilnlle with the great difference which, 1n our opinion, there
18 between mund [esprit] and bedy But now you ree clearly, Sir,
that no one has estublished their independence more completely
than I T'om1 since hitherto we have been obliged to explain their
mter rolation {communication] by a kind of miracle, we have con-
stantly given oceasion to many people to fear that the distinetion
hetwern mind and body 13 not so real as people think, since our
reasons for maintaining it are so far-fetched Now all these acruples
« eunse

§ The Second Eclatrcissement 1eads 13 skilful enough *

" The reference 18 probably to such arguments as those which
he afteiwards gave 1n the Monadology

" I hwe cmitted two paragraphs dealing with a purely mathe-
matieal problem

* Haitwoeker See New System, § 6, note 36

% Foucher
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conceived as extended and yet without either actual
or 1deal parts, and if 1t 18 so, I do not know what
13 meant by being extended’ I even hold that matter
15 essentially an aggregate, and consequently that theie
are always actual parts Thus 1t 15 by 1eason, and not
merely by the senses, that we judge that 1t 15 divided,
o1 1ather that 1t 1s ultimately nothing but a collection
[multitude] T hold 1t as true that matter (and even each
part of matter) 1s divided into a greater number of paits
than 1t 15 possible to 1magine. And accordingly 1 often
say that each body, however small 1t may be, 15 a woi1ld
of creatures infinite 1n number Thus I do not beligve
that there are atoms, that 1s to say, parts of matter which
a1e perfectly hard or of invincible sohidity , while, on the
other hand, I as little believe that there 1s a perfectly
fluid matter'’, and my opinion 1s that each body 1s fluid
1in comparison with more solid hodies and solid 1n com-
panson with the more luud I am surprised that it 1s
still said that an equal quantity of motion, in the Car-
tesian sense, 19 always conserved, for I have proved the
opposite, and already excellent mathematicians have
admitted 1t. Neveirtheless I do not regard the solidity
or consistence of bodies as a primary quality, but as
a consequence of motion, and I hope that my Dynamics
will show 1n what this consists, as the understanding of
my hypothesis will also serve to remove several diffi-
culties which still engage the attention of philosophers
In fact, I behieve I can mtelligibly answer all the doubts
to which the late M Bernier' has specially devoted a

Y mentales, 1 e thinkable

2 The 1¢ference 1s probably to the views of Foucher, who denied
that the essence of matter 1s exlension, holding that all our 1deas
(including those of external objects) are merely modifications of
ourselves and that, 1n order to represent an object, an 1dea must
be like 1t See Foucher de Careil, Lettres et Opuscules inedits de Leibme,
Introduction.

¥ Hartsoeker's theory was that the ultimate elements of things
are perfectly hard atoms 1n a perfect fluid, the atoms combined

forming tangible bodies, while the fluid transmits hight, &e
'* Frangois Bernier (d 1688) was more famaus as a traveller
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book , and those who will think out what I have
formerly published will perhaps find that they already
have the means of making this answer

than ny a philoswapher After travelling 1n Syra and Egypt, he
went to India (where he was physician to Aurungzebe), and
afterwards to Cashmir In Paris he was nicknamed ‘ the Mogul ’
He nguisted Boileau 1n preparing the Mock Decree, gruien wn the hall
of Parnassus, wn farour of the Masters of Arts, Physicians, and Professors of
the Unuersdy of Stagira, wn the land of chumeras, for the support of the
doctrine of Aristolle, which by its 11dacule killed the serious proposal
that the French Purhament should officially condemn the philo-
sophy of Desearles Beinier's prineipal philosophical works were
Abrege de la philosophie de Gassends (B vols, 1678) and, by way of
supplement to this, Doutes de M Bernier sur quelques-uns des prncypouz
chapires de son abrege de la philosophie de Gassend: (7 vols, 1684) The
latter 18 probably the work to which Leibruz refers There 1s
an English translation of Bernier's Trawels wn the Mogul Empue (new
¢d , Constable, 18g7)



ON THE ULTIMATE ORIGINATION
OF THINGS 1697

PREFATORY NOTE

Turs paper, wiitten 1n Latin, 18 dated by Leibmz, November
23,1697 It may have been intended for the Acta Eruditorum
but 1t remained unpublished until 1840, when Erdmann 1n-
cluded 1t mm his edition Leibniz here explains the function
of the principle of sufficient reason 1n his philosophy, expand-
ing what he hud already saxd 1n a paper wntten about 1683,
to which Erdmann gives the title, De Scientia Universalr seu
Calculo philosophico (see E 83b, G vi 200)  §4 36-48 of the
Monadofogy may be regarded as a condensation of the main
argument of this Essay On the Ultvmate Origination of Things.
In the latter part of the Essay we have a vindication of the
optimism of Leibmz (that this is the best of all possble
worlds), and some of the chief doctrines of the Théodicde are
given 1n outline

The Ultimate Origination of Things 18 given by E 147 -8qq ,
G vu 302 8qq.

Besipes the world or the aggregate of fimte things
there 18 a certain unity [wnum) which 18 dominant, not
only as the soul is dominant 1n me or rather as the ego
itself 18 dominant in my body, but also in a much higher
gense' For the dominant unity of the umiverse not
only rules the world but constructs or? fashions it. It
is higher than the world and, so to speak, extramundane,
and 1s thus the ultimate reason of things. For the

! Cf Monadology, §§ 70 snd 93, notes 111 and 115
1 E reads ‘and’
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sufficient reason of existence cannot be found either in
any particulm thing or 1n the whole aggregate and
series of things Let us suppose that a book of the
elements of geometry existed from all eternity and that
N succession one copy of it was made from another, 1t
18 evident that although we can account for the present
book by the book from which 1t was copied, nevertheless,
gomng back through as many hooks as we like, we could
never reach a complete reason for 1t, because we can
always ask why such books have at all times existed,
that 15 to say, why books at all, and why wrtten 1n
this way What 18 true of books 1s also true of the
different states of the world , fo1, i spite of certain laws
of change, the succeeding state 1s, 1n some sort, a copy
of that which precedes it Therefore, to whatever earlier
state you go back, you never find 1n 1t the complete
reason of things, that 1s to say, the reason why there
exists any world and why this woild rather than some
other

You may indeed suppose the woild eternal, hut as
you suppose only a sucecession of states, 1n none of wlich
do you find the sufficient reason, and as even any number
of worlds does not in the least help you to agcount for
them, it 1s evident that the reason must he sought else-
where For 1n eternal things, even though there be no
cause, there must be a reason® which, for permanent
things, is necessity itself or essence*; but for the series
of changing things, it it be supposed that they succeed
one another from all eternity, this reason is, as we shall
presently see, the prevailling of inchinations® which con-

* If a thing 1s eternal, 1t cannot have a cause 1n tune, but there
must still be some reason (other than a cause 1n time) for its
existence Cf Aristotle’s afriov (which 1s wider than our ‘cause’)
aud tho German Grund

* By ‘permanent things’ 18 meant things that are not contingent,
and these, 1n Leibniz’slanguage, a1e ! possible’ things =* necessary’
things =essences CI Monadology, §§ 40 and 43, notes 64 and 67

* The sufficient reason of changing or contingent things 1s not
an absolute principle, whose oppositc would be self-contradictory,
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sist not in necessitating reasons, that 1s to say, reasons
of an absolute and metaphysical necessity, the opposite
of which 1nvolves a contradiction® but i ineclinmng
1easons  From this 1t 1s manifest that even by sup-
posing the etermity of the world, we cannot escape the
ultimate extramundane reason of things, that 1s to say,
God’

Accordingly the reasons of the world lie hid in some-
thing extranundane, different from the concatenation of
states or the series of things, the aggregate of which
constitutes the wotld And thus we must go beyond
the physical or hypothetical necessity, according to which
the later things of the woild are determined by the
eatlier, to something which 15 of absolute o1 metaphysical
necessity *, of which a reason cannot be given For the
present world 15 necessary physically or hypothetieally,
but not absolutely or metaphysically That 1s to say,
the nature of the world being such as 1t 1s, 1t follows
that things must happen 1n 1t just as they do  There-
fore, since the ultumate root of all must be 1n something
which has metaphysical necessity, and since the reason
of any existing thing 1s to be found only 1n an existing
thing, 1t follows that there must exist one Being which
has metaphysical necessity, one Bemng of whose essence

but a superionty of the good or desirable over the bad or un-
desirable 1n the things which come to pass The balance or
meponderance of goodness 1neclines the will of God (without
absolutely neeessitating 1t) to create the<e contingent things

5 The wold contradictionem secmns to have heen omitted per incuriam
Neither E nor G gives1it

" Even though the world be taken as eternal, its necessity 1a
not on that account absolute or compelling but merely ‘inelining,’
and 1t therefore piresupposes some one whose will 18 'i1nclined,’
1 ¢ God

# E reads ‘something which 1s absolute or metaphysical ne-
cessity ©  Absolute or metaphysical necessity 18 & necessity that
15 1ndependent of actual things, 1n contrast with hypothetical
(conditional, relative) or physical necessity, which 1s the necessity
ansing out of the natures of actual things, the necessity which
a system of ‘compossible’ things 1mposes on 1ts members, Cf
Introduction, Part n p 67
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it 18 to exist”, and thus there must exist something
different from that plurality of beings, the world, which
as we admitted and showed, has no metaphysical neces-
sity '°.

But to explain more distinctly how from eternal or
essential or metaphysical tiuths there arise temporal,
contingent or physical truths, we must first observe that,
from the very fact that there exists something rather
than nothing, it follows that in possible things, or 1n
possibility or essence 1itself, there 1s a certain need of
existence or, so to speak, a claimn to exist, in a word,
that essence of itself tends to existence'  From this 1t
further follows that all possible things, that 1s, things
expressing essence or possible ieality, with equal 11ght
tend to existence'* in proportion {o the quantity of
essence or reality, or in pioportion to the degree of per-
fection which belongs to them. For perfection 1s nothing
but quantity of essence’

Henee 1t 13 most evident that out of the infinite
possible combinations and series of possible things there
exists that one thiough which the gieatest amount ot
essence or possibility 1s brought into existence Indeed,
there 1s always 1n things a principle of determination
according to maximum and minimum, so that, for instance,
the maximum effect 15 produced with the mimimum out-
lay', And the time, the place, o1, in a word, the

* Cf Spmoza’s distinetion between Substance as wd quod in se est
and Mode as @ quod tn alio est  Ethwcs, Part 1 deff 3and 5 See
HMonadology, §§ 36 sqq

'® For Kant's eriticasm of the cosmological pioof of the existence
of God, see Critique of Pure Reason, Transcendental Dialecir, bk 11 ¢l 2,
§ 2 Fourth Antinomy

4 Cf Monudology, § 40, note 64

'"" Both E and G read essentian, which 15 manifestly a ship for
erwienham E corrects the erior 1n his Errata

B Cf Monadology, §§ 41 and 54

'* Qutlay or cost 18 11 1tself loss or limitation But 1if there 15 to
be n world at all, there must be loss or lumitation, for 1f the
elements of the world were not 1n different degrees limited, there

would be no vanety All would be one ‘splendidly null” perfec-
tion  Yet the world 18 the best posaible world 1n the sense that 1t
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receptivity or capacity of the world'* may heie be con.
sidered as the outlay or ground on which the world 1s
to be built as fittingly [quam commodissime] as possible,
while the vanety of forms corresponds to the fitness
[commoditas] of the building and to the number and
elegance of 1ts 100ms The whole matter may be likened
to certain games 1n which all the spaces on a board are
to be filled up according to definite 1ules, so that, unless
you make use of seme ingenious contrivance, you find
vourself 1n the end kept out of some refractory spaces
and compelled to leave empty more spaces than you
intended and some which you might olherwise have
filled. Yet there 13 a definite method by which the
most complete filling up of the spaces may most easily
be accomplhished So if we have to draw a triangle, no
other determining condition being given, 1t will be an
equilateral tiiangle, and 1f a line 18 to be drawn from
one point to another, no fuither condition being assigned,
the easiest o1 shortest way will be chosen So if once
1t 1s given that being 1s superior to not-being (that 1s to
say, that there 13 a reason why something should exist
1ather than nothing '*), or that possibility must pass into
acluality, 1t follows that, though nothing further 1s
determined, there must exist as much as 18 possible con-
sidering the capacity of time and space (that 1s, of the
possible order of existing "), just as tiles a1e put together
contains the greatest balance of perfection over limitation or of
good over evil,1 e the maximum of advantage at the minimuin
of cost In this sense thé ‘principle of the best,’ to which Leibniz
constantly rofers, 18 a ‘principle of determination according to
maximum and minumum’ That the cost should be minimum
might be taken as a way of stating the ‘law of parsimony ’

13 That 1s, the patural or essential limits within which the
actual world may express an 1deal possibility, which has no Iimats
This limiting ! receptivity or capacity” (which 18 to the world what

the body 1s to the individual Monad) might be regarded as the
passivity or matter of the world, 1n contrast with its activity or
form.

s Cf Principlee of Nature and of Grace, § 7

" ) ¢ not merely the o1der which we discover among aclual
things, but the order which 1s a condition of posaible things
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1n such a way that as many as possible may be contained
I & gIVen area

Thus 1t 18 wonderfully made known to us how 1n the
very origination of things a certain Divine mathematics ™
or metaphysical mechanies 1s employed and the greatest
quantity is brought into exwstence [lit the determination
of the greatest quantity takes place] So among all
angles the determined [fixed] angle 1n geometry 15 the
right angle ", and so also liquuds put 1nto heteiogeneous
media take the form of greatest capacity, that of a spheie
But best of all 1s the illustration we get 1n ordinay
mechanics, where, when several heavy bodies act against
ono anothei, the resultant motion 1s that which produces
the greatest fall on the whole™. For as all possible
things by an equal 11ght tend to exist 1n propoition to
then 1eality, so all weights by an equal 11ght tend to
tall in proportion to their giavity, and as in the case of
the latter there 1s produced a motion which involves the
greatest possible fall of the heavy bodies, so 1n the case of
the tormer there 1s produced a woild 1n which the greatest
numbe1 of possible things comes into existence.

And thus we have physical necesaty coming from
metaphysical necessity ; for although the world is not
metaphysically necessary, so that its opposite 1nvolves
o contradiction or logical absurdity, i1t 1s nevertheless
physically necessary o1 so determined that its opposite
involves imperfection or moral absurdity  And as possi-
bility is the principle of essence, so perfection or degree
coming 1nto existence Only compossible essences can give rise
to co-existing phenomena, and time and space are the order of
co-existence of these phenomena See Intioduction, Part 111 p 102

'* 'When God calculates and employs thought, the woild 1s
made " De conncrione wnter res el verba (1677) (E 772, G vu 191)
The phrase was written by Leibniz on the margin of the MS and
may necordingly be of later date

¥ The right anglo 1s always go®, bul an acute or an obtuse angle
14 variable 1 s1ze  The right angle 1s thus ‘fixed’ or ‘ determined,”

and the 1ight angle 1s the greatest angle at which one hine can
moet another

® The suggestion 1s of some such arrangement as we have 1n
\ system of pulleys
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of essence (through which more things are compossible
the greater it 1s) 1s the prineiple of existence, Whence
at the same time 1t 1s manifest how the Author of the
world 19 free, although He does all things determinately,
for He acts from a principle of wisdom or perfection.
Indifference springs from ignorance, and the wiser a
man 15 the more 18 he determined towards that which 1s
most perfect *

But, you will say, however beautiful may seem thi-
comparnson of a certain metaphysical determining me-
chanism with the physical mechanism of heavy bodies
it nevertheless fails 1n this respect that heavy bodies
really exist and act, but possibilities or essences anteriol
to existence or apart from it are 1maginary o1 fictitious
and therefore no reason * of existence 13 to be sought in
them 1 reply that neither these essences nor what ate
called eternal truths regarding these essences are ficti-
tious, but that they exist 1n a certain 1egion (1if I may so
call 1t) of 1deas, that is to say, in God Himself, the source
of all essence and of the existence of other things That
this 13 not a mere gratuitous assertion of mine 1s shown
by the existence of the actual series of things For since
the reason of the series 1s not to be found 1n 1tself, as has
been shown above, but is to be sought i metaphysical
necessities or eternal tiuths, and since emisting things
can come only from existing things, as we have already
remarked, eternal truths must have existence 1n some
nbsolutely or® metophysically necessary subject, that 1s,
m God, through whom these things which would othei-
wise be imaginary are (to use a barbarous but expressive
word) realized *

And indeed we actually find that all things in the

% Cf Introduction, Part 1 p 145

71 Or 'ground ' 2 E reads 'and’

i That 18 to say, God gives them a certain reality or existence 1n
H s understanding, as distinct from existence wn the actual world, which
belongs to contingent things. Cf Monedology, §§ 43, 44, 46 and
41, note 75.

z
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woild take place 1n accordance with the laws, not only
geometiical but nlso metaphysical, of eteinal tiuths, that
15, not only 1n accordance with mateilal necessities but
also m aeccordance with foimal reasons®  And tlus 15
not only tiue 1in gencial as rcgar ls the reason (which we
have just explumned) why a woild exists rather than not,
and why 1t exists thus 1ather than otheiwise (a reason
which 1s to be found only m the tendency of possible
tlungs to exist), but alsu when we come down to par-
ticular things we see that metlaphysical laws of cause,
powel, aclivity, are present in a wondertul way through-
out the whole of nature, and that they are even supeilo
Lo the purely geometrical laws of matta, as to my gieat
astomishiment 1 found when I was eaplaining the laws
of motion, so that, as T have elsewheie more fully ex-
plamed #, 1 was ullimately compelled to give up the law
ol the geometiical composition of foirces [conatus| which
1 had mauntaned 1 my youth when I had moie belief
1 the materal view

Accordingly we have the ullimate 1enson of the 1eality
hoth of essences and of existences m vne Bemng who 1s
necessauly greater, higher, and older [anterus] than the
world 1tself, since thiough Hun not only the existing
thangs which the woirld contains but also possible things
have 1cality  But this ultimate i1eason can be found
only 1n one source on account of the inter-connexion of
all these things®  But it 1s manifest that fiom this
source existing thungs contmually come forth [ promanare |,
that they are being and have been produced by 1t, since
it does not appear why one state of the world rather
than anothex, the state of yesterday rather than that ot
to-day, should flow from it* It 15 also mamitest how

 E 1eads 'necessities ’ instead of ‘1easons ’

* Seo Appendix I, p 351

“ That 1y to say, the actual system of things 1s one and thei efore
1ts source 19 one  Cf Monadology, § 39

+* The refeience 1s not quite clear  Janct translates ‘fiom the
woild itself” Kirchmann translates ! from this source ' On Janet’s
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God acts not only physically but also freely, how not
only the efficient but also the final cause of things 1s n
Him, and how He manifests not only His greatness and
power 1n the mechanmsm of the world as already con-
structed, but alse His wisdom and goodness in the
constiuching of 1t %,

And lest any one should think that we are here con-
founding moial perfection or goodness with metaphysical
perfection or greatness and, allowing the latter, should
deny the former, 1t 1s to be observed that 1t follows fiom
whit has been said not only that the world 15 most
perfect physically, or, if you piefer it, metaphysically
that 18 to say, that that series of things has come into
existence 1n which the greatest amount of reality 1-
actunlly manifested, but also that the world 135 most
perfecl morally because genuine moral peifection 1s phy-
sical " perfection 1n minds [mentes] themselves Where-
fore the woirld 1s not only the most admirable mechanism
but 1t 1s also, 1n so far as 1t 1s made up of munds [mentrs!
the best commonwealth, through wlich there 1s be-
stowed upon minds the greatest possible happiness o
joy, 1n which their physical peifection consists !

interpretation, the passage would mean that all the states of the
woild must come fiom God, 1n whose nature 15 Lo be found the
sufiicient reason of all and of each, and not from the world itselt
wluch cannot supply the sufheient 1eason of any On Kuchmann -
mterpretation, the meaning would be that eacl state of the world
comes from God by a ¢ confinual creation,’ because there 15 no 1cason
why God should c1eate one state rather than another Both inter-
pretations are possible, but Janet's seems the more natuial

2 Cf Monadolugy, §§ 47, 48, 55

% ‘Phyuyical” here means ‘natural” or 'according to the specific
nature (¢vois® of the thing' 1n contrast with * metaphy~weal’ 1n the
vense of 'absolute, independent of the specific natuic of the thing’
Thus (f supra) ‘the world 14 most perfect physically’ means that
1ts individual members o1 elements are as peifect as the nature ot
ctach allows, while ‘ the world 18 most perfect metaphysically’ means
that the world as a whole 15 the most perfect possible 8o also
‘genuine moral perfection 18 physical perfection 1n 1ninds them-
selves’ means that the specific natural peifection of mind 1s moral
perfection

‘ Cf Monadology, §§ B6 sqq ‘Felicity 13 to peisons what pui-
fection 15 to Lewngs *  Paper without a title (1686) (G 1v 462)
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But, you will say, we find that the opposite of this
takes place 1n the world, for very often the best people
suffer the worst things, and those who are innocent, both
animals and men, are afflicted and put to death even
with toituie; and indeed the woild, especially 1f we
consider the government of the human 1ace, seems rather
n confused chaos than anything directed by a supreme
wisdom So, I confess, 1t seerns at a first glance, but
when we look at 1t more closely the opposite conclusion
manifestly follows a priori from those very considerations
which have been adduced, the conclusion, namely, that
the highest possible perfection of all things, and theiefore
of all minds, 18 brought about.

And 1ndeed, as the lawyers say, 1t 15 not proper to
Judge unless we have examined the whole law We
know a very small part of etermity which 1s immeasure-
able 1n its extent, for what a little thing 1s the record
of a few thousand years, which histoiy transmits to us'
Nevertheless, from so slight an experience we rashly
Judge regarding the 1mmeasureable and eteinal, like men
who, having been born and brought up i puison or,
perhaps, in the subteiranean salt-mines of the Sarma-
tians 4, should think that theie 1s no other light 1n the

 The 1eference 13 p1obrbly to some of tho salt-mines 1n o1 neai
the Caipatbians, which are the richest in Eulope The most
famous salt mines 1n the world are at Wielicen, near Cracow 1n
Qalicia \(which 1n Leibniz’s time was still part of the kingdom of
Poland) They have been woiked for about 60o years, and manjy
of the workers live petmanently undeigiound, there being streets
and houses and, 1n short, something like a village 1n the lower
levels In Joremy Collier’s Dictinaiy, publiched towaids the end
of the seventeenth centuiy, the famous salt-mines are said to be
those of Eperies, in northern Hungaiy, on the other side of the
Carpathians from Cracow Sarmatia 13 a very vague word Aec-
cording to Ptolemy 1t included all the eastern European plain fiom
the Vistula and the Dniester to the Volga. In any case it included
the distiict of the salt-mines refeired to  Leibnmiz elsewhere seems
to 1dentity Saimatian with Slavonie speech (Nouveaur Essas, 11
23,61, E 299 b, G v 259, 260) In Fnglish verse, Sarmatia 13
often used as synonymous with Poland, e g ‘Saimatia fell, un-
wept, without n erime’ (Campbell, Plaswies of Hops, Part 1 line 376,
+ee also 1 407)



ORIGINATION OF THINGS 347

world than that of the feeble lamp which hardly suffices
to direct therr steps If you look at a very beautrful
picture, having covered up the whole of 1t except a very
small part, what will 1t present to your sight, however
thoioughly you examine 1t (nay, so much the more, the
more closely you inspect 1t), but a confused mass of
colours laid on without selection and without art? Yet
if you remove the covering and look at the whole picture
fiom the right point of view, you will see that what
appeared to have been carelessly daubed on the canvas
was 1eally done by the painter with very meat art*
The experience of the eyes 1n painting corresponds to
that of the ears 1n music Eminenl composers vely
often mingle discords with harmonies so as to stimulate
and, as 1t were, to prick the hearer, who becomes anxious
as to what 1s going to happen, and 18 so much the more
pleased when presently all 1s restored to order, just as
we take plensure 1n small dangers or risks of mishap,
merely from the consciousness of our power or our luck
or from a desire to make a display of them , or, again, as
we delight 1n the show of danger that is connected with
performances on the tight1ope or sword-dancing (sauts
perilleux)®;, and we ourselves 1n Jest half let go a lLittle
boy, as 1f about to throw him from us, hike the ape which
carried Christiern, King of Denmark™, while still an
infant 1n swaddling-clothes, to the top of the roof, and
then, as in jJest, relieved the anxiety of every one by
bringing hum safely back to his ciadle, On the same
principle sweet things become 1nsipid if we eat nothing
else, sharp, tart, and even bitter things must be com-
bined with them, so as to stimulate the taste He

" A most interesting varmant of this illustration occuis
Bosanquet’s Essentials of Logic, pp 55 »qq

# Leibmiz gives the French phrase to explain his Latin

3 Probably Christiern or Christian V (1646-16g9), the first
hereditary (not elected) King of Denmark, who wads reigning at
the time when Leibniz wrote In the text he s called Christieinus,
Chnistiern or Kristiern being the Danish form of the name
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who has not tasted bitter thungs does not deserve sweet
things and, mdeed, will not appreciate them  Tlhis
15 the very law of enjoyment, that pleasure does not
have an even tenor, for this begets loathing and mukes
us dull, not happy ¥

But as to our saying that a pait may he disturbed
without destroying Liarmony 1in the whole, this must not
he understood as meaning that no account 1s taken of the
pauts or that 1t 15 enough for the world as a whole to be
pertect, although 1t may be that the human 1ace 1s
wretched, and that there 1s in the univeise no regud
{o1 justice and no care tfor us, as 15 the opinmon of some
whose judgment regarding the totality of things 1
not quite just Tor 1t 1s to be observed that, as n
@ thoroughly well-constituted ecommonwealth ecale 1s
taken, as far s may be, for the good of mmdividunls,
so the umverse will not be suffiaently perfect unless
the mterests of individunls are attended to, while the
universal harmony 1s preserved”™ And tor this no

* “Tohwea thousand well-hound Vi gils in youwr hibinry, always
to sing aus from the opera of Cadmus and Hermione, to break all
vour poicclain that you might have nothing but cups of gold, to
Imve thamonds alone for buttons, to eat mothing but partndges,
to dimmk only Hungaiian or Shiras wine—would you eall that
reason ®* Tleodiee, § 124 'E 539b, G v1 179) Cf Princles of
Nuture and of Grace, § 18, also Bacon, De Augmentis, 11 1

T Cf Theldecre, § 118 (E 5358, G vi 169) ' No substance 1s
nbeolutcly contemptible o1 precious 1n the sight of God It
15 cettun that God gives more impoitance to a man than to
@ lion, yet I do not know 1if we can be certain that God prefers
one man Lo the whole spceies of hions n all 1espects  But even 1f
itwore a0, it would not follow that the interest of a certain numbel
of mon should prevml 1n face of a general disorder, extending to an
inhnite number of ereated things  This opinion would be a 1elie
ol the old maxim, now quite out of repute, that everythimg happens
solely on man's account’  Ct Meduation sur la notion commune rle la
pestree (Mallat p 63)  *Thele aie people who thunk that we are of
too Little consequinc, 1n the sight ot an infinite God, for Him to
have any cue for us  we are supposed to be 1n relition to God
whnt the worms wlich we arush without thinking about 1t, are 1n
1cdation to us  But tlus 1s to wupposc that God 1s like a2 man and
«nnuot think of everything  Just because God 1s 1nhnite, He doeys
things without labour by a kind of consequence of His will, as 1t 14
u constquence of my will and that of my fitend that we are In
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better standaid could be set up than the very law of
justice which declares that each should participate 1 the
petfection of the universe and in a happiness of his own
n proportion to his own vutue and to the degiee 1n which
his will has regard to the common good; and by this is
fulfilled that which we call chanty and the love of God,
in which alone, 1n the opinion of wise theologians, consists
the force and power even of the Christian religion®* No
ought 1t to appear wonderful that so great a place should
be given to munds 1 the univeise, since they most closely
resemble the image of tho Supieme Author, they aie
related to Hum, not (like other things) as machines to
their constructor but as citizens to their prince; they
are to last as long as the umveise itselt, and in @ mannel
they express and coneentiate the whole i themselves, <o
that 1t may be said that minds are whole paits | parfes
totales] "

But as to the special question of the afflictions of good
men, 1t 15 to be held as certain that these aflichions have
as their result the greater good of those who aie afflicted,
and this 15 true not only theologically but also natuially
[physice), as the gran east mto the emith sufters betore 1t
bears fruit And 1n general it may be said that afflictions
are for the tune c¢vil but 1n the end good, since they aie
short ways to greater perfection. 5o 1 physics, liguuds
which ferment slowly take also a longet time to purnty,
agreement, no ncw action bheing requitcd to produce our agroc-
ment, beyond the 1e50lve which each of us his made  Now it the
huinan 1ace and even the smallest thing ware not woll govaned

the universe itselt would not be wcll governed, for thic whol-
consists moats parts’
® Ct Yope, Essay on Mon, Fourth Epistle, liney 327 sqq  Nutuid,
says Pope, connects
‘Man’s greatest virtue with his greatest bl

Self-love thus push’d to social, to divine,
Gives thee to make thy neighbour's blewsing thind.

Happier as kinder, in whate er degiee
And heaght of hhisy but height of chanty *
* Sec Introduction, Part 1 p 31
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while those which undergo a greater agitation throw off
certain of their ingredients with greater force, and are
thus more quickly rectified And this 1s what you might
call going back in order that you may put more force
into your leap forward (qu'on 1ecéde pour mieux sauter®)
Wherefore these things are to be 1egarded not only as
agreeable and comforting, but also as most true And
i general I think theie 18 nothing moie true than
happiness, and nothing more happy and pleasant than
truth.

Further, to realize in 1its completeness the umiversal
beauty and perfection of the works of God, we must
recognize a certain perpetual and very free progress of
the whole universe, such that i1t 18 always going forward
to grenter improvement [cultus] So even now a great
part of our earth has 1eceived cultivation [cultura] and
will receive it moie and moie And although it 1s true
that sometimes certain parts of it grow wild again, or
agnin suffer destruction or degeneration, yet this 1s to be
understood 1n the way in whieh affliction was explained
above, that 1s to say, that this very destruction and
degeneration leads to some greater end, so that somehow
we profit by the loss itself !

And to the possible objection that, if this were so, the
world ought long ago to have become a paradise, theie
15 a ready answer Although many substances have

® Cf Prnnciples of Nahwre and of Grace, § 12, note 51

1 Cf Lettre a la Princesse Sophie (1706) (G vi1 568) ‘And asthele
18 1enson to think that the universe its 1f develops from more to
more and that all tends to some end, since all comes from an
Author whose wisdom 1 perfect, we may similaily belicve that
souls, which last as long as the umverse, go also fiom better to
better, at least naturally [ piysiquement] and that their peifections
go on increasing, although most often this takes place imperceptibly
and sometimes after great circuits backward’ See nlso Leftre a
Bourguet (1716) (G 1. 589) ‘Although the universe has alwaya
been equally perfect’ [1 e each momentary state of the universe
equally perfect with every other] ‘it will never be rupiemely
perfect , for 1t always changes and gains new perfections, though
1t loses old ones.’
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alieady attained a great perfection, yet on account of
the infinite divisibility of the continuous, there always
remain 1n the abyss of things slumbering parts which
have yet to be awakened, to grow in size and worth
and, 1n a word, to advance to a more perfect state [ad
meliorem cultum] And hence no end of progress 1s evel
reached.

APPENDIX I

THE GROWTH OF LEIBNIZ'S THEORIES REGARDING FORCE
AND MOTION

IN the second of two dialogues, entitled Phoranomus seu de
Potentia et Legibus Naturae (1689), Leibniz gives an account ot
the progress of his views regarding dynamics and physics
What follows is a portion of this account, combined with
part of a similar statement 1n the Specimen Dynamicum
*When first I escaped fiom the prickly thorn-brakes of the
schools 1nto the more pleasant fields of later philosophy, I was
greatly taken with that fascinating ease of undeistanding, 1n
which I saw a lucid imagination comprehending all the things
which formerly were wrapped 1n dark notions  And after long
and careful deliberation I at length rejected the *forms” and
" qualities ”’ of matenal things, and reduced all things to purely
mathematical principles, but since I was not yet versed in
geometry, I was convinced that a continuum consists of points
and that a very slow motion 1v broken by hittle nts of rest, and
I was 1inclhined to other doctrines of this kind, which commend
themselves to those who seek to comprehend all things with
the 1magination and who do not notice the infimte which 13
everywhere latent 1n things  But although, when I became
a geometrician, I put off these opinions, there yet remained for
a while atoms and the void, as relics of a state of mind that
was 1n revolt against the 1dea of the infinite, for although
I granted that every continuum can in thought be divided
ad wnfrmitum, yet I did not really accept the view that 1n things
there are imnumerable parts which follow from motion 1n the
plenum At last, not only was I freed from this scruple, but
also I began to recognize something deeper 1n bodies, which
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rould not be compiehended by the imagination This
ought not to seem wondertul, for 1l 18 the nature of foundations
to be humble, hut 1f they are securely laad, great masses arse
upon them Accordingly, when I as yet acknowledged the
tunsdictien of 1magination alone 1n regard to matenal things,
I was ot opimion that any natural indrlia 1n bodies was
nnintelligble, and that a body at rest wn racuo or in a free
space must 1ecerve the veloeity of another, however small that
other might be, and that this does not actually happen in our
«xperience [attributed to the system established by the wisdom
of the Supreme Author of things, 1n which all things are ruled
by the most just laws  Nor indeed did I doubt that the origin
ol the system might be rationally thought out on mechanical
punciples fiom those very laws of natural bodies, which explain
or currences by the composition ot motions, such as T expounded
tegarding several cases 1n a treatise which 1 publiched when
& young man' Phoranomus, see Arvch f Gesch d Phil 1 577
When [ was a young man and, at that time, following
Demoeritus and his adherents 1n this matter, Gassend: and
Descartes, I regarded the nature ot body as consisting 1n mere
mert mass, | 1ssued a treative with the title Hypothesis Physica,
in which T expounded a theory of motion both abstract (inde-
pendent of the system of things) and conerete (as 1t appears
i the wystem of things), which I see has pleased many
distinguished men betder than 1t« moderate worth deserved
In this treatise T maimntained that, supposing my view of the
nature of Lody to be nght, every 1mpinging body gives 1its
impulse [conatis| to the body on which 1t 1mpinges or which
15 directly 1n 1ts way, as such For when the impact takes
place, the body mmpinged upon endeavours to move forward
and thus to go away, and (=ince, a3 1 then thought, body 1s
mdifterent to motion or rest) this endeavour |eftort, conatu:]
must have its full eftect 1n the body impinged upon, unlesq 1t
14 lundered by an opposite eftort, and even 1f 1t 15 so hindered,
sinee thewe dafferent (ttorts mnst be compounded together
Accordingly 1t was manifest that no cause can be given why
the 1impimging body should not achieve the eftect towirds
which 1t tends or why the body impinged upon should not
recenve the whole umpulse [conatus] of the impinging body, and
therefore the motion ot the body 1mpinged upon 1s compounded
ot its ewn original impulse and the new or foreign unpulse 1t
has recenved  Whence I further showed that it in body there
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were recognized only mathematical notions, magnitude, figure,
place, and their changes or their tendency [conatus] to change
at the very moment of 1mpact, and no account were taken of
mwetaphysical notions, namely, of moving power [ pofentia] 1n
the foim, and of 1nertia (or resistance to motion) 1n the matter
[of the body], and 1f 1t were thus necessary that the result of
the impact should be determined by a purely geometrical
composition of forces [conafus], as we have explained then
1t ought to follow that the impulse of the impinging body,
however small that body may be, 1s communicated to the whole
of the body impinged upon, however laige 11 may be, and thus
the very largest body at rest 1s moved away by an impinging
body however small, without any 1etaiding of the latter, since
matter, thus understood, 15 not repugnant but rather imndiflerent
to motion Hence 1t would not be more difhcult to move
a large body at rest than a small one, and therefoie there
would be action without reaction, and no estimate of power
could be made, since anything might be accomplished by
anything But atterwards, having consdered the whole
matter more profoundly, I saw 1n what the systematic explana-
tion of things’[1 e the explanation of things as they actually
a1c) ‘should consist, and I observed that my former hypothesis
regarding the nature of body was not complete, and that this
a3 well as other arguments proved that body must be regaided
as having, in addition to magnitude and 1mpenetiabilily,
something from which arises the consideraiion of forces [vizes),
the metaphysical laws of which, when combined with the laws
of extension, give rise to those very laws of motion which 1 had
talled systematic S Specimen Dynamicum, &c (1695) (G
Math v1 240) ‘Iam of opimion that the mechanical principles
and reasons of the laws of motion do themselves arise not from
the necessity of matter, but from some higher principle than
mmagination, and onc 1ndependent of mathematicy Benides
I began to have considerable doubts as to the nature of motion
For when formerly I regarded space as an immovable real
place, possessing extension alone, I had been able to define
absolute motion as change of this real space But gradually
I Legan to doubt whether there 13 1n nature such an entity
as 15 called space, whence 1t followed that a doubt mught
arise aboubt absolute motion Certainly Anstotle had said
that place 1s nothing but the surface of what surrounds us
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[superficies ambient1s]?, and Descartes, following him, had defined
motion (that 1s, change of place) as change of neighbourhood
[mutatro 11r1m1ar] Whence 1t seemed to follow that that which
18 renl and absolute 1n motion conmsts not 1n what 18 purely
mathematical, such as change of neighbourhood or situation,
but 1n motive force [potent:a motrz] 1tself, and 1f there 1
none of this, then there 18 no absolute and 1eal motion . .
Accordingly I found no other Ariadne thread to lead me out
of this labyrninth than the calculation of forces [potentiae],
assuming this metaphysical principle, “That the total effect
15 always equal to 1ts complete cause™ [Quod effectus nteger sit
semper aequaha causae suae plenae] When I discovered that
this agrees perfectly with expenence and satisfies all dovbts,
I was more confirmed 1n my opimon that the causes of thinga
are not, so to speak, senseless [surdus] and purely mathematical,
like the concourse of atoms or the blind force of nature, but
proceed from an intelligence which employs metaphysical
reasons’ Phoranomus, see Arch f Gesch d Phel 1 §77 In the
first of these dialogues (Phoranomus, &c) Leibmiz says ‘Asin
geometry and numbers, through the principle of the equality
of the whole to all its parts, geometry 1s brought within the
scope of an analytical calculus, so 1n mechanics, through the
principle of the equality of the effect to all its causes or of
the cause to all its effects, we obtain certain equations, as 1t
were, and a kind of algebraic mechamics’ loc et p 576 Cf
Tntroduction to this book, Part 11 p 107 note.

V Phys. A 4 212* 20



NEW ESSAYS ON THE HUMAN! UNDER-
STANDING. 1704

By THE AUTHOR OF THE SYSTEM OF PRE-
ESTABLISHED HARMONY

PREFATORY NOTE

THE New Essays contain the fullest statement of Leibniz's
appreciation and cuticism of Locke Leibniz became ac-
quainted with the main outhne of Locke’s Essay, before 1t was
actually published in English, by means of an abstract of the
book. prepared by Locke, translated into French and published
in Le Clerc's Bibliothéque Unwerselle (1688), vol 8, pp 49 sqq
When 1n 1690 the Essay 1tself was published Leibmiz read 1t,
making notes as he went, and his eriticisms were expressed m
various short papers, some of which were transmitted to Locke
through Thomas Burnet of Kemnay Locke, however, seems
rather to have disparaged Leibmiz's criticisms and he did not
count them worthy of a reply Meanwhile Locke’s Essay
passed through several edibons, and in 1700 Coste’s French
translation of 1t was published This enabled Leibmiz, whose
knowledge of Englsh was somewhat imperfect, to make a
thorough study of the Essay, and after wnting some papers on
special parts of 1t, he set himself to the task of prepanng the
elaborate exposition and cniticism of the Essay which was after-
wards published as the New Essays. The book was wntten
somewhat hurmedly and discontinuously, durng scraps of

! G, with over-aceuracy, omuts ‘ human,’ which Lelbniz cannot

deliberately have intended to omit, for he includes it in the titles
of the first three books of the New Essays,
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leisure tume Accordingly Leibmiz, in view of publication,
submitted his work to Hugony and Baroeyrac (the great jurst),
who revised a considerable portion of 1it, including the Intro-
duction, and made numerous changes 1m 1ts expression
Meanwhile a new edition of Coste's translation, revised and
corrected by Locke himself, was promsed, and Leibmiz was
strongly advised by Coste to delay publication until after he
had seen this new edition Locke died in the end of 1704, and
Leibniz, understanding that he had made considerable changes
1n hiy opinions, felt that 1t was now of hittle use to publish his
own criticism

Accordingly the New Essays remained 1n manuscript until
1765, when they were published by Raspe He printed the text
1n the form which 1t had finally assumed after the correction
and revision of Hugony, Barbeyrac and Leibmiz himself
Erdmann (E 194 sqq) follows this text Gerhardt (G v 39
8qq ), however, has thought 1t better to reconstruct the original
text, by going behind the corrections, on the ground that,
while these corrections often 1mprove the French style of the
original, they do not always so well express Leibniz's thought
Boutroux, approving the course taken by Geirhardt, has in
various points corrected the text made by that editor My
translation 1s made from Boutroux’s text Such varnations as
1nvolve a change 1n trunslation are mentioned 1n foot-notes

In the Introduction to the New Essays (which was written
later than the rest of the book), Letbmz summarizes the main
pomnts regarding which he differs from Locke, while he
characteristically suggests that, after all, the differences
between his view and that of Locke are not altogether 1n-
surmountable  Atter some prefatory sentences, the Intro-
duction deals 1n the first place (2) with the question whether
(as Locke held) the mind 1s tabula 7ase or whether (as Leibmz
thought) there ale 1nnate 1deas, necessary truths, including
the question whether or not all our knowledge comes fiom the
senses (pp 357-367) (b) This leads naturally to the question
whether (as Locke seems to say) there 1s nothing 1n our mind
of which we are not actually conscious or whether (as Leibmiz
mantains) we have unconscious perceptions (pp 367-385)
Leibniz here connects his psychology with his metaphysics by
showing how the pefites perceptions throw light upon the pre-
established harmony, the law of comtinuity, the identity of
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indiscermibles and the indestructibility of souls, us well as
their inseparability from bodies (c) The next question con-
sidered 1s that of atoms and the void (1n which Locke believes) as
against a plenum (Leibmz's view) (pp 385s8qq) (d) References
to the criticism of Locke by Stillingfleet lead to a consideration
of the question whether matter can think, Locke maintainming
the possibihity of this, while Stillingfleet and Leibmiz deny 11
(pp 390 sqq) This gives occasion bo Leibmz to draw a
distinction between the physical or real genus of a thing
and 1its logical or 1deal genus (p 394), and 1n the 1emainder
of the Intioduction he applies this distinction, maintaining
that as matter and soul are heterogeneous (1 e mot of the
same physical or real genus), thinking, which 1s a mode of
soul, cannot Le a mode of malter, except by miracle, and that
accordingly, 1f Locke's contention were true, we should have
to adopt a philosophy of umntelligible qualities or faculties,
which would be even worse than the Scholastic theories of
‘occult’ qualities or faculbies, so justly dended by later
thinkers

INTRODUCTION

As the Essay on the Understanding?, by an 1illustrious
Enghshman, 15 one of the best and most highly esteemed
works of the present time, T have 1esolved to make some
remarks upon 1t, because, having for a long time given
considerable attention to the same subject and to most of
the matters with which the essay deals, I have thought
that this would be a good occasion for publishing some
of my opmions under the title of New FEssays on the
Understanding, 1m the hope that my thoughts will obtain
a favourable® reception through appearmng 1n such good
company I have hoped also to be able to profit by the
work of another, not only in the way of lessening my
own work (as m fact 1t 18 less trouble to follow the
thread of a good author than to work on entirely un-
trodden ground)* but also in the way of adding some-

? E reads 'human understanding ~
3 E 1eads ‘more favourable’
¢ E omits the clause 1n biackets



358 NEW ESSAYS

thing to what he has given us, which is always easier
than making an independent beginning® For I think
I have removed some difficulties which he left entirely
alone Thus s reputation 1s helpful to me ; and besides,
being disposed to do justice and very far from wishing
to lessen the esteem 1n which his woik 1s held, I would
increase his reputation, f my approval have any weight *.
It is true that I often differ from him 1n opmion, but,
far from ” denying the worth of famous writers, we beal
witness to 1t by making known 1n what respect and for
what reasons we differ from their opinion, when we
think 1t necessary to prevent theu authonty from pre-
vailing against reason on some i1mportant points*, and
besides, 1n replying to such excellent men, we make
it ensier for the truth to be accepted, and 1t 1s to be
supposed that it 1s principally for truth that they are
working

In fact, although the author of the Essay says a thousand
fine things of which I cordially approve, our systems
greatly differ His has more relation to Arnstotle and
mine to Plato?, although 1n many fhings both of us have

"E omits ‘always’ und adds (after 'beginning’), 'and working
on entirely untrodden ground ’

* E omits from ‘For I think’ to ' any weight *

7 E reads 'denying on that account the worth of thia famous
writer, I do him justice,” &e

* E omits the remainder of the sentence, from this point

¥ The main principles of Leibniz's philosophy are really much
more akin to the philosophy of Aristotle than to the doctrines
which are peculiar to Plato. But, as regards Amstotle, Leibniz
15 here thinking of that side of his philosephy which led the
Scholastics to attribute to him the saying, Nkl est n infellectu quod
non prius fuerit 1n sensu, (Cf Duns Scotus, Super Universalibus Porphyris,
Question 3 Illa proposiio Aristolelis, nikil est wn wnlellectu gquin grus
Suent 1n sensu ) This phrase does not occur 1n any of Aristotle’s
writings , but 1t serves as a fair enough analyus of several passages
In the Posterior Analytics, 1n which ¢momun 1s traced to afofnos,
though other passages supplement this by bringing 1n the woik of
vous (See especially Anal. Post. u 19, and Eth v1 3, § 3) The
view that the soul 1s a tabula rasa is suggested by the passage
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departed from the doctrine of these two ancient writers
He 1s more popular, and I for my part am sometimes
compelled to be a Iittle more acroamatic’® and abstract,
which 1s not of advantage to me, especially when a hiving
language 1s used. But I think that by mtroducing two
speakers, one of whom expounds opinions taken from
this author’s Essay, while the other adds my observations,
I show the relation between us 1in a way that will be
more satisfactory to the reader than if I had put down
mere remarks, the reading of which would have been
constantly interrupted by the necessity of turning to his
book 1n order to understand mine. Nevertheless 1t will
be well also to compare our writings sometimes, and not
to judge of his opimons except from his own woik,
although I have usually retained his expressions It 1s
tiue that owing to the limitations involved in following
the thiead of another person’s argument and making
remarks upon 1t, I have been unable even to think ot
achieving the graceful tuins of which dinlogue 1s sus-
ceptible, but I hope that the matter will make up for
the defects of the style.

Suvduc wby éo7: T vogra § vois, GAN tvTehexeig olBév, mply &v voy  Bel
3 olirws bowep tv ypappateip ¢ unblv imdpyer Evrehexeiq yeypaupévor
(De Anuvma, 11 4 429® go) Cf note 1z, myre In 1egnid to Plato,
on the other hand, Leibniz 1s probably thinking mainly of the
Platonic theory of remimscence, according to which our knowledge
of realities, 1n so far as we can attain to 1it, 18 & recollection or
restoration of knowledge possessed by the soul 1n a previous state,
so that necessary and eternal truths are, 1n a sense, 1nnate 11 us
On the whole matter cf Nolen, Quid Leibmizius A11stotels debuerst, and
Trendelenburg, Hzst. Beitrige, vol 1

1 e esoteric. See Aulus Gellwus, Noctes Atlicas, xx 5 (quoted
by Ritter and Preller, Hrst Phd Graec § 2¢B), where a distinction 1s
drawn between the exoteric and the ! acroatic’ writings of Aristotle
Leibniz himself defines the woid *‘The acroamatic way ot philoxo-
phizing 18 that 1n which all things are demonstrated, the exoterie
18 that 1n which certain things are said without demonst:a-
tion, and yet are confirmed by the comsistency they have with
various other things and by piobable [fopicas) reasons (or even
reasons that might demonstrate, but are put forward only as

A a
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The Jifferences between us have regard to subjects ™
of some 1mpoitance There 1s the question whether the
soul 1n 1itself, 15 entirely empty, like a writing-tablet on
which nothing has yet been written (tabula rasa®, (which
18 the opinion of Aiistotle ' and of the author of the
Essay), and whether everything that 1s inscribed upon 1t
comes solely from the senses and expeilence, or whether
the soul originally contains the piinciples' of several
notions and doctrines, which are merely roused on certain
occasions by external objects, as T hold along with Plato
and even with the Schoolmen, and with all those who
interpret 1n this sense the passage of St Paul (Romans,
11 15), 1n which he shows that the law of God 18 written
in men’s hearts The Stoics called these principles ™
mpokrjers ', that 1s, fundomental assumptions or what

probnble), and are 1llustrated by instances and similar eases* De
stilo philosophico Nizoln (1670) (E 63 2, G 1v 146)

it E reads ‘ objects '’

7 Cf note 9 Aristotle’s meaning, however, 15 very different
from that of Locke & wois 18 not the ‘soul,’ hut reason as opposrd
to sense And theie 1s a vois araflys The context of the passage 1n
which vods 18 coiapared to the wiiting-tablet shows that Aunstotle
mercly meant to piotest against the view that reason has ceitmn
tomplete ‘ready-made’ 1deas, apart fiom all sense experience But
this 13 quite consistent with holding that there are 1n reason
potential or virtual forms o1 1dens Even the clean wiiting-tabiet
15 at Jeast a writing-tablet and not a sheet of water on which
nothing can be written Cf De dmwma, 11 4 429° 27 xal b 59
ol Aeyovres Tiv YuxAy eivar Témav elBdv, Ay 071 ofire dAn dAN’ §voyTiny,
olire ivrehexela dAAG duvduer 7d eidy Cf Analytica Fost 1 19, 99"
20 ~qq

18 gpyai, grounds or sources

“ E reads ! common notions’ after ‘ principles”

© The oniginnl has prolepses  The Stoic mpéAppes, however, was
not an antieipation prior to, or presupposed by, all experience, but
the common 1mnge resulting fiom a series of sense-1mpressions,
which leads us to expect other similar impressions The distin-
guishing characteristic of the mpoAjfers 13 that they arise gvowis
Jaturally), and are not delibeiately constructed by us Thus
Diogenes Laertius, vii 54 &omi 8" 7 wpdhmber Evvoia puoind) Tav
#afirov. CF Placita, v 11, quoted by Ritter and Preller, Hust Phil
Graec § 393, 10 which the Stoics are represented as holding a view
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we take for granted beforehand Mathematicians call
them common notwns (kowai &wowar)’®. Modern philo-
sophers give them other excellent names, and, 1n
paiticular, Julius Scaliger ¥ named them semina aefer
nitatis wtem zopyra™, as much as to say, living fires,
flashes of hight [trawfs lumncur|'", hidden within us but
appearing at the instance of the senses, hke the sparke
which come from the steel when 1t strikes the flint.
And not without reason 1t 1s thought that these flashes
|eclats] 1ndicate something divine and eternal, which
appears above all m necessary truths Hence there
arises another question, whether all truths are dependent
on experience, that is, on induction and instances, or
whether there are some which have yet another founda-
tion  For if some events can be foreseen before we have
made any tral of them, 1t 13 manifest that we contribute

much more akin to that of Locke than to that of Letbmiz  of Zrauxoi
paow Orav yevwpBy & dvBpwmos, ¥xer TO syyeuovindy uépos TS Yuy 7s
Gomep Yaprny edepyov els droypaghy  eis TovTu plav éxdoTny TEV Eviowdv
tvamoypaperar  But the peculiarity of the Stoic Monism makes 1t
possible to regard Lhis as less 1nconuistent with Leibniz’'s view than
at first sight 1t appears to be Cf Rendall's Marcus Awi elius Anto-
ninus, Intioduction, pp lxxvi-lxxvul, and Bonhdffer, Epclet und
die Stoa, pp 187 5qq

18 Euchd calls axioms xowval évvoia

17 Julius Caesar Scaliger (1484 -1558), one of the great scholars of
the Renaissanece Among his chief works (besides many translations
from Greek 1nto Latin) were a treatise on Latin grammar, De causes
linguae Latinae, and a book 1n opposition to the views of Cardan,
Exotericae Exercitationes de Sublulitate ad Hieronymum Cardanum

1* ¢ Seeds of the eternal and kindlhing sparks’ The reference
18 to Poetice, Lib 111 ecap 11 (5th ed, 1617, p 211) ‘Sunt 1n nobis
mnsita zopyra quaedam, 1d est, semina aeternitatis’ For similar
expressions ¢f Poetice, Lib 111 cap 1 and 20, Poemata, Pars .Alterc
'1574), PP 79 and 160, and 4d Arnoldum Ferronum Atticum Oratio
(Eprstolae et Orationes, p 427) Zopyra 18 the Greek (dwvpa, flLights
used for kindling fires” In the Zaws, bk 11 677 B, Plato speaks of
the survivors of the Flood as év xopugais wov opusrpd (drupa Tob rav
dv@pimav Siacegwo péva yévous

' Trait de lumiere 18 used 1 French for an 1lluminating thought,
and piobably Leibniz’s phrase 1s intended to suggest this
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to them something of our own?. The senses, although
they are necessary for all our actual acquiring of know-
ledge, are by no means sufficient to give us the whole of
our knowledge, since the senses never give anything but
instances?, that 1s to say particular o1 individual truths®.
Now all the instances which confirm a general truth,
however numerous they may be, are not sufficient to
establish the universal necessity of this same truth , for
1t does not at all follow that what has happened will*
happen 1n the same way. For example, the Greeks, the
Romans, and all the other peoples of the earth, as 1t was
known to the ancients?®, always observed that before
twenty-four hours have passed, day changes into night

2 E reads ‘on our part.’

11 e special cases.

2 In a Lettre touchant ce quz est independant des Sens et de la Matiere
written to Queen Sophia Charlotte 1n 1702 (during the time whan
he was working at the New Essays), Leibniz says ‘We use our
exteinal senses as a blind man uses his stick (after the sumile of an
ancient writer), and they make known to us their particular objects,
which ae colours, sounds, odours, tastes, and touch-qualities But
they do not make known to us what these sense-qualities are,
nor 1n what they consist . It may be said that sense-qualities a1e
in fact cocult qualities, and that there must be other more manyfest
qualities, which can make them explicable And far from 1ts being
true that we understand things of sense alone, these are the very
things we understand least And although they are famihar to
us, we do not on that account comprehend them better, as a pilot
does not understand better than other people the nature of the
magnetic noedle which turns to the north, although he has it
always before s eyes 1n the compass, end on that account has
almost ceased to wonder at 1t . Nevertheless I admit that, in
our present state, the external senses are necessary for our thinking,
and that if we had none of them, we should not think But what
1s necessary for anything 1s not on that account the essence of the
thing  Air1s necessary to us for Iife, but our life 1s something
else than air The senses furnish us with matter for reasoning,
and we ncver have thoughts so abstract that something of sense 18
not mingled with them , but reasoning requires 1n addition some-
thing other than that which 18 of sense * (G vi. 499, 500, 506)

# E adds'always’

‘" E has merely ‘and all other peoples.’
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and night into day. But they would have been wrong
if they had thought that the same rule 1s observed
everywhere else?, for since that tume, the opposite has
been experienced by people on a visit to Nova Zembla.
And he would still be wrong who should think that, in
our regions at least, 1t is a necessary and eternal truth
that shall endure for ever ¥, since we muat hold that the
earth and the sun itself do not exist necessarily, and that
perhaps there will come a time when this beautiful star
with its whole system will no longer exist, at least 1n 1ts
present form #* Whence it seems that necessary truths,
such as we find in pure mathematics and especially 1n
arithmetic and geometry, must have principles whose
proof does not depend upon 1nstances nor, consequently,
upon the witness of the senses, although without the
senses 1t would never have come into our heads to think
of them This s a point which should be carefully noted,
and 1t 18 one which Euclhid so well understood that he
often proves by reason that which 1s evident enough
through experience and through senseimages®  Logic
also, along with metaphysics and ethies [la morale), of
which the one forms natural theology ™ and the other
natural jurisprudence, are full of such truths; and con-
sequently their demonstration® can come only from the

# E omts 'else’ % E. reads ‘seen

# E omits ‘ that shall endure for ever.’

® Cf Monadalogy, § 28

2% Cf the letter to Queen Sophia Charlotte, quoted above ‘The
senses can indeed 1n a way make known to us that which 1s, but
they cannot make known that which ought to be or which cannot
be otherwise The senses and i1nductions never yield us truth

perfectly universal nor that which 1s absolutely necessary, but only
that which 1s and that which occurs 1n particular instancea’
(G v1 504, 505)

% {True metaphysics 1s hardly different from true logic, that 1s
to say, from the art of dizscovery 1n general , forin fact metaphysies
18 natural theology, and the same God, who1s the source of all good
things, 15 also the principle of all parts of knowledge * Lettre a la
Princesse Sophe (undated) (G 1v 29a)

"l | e the certainty of logic, metaphysics and ethics as sciences.
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inner principles which nare called mnate. It 1s true we
must not 1magine that we can read these eternal laws of
reason 1n the soul as in an open book*, as the edict
of the praetor may be read on lus album " without tiouble
or 1nvestigntion , but 1t 18 enough that we can discover
these laws 1n ouiselves by means of attention, for which
opportunities are furmished by the senses, and the
success of experuments seives also as a confirmation of
renson, somewhat as 1in arithmetic ‘ proofs’ a1e useful 1n
helping us to avoid errors of caleulation when the piocess
18 2 long one In this also lies the difference between
human knowledge and that of the lower animals. The
lower animals are puiely empnical and direct them-
selves by particular instances alone, for, so far as we e¢an
Judge, they never succeed 1n forming necessary proposi-
tions, while men, on the other hand, have the capacity
for demonstrative saence. It 18 also on this account that
the power of making concatenations [of 1deas) which the
lower animals possess 18 something 1nferior to the reason
which1s 1n men™ The concatenations [of 1deas| made by
the lower anumals are sumply hike those of meie empirics,
who mamntain that what has sometimes happened will
happen agmn 1n a case which resembles the former in
characteristics which strike them, although * they aie
incapable of judgimg whether or not the same reasons
hold good 1n both cases That 1s why 1t 19 50 simple
a matter for men to entrap anmimals, and so easy for
mete empuics to make mistakes From thus making of
nustahes even persons who have become skilful thiough
age and experience ate not exempt, when they trust too
much to thar past experience, as some have done 1n civil
and mihtary affans, because enough conmideration 1s
not given to the fact that the world changes and that

*a be owrert, it = ad aperturam Libr

1 e tho tablets with ‘notices,” posted up 1n a public place, so
that ie who runs may read

% CI Monadology, §§ 26-29 3 E adds ‘ for all that.’
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men become more skilful by finding countless new con-
trivances, while on the other hand the stags or the hares
of our fime do not become™ mure full of shufts than
those of former times The concatenations |of 1deas] in
the lower animals are only a shadow of reasoming, that is
to say they are only connexions® of mmagination and
passings ° flom one image to another, becnuse in new
circumstances which seem to 1esemble olhers which have
occurred before we ¥ expect anew what we ™ at othel
times found along with them, as if things weie actually
connected together hecause thenn 1mages ate connected m
memory It 1s true that 1eason anlso leads us to expect,
as a 1ule, that theie will occur in the future what 1s n
hatmony with a long experience of the past, but this 1s,
nevertheless, not a necessary and infallible truth, and
our forecast may fail when we least expect it, because
the reasons which have hitherto justified 1t no longer
operate” And on this account the wisest people do not
trust altogether to expericnce, but try. so far as possible,
to get some hold of the 1eason of what happens, 1 orde
to decide when exceptions must he made For 1eason
1s alone capable of laying down tiustworthy iules and

B 1eads ‘are not’

¥ E reads fa connexion” and ‘a passing’

3 E reads ‘they’

" Cf Lettre a lo Rerne Sophwe Charlotfe (1702) ¢ For instance, though
we may have observed a thousand times tht iron, when 1t 13 put
by 1tself on the surface of water, goes to tne bottom, we hive no
asswance that 1t must always be so.  And without refeiring to the
miracle of the prophet Elisha who made 1ton to swim, we know
that we can make an non pot so hollow that 1t floats, and that it
caneven carry a considerable load, a3 do boats made of copper and
tin  And even nbstract sciences, ike geometiy, afford mnstances i
which that which wusually happens no longer happens.  For
mstance, we usunlly find that two lincs whieh continually appioach
one another ultimately meet, and many people will be 1cady to
take oath that this can never fuil to happen Nevartheloss gen-
metry makes known to uy unusual lines (called, on that account,
Asympiotcs) which, if prolonged tonfinity, continually approach ono
anolher and yet never mect’ (G vi 505)
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of supplying what 1s laclking in those which were not
trustworthy, by stating the exceptions to them, and in
short of finding sure connexions in the force of necessary
consequences, and this often enables us to foresee the
event without having to experence the sense-connexions
of images, to which the animals are confined, so that
that which shows that the sources [principes] of necessary
truths are within us also distinguishes man from the
lower animals

Perhaps our able author may not entirely diffexr from
me in opinion. For after having devoted the whole of
his first book to the rejection of innate knowledge
[lumieres], understood m a certain sense, he nevertheless
admits, at the beginning of the second book and 1n those
which follow, that the i1deas which do not originate 1n
sensation come from reflexion Now reflexion 1s nothing
but an attention to that which 18 1n us, and the senses
do not give us what we alrcady bring with us. That
being so, can 1t be denied that there 1s much that 1s
innate 1 our mind [esprif], since we are, so to speak,
mnate to ourselves, and since i1n ourselves there are
being, unity, substance, duration, change, activity [action],
perception, pleasure and a thousand other objects of our
mntellectual 1deas **? And as these objects are 1immediate
objects of our understanding and are always present*
(although they cannot always be consciously perceived
[apercus] because of our distractions and wants), why
should it be smiprising that we say that these 1deas,
along with all that depends on them, are innate in us?
Accordingly 1 have taken as 1llustration a block of veined

© As distinguished from 1deas or images of sense Cf Monadology,
§ 30, and Principles of Nature and of Grace, § 5, alao Petit discours de
Metaphysigue (1686) (@ 1v 452) ‘Those expiessions which ale 1n
our soul, whether they are conceived or not, may be called tdeas, but
those which are conceived or formed may be said to be motions,
conceptus

‘“ E reads ‘these objects are immediate and always present to
our understanding ’
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marble, rather than a block of perfectly uniformn marble
or than empty tablets, that 1s to say, what 1s called by
philosophers tabula rasa  For 1if the soul were hike these
empty tablets, truths would be 1n us as the figure of
Heicules 18 1n a block of marble, when the block of marble
is indifferently capable of recerving this figure or any
other But 1if there were 1n the stone veins, which
should mark out the figure of Hercules rather than other
figuies, the stone would be more detexmined towards
this figure, and Hercules would somehow be, as 1t were,
1nnate 1n 1t, although labour would be needed to uncover
the vemns and to clear them by pohshing and thus
removing what prevents them from being fully seen
It 15 thus ithat 1deas and truths are innate 1n us, as
natwial inchinations, dispositions, habits or powers [vir-
tualites] , and not as activities [actions], although these
powers [vutualités] are always accompanied by some
activities [actwns), often 1mperceptible, which correspond
to them

Our able author seems to maintain that there 1s in us
nothing virtual, and even nothing of which we are not
always actually conscious ' But this eannot be understood
In a strict sense , otherwise his opinion would be too para-
doxical, since, for 1nstance *, we are not always conscious

2 Cf Monadology, §§ 40, 43 and 54, with the notes By & wirtualite
Leibmiz means something between a mere potency or capacity
and a fully-developed activity or actual iden Thus necessary and
eternal truths are not innate 1n the soul in a fullv-developed form,
nor, on the other hand, does the soul merely have a capacity for
recerving or acquiring them, but they are 1nnate 1n germ, as 1m-
perfectly percerived 1deas with a tendency to become perfectly
perceived  See Introduction, Part i1 pp 1258qq and 130

** Cf Locke’s Eswsay, bk 1 ch 1,§5 This position 1s an 1mme-
diate result of Cartesian principles See Introduction, Part 1u
p 126 Cf GeulincX, Metaphysmca Vern, Part 1 (Opera, Land’s ed,
vol 1 p 150) ‘It 18 impossible thrt he who does not know how
a thing 15 done should do 1t If you do not know how a thing 18
done you do not do 1t.’

# E reada ‘smnce, although we are not, & . . we often
bring, &c’
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of acquu ed habits and of the things stored 1n our memory,
and, indeed, they do not always come to our md when
we requue them, although we often bring them back
easily into our mind on some shight occasion which reealls
them to us, as we need only the beginning of a song 1n
order to 1emember 1t'". Our author also limits his
thesis 1n other places, saying that there 1s 1mn us nothing
of which we have not at least been conscious |aperus|
formerly But in addition to the fact that nobody can,
through reason alone, be quite certain how far our past
apperceplions have extended, for we may have forgotten
them, espeaally 1n light ot the Platonic doctrine of
reminmiscence, which, though a myth*®, contains, in part
at least, notlung imcompatible with bare reason—in
addition, 1 say, to this fact, why must everything be
acquued by us through apperception of external things,
and why should 1t be umpossible to unearth anything in

U E reads ! to make us remember the rest of 1t”’

" Leibnig's objection to the Platonic doctrine 15 that it implies
a complclo (or cdear and distincet) hknowlodge of the 'ideas’ 1n
a previous state  He aceepts the Platonic doclitne 1 <o far as 1t
imnplies that knowledge of the eteinilly tiue comes to the soul not
thuough external sense, but by developm(nt fiom 1ts own inner
being  Cf Nouveaur Essazs, bk 1 ch 1, §5(E 2098, G v 75 ‘1t
was the opinion of the Platonists that all our 1deay |connaissances|
wute reminseences and that thus the truths which the soul brings
with 1t at 2 man s birth, and which are ealled innate, must he
temaans of a former definite knowledge  But this opinion has no
foundilion  And we may readily believe that the scul must have
alieady had innate 1deas | connaissances] 1n 1ts preceding state 1f 1t
did pre «xust); however far back that state might be, just ns 1t has
them now , accordingly they must 1n turn have come fiomn another
preceding state, 1n which they would ultimately be imnate, or at
lenst created nlong with it, or else wo should have to go ad wnfintum
and 1¢gd souls as cbaanal, in whieh case theye 1deas [connazssances)
w uld 1n tact Le immnate, because they would never hive had- a
begimmng m the soul, and 1if any one mamntains that each prior
stale has recaved flom anothel, prior to itsell, something which 1t
has not ansmitled to those which follow, the answor 13 that 1t 19
manifest that eettain «vident tiuths must have belonged to all
theso states”’

Y 1 omits ‘1 pait at least ’
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ourselves® TIs our soul, then, so empty that, beyond *
1mages borrowed from outside, 1t 13 nothing® That, I
am sure, 18 not a view which our judicious author can
approve And where shall we find tablets which have
not some vanety in themselves® For there 1s never*
such a thing as a petfectly unbroken [un:| and uniform
surface  Why, then, .should not we also be able to
provide ourselves with some sort™ of thought out of
our own 1nnel1 bemg, when we deliberately try to
penetrate 1ts depths ' ® Thus I am led to believe that
his opinion on this point 1s not fundamentally different
from mune, or iather fiom the common opinion, 1nas-
much as he 1ecognizes two sources of om knowledge, the
senses and reflexion ™

I do not know that it will be so easy to reconcile hum
with us and with the Cartesians, when he maintains
that the mind does not always think, and especially that
1t 1s without perception when we sleep without dreamng ,
and he holds that, since hodies can exist without motion,
souls might also quite well exist without thinking™
But here I reply in a way somewhat different from that
which 1s usual, for I mamntain that, naturally ™, a sub-

"~ E reads ‘without’

" In E the sentence 1s interrogative ' I there ever,’ &e

 E 1eads ‘object’

" Leibmiz 13 here applying his prnciple of the ‘idenfity of
indiscernibles,’ viz that mo two things are ab=olutely 1dentical,
which implies that no real thing 13 an absolute umty, ex:lusive of
all difference or variety but that everything has some essentisl
characteristic or internal quality See Monadology, § 9

1 If the mind 18 really fabule rasa, what are those !internul
operations ' or ‘netings of our own minds,” which Locke regaids as
the oljecty of reflemion® Leibmiz suggests that Locke may mot
really mean all that he seems to mean hy the tabule rasa, and that,
accordingly, Locke 19 fundamentally at one with him in admitting
at least innate {dispouitions ’

¥ Essay, bk 1 ch 1, § 9 (Fraser'sed, vol 1 p 127) See Intro
duction, Pmit 1 p 129

* 1 e '‘in the ordinary couise of things,” ‘otheiwise than by
miracle ’



370 NEW ESSAYS

stance cannot exist without activity [action], and indeed
that there never 15 a body without motion Expenence
18 already 10 my favour as regards this, and to be per-
suaded of 1t one has only to refer to the book of the
1llustilous Mr. Boyle™ against an absolute rest. But
1T think that reason also supports 1t, and this 18 one of the
proofs which 1 use to overthrow the theory of atoms ™
Besides there are countless indications which lead us
to think that there 1s at every moment an infimty of
perceptions within us, but without apperception and
without reflexion, that 1s to say, changes in the soul
itself of which we are not conscious [s’apercevoir|, because
the mmpressions are either too small and too numerous
or too closely combined [frop umies], so that each 1s not
distinctive enough by itself, but nevertheless 1n com-
bination with others each has its effect and makes 1tself
felt, at least confusedly, in the whole Thus 1t 18 that,
through being accustomed to 1it, we take no notice of the
motion of a mill or a waterfall when we have for some
time lived quite near them Not that this motion does
not continually affect our organs, nor that something
does not pass imnto the soul, which 1esponds to 1t because
of the harmony of the soul and the body, but these
unpressions which are in the soul and in the body,

¥ Robert Boyle (b Lismore, 1627, d London, 1691), the famous
vhemist and physicist, who (almost contemporaneously with
Mariotte) discovered the law of the piessure of gases, which 1s
called the Boyle-Mariotte law He maintained that there 1s no
such thing as absclute rest, 1n the book here referred to, under the
title Of Absolute Rest in Bodies [Boyle's Works (London 1744), vol 1
p 28r ] It was also published in Latin 1n his Opera Varia (Geneva,
1680) Leibmiz had some 1ntercourse with Boyle during his stay
in London 1n 1673. See Introduction, Part1 p 7

* As rest 1s 1nfinitely small motion, everything moves. Conse-
quently the essence of body cannmot be absolutely unmoved
extension, but must be force, which 18 the source of motion But
a foree is a real unity, absolutely indivisible, while the atom 1s only
physically 1ndivieible, 1t being 1deally divismible Hence physical
atoms are not the elements of thinga. Cf New System, § 11
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having lost the attractions of novelty, are not sirong
enough to attract our attention and our memory, busied ™
with more engrossing objects For® all attention re-
quires memory, and often®™ when we are not, so to
speak, admonished ™ and warned to take notice of some
of our present peiceptions, we let them pass without
reflexion and even without observing them , but if some
one directs our attention to them immediately after-
wards ®, and for 1nstance bids us notice some sound that
has just been heaid, we remember 1t, and we are con-
scious that we had some feeling of 1t at the time. Thus
there were perceptions of which we were not immediately
consclous [S§'apercevoir!, apperception ansing 1n  this
case only from our attention being directed to them
after *' some 1nterval, however small And for an even
better understanding of the petites perceptions which we
cannot 1individually distinguish 1n the crowd, I am wont
to employ the 1llustiation of the moaning or sound of the
sea, which we notice when we are on the shore In
order to hear this sound as we do, we must hear ihe
parts of which the whole sound 1s made up, that 1s to
say the sounds™ which come from each wave, although
each of these little sounds makes 1tself known only 1n the
confused combination of all the sounds taken together,
that 1s to say, n the moaning of the sea®, and no one
of the sounds would be observed if the wave which
makes 1t were alone. For we must be affected a lhttle
by the motion of this wave, and we must have some
perception of each of these sounds, however little they
may be, otherwise we should not have the perception
of a hundred thousand waves, for a hundred thousand

 E reads ‘which are busied only’ * T omits ! for.’

% E omits ‘often’ and ' admonished and’

% E omits * afterwards’

"t E ready ‘in this case of our attention being d:rected to them
only after,” &c

* E reads !sound’

¢ E omits ‘ that 18 to say, 1n the moaning of the sea.’
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nothings cannot make something We nevelr sleep so
profoundly as not to have some feeble and confused
feeling, and we should never be wakened by the greatest
noise 1 the world if we had not some perception of its
bheginning which 1s small, just as we shonld never break
a cord by the greatest effort® in the world, 1if 1t were
not stimined and stretched a little by less efforts, though
the small extension they produce 1s not apparent *

These petites perceplions have thus thiough their conse
quences* an 1nfluence greater than people think It 15
they that form this somelhing I know not what, these
tastes, these 1nages of sense-qualities, clear 1n combination
but confused in the parts®, these impressions which

" G 1eads feffect’

** Cf Montaigne, Essas, bk 1 ch 14 'If we suppose a piece
of twine equally strong thioughout, 1t 18 utteily impossible that it
should ever bieak  Foi m what pait of 1t 18 the Incaking to begin,
the flaw to appear® And for 1t to bieik 1n every pait at onece 18
agninst all nature” See Introduction, Pait in p 144 note

¥ E omits ‘through their consequences’

" Sense-gualities, acconding to Lerbnig, are each cleur as a whole,
that is to say, each can be piifectly distinguished from others
But they ale not also distinct, that 19 to say, we cannot pertectly
analyse then element~ Such an analysisis possible | but we cannot
perform 1t, for 1t would 1nvolve an 1nfimite process Each sense-
quality ¢ contains infinmity,” for 1t ha- connexions with everything
elac 1 the univeise Cf Lettre a la Heme Sophie Charlotfe (1702)
‘We know by what kind of refraction hlue and yellow aie made,
and that these two colours when mixed make gieen But we
cinnot yet understand, for all that, how our perception of green
1esults fiom our perceptions of the two colouis whieh compose 1t,
nol how our perceptions of these colouts arise from theu causes We
have not even nominal definitions of such qualities so as to explain
the terms for them IFI were to say to soine one You know that
g1een means a colour consisting of blue nnd yellow mixed, he would
not make use of thus definition as A menns of recognizing green
when he came upon 1t But this 18 the function of nominal
definitions  For the blue and the yellow which are an the green
are not distinguishable or 1ecognizable, and 1t 1s only by chance, so
to speak, that we have found this by observing that this mixture
always makes green Thus the only way to enable a man to
rocognize gieen 1n future 1s to show 1t to him at present , but thi~
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surrounding bodies make upon us, who contain infimty ™,
this connexion which each being has with all the rest
of the universe It may even be said that in conse-
quence of these pefites perceptions the present 1s big with *°
the tuture and laden with the past, that thete 1s a conspi-
1ation of all things (sipmvora wdvra, as Hippocrates said ™),
and that in the least of substances eyes as penetrating
as those of God might read the whole succession of the
things of the universe,

Quae sint, yuae fuernt, quac mor futiva trahantu 7t

These unconscious | msensible] perceptions also indicate
and constitute the identity of the individual, who 15
characterized by the traces or expressions? of his pre-
vious states which these unconscious perceptions pireserve,
a8 they connect his previous states with his present state ,
and these unconscious perceptions™ may be known by

18 not necessary 1n the case of more distinet notions, which can be
made known to people by description, although we do not have
them at hand Tor this reason we are wont to say that the
notwns of sense qualities are cleer, {01 they enable us to rocognize the
gualities , but that these notions are not dustinet, becnuge we eannot
disecriminate nor unfold what they contain within them What
they contain 1s an I Jnow nof 1that, of which we are conserous hut of
which we can give no account’ (Passages combined fiom G v
492, 493, 500 )

% ¥ reads ‘and which contain infinity ’

% E 1eads ' full of’

" Sce Monadology, note 97

' What things are, what things have becen, and what futuic
tlungs may soon be biought forth’ Vugil, Gevrgucs, 1v 393  Virgil
ascribes this knowledge to Proteus Leibniz miyquotes future to
ventura  fiitura would not scan,

- E omits ‘01 expiessions’

7 Leibniz meiely says ‘and they,’ so that the reference 1s
doubtful He may mean ‘the tiaces of previous states’ What
1s meant 1s sumply that as the unconscious perceptions are the
development of previous states of peiception and at the same time
contaln, 1n a gexminal or confused way, all future states of peicep-
tion, they give continuity to the imndividual possessing theni, 1 e
they constitute his 1dentity Contrast Locke’s view, Esvay, bk 11
ch. 27 Cf Monudology, note 114
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2 higher mind [esprit], slthough the individual himself
may not be conscious of them, that 1s to say, though he
may no longer have a definite recollection of them But
they [these perceptions] furmish also the meansy of re-
covering this recollection, when 1t 1s needed, through
periodic developments which may some day occur * That
18 why death, owing to these perceptions™, can only be
a sleep, and cannot even last as a sleep, for 1n animals
perceptions merely cease to be distinct [ distingué] enough™,
and are reduced to a state of confusion, in which con-
sciousness [aperception| 18 suspended, but which cannot
last for ever ™, not to speak here of man who must have
great privileges 1n this regaid 1n order to keep his
personality ™

Further, the unconscious [wscnsible] perceptions ex-
plain ™ that wonderful pre-established harmony of body
and soul, and indeed of all Monads or symple substances,
which takes the place of the untenable theory of the
influence of one upon another, and which, in the opimon

™ What 1~ meant is that, as perceptions sic not 1solated bul
hinked together, they do not each independently rise and fall in
distinctness by a kind of chance, but as one group or system of
perceptions falls out of conselousness another rises 1nto conscious-
neas, o that there 13 a kind of periodicity 1n our perceptions, with
tioughs and cresls as 1n wave-motion Thus the 1ccollection of any
former perception means that the system or group of which 1t 1»
+ member has passed from the crest of consciousnesy to the trougl
of sub-consciousness and so back to the crest agnin Cf Conmderations
qur la Doctrine d'un Esprit Unwversel Unigue (1702) (E 181 a, G w1
535) ‘The organs’ [of the animal] ‘are merely ‘ enveloped '’ and
reduced to a small s1ze, but the order of nature requires that some
day all shall re-develop and return to an observable condition, and
that 1n these vicissitudes theie be a certain well-ordeied progress,
which serves to matuire things and to biuing them to perfection
For a development of this 1dea cf James’s Psychology, vol 1 ch ¢

™ E omits ‘ owing to these perceptions’
1 o distinet enough to produce consciousness
The 1emainder of this sentence i1s omitted by E

™ Cf Principles of Nature and of Grace, § 12, note 51, Monadology, § Ba,
note 130. See also Introduction, Part 1 p 116

™ E. reads ' by the unconscious peiceptions I explain

76
m
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of the author of the most excellent of Dictionaries *,
exalts the greatness of the Divine perfections beyond
what has ever been conceived After this I should add
httle, if I were to aay that® it is these petites per-
ceptwons which determine us on many occasions without
our thinling 1t, and which deceive people by the appear-
ance of an wmdiference of equalhibrium, as if, for instance
we were completely * indifferent whether to turn to the
right or to the left®. It is also unnecessary for me to
point out here, as I have done 1n the book itself, that
they cause that uneasiness which I show to consist 1
something which diffeis from pain only as the small
from the great, and which nevertheless often constitutes
our desire and even our pleasure, giving to 1t a kind of
stimulating relish ®* It 1s also due to these unconscious
[insensible] parts of our conscious [semsible| perceptions
that there 15 a relation between these perceptions of
colour, heat, and other sensible qualities, and the motions
in bodies which correspond to them, while the Carte-
sians, along with our author, in spite of all his pene-
tration, regard the perceptions we have of these qualities
as arbitrary, that 18 to say, as if God had given them to
the soul according to His good pleasure, without regard
tc any essential relation between the perceptions and
their objects, an opinion which surprises me, and which
seems to me not very worthy of the wisdom of the
Author of things, who does nothing without harmony
and without reason *

® Pierre Bayle See Monadology, § 16, notes 28 and a9 The
reference 1s to the article Rorerius in Bayle's Dictionary, where he
says (note L, 1) ‘It’ [the system of pre-esiablished harmonjy ]
' exalts above all that can be concerved the power and 1ntelligence

of Divine art’' Bayle, however, makes thia remark by way of
objection to the system

* E reads ! after this I ought also to add that ’

" E omits ‘completely '

= Cf. Introduction, Part 1 p 141

** Cf Introduction, Part m1 p 140

": See Descartes, Principia, Part 1v §§ 196-198 and 204 Descartes

Bb
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In a word, unconscious [mnsensible] perceptions are of as
great use 1n pneumatics * as imperceptible [tnsensible] ™
corpuscles are in physics, and 1t 18 as unreasonable to
reject the one as the other on the ground that they are
beyond the reach of our senses™ Nothing takes place
all at once, and 1t 18 one of my great maxims, one
among the most completely verified of maxims, that nature
never makes leaps, which I called the law of continuity ©
when I spoke of 1t 1n the first ** Nowvelles de la Republigue
des Lettres® , and the use of this law in physics is very
conaiderable 1t 18 to the effect that we always pass from

held that ‘colour, heat,” &c, as we peiceive them, are not to be
attithuted to exteinal bodies, the qualities of which are all forms
of motion There 15 on his view no absolute reason why one kind
of motion should produce 1n us the sensation of colour and another
the =ensation of hevt Leibniz, on the other hand, regaids motions
ay themrolves peiceptions of a very low degree of distinetness, and
the unconscilous perceptions which 1n combination give 11se to om
uonsclous sen-ation form a eonnecting ink between the motions of
hodies and our eorre<ponding sen<e-peiception of their quahities

® A mame for the philosophy ol mind o1 spirit, derived from the
New Testament use of mvevua In Scholastic times 1t included
natural theology and the doctrines regarding angels and demons,
a8 well n9 ‘psychology’ 1In the seventeenth cenbury it was used
in the more limited sense by Alsted 1n his Encyklopid.e (1630),
a work which, according to Dideiot, Leibmiz thought of re-
modelling, with the assistance of other scholars | Euvres de Diderot,
ed Assezat, vol xv p 440) Cf G v 67 Theterms Pneumatichs
and Pueumatology (1n the sense of philosophy of the mind) were
used m the Scottish Universities in the end of the seventeenth
and beginning of the eighteenth centuries The word Preumatics
has now ceased to have any connexion with the philosophy of
mind and 15 used to desciibe the branch of hydrodynamies which
15 conceined with gases

 E omuts ‘1mperceptible [insensible]’

" The relerence 18 probably to the views of Descartes See
Prancima, Part 1¢ § 201 -

® Cf Introduction, Part 1 p 37, Part 1. p 83

" E reads ‘when I spoke of it elsewhere 1n the Nouvelles,’ &c

' This was Bayle’s magazine, and Leibniz formulated his law for
the first time 1n the letter to Bayle (1687) to which reference 1s
liere made (See G m1 51, E 104) For a translation of this see
Introduction, Part 11 p 83 note
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small to great, and wvice versa, through that which 1s
intermediate in degiees as in parts”’; and that a motion
never 1mmediately arises from rest nor 18 immediately
reduced to rest, but comes or goes thiough a smallex
motion, just as we never completely traverse any line o1
length without having traversed a smaller line, although
hitherto those who have laid down the laws of motian
have not observed this law, and have thought that a body
can 1n a moment receive A motion contrary to that which
it had 1mmediately before™ And all this leads us to
think that nofiwceable perceptions also® come by degrees
from those which are too small to be noticed To think
otherwise 18 to know little of the ilhimitable fineness
[subtalité] of things, which always and everywhere contains
[enveloppe] an actual infimity **

I have also noticed that, in virtue of imperceptible
[insensible] varations, two individual things cannot be
perfectly alike, and that they must always differ more
than numero*. This makes an end of ‘the empty tablets
of the soul,” ‘a soul without thought,” ‘a substance with-
out activity’ [action], ‘the void in space,” ‘atoms,” and

'*'1 e 1n degree as 1n quantity

® Cf Introduction, Part 1n pp 87 sqq

® E omits ‘also”

¥ See Monadology, § 65, note 107

* Cf Introduction, Part u pp. 36 tqq Also Monadology, § 9, note
15, and Nowveaur Essais, bk 11 ch 27, § 1 (E 277b, G v =213)
‘ Besides the difference of time and place, there must always be an
internal principle of distnclion, and although thele are several things
ot the same kind, it 13 nevertheless true that none of them are
ever perfectly alike Thus although time and place that 1s to say,
external 1elation) enable us Lo distinguigh things, which we do not
readily distinguish by themselves, the things aie none the less
distinguishable 1n themselves The exact determination of wientity
and duersify 18 not o matter of time and place, although 1t 19 true
that the diversity ot things 1s accompanied by that of time and
place, becaure they’ [1 e time and place] ‘biing with them
different 1mpiressions about the thing Not to mention the iact
that 1t 18 rather by means of the things that we must divtinguish
une place o1 time from another, for 1n thomselves they aie perfectly
nlike, but of course they are not substances or complete realities’
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even particles not actually divided in matter, ‘absolute
1est,” ‘ complete uniformity in one part of time, place or
matter,” ‘ perfect globes of the second element, arsing
from ornginal perfect cubes",” and a thousand other
fictions of philosopheis, which come from their incom-
plete notions and which the nature of things does not
admit of, and which are made passable by our ignorance
and the shight attention we give to the imperceptible
| tsemsible], but which cannot be made tolerable unless in
the Iimited sense of abstractiens of the mind, which
protests that i1t does not deny what 1t sets aside and
thinks ought not to come into any present consideration
Otherwise, if we seriously meant this, namely that the
things of which we are not conscious [s'apercevorr] are
neither 1n the soul nor in the body, we should err in
philosophy as 18 done 1n statecraft | politigue], when no
account 1s taken of 76 wupdv ™, 1mperceptible [1nsensible]

‘" The reference 18 to the vortex hypothesis of Descartes Ac-
cording to Descnites, as body 18 ultimately extemsion 1n three
dimensions, the original division of 1t (as the result of motion
1imparted by God) would result in perfectly cubical parts This
original motion Descartes supposes to have been such as to make
the parts revolve on their own axes and also in groups round
diffrrent centres As a result of this (matter being a plenum) the
angles of th~ eubes are rubbed down, and the detrition proceeds at
an ever-1ncl2asing rate, because the smaller the body, the larger
(in proportion to its bulk) 18 the surface 1t exposes to the rubbing
of other bodies. Accordingly there are three primary elements ot
the visible world, (1) the detritus, which 1ncludes the sun and the
fixed stars, (2) the remains of the original cubes 1n the form of
exceedingly minute globules, of which element the sky consists,
and (3) some parts of matter which have been less easy to move
than the globules of the second element and consequently have
not been rubbed down so quickly , such as the earth, the planets
and comets In short, the first element consists of lummous
bodies, the second of transparent bodies and the third of opaque
bodies See Descartes, Primcipia, Part 11 §§ 46 aqq  In & letter to
Nicaise (169z) Leibniz speaks about the ! uselesa chatter regarding
little bodies and the first, second or third element, which are of as
Iittle value as the occult qualities’ (G. 11 584)

A€l . T juxpiv gukarTew (Aristotle, Polifics, v B, § 3 1307" 32)
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progressions, but on the other hand an abstraction 1s
not an error, provided we know that what we ignore
18 actualy there. So mathematicians make use of
abstractions when they speak of the perfect lines which
they ask us to consider, the uniform motions and othe:
regular effects, although mattes (that 13 to say, the inter-
mingling of the effects of the surrounding infinite'*)
always makes some exception We proceed thus in
order to diseriminate conditions [considerations] from one
another and in order to reduce effects to thewr grounds
|raisons|, as far as possible, and to foresee some of then
consequences - for the more we are careful to neglect
none of the conditions which we can control, the more
does practice coriespond to theory'”. But 1t belongs
only to the supreme reason, which nothing escapes, to
comprehend distinetly all the infinite and to see'® all
grounds [rausons] and all consequences  All that we can
do as regards infinities 1s to recognize them confusedly
and to know at least distinctly that they are there.
otherwise '™ we have a very poor 1dea of the beauty and
greatness of the umverse, and also we cannot have a
sound physics, which explains the nature of bodies'’
in general, and still less a sound pneumatics', which
includes the knowledge of God, of souls, and of sumple
substances 1n general

This knowledge of unconscious [wmnsensible] perceptions
serves also to explain why and how no two souls, human

The chapter deals with maxims for avoiding revolutions § 3 1efers
to the fallacy of the spendthrift ! Each expense 1a little, theie-
fore the whole 1s little * Cf Politics, v 4, § 1, 130318  ~ivovTa: pis
obv ai ordoers ol wepl punpdv dAN" &k pukplv

" E reads ‘ the infinite which surrounds us’

1% Thal 18 to say, the more do actual occurrences correspond ta
our explanation of them

1"t E omats ¢ and to see

1% ¢ Otherwise"="but 1If we entirely ignore the 1nfinilies 1n
things.’

153 E. reads ‘things’

1%t See note 86.
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or other, of one and the same kind '™, ever come perfectly
ahke from the hands of the Creator, and each has always
from the first a reference to the point of view 1t will have
in the universe’®, But this 1ndeed follows already from
what I observed regarding two individuals, namely, that
their difference is always more than a numerical one, There
18 also another important point, as to which I must differ,
not only from the opinions of our author, but also from
those of the majonty of modern writers. I believe, with
the majority of the ancients, that all superhuman spirits
[ genies), all souls, all created sumple substances are always
combined '” with a body, and that there never are souls
entirely separated [from body]'™ I have a priwr: reasons
for this, but 1t will also be found that the doctrine 18 of
ndvantage 1n this respect, that it solves sll the philo-
sophical difficulties about the state of souls'®, about then
perpetual preservation, about then immortality and about
their working , for the difference between one state of
the soul and another never 18 and never has been any-
thing but a difference between the more and the less
conscious [ sensible], the more and the less perfect, or vice
versa, and thus the past or the future state of the soul
1s as exphcable ms its present state''’, The shightest
reflexion makes 1t sufficiently evident that this 1s in
accordance with reason, and that a leap from one state to
another infinitely different state could not be natural.
I am surprised that the philosophic schools have without
1eason given up natural explanation™?, and have deliber-
ately plunged themselves into very great difficulties and

" E reads ‘no two human souls or two things of one and the
same kind.’

e Cf Monadology, §§ 51 5qq

1" E omits ‘combined,” reading ! sont towjours a un corps’

1% God alone 14 actus yurus, without body. Cf Introduchionm,
Part in pp 108 8qq, and Monadology, § 73, note 115

!® This probably means questions as to what has been the state
of souls 1n the past and what wll be their state 1n the future.

U See Introduction, Part in pp 113 sqq.
W E reads 'nature.’
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given occasion for the apparent triumphs of freethinkers
[esprits forts]™™, all of whose arguments fall at once
through this explanation of things, according to which
there 15 no more difficulty 1n conceiving the preservation
of souls (or rather, as I think, of the animal), than there
18 1n the change of the caterpillar into the butterfly, and
in the preservation of thought durng sleep, to which
Jesus Christ has divinely hkened death''  But then
I have already said that no sleep can last for ever, and
it will last for the shortest time or almost not at all in
the case of rational souls, which are destined always to
preserve the personal character [ personmnage] which has
been given them 1n the City of God, and consequently
to retain memory ; and this is so, in order that they may
be more susceptible of punmishments and rewards And
I add further that no derangement of its visible organs
13 capable of reducing things to complete confusion 1n
an animal, or of destroying all its organs and depriving

‘12 Cf Monadology, § 14, note 25 See also Conmdergiions sur la
Doctrine d'un Esprit Unwersel Unigue (1703) (G v1 533, E 179 b)
‘What has also, 1n my opinion, contributed greatly towards
making men of intellect believe 1n the doctrine of a single uni-
versal spirit 1a this, that ordinary philosophers have set forth
a doctrinc aboul souls meparate [from bodies] and about the
functions of the soul being independent of the body and its organs,
which doctrine they could not sufficiently justify They were
perfectly right in wishing to maintain the immortality of the soul
a8 1n conformity with the Divine peifections and with a genuine
morallty, but seeing that by death those organs 1in animals which
we observe are deranged and ultimately corrupted, they thought
It necessary to have recourse to separated souls, that 1s to say, to
the opinion that the soul continues to exist without any body and
none the less retains 1ts thoughts and functions. And 1n order to
give a better proof of this they tried to show that the soul has
already 1n thie life thoughts which are abstract and independent
of 1deas of matter Now those who rejected this separated con-
dition and independence [of the soul] as contrary to experience
and to reason were so much the more led to believe in the
extinction of the individual soul and the preservation of the
univeraal spint alone ”

' 8t John x1 ver It
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the soul of the whole of 1its orgamic body and of the
ineffaceable remains of sll its former 1mpressions'!*.
But the ease with which people have given up the
ancient doctrine that the angels have ethereal [subtils]
bodies connected with them (which has been confounded
with the corporeality of the angels themselves). the 1n-
troduction ot supposed unembodied [sépares| intelligences
among created things (to which Austotle's theory of
intelligences that make the skies revolve has greatly con-
tnbuted) ', and finally the 1ll-considered opimon people

W Cf Monadology, §§ 72-77 , New System, §§ 7 and 8

s According to Anistotle the heavens are moved by the mparor
awoby or prime mover, 1 ¢ by God, who (as Leibniz also admats) 18
uctus purug  But this 15 an eternal (dffiov) motion, and Aristotle
describes the heavens ns owua 7¢ Beiov De Caelo, 11 3, 286° r11)
Accordingly the heavens are not moved by ‘infelliences’ On the
other hand, A1istotle represents the planets as having motions of
their own, different fiom that of the fixed stars o1 the sphere of
the heavens 1n general These planetary motions are attuibuted
to an activity (mpdfis) sumalar to that which c¢xists 1n animals and
plants (De Caclo, 1 12, 292°1) But even so, Aristotle cannot be
1ogarded as meaning that the planets aie moved by ‘separate’
intelligences It seems likely that Leibniz was thinking of the
views of Thomas Aquinas, who says ‘A heavenly body 1s moved
by -ome 1ntellectual substance’ (Conira Gentes, 11 a3, 1), and
also ‘Heavenly bodies are moved by the substances which move
them thiough apprehension not however a sense-apprehension
and therefore an intellectual one ' At the end of the chapter
quoted, he says ‘For our present purpose 1t does not matter
whether & heavenly body 1s moved by an intellectual substance
conjommed with 1t as its soul, or by & separate substance or
whether each of the heavenly bodies 18 moved by God or none
of them 18 immediately so moved, but all through the mediation of
created 1intellectual substances or whether the first heavenly
body rlone 13 1mmediately moved by God and the others by the
mediation of created substances—provided we hold that the motion
of the heavens 15 due to an 1intellectual substance’ There 15 here
a suggestion of the Neo-Platonic inHuences to which Thomas
Aquinas wag necessarly subject. The theory mentioned by Leibmiz
is stated also by Albertus Magnus, Metaphysica, Lib 11 Tract a,
cap. 10 (Opera, ed. Jammy, 1651, val. 11 p 374 b, and by J C
Scaliger, Comm in Hippocratis hb de Sommnus (1539), p 12 Cf Leibniz's
Connderations sur la Docirine d’'un Esprat Universel Unique (E 178b, G
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have held that we cannot believe in the preservation
of the souls of the lower amimals without falling into
metempsychosis and making them go [ promener] from
body to body, and the perplexity in which people have
been through not knowing what to do with them'",
have, in my opinion, led to the neglect of the natuial
way of explaining the preservation of the soul. This
has done great injury to natural rehigion and has led
a good many to beheve that our immortality 1s only
a miraculous grace of God, and our celebrated author
also speaks of 1t with some doubt, as I shall mention
presently '*". But 1t were well if all those who are of
this opimion had spoken about 1t as wisely and as
scerely as he, for 1t 18 to be feared that a good many
people who speak of immortality through grace, do so
only to save appearances, and are at bottom nearly of
the same opinion as those Averroists''® and some erring

v1 530) ‘It s true, the Peripatetic philosopheis did not 1egard thus
spint as absolutely universal, for besides the intelligences which,
according to them, animate the stars, they had an intelligence foi
this lower woild, and this intelligence performed the function
of active understanding 1n the souls of men’ See also Bayle'-
Thchonary, vol 1v, article Ricius, note C

" E omits from ‘' and making ’ to ‘ with them *

W7 Infra, pp 389 sqq See Locke, Essay, bk 1v ch 3, § 6 (Fraser's
ed, vol 1 p 195, with note), and bk 1v ch. 4, § 15 (F1aser, vol n
P 240 note) Cf alao Locke's Reasonableness of Christianity (opening
paragraphs), whele Locke seems to make the immortality of the
soul conditional on religious faith

1% Averioes {01 Ibn Roschd) was born at Cordova in 1126 and
died 1n 1198 Much of his philosophizing was concerned with the
1clation between the vous woiprikds (a phrase never actually used by
Aristotle) and the vois mayricds of Aristotle. (See De Anima, 111
5, 430" 10 8qq ) Developing a suggestion of Aristotle, Averroes
regards the vois wnigrieds as one principle appearing in all men,
while the vous waénrixds 18 peculiar to the individual The vois
Toiprikds 18 ultimately 1dentical with the Divine Spirit and 18 thus
mmmortal, but there 13 no individual immortality, for the vois
mafprxds 18 mortal Cf Leibniz’s Conmderations sur la Doctrine d'sn
Espnt Unrversel Uhique (170a) (E 1788, G v1 539) ‘Beveral people of
intellect have thought and do st1ll think that there'1s only one spuit,



384 NEW ESSAYS

Quietista’®, who 1magine an absorplion of the soul
and 1ts reunion with the ocean of divimity, a notion

which 18 universal and which animates the whole universe and all
1ts parts, according to the structure of each and the organs 1t finds
in each, as the same blast of wind produces the various sounds
from different organ-pipes And thus when the organs of an
amimal are rightly arranged, this spirit appears 1n it as an 1n-
dividual soul, but when the organs are broken up, this 1ndividual
soul comes to nothing again or returns, so to speak, 1nto the ocean
nf the universal spirit To many people Arnstotle appears to have
had an opinion of this kind, which has been revived by Averroes,
A famnous Arabian philosopher He held that there 1s 1n us an
migllectus agens, or active understanding, and also an mntellectus patiens,
or pasmve undeistanding, and that the former of these, coming
trom outside of us, 18 eternal and univeraal for all, while the
passive understanding, which 1s peculiar to each, passes away at
the man’'s death This doctrine was held by some of the Peri-
patetics, two or three centuries ago, such as Pomponatius,
Contarenus and others.’

1% See Consderations sur la Doctrine d'un Esprit Ununersel Unigue
(E 178b, G v1 530) ‘Apparently Molinos, and some other new
Quietists, among others a certain author called Joannes Angelus
Silesius, who wrote befure Molinos, and some of whose works have
Intely been reprinted, and even Weigelus before them, favoured
this opinion of the Sabbath or rest of souls in God And for
this reason they held that the cessation of individual functions 1s
the highest state of perfection’ Miguel de Molinos was born at
Saragossa 1n 1627 and died (an the prison of the Inquisition) 1n
1697 Hixs chief book was his Spimfual Guide, published 1n Spanish
and afterwards translated into many languages Madame Guyon
and Fénelon were much 1nfluenced by his work Valentine Weigel
was born at Hayn 1n Thuningia 1n 1533 and died 1n 1588 He was
a Protestant minister 1n a village near Dresden, and although only
one book of his was published 1n his Lifetime, he left a large number
of worlis 1n manuscript, many of which are still unpublished He
was & believer 1n the direct revelation of truth by the ‘ inward light,”
1n answer to prayer Leibmiz elsewhere mentions him as ‘ a clever
man, who was 1ndeed too clever,’ and he says that Angelus was ‘the
author of certain rather prstty little bits of devotional verse, 1n
the form of epigrams.” Dhscours do la Conformile de la Fou avec la
Rawwon, § 9 (E ¢4Bab, G vi 55) There has been much dispute as
to the 1dentity of Angelus and lttle 1s known about him. His
best known poem 18 the Cherubwmischer Wandersmann  See Vaughan,
Hours with the Mystes, bk viL. ch 1, and Schrader, 4ngslus Sulemus u
seinc Mysnk  Leibniz distinguishes between the Quietist ‘Sabbath *
and the ‘beatific vinion,’ saying that the ‘beatific vision of completely
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which perhaps my system alone clearly shows to be
impossible **.

‘We seem also to differ as regards matter in this, that
the author thinks there must be a void 1n 1t [matter] *#
for the sake of motion, because he believes that the
particles of matter are indivimble [roide]. And I admut
that if matter were composed of such parts, motion 1n
the plenum would be impossible, as if a room were filled
with a great many httle pebbles, so that not even the
smallest place 1n it was empty. But this supposition
1s not by any means granted, and indeed there does not
seem to be any reason for 1t, although this able author
goes so far as to think that the ngidity or cohesion of 1ts
pavticles constitutes the essence of the body. Space must
rather be conceived as full of an ultimately fluud matter,

happy souls 13 compatible with the functions of their glorified
bodies, which will st1ll remain organic in their own way’ Espru
Unversel Unique (E. 182a, G v1 536)

1 For, aceording to Leibniz, no substance can be without an
activity of 1ts own, and thus none can be lost 1n the ocean of the
one spirnit  Against this 1dea that  the universal spirit 18 ke an
ocean composed of an infinity of diops, which are separated from
it when they animate some particular organic body, but are
reunited to their ocean after the destruction of the body’s o1gans
Leibniz argues that ¢ as the oceean 18 a quantity of drops, God would
thus be an assemblage of all souls, somewhat 1n the same way a-
# swarm of bees 18 an assemblage of these 1nsects, but as the swarm
18 not 1tself a genuine substance, 1t 18 clear that in this way the
univeraal spint 1tself would not be a genuine being, and 1n place
of saying that 1t is the only spint, we should have to say that in
iteelf 1t 18 nothing at all, and that in nature there 18 nothing but
individual souls of which 1t 1s the aggregate If we hold that
the souls, when reunited to God, are without any functions of
their own, we fall 1nto an opinion contrary to resson and to all
good philosophy, as 1f any being with a continued existence could
ever reach a state 1n which 1t 18 without function or impression
For when one thing 18 combined with another it retains never-
theless its peculiar functions, which, when combined with the
functions of the others, produce the functions of the whole, other-
wise the whole would have no functions, if the parts had nome’
Esprvt Unmaversel Umique (E 181 b, G vi1, 535)

A E omts ‘1n 1t’ [y]
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susceptible of all divisions and even subjected actually to
divisions and subdivisions ad nfinifum '* ; but neverthe-
less with this difference that 1t is divisible and divided
unequally in different places, because of the motions,
more or less tending to division, which are already 1in
the particular place Consequently matter hag every-
where some degree of rigidity as well as of fludity, and
there 18 no body which 18 hard or fluid 1n the highest
degree, that 18 to say, there 18 no atom of invincible
hardness, and no quantity of matter [masse| completely
indifferent to division'®®. Thus the order of nature and
especially the law of continuity make both'# equally
inadmissible.

I have also shown that cokesion, 1f not 1tself the effect
of impulse or motion, would cause a traction, strictly
speaking '™, For if there were a fundamentally hard

13 Cf Monadology, § 65.

B Two extremes are both 1mposaible (1) the abaolutely hard or
solid, (2) the absclutely soft or fluuld An absolutely hard piece of
matter would be one 1n which the force holding it together should
be 8o strong that no combination of other forces could overcome 1t
An absolutely soft portion of matter would be one 1n which there 18
no force of coheston whatever, nothing to resist division, so that 1t
would be ‘ completely indifferent to division’ Hardness or sohidity
18, according to the law of continuity, sumply a low degree of
softness or fluidity

130} e. both a perfect atom and a perfect fluud Cf Third
Explanation of the New System, p. 335 with note  Also Noutreaur Essats,
bk 11 ch. 4. § 4 ‘Iam also of oplnion that all bodies have some
degree of cohesion, as 1n the same way I hold that there are none
which have not some fluidity and of which the eohesion cannot be
overcome and consequently 1n my opinion the atomas of Epicurus,
the hardness of which 1s supposed to be invincible, cannot exist
any more than the perfectly luid minute [subtile] matter of the
Cartemans.” (E az9b, G.v 114)

8 But, according to Leibniz, trachon or altracion 18 unintelligible,
unless 1n the sense of a foTce or 1mpulse which can be overcome by
counteracting forces A ‘traction, strictly speaking ’ would 1mply
that one part of matter 18 for ever bound (! thirled ’) to another and
must therefore always be dragged along with 1t Leibnlz, however,
does admit that there 18 an apparent traction, even though there be
no visible contact between the parts which draw one another, as
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body, for instance, one of the atoms of Epicurus, which
should have a part projecting in the form of a hook (as
we can 1magine atoms of all kinds of shapes) '*%, the hook
when impelled would draw with 1t the rest of the atom,
that 1s to say, the part which is not impelled and which
does not he 1n the line of impulsion  Yet our able
author is humself opposed to these philosophical tractions,
such as were formerly attmbuted to nature’s abhorience
of a vacuum ; and he reduces them to wnpulses, maintain-
ing, with the moderns, that one part of matter acts
immediately upon another only by impelling 1t through
contact ' In this I think they are right, because
otherwise there would be nothing intelligible in the
operation,

Nevertheless I must not conceal the fact that I have
observed a kind of retraction regarding this matter on
the part of our excellent author, whose unpretending
straightforwardness 1n this respect I cannot but praise,
as much as I have admired his penetrating genius on
other occasions. T refer to his reply to the second letter
of the late Bishop of Worcester'*, printed 1n 1699,

mn the case of the magnet and some electrical phenomena. But
1n any such case, thelre 18 contact and ‘1mpulse’ between the bodies
concerned, although it may not appear so to our semses Cf
Nouwreauz Essais, bk 11 ch 4, § 4, ¢ch 8, § 11 (E 2294, 231b, G
v 113, 118)

28 According to Democritus, atoms differ 1n ‘shape, arrangement
and position ’ (Aristoile, Metaph A 4, gB5P 13 )

12" See Locke’s Essay, bk 1 ch 8, § 11 (cf Fraser’s note, vol 1
p- 171), and bk 11 c¢h 23, § 17 8qq

122 Edward Stillingfleet, born at Cranbourne, Dorsetshire, 1635,
died at Westminster, 1699, having for ten years been Bishcp of
Worcester. His chief work was the Ongines Sacrae (1662° His
controversy with Locke originated in the anti-religious use to
which Toland (on his Chrustiamily not Mysterwus) turned some of
Locke’s views In 1696 Stilingfleet publwshed 4 Discourse n
Vind catwn of the Doctrine of the Trimity with an arswer to the late Soanian
objections, 1n which there appeared a cnticiam of Locke’s ‘ way of
1deas’ To this Locke replied at great length and the controversy
continued until Stillingfleet’s death. Cf. Fraser’s ed. of Locke’s
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p. 408, 1n which, by way of justifying the opinion he
had maintained against the learned prelate, namely that
matter might think, he says among other things: ‘It is
true, I say, ‘‘ that bodies operate by impulse and nothing
else” (Essay, bk. u ch. 8, §11). And so I thought when
I writ it, and can yet conceive no other way of their
operation But I am since convinced by the judicious
Mr. Newton’s incomparable book, that it is too bold a
presumption to limit God’s power, in this point, by my
narrow conceptions, The gravitation of matter towards
matter, by ways 1nconceivable to ine, 18 not only a demon-
stration that God can, 1f He pleases, put into bodies
powers and ways of operation above what can be devised
trom our 1dea of body, or can he explained by what we
know of matter, but also an unquestionable and every-
where visible 1nstance, that He has done so  And
therefore in the next edition of my book I shall take
care to have that passage rectified®." I find that in the
French translation of this book, doubtless made from the
latest editions'’, this section 11 reads thus ‘It 1s
evident, at least so fur as we can concewe i, that bodies
act upon one another by 1npulse and not otheiwise; for
1t 15 imposaible for us to understand that a body can act
upon that which 1t does not touch, which 18 s much as
to 1imagmne that 1t can act whele 1t 1s not ™'’
Ewsay, vol 1 Prolegomena, p xl1, Stillingflcet's Works (1710), vol 111
pp 413 8qq , Locke’s Works (1823), vol 1v

' SYeo Fraser’s ed of Locke's Essay, vol 1 Pp. I71 note Also
Locke’s Worhs (10 vol ed, 1823), vol 1v p 467

% Sec Prefatory Note Tl e 1talics are by Leibruz The Eng-
lish edition has mcrely *‘The next thing to be eonmdered 1s, how
bodies produce 1dens 1n us, and that 15 manifestly by impulse, the
only way which we ecan concerve bodies to operate 1n’ 3

81 Of course the Newtonian theory does not necessarily imply
that n body can nct where 1t 18 not ! The whole 15 grenter than the part
how exceedingly true' Nature abhors a vaciwm how exceedingly
false and calumnious | Again, Nothing can act but where it 13  with
all my heart, only, wHeRE 15 it *’ Carlyle, Sartor Resartus, bk 1

ch. B (Library ed, vol 1 p 52). Cf Newton, Principus, def 8, and
Schol{umn Generals , also Stallo, Concepts of Modern Physws, ch 5
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I cannot but praise the modest piety of our celebrated
author, who recognizes that God can do beyond what we
can understand, and that thus there may be inconcervable
mysteries 1n the articles of faith; but I would rather
that we were not compelled to have recourse to miracle
in the ordinary course of nature and to admit absolutely
mexplicable powers and operations, Otherwise too great
a licence will be given to bad philosophers on the strength
of what God can do, and if we admit those centripetal
powers [vertus] ™ or those vmmediate attractions from a dis-
tance, without its being possible to make them intelligible

1- In Nouveauz Essms, bk.11 ch 8, § 11,hecalls them veres centripetae
(E 231b, G v 118), Cf Antibarbarus Physicus pro Phrlosophia reali contia
renovationes qualitatum scholastwarum et ntdligentiarum chimaericarion
(G v 342) ‘And all who are not content to recognize with us
qualities which are so far occult, that 1s, which are unknown, have
supposed qualities which are perpetually oceult, appnro:, 1nexplic-
able, which not even the highest spnit [genws| could thoroughly
know and make intelligible. Such are they who, led on by the
success of the observation that the large bodies of the world exert
among themselves and upon their own perceptible parts the
attraction of thia system, suppose that every budy is attracted by
vvery other through the very forece of matter , whether, ns 1t were,
like feels ike and delights 1n 1t even from afar, or whether God by
a perpetual miracle secures that they shall stiive towards one
another, as 1f they had feeling Howeve: that mey be, these people
nelther can reduce attraction to 1mpulse o1 to explicable reasons (as
Plato did 1n the Tunaeus) nor do they wish they could. It 1y
surprising that even now, 1n the great light of this age, there arc
some who hope to persuade the world of a doctrine so opposed to
reason. John Locke, 1n the first edition of his Essay on the Unde
standing, declared rightly, and in accordance with the mechanical
physics established by his 1llustrious countrymen, Hobhes, Boyle
and their numerous followers, that no body 1s moved except by the
impulse of o body coming into contact with 1t. But afterwards
(obeying, I think, the authonty of his friends rather than has own
Judgment) he withdrew this opinion, and held that there may lie
hid 1n the essence of matter I know not what extraordinary things
[miratilia] , which 13 just as 1f one were to think that there are
occult qualities 10 number, time, space and motion, taken by them-
selves, that 18 to say. as 1f one were to seek a knot 1n a bulrush’
[a difficulty where there 15 none], ‘ or to try deliberately to make
clear things obscure.’
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I see nothing to hinder our Scholastics from saying that
everything happens merely through their ‘faculties,” and
from maintaining their ‘intentional species,” which go
from objects to us and find 1t possble to enter even into
our souls ', If that 1s so,

Omma jam flen!, fierr quae posse megabam ',

so that it seems to me that our author, judicious as he 1s,
goes here a little too much from one extreme to the other.
He raises difficulties about the operations of souls when
the question is merely whether that which 1s not pes-
ceptible [sensible] 18 to be admitted ; and here we have
him giving to bodies that which 1s not even dnfelligible,
nttributing to them powers and activities which surpass
all that a created spirit can, in my opinion, do or under-
stand, for he attributes to them attraction, and that at
great distances without any limit to the sphere of its
activity ; and he does this in order to support an opinion
which seems to me'™ no less inexplicable, namely, the
possibility that within the order of nature matter may
think

The question which he discusses with the distinguished
prelate who had attacked him 1s whether matter can think
and. as 1t 18 an 1mportant point, even for the present
work, I cannot avoid entering into it a little and exam-
mng their controversy . I wall state the substance of

19 See Monadology, § 7. note 1o
15t + All the thangs will presently happen, which I said could not
happen © Owid, Tnstia, bk.1 el 8, ve1 7 The whole passage 15 —
Omnia naturae praepostera legibus 1bunt,
Pareque suum mundi nulla tenebit iter
Ommnia jam fient, fier1 quae posse negabam,
Et nihil est, de quo non sit habendn fides
[All things by the laws of nature will go topsy-turvy, and no part
of the world will hold on 1ts own way ; all the things will presently
happen which I said could not happen, and there 1s nothing we may
not believe.
1% E. reads ‘ which 18’ instead of ‘ which seems to me *
' That Leibniz was deeply interested 1n the controversy appears
from hus letiers to Thomas Burnet of Kemnay (G. iii. 151 8qq.", 1n
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the controversy on this subject, and will take the liberty
of saying what I think about it. The late Bishop
of Worcester, fearing (in my opwmnion without much
ground) that our author’s doctrine of ideas was lable
to some abuses prejudicial to the Christian faith, set
himself to examine certain parts of it in his Vindication
of the Doctrine of the Trimily ; and having done justice to
this excellent author, 1n recognizing that he thinks the
existence of the mind [esprit] as certain as that of the
body, although the one of these substances 1s as little
known as the other, he asks (pp. 241 8qq ) how re-
flexion can assure us of the existence of the mind [espruf]
if God can give to matter the faculty of thinking, accord-
ing to the opinion of our author (bk 1v ch. 3), since
thus the way of i1deas, which should enable us to dis-
criminate *** what may be proper to the soul and what
to the body, would become useless, while yet 1t was said
in the second book of the FEssay on the Understanding
(ch 23, §§ 15, 27, 28), that the operations of the soul
furnish us with the idea of the mind [esprit], and that
the understanding along with the will makes this idea
as 1ntelhigible to us as the nature of body 18 made 1ntelli-
gible to us by solidity and impulse. This 13 how our
author rephies 1n his first letter (p 65): ‘I think
I have proved that there is a spiritual substance in us,
which he frequently refers to it and hkensit to his own controveray
with Arnauld He has ‘no doubt that Locke will come well out of
it He [Locke] has too much judgment to give an advantage to
messeurs los ecclesiasiigues, who are the natural directors of the
peoples and whose formularies must be followed as much as
posaible’ (G 1 216.) Leibmiz also wrote two accounts of the
controversy, with comments of his own (G. 1L 223 8qq ) See
also Foucher de Carell, Letires et Opusculss wnedus de Leibmiz, Introduc-
tion, pp lxn-lxxmai.

¥ Stillingfleet’'s Works (1710), vol 11 p 505

i § raads 'investigate’ [discuter] 1nstead of discerner.

W Tocke’s Works (ed. 1B23), vol 1v pp 32 sqq , Bohn's ed,
vol 1 p 387; Fraser's ed. of the Essay, vol 1. p 193 note Here,

and 1n other passages quoted, I give the worda of the author—not
re-translating from Leibmz

cc
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for we experiment in ourselves thinking. The 1dea of
this action or mode of thinking 18 inconsistent with the
1dea of self-subsistence, and therefore has a necessary con-
nexion with a support or subject of inhesion: the idea
of that support is what we eall substance. ... For the
general 1dea of substance being the same everywhere'®, the
modification of thinking, or the power of thinking joined
to 1t, makes it a spint, without considering what other
modification it has, as whether 1t has the modification of
solidity or no. As on the other side, suhstance that has
the modification of solidity 18 matter, whether it has
the modification of thinking or no. And therefore if
your lordship means by a spintual an immaterial sub-
stance, I grant I have not proved, nor upon my prin-
ciples can it be proved (your lordship meaning, as I think
you do, demonstratively proved) that there 1s an 1mma-
terial substance in us that thinks. Though I presume,
from what I have said about the supposition of a system.
of matter thinking (bk iv ch 10, § 16) (which there de-
monstrates that God 1s immatenal), 1t will prove 1n the
highest degree probable that the thinking substance in
us is immater1al . . Yet I have shown’ (adds the author,
p 68)' ‘that all the great ends of religion and morality
are secured barely by the immortahty of the soul, without
n necessary supposition that the soul 18 1mmaterial ’

The learned Bishop in his reply to this letter, in order
to show that our author was of another opinion when
he wrote the second book of the Essay, quotes from 1t
(p- 51)'* the passage (taken from the same book, ch 23,
§ 15), 1n which 1t 15 said that ‘by the simple 1deas we
have taken from our own minds ® we are able to frame

W Leibmiz’s 1talics "I Ed 1Bagz, vol.av p 34

12 Shllingfleet’s Works, vol 11 p 534 i

'" Leibmiz’s translation has ‘fiom the operations of our mind
I give the words as they are 1n Stillingfleet, who condenses Locke's
sentence, which 1s as follows, ! By the zunple 1deas we have taken
from those operations of our own minds, which we experiment
dally 1n ourselves, as thinking. understanding, willing, knowing
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the complex idea of a spirit. And thus by putting
together the 1deas of thinking, perceiving, lLiberty and
power of moving themselves'", we have as clear a per-
ception and notion of immatenial substances as well as
material '**.’ Hoe also quotes other passages to show that
our author opposed spirit [esprif] to body, and says
(p- 54) ' that the ends of religion and morality are best
secured by proving that the soul 18 immortal by 1its
nature, that 18 to say that 1t 18 immaterial. He also
quotes (p. 70)'*" this pasaage that ‘nll the 1deas we have
of particular distinct sorts of substances are nothing but
several combinations of simple 1deas,’ and that thus our
author thought that the 1dea of thinlung and of willing
presupposes another substance, different from that which
18 presupposed by solidity and impulse, and that thus
(§ 17)** he indicates that these 1deas constitute body as

opposed to spirit [esprit]
The Bishop of Worcester might have added that from

the fact that the general idea of substance 18 1n body and
in spunt, 1t does not follow that thewr differences are

and power of beginning motion, &c , co-existing 1n some substante
we are able to frame the complex 1dea of an 1immaterial spirit ’

4 Teibniz reads ¢ our body’ inetead of ! themselves.’

W Jerbniz reads ‘ms of material’ Stilhingfleet here again
shoitens Locke’s stalement, though he gives a more ex: ct quotation
of it on p 540 Locke wiote ‘And thus by puttmg‘together the
1deas of thinking, perceiving, hiberty, and power of moving them-
selves and other things, we have'as clear a perception and notion
of 1mmaterial substances as we have of material For putting
together the 1deas of thinking and willing, or the power of moving
or quieting corporeal motion, Joined to substance, of which we have
no distinet idea, we have the 1dea of an 1mmaterial spirit , and by
putting together the 1deas of coheient solid parts, and a power ot
being moved, joined with substance, of which likewise we have no
positive ides, we have the 1dea of matter ’

1 Stillingfleet’s Works, vol. 1 p 535 ‘I am of opinion that
the great ends of religion and morality nie best secured by the
proofes of the immortahty of the soul from 1ts nature and properties
and which I think prove 1t 1mmaterial *

1 Stillingfleet, i1 539 , Locke’s Essay, 1 23, § &

8 Essay, 1 23, § 17; Stilhngfleet, 1 540
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modifications of one and the same thing, as our author
said 1n the passage I have quoted from his first letter'®.
We must certainly distinguish between modifications
and attnbutes. The faculty of having perception and
that of acting, extension, and solidity are attributes or
perpetual and prineipal predicates ; but thinlung, impetus
(smpetuosité], figures and motions are modifications of
these attributes'*. Further, we ought to dishinguish be-
tween physical (or rather real) genus and logical or ideal
genus. Things which are of the same physical genus,
or which are homogeneous, are of the same matler, so to
speak, and can often be changed one into another by
changing their modification, like circles and squares.
But two heterogeneous things may have a common logical
genus, and then theiwr differsences are not mere accidental
modifications of one and the same subject [swjet]™, or
one and the same matter, metaphysical or physical Thus
tume and space are very heterogeneous things, and 1t would
be a mistake to suppose I know not what 1eal common
ground [swjet], having nothing but continuous quantity
in general, from the modifications of which time and
space anse  Nevertheless their common logical genus 1s
continuous quantity ™ Some one will perhaps ridicule
this distinction ** of the philosophers between two genera,
the one merely logical, the other real'™, and between
two matters, the one physical (that of bodies), the other
merely metaphysical or general, as 1f one were to say
that two parts of space have the same matter, or that
two hours also have each the same matter as the other
Yet these distinctions are distinctions not only of terms
but of things themselves, and they appear to be most

1" Supra, p 392

1% Of. Introduction, Part u p 34, Part w1 p 137, Monadology,
55 14 8qq

'3 Or ¢ ground.’ 11 E gives thia sentence , G, omits 1t

'S E reads * theso distinctions’

% E reads " also real.’
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pertinent here, where confusion between them has pro-
duced a false conclusion™, These two genera have n
common notion, and the notion of the real genus is
common to the two matters, so that their filhation will
be as follows!™:—

Merely loguwcal, its variations consisting of mere dzffer

ences
E regl, the differences of [ mefaphysical merely,1n which
o5 | which are modifica- | there is homogenerty,
tions, that is to say, | physical, in which there 1s a
matter'™ solid homogeneous mass

I have not seen the second letter of our author to the
Bishop, and the answer which the prelate makes to it
hardly touches the point about the thinking of matter
But our author's reply to this second answer returns to
that point ‘God’ (he says, nearly in these words,
P 397)", ‘superadds to the essence of matter what
qualities and perfections He pleases to some parts mere
motion, but to plants vegetation, and to animals feeling
[sentiment] Those who agree with me so far exclaim

15 The point sumply 1s that no real thing can have two or more
conflicting attributes, though 1t may at different times have modyfica-
trons which 1n themselves are conflicting Nevertheless attnbutes
which, 1n a real thing, would be impossible because conflicting,
may abstractly or ‘ideally’ be comprehended under the same
concept or 1n the same class, on the ground that there 1s an
vssential (not merely aceidental) community between them. They
are thus species of a logical genus. Modifications, on the other
hand, are more or lesa accidental variations of some real thing,
which 1s8 the bond of union between them They are thus species
of a real genue Ultimately, perhaps, the modifications may turn
out to be species of a logical genus (1t 18 probable that they are so 1n
the mind of God) , but, for us, an infinite analysis would be needed
to show this

!# This ‘Aliation’ as a whole 18 of course, An arrangement of
logrcal genera and species

= | Matter ' here 18 equivalent, to ‘ real genus’

'™ Works (ed 1823), vol 1v p 460, Bohn's ed, vol n p 390
In translating this passage I have used Locke's words as much as
pusaible,
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against me when I go a step further and say, God may
give to matter thought, reason and volition, as if that
were to destroy the essence of matter But to make
good this assertion they say that thought and reason are
not included in the essence of matter ; which proves
nothing, for motion and life are just as hittle included 1n
it. They also uige that we cannot conceive how matter
can think, but our conception 18 not the measure of God’s
omnipotency ™. He afterwards takes as an instance
the attraction of matter, on p. 99'’, but especially on
P 498'", where he speaks of the gravitation of matter
towards matter, attributed to Mr. Newton (in words
which I have quoted above), declaring that we can never
conceive the ‘how’ of it. This 18 practically to go back
to occult qualities'™, nay more, to mnexpheable quahties.
He adds (p 401)'” that nothing i1s more calculated to
favour scepticism than to deny what one does not under-
stand, and (p. 402z)'™ that we do not conceive how even
the soul thinks. He thinks (p. 403)'* that as the two
substances, material and 1mmaterial, can be conceived
in their bme essence without any activity, 1t 13 1n the
power of God to give to the ome or the other the power
of thinking And he endeavours to take advantage of
the admission of his opponent, who attributed sense
|sentiment| to the lower animals, but did not attribute
to them any immateiial substance ™. He maintains that
liberty and self-consciousness [lo comsciosite] (p. 408)™*
and the power of making abstractions (p. 409)'® ean

1% Cf Essay, Fraser's ed , vol 11 p 240 note.

'm All the texts give ‘g99,” which seems to be a shp for ‘399
Works (ed 18a3), 1v 463 sqq , Bohn’s ed , 11 392 8qq

18 Works (ed. 1823), 1v 467, Bohn's ed , 1 395 B

' The gqualitales occullae of the Scholastics See Introduction
Partiv p 156

' Worka (ed 1Ba3), 1v 463; Bohn's ed., n 393 Cf Esay,
Fraser's ed, vol 11 p 194 note

" Works, 1v 466, Bohn's ed | 11. 394

'® Wurks, 1v 468, Bohn's ed , u 395.
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be given to matter, not as matter, but as enriched by a
Divine power Finally he quotes (p. 434)'® the observa-
tion of a traveller so considerable'®” and judicious as
M de la Loubzre ' that the Pagans of the east recognize
the immortality of the soul without being able to com-
prehend i1ts immateriality

Regarding all this I will observe, before coming to
the statement of my own view, that it 13 certain that
matter 1s as little capable of producing feeling [sentiment|
mechanically, as it 1s of producing reason’®, as our
author admits ; and that I most certainly recognize that
1t 18 not allowable to deny what one does not understand,
but I add that we have a right to deny (at least in the
order of nature) that which 18 absolutely neither intel-
li;ble nor explicable. I maintain also that substances
(matenal or immaterial) cannot be concerved 1n their
bare essence without any activity, that activity 1s of the
vssence of substance 1n general , and that the conceptions
of created beings are not the measure of the power of

‘S Works, 1v 485, Bohn’sed , n1 406

' Locke's word

'® Simon de la Loubére, born st Toulouse 1n 1643, died 1n 1739
In 1687 Louis XIV entrusted him with a mission to Siam for the
purpose of establishing diplomatic and commercial relations between
that country and France As the result of a three months’ resi-
dence 1n S1am he published two volumes Du Royaume de Siam (1691 ,
Eng trana 1693), 1n which he gives an elaborate account of Lhe
Siamese peaple, their history, customs, and institutions  The book
still ranks as an authority on its subject. Locke’s quutation 1s
taken from vol 1 ch 19, § 4

'@ Cf Nouveaur Essaw, bl 1v ch 3,§ 6 (E 346 b, G v 360)
! The primary powers constitute the substances themselves ; and the
derirative powers, or if you like, the facultier, are merely modes [ fugons
d’éfre), which must be derived from substances, and they are not
derived from matter 1n so far as 1t 12 merely mechanical, that 18 to
aay, 1n 8o far as by abstraction we take account only of the incomplet,
bang of matena prima, or that which 1s entirely passive, And in
this I think you will agree with me, sir, that 1t 18 not in the power
of 2 mere mechanism to produce perception, semsation, reason
Cf Locke, Essay, bk iv ch 10, § ro Fraser, vol 1i p 313}, also
Monadology, § 17
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God, but that their conceptivity, or ability [ force] to
concelve, 18 the measure of the power of nature- for all
that 18 1n accordance with the order of nature cam be
conceived or understood by some created bemng'™.
Those who will think out my system will see that
I cannot wholly agree with either of these excellent
authors, whose controversy, however, 18 very instructive
But, to explain myself distinctly, 1t 18 before all things to
be considered that the modifications which can naturally
or without miracle belong'™ to a subject [sujef] must
anse from the limtations or vamations of a real genus or
an onginal nature which 1s constant and absolute .
For 1t 18 thus that among philosophers the modes of an
absolute being are distinguished from the being itself.
for instance, we know that size, figure and motion are
manifestly limitations and variations of the bodily nature
For'™ 1t 18 clear how an extension when limited gives
figures, and that the change which takes place 1n 1t is
nothing but motion. And whenever we find any quality
in a subject [swjet], we should believe that if we under-
stood the nature of the subject [suyet] and of the quality,
we should understand |concevorr] how the quality can be
a result of 1" Thus 1n the order of nature (setting

11 For Leibmiz this would follow a prior: from the essential unity
of nature, shown 1n the fact that each Monad (and therefore each
created being) contains within itself a representation of the whole
universe

' E reads !come’ [venir] for convenir

™ Things do have an ‘ absolute * original essence of some kind
They are not ultimate bare unities, equally capable of any kind of
modifichtion

‘" E omits 'for’ Cf Spinoza’s Letters, 50, § 4

' CI Lettre a Amauld (1686) (@ 11 56) ‘Always 1n every true
afirmative pioposition, necessary or contingent, universal or
singular, the notion of the predicate 18 1n some way comprehended
in that of the subject, prardicatum mest subjecto  otherwise I know not
what truth 1s There must always be some foundation for the con-
neron ¢of the tesms m a propositun and (hus 15 fo be found 1n therr notons
That 13 my great prinuple, to which I think all philosophers must
assent, and of which one of the corollaries 18 the common axiom,



NEW ESSAYS 399

aside miracles’, God is not arbitranly free to give to
substances one set of qualities or another indifferently
and He will never give them any but those which are
natural to them, that is to say, which can he denved
from their nature, as explicable modifications ot 1t. Thus
we may hold that matter will not by nature have the
aftraction mentioned above, and will not of itself go in
a curved line, because 1t 18 not possible to conceive how
that can happen, that is to say to explain 1t mechanically ,
while that which 1s according to nature [naturel] ought
to be capable of becoming distinctly conceivable, if we
were admutted into the secrets of things This distinc-
tion, between that which 18 natural and explicable and
that which 18 1nexplicable and miraculous, removes all
difficulties, and to reject 1t would be to maintain some-
thing worse than occult qualities and accordingly to
renounce philosophy and reason, and to provide refuges
for 1gnorance ' and 1dleness by a confused [sourd] system
which allows, not only that there are qualities we do not
understand (of which there are only too many), but also
that there are qualities which the greatest mind [esprit),
even if God were to give 1t the widest possible grasp,
could not comprehend, that 1s to say, qualities which
would either be miraculous or without rhyme or reason,
and that God should usually perform miracles would
certainly be without rhyme or reason  Accordingly this
lazy " hypothesis would equally destroy our philosophy,

that nothing happens without a reason, which can always be given
why the thing took place so rather than otherwise' Thig of
courese, 18 radically opposed to the view of Locke

Y8 Amies do U'sgnorance Ct Spinoza, Ethws, Part 1 Appendix —
Dorec nd Der voluntatern, hoc est, wgnorantiae asylum confuger:s (Bruder’'s
ed , 1 2z0).

e The French 1s faindante Leibmiz 18 probably thunking of the
fallacy of dpyds Adyos or Iynava Ratio, to which he frequently refers
in the Théodicde (cf E 470 b, G v1i 30) The fallacy 1s that
which counsels doing nothing, because things are fated one way or
another, whatever we do. Leibmiz means that the hypothesis of
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which seeks reasons, and the Divine wisdom which
furmshes them.

Now as to thinking it is certain, and our author
mare than once allows 1t, that it eannot be 8 modification
of matter that 1s intelligible or can be comprehended
and explained by matter 17 : that is to asy, a feeling or
thinking being is not a mechanical thing, hke a watch
or a mill, so that one might conceive sizes, figures and
motions, the mechanical combination of which could pro-
duce something thinking and even feeling 1n a quantity
of matter in which there was nothing of this kind—
which thinking and feeling would also come to an end in
the same way when the mechanism falls into disorder'™.
Accordingly 1t 18 not a natural thing for matter to feel
and to think, and this can take place in it only in two
wuys, one of which 18, that God should unite with 1t a
subatance to which it 18 natural to think, and the other
18, that God should miraculously impart thinking to it
In this matter, then, I am entirely of the opinion of the
Cartesinns, except that I extend it even to the lower
ammals, and hold that they have feehng [sentiment), and
that their souls are immaterial (properly speaking) and
no more penishable than are atoms according to Demo-
critus or Gassend1’™, while the Cartesians, who are
without reason perplexed regarding the souls of the
lower ammals, not knowing what to make of them
if there is conservation of them (because 1t has not
occurred to them that there 13 conservation of the aniumal
itself 1n & minute form), have been compelled to deny
even feeling [semtiment] to the lower animals, contrary
to all appearance and to the judgment of mankind '

wlhich he 18 speaking 18 a ‘lazy’ one, becruse mceeptance of 1t
would 1mply that it 18 futile to investigate the ' secreta of things ’
" E omits from ‘ or can be’ to ‘matter.”
™" Cf Monadology, § 17
s Cf New System, § 4
W See Monadology, § 14
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But if some one should say that at any rate God can add
the faculty of thinking to a mechanism prepared for it,
I would answer that, 1f this took place and God added
this faculty to matter, without at lhe same time putting
into matter a substance which should be the subject 1n
which this same faculty (as I conceive 1t) is 1nherent
(that 18 to say, without adding to matter an 1mmaterial
soul), matter must needs have been miraculously exalted
so as to recetve a power of which 1t 1s not naturally
capable as some Scholastics declare that God exalts fire
so0 a8 to give it the power directly to burn spints separated
from matter '™, which would be entirely miraculous'
And it 18 enough that we cannot maintain that matter
thinks, unless there 18 attributed to it an imperishable
soul or 1ather a miracle, and that thus the immortality
of our souls follows from that which 18 natural™ since
we cannot maintain that they are extinguished, unless
it be by a miracle, consisting either 1n the exaltation of
matter or 1n the annmihilation of the soul. For we know,
of course, that the power of God could make our souls
mortal, although they may be quite 1mmaterial (or 1m-
mortal by nature’, since He can anmhilate them

I F reads !bodies’

¥ Cf Noureauz Essars, bk 1v ¢h 3, §6 (E 3472, G v 360
‘To suppose that God acts otherwise and gives to things acuidents,
which aie not modes [ fagons d'étre] or modifications derived from
gubstances, 18 to hiave recourse to miracles and to what the Schools
called obedienhal power, through a kind of supernatural exaltation,
as when certain theologianz hold that the fire of hell burns
“ separated " souls. In which case 1t may even be doubted whether
it would be the fire which would do 1t, and whether God would
not Himself produce the effect, acting 1n place of the fire’
Cardinal Bellarmine {1542-163a1) 1n h18 De Purgatoro, bk 11 chs 10-
12, expounds a view of this kind, holding that the fire of purgatory
18 material fire, but nevertheless miraculously burnse souls In this
npinion he openly followa Augustine (Ds Cieitate Des, bk xX1 ch 10),
and a similar view 18 expressed by Thomas Aquinas (Summa Theo!
Suppl P 11 Q 70, Art 3, conclumo)

M, e ‘from their nature’ or ' from the order of nature ’

14 Cf Monmadology § 6
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Now this truth of the immateriality of the soul is un-
doubtedly of impoitance  Forit 1s infinitely more helpful
to religion and morality, especially at the piesent day
(when many people have very little regard for revelation
by 1itself and for miracles) ', to show that souls are natur-
ally immortal and that 1t would be a miracle 1f they were
nol. than to maintain that our souls would die in the
course of nature, and that it 1s 1n virtue of a mirsculous
grace, founded on nothing but the promise of God, that
they do not die. Besides it has for some time been
generally known '™ that those who have tried to destroy
natural religion and to reduce all to revealed 1eligion, as
if reason tanght us nothing sbout i, have been counted
suspect, and not always without reason'¥. But ow
suthor 18 not of their numbér He upholds the demon-
stration of the existence of God™, and he attributes
probability in the highest degree to the immaterality of
the soul ', which may acecordingly be accounted a moral
certminty , and consequently 1t seems to me that, having
as much candour as penetration he could quite well agree
with the doctrine I have expounded, which 1s fundamental
1n every rational philosophy, for * otherwise I do not
see how we are to keep from falling back intp fanatwal
philosophy, such as the Mosaic phalosophy of Fludd '™, which

‘% E omits the pas=age 1n brackets

I E reads ‘1t has for some time been the case.

8" In his Duscours de la Conformule de la Fou avec lo Rawson (1710),
Lerwbniz gives, al copsiderable length, am acuount of those who
msisted on the opposition between reason and revelation, 1n which
ho traces the origin of this view to the Averroasts He approves of
the condemnation of this position by the fifth Lateran Counecil,
under Leo X, 1n 1512 (See E 483 8qq , Q@ v1 56 8qq ) Cf Nouresuz
Essms, bk 1v eh 17, § 23 (E 4038, G v 477); also Bayle's
Dictionary, Appendix (vol 1v p 620, II™® Eclaragsement). )

! See Essay, bk 1v ch 10, § 10 (Fraser, vol 1. pp 306 sqq
with notes)

1" See Essay, bk 1v ch 3, § 6 (Fraser, vol 11 p 194)

™ E omits ! for’

" TRubert Fludd (Fobertwus de Fluctibus) was born at Milgate,
Kent, 1n 1574 (or 1571), and died at London 1 1637 After
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finds a ground for all phenomena by attributing them
directly and miraculously to God, or into the barbarous
philosophy, hike that of certain philosophers and physicians
of the past, who ' st1ll showed traces of the barbarous-
ness of their time, and who nowadays are rightly con-
temned, who found a ground for phenomena [apparences]
by inventing for this purpose occult qualities or faculties,
which were pictured as being like little sprites or elves ',

studying at Oxford he travelled abroad and made acquaintance
with the theosophical views of Paracelsus, which he sought to
make known 1n England through his Phiosophia Mosarca (1638) and
his Hisloria Macro et-Micro-Cosymy Metaphywca, Physiea of Technua (1617)
In these writings he tries to find a complete philosophy 1n the Old
Testament and more especially 1n the Pentateuch  His system, 1f
80 1t can be called, 18 a combination of Neo-Platonic doctiines with
those of the Kabbala, and one of hie favourite 1deas 18 that of the
analogy between the universe (macrocosm) and the human body
(miecrocosm) Leibniz 18 here referring to his theory that all thimgs
flow duectly from God, who continually produces the varations 1n
phenomena by condensation and rarefaction of matter. All things
are emanations from God and retuin into His absolute unity
Gassend1 and Kepler wrote against the views of Fludd

W B reads ‘ which’ [philosophy)

W Jeibmiz 1s probably referiing to the ‘elemental spirits’ of
which Paracelsus (1493-1541) writes 1n his De Nymphis, Sylphis,
Pygmaes et Salamandris  He attiibutes to the ' nymphs ' the pheno-
mena of water, to the ‘sylphs’ the phenomena of air, to the
‘pygmies’ the phenomena of eaith, and to the ‘salamanders’
the phenomena of fire Fludd also adopted this view  Possibly
Leibniz may also be thinking of the elder Van Helmont (Johann
Baptista Van Helmont, 1577-1644), who was a follower of
Paracelsus In the Epstola ad Thomasium (1669), § 11 (E 52 b,
G 1 23", Leibmiz speals of Van Helmont along with Paracelsua
and others as representabive of the stupid [stohda) form of the
reformed philosophy, sbsolutely rejecting Arstotle In the
same letter he refers to the 'occult philosophy of Agnppa’
(Hewnrich Cornelius Agrippa von Nettesheim, 1486-1535), ' who
ascribes to everything an angel to bring it to birth’ [quasm
obstetricatorem) ¢ Thus,’ adds Leibniz, ' we return to as many little
gods [deuncult] a8 there are substantial forms and we appronch the
Gentile woAvBeioucs’ There may also hore be a refeience to the
spirtus _familiars of the Italian phyeician, philosopher and mathe-
matican, Girolamo Cardano (1501-1575) Bee his De Via Propria,
ch 47, Opera (1663), ¥ol 1 p 44 On the whole matter, cf Leibniza
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capable of artlesaly doing what is *** required, as if watches
were to i1ndicate the time of day by a certain horodeictic
faculty without needing wheels, or as if mills were to
crush the grain by a fractive faculty without needing
anything resembling millstones'™. As to the difficulty
several peoples have had 1n conceiving an 1mmaterial
substance, 1t will readily pass away (at any rate in great
part), if 1t be no longer maintained that there are sub-
stances separated from matter, as 1n fact I do not believe
that there are ever naturally'™ any such substances
among created things.

Antibarbarus Physicus, &¢ (G vu 337). See also Vaughan's Hours
wnth the Mystics, bk viu chs. 4 and 5, and the Dsdicatim of Pope's
Rape of the Lock, where the ‘nymphs,” &e. are attributed to the
Rosicrucians. Milton speaks of
! Those demona that are found
In fire, air, flood or under ground’
Il Penseroso, 1 93
"™ E reads ‘all that 18 required.’
® See Introduction, Part 1v pp 156 sqq
1" ; o other than miraculously Cf Monadology, § 72



PRINCIPLES OF NATURE AND OF
GRACE, FOUNDED ON REASON 1714

PREFATORY NOTE

THE Prnciples of Nature and of Grace has much 1n common
with the Monadology , and, indeed, it reads hke & prelinunary
study, out of which the Monadology has been elaborated They
seem to have been written about the same time; and Gerhardt
holds, against the view of previous editors, that the Principles
of Nature and of Grace 18 the treatise which was wntten for
Prince Eugene It has been shown by Gerhardt that when
Nicholag Remond wrote to Leibmiz from Pansin 1714, asking
for & condensed statement of hie philosophy, Leihniz sent
him a copy of the Principles of Nature and of Grace, with a
letter 1n course of which he saye 'I now send you a little
discourse on my philosophy, which I have wntten here for
Prince Eugene of Savoy Ihope that this little work wall help
to make my 1dens better understood, when taken 1n connexion
with what I have wntten 1n the Journals of Leipzig, Pans and
Holland The Leipzig papers are on the whole 1n the language
of the Scholastics, the others are more 1n the style of the
Cartemans, and 1n thie last wnting I bave endeavoured to
express mygelf in & way which can be understood by those who
are not yet thoroughly accustomed to either of the other styles.’
(Letter of Aug 26, 1714, quoted by Gerhardt, v1 485, E p xxvn
and p 704 a) Kirchmann suggests that probably Leibmiz
wrote the Principles of Nature and of Grace for Pnince Eugene,
and afterwards, thinking 1t insufficient, worked 1t up 1nto the
Monadology, which he gave to the Prince, The Principles of
Nature and of Grace was first published 1n the French journal,
L’Europe Savante, 1n November, 1718

There are three different MSS of this work The first of
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these, which 1s the shortest, 18 divided, not 1nto paragraphs,
but into two chapters, the point of division being the end of
paragiaph 6, where transition 18 made from ‘Physice’ to
‘Metaphysica’ In the other two MSS the paragraph division
appears, and the text from which the translation 1s made 18
that of the last and most complete manuscript In the
Principles of Nature and of Grace the arrangement of the
matter 18 much less clear and careful than it 18 1n the Monad-
ology But, following the lines of the division onginally made
by Leibniz himeelf, we may say that paragraphs 1-6 inclusive
give an account of the created Monads in themselves and 1n
their relations to one another, so far as these can be consdered
apart from God, while the remaining paragraphs consder the
nature of God as ultimate reason of the universe, and the
consequences which follow from His perfection 1n power,
wirdom and goodness Some of the most 1mportant points in
the Monadology are either passed over or very shghtly treated
in the Principles of Natwie and of Grace For 1nstance, in
the Principles of Nature and of Grace there 18 nothing to
coriespond to the pasaage 1n the Monadology regarding the two
great prnnciples of knowledge, and while the pre-established
harmony 18 mentioned, 1t 18 not dwelt upon But the connexion
between the two writings, both 1n treatment and expression, 1
so close that the annotations to the Principles of Nature and of
Grace may be comparatively brief

The Principles of Nature and of Grace will be found in E
7148qq , G vi 598 sqq

1 Substance 18 a being capable of action It is sumple
or compound. Swumple substance 1s that which has no
parts  Compound substance’ 18 the combination of sumple
substances or Monads Monas is a Greek word, which
means unity, or that which 1s one. Compounds or bodies
are pluralities [multitudes], and sumple substances, lives,
souls, spirits, are unities. And everywhere there must
be sumple substances, for wathout simple substances there

! See Monadology, note 2 Strictly speaking ‘compound sub-
stance,” according to Leibniz, 1s not ‘substance’ at all. It 1s not
substantia but substanhaturn  Failure to observe this distinction was
Lo same extent the source of Wolfl's musinterpretation of Leibniz
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would not be compounds , and consequently all nnture 1s
full of Infe

2. The Monads, having no parts, can neither be made
[ formees) nor unmade They can neither come into being
nor come to an end by natural means, and consequently
they last as long as the universe, which will be changed,
but which will not be destroyed They can have no
shape | figure], otherwise they would have parts®. Con-
sequently any one Monad 1n 1tself and at a particular
moment can be distinguished from any other only by
internal qualities and activities [actions] ¢, which cannot
be other than its perceptions (that 18 to say, the represen-
tations of the compound, or of that which 18 outside /), 1n
the sxmple) and its appetitions (that 18 to say, 1ts tendencies
to pass from one perception to another), which are the
principles of change For the sumphcty of substance 1s
by no means inconsistent with the multiplicity of the
modifications which are to be found together in that
same sunple substance, and these modifications must
consist 1n variety of relations to the things which are
outside? It 1s as in the case of a centre or pownt, in

? To say that matter 15 1nfinitely divisible 18 the same as saying
that there 15 compound substance everywhere , for to be diviasible
18 to be compound But compound substinces are made up of
simple substances Consequently there are simple substances or
living beings everywhere

* If they had shape, they would be extended or spatial But
everything extended 1s divisible, and hence they would not he
sumple but compound, having parts

* Thus we cannot perceive Monads by meuns of our senses
What the sensos give us 18 not the substance itself, but meiely
R phenomenon bene fundatum * Spirts, souls, and simple substances
or Monads 1n general cannot be known [comprehends] by the senses
and imagination, because they have no parts ' Emstola ad Bierlingiun:
(1711) (E 678a, G vil 501)

3 The compound, as compound, consists of partes extra partes, but
as compound, 1t 18 merely phenomenal.

4 ‘The smplicity of a substance 18 by no means inconustent
with 1ts having within it several modes at one time. There nre
wuccess1ve perceptions, but there are also simultaneous perceptions
For when there 1s perception of 8 whole, there are at the sume

nd
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which, although 1t 18 perfectly simple, thete 1s an mfinile
numba of angles foimed by the lines wlnch meet 1 1t

3 All natures aplenum  There are sumple substances
eveiywheie’, which are actually sepatated fiom one
another by activities of their own ¥, and which continually
change thenr relations, and each speeially imporitant
[distingure| simple substance or Monad, which foims the
centie of a compound substance (¢ g of an ammal) and
the punaple of 1its oneness, 1s suriounded by a mass
composed of an infinity of other Monads, which constitute
the paiticular hody of this cential Monad, and according
to the aftechions of 1ts body '* the Monad 1epresents, as 1n
a hind of centre, the thungs wlich are oulside of 1t Thus
hody 1s orgawiie, though 1t fooms o kind ot automaton o

tinie perecptions of the actaal pails, and even each part has more
thim onc modilcabion, and there 19 perceptien ut the samc time
not ouly of earh modification, but also of each pirt  Thesc multr-
phied paceplions are diftaent fiom one another; although our
atlention cnnot always distinguish them, and thus we have
coutused perceptiony, an inhnity of which 1s contained 1 each
distinct paceplion, bocause of ats aelation to evarything wlndh 15
outside In short, that which 18 combintion of paits in the out-
sule world is 1eprescnied 1 the Monnd only by combination of 1ts
modifications, and without thiy simple bemmgs could not be
mternally distinguished (rom one anuther, and they would have
no aclation whatevor to eaternal things, and in short, as there
e ovaywhere only simple substances, of which compounds are
metely the azgiegates, thae would be no variation or diversity in
things, 1t theire were no internal vanation or diversity in sunple
substances’  Luftre o Masson (1716) (@ v1 628) Ct Monadology,
notey 12 and 20

T E omits partont, * everywhele '

¥ The 1dea 18 that each Monad 18 separated from every other
inasmuch 1t has spontancity, 1 e an activity entirely 1ts own , for
it 1t had merely an netiaaty like motion, which passes trom one
thing to nother 1ndifferently, 1t would be united with all othor
Monads an a ¢onfenirum and would thus cease to be a real, indepen-
dent umt

* E omits distingiee, reading ‘ each sumple substance ’

¥ Of course, this dves not menn that the Monads constituting

the body aie scully aftected by outside things Leibniz 1s here using
popular langunrge
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natural machine, which 1s a machine not only as a whole,
bhut also 1n the smallest parts of 1t that can come 1nto
observation "'. Since the world 1s a plenum all things are
connected together and each body acts upon every other,
more or less, according to their distance, and each, through
reaction, 18 affected by every other Hence 1t follows that
each Monad 1s a living mirror, or a muror endowed with
inner activity 4, representative of the universe, according
to 1ts point of view, and as subject to rule as 15 the
umverse 1tselt And the perceptions in the Monad are
produced one trom another according to the laws of desires
|appetits] or of the final causcs of good and cvil, which con-
s1st 1n observable perceptions, regular or iriegular, as, on
the other hand, the changes of bodies and external pheno-
mena are produced one from another according to the
laws of efficient causes, that 1s to say, of motions'® Thus
there 15 a peifect harmony between the perceptions of the
Monad and the motions of bodies, a haimony pre-estab-
lished from the beginning between the system of ethcient
causes and that of final causes. And 1t 18 m this way
that soul and body are 1n agreement and are physically
united, while 1t 1s not possible for the one to change the
laws of the other ™

4 Each Monad, with a particular body, forms a hiv:ng
substance  Thus not only 18 there everywhere life,
accompanied with members or organs, but there 18 also

1 Cf Monadology, § 64

U Thig ““minior” 1y a figurative expression, but 1t 1s suitable
enough and 1t has already been employed by theolugians and
philosophers, when they spoke of a mirror 1infinitely more perfect,
namely, the mirror of the Deuty, which they made the object of thc
beatific vision.” Lettre a Masson (1716) (G v1 626).

1' Ultimately, motione and desues (appetits) are different degrees
of the same thing, viz appetition, or the passage from one con-
s(ious or unconscious perception to another. The unconscious
appetition 18 motion or tfficient causs, not aetting before 1tself an
ond, while the conscious appetition or desire does set before itself
an end of good or evil, 1 e a final cause

v Cf Monadology, §§ 78 sqq



410 PRINCIPLES OF NATURE AND GRACE

an infimty of degrees in the Monads, one dominating
more or less over anothet DBut when the Monad has
organs so arranged that they give prominence and sharp-
ness |du rchef et du distingué| to the 1mpressions they
receive, and consequently to the perceptions which repre-
gent these (as, for 1nstance, when, by means of the form
of the ¢ye's humours, the rays of light are concentiated
and act with more foice), this may lead to fecling |sent:-
ment|*®, that 18 to say, to a perception accompanied by
memory, 1n other words, a perception of which a ceitain
echo long remains, so as to make 1itself heard ' on occa-
son. Such a living being 18 called an arimal, as its
Monad is called a soul. And when this soul 1s raised to
reason, 1t 18 something more sublime and 1s reckoned
among spirits |esprits), us will presently be explaned. 1t
18 true that amimals are sometimes 1 the condition of
mete [stmple| iving beings and their souls in the condition
of mere Monads ", namely when their perceptions are not
sufficaently sharp | distingue| to be remembered, as happens
1n a deep dieamless sleep or 1n a swoon  But perceptions
which have become completely confused aie sure to be
developed again 1n animals ', for reasons which I shall

'3 The tiansition from the unconscious to the conscious per-
ception 18 not by any means made clear Leibniz 18, of coure,
using ordinary language, but 1t 1s difficult to see how he could
translate 1t into tho terms of his system, unless he were to content
himgself with snying that conscious Mounads have less confused
peiceptions than unconscious Monads and have bodies whose
organs a1e differently arranged For, 1n Leibniz's view, the action
of any one Monad upon nnother 15 purely 1deal , and theie 1a
nothing 1n the world but Monads CF Monadology, § 25

1" G reads elendre, which imght here be translated ‘1ncreass,” for
entendre [heard], which1s E 's reading Enfendre seems more natuial

1 | e unconscious living bemngy and unconscious Monads

" That 1s, perceptions (1n animals) which have passed into the
complete confusion of unconsclousness are sure to pass into con-
sclousnesy again  Confusion 1n peiceptions 13 the same thing us
envelopmert or contraction (Hence the pefiles perceptions ale con-
fused ) Ou the other hand, clearness 1n perceptions 15 the same
thing as development or expansion CF. note 51 and New Essays,
Introduction, note 74
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presently mention (§ 12). Thus 1t 1s well to make dis-
tinction between perceplion, which 1s the 1nner state of
the Monad representing outer things, and apperception,
which 18 consciousness or the reflective knowledge ot this
mner state, and which 1s not given to all souls nor to the
same soul at all times It 1s for lack of this distinction
that the Cartesians have made the mistake of 1gnoring
perceptions of which we are not conscious*’, as ordinary
people 1gnore imperceptible [insensible] bodies ° It 1s
this also that has led these same Cartesmans to believe
that only minds [esprits] are Monads, that the lower
smmals have no soul, and that still less are there other
principles of life®. And as they came into too great con-
flict with the common opinion of men 1n denying feeling
(sentument| to the lower animals, so on the other hand
they conformed too much to the prejudices of the crowd
mn confounding a prolonged unconsciousness, which comes
from a great confusion of perceptions, with absolute death,
1n which all perception would cease  This has confirmed
the 1ll-founded opinion that some souls are destroyed, and
the bad 1deas of some who call themselves free-thinkers
|esprits forts] and who have disputed the immortality ot
our soul *

¥ See Monadology, § 14

% tAs 1n body we hold that there 18 dvriruwia and figure 1n
general, although we do not know what are the figures of 1m-
perceptible bodies, so 1n the soul we hold that there 18 perception
and appetition, although we do mot distinetly know the imper-
ceptible elements of the confused peiceptions by which the 1m-
peiceptible parts of bodies are expiessed You ask whether
I believe that there are bodies which do not fall within sight
Why should I not believe 1t ? I think 1t 1mposaible to doubt it
Through microscopes we see animalculae otherwise 1mperceptible,
and the nerves of these animalculae, and other animalculae,
perhaps swimming 1n the fluud parts of these, cannot be seen
The minuteness [subfiditas] of nature goes ad enfinitum " Epwtola ad
Buerlingium (x711) (E 6788, G v 50I)

2 Letbniz probably means what elsewhere, following Scholastic
usage, he calls ' forms* Cf Introduction, Part1v p 156

2 Cf Monadology, § 13
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5 There 18 a8 connexion among the perceptions of
aniumals which has some likeness to reason, but it 1s
based only on the memory of facts or effects®, and not
at all on the knowledge of ceuses Thus a dog avoids
the stick with which 1t has been beaten, because memory
represents to it the pain which this stick has caused 1t
And men, 1n so far as they are empirics, that 13 to say
in three-fourths of their actions, do not act otherwise
than the lower animals For instance, we expect that
there will be daylight to-morrow because our experience
has always been so 1t 15 only the astronomer who
rationally foresees 1t, and even his prediction will ulti-
mately tal when the cause of daylight, which 18 not
oternal, ceases™ But genuwne reasoning depends upon
necessary or eteinal truths, such as those of logic, of
number, of geomelry, which produce an indubitable
connexion of 1deas and infalhble inferences The amimals
1n which these inferences do not appear are called the
lower anunals | bétes|, but those which know these neces-
sary truths aie properly those which are called rafional
antmauls, and their souls are called minds [esprits|] These
souls have the power to perform acts of reflexion and
to obsetve that which 1s called ego, substance?®, soul,
mund |esprit], 1n a word, immatenal things and truths
And this 1t 18 which makes scicnce or demonstrative
knowledge possible to us“

0 Modern 1eseaich has taught us, and reason confirms
it, that the living beings whose organs aie known to
us*, that 1s lo say, plants and animals, do not come

4 G ready ow eflects , E omats ths

“ Ut Munadology, §§ 26-28

=* E 1eads * Monad ’ between ‘substance’ and ‘soul’, ¢ omits 1t

* CF Monudv'ogy §4§ 29 wnd 30 In the Monadology God 1s added
ay an ohjcet of the self-c onscious spul

7 All Monads have organic bodies, and the series of Monads and
ol organisms extends continuously from the lowest of Monads with
the least pereeptible of organisms up to the Monad of Monads, Giod

At both uvnds of the scale there are beings whose organs are not
known Lo us
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from putrefaction or chaos, as the ancients thought, hut
from preformed seeds, and consequently fiom the trans-
foomation of pre-existing living beings., In the sced of
large ammals there are animaleules wlich by mecans ot
conception obtarn a new outward foim, which they
moke their own and which enables them to giow and
become larger so as to pass to a greafer theatio and to
propagate the large amimal®* It 18 true that the souls
of human spermatic animals are not rational, and that
they become so only when conception gives to thesc
animals human natuie?  And as in general animals are
not entirely born 1n conception or gencsation, no more do
they enturely perish in what we call deatl, for it i~
reasonable that what does not come 1nto being by natural
means should not any more come to an end 1n the com«e
of nature Thus, throwing off thenr mask or then tattered
covering, they merely return to a more minute theatre
where they may nevertheless be as sensitive [sensible|
and as well ordered as in the larger theatre *  Aund what
has just been said about the large animals applies also
to the generation and death ™ of spermatic ammals
themselves, that 1s to say, they are growths of other

® Cf Monadology, §§ 14, 15

® Of Monadology, § 82 It would be mmconsistent with Lethnez’s
general principles to suppose that a speimatie animal eould have
a rational <oul (otherwise than in geim, as all soulsmay beregaided
a9 potentially rationnl)  For the ratiomality of a soul 1~ nerely
a very high degree of (Jeainess nnd distinciness 1n 1ts pereeplions,
which again determines 1ts rank as a dovunant Monud  But
nothing else than its rank as n dominaut Mon ul detenmines the
nature of thc body 1t has  Consequently a 1itimnl soul must
always have a human Lody or a bady of some higha hind, spirstnal
or angelic, and the union of a spermalic animal s boady with
rational soul 13 ymposaible

W Cf Monadology. §§ 73, 76, 77

¢ E mamfestly by mistake) omits o clause following thow
wards A tianslation of his text would be  ¢The gencration and
death of the smallet spermatic animals 1n comp uison with whu h
thay ' (o the large animals] ‘may be countcd Loge A« I~
misses Lthe point of the scutence
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samaller spermatic animals, 1n comparison with which
they 1n turn may be counted large, for everything in
nature proceeds ad infinitum . Thus not only souls but
nlso ammuls are ingenerable and 1mperishable they a1
only developed, enveloped, clothed, unclothed ¥, trans-
formed Souls never put off the whole of then beody,
and do not pass from one body into another body which
18 entnely new to them  Accordingly there 13 no meiem-
psychosis, but there 18 metamorphosis Animals change,
take on and put off, parts only®. In nutrition this
takes place gradually and by little impeiceptible [ inscnsible]
portions, but continually, and on the other hand, in con-
ception or 1n death, when much * 1s gained or lost all at
nnee, 1t takes place suddenly and 1n » way that can be
noticed [ notablement], but rarely

7 Thus far we have spoken merely as pure physicists™ :
now we must rise to metaphysics, making use of the
great principle, usually hittle employed, which affirms that
nothing takcs place wrthoul sufficient reason, that 18 to
say, that nothing happens without 1ts being possible for

v ! So, naturalisls observe, a flea
Has smaller flecas that on him prey,
And these have smaller still to bite 'em,
And so proceed ad wnfinitum '—Swift, On Poetry
The 1dea ot ‘infimties of infinity ' 18 a favourite one with Leibniz,
und 1t 18 closely connected with the notions underlying his diffe-
reutial caleulus.  * For instance, we must conceive (1) the diameter
of u small element 1n a grain of sand, (2) the diameter of Lhe grain
of aand 1tself, (3) that of the globe of the earth, (4) the distance of
a fixed star from us, (5) the magnitude of the whole system of fixed
stars, au (1) a differentinl of the second degree, (2)a differential of the
hrst degree, (3) an ordinary azsignable line, (¢4) an 1nfinite line, (5)
an infinitely 1nfinite line.” Lettrs ¢ M d' Anqpicourt (1716), Dutens,
s5a0 Cf Monadology, §§ 65-70,
¥ Cf a Corinthians, v, ¢
‘" Cf Monadology, §§ 71, 73, 17 Anstotle condemns the theory of
transmigration of souls 1n his De Anima, i 3, 407° 13
" E omits beaucoup [‘much’] and reads, ‘all 1s gained or lost at
nnce
“ 1 e students of nature
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one who should know things sufficiently, to give a reason
which 1s sufficient to determine why things me so and
not otherwise. This principle being laid down, the hrst
question we aie entitled to put will be— Why docs some-
thing exrist rather than notling? For ‘nothing’ 1s simpler
and easier ¥ than ‘something’ Further, gianting that
things must exist, we must be able to give a reason wiiy
they should erist thus and not otherwise ™

8. Now this sufficient reason of the exislence of the
universe cannot be found 1n the sequence of contingent
things, that is to say, of bodies and their representations
in souls because, matter being in 1tself indifferent to
motion and to rest and to one or another particular motion,
we cannot find 1n 1t the reason of motion and still less
the reason of one particular motion* And although the
motion which 1s at piesent 1n matter comes from the pre-
ceding motion, and that agam from another preceding
motion, we are no tarlher forwmd, however far we go,
for the same question always remains. Thus the suffi-
cient reason, which has no need of any other reason,
must needs be outside of this sequence of contingent
things and must be 1n a substance which is the cause
of this sequence, or which 1s a necessary being, beaning
1n 1tself the reason of its own existence, otherwise we
should not yet have a sufficitent reason with which we
could stop And this ultimate reason of things 1s called
God *".

" 1.e more easilly brought into existence Bub if we can say
even this of ‘ nothing,” muat not ‘ nothing’ be  something’? How
«an we say of that which 18 not at all, that 1t 18 * simple” and ‘easy ’
n comparison with other things ?

' Cf Monadology, § 32

" Motion (which, for Leibniz, 13 what wo should now eall an
abstraction) 18 regarded as passing from body to body and as having
no definite source 1n the phenomenal woild The point of view 18
that which Descartes substituted for the Peripatetic theoiies, and
Leibniz'a point 1s that, while Deseartes’s view 13 good so far as 1t
goes, 1t 18 1insufficient and requires to be supplemented by a deeper

explanation
“ Cf Monadology, §§ 36-38, and Dltvmate Ongination of Things, p. 338
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9 This primary simple substance must include emi-
nently ¢ the perfections contained in the derivative sub-
stances which are its effects Thus 1t will have power,
knowledge and will in perfection, that 18 to say, it will
have supreme [souieraine| omnipotence, omniscience and
goodness  And as justwe, taken very* generally, 1s
nothing but goodness in conformitv with wisdom, theire
must also be in God supreme justice’> The reason
which has led to the existence of things through Him
makes them also depend upon Him for their continued
eustence and working, and they continually receive
trom Him that which makes them have any perfection ;
but any imperfection that remains in them comes from

the essential and oiiginal limitation of the created
thing **

1 1 e 1n o higher degree  See Monadology, note 61

" E omits fort [very )

& ¢There 15 a great difference beiween the way in which men
are just and the way in which (God 1s just, but 1t 19 merely
u difference 1n degice  For God 19 peifecily and entirely just, and
the justice of men 18 wungled with injustiec, faults, and sin=
because of the imperfcetion of human nature The perfictions of
Gcd are infinite and ours are himited Justice 1s nothing but
that which 18 1n conformity with wisdom and goodness token
together, the end of gnodneus 13 the gieatest good, bu! 1n nider to
recognize this there 18 need of wisdom, which 15 nothing but the
knowledge of the good In the same way, goodness 18 nothing but
the inclination to do good to all and to picvent evil, unlesy 1t be
necessary in order to secure a gicater good or to prevent a greiter
evil  Thuos wisdom 1s 1n the understanding and goodness 1n the
will  And conseguently justice 13 in both  Power 1s snother
thing, Lut if 1t come~ 1nto play, 1t makes the night become
actuil and causes what ought to be really to exist, so far a« the
nature of things allows This 18 what God does mn the world’
Meditation sur la nohon commune de la justice (Mollat, pp 60, 62°
Cf On the Notions of Right and Juslice (1693), p 283

% Cf Monadology, § 42 Thiy 18 & brief statement of the main
contention of the Theodicee, 1n 50 far as 1t endeavours to vindicate
the goodncss of Ged in face of the evil 1n the world God s the
~ource of the perfectinne of ench Monad, because 1t 18 through His
choice of the best of all possible worlds that each Monad actuidly
oxists and continues 1n existenee  But every Monad has some
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10. It follows from the supreme perfection of God
that in producing the universe He has chosen the best
possible plan, 1n which there 1s the greatest variety
along with the greatest order, ground, place, time being
as well arranged as possible**, the greatest eftect pro-
duced by the simplest ways, the most power, know-
ledge, happiness and goodness 1n created things that the
umverse allowed*. For as all possible things mn the
undeistanding of God claim existence 1n proportion to
their perfections, the result of all these claims must be
the most perfect actual woild that 1s possible And
apart from this 1t would not he possible to give a reason
why things have gone thus rathei than otherwise *'.

11 The supreme wisdom of God led Him to choose
specially the laws of motion which are most fitting and
which are most in conformity with abstract or meta-
physical reasons There 1s conserved the same quantity
of total and absolute forece, o1 of activity {action], also
the same quantity of relative force or of 1eaction, and
finally the same quantity of force of dirccbron* Further,

vssential, 1nalienable 1mperfection, otherwire 1t would be indis-
tinguishable from God And God cannot change the cssenee of
any Monad, as 1t 18 1n the ‘region of idoas,” which 13 His under-
standing He can merely create and support, or withhold His
uvieation and preservation

* Cf Ultvmate Orgrnation of Things, pp 340 sqq

‘" Cf Monadology §§ 55-58 7 Cf Monadology, §§ 53 and 54

8 Every system or aggrogate of bodies hus a total ahsolute force,
1 ¢ a total force belonging to the system as a completely indepen-
dent systemm—a total force calculated an the snpposition that there
ire no other total forees 1n relation to it, which might 1ncrease or
diminigh 1t The whole matter of the univeise 15 such a system,
and consequently 1ts total sbsolute foree remniny always the
same  But total absolute force 19 always made up of two partial
torces, 1 e foreces which belong to the parts of the aggregate or
systen  These pmtial forees nre (1 ‘“1elative force' or ‘force of
reaction,” which 18 the force involved 1n the mutual action and
reaction of the bodies constituting the system or aggiegate, 1 e 1ts
mternal action, and (z) ‘force of dircction,’ which 18 the foree
involved 1n the external action of the system Cf Introduction,
Pat i pp 89 sqq  See also Erplaration of the New Syslem, note 30
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action is always equal to reaction, and the whole effect
18 always equivalent to 1ts full cause. And 1t 18 remark-
able [surprenant) that by the sole consideration of ¢fficient
causes or of matter 1t was umpossible to explain these
laws of motion which have been discovered 1n our time
and of which a part has been discovered by myself.
For I have found that we must have recourse to final
causes, and that these laws are dependent not upon the
principle of necessily, hke the truths of logic, anthmetic,
and geometry, but upon the principle of fitness [con-
venance], that is to say, upon the choice of wisdom And
this 18 one of the most effective and remarkable proofs
of the existence of God for those who can go deeply into
these things **.

12. Again, 1t follows from the perfection of the Su-
preme Author not only that the order of the whole
umverse 18 the most perfect that can be, but also that
each living mirror representing the universe according
to 1ts point of view, that is to say, each Monad, each
substantial centre, must have 1ts perceptions and its
desires [appefits] as thoroughly well-ordered as 1s com-
patible with all the rest. Whence 1t also follows that
souls, that 1s to say, the most dominant Monads, or
rather animals themselves® cannot fail to awake again

© The laws of actual ‘concrete’ motion cannot be deduced a prior:
under the law of contradiction , but a knowledge of them 1nvolves
a reference to experience As a result of this reference to experience
we are compelled to conceive body, not as mere externality of parts,
indifferent to motion, but as something which always has a force of
its own Thua bodies are ultimately or really (as distinct from
phenomenally) independent forces (Monads), which differ from one
another endlessly but are yet 1n such harmony that they form
one perfectly regular system, the laws of which we can discover
and state Such a system could never have come 1nto existence
* of 1tself,” by a law of blind necessity, indifferent to good and ewl,
like the prinoiple of contradiction An all-wise, all-powerful and
mfinitely good God must have chosen this system as the best
among all possible systems. Cf Monadology, § 51

* E omits, themselves
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from the condition of stupor into which death or some
other accident may put them ®

13. For all 18 regulated 1n things, once for all, with as
much order and mutual connexion as possible, since
supreme wisdom and goodness can act only with perfect
haimony. The present 15 big with the future, the futue
might be read 1n the past, the distant 1s expressed in the
near We might get to know the beauty of the universe
in each soul, if we could unfold all that 18 enfolded 1n
1t and that 1s percephibly developed only through time

i Conscious Monads may for a time fall 1nto unconsciousness ,
but that they should remain permanenily 1n that condition would
be against the general order of things For the tendency of all
created Monads 18 to advance to higher perceptions In this
advance each Monad 15 essentially limited to some extent, but
apart from this essenfial himitation, which 15 independent of the
will of God, no other permanent limitation 18 1imposed Thus, 1f
a Monad has once been conscious, 1t may be conscious again, for
manifestly 1t 18 not essentrally limited to the unconscious state And
1t must some day be conscious again, for the world 1a the best of all
possible worlds, not merely on the whole but as regards each of
1te parts, which 18 equivalent to saying that the world 18 s0 con-
atructed that each of the Monads constituting 1t shall rise to the
highest point of perfection (1 e of perception and appetition) which
1ts essential lumitations allow  Leibniz elsewhere speaks of the
world 10 terms which, with shight alteration, he would apply to
the individual soul *You are right 1n saying that our globe ought
to have been a kind of Paradise, and I add that, 1f that 18 s0, 1t
can quite well become one yet, and 1t may have drawn back 1n
order to make a better leap forward’ Lettre a Bowguet (1715) (E
7312, G 11 578) Cf Letire fouchant ce qui est independant des Senas
et de ln Matiere (1703) (G vi. 507) !‘Always when we penetrate
into the depths of any things, we find in them the most beautiful
order that could be desned, even beyond what we 1magined, as all
those who have gone deeply into the sciences are aware, and
accordingly we may hold that the same 15 the case ns regards all
other things, and that not only do 1mmaterial substances always
continue to exist but their lives, their progress and their changes
also are regulated so as to attain a certain end; or rather to
approach it more and more, as asymptotes do And although we
sometimes fall back, like lines which have bends 1n them, advance
none the less prevails 1n the end and gets the victory’® Cf New
Esnays, Introduction, note 74
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But as each distinet peiception of the soul includes an
mfinite number of confused perceptions, which 1nvolve
the whole universe, the soul itself knows the things of
which 1t has perception, only 1n so far as it has distinet
and heightened [or unveiled ] perceptions of them ; and
1t has perfection 1n proportion to 1ts distinct perceptions
Each soul knows the infinite, knows all, but confusedly,
as when I walk on the sea-shore and hear the great moise
the sen makes, I hear the pearticular sounds which come
hom the particular waves and which make up the total
sound, but I do not diseriminate them from one another
Our confused perceptions are the result of the 1mpressions
which the whole universe makes upon us. Itis the same
with each Monad® God alone has a distinet knowledge
of all, for He 18 the source of all. It has been very well
sald that as a centre He 1s everywhere, but His circum-
ference 18 nowhere ™, for everything is immediately pre-
sent to Him without any distance from this centre.

14. Asregards the rational soul or mind [l'esprit], there 1s
1n 1t something more than 1n the Monads or even 1n mere
| stmple] souls*’. It 18 not only a muror of the universe
of created beings, but also an image of the Deity The
mind [Vesprit] has not merely a perception of the works
ot God, but 1t 13 even capable of producing something
which resembles them, although 1n miniature. For, to
say nothing of the wonders of dreams, in which we

*4 E reads relevees, G reads ieiclees  Revelees (without the usual
accents) looks hikie a slip of the pen and 1elevees 13 elsewhere used
in a enmilar connexion Cf Monadology, § 25

3 Cf Monadology, §§ 6o and 61

™ ‘The world 18 an infinite sphere, of which the centre 15 every-
where, the circumference nowhere *  Pascal, Pensees, 1 (Havet's ed ,
p 1) Havet traces the phrase to Rabelais (bk 11 ch 13, thence
to Gerson and Bonaventura, and ultimately to Vincent de Beauvais
rearly 1n the thuteenth century) who attributes 1t to Empedocles.
It 18 not 1n any writing of Empedocles now known See Havet's
Pascal, pp 17 8qq

% {The Monads’ here means bare or unconscicus Monads, while
*mere souls’ means consclous souls, which are not self-conscious
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invent without trouble (but also without willing it) *
things which, in our waking hours, we should have to
think long in order to hit upon, our soul 1s architectonic
also 1n 1ts voluntary activities and, discovering the
scientific principles in accordance with which God has
ordered things (pondere, mensura, numeo, &c)®™, 1t
immtates, in 1ts own province and 1n the hittle world 1n
which 1t 15 allowed to act, what God does 1n the gieat
world ™

15 Itas for this reason that all spints | esprits], whether
of men or of angels [genics], entering in vittue of reason
and of eternal truths into a kind of tellowship with God,
are members of the City of God, that 1s to say, of the
most perfect state, foumed and governed by the greatest
and best of monarchs 1n which there 1s no erime with-
out punishment, no good action without a proportionate
reward, and in shoit as much virtue and happiness as
18 possible , and this, not by any interferonce with the
coutse of nature, as if what God prepares for souls were
to disturb the laws of bodies, but by the very order of
natural things, 1n viitue of the harmony pie-established
from all time between the 1ealms of nature and of grace,
between God as Architect and God as Monarch, so that
nature 1tself ™ leads to grace, and grace, by the use it makes
of nature, brings 1t to perfection *

16. Thus although reason cannot make known to us
the details of the gieat future (which are reserved for
1evelation), we can be assured by this same 1eason that
things are made 1n a way which exceeds our desires.

* E reads sans en alou meme la rolunte, ' without even willing 1t
G (from whom I translale) has mais auss. sans en avow lu rolont

5" Sed omnia in mensura, el numei o ef pondsie drgposuistis, A quotation
(frequently used 1n Leibniz's time) from the Vulgate, Book of Wisdom,
ch 11, v 21 ‘But by measuie and number and weight Thou didat
order all things” (R. V ch 11, v 20) The phrase pondere, numero,
mensura occure 10 the remains of Ulpian, Instit bl 1, fragment 11

% Cf Monadology, § Ba

¥ E omits ‘1tselL’
% Cf Monadology, §§ 84-89
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Further, as God 18 the most perfect and most happy and
consequently the most lovable of substances, and as
genume pure love ™ consists in the state 1n which we find
pleasure 1n the perfections and the felicity of the beloved,
this love is sure to give us the greatest pleasure of which
we are capable, when God is its object.

17 And it 15 easy to love God as we ought, 1f we know
Him as I have just said ™. For although God cannot be
perceived by ou1 external senses, He 18 none the less very
lovable and He gives very great pleasure. We see how
much pleasure honours give to men, although they do
not consist 1n anything that appeals to the external
senses  Martyrs and fanatics (though the emotion of the
latter 1s 1ll-governed) show how much influence mental
pleasure [le plawsir de Uesprit] can have : and, what 18 more,
even the pleasures of sense are really intellectual plea-
gures confusedly known® Music charms us, although
1ts beauty consists only 1n the harmonies [convenances) of
numbers and in the counting (of which we are unconscious
but which nevertheless the soul does make) of the beats
or vibrations of sounding bodies, which beats or vibrations
come together at definite intervals The pleasure which
sight finds in good proportions 1s of the same nature ,
and the pleasures caused by the other senses will be
found to amount to much the same thing, although we
may not be able to explain 1t so distinctly *.

* 1 e ‘disinterested’ love See Monadology, § 90, note 142

* *God 18 love [charuas), which 18 known by love [amor] and 15
loved in being known * Nicholas of Cusa, Ezcitatzones ex Sermombus,
10, 188D

" For sense 18 confused perception Cf Introduction, Part
L. p 13§

** Leibmiz does not mean. as some of his entics (e g Karchmann)
seem to have thought, that the pleasure we have 1n musie or 1n
pamnting 18 entirely a matter of the senses What he wants to
show 18 that even the sense-element in artistic pleasure 18 really
of an 1intellectusl kind, and this he does by showing that it
depends upon an unrecognized perception of proportion, measure
or thythm He elsewhere calls 1t 'a hidden [ocoults] arithmetic”

(G.1v §51).
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18. It may even be said that from this time forth the
love of God enables us to enjoy a foretaste of future
felicity. And although this love is disinterested, it con-
stitutes by itself our greatest good and interest, even
though.we may not seek these in 1t and though we may
consider only the pleasure 1t gives without regard to the
advantage 1t brings ; for it gives us perfect confidence 1n
the goodness of our Author and Master, which produces
real tranquilhity of mind, not as in the case of the Stoics,
who forcibly school themselves to patience, but through
a present content which also assures to us a future happ-
ness®. And besides the present pleasure 1t affords,
nothing can be of more advantage for the future than this
love of God, for 1t fulfils our expectations also and leads
us in the way of supreme happiness, because in virtue
of the perfect order that 15 established in the universe,

% ‘There 135 as much difference hetween genuine morality
[moralzs] and that of the Stoics and Epicureans, as there 18 between
Joy and patience, for their tranquillity was founded only upon
necessity; while ours should be founded upon the perfection and
the beauty of things, upon our own felicity " Theodwee, § 254,
E 580b; G vi 3268 ‘What 1s called Fatum Skbicum was not so
black as 1t 18 painted It did not keep men from looking after
their affairs, but 1t tended to give them tranquillity as regard,
events, thiough the consideration of their necessity, which makes
our anxieties and regrets useleas The teachings of the Stoics
(and perhaps also of some famous philosophers of our own tume),
belng confined to this suppossd necessity, can only secure & forced
patience , 1nstead of which our Lord inapires us with more sublime
thoughts and teaches us even the way to have content, when He
assures us that as God 1s perfectly good and wise and takes all
under His care, so as not even to neglect a hair of our heads
our confidence in Him ought to be complete, so that we should
see, 1If we were able to comprehend 1t, that 1t 1s 1mpossible even
to desire anything better (exther absolutely or for ourselves) than
what He does It is as 1f we were to say to men ‘‘ Do your duty
and be content with what comes of 1t, not only because you
cannot resist Divine providence or the mnature of things (which
would be enough to make us frangud, but not to make us content)
but also because you have to do with a good Master” And this
might be called Fatum Chrstianum’ Thdodicds, Préface, E 470D,
G w1 30

E-€
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everything 18 done as well as possible both for the
general good and also for the greatest individual good of
those who beheve in it and who are aatisfied with the
Divine government And this belief and satisfaction
must 1nevitably be the characteristic of those who have
learned to love the Source of all good ®, It is true that
supreme felicity (by whatever beatsific mswon, or knowledge
of God, 1t may be accompanied) can never be complete,
because God, being 1nfinite, cannot be entirely known'"
Thus our happiness will never consist (and 1t 18 mght
that it should not consist) in complete enjoyment, which
would leave nothing more to be desired and would make
our mind [esprit] stupid , but 1t must consist in a per-
petual progress to new plensures and new perfections ™

® {We ought always to be content with the order of the past,
hecause 1t 18 1n conformity with the absolute will of God, which
we know through what has come to pass, but we must try to
make the future, so far as 1t depends upon ua, 1n conformity with
the presumptive will of God or His commandments, to adorn owm
Sparta and to labour at doing good, yet without vexing ouiselves
when success does not come to us, 1n the fiim belief that God will
be able to ind the most fitting semson 1n which to make changes
for the better Those who are not content with the order of thing-
cannot flatter themselves that they love God as they ought”
Lettre a Arnauld (1690) (G 1 136, E 108 a)

7 Aocording to Leibniz's system, 1f a Monad were to know God
entirely, 1t would be God and would thus cease to be 1tself, which
18 1mpossible  Yet Leibniz regards the relation of men to God s
80 close that he calls them ‘little gods, subject to the great God’
Lettre a Arnauld (1687) (G 1 125) Cf Nicholas of Cusa, Excifationes
ex Sermomibus, x 188a ‘To be able always more and more to
understand (to conform omeself to the Creator) without end, 1s the
likeness of eternal wisdom’

® {Felicity 15 to persons what perfection 1a to beings’ Paper
without a title (1686) (G 1v 463) Cf Ulthvmate Onginatwn of Things,
PP 345, 348
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re wtruduced by Leibnix, 159,
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jor; orgm and duration of,
259 8qq. ; forma in matter, 94 n,
im?lvuible, joa

Foucher, Bimon, 319, 330, Leib
niz's eommenta on his dispute
with Hartsoeler, 334 8qq

Freedom, Lelbmiz's view of, 141,
degrees of, including necesmty,
145, freedom and determina-
tion, 343, 18 spontaneity and
intelligence, 145, highest free-
dom sccompanied by most per-
fect knowledge, 146

Fulgurations of the Divinity, 243

Galen, 314 0.

Gassendl, 303 n, 319, 3512

Genus, distinction between phy-
gleal or real and logical or1deal,
394 894

Geometncal relations mot merely
quantitative, 77

Geometry, synthetic and analytic,
75, conmemion with algebra,
76, analybcal geometry of
Descartes, 77

Geulmncx, 312 n, 3671, use of the
clocks llustration, 43, 331 n-

God, 1dea of, 1n Dercartes's system,
161, sccording to Leibmz and
Descartes, 57 , inconaistency of
Leibniz's account ol, 175,177,
proof of His emwstence, 243,
ontological proof, according to
Dencartes, Spinoza and Leibniz,
274 8qq , Cesmological proof,
339n, proof trom pre-estab-
hished harmony, 203, 316, 418,
Kant on the prools, 173, God
the ultimate sufficient reason ot
things, 66, 238, 339, 415; the
source both of cesences and
existences, 241, 343 , the ulti-
mate reality, 136 , His relatipn
to the world, 2571, 344, 4160,
to other Monads, &c., 243D,
266, 3o4, God not the only
Spint, 385n, " esmstance ’ of
God, 43, love of God, 148, 186,
431, 433, Hw perfecuon, 340,
Hia antecedent and consequeut
wil, 270, 4a4n, His justice
compared with human justics,
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4160, His understanding the
region of eternal truths, 66,
245, 343, His posmhty un-
lited, 240n, Hwn power,
knowledge snd will, 244, His
choice Among posmble universes,
66, 174 , Hus centre everywhere,
circumference nowhere, 410,
without body, 259 , vimon of all
things 1n God, 53 n; things not
maodes of God, 137m; ethical
unportance of the idea of God,
293

Good snd ev1], relative terms, 146

Green, T H, on Leibmz and
Kant, 168 n, 172n

Grotius, 288, 293 n.

Guhrauer, 37

Heappiness, 287 n; 18 a perpetusl
Pprogreas to new perfections, 434,
nothing more true than, 3so

Hartmann, E, 199

Hartsoeker, J05n, Leibmz's com-
menta on hie dispute with
Foucher, 334 sqq

Hegel, 34, hie solution of the
duahsm 1n Leibniz, 186 =qq ,
shows that contradiction pre-
supposes sufficient reason, 187,
view of self-consciousness, 189,
190 ; hus ! notion ' and Leibnmiz's

onad, 188, °

Herbart, 230n, his ‘reals’ and
Leibniz’s Monads, 185, mathe-
matical methods in paychology,
186

Herder, 198

Hermetics, 155 n

Hermolaus Barbarus 245

Hippocrates, 251, 260m, 373, on

the 1ndestructibility of Amumals,

o8

Hgbb, 264 n, nfluence upon
Leihniz, 7, defimtion of space,
101,

Huygens, 332 n , 1ntercourse with
Leibmz, 6, pendulum expen-
ment, 450, 332

Hypotheses, uses of, 315

Tdens, viewe of Deacartes and
Letbhmz regarding clear and
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dustinct, 48 , clearness and dis-
tinctness not the sole critena of
truth, 55 sqq , 1Dmate idess,
233 n, 360 eqq , ilustrated by
block of vemned marble, 131,
366 , iewa of Dencartes, Locke
and Lebniz regarding innate
ideas, 125, region of ideas in
understanding of God, 66, a41,
343 , symbolizing of 1deas, 85.

Identaty, principle of, see Contra-
diotion  Identity of the mdi-
vidual, how constituted, 133 n,
373, not determined by tune
and place, 377n, physical aud
moral 1dectity, 258 n

Ignava 1atvo, 399 n

Immortality of the soul, 116,225 r,
259 sqq, 316, 383, 4o1 sqq ,
of the rational roul, 116, 307,
1n relation to ethics, 293, 293 n

Impenetrability, 94 aqq

Impulse in matter and bodaes, 397,
188.

Indeterminmam, error of, 143

Indifference of equilibrium, 373.

Indiscernibles, 1dentity of, 36, 222,
369 n, 377, sn application of
suffioient reason, 71

Indivisible elemnents, how can they
form a continuum, 31 sqq

Inertia of body, 95, 240

Infinite, different meanings of,
2550

Infimtely little, 79

Infimtemmals, B1, a virtual re-
cogmtion of the principle of
Becoming, 82

Infimty, notion introduced into
geometry, 75 , degrees of, 414 n

Influrus phyncus, 42 46, 219,
333

Justice, definition of, 148, 283,
umversal, 287 sqq, 294. com-
mutative, 287 sqq , distiibutive,
287 sqq , contributive, 28gn ;
Anustotle’s sub-divisions of par-
ticular justice, 287 n, anth-
metical and geometrical equality
mn justice, agon, Divine and
human justice differ omly 1

degree, 291 n, 416 0.



430

Kant, relation to Leibniz, 168

lq ; his own view of s relation
bz, 208 aqq , Kant and

Lelbml on pewepl‘.lon and con-
ception, 171, Kant's thing-in-
itself 1n relation to Leibmz, 175,
Kant’s misunderstanding of
Leibrmz, 1630, he misunder-
stands Lesbnie's view of space,
321 n, hn oritiosm of Leibmsz,
169n, Kant and Wolff, 168,
Kant received problem of space
m Wolff's form, 169 , develop-
ment of Kant’s view of space,
170, Kant on 1ntensive quan-
tity, 220n; on the ontological
proof of the existence of God,
39%, 173, on the relstion of
God to the world, 177, on final
causen, &c , 176

Kepler's introduotion of the notion
of infinity into geometry, 75

Ker of Kerzland, 16

Kirchmann, 259 n

Knowledge, Leibmiz'a theory of,
1321 sqq ; how dependent on lus
main principles, 133 8qq , know-
ledge at once innate and expen-
ential, 126

Knutzen, 168

Language, philosophical, 85 sqq

Law, pomtive Divine, 196

LEIBNIZ, boyhood, 1, eatly studies,
1,3, umversity life, 2, gradua-
tion theses, 3, connemion with
Bommeburg, 4, resilence in
Nurnberg, 4, secretary to a
somety of Rosicrucinme, 4, 1
the service of the Archbishop of
Manz, 4, residence at Frank-
fort, 4, projects of Church
re-union, 5, 11, residence 1n
Pans, 5, vimt to London, 7,
intercourse with Huygens, 6,
study of higher mathematios, 6 ,
mvented » calculating machine,
6, reason for writing 1n French,
6, advocated use of German for
philosophical writing, 6, relation
to Hobbes, 7 ; ntercourse with
Boyle, 7; discovery of the Dif-
ferential Calculus, 7 , study and
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translation of Plato, ¢, ac-
quamtanoce with Tschirnhausen,
9 , Newton and the Calculus, 8
personal relations with Spinoza,
10, librarian to the Duke of
runswick, B, remdence 1n
Hanover, 11, viait to Rome, 11,
ublication of his pthono-
phmnf system, 13; growth of
his system, 12, writing and
publication of Nouvsauz Ersars,
13, 355, of TAéodicée, 14, h1s
correspondence, 14, founding of
academies, 14, 15, inlercourse
with Peter theGreat, Charles VI,
and Prince Eugene, 15, suffers
from prejudices of George I, 15;
death and funeral, 16, personal
characterintics, 16, 17, prinoipal
worke and editions, 18 sqq

Lzien1z, three chief conceptions of

his metaphyme, 47, 48, logcal
prnnciples of s philosophy, 58
8qq , hs view of self-consoious-
ness, 53, 120, 128, 133, 2340,
hur ethics, 137 8qq , paychology
of vohtion, 142 n, lome, 206
q., theory of knowledge, 121
sch , his mathematics 1nrelation
18 philosophy, 74 sqq , anti-
cipation of transformation of
energy,93n, optimiam,66,147 n,
348, 271, 345 8qq, 417, 434,
on the ontological proof of the
existence of God, 275 8qq , holds
that mnatter cannot think, 400,
Intereat 1o microscopy, 256 m,
eclecticiem, 154, 155, fore-
shadows the critical spint, 154,
early rejection of substantial
forms, 3, his account of his
early philosophical wiews, 299
iqq growth of his views re-
ng force and motion, 351,
misunderstand by his dmclpleu,
163, aocused of borrowing clocks
illaatration from Geulmex, 43

— relation to Plato and Anstotle,

358 m, 329 n, to earlier I.hmkmg,
151 8qq, 158 disastasfaction
with Dencartes’s philasophy, 8

difference from re-
garding clear and distinot 1deas,
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481 ; Leibnis and Descartas on
secondary quahities, &e, 37s,
376n, critamn of Spinora’s
fcs, 24n; Lebniz and

Spinoza on empirical knowledges,
70, relations to Newton, 8, 80,
correspondence with Clarke,
102D, 10410, disoussion with
Bayle on multipliaty in the
Monad, 272, Leibmz’s account
of his relation to Locke, 357
sqq , cnticiams of Locke, 13,
cnticem  of the tabulz rasa,
1232 m, 369, vsz medie between
Descartes and Looke, 123, on
the controversy between Locke
and Stilungfleet, 398 aqq , re-
lation to Kent, 168 sqq, 308
sqq , Kant's discussion of
Latbmz's first principles, 208 ;
relation to Fichte, 178 nqq , to
Schopenhauer, 183, to Herbart,
184, to Hegel, 186 , to Lotze,
190 B8qq.

Lemoine on the twncwlum sulb-
stanfiale, 119N

Lesaing, 198

Leuwenhoek, 256 n, 2601, 305 n

Liberty of indifference does not
enst, 141 8qq

Life everywlere in mnature, 105,
109, 113, 256, 309, 409

Lamitation, neceasity of, 340 n

Limitationa of created things, 240,
350, 416, 419 n

Limits, mathematical pownta are,
a8, 29

Locke, 36 n; ha Essay, 355 sqq ,
Leibniz's relation to and cnti-
cism of, 13, 133, 357 &qq ,
Locke's theory of knowledge,
132, hig view that mind may
exwst without thought, opposed
by Leibmz, 139 , hie aecount of
‘ unessineas,’ 140, bhie account
of virtue omticized, 149n, on
the immorhllt’y of the soul,
383n, on the immatenality of
the soul, 403 ; holds that matter
may think, 392, 395 , Locke and

1240, Locke and
Skallingfleat, 387 eqq
Logic of Lebn, 306 wqq.,

431
Leibnis's early interest in logic,

|

Lotze, 114n, relation to Leibniz,
194 8qq , crilicism of Leb
niz, 195 sqq , on Innste ideas,
126 n, on mechanmm, 192,
hus monadology, 194, teleoloyy,
193, relation to Herbart, 197,
on Hegel, 190, 192

Loubbre, Bimon de s, 397

Louis XTIV, 5
T.ove, disinterested as distinct
from selfish, 14B, a6g, 285,

Dvine, 286, 423

Machines of nature are machmer
theoughout, 154, 309, have an
mfimty of organs, jo

Mainz, Archbishop ol?, smploys
Leibmz, 4

Malebranche, josn, 3ia; 1nter-
course with Leibmz, 6, sense
m which Leibmz agrees with
hum, 53n, he might approve
the pre-established harmony

44n
Malpighy, 39 n, 256 n, 260 n, jos n
Materia pivma, 95, and materia
secunda, 110, possessed by
every created Monad, 97
Matera secunda, 96, 258, an
gregation, 97, 300, a mere
phenomenon, 97, 1n flux hke &
nver, 97, 114, 258, 362 n, di=-
tinct from substance, g6 n
Mathematics 1n relation to Leib-
mz's philesophy, 74, Divine
mathematicy, 343 , mathematical
points, 311
Matter, Leitbmz's theory of, 93
8qq , not mere extension, 38,
94 , A mere aggregite, 300, 1n-
fimtely divided as well as infin-
itely divimble, 39, 237, 255, 335
living throughout, 256, cohesion
of, 386 , primary and 8
qualities, 100 , inseparable from
mind, 111, 128, can matter
think? 390 ®qq , miraculous
exaltation of matter, 401, Des-
cartes's view of matter, 86
Mechanical philosophy, 158
Mechamzin, Divine and human,
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224, 309, can explain nothing
but mechanisan, 328 n, cannot
produce perception, 237, 397,
400

Melisaus, 259, 308

Meanory the sign of consciousness,
230 n, 1n ammals, 332, 332, 364,

12

M:hmorphnlu in compound aub-
stance, 114, 358, 307, 414

Metaphysical laws 1n nature, 344

Metempsychosis 1nadousmble, 114,
258, 304, 414

MlcrowopylnLelhmz stime, 256n

Mailton quoted, 404 1

Mind always thinks, 129, 3698qq ,
hkened to vemned marble, 131,
366. Bee alao Souls (rational)

Miracles of reason, nature ‘full of,
54 M

Molinos, Mignel de, 18410

Monade, history of the term, 34,
sccount of, 3089q , 217 8qq , 406
8qq , the only real existences,
97 , mfinite 1n number, 37; an
nfinite series, 37 , compared to
ordinates of & curve, 371, 39,
tharr production, 343, creation
and snmhlation, 7219 , ingener-
able and 1mperishable, 36, 115,
218, 3013, 407, qualibies of, 230,
wust bave both perception and
appetition, 33, have no parts,
2178qq, 407, notin space. 2210,
not percelved by the senses,
407 n, spontaneity of, 35, 50,
374, 313, are incorporeal auto-
mata, 2 15, 408, present of
aach Monu.? big with m future,
441, 331, 373, 419, all 1ts
1dean 1nate, 125, 1t8 self-iden-
tity mot static but dynamic,
69, continuall ‘y vnfulding or
enfolding 1tselt, 113, Monads
have no windows, 219 ; mutual
vxclumveness, 36, 219, each as
independent as 1f there exsted
only God and 1tzelf, 313 , meta-
phymcal stoms, stoms of sub-
stance, of nature, &c, 33 n, 218,
metaphysical points, 311, centres
o concentrations of the world,
70, 407 ; changes 1n Monads, 40

8qq, 222 sqq , correlativily of
their changes, 41 ; multiphaty 1n
the Monad, 224 n, 226, 272, 407,
Monads as hving mirrors of the
umverse, 36, 41, 233, 409,
varlously represent or imphatly
contain the whole universe, 50,
248, 420 ; each represents moat
distinctly 1ts own body, 253,
elements in Monads, 245, each s
ooncrete umity of soul and body,
10g, sctwity and passivaity
of, 105, 245, 246, 317 , influence
one another 1deally, 43, 45, 105,
246, therr mutual agreement,
313 8qq , their interrelation not
to be realized by sense or i1ma-
gmation, 46 , differences among
Monads, 49, 55, degrees of per-
ception, 410, thiee grades of
created Monads, 50, 229 eqq,
499 eqq , each higher grade has
charnctenatica of lower, 52 , 1m-
perfectiona of Moneds, 240, 250,
416, their progress towards per-
fection, 419 n, dominant Monad,
log 8qq, 253 m, 257, 408,
Monads 1n relation to Fichte's
‘Ego,’ 180, to Herbart's ¢ reals,’
185, to Hegel's ‘notion,’ 18%

See also Souls.

Monadology, time and eciroum-
stances of ite compomtion, 215,
relation to Prnciples of Nature
and Grace, 315, 405, analymss of,
316, Kant's discusaion of, aog

Monas Monadum, 57, 189

Montaigne, 372mn, on ndeter-
IminIAm, 1440

More, Henry, 155

Motion, Leabmiz’s view of, 89,
developinent of Leibniz's views,
351, relativity of motion and
rest, Bg sqq , comservation of
direction, 93,264, 327,417, Des-
cartes's view of motion, 86 8qq ,
he maintains 1ts conservation,
87, 264 n, that 1t 18 not merely
relative to rest, 85 , and thatits
direction 1s vanable, 89 ; laws of
motion, according to Deacartes
and Leibmiz, 337, 338, 353, 417,
abeolute and relative motion,
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31%, 318, absurdity of awiftest
posaible motion, 275

Muller, Johannes, 192, 198

Miller, Otto F , 163 n.

Nature naturans and natura
naturata, 162

Nature and grace, realmas of, 268,

ar

N:cesan.ry and eternal truths, 56,
120, 233, 363; necessary and
contingent truths, 134, 340,
their difference compared to that
of commengurable and 1ncom-
mengsurable numbers, 61 n

Necestity, different kinds of, 339,
metaphvaical and physical, 342,
metaphyaical and moral, 67,145,
3471, 3%y, necesmity an infin-
itely small degree of freedom,
145 , necessity and fitnews, 418

New [Ersays, carcumastances of
wnting, &, 13, 355

New System, 297

Newton on the relationa between
geometrical figures, 832, on
attraction, &c, 388, view of
gpace, 103 n , relation to Leib-
mz as regards the Infinitesimal
Calculus, 8, Bo

Nicholas of Cusa, 321, 341, 2231,
248n, 250 n, 255, 267N, 42410

Nizalius, Leihniz’s essay on, 6

Nolen, D, quoted, 65 n, on Leib-
niz and Kant, 178n

Number, 329

Occasionalism, 43, 46, 333, de-
seribed and criticwed, 31z,
Leibmiz's criticiam of, 44

Occult quahties, 157, 389 b, 399,
403

Optimism of Letbmz, 66, 248 271,
345 Fqq , 417, 424, his moral
optimiem, I47n

Organic and 1norganic, nature of
the distinction between, 111,
organic beings between man and
God, 1201

Organism, conception of, 31, 253
Bqq , pervades nature, 103, 109,
113, 256, 309, 409, orgamiama
alwayscome from seeda, 160, 41 3.
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Ovid, 390 n

Paracelsur, 403 n

Parmenides, 1551, 259 n, 308

Pascal, 420n, on mathematical
mfimty, 77 n

Perception, 1té nature socording
to Leibmiz, 33,135 8qq , 214, 370,
497 , equvalent to mulapheity
1n unily, 35, not to be explained
by mechamsm, 227, 397, 400,
degreen of perception, 51 n, 131,
410, mot necessarily conscious,
34, 331, 370, 411, unconAcious
18 symbol of correrponding con-
scious perception, 4%, confused,
clear, nnd distinct perception, 48,
49, 105, never without feehng,
139, perceptions always leave
traces, 133 n, 373, hkened to
projection m perspective, 136,
periodicity 1n gercephons, 37410,
perception and apperception, 126
Bqq , 411, petites perceptions,
131 8qq, 239, 370 8qq , percep-
tion and conception, views of
Kant and Lerbniz, 171

Perfection, mieaning of, according
to Leibmiz, 249, 340 , continual
progresy of the world in, 419 n

Peripatetic philosophy, 156 sqq

Pfleiderer, Edinund, 43

Plenomena bene fundata, 9B sqq ,
118 , compared to runbow, 100,
therr reslity different from that
of subatance, 99 n, how distin-
guwshed from phenomena of
dreams, g9

Philnzophy, fanatical or barbarous,
403, 493

Piely, 287 sqq , 2971

Place, meaning of, 203, according
to Anstotle, 353

Plant-annnals, 38

Plato, 341, 155, 261 n, world of
1deas, 247 n, doctrine of remi-
niscence, 131, 359n, Leibmz’s
view of, 368

Pleasure and pan, 139 8qq , to
some extent 1n every soul, 140,
pleasure 1nstinctively sought by
every soul, 141 146, 285, up-
broken pleasure bogets loathing,
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348, 434, nartistlc pleasure 13
intellectual, 4212

Plsnum, conception oftheworld as,
40, 251, 385, 408 See Vacuum

Pliny, 306, 307 n

Plotinue, 155 n

Plutarch, 252 n

Pneamatics, 376.

Points, metaphymoal, mathema-
tical and phymeal, 311; mathe-
maticr]l points are limits, 28, 29

Poret, 57, 143

Pope, 198, 2570, 3491

Poamble, Jefinition of, 63, possible
and compoemble, 64, 340 8qq

Poamble things See Eassences,

Praedvcatum inest subjecto, 61 n,
398 n

Pre-established harmony, 39 sqq ,
246, 263, 374 -qqﬂetma 4371,
first mentioned by Leibmiz, 326,
called & hypothems of agree-
ments, 315, compared with
Soholastic and Oocasonalist
theories, 47, 44. 333, explained
by & special 1nstance, 100,
advantages of, 323, a proof of
the existence of God, 203, 316,
418, clocke and choirs 1llustra-
tions of, 45, 47, 331; might be
ﬂ:pmved by Mnlebranche, 441,

ant’s account of, 209 sqq

Preformation, 260, 412 aqq

Present big with the future and
laden with the past, 44n, 3231,
373, 419

Preservation 18 a continunl crea-
tion, 441, 244 10

Princples of Nature and of Grace
m relation to the Monadology,
715, 405 sqq

Progression, conservation of the
quantity of, 328

Propomtiong, categoriaal and hypo-
thetical, 206, 1mport of, 20}

Puffendorf, 293 n

Pythagoras, 34 n, Pythagorean

views, 1551

Qualities, intrinaic and extrinmc,
232 n, occult, 157, 389 m, 399,
403 Ses Suhatanoce

Quantity, wntenmve and extensive,

INDEX

220 n, ‘negligible,’ 79, Leib-
mer's sharp distinction between
quantity and quality, 23T m,
quantitative umty, 78 See Bub-
atance

Ramnbow gimile for phsnomenon
bewe fundatum, 100

Reason, meaning of, 130, reason
and magination, 233, 36g,
reason and faot, propomtions of,
206 , ultimate reason of things,
66, 338, 337,339, 415 Bee Buf-
fiuent Reason

Rensoning, truths of, 57, 235

Reflexion, acts of, 56, 234, 413,
1deas of, 366

Régs, 3o5n

Relativity, how Lebmiz tries to
avoud, 135 8qq

Representation the essence of the
relation between whole and
part, 32 See Perceplion.

Restance s passive force, 95

Resuscitation of amimals, 134 m,

306.
Rewards and punishments, 269,

394, 381, 421
Riedel, O, on Kant, 178 n
Raght, doctrine of, 282, precepts

of, 288, degrees of natural
Right, 3287 aqq , voluntary
Right, g3

Roranus, 237
Romcrucians, Leibniz’s connexion
with, 4

Sarmatian aalt-mines, 346

Scaliger, Juhua Caesar, 361

Sceptacs, 155

Schelling on Leibmiz, 179n, on
the relalion between Leibmz
and Fichte, 18a.

Schiller, 198 n, 268 n

Scholasticiam, Leibmiz finds value
m, 156, Scholastic potency
distinct from force, g1 n, 123 n

Schopenhaner mn relation to Leib-
mz and Fichte, 183

Schwnnn, 198

Self-consciousness more than
merely sell-conmetent, 59, 1m-
plhies conscousness of objects,
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135, Leibmie's view of, 53, 120,
128, 133, 234 n, Descartes’s
wview of, 52 , difference between
Descartes and Leibmis, 54,
Fichte's view, 181, Hegel's
view, 189, 1g0

Self- conuistency, if real, must
have grounds, 59

Salf-love the ground of sll our
actions, 148, disinterested 1n
proportion as it 1s enhightened,
148, self-love and the love of
God, 433.

Semi-pleasures and semi-pains,
140

Sensaation 12 confused perception,
125, 373, necessary to thought
but not the essenoce of 1t, 362 n,
according to Descartes, 18 purely
physcal and mechanieal, 53.

Sense-experience not the source
of all truth, 134, 361 8qq , gaves
only partacular truths, 362,
views of Locke and Lexbmz
regarding, 134

Sense-qualities are occult qualities,
36an, clear but not dwtinct,
3jan

Series, 1nfinite; 78 8qq

Sigwart, H C , 4510

Sin and virtue, 269

Sophia Charlotte,Queen of Prussa,
14, 15

Souls', class of Monads called, 51,
410, distingmisbed from ente-
lechies, 230, ndivisible, 302,
sponl'.lmelt{ of, 274, 313, mf-
nite complexity of, 252, each
has some perception of all things,
113 n, soula and atoms, differ-
ence between the changes i,
3223 n, seat of the soul, 314,
3150 , soul likened to an anunal
musician, 273, the final cause
of substance, 107, souls all 1n-
shnctively seek pleasure, 141,
146, ongin and duration of,
32598qq , trandcreation of, 1170,
traduction of, 260 n , Indestructi-
bility and inmortality of, 116,
2351w, 159 sqq, 316, 383, 401
8qq , Bouls cannot remain per-
manently unconscious, 230, 374,

419, utterly forget nothing,
252;1. See onnl}: "

Souls, rational, or spints, 51, 233,
265, 413, creation of, 117, 265,
personal 1mmortality of, 307,
Lke small divimities, 266, 3o4,
4340, are partes fotales, 349,
relation to God, 266, 193, 349,
420, to other souls and Monads
116 aqq , Xax, 172 n, 266, 303,
410, 412

Soul and Mﬁy relations between,
43,158, 2 t}) 311 uq?,gzg,
331 8qq , 408, Descartes's com-
plete sepmt.on between, 43,
363, mutual independence of,
334 1, souls never entirely sepa-
rate froin bodies, 105, 215, 258,
380, soule sct as if there were
no bodies, 264 , how soul 1a con-
sowous of body, 200, soul not
Kerfectly consclous of what

appeus 1n body, I12 n.

Space, independent 1eality of,
contrary to principle of suf-
ficient resson, 103 sqq , emply
space an abstraction, 102, for-
mation of the idea of space,
202 8qq , Leibmiz's theory of,
101 8qq., Kant on space, 169
8yq, 231 n, Wolt’'s view,
168 8qq

Speczer, senable, 219

Spermatorona, 261

Spinoea, 31, 106 m, 1550, 219N,
3o m, 239 M, 244 1, 399 N,
view of substance, 23, use of
the 1dea of cause, 162 , on
possible things, 64, his coma-
tus, 71 n, Leilbmzs cnticum,
24, 276, correspondence and
mtercourse with Leibmz, ¢,
Spinoza and Leibniz on empi-
rlcnl knnwledge, 70, relation

24 , Spinoza’s
lul hy ruled by the prin-
P o.?oontmdlothn, 58

Spmt umversal, 339 n

Spints. See Soull rational

Btallo, Bz n,93n

Stem, Ludwig, 34 n, 43 0.

Stal eet and Locke, 387 sqq ,
on the question whether matter
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can thimk, 3g0;
charges Locke
mslency, 392
Stoics, 155 n, 243n, wpoAmus,
360, Stoic patience compared
with Christian, 423 n
Substance, Leibmiz's miew of, 37,
development of Leibmz’s view,
12, umt of, 3o, umty of,
g8 n, cannot be without activity,
gon, 325, 397, analogoun to the
uman soul, 159, sll substances
potentially self-conscious, 138,
qualities of substances not arbi-
trarily given by God, 399, spon-
taneity of, 33, 200, 204, 313,
iter - relation  of substances,
summaiy of Leibmz's view,
106 n, mutusl action of sub-
atances, 317, extension not the
essence of material substance,
28, 94, Leibmz on Descartes’s
theory of matenal subsatance,
27, Descartes's account of sub-
stance, 25, Spinoza's theory, 21
Substance, compound, 109, umty
of, 96, 118, 310, 330, & mere
aggregate, 310, 330, Inter-
relations of compound sub-
stances, 351, classes of organic
compound  substances, 130,
changesin, 113,358,414, smmple
and compound substance, 110,
217, 330, 406
Substance, mmple, 27, vanety 1n,
223 See Monads
Sufficient reason, principle of,
61nm, 62, 235, 414 8qq , out-
side the sequence of contingent
things, 238, 338, 415, synonyms
for, 235 n, coneequences 1n the
philosophy of Leibmiz, 69 , rela-
tion to pnnciple of contradic-
tiom, 66, 164, 187, Descartes and
Spinoza, 160, 163, Leibmiz and
t on the relation between
oontradiotion and sufficient
reason, 173 sqq , Schopenhauer,
184, Hegel, 187 , Lotze, 196
Swammerdsm, 256 n, 3051
Swft quoted, 4141
Sym] g of 1deas, 85, of
thought, 137, of whole by part,

Stilhngfleet
with incon-

INDEX

33 ; mutoal eymbolizing of
things, 251 n

Symbols, thinking and reasoming
m, 147

Tabxln rasa, 114 m, 360 .qg )
Leibmz's criticism of, 123 n, 369

Tendency or 1mpulse, lowest de-
gree of appetition, 138, tenden-
eies to action, 133 n , tendencies
to motion 1n all things, 9o

Tetenr, 139 n

Théodrcée, 215, 216, 2401, 337,
416 n, writing and publication
of, 14

Thomasius, Jacob, 3

Thought, eelf-sufficiency of, 136

Time, Leibmz's theory of, 101,
empty tune an abstraction, 102,
1ts independent reality contrary
to principle of aufficient reason,
103

Toland, John, 226 n

Toletus, 157,
Traction of matter inadmissble,
386

Traduction of souls, 260 n

Tranemigration of souls
Metempsychosia

Transubstantiation, 119, in rela-
tion to Cartesian and Leibnitian
views of substance, 5

Tiumty, doctrine of, 2440

Truth, two kinds of, 57, 134, 235
eqq , nothing more agreeable
than truth, 350

Trutha, analyns of, 236 sqq , of
fact, 57, truths of fact require
an infimte mnalysis, to obtain
sufficient reseon, 61, 137, con-
tingent truths, 57, 134, 243,
relation between necessary and
contingent, 61 m, 134, 340,
necessary truths not dependent
on the senses, 363

Tachirnhausen’'s account of Leib-
ni, 9

See

Ulpian, 288 n, 421 n.

Unconsciousness, 230, 374, 411.

Unensineas, Locke and Leibmz on,
140, 142 1, 375

Unit of substance, 30, no real
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whole without real umits, 33,
a17, 300 8qq , 310, 406

Unity, quantitative and geome-
trieal, 78, mechanical and
arganic, 321, dominant umty
of the universe, 337 See Sub-
stance

Unmiverse, continual progress of,
350, 419n, oconfane nothing
fallow, stenle or chaotic, 257,
mfinite number of posmble
universes, 65, 116 n, 247

Unum per accidens and wium per
4e, 97 n, 98 n, 118

d'Urfe, Honoré, 65 n.

Vacuum, 1mposmbihity of, 72 mn,
257 n, 385, 408
Van Helmont, F Mercure, 341,

155
Van Helmont, J B, 403 n
Vinculum substantrale, 118
Virgil, 373 n
Vwrtualité 1m  Leibmz’s
367 n
Virtue, definition of, 283 n
Vs wiva, 93
Void See Atoms and Vacuum
Vohtion not absolutely necessi-
tated, 144, Leibmz's psycho-
logy of, 142 n

sense,

Wallace, W, 185 n

Weigel, Erhard, 3

Weigel, Valentine, 384 n
Waeisinann, 198 n

Whole and parta, problem of, 12,
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dynamc relation between, 31,
relation of representation, 37,
their relation under the principle
of contradiction, 68, Descartes’s
presupposition regarding, 26,
Atomiet view, 26.

Will or self-conscious desire, 138,
frequently acts from a sufficient,
not necesmitating, reason, 145,
wiling ta will, 142, 1440 See
Freedon

Windelband, 149

Wisdom defined, 287

Wolff, Christian, philosopby of,
164 8qq , relation to Leih-
mz, 165, misundeistanding of
Leibniz, 46 n, hia pomt of view
Cartesian, 166,167, combimation
of Monadology with Atomigm,
166, optimsm, 168, teleology,
167, view of space, 168 sqq ,
relation to Kant, 168

Words Like algebruc saymbols 147

World entirely 1n each of 1ts parts,
son, receptivity of 341, 1ta
physical and moral perfection,
345, best of all possible worlds,
63, 248,271,345,417, mfimty of
worlds, 65, 116 n, 247, 1wfinmty
of worlds of hiving beings 1n
each particle of matter, 256

Xenophon, 290
Zeller, 431

Zopyra or semine aeternitutis,
36'/:

THE END






