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PREFACE TO THE SHCOND EDITION.

SHORTLY after the publication of the firat edition of ithis book,
ity principal thesis—mnumely, that Leibniz’s philosophy was
almost entirely derived from his logic—received overwhelming
confirmation from the work of Louis Couturat,” His ** La
Logique de Leibniz ™" (1901}, supported by his collection of MSS.
overlooked by previous editors, entitled ** Opuscules ot 'ragments
inédits de Leibniz ”* (1903), showed that the *‘ Discours de
Métaphysique ~ and the letters to Arnauld, upon which I had to
rely almost exclusively for my interpretation, were mere samples
of innumerable writings expressing the same point of view, which
had remained buried among the mass of documents at Hanover
for over two centuries. No candid reader of the “ Opuscules ”

vcan, doubt that Leibniz's metaphysic was derived by him from
the subject-predicate logic! This appears, for example, from

_the paper * Primae Veritates ’* (Opuscules, pp. 518-523), where
all the main doctrines of the * Monadology ” are deduced, with
terse logicat rigour, from the premiss : °

“ Semper igitur praedicatum seu consequens inest sibjecto

seu antecedenti, et in hoc ipso consistit natura veritatie in-

“Eaiyorsum .. . .. Hoo autem est in omni veritate affirmativa
univer.«li sut singulari, necessaria aut contingente ' (Ib. p. 518).%

' Wherever my interpretation of Leibniz differed from thet of
previous commentators, Couturat’s work afforded conclusive
confirmation, and showed that the few previously publisheq
texts upon which T had relied had all the importance that 1 had
attributod to them. But Couturat carried inorthodoxy further
than I had done, and where his interpretation differed from
mine, he was able to cite passages which seemed conclusive.
The Principle of Sufficient Reason, he maintains, asserts simply
ithat every true proposition is analytic, and is the exact converso
‘of the Law of Contradiction, which asserts that every analytic
proposition js true. The Identity of Indiscernibles, also, is
expressly deduced by Leibniz from the analytic character of all
true propositions ; for after asserting this he proceeds : * Spquitur
etiam hine non dari posse duas res singulares solo numero differ-
entes ; utique cnim oportet rationem reddi posse cur sind
diversae, quae ex aliqua in ipsis differentia petonda est '**
{Ib. p. 519).

¥ * Always therefore the predicate or consequent inheres in the subject
or antecedent, and in this fact consists the nature of truth in general . . .
But this is true in every aflirmative truth, universal or singular, necessary
or contingent."

4 ¥* Tt oven follows from this that there cannol be two singulnr things
which differ only numerically ; for it must be possible to give & reason
vﬁly they aire diverse, which is 10 bo sought in some difference between
them." )

#
i
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Leibniz's logic was, therefore, at least in his most lu_cid
noments, simpler than that with which I have credited him.
In particular, the Law of Sufficient Reason is interpreted in §l4
of the present work in a manner which is quite different from
Couturat's, not compatible with the texts upon which he relies,
and less consistent with Leibniz’s logic. At the same time,
there are abundsut texts to support the view which I took.
This is an instance of Leibniz’s general duality : he had a good
philosophy which {after Arnauld’s eriticisms) he kept*to himself,
nnd a bad philosophy which he published with a view to fame
and money. In this he showed his usual acumen: his bad
philosophy was admired for its bad qualities, and his good
philosophy, whicli was known only to the editors of his MSN.,
was regarded by them as worthless, and left unpublished. ¥or
example, he composed, in 1686, a work on mathematical logig,
and wrote on the margin ** hic egregie progressus ua'. " ; but no
editor before Couturat accepted his estimate of hist owre work.
In angpher MS., he sent out Euler’s diagrams for all the moods
-of the syllogism ; in yet another, he gave De Morgan's formulas:
A or'B=not (not A and not B)Y These are merely.samples of
results or methods, known by the names of subsgqﬁqd’dis-

“¢overers, which should have been known as Leibnéz’s, but for the
bad taste of his editors and his own preference for cheap jopu-
darity. 1 think it probable that as he grew older he forgot the
good philosophy which he had kept to himself, and remembered

“only the vulgarized version by whioh he won the admiration of
Princes and (even more) of Princesses. [f Couturat's work
cculd have been published in his lifetime, he would, I feel sure,
have_hated it, not as being inaccurate, but as being indiscreetly
accurate.

+  Buried among his fragments on logic, there is a curious
definition. of existence. '* Definiri potest Existens, quod cum
pluribug compatibile est quam quodlibet aliud incompatibile
um ipso ¥ (Opuscules, p. 360). Again, after saying * The
ﬁ-xisten‘? is what has being or possibility, and something mare,”
he proceeds : —* Ajo igitur Existens esse Ens quod cum plurimis
compatibile est, seu KEns maxime possibile, itaque omnia
coexistentia aeque possibilia sunt ”** (Ib. p. 376). Strange
vonsequences follow if Leibniz intended this to be, in the strict
sense, o definition of ' existence.” Ior, if it was so intended,

» * " The oxiatent may ho definod as that which is compatible with
moro things than is anything incompatible with itself."

** * L any therefore thut the existent is the being which is compatible

with mont things, or the most possible being, so that all roexiateni things
are equbily possible.”
-
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{

there was no act. of Creation : the relations of essences are among |
eternal truths, and it is a problem in pure logic to construct that I
world which contains the greatest number of coexisting essences.
This world, it would follow, exists by definition, without the
need of any Divine Decree ; moreover, it is a part of God, since
essences exist in God's mind, Here, as elsewhere, Leibniy, fell
into Spinozism whenever he allowed himself to be logical ;' in his
published works, accordingly, he took care to be-illogical_

Mathematics, and especially the infinitesimal calculus, greatly
influenced Leibniz’s philosophy. 'The truths which we gall
contingent are, according to him, those in which the subject is
infinitely complex, and only an infinitely prolonged analysis oan|
show that the predicate is coniained in the subject.” Every
substance is infinitely complex, for it has relations to every other,
and there are no purely extrinsic denominations, so that every
Xelation involvesn a predicate of each of the related terms’ It
follows. that - “ every singular substance involves the whole
ypiverse in its perfect notion ™ (Opuscules, p. 521). For us,
accordingly, propositions about particular substances are:only
empirically discoverable ; but to God, who can grasp the infinite,
Tidy~are as dnalytic as the proposition ** equilateral triangles’
are trimiglés.”/ We can, however, approximate indefinitely to
the perfect knowledge of individual substances. Thus, speaking
of St. Peter’s denial of Christ, Leibniz says : * The matter can be -
demonstrated from the notion of Peter, but the notion of Peter -
is complete, and so involves infinites, and so the matter can
never bhe brought to perfect demonstration, but this pan be
approached more and more nearly, so that the difference ghall be
less than any given difference.” Couturat comments an ** this-
quite mathematical locution, borrowed from the infinitesimal
method ”* (La Logique de Leibniz, p. 213r). Leibniz iz fond of
the analogy of irrational numbers. A very similar question has
arisen in the most modern philosophy of mathematics, that of
the finitists. For example, does 7 at any point have three
successive 7’s in its decimal expression ! So far as people have
gone in the calculation, it has not. It may be proved hereafter
that there are three successive 7’s at a later point, but it cannot
be proved that there are not, since this would require the com-
pletion of an infinite calculation. Leibniz's God could complete
the sum, and would therefore know the answer, but we can
never know it if it is negative. Propositions about what exists
in Leibniz's philosophy, could be known @ priori if we could
complete an infinite analysis, but, since we cannot, we can onl
know them empirically, though God can deduce them from logic.{
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*At the time when !'wrote “ The Philosophy of Leibniz,” 1
knew little of mathematical logie, or of (eorg Cantor’s theory of
infinite numbers? T should not now say, as is said in the following)
pages, that the propositions of pure mathematics are ™ é}yllﬁ
thetic.”, The important distinction is hetween propositions
deducible from logic and propositions not so deducible ; the
formet may advantageously be defined as * analytic,” the latter
a8 ‘“ synthetic.”” Leibniz held that, for God, all propositions are
snalytic® modern logicians, for the most part, regard pure
mathematics ps analytic, but consider all knowledige of matters
of fact to be synthetic.

Aguin, | should not now say : “ It is evident that not every
monad can have an organic body, if this consists of other
subordinate monads "’ (p. 150). This assumes that the number
of monads must be finite, whereas Leibniz supposed.the number
to be infinite. ’* In every particle of the universe,” he says, “ g,
world of infinite creatures is contained™ (Opusdules, . 522).
Thus it is possible for every monad to have a body composed of
subofdinate monads, just as every fraction is greater than an
infifiite number of other fractions. v . . ¢
**+ It is easy to construct an arithmetical schemés Tepregontf¥
Leibniz's view of the world. Let us suppose that to sacit monad
is assigned some rational proper fraction m, and that the state
of each monad at time ¢ is represented by m f (¢), where f{2) is
the same for all the monads. There is then a correspondence, at
any given time, between any two monads and also between any
one mionad and the universe; we may thus say that every
mpnad mirrors the world and also mirrors every other monad.
We might suppose the body of the monad whose number is m to
he those monads whose numbers are powers of m. The number m
mdy be taken as measuring the intelligence of the monad ; since
m i8 & proper fraction, its powers are less than m, and therefore a
monad's hody consists of inferior monads, Such a scheme is of
course merely illustrative, but serves to show that Leibniz's
universe is logically possible. His reasons for supposing it actual,
however, since they depend upon the subject-predicate logic,
are not such as a modern logician can accept. Moreover, ag is
argued in the following pages, the subject-predicate logic, taken
strictly, as Leibniz took it, is incompatible with plurality of
substances,

ixcept in vegard to the points mentioned above, my views

ay to the philosophy of Leibniz are still those which I held in
1900. His importance as a philosopher has become more
“.evident than it was at that date, owing to the growth of
"~ mathematical logic and the simultaneous discovery of his MSS,
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on that and kindved subjects. His philosophy of the empirical
world i now only a historical curiosity, but in the realm of logic
and the principles of mathematics many of his dreams have been
realized, and have been shown at last to be more than the
fantastic imaginings that they seemed to all his successors until
the present time. )

September, 1937






PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

- THE history of philosophy is a study which proposes to
itself two somewhat different objects, of which the first is
_meunly historical, while the second is mainly philosophical. '
From thls"cause it is apt to result that, where we "look for.
hmt.ory of phllosophy, we find rather history and phllosophy

Questions concemmg the influence of the times or of othep
philosophers, concerning the growth of a philosepher's
systém, and the causes which suggested his leading ideas—
all these are truly historical: they require for their answer®
a considerable knowledge of the prevailing educatmn, of the
public to whom it was necessary to appeal, and of the scientific
and political events of the period in question. But it may
be doubted how far the topics dealt with in works where these

elements predominate can be called properly philosophical.

There is a tendency—which the so-called historical spixit has
greatly increased—to pay so much attention to the relations
of philosophies that the philosophies themselves are neglected.

Successive philosophies may be compared, as we compare

succesaive - forms of a pattern or design, with little or no

regard to their meaning: an influence may be established by
documentary evidence, or by identity of phrase, without any
comprehension of the systems whose causal relations are under
discussion, But there remains always a purely phlloaophmal
attitude towards previous philosophatg—an attitude in which,
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without re,garci to dates or influences, we seek simply to dis-
cover what are the great types of possible philosophies, and
guide ourselves in the search by investigating the systems
advocated by the great philosophers of the past. There is
still, in this‘inquiry—what is, after all, perhaps the most im-
portant of the, historical questions—the problem as to the
actual views of the philosopher who is to be investigated. But
these views are now examined in a different spirit. Where we
are inquiring into the opinions of & truly eminent philosopher,
it is probable that these opinions will form, in the mdin, a
closely connected system, and that, by learning to understagd
them,“we shall ourselves acquire knowledge of importamt philo-
sophic truths. And since the philosophies of the past belong
».o one dr other of a few great types—types which in ogr;mn
day are perpetually recurring—we may learr:. from examining
~the greatest representative of any type, what are the grounds

for such a philosophy. We may even learn, by observing the .

contradictions and inconsistencies from which no system hitherto
“propounded is free, what are the fundamental objections to
the 'typé in question, and how these objections are to be
avoided. But in such inquiries the philosopher is no longer
explained psychologically : he is examined as the advocate of
what he holds to be & body of philosophic truth. By what
process of development he came to this opinion, though in
itself-an important and interesting question, is logically irrele-
vent to the inquiry how far the opinion itself is correct; and
among his opinions, when these have been ascertained, it
becomes desirable to prune away such as seem inconsistent
with his main doctrines, before those doctrines themselves are
subjected to a critical scrutiny. Philosophic truth and false-
hood, in short, rather than historical fact, are what primarily
demand our attention in this inquiry.

B is this latter task, and not the more strictly historical
one, that I have endeavevved to perform towards Leibniz. The
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CHAPTER I

LEIBNIZ'S PREMISSES,

1. THE philosophy of Leibniz, though never presented to
theworld as a systematic whole, was nevertheless, as a careful
cxaminatiof shews, an unusually complete and coherent system.
As The-method of studying his views must be largely dependent
upon his method of presenting them, it seems essential to say
something, however brief, as to his character and circumstances,
and as to the ways of estimating how far any given work repre-
sents his true opinions,

The reasons why Leibniz did not embody his system ix-one
great work are not to be found in the nature of that system.
On the contrary, it would have lent itself far better thap
Spinoza’s philosophy to geometrical deduction from definitions
and axioms, It is in the character and circumstances of the
man, not of his theories, that the explanation of his way of
writing is to be found. For everything that he wrote he sggms
to have required some immediate stimulus, some near and
pressing incentive, To please & prince, to refute a rival philo-
sopher, or to escape the censures of a theologian, he would
take any pains. It is to such motives that we owe the Thdodicde,
the Principles of Nature and of Grace’, the New Essays, and
the Letters to Arnauld. But for the sole purposes of exposition
he seems to have cared little. Few of his works are free from
reference to some particular person, and almost all are more
concerned to persuade readers than to provide the mogf walid

1 Accepting Gerhardt's opinion that this %work, and not the Monadology,
was written for Prince Eugene (G. vr. 488).
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strguments This desire for persuasiveness musb always be
borne in mind in reading Leibniz's works, as it led him-to give
prominence to popular and pictorial arguments ab the expense
of thé more solid reasons which be buried in obscurer writings.
And for this reason we often find the best statement of his
view on some point in short papers discovered among his
manuseripts,- and published for the first time by modern
students, such as Erdmann or Gerhardt. In ‘these papers we
find, as a rule, far less rhetoric and far more logic than in his
public manifestoes, which give a very inadequate conception
of his philosophic depth and acumen. -

Another cause which contributed to the dissipation of his
immense energies was the necessity for giving gatisfaction «to>
his princely employers. At an early age, he refused*a profes-
sorship at the University of Altdorf?, and deliberately preferred
a courtly to an academic career. Although ‘this chmce by
leading to his travels in France and England, and ’ma.kmg im
acquainted with the great men and the great®idess of his age,
Kad certainly a most useful result, it yet led, in the end, to an
undue deference for princes and a lamentable waste of time in
the endeavour to please them. He seems to have held himself
amply compensated for laborious researches iuto the genealogy
of the illustrious House of Hanover by the opportunities which
such researches afforded for the society of the great. But the
labours and the compensations alike absorbed time, and robbed
him of the leisure which ‘might have been devoted to the com-
position of a magnum opus. Thus ambition, versatility, and
the~desire to influence particular men and women, all combined
to prevent Leibniz from doing himself justice in a connected
oxposition of his system,

2. By this neglect, the functions of the commontator are
rendored at once more arduous and more important than in
the case of most philosophers. What is first of all required in
a commentator is to attempt a reconstruction of the system
which Leibniz should have writton—to discover what is the
begmmng, and what the end, of his cha.ms of reasoning, to
oxhipié the interconnections of his various ‘opinions, and to fill
in from his other writings the bare outlines of such works as

1 Gulrauer, Leibnitz: Eine Blographie, Vol. 1. p. 4.
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the Monadology or the Discours de Mélaphysique. This un-
avoideble but somewhat ambitious attempt forms one part—
perhaps the chief part—of my purpose in the present work.
To fulfil it satisfactorily would be scarcely possible, and its
necessity is my only excuse for the attempt. As I wish to
exhibit a coherent whole, I have confined mysélf as. far as
possible, to Leibniz’s mature views—to the views, that is,
which he held, with but slight modifications, from January
1686 till his death in 1716. His earlier views, and the
influence of other philosophers, have been considered only in
so far, as they seemed essential to the comprehension of his
final system.

~ ~ But,in addition to the purely historical purpose, the present
work is designed also, if possible, to throw light on the trubh_ or
falsity of Leibniz's opinions. Having sct forth the opinions
whmh were actually held, we can hardly avoid considering how
far they are mutua.lly consistent, and hence—since philosophic
error chiefly appedrs in the shape of inconsistency—how far the,
views held were true. Indeed, where there is inconsistency, a
mere exposition must point it out, since, in genersl, passages
may be found in the author supporting each of two opposing
views, Thus unless the inconsistency is peinted out, any View
of the philosopher's meaning may be refuted out of his’own
mouth. Exposition and criticism, therefore, are almost insepas
rable, and each, I believe, suffers greatly from the attempt at
separation.

8. The philosophy of Leibniz, I shall contend, conta.ms
inconsistencies of two kinds, One of these kinds is eawily
removed, while the other is essential to any philosophy re-
sembling that of the Monadology. The first kind arises solely
through the fear of admitting consequences shocking to the
prevailing opinions of Leibniz's time—such are the main-
tenance of sin and of the ontological argument for God's
existence. Where such inconsistencies are found, we, who do
not depend upon the smiles of princes, may simply draw the
consequences which Leibniz shunned. And when we have
done this, we shall find that Leibniz's ph1losophy fpllows
almost entirely from a small number of premisses. The
proof that his system does follow, correctly and necessarily,
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-~

from these premisses, i8 the evidence of Leibniz's philosophical
excellence, and the permanent contribution which he made
to philosophy. But it is in the course of this deduction that
we becoms aware of the second and greater class of inconsist-
encies. The premisses themsolves, though ab first sight com-
patible, will ‘be found, in the course of argument, to lead to
contradictory results. We are therefore forced to hold thab
one or more of the premisses are false. I shall attempt to
prove this from Leibniz’s own words, and to give grounds for
deciding, in part at least, which of his premisses are erroneous.

In this way we may hope, by examining a system so careful

and so thorough as his, to establish independent philosophical

conclusions which, but for his skill in drawing deductnons"
mxght have been very difficult to discover.

- 4 The principal premisses of Leibniz's philosgphy ap.pea.r
to me to be fiva. Of these some were by ¢him deﬁmtely laid
down, while others were so fundamental that he ‘was soa.rcely
copscions of them. I shall now enumerat® thése <premisses,
-and ghall endeavour to show, in subsequent chapters, how the
rest of Leibniz follows from them. The premisses in question
are as follows:

1 Every proposition bas a subject and a predicate.

II. A subject may have predicates which are qualities
existing ab various times, (Such a subject is called
a gubstance.)

ITI. True propositions nob asserting existence at particular
times are necessary and analytic, but such as assert
existence at particular times are contingent and
synthetic. The latter depend upon final causes,

1V. The Ego is a substance.

V. Perception yields knowledge of an external world, d.e.
of existents other than myself and my states,

The fundamental objection to Leibniz's philosophy will be

found to be the inconsistency of the first premiss with the

fourth and ffth; and in this inconsistency we shall find a

gengral objection to Monadism.

5.~ The course of the present work will be as follows:
Chapters IL—V. will disBuss the consequencos of the first four
of the abave promisses, and will show that they lead to the

-~
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whole, or noarly the whole, of the necessary piopositions of tho

system., Chapters VI.—XI. will be concerned with the proof
and description of Leibuiz's Monadism, in so far as it is inde-

pendent of final causes and tho idea of the good. The remain-

ing chapters will take account of these, and will discuss Soul

end Body, the doctrine of God, and Ethies. Inh these last

chapters we shall find that Leibniz no longer shows great

originality, but ‘tends, with glight alterations of phraseology, to

adopt (without acknowledgment) the views of the decried
Spinoza. We shall find also many more minor inconsistencies

than in the earlier part of the system, these being due chiefly

to the desire to avoid the impieties of the Jewish Atheist, and

«she still-greater impieties to which Leibniz's own logic should

have led him, Hence, although the subjects dealt with in-the

last*five chapters occupy a large part of Leibniz's writings, they

are fess mterestmg. and will bo treated more brmﬂy, than the

carlier 3nd more original portions of his ressoning. For this

there is the additiénal reason that the subjects are less funda-.
mental and less difficult than the subjects of the earlier

chapters.

6. The influences which helped to form Leibniz's philo-
sophy are not directly relevant to the purpose of the present’
work, and have, besides, been far better treated by commen-
tators® than the actual exposition of his final system. Never-
theless, a few words on this subject may not be amigs, Four
suocessive schools of philosophy seem’to have contributed to
his education ; in all he found something good, and from each,
without being at any time a mere disciple, he derived a partf
his views. To this extent, he was an eclectic; but he differed
from the usual type of eclectic by his power of transmuting
what he borrowed, and of forming, in the end, a singularly
harmonious whole. The four successive influences were: Scho-
lasticism, Materialism, Cartesianism, and Spinozism, To these
we ought to add a caveful study, at a ont.xca.l period, of some of
Plato’s Dm.logues

"'T’S':e espeoially Guhrauer, Leilmits : Eine Biographie, Breslau, 1846 ; S;em,
Leibniz und Spinoza, Berlin, 1800; Belver, Entwwklungagany der Leibmuaken
Monadenlehre, Leipgig, 1885; Tdunies, Leibuis wnd Hobbes, Phil. Monatshefte,
Vol. zxmm. ; Trendelenburg, Historische Beitriige, Vol. 1., Berlin, 1855,
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Leibniz was educated in the scholastic tradition, the‘n still
unbroken at most of the German universities. He obtained a
competeut knowledge of the schoolmen, and of the scho_lastlc
Aristotle?, while still a boy; and in his graduation thesis, De
Pringipio: Individui, written in 1668, he still employs the
diction.and methods of scholasticism. But he had already, two
years before this time (if his later reminiscences are $0 ?)e
trusted), emancipated himself from what he colls the * trivial
schools®,” and thrown himself into the mathematical material-
ism of the day. Gassendi and Hobbes began to atfract him,
and continued (it would seem) greatly to influence his specula-
tions until his all-important journey to Paris. ‘In Paris (with
two brief visits to England) he lived from 1672 to 1676, and~
here he became acquainted, more intimately than he could in
Germany, with Cartesianism both in mathematics and philo-
sophy—with Malebranche, with Arnauld the Jansenist theolo-
gian, with Huygens, with Robert Boyle, and with Oldenburg,

.the Secretary of the Royal Society. With tlese men.he carried
on correspondence, and through Oldenburg some letters (the
source of 150 years of controversy®) passed between him and
Newton. It was during his stay in Paris that he invented
"the Infinitesimal Caleulus, and acquired that breadth of learn-
ing, and that acquaintance with the whole republic of letters,
“which afterwards characterized him. But it was only on his
way back from Paris that he learnt to know the greatest man
of the older generation.” He spent about a month of the year
1676 at the Hague, apparently in constant intercourse with
Sninoza; he discussed with him the laws of motion and the

. proof of the existence of God, and he obtained a sight of part
(at any rate) of the Ethics in manuseriptt. When the Ethics
goon afterwards was posthumously published, Leibniz made
notes of it, and undoubtedly bestowed very careful thought

! Leibniz appenrs, in spite of the great influence whioh Aristotle exerted
upon him, to bave never studied him carefully-in the orlginal. See Stein, op.
cit, p. 168 &, :

2 Gubrauek, Leibuits, Vol. 1. pp. 25, 26; G. . 606,

8 Theee lotters were said, by Newton's friends, to have given Leibniz the

opportunity for plagiarizing the Oalenlus—n cbargs now known to he abso-
lutely groundless, .

4 Bee Stein, Leibniz und Spinoza, Ohapter 1v.
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upon its demonstrations. Of his thoug‘hts during the years
which followed, down to 1684 or even 1686 (since the Thoughts
on Knowledge, Truth and Ideas deal only with one special
subject), only slight: traces remain, and it seems probable that,
like Kant in the years from 1770 to 1781, he was in too jruch
doubt to be able to write much. He certainly read Plato', and
he certainly desired to refute Spinoza. At any rate, by the
beginning of 1686 be had {ramed his notion of an individual
substance, and had sufficiently perfected his philosophy to send
Arpsuld what is perhaps the best account he ever wrote of
it—~I mean the Discours de Métaphysique (G. 1v. 427—463).
With this and. the letters to Arnauld his mature philosophy
.hggms and not only the temporal, but the logical beginning
also is, iy my opinion, to be sought here. The argument
whigh forms the logical beginning, and gives the definition of
substance, will be found in the four following chapters.

o ! Of Btein, op. cit. p. 118,



CHAPTER II

NECESSARY PROPOSITIONS AND THE LAW OF CONTRADICTION.

7. TaAT all sound philosophy should begin with gn analysis

of “propositions, is a truth too evident, perhaps, to demapd a

proof. That Leibniz's philosophy began with such-an anslysis,

is less evident, but seems to be mo less true ,Thewsystem,

which he afterwards uniformly maintained,was completed, in

“all essentials, by the beginning of the year 1688. In his
writings during this year, when the grounds of his new opinions

were atill freshly present to his mind, there occurs an argument

-of great importance, derived, as he himself says (G. 1L 73), from
the general nature of propositions, and capable,”in his opinion,

Af the plurality of substances be admitted, of alone establishing
the remainder of his svstem, This argument is to be found in

the letters to Arnauld, in the Discours de Métaphysiqus, written

for Arnaold in January, 1686 (Q. 1v. 427—468)!, and in a

short undated paper, entitled Specimen Inventorum de Admi-
randis naturae generalis arcanis (G, vir. 309—318). Although

the same reasoning does mot, so far as I am aware, occur

explicitly in any other passages, it is often suggested?, and is

slone capable of explaining why Leibniz held that substances

do vot interact. - That Leibniz did not repeat, in bis published

works, this purely logical argument, is explained, in view of his

invariable habit of choosing the reasonys most likely to convince

his readers, by o passage in one of his letters to Arnauld, (G

73, 73). “T expected,” he writes, “ that-the argument drawn

1 Ses G, m. 11 ff; also 1v. 409, 410,
0.4 L. 8265 G. 1v. 498, .
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from the general nature of propositions would make some
impression on your mind; but I confess also that few people
arc capable of appreciating such abstract truths, and that
pexha.ps no one but you would have so easily perceived its
force.” We know, however, that Leibniz often expresséd an
intention of publishing his correspondence with Arnauld (Q. 1.
10), and must, consequent.ly, have regarded this corrcspondence
as adequately exprcssmg his philosophical opinions. Thore is
thus no reason to suppose that, after the date of these letters,
his views on fundamental points underwent any serious
altoration,

The argument in question, whose examination will occupy

=the present and the three following chapters, yields the whole,
or necarly the whole, of the necessary part of Leibniz's philo-
sophy~—of the propositions, that is to say, which are true of all
'pOSSlblO worlds. In order to obtain further the propositions
doseriBing the actual world, we need the premiss that per-
ception gives knowledge of an external world, whence follow
spacc and matter and the plurality of substances. _This
premiss is derived, apparently, from no better basis than
common senge, snd with its introduction, in Chapter VI,~we
ghall pass to a new division of Leibniz's philosophy. But
fince the meaning of substance is logically prior to the dis-
cussion of the plurality or the perceptions of substances, it &
plain that the present argumont, from which the meaning of
substance is derived, must first be expounded and examined.
I shall first state the argument quite briefly, and then proceed
to sct forth its various parts in detail. "

8. Every proposition is ultimately reducible to one which
attributes a predicate to & subject. In any such proposition,
unless existence be the predicate in question, the predicate is
somehow contained in the subject. The subject is defined by
its predicates, and would be a different subject if these were
different. Thus every truc judgment of subject and predicate
is analytio—i.e. the pzedlcate forms part of the notion of the
subject—unless actual existence is asserted. Existence, glone
among predicates, is not contained in the notions of syubjeots |
which exist. Thus existentinl pr0po“1t10ns, except in the case
of Clod’s existence, are synthetic, 7.e. there would be no contra-
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~ f )
diction if the subjects which actually do exist did mob oxish.
Necessory propositions are such ag are analytic, and synthetio
propositions are always conbingent. )

“ When many predicates can be attributed to one aﬂd‘ the
same spbjoct, while this sdbject cannot be made the predicate
of any other subject, then the subject in question is called an
individual substancg? Such subjects involve, sub ratione possi-
bilitatis, o veference to oxistence and kime; théy are possible
existents, and they have predicates expressing their states at
different {imes. Such predicates arc called contingent or
concrete predicates, and they have the peculiarity that no, one
of them follows analytically from any others, as rational follows
from luman. Thus when a subject is defined by means of gy
certain number of such predicates, there is no contradiciion in
supposing it to be without the remainder. Nevertheles‘ﬁ,'i“
the subject which has these predicates, they,are all’contaified,
g0 that a perfect knowledge of the subject would onablé# us to
dgduce all its predicates. + Moreover theresis s conpection,
thongh not a necessary one, between the various concrefe
predicates; sequences have reasons, though these inclie
without necessitating. The need of such reasons is the prin-
diple of sufficient reason.- Subjects whose notion involves a
reference to time are required by the idea of persistence,
Thus in order-to say that I am the same person as I was, we
re'q'{xire, not merely internal experience, but some ¢ priors
reggore This reason can” only be that I ani The Same subject,
that my present and past attributes all belong to one and the
sape substance. Hence attributes which exist in different
parts of time must be conceived, in such a case, as attributes ol{
the same subject, and must therefore be contained, somehow,
in the notion of the subject. Hence the notion of me, which”
iy timeless, involves eternally all my states and their connece
tions. Thus {o say, all my states are involved in the notion of
me, is merely to say, the predicate is in the subject. Every
predicate, necessary or contingent, past, present or future, tb
comprised in tho notion of the subject. From this propositio

it follows, says Leibniz, that_every soulﬁmr
every soul, s a subject- has Gtermally, as predicates, all the

states which time will bring it; and thus these states follow
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from its notion alone, without any need of action from without.
The principle, according to which the states of a substance
change, is_called its activity; and since a substance iy essentially
the subjcct of predicates’ which Mave a reference to time,
activity is essential to_every subgtance. The notion - of an
individual substance differs from a.mere collection of. goneral
notions by being complete, as Leibniz puts it,"t.e. by being
capable of wholly distinguishing its subject, and involving
circumstances of time and place. The nature of an individual
substance, he says, is to have so complete a notion as to suffice
for camprehending and deducing all its predicates. Hence he
concludes thatao two substances can be perlectly_ahke From
=his stagc, by the help of the etipirical premiss mentioned
sbove, the doctrine of monads follows easily.

*9. Suach is, in outline, the logical argument by which
Leibniz obtains his definition of an individual substance, In
the abdve btief account, I have made no endeavour to conceal
the gaps.and asfumptions involved. We must now enquira
whether the gaps can be filled and the assumptions justified.
For this purpose the following seem to be the most 1mporta.nt
questions,

(1) Are all propositions reducible to the sub;ect—predlcate
form ?
(2) Are there any analylic propositions, and if o, are thesd
fundamental and alone necessary ?
(3) What is the true principle of Leibniz's distinction
between necessary and contingent propositions?
(4) What is the meaning of the principle of sufficidnt
reason, and in what sense do contingent propositions
depend upon it ?
(5) What is the relation of this principle to the Law of
Contradiction ?
(6) Does the aotivity of substance unduly presuppose
time?
(7) Is there any validity in Leibniz's deduction of the
Identity of Indiscernibles?
It is only by a critical discussion of these pointg hhnf.
Leibniz's meaning can be grasped; for unless we have élear
ideas about philosophy, we cannot hope to have clear ideas
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about Leibnizs philosophy. When all these questions have
been discussed, we may proceed to enquire why Leibuiz be-
lieved in a p__umhty of substances, and why he held that each
mirrored the universc, But until we are clear as to his logie,
we dannot hope to understand its applications.

10. , The question whether all propositions are reducible to
the sub‘)eub-predma.te form is one of fanddméntal imporfaiice to
all philosophy, and espécially to & philosophy which uses the
notion of substance, For this notion, as we shall sce, is
derivative from the logical notion of subject and predicate.
The view that a subject and a predicate are to he found in
every proposition is a very ancient and respectakle doctrine; it
has, moreover, by no means lost its hold on philosophy, sin~—
Mr Bradley’s logic consists almost wholly of. the contention
that every proposition ascribes a predicate to Reality, as ohe
only ultimate subject’. The question, therefoic, whother this
form is universal, demands close attention, not.only 1 con-
pection with Leibniz, but also in connection with tho most
modern philosophy. I cannot here, howover, do more than
indicate the grounds for rejecting the traditional view.

* The plainest instances of propositions not so 'reducible are
‘the. prapositions which enml_ay-ma.ﬁhematmal 1de§ s ATl asser-
tions of numbers, as eg. “ There are throe men,” essentlally
agsert plurality of subjects, though they may also give a
predicate to each of the subjects. Such propesitions cannot be
regarded os a mere sum of subject-predicate propositions, since
the vumber only results from the singleness of the proposition,
artl would be absent if three propositions, asserting each the
prosence of one man, were juxtaposed. Again, we must admit,
in some cases, relations between subjeots—eg. relations of
position, of greater and less, of whole and part. To prove that
these are irreducible would require a long argument, but may
be illustrated by the following passage from Leibniz himself
(D. pp. 266—7; G, viL 401):

“The ratio or proportion between two lines L and M may
be ponceived three several ways; as a ratio of the greater L to
the legser M; as a ratio of the lesser M to the greater L; and
lastly, as something abstracted from both, that is, as the ratio

! Gf, Lagls, Book 1. Chap. 1r., especially pp. 49, 50, 66,
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. e
between L and M, without considering which is the ante-
cedent; or which the consequent ; which the subject, and which
the object.... In the first way of considering them, L the
greater is the subject, in the second M the lesser is the subject
of that accident which philosophers call relation or ratio: But
which of them will be the subject, in the third way of eonsider-
ing them? It cannot be said that both of thém, L and M
together, are the subject of such an accident; for if so, we
should have an accident in two subjects with one leg in one,
and the other in the other; which is contrary to the notion of
accidents. Therefore we must say that this relation, in this
third way of. &nmdenng it, is indeed out ¢f the subjects; but

“teing neither ‘@ substance, nor an accident, it must be a mere
ideal thing, the-bpnmderamon of which is nevertheless useful,”

Thm passagé is of capital importance for a comprehension
of Lelbmz s philosophy. After he has seemed, for a moment, to
realize that %cl’_g%_}s something distinet from and independent
of subject add accident, he thrusts aside the awkward discovery,
by condemnmg the third of the above meanings as “a mere
ideal thing.” If he were pushed as to this “ideal thing,” I am
afraid he would declare it to be an accident of the mind which
contemplates the ratio. It appears plainly from his discussion
that he is unable to admit, as ultimately valid, any form of
judgment other than the subject-predicate form, although, in
the case he is disoussing, the necessity of relationsl judgments
is peculiarly evident.~ T

Tt must not be supposed that Leibniz neglected relational
propositions. On the contrary, he dealt with all the nfhin
types of such propositions, and endeavoured to_reduce them to
the subject-predicate form. This endeavour, as we shall see,
waa one of the main sources of most of his doctrines. Mathe-

‘matician a8 he was, he could hardly neglect space, time and

number, As regards propositions ssserting numbers, he held
aggregates to be mere phenomena: they are what he calls
“ gerdi-mental entities.” Their unity, which is essential to the

‘ assertxon of any number, is, he says, added by perception alone,

-by the very fact. of ‘their belng perceived at one tlme.(G 1,
517), - All that is true, then, in such_judgments, is the indi-
v1dua1’assert1ons of subpct; nnd gredlcat.e and thie" psyehologma.l
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assertion of simultaneous perception as a predicate of the
percipient. Again, we are told that numbers have the nature
of relalions, and hence are in some manner beings (G. It 804).

But relations, though foyhded in things, derivo their reality
from the supreme reason (N.E. p. 2856; G.v. 210); God sees
not only individual monads and their various states, but their
relations also; and in this consists the reality of relations (Q. 1L

488). And ss regards space and time, Leibniz always en-
deavoured to/ral%ﬂﬁﬁ_ﬁ" GEEFibutes of the substances in
them. Position, he says, like priority or posteriority, is nothing
but a mode of a thing (G. 11. 347). The whole doctrime is
collected in the New Essays (N. E. p. 148; G. v»132). “Units
ore separate, and the understanding gathers them togethes~
however disporsed they may be. Yei, although relalions are
from the understanding, they are not groundless or untéal.

For the primitive understanding 18 the origin’of things; ‘and
indeed the reality of all things, simple substancés excepted,

eonsists only in the foundation of the perceptibns of phenomens,
in simple substances.” Thus relations and aggregates have
only & mental truth; the true proposition is one n.scribingj
a predicate to God and to all others who perceive the re

lation®,

Thus Leibniz is forced, in_ordor to maintain the subject-
Predicate doctring, to the Kantian theory @at)]m%n?, Qllgll_gh_
Verituble, are the work of the mind. As applied \various
special ralaﬁmm space, time, and number—I
shall criticize special forms of this doctrine in their proper
pldbes. The view, implied in this theory, and constituting a
large part of Kant's Copernican revolution, that propositions
Tay acquire truth by being believed?, will be criticized in
connection with the deduction of God’s existence from the
cternal truths, Bub as applied to relations, the view has, in
Leibniz's case, a special absurdity, namely, that the relational
propositions, which God is supposed to know, must be strictly
meaningless. The only ground for denying the independent

v Of. Lotze. Metaphysic, beginning of § 109.

3 1 ain aware that this is naj an orthodox statement of the Kantian theory.
The bud of grounds which lead me to think it correct, will be found indioafed
in CGhape. XIV, and XV., especinily § 118,
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Ireality of relations is, that propositions must have a subject and
_a predicate. If this be so, & proposition without & subject and
la predicate must be no proposition, and must be destitute of
'mea.nmg But it is just such a provosition which, in the case
of numbers, or of relations between monads, Giod is supposed
to see and believe. God, therefore, believes in the .truth of
. what is meaningless. If the proposition which ke believes, on
| the other hand, be truly a proposition, then there are proposi-
{luons which do not have a subject and a predicate. Thus the
’a.ttempt to reduce relations to predicates of the perecipient
suffers from one or other of two defects. Either the percipient
is deceived into seeing truth in & meaningless form of words, or
vlers is no resson to suppose the truth dependent upon his
perceptmn of it,

“A thorpugh discussion of the present question would at
bhis point, procee'd to show that judgments of subject and
predicate are themselves relational, and include, moreover, as
usually understood, two fundamentelly different types of rela-
tion. These two types are illustrated by the two propositions:
“This is red,” and “ved is a colour.” In showing that these
two propositions express relations, it would be shown.that
relation is more fundamental than the two special types of
relation involved. But such s discussion is beset with diffi-
culties, and would lead us too. far from the philosophy 6f
Leibniz. .

In the belief that propositions must, in the last analysis,
bave & subject and a predicate, Leibniz does not differ either
from his predecessors or from his successors, Any philosophy
which usts either substance or the Absolute will be found, on
inspection, to depend upon this belief. Kant’s belief in an
unknowable thing-in-itself was largely due to the same theory.
It cannot be denied, therefore, that the doctrine is important.
Philosophers have differed, not so much in respect of belief in
ite.truth, as in vespect of their consistency in carrying it out.
In this latter respect, Leibniz deserves credit. But his assump-
tion of & plurality of substances made the denial of relations

\

peculiarly difficult, and involved him i in all the pamdoxen.of the .

pre-established harmony’.
1 Of, Bradley, Appearance and Reality, 1at ed pp. 29380,
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11. T pass now to a question which is no Jess fundamental,
and more difficult, than that which we have just dispussed.
This is the question—as it has been called since Kant—of
a.nalytm and syothetic jpdgments and their relation to ne-
cessity. Leibniz's position on this question determined, not
only hig departure from his predecessors, but also, by its
obvious untenability, Kant's great departure from him. On
this point it will be necessary to begin with an account of
Leibniz's views.

Two questions must be carefully distinguished in this
connection. The first concerns the meaning and range of
analytic judgments, the second concerns their clain to exclusive
necessity. On the secoud question, Leibniz agreed wholly witde
his predecessors; on the first, by the discovery, that #ll cansal
laws ure synthetic, he made an important change, which fre-
pared the way for Kant's discovery that all tho’ propomtlous of
Mathematics are synthetic.
~ In discussing the first of these questiorty, I Bha,ll use the
terms analytic and synthetic, though they are not used by
Leibniz in this sense, He uses the terms necessary and con-
tingent ; but this use prejudges, in his own fuvour, the secoud
question, which forms one of the principal issues between him
and Kant. It is therefore unavoidable to depart from Leibniz's
isage, .since we need two pairs of terms, where he required only
one pair.

Asg regards the rangé of analytic judgments, Leibniz held
thet all the propositions of Logic, Arithmetic and Geometry
arg of this vatuve, while all existential propositions, except
the existence of God, are synthetio, The discoyery which
determined his views on this point was, that the laws of
motion, and indeed all caussl laws (though not, as I shall
show in the next chapter, the law of Causslity itself), are
synthetic, and therefore, in his system, also contingent (of
G, m. 645).

As regards the meaning of analytic judgments, it will assist
us p have in our minds some of the instances which Leibniz
suggests. We shall find that these instances suffer from one
or other of two defectss Either the instances can be ea,slly
scen to be nob truly analytic—this is the case, for oxample, in
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Arithmetic and Geometry——or they are tautologous, and so not
properly propositions at all. Thus Leibniz says, on one occa-
gion (N.E.p. 404; G, v. 343), that primitive truths of. reason
are identical, beca.use they appear only to rvepeat the _samo
thing, without giving any information. One wonders,-in this
cose, of what use they can be, and the wonder is ‘only increased
by the instances which he proceeds to give. Among these are -
“A is A" “I shall be what I shall be” “The equilatoral
rectangle is a rectangle,” or, negatively, “ A B cannot be non-A.”
Most of these instances assert nothing; the remainder can
haxdly be considered the foundations of any important truth,
Moreover those which are true presuppose, as I shall now show,

~wore fundamental propositions which are synthetic. To prove
this, we must examine the meaning of analytic judgments, and
of*the definitions which they presuppose.

“The notlon that all & priori truths are analytic is essentially
connelted “with the doctrine of subject and predlca.te An
analytic judgment is one in which the predicate is contained in
the subject, The subject is supposed defined by a number of
predicates, one or more of which are singled out for predication -
in an apalytic jndgment. Thus Leibniz, a8 we have just seen,
gives as an instance the proposition: “The equilateral rectangle
is a rectangle” (N.E. p. 405; G.v. 843). In the extreme
case, the subject is merely reasserted of itself, as in the propo-
gitions: “A is A,” “I shall be what I shall be” (3b.). Now two
points seem important in this doctrine. In the first place, the
proposition must be of what I distinguished above as the
second type of subject-predicate proposition, i.e. of the Cype
“red is a colour,” “man iz rational,” not of the type “this is
red,” or “Socrates is human.” That is to say, the proposition
is concerned with the relation of genus nnd species, not of
species and individual. This is the reason why every proposi-
tion about actual individuals ig, in Leibniz's opinion, contingent.
1. do not wish at present to discuss whether the distinction of
these two .types is u1t1mately tenable—this question will be
bettei discussed when we come to the Identity of Indiscernibles.
For the present, I only wish to point out, what Jeibniz

) frequently asserts, that analytic prépositions are necesbarily
concerned with essences and species, not with assertions as to
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individuals®, The second point concerning analytic propo-
gitions is, that the subject, except in such pure taatologies as
“Ais A must always be complex. The subject is a collec-
tion of attributes, and the predicate is a part of this collection,
I{, however, the reference to individuals be deemed essential to
the distinction of subject from predicate, we shall have to say
that the subjett is any individual having s certain collection of
predicates. In this way, we might attempt to reduce the
second type to the first. Bub now the proposition becomes
hypathetical: “If a thing is red, it is coloured.” This Leibniz
admits. The eternal truths, he says, are all hypothetital,
and do not asserb the oxistence of their subjects (N. E.
p. 515; G v. 428). But this makes it evident that our reduce
tion to the first type has failed. The above hypothetical
proposition evidently presupposes the proposition “red is"a
colour”; and thus Leibniz goes on to say that the truth of
hypothetical propositions lies in the connection of: ideas (N. E.
P 5185 O, 7. 429), Thus in snalytie judgWents, when they
are not expressed in the derivative hypothetical form, the
subject is & complex idea, d.6. a collection of attributes, while
the predicate is some part of this collection.

The collection, however,—and this is the weak point of the
doctrine of snalytic judgments—must not be any haphazard
adllection, but a collection of compatible or jointly predicable
predicates (predicability being here of the first type). Now
this compatibility, since it is presupposed by the analytic
judgment, cannot iteelf be analytic, This brings us to the
docixine of definition, in which we shall find that Leibniz, like
all who have held analytic propositions to be fundamental, was
guilty of much confusion,

Definition, as is evident, is only possible in respect of
complex ideas. It consists, broadly speaking, in the analysis
of complex ideas into their simple constituents, Since one ides
can only be defined by another, we should ineur s vigious circle
if we did not admit some indefinable idess. This obvious truth

! Foucher de Oarell, Réfutation inddite de Spinosa par Leibmiz, Paris, 1854,
P 24 (DT176); G. v. 208 (N. E,, B09); G. 1. 40, In thin latter paasage, it ig

spet:x;ally instructive fo observe Leibniz’s corrections, as indieated in Gerhardt's
notes,
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is fully recognized by Leibniz, and the search for the simple
ideas,.which form the presuppositions of all definition, consti-
tutes the chief part of his studies for the Universal Charac-
teristio, Thus Leibniz says (Monadology, § 83, 85): “ When a
truth is necessary, its reason can be found by analysis, resolving
it into more simple idess and truths, until we come to those
‘which are primary...In short, there are siniple ideas, of
which no definition can be given; there are also axioms and
postulates, in a word, primary principles, which cannot be
proved, and indeed have no need of proof; and these are
tdemdical propositions, whose opposite involves an express
contradiction ”. (L. 236—7; D. 228; G. vi. 612). The same
~-siew is expressed whenever Leibniz treats of this question.
What I"wish te show is, that Leibniz's theory of definition, as
_ cOhsisting of analysis into indefinable umple ideas, is inconsis-
tent with the' doetrine that the “ primary principles” are
identical or "analytic ; and that the former is correct, while the
latter is erroheous. -
Leibniz often urges that the objects of definitions must be
shown to be possible. It is thus that he distinguishes what he
calls real definitions from such as are only nominal (e D.
p- 30; G. 1v. 424). And thus he says that Arithmetic is
analytic, because the number 3, for example, is defined as 2 + 1,
but he confesses that 3, so defined, must be seen to be possibie
(N.E. p.410; G.v.347). In one passage (G.1 p. 383), he even
confesses that ideas in general involve a judgment, namely the
judgment that they are possible. This eonfession, one might
suppose, would be inconsistent with the doctrine of analytic
judgments; it is' rendered consistent, however, by Leibniz's
definition of possibility. A. possible idea, for him, is one which
is not self-contradictory. But if this were all that is meant,
any collection of simple ideas would be compatible, and there-
fore every complex idea would be possible. In an early proof
of the existence of God (G. vir. 261) submitted by Leibniz to
Spinoza at the Hague, this argument is actually used to show
that God is possible’. He here defines God as the subject
- 1 Wa shall find, when we come to deal with, the proofa of G'ad’s e?istence,

that this paper, in spite of its enrly date (1676), contains no views which
Leibniz did not hold in his maturity.
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which has all positive predicates. He takes two simple predi-
cates, A and B, and shows, what is sufficiently evident; that
they cannot be mutually contradictory. Hence he concludes
that QGod, so defined, is possible. But since all ideas, when
correctly analyzed, must, for Leibniz, be ultimately predicates,
or collections of predicates, it follows that all ideas will be
possible. And indeed, as Leibniz himself urges in this proof,
any relation between simple ideas is necessarily synthetic.
For the analytic relation, as we saw, can only hold between
ideas of which one at least is complex. Hence if there were no
synthetic relations of compatibility and incompatibility all
complex ideas would be equally possible. Thus there is always
involved, in definition, the synthetic proposition that the impl&e™
constituents are compatible. If this be not “the case, the
constituents are incompatible—s.g. good and bad, or ﬁo
different magnitudes of the same kind-——and this is .glso &
synthetic relation, and the source of negative cpropbhitions’.
{f~ This conclusion may be enforced by examining some idea
which is self-contradictory, such as & round square, In order
that an iden may be self-contradictory, it is evidently necessary.
that -it sbould involve two judgments which are mutually
_contradictory, i.e. the truth and falschood of some judgment.
For the Law of Contradiction applies, not o ideas, but to
judgments: it asserts that every proposition is true or false
(N.E. p. 405; G.v, 343). Hence a mere idea, as such, cannot
be self-contradictory. Only a complex idea which involves
ab Jeast two propositions can be self-contradictory. Thus the
iden “round squate” invalves the proposition “round and
gquere are compatible,” and this involves the compatibility of
having no angles, and of having four angles. But the contra-
diction is only possible because round and’ squars are both
complex, and round and square involve synthetic propositions
asserting the compatibility of their constituents, while round

3 Leibniz seems to have sometimos realized the diffieulty involved in the

comyatibility of all single predientes.. Thus he says: It is yet unknown o

" men what Is the reason of the incompossibility of different things, or how it s

that different essances can beropposed to each other, sesing that all purely

.positive terms weem to be coxnpatible’ inter se (G. vir. 105; quoted by Onird,
Critical Philosaphy of Kant, 1. pp. 93—4). (The date {s before 1686.)
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involves the incompatibility of its constitucnts with the pos-
session of angles. But for this synthetic relation of incom-
patibility, no negative proposition would occur, and therefore
there could be no proposition involved which would be directly
contradictory to the definition of a square. This is-almost
admitted by Leibniz, when be urges that truths are not
arbitrary, as Hobbes supposed, because “ notions are not always
reconcilable among themselves” (D. 30; G. 1v. 425). Since
the possibility of God, as defined by Leibniz, depends upon the
fact that all simple ideas ars “ reconcilable among themselves,”
andsince all notions are composed of simple ideas, it is difficult
to gee how the two views are to be combined. Thus Leibniz's
~riterion of possible and impossible ideas can never apply to
simple <ideas, and moreover always presupposes those simple
idwas and their relations—relations which can only be expressed
in °synthetic pronositions. Two simple ideas can never be
mutudily contradictory in Leibniz's sense, since mere analysis
will not reveal ary further predicate possessed by the one and
denied by the other. Thus a self-contradictory idea, if it be
not a mere negative, such as a non-existent existent, must
always involve a synthetic relation of incompatibility hetweon
two simple notions. The impossible idea, in Leibniz's senss,
presupposes the idea which is impossible on account of some
synthetic proposition; and conversely, the possible complex
idea is possible on account of a synthetic proposition asserting
the compatibility of its simple constituents. Thus to return to
Arithmetic, even if 24-1 be indeed the meaning of 3, still the
proposition that 2+ 1 is possible is necessarily synthetic.” A
possible ides cannot, in the last analysis, be merely an idea
which ia not contradictory; for the contradiction itself must
always be deduced from synthetic propositions. And hence the
propositions of Arithmetic, as Kant discovered, are one n,nd all
-synthetie.

In the case of Geometry, which Leibniz also rega,rds a8
analytic, the opposite view is even more evidently correct.
The triple number of dimensions, he says, follows analytigally
from the fact that only thrée mutually perpendicular liges can
be drawn through one point (G. vr 823). No mstanca he
says, could be more proper for illustrating & blind necessity
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independent of God's will It is amazing that he did not
perceive, in this instance, that the proposition from which the
three dimensions are supposed to be deduced is in fact precisely
the same as the three dimensions, and that, so far from being
proved, it is wholly incapable of deduction from any other
proposition, and sbout as synthetic as any proposition in the
whole range of knowledge. This is so obvious as o need po
further argument; and it is an interesting fact that Kant, in
his first published work!, points oub the circularity of Leibniz’s
deduction in the above passage of the Théodicde, and proceeds,
being still a Leibnizian, to infer that the number of dimengtons
is synthefio and contingent, and might be different in other
possible worlds (ed. Hartenstein, 1867, 1. p. 21 ff.). . -

We may argue generally, from the mere statement of the
Law of Contradiction, that no proposition can follow frGin
it alone, except the proposition that there.is’ truth, or that
some propoesition is true. For the law states simply that any
proposition must be true or falge, but cannot de both, . It gives
no indication as to the alternative to be chosen, and cannot of
itself decide that any proposition is true. It cannot even, of
itgelf, yield the conclusion that such and such a proposition is
true or false, for this involves the premiss “such and such is &
proposition,” which does not follow from the law of contra-
diction. Thus the doctrine of analytic propositions seems
wholly misiaken.

It may be worth pointing out thut even those propositions
which, at the beginning of the enquiry, we took as the type of
anclytic propositions, such as “the equilateral rectangle is a
rectangle,” are not wholly analytic. We have already seen
that they are logically subsequent to synthetic propositions
asserting that the constituents of the subject are compatible.
They cannot, therefore, in any case, give the premisses of any
science, a8 Leibniz supposed (of N.E. p. 99; G. v. 92). But
further, in so far as they are significant, they are judgments of
whole and part; the constituents, in the subject, have a certain
kind of unity—the kind always involved in numeration, or in
assertions of o whole—which is taken away by analysis. Thus
evert here, in so far a8 t1 subject is ond, the judgment does not

1 Gedanken von der wahren Sohiitzung der lebendigen Kvilfte, 1747,
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follow from the Law of Contradiction alone. And in the clos.el'y
allied judgments, such as “red is a colour,” “2 is a number,”
“number is a coucepﬁ the subject is not even complex, and
the p oposmon is therefore in no sense analytic. But thig last
a.\ss/erﬂ’wn ig'one which I cannot here undertake to prove. _

,&s regards the second point which was to be discussed,
namely the connection of the necessary and the analytic, it is
evident, from what has been said already, that if there are to
be any necessary propositions at all there must be necessary
synthetic propositions. It remains to enquire what we mean
by nggessity, and what distinction, if any, can be made hetween

_the necessary and the contingent.
:} - Necossity itgelf is never discussed by Leibniz. He dis-

tinguishes kinds of necessity—metaphysical, hypothetical, and
memal—but he nowhere explains metaphysical necessity, which

! i3 here in question, otherwise than as the property of analytic

Pproposittons. . Nevertheless, necessity must mean something
other than connegtion with the Law of Contradiction; the
statement that analytic propositions are necessary is mgmﬁcant
and the opposite statement—that synthetic propositions are
contingent—is certa.mly so regarded by Leibniz. It would
seem that necessity is ultimate and indefinable, We may day, -
if we choose, that a necessary proposition is one whose contra~
dictory is impossible ; but the impossible can only be defined,

by means of the necessary, so that this account would give no

information as to necessity. In holding necessary propositions
to be analytic, Leibniz agreed with all his predecessors, and
with those of his successors who preceded Kant~"But by the
discovery that the laws of motion are synthetic, and by his
strict determinism, he rendered the denial of necessary syn-
thetic propositions highly paradozical in its consequences, and
prepared the way for Kant's opposite assertion. (For Leibniz,
by the way, the necessary is not, as for Kant, the same as the
d pnon we shall find that contmgent propos1tlons also have
o priori proofs”’ The & pmam is, as in Xant, what is indepen-
dent of particular experience, but the necessary is not co-
extensive with this.) Leibuiz and Kant both held that thére
is a fundamental distinction between, propositions that are
necessary, and those that are contingent, or, in Kant’s languags,
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empn‘mal Thus the proposxtlons of mathematics arc neccssary,
while those asserting particular existence are contingent. It
may be questloned whether this distinetion is tenable, whether,
in fact, there is any sense in saying, of a true proposition, that
it might have been false. As long as the distinction of analytic
and synthetic propositions subsisted, there was some plausibility
in maintaining a corresponding distinction in respect of ne-
cessity. But Kant, by pointing out that mathematical judg-
ments are both necessary and synthetic, prepared the way for
the view that this is true of all judgments. The distinction of
the empirical and the & priort seems to depend uponecon-
founding sources of knowledge with grounds of truth. There
is no doubt a great diffcrence between knowledge gained by
perception, and knowledge gained by reasoning, but cthat does
not show & corresponding difference as to what is known. #he
further discussion of this point, however, must bd post}foned
till we come to Leibniz’s theory of perception, And it'Toust be
confessed that, if all propositions are necessary; the notion of
"necessity is shorn of most of its importance,

Whatever view we adopt, however, as regards the nccessity

of existential propositions, it must be admitted that arith-
-metical propositions are both necessary and synthetic, and this
is enough to destroy the supposed connection of the necessary
and the analytic,

In the next Chapter we shall have a loss destructive task.
We shall have to show the true principle and the truc import-
ance of Leibniz's division of propositions into two kinds, and
the meaning of the Law of Sufficient Reason, which he invoked
as the source of his contingent propositions.



CHAPTER III

CONTINGENT BROPOSITIONS AND THE LAW OF SUFFICIENT
REASON.

I8. WE have ngw seen that Leibniz's division of propositions
into twd classes, in the form in which he gave it, is untenable.
Necessary, propos#ions are not to be defined as those that
follow from the Law of Contradiction; and as regards proposi~
tions which are not necessary, it may be questioned whether
any such are to be found. Nevertheless, there is a most
important principle by which propositions may be divided ‘into.
two classes. This principle, we shall find, leads to the same
division of propositions as tha{ to which Leibniz was led, and
may, by ezamination of his words, be shown to be the true
principle npon which his division proceeded. His division
does, therefore, correspond to what is perhaps the most im-
portant classification of which propositions are capable., I
shall first explain this classification, and then examine the
Law of Sufficient Reason, whith Leibniz held to be the
supreme principle of contingent propositions.

Contingent propositions, in Leibniz's system, are, speaking,
generally, such as assert actual existence. The exception
which this statement requires, in the case of the necessary
existence of God, may be provided for by saying that contin-
gent propositions are such as involve a reference to parts of
time. This seems to be Leibniz’s meaning when he Says
(G. 111. 588): “ The notion of eternitysdn God is quite different
from that of time, for it consists in necessity, and thet of time
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ifi' contingency.” Thus necessary propositions are such as have
no reference to actual time, or such as—oxcept in the, case of
God—do not assert the existence of their subjects. “As for
the eternal truths,” Leibniz says, “we must observe that at
bottom they are all conditional, and say in fact: Such a
thing posited, such another thing is” (N. E. p. 516; G. V.
428). And again: “Philosophers, who distinguish so often
betiween what belongs to essence and what to ewistence, vefer
to existence all that is accidental or contingent” (N. E. p. 498;
Q. v. p. 414). He points out also that the truth of a necessary
proposition does not depend upon the existence of its subject
(N.E. p. 516; G. v, 429). The designation as elernal truths,
which he always adopts, must be meant to indicate that no
special time is referred to in the proposition ; for the proposi-
tion itself, of whatever nature, must of course be eternﬁﬂy
true or eternally false, - i
But propositions about contingency itself, and-all hat can
be said generally about the nature of possibie contingents, ore
Tot contingent; on the contrary, if the contingent be what
actually exists, any proposition about what might exist must
be necessary. Thus Leibniz says (G. 11, 39): “The notion of a
‘Bpecies involves only eternal or necessary truths, but the notion
of an individual involves, sub rations possibilitaiss, what is of
fact, or related to the existence of things and to time.” He
proceeds to explain that the notion of the sphere which Archi-
medes caused to be placed on his tomb involves, besides its
form, the matter of which it was made, as well as the place and
time. This passage is very important, for it involves the dis-
tioction, afterwards urged by Kant against the ontological
argument, between the notion of an existent and the assertion
of actual existence. The notion of an individual, as Leibniz
puts it, involves reference to existence and time sub rations
possibilitatis, 1.6, the notion is exactly what it would be if the
individual cxisted, but the existenge is merely possible, and is
not, in the mere notion, judged to be actual. *“ Possibles are
possible,” he says, “before all actual decrees of God, but not
without sometimes supposing the same decrees taken as possi-
ble. . Yor the possibilities of individuals or of contingent truths
coutain in their nofion the possibility of their causes, to wit,
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the free decrees of God; in which they are different fromoti:e
possibilities of species or eternal truths, which depend only
upon the understanding of God, without involving his will”
(G. 1. 51). That is to say, possible existents involve possible
causes, and the connection between a possible cause and a
possible effect is similar to that between an actusl causc and
an actual effect. But so long as wo do not assert actual exist-
ence, we are still in the region of eternal truths, and although,
as we shall see, the law of sufficient reason does apply to
possibles, still it is not, in such applications, coordinate with
the-principle of contradiction, but only a consequence of that
principle. It ig in taking the further step, in judging the
actual existence of the individual whose notion is in question,
that the’ law of sufficient reason becomes indispensable, and
gfves results to which the law of contradiction is, by itself,
ma.dequa,te The.individual once posited, all its properties
follow "« every predicate, necessary or contingent, past, present,
or future, in comptised in the notion of the subject” (G. 1. 46),
But it does not follow that this notion represents a subject
which exists: it is merely the idea of a Sllbjéﬂt havmg the
general qualities distinguishing existents™ Existence is thus
unique among predicates. All other predicates are contained”
in the notion of the subject, and may be asserted of it in a
purely analytic judgment. The assertion of existence, alone
among predicates, is synthetic, and therefore, in Leibniz's view,
contingent. Thus existence has, for 'him, just as peculiar a
position as it has in Kant's criticism of the ontological proof,
and it must be regarded as a sheer inconsequence, in Leibreiz,
that he failed to apply his doctrine also to God. But for the
fact that Leibniz definitely asserts the contrary (N. E. 401;
G. v. 339),, one would be tempted to state his position as
tantamount to a denial that existence is a predicate ab all.

But further, not only the existence of such and such a
subject is contingent, but also the connection of any two predi-
cates expressing the states of that subject at different times.
Thus Leibniz says, in discussing the supposition that he is

1 ¢“When we say that s thing exists, or hag real existence, this qxlstenoe

ftself is the?predioate, i.e, it has a notion 10med to the idea in quesiiox, and
there is connection between these two notions.”
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g'oi;xg, at some future time, to mnke a journey, “ the connection
of events, though certain, is not necessary, and it is open to me
to make or not tv make this journey, for though it is included
in my notion that I shall make it, it is also included in it that
I shiall make it freely. And there is nothing in me, of all that
can be conceived generally, or by essence, or by a specific or
incomplete notion, whence it can be concluded that I shall
do so necessarily, whereas from my being a man it can be
concluded that I am capable of thinking; and consequently,
if I do not make this journey, that will not combat any eternal
or necessary truth, Nevertheless, since it is certain that I
shall do so, there must be some connection between me, who
am the subject, and the execution of the journoy, which is the
predicate for, in a true proposition, the notion. of the predicate
is always in the subject. Consequently, if I did not do”® S0,
there would be a falsity, which would destrey my individual or
complete notion” (G. 1. 52). Thus those predicates which are
concretes, t.e. those expressing states of a®substance at par-
tioular parts of time, are in a different position from such
abstract predicates as human and rational. Concrete predi-
cates, though they are connected with each other, are not
‘necessarily connected; the connections, as well as the predi-
cates, are contingent. All the predicates are necessarily con-
nected with the subject, but no concrete predicates arc neces-
sarily connected with each other. And hence Leibniz often
speaks of them as contingent predicates. If the series of
predicates were different, the subject would be ditferent; hence
tlw necessary connection of predicates and subject amounts to
little more than the law of identity'. A subject is defined by
its prediontes, and therefore, if the predicates were different,
the subject could not be the same. Thus it follows, from a
subject's being the subject it is, that it will have all the predi-
cates that it will have; but from one or more of its predicates,
this does not follow necessarily. The existence of each separate
prodicate at each separate instant is a contingent truth, for
each is presuppused in the assertion that just such a subject
exzsbs There is a dlfﬁculty, on this view, in distinguishing

1 It would not have been our Adam, but another, if he hid had other
events” (G. 1, 42).
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a subject from the sum of its predicates—a difficulty to which
I shall return when I come to the doctrine of sukstance. For
the present, I am content to point out that, in asserting the
existence of an individual substance, e of a subject whose
notion is complete, theve are involved just as many separate
contingent propositions as there are moments through which
the substance persists. For the state of the substance at each
moment exists, and its existence is a contingent proposition.
It is thus existential propositions that are contingent, and pro-
positions not asserting existence that are necessary. Leibniz's
divi§ion of propositions into two kinds does, therefore, corre-
gpond to a very important division—perhaps the most im-
portant'—of which propositions are susceptible.

Some explanation seems, however, to be called for by the
.Qpnqectlons of contmgent predicates. These connections can
hardly be said to eZist, and yet they are always contingent, not
only in free subst.ances but also in such as have no freedom.
In substances which are not free, the connections of snccessives
states are given by the laws of motion, and these laws are most
emphatically contingent. Leibniz even goes so far as to say
that it is in Dynamics that we learn the distinction of necessary
and contingent propositions (G, 1tt. 645). Besides these, there
is the general law, equally contingent, but equally without
exception, “ that man will always do, though freely, what seems
the best” (G. 1v. 438). The fact seems to be, that these
general but not necessary laws are regarded by Leibniz as
essentially referring to every part of actual time. That is to
say, they do not hold of the sequences in other possible time-
orders, but only of actual sequences. Moreover they arc
deduced from elements in the actnal preceding state, which
elements lead to the sequence, and are logically prior fo it—
this is, as we shall see, essential to the doctrine of activity.
Thus these laws, though they have an d priorsi proof by means
of final causes, are yet of the nature of empirical generalisations,
They have held, they hold now, and they will hold hereafter.
They apply to every moment of actual time, but they cammot
be stated without such reference. ThlB is a conception, which
T shall htwe to criticize when we come to, deal with Leibhiz's
philosophy of Dynamics. For the present, I only wish to point
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out that, in his system, the laws of motion and the law of
volition are existential, and do have an essential referance to
the perts of actual time. They are peculiar only in referring
to all parts of time, They may be contrasted, in this respect,
with the properties of time itself, which are metaphysically
necessary, and the same in all possible worlds; whereas the
emistence of time is contingent, since it depends upon God’s free
resolve to create a world.

Leibniz’s dichotomy of propositions amounts, therefore, to
tho following assertions, All true propositions not involving
actual existence, but referring only to essences or possibles; are
necessary ; but propositions asserting existence—except in the
case of (od—are never necessary, and do not follow necessarily
from any other existential proposition, nor yet from “the fact
that the subject has all the qualities distinguishing exlstegts..-
If, then, existential propositions are to have any mterrqlatlons
and are to be in any way systematized, there must be some
principle by which their merely particular and contingent
character is mitigated.

14, This brings me to the principle of sufficient reason.

{_This principle is usually supposed to be, by itself, adequate
to the deduction of what actually exists. To this supposi-
tion, it must be confessed, Leibniz's words often lend colour,
But we shall find that there are really two principles included
under the same name, the one general, and applying to all
possible worlds, the other special, and applying only to the
actual world. Both differ from the law of contradiction, by
the fact that they apply specially—the former, however, not
exclusively—to existents, possible or actual. The former, as we
shall see, is a form of the law of causality, asserting all possible
causes to be desires or appetites; the latter, on the other hand,
is the assertion that all actual causation is determined by
desire for the good. The«former we shall find to be meta-
physically necessary, while the latter is contingent, and applies
only to contingents. The former is a principle of possible
conbingents, the latter & principle of actnal contingents only.
The importance of this distinction will appear as soon as we

1 On the connection of contingensy with infinite complexity (whmh many
commentators regard as defining contingenay) see Chap. V. § 26.
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begin to examine Leibniz's accounts of what he means by
sufficient reason’,

“{The law of sufficient reason is variously stated by Leibniz
at various times.| I shall begin with his later statements,
which are belter known, and more in accordance with tho
traditional view of its import ; I shall then refer to the earlier
slatements, especially those of 1686, and examine whether
these can be reconciled with the later forms of the principle,
v"The statement in the Monadology is as follows (§§ 31, 32,
83, 86): “Our reasonings are founded upon two great prinei-
ples; that of contradiction, ...... and that of sufficient reason,
in virbue of which we judge that no fact can be found true or
existent, no statement veritable, unless there is a sufficient reason
why it should be so and not otherwise, although these reasons

.nsua.lly cannot be known to us. There are also two kinds of
truths, Jhose of resoning, and those of fack. Truths of reason-
mg are necessa.ry, and their opposite is lmposslble truths of
fact are contingenlt, and their opposite is possible. When a
truth is necessary, the reason of it can be found by analysis...
But there must also be a sufficient reason for contingent truths
or truths of fact, <. for the sequence of things which. are
dispersed throughout the universe of created beings, in which
the resolution into particular reasons might go on into endless
detail ” (D. 222-3; L. 285—7; G. v1. 612). This leaves us
entirely uninformed as to what is meant by a sufficient reason|
The same vagueness appears in the Principles of Nature and
of Grace (§ 7): “Thus far we have spoken only as mere physi-
cists : now we must rise to metaphysics, by making use of the
great principle, little employed in general, which affirms that
nothing happens without a sufficient reason; t.e. that nothing
happens without its being possible for one who should know
things sufficiently to give a reason sufficient to determine why
things are so and not otherwise. This principle being laid
down, the first question we are entitled to put will be, why
is there something rather than nothing? For nothing is simpler
and easier than something. Further, supposing that things

1 I do not maintain that Leibniz himself was perfectly clear a8 to Mess two
principles &% sufficient resson, but that he did, as a-matter of fact, designate
two distinet prinoiples (perhaps not distinguished by him) by this saine name,
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must exist, we must be able to give a reason why they must
exist thus and not otherwise” (D.212—3; L. 414—34 G. vi
602). This statement, though it brings out very clearly the
connection of contingency and existence, gives us no further
information as to the meaning of sufficient reason. In the
paper “ On the Ultimate Origination of Things” (1697) Leibniz
is a little more definite, He says: “In 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
geries of changing things, if it be supposed that they succeed
one another from all eternity, this reason is, as we shall
presently see, the preva.iling of inclinations, which consist not
in necessitating reasons, 1.g. reasons of an absolute a,nd meta-
physical necessity, the opposite of which involves a contra-
diction, but in inclining reasons ” (L. 838 ; D. 100; Q. viL 35’73,,
What is meant by these inclining reasons warinot be properly
explained until we come to deal with the activity‘of substance.
In desling with actual existents, the inclifiing "reason is the
perception of the good, either by the substance itself, if it be
free, or by God, if the substance be not fres, But the law as
above stated, even in the form which applies only to the series
"of changing things, is true, as we shall soon see, not only of tho
aetual world, but of all possible worlds, It is, therefore, itself
fnetaphysically necessary, and unable to distinguish the actual
from the possible. Even in the form which applies only to the
series of changing things, the law is still a law of all possible
contingents; and any true proposition about possible contin-
géats must itself be not contingent, but necessary.

Before developing this topie, let us éxamine Leibniz’s earlier
statements of the law. In the year 1686, when he was more
inclined than in later years to go to the bottom of his principles,
he gives a statement at first sight very different from those
which he usually gives, and refers to his usual formula as a
“vulgar axiom ” which follows as & corollary. He says: “There
must always be some foundation of the connection of terms in a
proposition, which must be found in their notions. This is my
great principle, with which I believe all philosophers must
agree, and of which one”of the corollaries is this vulgar axiom,
that nothing happens without a reason.. .though often this
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reason inclines without necossitating” (G. 1. 56). And ng:a.izl
ho says. that in Metaphysics he presupposes hardly anything
but two great principles, namely (1) the law of contradigtion,
and (2) “that nothing is without & reason, or that every tiuth
has its & priori proof, drawn from the notion of the terms,
although it is not alwags in our power to make this analysis”
(G. 11. 62).

There is another passage, in an undated paper, which how-
ever, on internal evidence, would seem to belong to the same
period, in which Leibniz is even more definito on the d prior
proof of contingent propositions. * Gouerally, every true propo-
sition,” he says, ‘! (which is not identical or true per se) can be
proved ¢ prior: by the help of axioms, or propositions true per
se, and H’y the help of definitions or ideas. For as often as a
.dea.te is truly affirmed of a subject, some real conncction is

ways Judged to hold between the predma.te and the subject,
and thus in =ny proposition: A is B (or, B is truly predicated
of A), Bis always'in A itself, or its notion is in some way con-
tained in the notion of A itself; and this either with absolute
necessity, in propositions of eternal truth, or with & kind of
certa,mty, depending upon a supposed decres of a free substance,
in contingent things; and this decree is never wholly arbitrary
and destitute of foundation, but always some reason for it
(which however inclines, and does not necessitate), can be given,
which could itself be deduced from analysis of the notions (if
this were always within human power), and certainly does not
escape the omniscient substance, which sees everything d prior:
by means of ideas themselves and its own decrces, It is certain,
therefore, that all truths, even the most contingent, have an
@& priors proof, or some reason why they are rather than are not.
And this is itself what people commonly say, that nothing
happens without & cause, or that nothing is without a renson.”
(G. vi1, 300, 301)%.

1 The principle of sufficient reason, in eo far as it is independent of final
cnuses, oocurs in Spinoza (Eilics, 1. 11, 3nd dem.): * For the existonce or non-
existence of anything, it must be possible to assign a cause or xeason.” TLeibniz
was aware of this agreement, us appemvs from the following commenf on
Sohuller's aecount of Spinoza; ¢ This is rightly observed, and agrees with what

I am woni lp say, that nothing exists anlsss a siffeient reason of its eistence
oan be given, which is easily shown not o Lie in the seties of canses.” [G.1. 188.]
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P

These statements, as they stand, seem different from
Leibniz’s later statements of the law of sufficiont reason. But
it would seem that he intends, in contingent matter, to include,
in “the notion of the terms,” the pursuit of the apparently best.
This-appears quite plainly in & passage also written in "686,
where he says that the actions of Caesar, though contained in
his notion, depend upon God’s free choica to create men, aud to
make them such that they would always choose, though freely,
what seemed best to them. It is only thus, he says, that such
predicates can be shown & priori to belong to Caesar (G 1v.
438).

Thus the law of sufficient reason, as applied to actual
existents, reduces itself definitely to the assertion of final
causes, in the sense that actual desires are-alwnys" direcﬁgg_i
towards what appears the best. In all actual changes, the cona
sequent can only be deduced from the antetedent by uging the
notion of the good, Where the change depends only upon God,
1t really is for the best; where it depends upon s free creature,
it is such as seems best to the creature, but is often, owing to
confused perception, not really the best possible change. Such
a connection can only be regarded as contingent by admitting,

"3 Leibniz does, that a law may be genersl, i.e. may apply to
every part of time, without being necessary, i.e. without being
capable of a statement in which no actual part of time is
referred fo. To pursue this topic is impossible until we come
to the dootrine of substance. At present I will only point
out that this principle confers upon the good a relation to
exigtence such as no other concept possesses. In order to infer
actual existence, whether from another existent, or from mere
notions, the notion of the good must always be employed. It
is in this sense that contingent propositions have o priori
proof’. “As possibility is tho principle of essence,” Leibniz
says, “so perfection, or a degree of essonce (by which the
greatest number of things are compossible), is the principle

1 The prim-‘I, in Leibniz, is opposed to the empirical, not to the sontingent,
A Mf employing the notion of the good may show, without sppdaling to
experienca, that something exists, but does not thoreby render this prioposition

15 . .
!;ecen — Thus ihe & priori s not, ag in Kant, synonymdys with the



THE LAW OF SUFFICIENT REASON. 35

L
of existence” (D. 108; L. 842—38; Q. vir. 304)!. This con-
nection of existence with the good, the principle that all actual
causation i8 determined by desire for what appears best,. is a
most important proposition, which we shall have to consider
again at a later stage. It gives the essence of the law of
sufficient reason as applied to actual existents. At the same
time we shall see that the law has also a wider meaning, in
which it applies to possible existents as well. The confusion
of these two has rendered the connection of the law with the
principle of confradiction very difficult to understand. The
distinction will, I think, enable us to cloar up the connection
of Leibniz's two .principles,

15. - When we enquire into the relation of the law of suffi-
cient reafon to the law of contradiction, we find that Leibniz
[D&kes very few remarks on the subject, and that those few
give » meaning’ to the law of sufficient reason, in which it
applies equally to all possible worlds. We then require a
further principle, %applicable only to the actual world, from
which actual existence may be inferred. This is to be found in
final causes. But let us see what Leibniz says.

“I certainly maintain,” he writes to Des Bosses, “that.a
power of determining oneself without any cause, or without any *
source of determination, implies contradiction, as does a relation
without foundation; but from this the metaphysical necessity
of all effects does not follow. For it suffices that the cause or
reason be not one that metaphysically necessitates, though it is
metaphysioally necessary that there should be some such cause
(G. 1. 420). In this passage he is evidently thinking of the
volitions of free creatures; in a letter to the Princess of Wales,
accomnpanying the fourth paper against Clarke, he makes the
same statement concerning God. “God himself” he says,
“could not choose withont having a reason of his choice”
(G. vi1. 879). But we know that God, being free, might have
chosen otherwise, and therefore, since he must have a reason
for his choice, there must have been possible reasons for possible

.} Perfection hers has its metaphysioal sense, as the “amount of positive
reality"” (Monadology, § 41, D. 224), but Leibuiz certainly thought metaphysical
perfeotion gogd. In the sentence preceding the one guoted in the text, hovpeaks

of “imperfection or moral absurdity” as synonymous, and means by imper-
feotion the opposite of metaphysioal perfection. See Chap. xvi.
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(:h;ices, as well as actual roasons for actual choices. The same
consequence follows as regards free creatures. And thiy conse-
quence, as appears from a passage quoted above (G. 11.51; §13),
was actually drawn by Leibniz. In order that a notion may be
the motion of a possible existent, there must be another notion
which, if it existed, would be a sufficient reason for such an
imagined existont. “There were,” Leibniz continues, “an
infinity of possible ways of crealing the world, according to
the different designs which God might form, and each possible
world dopends upon certain principal designs or ends of God
proper to itself” (G. 1L 51).

But if the principle applies to possible as well as actual
existents, how is it to help in determining what does actually
exist? It gives merely, on this view, a general quality of what
might exist, not a source of actual existents’. This Leil_:.o‘liz,
would admif. And we may now olearly state the digfinction
between actual and possible sufficient reasons, The part of the
principle which is metaphysically necessary, which applies
equally to possible and to actual existents, is the part which
asserts all ovents to be due to design. From the passage at
the.end of the preceding paragraph, it appears that, whichever
of the possible worlds God had created, he would always
necessarily have had some design in doing so, though his
design might not have been the best possible. And similarly
volition, in free creatures, must have a motive, 4.e. must be
determined by some prevision of the effect. \The relation of
cause and effect can never be 8 purely external one; the cause
mfast be always, in part, a desive for the effect. This form of
causality is the essence of activity, which Leibniz, as we shall
see, declares to be metaphysically necessary to substance. And
in this form, the law of sufficient reason is necessary and
analytic, not a principle goordinate with that of contradiction,
but & were consequence of it. 4

The principle which applies only to actuals, which is really
coordinate with the law of contradiction, and gives the source

. .
! Gf. G, 1. 225 De Volder objects to Liefbniz that to conceive the existence
of a 'sq]u_.sﬁunee We yequire a oguse, but not to concsive it esaence. I retort,"
Leoibiiiz replies, # to conasive its easence we require the oonception Bt a possible
gausg, to conseive its existence we require the concoption of an notual oauge.
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of the world which does exist, is the principle that designs are
always dotermined by the idea of the good or the best. God
might have desired any of the possible worlds, and his desire
would have been a sufficient reason for its creation. But it is
a contingent fact that he desired the best, that the actual
sufficient reason of creation was the desire for the maximum of
good, and not for anything that the other possible worlds would
have realised, So Leibniz says: “ It is reasonable and assured
that God will always do the best, though what is less perfect
does not imply contradiction” (G. 1v. 438). The same holds
of free creatures, with the limitation that they are often mis-
taken about the good. It would be possible to desire what
does not appear best, but it is a contingent fact that actual
desires, which are actual sufficient reasons, are always directed
0 what the free spirit holds to be the best possible®. It might
mppo_sed that; ifs God is necessarily good, his acts also must
necessarily be determined by the motive of the best. But this
Leibniz evades' by the common notion that freedom is essential
to goodness, that God is good only because the evil which he
rejects is possible—a notion which this is not the place to discuss.

We may now sum up the results of our discussion of con-
tingency and sufficient resson. Leibniz, holding fast to the
doctrine that a necessary proposition must be analytie, dis-
covered that existential propositions are synthetic, and also, like
Hume and Kant, that all causal connections among existents
differing in temporal position are synthetic. He inferred,
accordingly, that the actual world does not exist necessarily,
and that, within this world, causes do not produce their effects

1 0, G. vm. 809, text and note, Also the following passages in the fifth paper
against Clarke {G. vir.] : No. 9: **But to say, that God can only choose what is
best; and to infer from thence, that what he does not choose, is impossible;
this, I eny, is confounding of terms : 'tis blending power and will, metaphysionl
necessity and moral necessity, essences and existenoes. For what ig necessary,
ia 0 by its essence, since the opposite implies a contradiction ; but a contingent
which exists, owes its existence to the principle of what is best, which is a
suffioient reason of things.! No.78: “God can do everything that is possible,
but he will do only what is beat,” Cf. also No, 78.

% This appears also from a passage [G. 1. 40] where Laibniz explains that
the present state of the world follows from the first state omly in virtue of
certain laws €recly deoreed by God. These laws, \here_fore, among whiol ix the
pursnit of the best, must be contingent.
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ﬁe;essarily. The reason, as he perpetually repeats, inclines
without necessitating. This was his solution of the.problem
raised by the fact, which he perceived as clearly as Hume and
Kant, that causal connections are synthetic. Hume inferred
that. causal connections do not really connect, Kant inferred
that the synthetic may be necessary, Leibniz inferred that a
connection may be invariable without being necessary. As he
never dreamt of denying that the necessary must be analytic,
this was his only possible escapc from a total denial of causal
connections.

Thus the proposition that anything except God exists is
contingent, and so is the proposition that one existent is the
cause of another. At the same time, causality itself is neceasary,
and holds in all possible worlds. In all possible.worlds,'moreover,
causality can only be rendered intelligible by regarding “tie
cause as being in part a prevision or desire.of -the effect. ~This
follows, as we shall see in the next chapter, from thé general

_doctrine that “every extrinsic denomination has gn intrinsic
one for its foundation™ (Q. 11. 240), i.e. that no relation is
purely external. So far as thig is asserted by the law of suffi-
cient reagon, that law is metaphysically necessary. The effect

" must be the end in the paychological sense, t.e. the object of
desire. But in the actual world, owing to God’s goodness, the

~effect also is, or seems to be, the end in the ethical sense. The
psychological end is, as a matter of fact, what the agent
believes to be the ethical end, 4.e. what he beliaves to be the
best possible effect. (In substances which are not free, the
sefficient reason does not lie in them, but in God.) This is
what distinguishes the actual from any other possible world.

God might have created one of the possible worlds, but he
could not have been ignorant of its not being the best. For ita
degree of excellence is an eternal truth, and an object of his
understanding. But we are told (G. 1L 51) that whatever
world God had created, he would have had a design in so doing,
and that some design is metaphysically necessary to his acts.
It only remains, therefore, to interpret design psychologically,
not ethically, when design is said to be necessary.

-Cod's good actions then are contingent, and true gnly within
the actual world, They are the source, from which all explana-~
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tion of contingents by means of sufficient reason proceezls..
They themselvos, however, have their sufficient reason in God’s
goodness, which one must snppose metaphysically necessary?,
Leibniz failed to show why, since this is so, God's good actions
are not also necessary. But if they were necessary, the whole
serios of their consequences would have been also necessary,
and his philosophy would have fallen into Spinozism, The
only remedy would have been, to declare God's existence, like
all other existence, contingent—a remedy irresistibly suggested
by his logic, but regarded by him, for obvious reasons, as worse
than the diseaso of Spinozism which his doctrine of contingency
was designed to cure,

1 Leibni'z.nowhere, 8o fax as I know, definitely asserts God’s goodness to be
necesgary, bub this cohelusion seems to follow from his philosophy. Ior God’s
gotaness Ia an eternal truth, not reforring solely, as do his acte, to the aotual
worte™ We can hardly sgppose that, in other possible worlds, God would not
have been good, oy that it is a merely contingent faot that Gted is good. But if
we were to make thfs augposition, we should merely remove the difficulty one
stage further, sinea we shounld then require a sufficient resson for God's good-
ness, If this reason were necessary, God’s goodness would also be necessary ;
if contingent, it would itself require a sufficient reason, concerning which the
same difficulty would recur.
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CHAPTER 1V

THE CONCEFPTION OF SUBSTANCE.

16. THE question to be discussed in this chapter is: What
did Leibniz mean by the word substance, and how far can this
meaning be fruitfully employed in philosophy? This yuestion
must be carofully distinguished from the question whi_c_st
+answered by the doctrine of Monads, nansely, what existentinl
J judgments can we make, in which the notion: 6f substance is
- employed ? Qur prosent question is siraply, what 4s the notion
of substance? Not, what judgments about the world can be
made by the help of this notion ¢
<} The conception of substance dominated the Cartosian philo-
rophy, and was no less important in the philosophy of Leibniz.
Bub the meaning which Leibniz attached to the word was
* different from that which his predecessors had attached to it,
and this change of meaning was one of tho main sources of
novelty in his philosophy. Loibniz himself emphasized the
importance of this conception in his system, As a.)gainsb Locke,
fle urged that the idea of substance is not so Glscure as that
philosopher THGUGRE Tt (N, E. 148; G. v. 13%).  Thé“tonsidera-
ion ; 5, 1s one of the most important and fruitful
points in philosophy : from his notion df substance follow the
most fundamental truths, oven those concerning God and gouls
aud bodies (D. 69; G. sv. 469). To expluinéfﬁm"‘ﬂa,
therefore, an indispensable preliminary to & discussion of his
views on mabtér or of his theory of Monads.

- The Cartesians had defined substance as that which needs,
for its existence, only God’s s concuryence. By this they meant,
pm&imﬂlfmﬁ not dependent, upon_relations

to any other oxistents ; for God’s concurrence wai an awkward

-/
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condition, which had led Doy Cartes to affirm that God alone |
was propgrly and strictly & substance. Thus although, practi-
cally, they admitted two substances, mind and matter, .yet, <
whenever they. took God seriously, tm%mggmpelled to deny ¢
the substantiality of erything except God. This inconsistericy
was remediod by\(p:oza o whom substance Was causg SUe.
the selfcharsed, or that .which is 1R itwelf” and 1§ conesived”
ﬁhroWoIf ‘Substanice to him, was therefore God along—~a
roisdy which Leibniz regarded “&s ‘condeinning the orlgmal
definition (G. v1. 582). To Spinoza, extension and thought did

not constitute separate substances, but o attnbutes of the one

substance. 1n Spinoza as in Des Cartes, the notion of sub-
r———

* gtance, though not by them clearly analyzed into its elements,
way not am ultimgte simple notion, but a notion dependent, in
some undefined manner, upon the purely logical notion of
supject and predieage. The atbributes of a substance are the,
predicatds of +a subject ; and’ it is sipposed That predlca.tes

eannut exigt wibhowt their subJecmougw h_the subject can
exist._wmlmut them. Hence the subject becomes_that,_ whose
existence does not d depend uy upon any other existent. "

There is an interesting discussion of this definition, ip
connection with Malebranche, in the Dialogue between Phila-
réte and Ariste (Q. VI pp. 579—594). In this dialogue, the
. representative of Malebranche begins by defining substance as.

whatever can he conceived alone, or as existing independently
of other things (G. vi. 581). Leibniz pbints out, iy objection,
that this definition, at bottom, applies only to God. [ “Shall we
then say.” he proceeds, “with an innovator who is but too welh
known, that Ged is the only su,bslmnce, and creatyres are mere
modifications of him?” If the independence’is y}m‘:xhend only
to created things, then, Leibniz thinks, force and?life, abstmetlya
at least, can be so conceived, Independence in conception, he
says, belongs niot only ‘to substance, but also to what is essential
to substaice, Malebrailche’s supporter then confines his defini-
tion. to congretos: substance is & coricrete independent of every
‘other' erénfed conciete. To this Leibniz retorts (1) that the
conereté can’ perlmps only be defined by means of substance, so-
_ ﬁha.t the Qeﬁnmon may ‘involve a visious circle!; (2)what
1 This ohjeotmn however is snbsequently w1th&ra.wn (Ib 583).
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xtension is not & concrete, but the abstract of the extended,
which is the subject of extension (I7b. 582). But he avoids, in
this_place, any definition of his own, contenting himself, in a
characteristically conciliatory manner, with pointing out that
thé above rectified definition will apply to Monads alone
(b, 585—6).

17, Leibniz perceived, however, that the relation to subject
and, predlca.te was more fundamental thar the doubtful. infer-
“ence ta. indépendent existénce (ck G. IL g21). He, therefore,
definitely brought his notion of substance into dependence upon
this logical relation, Ao mge____.gmnst Locke that therc is
good reason io assume substa.ncc, smce we_ eoncelve seveml
predicates in one and the same subJect and thxa_;a all that is
meant by the words support or substr aham, which Locke is usf}’

ag synonymous with substanco (N. E. p. 225; G. V. 201—2).
But when we' éxariing Turther, we find tha.t. this, thouffft"&n
essential part of the mcaning of substance, is by-no ifieans all
that this word means. Besides the logica? notion of subject,
“there has been, as a rule, another element in the meaning
people have attached to the word substance. This is the element
of persistence through change, Persistence is involved, indeed,
" in the very notion of change as opposed to more becoming.
Change implies something which changes; it implies, that is, &
-subject which has preserved its identity while altering its quali-
ties. This notion of a subjoct of change is, therefoye, not inde-
pendent of subject and predicate, but subsequent to it; it is
the notion of subject and predicate applied to what is in time.
W is this special form of the logical subject, combined with the
docirine that there are terms which can only be subjects and
not predicates, which constitutes the notion of substance as
Leibniz employs it. If we are to hold, he says, that I am the
same person as 1 was, we must not be content with mere
internal experience, but must have an & prior: reason. This
can only be that my present and past attributes are predicates
of the same subject (G. 1. 48). The neocessity of substance in
the sense of a subject of change has been pointed out by Kant
in the first analogy of experience, But to Kant, this subject is
as phenomenal as its spredicates. The distinctive feature of
substance, when used as the basis of a dogmatic metaphysic, is
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the belief that certain ierms are only and essentially subjegts'.

} When several predicates can be attributed to a subject, and

g ﬂn’?s in turn cannot be attributed to any other gubject, then,
Leibniz says, we call thié subject an individual substance}(CF v,
482). This point is important ; for it is plain that any term
may be made a subject. I may say “two is a number,” “red is
a colour,” and so ‘on. But such terms can be attributed to
others, and therefore are not substances. The ultimate subject
is always a substance (Q. 1L. 457—8). Thus the term [ appears
incapable of attribution to any other term; I have many predi-
cates, but am not in turn a predicate of anything else. I,
therefore, if the word I does denote anything distinet from the
mere sum of my states, and if I persist through time, fulfil
Leibniz’s *définitipn of a substance. Space, as Leibniz often
@haits, would, if it were real, which he denies, be a substance;.
for'Te persists through time, and is not & predicate’,

Subglance; then, is_that which can only he subject. not
predicate, which h% many predicates, and_ persists through
c@;jtmn mlort, the subject of chingp._ The different
attributes which a substance has at different times ave all pre-
dicates of the substance, and though any attribute exists only
at a certain time, yet the fact of its being an attribute at that
time is eternally a predicate of the substance in question. For
the substance is the same subject at all jj_rgg_s_’, and therefore
has always the same predicates, since the notion of the predi-
cate, according to Leibnis, is always confained in the notion of
the subjecf. ~ All my states and their connections have always
Geén in the notion of that subject which is Z. Thug fo say
that all my states are involved in the notion of me, is merely fo
giy that Yhe_predicdte’is in the. subject (G. It 48). From this
propogition, Leibniz continues, it follows that every soul is a
world_apart, independent of everything else except God (G. 1.
46, 47). For dince all my predicates have always belonged to
me, and since among these predicates are contained all my
states at the various moments of time, it follows that my
development in time is & mere consequence of my notion, and
cannot depend upon any other substance, Such a subjeot as I

In his ywuth, Leibniz was inelined to mimit.spacp a8 o substange. 8é
youth,
@, 1. 10 (1668), and Selver, op. ¢it. p. 26,
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am may not exist; but if such a subject docs exist, all my
states follow from the fact that I am such as I am,and this
suffices to account for my changes, without supposing that I
am acted upon from without?,

"18. We can now understand what Leibniz means by
activity. The activity of substances, he says, is metaphysicaily
necessary (G. 1. 169). It is in this abtivity that the very
substance of things consists. Without a force of some dura-
tion, no created substance would remain numerically the same,
but all things would be only modifications of one divine sub-
stance (D, 117; @. 1v. 508)". Substance, again, i8 & being
capable of action (D.209; L. 406; G. vi, 598). But he does
not often explain clearly what he means by activity. . Activity
is, as a rule, a cover for confused thinking; it is orfe of those
notions which, by appealing to psychologma.l 1ma.gmatm,
appear to make things clear, when in reality they memly nge
an analogy to something familiar. Leibniz's use of” sctivity,
. however, does not seem open to this chérge” He definitely
rejects the appenl to imagination. The indwelling force of
substances, he says, may be conceived distinctly, but not
explained by images, for force must be grasped by the under-
standing, not the imagination (D. 116; G. tv. 507). What
then is this activity, which can be clearly conceived, but not
- imagined ?

Without an internal force of action, Leibniz explains, a
thing could not be a substance, for the nature of substance
consists in this regulated tendency. from which phenomena are
Born in order (G. 11 68). Again he says (L. 300, n.; G. 1v.

t Arnauld's judgment upon this theory, immediately after reading the
Dincours de Métaphysigque, deserves quotation ss & warning to philosophers
who feel tempted to condemn their juniors. ‘I have at present,” he writes,
“guch a cold, that all I can do is tell your Highness, in two worda, that I
find in these thoughts so many things which alarm me, and which almost all
men, if I am not mistaken, will find so shocking, that I do not see of what nse
n writing oan be, which apparently ali the world will reject. I shall only give
a8 an instance what he says in Arvt. 183: ‘That the individual notion of each
pereon involven ange for all everything that will ever happen to him'" (G. . 15).
The selection of this remark as specially shocking may perhaps help to nesonnt
for Lotbniz's omission of it from his published works,

. Bpinoza, Ethicz, oz, 6, 7. For him also, individua¥ty consists in
sotivity. Of, Pollook's Spinosa, 1st ed. pp. 217, 221; 2ud ed. pp. 201, 205.
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L]
472): :/By force or power (puwissamce), I do not mean the
capacity .(pouwoir) or mere faculty, which is nothing but a
near possibilily of acting, and which, being as it were dead,
never produces an action without being stimulated from with-
out, but I mean something between the capacity ( pouveir)-and
action, something which includes an effort, an act, an entelechy,
for force passes of itself into action, in so far as nothing hinders
it.  Wherefore I regard force as constitutive of substance, since
it is the principle of action, which is the characterisiic of‘(
substance.”s/ We can thus see what Leibniz means by activity, ‘
and we can see also that this notion is a necessary and logiti-
mate consequonce of his notion of substance. A substance, we
have seen, is a subject which has predicates consisting of various
attributes®at various parts of time. We havo seen also thet all
tHese predicates arc involved in the notion of the subject, and
thaf the ground of dts varying attributes is, therefore, within
the substance; and not to be sought in the influence of the
outside world.* Hénce there must be, in every state of a
substance, some element or quality in virtue of which that
state i3 not permanent, but tends to pess into the next state.
This element is what Leibniz means by activity’. Activity.is
to be distinguished from what we mean by causation. [Causa-
tion is a relation between fwo phenomena in virtue of which
“one is succeeded by the other. Activity is a quality of one*
phenomenon in virtue of which it tends to cause another.
Activity is an attribute corresponding to the relation of causality;
it is an attribute which must belong to the subject of changing
states, in so far as those states are developed out of the nature
of the subject itself. Activity is not a mero relation; it is an
actual quality of a substance, forming an element in cach state
of the substance, in virtue of which that state is not perinanent,
but tends to give place to another. Since a substance, as we
have seen, is essentially the permanent subject of changing
attributes, it follows that activity, in the above sense, is essen-
tial to substance, and thus metaphysically necessary. It follows
also that, as Leibniz says, without activity a substange_could

not preserve its numerical identity ; for without activity a sub-

sbﬁpe‘w'duld cease toﬁh—glg Eew attributes at new momeniy-of
1 OF D. 115; G, 1v. 506—1.



46 THE CONCEPTION OF SUBSTANOCE,

;ix:m, and wonld thus coase to exist. Activity thus follows
Trom the general “doctrine, Which Leibniz shares with many
other philosophers (¢g. Lotze), that every relation must be
snalyzable into adjoctives of the related terms. Two states
have a relation of succession and causelity; therefore there
must be cogresponding adjectives of the states. The adjective
of the preceding state is activity. Passivity, however, is not
the adjective of the succeeding state, bub is something quite
different
19. Wo may now retirn to the law of sufficient reason,
and_interpret it in connection with activity. Although as we
gaw, all the states of a substance are contained in its notion,
and could, by perfect knowledge, be deduced from its notion,
yet this, as Leibniz means it, amounts to littlo more®than the
law of identity’., Whatover my future actions may be, it mifSt
be true now that they will be such as thoy will be. WhGever
acted otherwise would not be the same person: Bul that I
. shall act in any specific manner cannot b8 inferred from any
general proposition about me. My specific actions are con-
nected with the notion of me, but are not related necessarsly to
any of my general qualities or to each other. There is nothing
in me, Leibniz says, of all that can be conceived generally, or
by essence, or by a specific or incomplete notion, from which
’ my future actions follow necessarily Nevertheless, if I am
going to take a journey, it is certain that I shall take it, and
therefore, if I did not take it, there would be falsity, which
would destroy the individual or complete notion of me (G. 1L
52). f That is to say, whoever did otherwise would not be the
same person, This really amounts to no more than (1) the
assertion of permanent substances, (2) the obvious fact that
every proposition about the future is already determined either
as true or as false, though we may bo unable to decide the
alternative. Thus we have no means, in all this, of determining,
from a given state of substance, what its future states will be,
and for this purpose, according to Leibniz, we requnire the prin-
eiple of sufficient reason.
The principle fulfils, therefore, the same function as that

1 Gt Chap. xm, § 84.
2 Of, G. . 42, beginning of paragraph,
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‘e
for which causality is now used ; it gives a connection bebw;en
events at different times. But unlike causality, it endeavours
to show why, and not merely that, certain sequences occur. In
an early letter, writlen bofore Leibniz had discovered his notion
of substance (1876 ?), he urges that a single thmg cannof. be
_the cause of its changes, since everyt.hmg remains in the state
1h is m 1f there is nothing to change it; ; for no réason can be
gwen in favour of one chimge rather than another (G. 1. 372),
"By ‘the contrast between this and his later opinions, wo see
clearly the connection between activity and sufficient reason.
The sufficient reason for one change rather than another is to
be found in the nature of activity. In substances which are
not free, this activity is regulated by general laws, which them-
selves haWe a sufficient reason in God's perception of fitness; in
free substances, the sufficient reason lies in the more or less
confused perception.of the good on the part of the substance
itself. But ir no case is the connection between two states in
itself necesgary ; it Slways arises from the perception, either in,
God or in the creature (if this be free), that the change is good
(G. 1. 88). This topic, however, cannot be fully d1_scussed
until we have examined the doctrine of Monads.

““BU:"* From what has been said of s activity, it is plain tha.t
those predicates of a given substance which are existents in
time form one causal series. Leibniz sometimes goes so far in*
this direction as to approach very near to Lotze's doctrine that
things are laws!. All singular things, he says, are subject to
succession, nor ig there anything permanent but the law itself,
involving continual succession. Successions, he continues, ik
such series as numbers, have the properly that, given the first
term and the law of progression, the remaining terms arise in
order. The only difference is, that in successions the order is
temporal, but in numbers the order is that of logical priority
(G. 1 263). Further, the persistence of the same law is the
ground for asserting that a new temporal existent belongs to
the same substance as a past existent. The identity of & sub-
stance at different times is recogglzed, he & sa.ys, “ by the  persish-
ence gL.thﬂ sgme_law of' the series, or of contmuous slmple
transition, ;vhmh Toads us to the opinfon that one and™the

p— St vm o ——t———

1" Bee Totze's Mataphysic, Book I Chap, IIL., especiaily § 82,
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sa.me subject or monad is changing. That there should be a

'pemstent Taw, mvolvmg the future states of that which we

conoeive as the_same, is_just what I assert to cons’mhute it the
same substance” (G. 1. 264). These passages "explain very
defiritely what Leibniz means by his phrase, that eachr monad
contains in its nature the law of the continuation of the he series_
of its opt.ra.tlons (D. 38; G. 1. 186). They enablo us, also, to
ges what would Femain of the dectrine of monads if the a.ppea.l
to substance were dropped. All the predicates of a given

substance form one causal series: this series might, therefore, be

taken as defining what we are to mean by one substance, and

the referenco to subject and predicate might be dropped. The

plurality of substances would then consist in the doctrine, that

a given cxistent at a given moment is caused, not by“the whole

precedmg state of the universe, but by some onc definite existefib

in the preceding moment. This assumptien is involved il the

ordinary search for causes of particulars, 1t iv supposed, for

instance, that two simultaneous existents & and B have been

caused, respectively, by two different preceding existents a and

B, not that each was caused by the whole preceding state of
the universe. This assumption, if justified, would be sufficient

to establish something very like Leibniz's philosophy, For A

and B will in $urn causs, respectivoly, different existents A’ and

B', and so on. The denial of the interaction of substances thus

reduces itself, when the series is substituted for the single

$ubject, to the assertion that there arc many causal series, and

not one only. I shall return to this assertion when I come to

Leibniz's grounds for a plurality of substances’ At prosent I

wish to point out how easily Leibniz could have gob rid, at this

stage, of the appeal to subject and predicate, and have syb-

stibuted the unity of the law or series for that of the logical

subject—a doctrine frota which, as from his own, the persist-

ence and independence of substances necessarily follows,

21. At this point it may be well to enquire how, in
Leibniz's view, a substance differs from the sum of its predi-
cates. If the monad had been reduced to a mere causal series,
it would have been identified with the sum of its predicates,
It &onld then have had a purely formal unity; thews would not

! See end of Chap. VII,
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have been an actual subject, the snine at all points of time, "btit
only a scries of perpetually new terms. Thore would still have
been simple substances, in the sense of independent causal
series, but there would have been no reason for regarding the
soul as one of these simple substances, or for denying causal
interaction between my states and other existents, On the
contrary, it is bocause tho Ego appeared to Leibniz to bel
evidently onc subject, that its various states werc held tu\
constitute one indopendent causal series. We must not say,
therofore, as is often loosely done, that Loibniz identified sub-
stance and activity; activity is the essence of substances, but
substances thcmsclves arc not (ssences, but the subJects of
essences and other predicates’”” Thus a substance is not, for
Leibniz,*identical with the sum of its states?; on the contrary,
Those states cannot exist without a substance in which to
inhere.! The grouad for assuming substances—and this is a
Jery_ 1mporha.nb _point—is purely and solely loglcal What
Science deals withare siates of substances, and it is these only,
that can be given in experience. They are assumed to be
states of substances, because they are held to be of the logical
nature of predicates, and thus to demand subjects of which they
may be predicated. The whole doctrino depends, throughout,
. upon this purely logical tenet. And this brings us back to the
distinction, which we made in Chapter IL, between two kinds
of subject-predicate proposition. ” The kind which is appro-
priate to contingent truths, to predications concerning actual
substances, is the kind which says * This is & man,” not “man
is rational.” Here this must be supposed defined, not pnma.n
by predicd ses, but simply as that substance which it is. LThe

10f. D. 118; @, 1v. 509: “*As for me, as far as I believe myself to have
grasped the notion of action, I hold that that most received philosophical dogma,
that actions belong to subjects {esse suppositorum), follows from i, and is proved
by it; and I think that thia pinciple is so frue that it is also reciproesl, so
that not only whatever acts is o single substance, but slso that every single
substance acts without intermission,” It appears plainly, from this passage,
that the substanoe is conceived as o permanent subjeot, so that the a,saemon of
activity is significant, and not & mere tautology.

1 Of, G. 1w, 268 * Bubstances are nol wholes which contain parts fermaliter,
but completq, things which contain partial ones emmmte‘r." Cf. also %& v1.
850,
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substance is not an idea, or a predicate, or a collection pf predi-
cafes; it 18 the substiatun in which predicatés inhere ch. N.E.
pp- 325—6; Q. v. 201-—3; esp. § 2). It would secm, however,
that the word #lds must mean something, and that only a
menning is capable of distinguishing which substance we are
speaking of. What is usually meant is some reference to time
or place, o that “this is human” would reduce itself to “hu-
manity oxists here” The reference to time and place is to
some extont countenanced by Leibniz (see eg. G. 11, 49), but
he regarded time and place as themselves ultimately reducible
to prodicates. Thus the substance remains, apart from its
predicates, wholly destitute of meaning’, As to the way in
which a term wholly destitute of meaning can be logically
cmployed, or can be valuable in Metaphysics,I confés that I
sharc Locke’s wonder®. When wg come to the Identity of
Ipdiscernibles, we shall find that foibniz himsclf, by holdifig a,
sitbstance to be defined by its prodicates; foll intd the crror of

‘,cpnfogndi_n_g\it with the sum of those preQicates.’, That this
was from his stand-point an error, is sufficiently evident, since
there would be no ground for opposing subjects to predicates,
if: subjects were nothing but collections of predicatogs” More-
over, if this were the case, predicativns concerning actual
substances would be just as analytic as those concorning ,
‘essences or species, while the judgment that a substance
exists would not be one judgment, but as many judgments
88 the subject has temporal predicates. Confusion on this point
seemns, in fact, to be largely responsible for the whole theory of
ahalytic judgments,

22. The relation of time to Leibniz's notion of substance is
_difficult clearly to undersfand. ~ Is the reslity of time agsnmas
88 a premiss, and denied as & conclusion? _A_gubstancs, we

have seen, is, egsentially & subjodk petsidting in time. Bui by
the dootrine that all the states of a substance aze eternally its
predicates, Leibniz endeavours to oliminate _{'vh_o“_d;epen&ence

4

a! Mr Bradley, in attempting to reduce all judgment to predication sbout
R'ealiify, is led to the same view concetning his ultimate subject. Reality, for
hun: 48 ot an jdea, and is therefore, one must suppose, meaningless, See his
ZLogie, pp. 43, 49, 50, 66, ~

# Essay, Book IL Chap. XXOL @ 1,2; N, B, op. 226—8,
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_upon_time. ’ There is, however, no possible way, so far as I can
“discover, in whlch such an elimination can be ultimately
eﬁ'ectcd For or we mush dlstlp_gmsh between _the state of the
substance ab g . givel moment, and tho fact that such 1s its state
/Lthg g1ven moment, The latter onbl_lg_ eterna.l and there-
fore the latter only is what Leibniz must ko as the pre-
dicato of the substance. The present state_exists now, and
does not_exist the next moment; il cannot itsolf, therefore,
be eternally a predicate of its substance. Tho cternal pre-
“dicate is thal the substance has such and such & stabe ab
such and such a _a moment, The protended predicate, therefore,
resolves _itself into a proposmlon which propoaltmn itself is
not one, of subject and predicate. This point is well illus-
trated by a passage in which Leibniz endeavours to explain
how an eternal predicate may refer to one part of time, What
follows from the nature of a thing, he snys, may follow per-
petually or for a time. When a body moves in a straight line
under no forces, it Yollows that at a given moment it will be at,
a given point, but not that it will stay there for ever (G. 11
258). What follows, in this case, for a time, is 1tself a proposi-
> tion, and one logically prior to the attempted subsequent predi-
cation. This instance should make it plain that such proposi-
tions cannot be validly reduced to predications,

#The doctrine of activity, however, seems designed to free such-
propositions from all reference to actual parts of time, and thus
to render the propositions concerning’ states of a substance
at different times merely complex predicates. It 18 necessary
for Leibniz to maintain that fo exist now and fo exist then do ndt
differ intrinsically, but only differ in virtue of some relation
between what exists now and what existed then; and further,
that this relation is due to the quality of what exists in {hese
different, times,~ This is attempted by the notion of activily.
In order to avoid the reTatmn t0 7 moments of time, these
“momments musb—‘Be reduced to elements or parts of the corre-
S_Po':ii_igg_sba.tes N ow a,ct.1v1ty is supposed to make & d1ﬂ'erence
of quality between precedmg_ and sueceedm ng st statel, by meaps
of which We could interpret their order of succession as a result

of their ogn ‘natures, The precedmg gtate is the dealrepthe
succeedmg state‘"ﬁe deSired—such is, roughly speaking, the
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dlﬂ'erence of stabes, to which it is sought to reduce the temporal
difference.. But_this attempt I think, cannot be successful.
In the first place, few poopla would be willing to admit, what
follows from the doctrine, that it is & pure tautology to say that
.a.ctmty or desire iz directed to tho future, In the second
place, the present doctrine cannot explain what is meant by
the simultaneity of states of different_substances, If simul-
tauel.ty be admitted, it follows that the present or any other
time i vot merely in my mind, but is something single and
umque in res gect of which_ mmulhaneous states agree. There

_or_a got of relations holding bebween my states, In the bhu'd
place, it may be ques’moned what wo gain by, subshttftmg the
otder duato adtivity for that due to time.” We have a Serie§
of states A, B, C, D,..., such that A’s activity rofers to B, B’s
refers to C, and so on. We then say that the order thus
pbtained is what the time-order really medhs, The difficulty
is, to understand the relation of the activity of A to the B
which it refers to. It seems essential that the object of a.ot1v1ty
_or desire should be non-existens, but should be regarded a8
capable of becoming existent. In this way, reference to future
time soems to be a part of the meaning of activity, and the
bttempt to infer time from activity thus involves a vicious™
circle. Then again, the definition of one state of g, substance
seems impossible witho'ut. time. A state is not simple; on the
contrary, it is mﬁmt_bg,g_ omplex, 1 contams traces of all East
sthies, and is big \uth all fubure sta,tes It is furhher a reflec-
m #i-shitdltaneons sts sates of othoz r_substances. Thus no
way remasing of deﬁuu_1g one stn.te . except_ag.the staio at one
time. ~Aud finally, all states consmb of perceptions,.and desires
T&Terceptmns, eithor of the world or of the eternal truths.
Now the perceptions involved in mu-rormg the universe—from
which all knowledge of actual existence is derived—presuppose
simultaneity in their definition. This point will he proved
when we come to deal with perception, and the general doctrine
of time will be dealt with again in connection with space. I
shaWthen endeavour 8 show, that there must be ome and the
same order among the states of all substances, and that this
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order, consequently, cannot depend upon the states of any one
substance.

.. Thus time is necessa.mly presu pposed in Leibniz's treatment
of substance, That it is demed' in the conclusion, is not a
triumph, but a contra,dlctmn “Aprecisely similar result will
appest as Tegards space, when we come to the grounds for the
plurality of substances. We shall find that Leibniz made
a constant endeavour to eliminate, by subsequent fruitless
criticism, these indispensable, but, for him, inadmissible
premisses.
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CHAPTER V

THE IDENTITY OF INDISCERNIBLES AND FHE LAW OF
CONTINUITY,

POSSIBILITY AND COMPOSSIBILITY,

23. T coME now to the last of Leibniz's generd] logical
_principles The Identity of Indiscerniblec and the Law of
Continuity are closely counected, though not deducible one
from the other. They are both included in the statement
that all created substances form a series, in which every
possible position intermediate between the first and last terms
is filled once and only once. That every possible position is
*filled once is the Law of Continuity; that it is filled only
once is added by the Identity of Indiscernibles. I shall discuss
the latter principle first. We shall have to enquire (1) what
it means, (2) how Leibniz established it, (3) how far his
drguments in support of it were valid.

(1) There is no difficulty as to the meaning of the Identity
of Indiscernibles. It is not, like the principle of sufficient
reason, stated in different ways at different times. It asserts
“that there are not in nature two indiscernible real absolute
beings” (D. 259; G. vir. 393), or again that “no two gub-
stances are completely similar, or differ solo numero” (G. 1v,
433). (It applies to substances only;) existent attributes, as
Ieibniz explains in discussing place (D. 266 ; G. ViL 400, 401),
may be indiscernible. Leibniz's doctrine is not that urged by
Mr-Bradley, that all diversity must be diversity of gontent. If
this were the principle, it would be far more fundamental, and
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would have to be considered before the definition of substance,

The principle, so far from maintaining diversity of content
alone, presupposes material or numerical diversity as well as

diversity of content proper. To both these it is logically

subsequent. Diversity of content proper is the difference

between one content and another. Material or numerical

diversity is the difference hetween one subject, or one sub-

stance, and another. Leibniz's doctrine is, that two things

which are materially diverse, .. two different substances,

always differ also as to their predicates’ This doctrine evi-

dently presupposes both kinds of diversity, and asserts a relation

between them. Diversity of content is sometimes also used in

this latter sense, as meaning that difference, between two

subjects, Which consists in their having different predicates.

But as this sense is complex, and composed of the two other

kinds of d1vers1ty', it is better to restrict the term diversity of
content t0 the former sense, 4.e, the difference between contents.

The doctrine is, thévcfore, that any two substances differ as to .
their predicates. It thus presupposes a knowledge of substance,

and could not be discussed until substance had been defined.

24. (2) This principle is not, like the Law of Sufficient
Reason, a premiss of Leibniz's philosophy. It is deduced and
proved in many passages. But the proofs are various, not only
in their methods but even in their results. For once at least the
principle appears as merely coutingent, like the laws of motion,
at other times as metaphysically necessary. In such cases of
inconsisteuncy, it is well to decide, if possible, which alternative
suits the rest of the system best, and which, if the inconsistency’
had been pointed out, the philosopher would have chosen. I
hold that Leibniz should have regarded his principle as neces-
sary. For the proof of this, we will examine his various
grounds,

In the fifth latter to Clarke, Leibniz says : “ This supposition
of two indiscernibles,.....seems indeed to be possible in abstract
terms; but it is not consistent with the order of things, nor
with the divine. wisdom, by which nothing is admitted withous
reason” (D. 259; G. vir, 394). He continues: “ When I deny
that there are two drops of water perfedtly alike, or a.ny”’wo
other bodies perfectly indiscernible from each other; I dom’
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sa.;, ‘tis absolutely impossible to suppose (poser) them; but
that 'tis o thing contrary to the divine wisdom, and which
conseruently does not exist. I own that if two things per-
fectly indiscernible from each other did exist, they would be
two; but that supposition is false, and contrary to the grand
principle of reason” (D. 260; G. vi. 394—5). In the pre-
ceding paper (D. 247 ; G. i1 371—2) he deduces the Identity
of Indiscernibles from the Law of Sufficient Reason, saying that
God could have no roason for placing one of two indiscernibles
here, the other there, rather than for adopting the opposite
arrangement. This argument, however, though it is, of all his
arguments for the principle, the least d priori and the least
cogent, yet gives metaphysical necessity, for we saw, in
Chapter IIL, that the need for some sufficiopt reasof is mota-
physically necessary (G. 1. 420). Thus negative conclusiofia
from this principle—z.e. such a proposition is false, because it
could have no sufficient roason—are necessary, though positive

- conclusions, where o specific sufficient reasof is assigned, may bo
contingent. Accordingly, he concludes tho abovo proof with the
remark that to suppose iwo things indiscernible is to suppose
the same thing under differcnt names (D, 247; G. vir. 372).
The passage asserting indiscernibles to be possible—which, so
far as I know, is the only one—was probably due, therefore, to

" the fact that he was deducing their non-existence from the
principle of Sufficient Reason, and that this principle generally
gives contingent results. And it is difficult to be sure how
greab a rescrvation is implied by tho words “in abstract
torms.”

The above argument for his principlo is far from cogent as
it stands, and does not adequately represent his meaning. It
scems to presuppose here and thers as sources of numerical
diversity, and then to infer that there must be some further
and apparently unconnected difference besides that of position,
What he really monns, howevet, is thut here and there must
themselves be reduced to predicates, in accordance with his
general logie. This is attempted by his theory of space, which
will be examined later, What I want to insist on, however, is,
th% the differentiation must not be supposed effected by differ-
ance of place, per se, but by difference as to the predicates to
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which, on Leibniz’s theory, place must be reduced Where
difference of place appears, there must be difference of predicates,
the latter being the truth of which the former is a confused
expression. Thus to assert that two substances cannot be in
the same place at the same time, is to nssert a proposition
logically subsequent to the Identity of Indiscernibles. The
proof which starts from differcnce of place is, therefore, merely
ad hominem, and does not represent the gist of the principle,
Clarke is willing to admit that two things must differ in place;
hence, since place is a predicate, they must have different
predicates. Thus Leibniz says (N. E. 238; G. v. 213) that
besides the difference of time and place there must be an
internal principle of distinction, and adds that places and times
are distinguished by means of things, not vice versd. Agam he
says (Q. 11, 250) that things which differ in place must express
their place, and thug differ not only in place or in an extrinsic
denominration, He no doubt relied, as a rule, on his readers
admitting that tweethings could not co-exist in one spatio-tem-
poral point, and would thus deduce an intrinsic difference from®
this admission. But with his theory of space and time, he
could not logically rely upon this argument, as he used the
Identity of Indiscernibles to disprove the reality of space and -
time. He had also another and more abstract ground, derived
from the nature of substance, and closely connected with the,
logical doctrines which we have already examined. If he had
not had such a ground, he would have -been involved in many
hopeless difficulties, For he declares (D. 278; G. vir. 407)
that God will never choose among indiscernibles, which is,
indeed, a direct result of sufficient reason. Consequently we
must infer that, among all actual substances, there is none to
which another precisely similar substance can be even con-
ceived, For if it were possible to conceive another, God would
have conceived it, and therefore could not have created either,
The proof that, where the notions concerned are notions of
substances, indiscernibles are inconceivable, is to be found in
Leibniz, and must now be examined.

The nature of an individual substance or complete bemg,
Leibniz sayg, is to have so complete a nction that it sufficenfor
comprehending and deducing all the predicates of the subject
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of the notion’. “From this,” he continues, “follow several
considerable paradoxes, as, among others, that it is not true
that two substances resemble each other completely, and differ
only numerically” (G. 1v. 433). In this argument, several
intérmediate steps seem o have been omitted, I suppose
because Lcibniz thought them obvious. I cannot find these
steps anywhere explicitly stated, but I imagine his argument
might be put as follows, All that can be validly said about a
substance consists in assigning its predicates. Every extrinsic
denomination—i.e. every relation—has an intrinsic foundation,
i.e. a corresponding predicate (G. 11 240). The substance is,
therefore, wholly defined when all its predicates arc enumerated,
so that no way remains in which the substance could fail to be
unique. For suppose A and B wero iwo indiscernible sub-
stances. Then A would differ from B exactly as B would differ
from A. They would, as Leibniz once remarks regarding
atoms, be different though without a difference (N. E: p. 309 ;
G. v. 268). Or we may put the argument thus: A differs from
‘B, in the sense that they are different substances; but to
be thus different is to have a relation to B. This relation must
have a corresponding predicate of A. But since B does not

" differ from itself, B cannot have the same predicate. Hence A
and B will differ as to predicates, contrary to the hypothesis.
~-Indeed, if we ndmit that nothing can be said about & substance
except to assign its predicates, it seems evident that to be a
different substance is to have different predicates. For if not,
there would be something other than predicates involved in
dotermining a substance, since, when these were all assigned,
the substance would still be undetermined.

26. (3) This argument is valid, 1 think, to the extent of
proving that, if subject and predicate be the canonical form of
propositions, there cannot be two indisceruible substances, The
difficulty is, to prevent its proving that there cannot be two
substances at all. For the numerical diversity of the substances

! Ree Appendix, § 17. So Wolff says (Logic, Chap. I. § 27): “All that we
cdnceive, or all thut is found, in an individual, s debermined in avery respoot;
and it is by‘this very fuct, that o thing is determined, both as to what conati-
tntapita essence, and ag to what is accidental to it, that it ncqui.?eﬂ the guality
of individual,”
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is logically prior to their diversily as to predicates: there can
be no question of their differing in respect of predicates, unless
they first differ numerically. But the bare julgment of nu-
merical diversity itself is open to all the objections which
Leibniz can urge against indiscernibles'. Until predieates
have been assigned, the two substances remain indiscernible;
but they cannot have predicates by which they ceese to bo
indiscernible, unless they are first distinguished as numerically
different. Thus on the principles of Leibniz's logic, the Identity
of Indiscernibles does not go far enough. He should, like
Spinoza, have admitted only onc substance. On any other
logic, there can be no ground against the existence of the same
collection of qualitics in different places, since the adverse
proof rests wholly-on the denial of relations. But as a different
Ioglc destroys substance, it destroys also anything resembling
Leibniz'y statement of his principle.

But furthc& the argument seems to show an objection—the
same which was suggested in the last Chapter—against the,
whole doctrine of substance. If a substance is only defined by
its predicates—and this is cssential to the Identity of In-
discernibles—then it would seem to be identical with the sum
of those predicates. In Lbat case, to say that such and such a
substance exists, is merely a compendious way of saying that
all its predicates exist. Predicates do not inkere in the sub-°
stance in any other sense than that in which letters inhere in
the alphabet. The logically prior judgments are those asserting
the existence of the various predicates, and the substance is o
lohger something distinct from them, which they determiné,
but is merely all those predicates taken together. But this, as
we have already seen, is not what Leibniz intends to say. The
substance is a single simple indivisible thing, persisting through
time; it is not the same as the series of its states, bul is the
subject of them. But in this case, a substance is not properly
speaking defined by its predicates. There is a difference between
asserting a given predicate of one substance, and asserting it of
another. The substance can only be defined as “this.” O2
rather—and this is where the doctrine, of substance breaks
down—the ®ubstance cannot be defined at all. To define™is

1 Of. the proof of Prop. V. Book I, of Spinoza's Ethics.
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to Fpoint out the meaning, but a substance is, by its very
nature, destitute of meaning, since it is only the predicates
which give a meaning to it. Even to say “this” is to indi-
oate some part of space or time, or some distinctive quality;
to explain in any way which substance we mean, is to give
our substance some predicate But unless we already know
which substance we are speaking of our judgment has no
definiteness, since il is a different judgment to assert the same
predicate of another subsiance. Thus we necessarily incur a
vicious circle. The substance must be numerically determi-
nate before predication, but only predicates give numerical
determination. Either a substance is wholly meaningless, and
in that case cannot be distinguished from any other: or a
substance is merely all or some of the qualities which are
supposed to be its predicates, These difficultios are the in-
variable result of adwitling, as elements “of "propositions, any
terms which are destitute of meaning, i.6. any terms which
-are not what may bo called ideas or concepts. As agaiust many
substances, we may urge, with Mr Bradley, that all diversity
must be diversity of meanings; as against one substance, we may
urge that the same is truc of identity. And this holds equally
against the supposed self-identity of Mr Bradley’s Reality

26. Connected with the Identity of Indiscernibles is the
“assertion that every substance has an infinite number of pre-
dicates. That this must be the case, is evident from the mere
fact that every substance must have = predicate corresponding
to every moment of time. But Leibniz goes further than this.
The state of & substance at each moment is analyzable into an
infinite number of predicates. This might itself be deduced
from the fact that the present state has relations to all past
and future states, which relations, according to Leibniz, must
affect the present state—indeed it is in this that their iruth
consists, Bub another factor is the representation of the whole
universe, which necessarily involves infinile complexity in each
state of each substance. This infinite complexity is a mark of
the contingent. There is o difference, Leibniz says, between
the analysis of the negessary and that of the contmgent The
arfulysis from the subsoquent by nature to the pricr by nature
comes to an end in necessary matter with the primitive notions,
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as the analysis of numbers onds with unity. But in continanli';s
or existents, this analysis goes to infinity, without ever reaching
primitive elements (G. 1L 582). Again he points out that it is
impossible for us to have knowledge of individuals, and to
determine exactly the individuality of anything. For individu-
ality includes infinity, and only one who understands infinity
can know the principle of individuation of this or that thing
(N. E. 309; . v. 268). Necessary and contingent truths
differ as ralional numnbers and surds. The resolution of the
latter proceeds to infinity (G vir 309).

Again he says (G. viL 200): “The difference between
necessary and contingont truths is indeed the samne as that
beiween, commensurable and incommensurable numbers. For
the reduction of, commensurable numbers to a common mea-
Bure is analogous to the demonstration of necessary truths, or
their reduction to such as are identical. But as, in the ease of
surd rafios, the reduction involves an infinite process, and yet
approaches a comnion measure, so that & definite but unending
series is obtained, so also contingent truths require an infinite
analysis, which God alone can accomplish.”

I am afraid Leibniz regarded this, to some extent, as -a
confirmation of his doctrine of contingency. Ha seems to have
thought it natural that the contingent should be that which we
cannot perfectly understand ; he says, for example, that God:
alone sees how I and existence are joined, and knows & prior:
the cause of Alexander’s death!, The world of contingents is
characterized, not only by the fact that it exists, but also by the
fact that everything in it involves infinity by its infinite corl-
plexity, and is thus inaccessible to exact human knowledge.

Such passages have led many commentators to think that
the difference between the necessery and tho contingent has an
essential reference to our human limitations, and does not
subsist for God. This view, I think, rests upon a confusion,
and does quite undue damage to Leibniz’s system. The confu-
sion is between the general character of all contingents, actual
as well as possible—for possible worlds involve the same infinite
complexlty, which indeed is & necessary result of time —and the
meaning of contingency itself. It is metaphysically necesary

1 @. 1v. 488 ; v. 892 (N. E. 469).
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that the contingent shonld be thus complex ; but what makes
contingency is not complexity, but existence. Or, to put the
matier otherwise, the confusion is between eternal truths about
the contingent-—i.e. the neccssary propositions about the natures
of substances—and the contingent truth that such substances
exist. This distinction must be made—ihough Leibniz may
have been guilty of some confusion in the matter—for many
very woighty reasons. In the first place, truths about possible
worlds cannot be contingent, and all truths about the actual
world are, when robbed of the assertion of actual existence,
truths sbout one among possible worlds, In the sccond place,
God was free, in creation, because of the other possible worlds:
his choice was contingent. And his freedom, as well as that of
creatures, can anly result if contingency is mglaphysically true,
and no mere delusion. In the third place, the Law of Sufficier(s
Reason, in the sense in which it asserts final causes, is coordi-
nate with the Law of Contradiction, and applies-to God’s acts
Just as much as to the actual world ; wheifas, on the opposite
view, Leibniz's belief that he used two principles has to be
declared erroneous. The doctrines of final causes, of possible
worlds, of the synthetic nature of causal connections, and of
freedom-—everything, in fact, that is charncteristic of Leibniz—
depends upon the ultimately irreducible nature of the opposi-
“tion between existential and necessary propositions. Thus we
must maintain that Leibniz does not only mean, by contingent,
that which we cannot fully explain. But he cannot be absolved,
I fear, from dwelling with pleasure on this supposed confirma-
fion of the twofold nature of propositions,

Hers again, I think, as throughout, Leibniz is not clear as
to the difference between the relation of individual to species,
and that of species to genus. He sometimes urges that there is
no difference between these two relations—a view to which I
see no objection, except that it is inconsistent with his notion
of individual substance, This view underlies, as we saw, the
Identity of Indiscernibles, and is suggested in the New Essays,
where, however, it leads to results which he ought to have found
very inconvenient, “In mathematical strictness,” he says, “the
leest difference making two things in any respech dissimilar,
makes them different in species....... In this sense, two
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physical individuals will never be perfectly similar, and wha‘:, ;s
more, the same individual will pass from species to speeies, for
it is never wholly similar to itself even fur more than & moment'”
(N. E. 335—6; Q. v. 287—8). His view scems to be that, in
eternal truths, we start with essences and predicates,” and
determine their relations; while in contingent truths, we start
with the existence of something undetermined, such us the Ego,
and enquire into its predicates. The question is, in this case,
what is the nature of this existent ? And since every substance
has an infinite number of predicatos, the question is one which
we can never fully answor.  But it is cvident—though Loibniz
would seem not to have perceived it—that in starting with the
Ego, or any othor existent, we must already have determined some
unique property -of our substance, or elsc we should not know
which we were speaking of, and the question would be wholly
indeterrginate. Spatio-temporal position is, I think, always
covertly assuthed in such questions, and il is this assumption
alone which gives them a definite meaning and a definitc answer..

27. The infinite complexity of substances will help us in
dealing with our next topic, the Law of Continuity This law
usually holds a prominent place in expositions of Leibniz, but T
cannot discover that, except as applied to Mathematics, it has
any great importance. There are three distinct kinds of con-
tinuity, all of which Leibniz asserts. None of them, he thinks,
has metaphysical necessity, but all are regarded as required by
the “order of things” These three kinds are (1) spatio-tem-
poral continuity, (2) what may be called continuity of cases,
(8) the continuity of actual existents or of forms. Let us
consider those in turn.

(1) Spatio-temporal continuity is itself twofold. There is
the continuity of spaco and time themsolves, which Leibniz
admits to be metaphysically necessary; and there is the con-
tinuity of what exists in space and time, The former is not
in question here. The latter includes motion and all other kinds
of change. As regards change, it is generally admitted that

1 Tt seems probable that Leibniz does not mean, by a *physionl individual,”
& single substapce, for if he did, the passage would sontradict his whole plilo-
sophy. This is the more probabls from his illusirations, which are diawn from
ciroles and ellipses and other mathematical fignres.
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it must be gradual, that a change of position involves the
intermediate occupation of a conlinuous series of intermediate
positions, or a change of colour involves the passage through all
intermediate colours. 1 do not know any reason for such a
prinéiple, unless it be thab we only regard qualities in different
parts of timne as belonging to the same thing when they are
connected by some such continuous scries. Jumps from place
to place and from state to slate, according to Leibniz, are
exactly on & level (G. 1L 169); any & priori reason against the
former will apply equally against tho latter. Both, he thinks,
are metaphysieally possible, but are condemned by the same
reason as a vacuum, resb, or a hintus (G. 11, 182), s.e. by what
he vaguely calls the “order of thmgﬂ —a, sort of metaphysical
perfection which seems to consist in all that gives pleasure to,
the metaphysician?,

(2) Continuity of cases is the sole form of the law of
continuity given in Leibniz's letter to Bg.yle, on a general
principle useful in the explanation of the laws:of nature
(D. 83--86; G. 11 51—55). This principle statos, that when
the difference of two cases diminishes without limit, the differ-
ence in their results also diminishos without limit, or, more
generally, when the data form an ordered scries, their respective
results also form an ordered series, and infinitesimal differences
in the one lead to infinitesimal differencos in the other (D. 38;
G. n1. 52). This is properly & mathematical principle, and was
used as such by Leibniz, with great effect, against Cartesian
mathomatics, especially against the Cartesian theory of impact
(eg. G. 1ur 47). In Mathematics, though it has exceptions in
cases of what is called instability, it is still in constant use.
But in philosophy it seems of no very great moment.

(3) The third kind of continuity is peculiar to Leibniz,
and seems dostitute either of self-cvident validity or of grounds
from which it may be proved. That naturo makes no leaps,
which is tho general statoment of all forms of continuity, is
held by Leibniz to apply also in the passage from one substance
t6 another. If two substances differ by o finite difference, there
must be, according tq Leibniz, a continuous series of inter-

-
' CL G. w1, 5568 “ There is order in proportion ns there is mfoh to remark
in o raultiplicity.”
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mediate substances, each of which differs infinitesimally frgn‘;
the next’. As he often expresses it, there is as little a hiatus,
or vacuum of forms, as there is a vacuum in space (e.g. G. IL
168). He sometimes pretends (eg. L. 877; N. E. p. 51; G, v.
49—50) to deduce the Idemtity of Indiscernibles from -this
principle, but such a deduction must be taken only as showing
how the world can be explained consistently with the Identity
of Indiscernibles. For continuity asserts that every place in the
geries 'is filled, whereas the Identity of Indiscernibles asserts
that no place is filled twice over. The latter, we shall find, is
logically prior to the former. Moreover the latter, as wo saw,
is metaphysically necessary, whereas the former is only demanded
by order; 4.e. is contingent. 'What Leibniz means to do, in such
ﬁa.ssages, is to point out that, since there are things which only

iffer infinitesimally, and infinitesimal differences are insensible,
the discgvery of things which appear to be indiscernible does
not make againat the denial that they are really indiscernible.
And this is why Leibniz remarks pa.renthetlcally (L.380; N. E.
52; G. v. 51) that he has & priori reasons for his view.

28. Why Leibniz held that substances form a continuous
geries, it is difficult to say. He never, so far as I know, offersa
shadow of a reason, except that such a world seems to him
pleasanter than one with gaps. I cannot help thinking, how-
ever, that spatial continuity was connected with this form of”
continuity,. We shall see hereafter that every monad mirrors
the world from a certain point of view, and that this point of
‘view i3 often regarded as a spa,tml point. Accordingly neigh-
bouring spatla,l points should give mﬁmtemmnlly different
points of view, and therefore, since the mirroring of the universe
gives the whole of a monad’s perceptions, neighbouring points
in space should be ocoupied by infinitesimelly different monads?,
There are many objections to this interpretation, which will
appear when we come to the relation of the monads to space.

1 Of N, B, 712 “All the different olassea of beings, whose union forms the
universe, are in the ideas of God, who knows distinetly their essential grada-
tions, only as so many ordinates of the same ourve, the union of which does
not allow the placing of others between them, because that would indicate dis-
order and imperfection.” [QGuhrauer, Leibnitz; Eise Biographie, Anmerkungen
sum zweiten Buche, p. 82.] : ™~

2 0f. &, . 489,
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But it will then appear also, I think, that these objections apply
against the whole theory of monads, and cannot, therefore, prove
that-the confusions, involved in the above interpretation of the
conginuity of forms, did not actually exist in Leibniz's mind.

29. The continuity of forms does not assert that all
possible forms are actual. On the contrary, it is vitally
important to Leibniz's system to maintain that tho possible
is wider than tho actual. Things are possible when they are
not self-contradictory ; two or more things are compossible when
they belong to one and the samo possible world, .. when they
way coexist. All possible worlds have geueral laws, analogous
to the laws of motion; what these laws are, is contingent, but
that there are such laws is necessary (G. 1L 51; cf. also G. 1.
41). Hence two or more things which cannot be brought under
one and the same set of general laws are not compossible, And
go it is with species. Though actual speciés form a continuous
series, there are other possible species outside the actual series,
and these, though possible, are not compossi%le, with those that
exist. Not all possible species, Leibniz says, are compossible, so
that some species cannot exist. There are of necessity species
which never have existed and never will exist, not being com-
patible with the series which God has chosen. There is no gap
in the order of nature, but no one order contains all possible
‘species (N. E. 884 ; G. v. 286).

The question of possibility and compossibility is imporiant
in Leibniz's philosophy, as his solution of the problemn of evil
turns on it. It may be well, therefore, to examine the meaning
of compussibility in somewhat greater detail.

There are, according to Leibniz, an infinite number of
possible worlds, 4., of worlds internally free from self-contradic-
tion. These worlds all agree in certain respects—i.. as regards
the eternal truths—while they differ in others. The notion of
an existent is possible when it does not involve a contradiction.
Any such notion forms part of the notion of some possible
world. When several notions of possible existents form part of
the notion of one and the same possible world, they are comi-
possible, for in this cgse they may all exist (cf. G. 11 578).
Wion they are not compossible, then, though eact separately

is possible, yet their coexistence is not possible,
-
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The meaning of compossibility is thus sufficiently pl;i;.
But a difficulty remains as regards its application. For we saw
that no two contingent predicates of & substance, according to
Leibniz, are necessarily connected. Each is necessarily con-
nected with the notion of the substance, in the sense that, given
that substance, each predicate follows, But each separate
contingent predicate might also have belonged to a different
substance, and thus no two such predicates are nucessarily
connected with emch other. Thus it would seem that any
collection of possible existents must be compossible, since their
coexistence cannot be self-contradictory (cf. supra, pp. 19, 20).

This difficulty is evaded by Leibniz by means of the neces-
sity for some sufficient reason of the whole series. Although
this or that sufficient reason is contingent, there must be some
Bufficient reason, and the lack of one condemns many series of
existents as metaphysically impessible. “There were,” he says,
“ an infinity of possible ways of creating the world, according to
the different desigfls which God might form, and each possible
world depends upon certain principal designs or ends of God
proper to itself, 4.¢. certain free primitive decrees (conceived sub
ratione possibilitatis), or laws of the general order of this possible
universe, to which. they belong, and whose notion they deter- '
mine, as well as the notions of all the individual substances
which must belong to this same Universe” (@. 1. 51). This'
passage proves quite definitely that all possible worlds have
goneral laws, which determine the connection of contingents
just as, in the actual world, it is dotermined by the laws of
motion and the law that free spirits pursue what seems best tb
them'. And without the need for some general laws, any two
possibles would be compossible, since they cannot contradict
one another. Possibles cease to be compossible only when there
is no general law whatever to which both conform. What is
called the “reign of law” is, in Leibniz's philosopby, meta-
physically necessary, although the actual laws are contingent.
If this is not realized, compossibility must remain wunin-
telligible, »

80. At this point it may be well, foE the sake of clearness,

1 This is { point on which, aceording to Lotze, Leibniz never pronouied.
(Metaphysics, Book 1. Chap. V. § 67.)
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e . .

to enumerate the principal respects in which all possible worlds
agree, and the respects in which other possible worlds might
differ from the actual world. For this purpose, since Leibniz
himself is not very explicit, we have to consider which proposi-
tions are necessary and which contingent. I shall content
myself, at present, with stating opinions; the evidence will be
given where the various questions concerned are dealt with in
detail,

In the first place, God was free not to create any of the
possible worlds. Hence evon whab exists in all of them does
not exist necessarily. This applies especially to space, time,
and motion. These are necessary as regards their properties,
s as regards the propositions of Geometry and Kinematies,
but not as regards their existence. God could not have created
a world in which space and time would be other than in the
present world, and time, at least, would: form part of any
possible world, while space and motion would form part of any
world in which there were many substdhces. All possible
worlds, again, consist of monads, t.e. of individual substances
endowed with activity; and in all possible worlds there are

general causal laws. But the plurality of substances is not
" pecessary; it would have been possible for God to create only
one monad, and this one might have been any one of the
- gctual created monads. All that is involved in perception and
the pre-established harmony, including the existence of other
substances, is contingent. It would seem, even, that any
casual selection among the actual monads would give a possible
Wworld’. But worlds may differ from the actual world, not only
in number and quantity, but in quality. Other worlds might
have other laws of motion, and might, if I am not mistaken,
contain free substances which would not always choose the
apparently best. Every causal law, in fact (though not
Causality itself), might have been different.

These seem to be the main points concerning the other
possible worlds. By keeping them in mind, we obtain a kind
of hierarchy among Leibniz's principles, as they are successively

1 This appesrs not onlyérom the mutval independence of the monads, but

ale® from o discussion with Des Bosses concerning the sucoessife days of the
ercation in Genesis: e.g. G 11, 868, 870.
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specialized by the approach to the actual world. The in-
consistencies in his logical doctrine of possibility will be best
postponed until we come to the proofs of the existence of God.
81. In relation to possibility and compossibility, Leibniz
distinguishes several kinds of necessity, There is first meta-
physical or geometrical necessity, which alone is strictly called
necessity. This is the sort we have hitherto discussed, where
the opposite is self-contradictory. There is next hypothetical
necessity, where a consequence follows with metaphysical neces-
sity from a contingent premiss:” Thus the motions of maiter
have hypothetical necessity, since they are necessary conse-
quences of the laws of motion, while these are themselves
contingent. There is lastly moral necessity, which is the
necessity by whieh God and the angels and the perfect sage
choose the good" The actions of free spirits hold a pecuhar
place in relation’ to necessity. Not only do their states, in
so far as they are, the results of previous states, have only
hypothetical necesmty, but the consequence itself has onlx
hypothetical necessity, as involving a psychological law which
the spirits are not compelled to obey, though they always do
obey it’. The difficulties in this conception will be discussed
when we come to the problem of Freedom and Determination,
For the present, it is time to leave the logical discussions upon
which we have been engaged, and proceed to the Philosophy of”
Matter, from which, by the help of the logic with which we are
now acquainted, Leibniz deduced the doctrine with which ex-
positions usually begin, I mean the doctrine of monads.

1 Of. D. 170, 1713 &. rrr, 400, 401,
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CHAPTER VI

WHY DID LEIBNIZ BELIEVE IN AN EXTERNAL WORLD !

32. I pasS now to an entirely new order of ideas. From
questions of Logic—the nature of propositions, the definition of
- substance, how substances must differ ¢f thoré be many—from
these questions I come to questions as to the actual world:
Jow can the notion of substance be applied in the world of
existents? Is there one subslance or many? What properties
have actual substances beyond those involved in the definition
_ of substance? And how does this notion serve to explain the
difficulties which the actual world presents to the meta-
physician ?

In this problem, Leibniz, for reasons which apparently were
only historical and psychological, began with matter as his
datum. He would scem, when he first abandoned scholasticism,
to have turned to Gassendi and “Hobbes, to atomism and
materialism (G. 1. 620; 1v. 209; vir. 877; 1v. 478 and L. 300
and D. 72; G. 1. 52—4). That he did not remain a materialist
was due to difficultios which he found in the ordinary con-
ception of matter, He therefore invented what may be called
& spiritualistic or idealistic theory of matter: but what his
theory started with was still matter. Accordingly, the problem
with which he began was not: Does matier exist? But, what
is the nature of matter? In this respect, Leibniz, whose
ontology begins with Dynamics, which it gradually transforms
into psychology, was less phﬂusophlca.l than Bishop Berkeley.
The question: Does wmabter exist? is thus one whéch Leibniz
never thoroughly faced. Nevertheless, there are some remarks
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of his, on this question, which may help us to understand hi%
position,

Two short works are, in this respect, peculiarly important.
The first of these is a letter to Foucher, written in or about
the year 1676, nine or ten years before Leibniz completed his
philosophy (G. I. 869—374). The second is a paper without date,
entitled “ On the method of distinguishing real from imaginary
phenomena '~(Q. vir 319—322; N. E. 717—720). Though
scattered remarks in his later writings seem in agreement with
these two papers, I can find nothing dated, after his philosophy
was complete, in which the existence of matter is seriously
discussed, and it seems at least possible that Leibniz was only
led to que,stwn its existence by the difficulties of the continuum,
which, in his opinion, the doctrine of monads completely and
setisfactorily solved, This view is supported by Leibniz's own
account of the crigin, of his views in the Systéme Nouvequ?: “Af
firat, wheh I had freed myself from the yoke of Aristotle, I took to
the void and the atems, for that is the view which best satlshea
the imagination. But having got over this, I perceived, after™
much meditation, that it is impossible to find the pringiples of
a real umity in matter alone, or in that which is only passive,
since it is nothing but a collection or aggregation of parts ad
infinitum. Now a multipliciby can derive its reality only from
genwine units, which come. from elsewhere and are quite other
than mathematical points, which are only extremities of the
extended and modifications, of which it is certain that the
conttnuum cannot be composed. Accordingly, in order to find
these real unifs, I was constrained to have recourse to a reab
and animated point” ete:” It would seem that a good many
years elapsed between Leibniz's discovery that mere matter
involved the insoluble difficulties of the continuum, and his
invention of monads as real units by which the continuum was
rendered discrete®, This theory, at any rate, accounts both for
his views, and for his manner of exposition, much better than
any other theory with which I-am acquainted. But it is time
to examine Leibniz's actual words,

11, 300; D, 72; G.1v. 478; of. also drehiv. Jiir, Gesch. der Pdl, 1. 577, [L.
861—2]. "
9 Hee Chapter IX.
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" “88. Leibniz does not clearly distinguish two totally dif-
ferent questions, namely, (1) why admit a world other than
ourselves 7 (2) granted such a world, how shall we distinguish
true perceptions from hallucinations? The latter, as the title
indicates, is the main question discussed in the undated paper
above quoted. This is not a fundamental question, and Leibniz
answers it in the usual way—mutual consistency, and success
in prediction, he says, are the best tests. He proceeds, how-
ever, to a radically unphilosophical remark on the first question.
“ Although the whole of this life were said to be nothing but a
dream, and the visible world nothing but a phantasm, I should
call this dream or phantasm real enough, if, using reason well,
we were never deceived by it” (N. E. 718—0; G. v, 820). In
this passage, the unduly practical nature of Leibniz’s interest
in philosophy very plainly sppears. He confesses, both hevs,
and in many other passages, that there js no “exact demon-
stration ” that the objects of sense are outside ug, and~that the
xistence of the external world has only nroral certainty!. To
obtain even this, he requires first the existence of God, which
has absolute certainty. He says, for example: “That there
should exist only one substance” (created substance, he seems
to mean) “is among those things which are not conformable to
the divine wisdom, and thus do not happen, although they
might happen” (G. 11 307). And in one early passage (G. 1L
372—3, ca. 1676), he actually suggests Berkeley's philosophy.
All we know for certain, he says, is that our appearances are
connected nter s¢, and that they must have a constant cause
cexternal to us; but there is no way of proving this cause to be
other than God. Yet, though he seems never to have found
arguments against this admission, he so far forgot his early
unregolved doubts, that, when Berkeley's philosophy appeared,
Leibniz bad no good word for it. “The man in Ireland,” he
writes, “ who impugns the reality of bodies, seems neither to
give suitable reasons, nor to explain himself sufficiently. I
suspect him to be one of that class of men who wish to be

<known by their paradoxes” (G. 1. 492).
I sny arguments for the existence of matter were to be
fgund in Lexbmz, tioy would evidently depend ypon the ex-
1 N. E. 318, 429, 718; G. v. 875, 856—8; vir. 820321, 1, 878; . 378, 502.
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istence of God, by which solipsism is destroyed, The Cartesitnl
argument, however, which rests on the assertion that, if there
were no matter, God would be a deceiver, is definitely rejected
by Leibniz. “The argument by which Des Cartes seeks to
demonstrate the existence of material things is weak. It would
have been better therefore not to try” (D. 58; G. 1v. 866).
God might, he says, have excellent reasons for deceiving us,
and, in any case, the decsption could be undone by our own
reason (D. 58; G. 1v. 367; 1. 878; v. 275; N. E. p. 318).

There is, it is true, a kind of pantheistic argument, ac-
cording to which our view of the world is_part of God's view,
and therefore has the same truth as belongs to God's per-
ceptions. , “ Qod...regards all the aspects of the world,” Leibniz
says, “in all possjble ways...; the result of each view, -as if
sten from a certain place, is a substance expressing the uni-
verse from this point of view, if God sees fit to make his
thought affective and produce this substance. And since God's
view is always veritable, our perceptions are so too; but it i
our judgments, which are from us, that deceive us” (G. 1v.
439). This whole passage, however, is so extreme an example
of Leibniz's pantheistic tendencies, as to be scarcely consistent
with his usual monadism. He can hardly, therefore, have
relied upon such an argument o any great extent.

The only other positive argument is one no better then -
that which is commonly urged for life on other planets. “We
Jjudge with the greatest probability,” he says, “that we do not
exist alone, not only by the principle of the Divine Wisdom,
but also by that common principle which I always inculcatd)
that nothing happens without a reason, nor does a reason
appear, why we alone should be preferred to so many other
possibles " (G. 11, 502)". .

The ground upon which Leibniz seems to have mainly
relied, in this question, is the same as that which led him to
deny a vacuum, namely, that the more existence there is, the
better (cf. D. 102, 103; L. 840, 341; G. viL 303, 304). This
is the principle of metaphysical perfection, which I shall discuss
in connection with his Ethics. It led Leibniz to think that
there mustebe as many monads as possible, and that thege

1 Gf, @. u. 616,
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Must, therefore, be an infinity of substances other than him-
selfl, But historically and psychologically, I think, Leibniz
started with matter and space in a purely common-sense spirit.
The reason that a problem arises for him is, that by criticism
of these notions he transformed them into something quite
different, namely, unextended substances and their perceptions.
But having arrived at the subjectivity of space, he did not, like
Kant, confine knowledge to experience, and render all & prioré
knowledge really self-knowledge. He did not perceive that
the denial of the reality of space compels us to admit that we
know only phenomena, 4. appearances to our minds. That
Kant was able to assume even an unknowable thing-in-itself
was only due to his extension of cause (or ground) beyond
experience, by regarding something not ourselves as the source
of our perceptions. This, which was an inconsistency in Karf,
would have been a shecr impossibility to Leibniz, since he held
perceptions to be wholly due to ourselves, and net in Rny sense
_roused by the objects perceived. The ddinary grounds for
assuming an external world were thus destroyed by Leibniz, and
I cannot discover that anything very solid was put in their place.
- The existence of other substances, besides God and our-
selves, is therefore only probable: it has only & moral certainty,
This remark applies, consequently, to all existential propo-
sitions derived from the theory of matier, 1.6, to the whole
doctrine of monads, in so far as {his asserts the actual existence
of many monads. It is a pity that Leibniz did not dovote
more attention to this fundamental question, that he did not
“make himself the critic rather than the commentator of
common sense, Had he done so, he might have invented some
more satisfactory theory of space than one which, while based
upon a common-sense assumption of its reality, arrives, on that
very basis, at a complete denial of that reality. I have brought
out this presupposition now, as the following Chapters will, with
Leibniz, start from a common-sense belief in the reality of matter.

1 Of. L., 828; D. 86; G.1v, 405: “I am acked whence i comes that God does
not think it enongh to produce all the thoughts and modifications of the soul,
without these useless bodies, whioh the oul, it Is said, cen neither move nor
know. The answer is ensy. It is, that it was God's will that there should be
w~re substances rather than fewer, and He thought it right thal"these modifica-
tions should correspond to something outside.”
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CHAPTER VII

THE PHILOSOPHY OF MATTER.

(a) As the oulcoms of the principles of Dynamics.

84¢. THE word matter is, in philosophy, the name of a
problem Assuming that, in perception, we are assured of the
existence of somot.hmg other than ourselves—an assumption
which, as we saw m the last chapter, Leibniz made on veRy
1nadequa.te grounds—the question inevitably arises: Of what
nature is this something external to ourselves? In so far as it
appears to be in space, we name it matter (cf. G. 1Iv. 106).
Our problem is, then, what is matter ? how are we to conceive
that which, in perception, appears as spatiel and as other than
ourselves % It was the attempt to answer this question, on
the basis of the logic which we have already examined, that
led Leibniz to the doctrine of monads. In this and the three
succeeding chapters, I shall endeavour to follow the same course
a8 Leibniz followed. I shall intersperse criticisms where they
seem called for, but the chief criticism of Leibniz's procedure
is, that he never examined its starting-point, the assumption,
namely, that there is something other than ourselves to be per-
ceived. The general trustworthiness of perception is a premiss
of Leibniz's philosophy, but a faulty premiss, even if it be true,
since arguments may be adduced for or against it.

86. Before I enter on any detail as to Leibniz's theory of
Dynamics, I must warn readers that he uses_the words matter
and body in st least five different senses. These are not con-*
fused in his own thinking, and are often, distinguished in his
writings, A# the same time, the words are, often employed,v
without any indication, except what the context provides, as to +
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¥ sense to be attached to them, and this adds greatly to the
difficulty of understanding Leibniz's theory of matters” Of
these five senses, two are prior to the theory of monads, and
three are subsequent. There is, in the first place, the dis-
tinction of primary and secondary matter; and this distinction
is one thing in Dynamics, and another in the theory of monads.
Thus we have four meanings of matter. In addition to these,
there is the organic body of a monad, which consists of other
monads subordinated to it. It is the object of Leibniz's theory
to transform primary and secondary matter as they occur in

\Dynamics, into primary and secondary matter as they occur in
the theory of monads. At the same time, since the first pair
are data, while the second pair are resulis, it is important to
distinguish them, and Leibniz's correctness-may be tested b
examining how far his criticism of dynamical mafbler does
justify the transformation, ~

The five meamngs, then, to be deﬁmte, are as follows.

(1) There is pmmmy Mmatter as that “which, according to
Leibniz, is presupposcd by extension. Extension, as
we shall see in the next chapter, is regarded by him
as mere repetifion. That which is repeated, taken
per se, is materia prima. This is purely passive,

(2) There is secondary mater as it occurs in Dynamics,
that is, matter endowed with force. The further
explanation of these two meanings will occupy the
remainder of this chapter.

8) There is primary matter as an element in the nature
of ever Me_aj_eg_ mongd. In thls sense, it is equiva-
lent to passivity, or confusedness of perception.

(4) There is secondary matter as an aggregate of monads,
or mass: this is a mere aggregate with oniy an
accidental unity.

k8) There is the organic body,of a monad, <e. the collection
of monads which it dominates, and to which it gives
a more than accidental unity (G. 1. 252; N.E.
p- 722 and G. viL 501).

The tra.nsfmmatlpn of the first pair of meanmgs into_the

sacond pair_constitutes the proof of ihe docirine of monads
and will occupy the mext three chapters, Lhe second and
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fourth senses are often called mass or body, the fifth with the
dominant monad is often called corporeal substance; without
the dominant monad, it is called the organic body, or simply
the body, of the dominant monad. But there is little regularity
in Leibniz's use of all these words, and the meaning must
generally be gathered from the context.

86.- Leibniz’s theory of Dynamics was framed in conscious
opposition to Des Cartes, Des Cartes held that the essence of
matter is extension, that the quantity of motion in the universe
is constant, and that force is proportional to quantity of motion.
Leibniz, on the contrary, proved that the cssence of matter is
not extension, that the total quantity of motion is not constant,
but that, what Des Cartes did not know, the quantity of
motion in any given direction s constant. He also believed
Rimself to have proved that Dynamics required, 18 an ultimate
notion, the conceptivn of furce, which he identified with the
activity essential to substance. Des Cartes and the Cartesiaps
meagured force -by Quantity of motion, from which they seefh
scarcely to have distinguished it. Leibniz, on the contrary,
believing force to be an ultimate entity, and holding as an
axiom that its quantity must be constant, introduced & different
messure of it, by which it became proportional to what is now
called energy. On this question of the true measure of force, a
famous controversy arose, which was distinguished by the fact *
that it divided Voltaire and the Marquise du Chatelet, and
that it formed the subject of Kant's first published work?,
This controversy seems to modern mathematicians to be mere
logomachy. To Leibniz and his contemporaries it seemed
something more, because force was supposed to be an ultimate
entity, and one whose quantity, like that of mass, must be
constant,

» 37, That the essence of matter is not extension, is a
proposition on which Leibniz loves to dwell. He scems to
have discovered this proposition at least as early as 16722 so

L Gedanken ilber die wahre Schittzung der lebendigen Kriijte, 1747, Ed. Hart,

L]
Vol; Ii‘his resulis e.g. from his saying that he has geomeirioal proofs of the
existence of n_vacuum (G. 1. 58). That Leibniz whs aware of the fact that a

vacuum ig inconsistent with the view that the essence of wmstier is extensiow,
appears also from (. 1. 89L. Agasin in a letter to Antoine Arnguld, written_
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‘that it was probably one of the sources of his innovations,
The proof of the proposition is about as thorough as it could
be.. It is derived (1) from the nature of extension, (2) from
the nature of the extended, or materia prima, (3) from the fact
that even materia prima, though not mere extension, is an
abstraction, requiring to be supplemented by force or activity.
The argument from the nature of extension, with its conse-
quences, I leave for the next chapter; the other two arguments
must now be given. Lebt us begin with the definition of
materia prima as it occurs in Dynamics.

38. "Muteria prime is defined by what Leibniz calls re-
sistance. This, he says, does not consist in extension, but is
the principle of oxtension (G. 11. 306), thab is, it is the qua,lity
in virtue of which bodies occupy places. .Resistance, agam,
involvea two distinct properties, impenetrability or antitypis,
and resistance (in the narrower.sense) or inertin (G. 1L 171)%
These two properties of materis prima might be defined as

1) the property of bodies in virtue of which they are in places
"(Q. vii 328), (2) the property in virtue of which they resist
any effort to make them change their places., Passive force,
Leibniz says, is a resistance, by which a body resists not only
penetration, but also motion, so that another body cannot come
into the place of the first unless the first gives way, and it does

- not give way withont retarding the other. Thus there ars two
resistances or masses, impenetrability and inertia. These are
uniform everywhere, and therefore proportional to extension
(G.1v. 895; G. M. v1. 100 and N.E. p. 701). Inertia is spoken
[

probably ab the end of 1671 or the beginning of 1672, Leibniz says (G. 1. 72)
that he has proved, among other things, *that the essence of body does not
oconsist in extension, sinee empty space must be different from body, and yet is
also extended”; furiher *‘that the essence of body consists rather in motion.”
Cl. G. 1v, 106 (10(‘:9) “The definition of a body is that it oxists in space.”
Algo Ib. 171 (1670). See Selver, Entwickelungsgang der Letbnis’schen Monaden-
lehre, p. 49. Leibniz appears to have been led to this dissovery by the search
for a philosophical theory of the Buoharist, The Cartesian dootrine, that the
. easonce of matter is extension, was found by him to be inconsistent with both
transubstantintion and consubstantintion. See Guhratier, Leibnits : Eins Rio-
-graphie, Vol. 1. 'p. 77,
1 The use of resistancesin two senses, (1) as the whole essence of materia

rima, (2) ep inertin only, is very tiresome, and greatly qoﬂ"usea I.mbmz’s
axposihon.



THE PHILOSOPHY OF DYNAMICS, 79

of as & passive force, s somewhat diffcult phrase, which %ve

shall find to be equivalent to what, in the theory of monads, is

called passivity aimply Thus Leibriz snys (i.): “Agsin o

Swvapirdy or power in body is twofold—passive and active,

Passive force properly constitutes matter or mass, the active

constitutes éyrehéyesa or form. Passive force is that very

resistance by which body vesists not only penetration, but also

motion.” And passive force, as we shall find with active force

also, “ 18 twofold, either primitive or derivative. And indeed the

primative force of enduring or resisting constitutes that very

thing which is called materia prima, rightly interpreted, in the

schools, by which it happens that body is not penetrated by

body, but forms an obstacle to it, and is endowed also with a

certain laziness, o to speak, that is, repugnance to motion, and

does not indeed suffer itself to be set in motion unless by the

somewhat broken force of the active body. Whence afterwards

the derivative’ force of enduring variously exhibits itselfs o

secondary matter” (N, E. p. 672—3; G. M. vi. 236). Re- .
sistance, Leibniz says, is mot merely not changing without

cause, but having a force and inclination o retain the actual

state and resist the cause of change. Thus in impact (which

he has always in his mind in the mathematical discussion of
materia prima), when one body is at rest, the impinging body

, loses some of its velocity in starting the other, and the other, *
when started, moves more slowly than the first did, Resistance
in this seuse, he asserts, is not metaphysically necessary
(G. 11 .170).

As part of an actual theory of Dynamics, the above analysis’
is antiquated. But philosophically, it is easy to see what is -
meant by the two elements of materia prima. Not only is it
impossible for one body to come into the place occupied by
another, unless that other gives way, and moves into a new
place, but also some of the first body’s motion is abserbed by

the second body, or some effort is required to cause the second

body to abandon its place. The importance of the doctrine

lies, as we shall afterwards see, in the connection with thee

materia prima of each monad. A difficulfy, which I think is a

bare inconsi%%ency, is introduced by the statement that matemq_
1 See I, 852—8; N. B, 878; &. M. v1. 240,
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;;r?mm, as an element in each monad, is metaphysically neces-
sory (G. 1t 325). It is more consistent with Leibniz's philo-
sophy, I think, to hold both necessary than to hold both
contingent; particularly as the necessity of the one is declared
much more emphatically than the contingency of the other.
Neither of the properties of materia prima can be deduced
from mere extension, That this is true of impenetrability,
follows from the simple consideration that place, though ex-
tended, is not impenetrable (G. 1. 453). As rogards inertia,
Leibniz points out that, if bodies were wholly indifferont to
rest and motion, a big body could be set in motion by a small
one without any loss of velocity, whereas what is really con-
served is momentum, which involves mass. But for inertia, we
gshould have action without reaction, and no estimate of power
could be made, since anything might be accomplished by any-
thing (L. 858; N. E. 678; G. M. vI. 241). Even if matter,
then, were purely pagsive, Des Cartos’ theory, that the essence
of matter is extension, would be mistaken.
39. But this is still more evident when we pass to matersa
secunda, 1.6. to matter as active and endowed with force. The
doctrine of force is closely comnected with every part of
Leibniz'’s philosophy—with the notion of contingent truths,
with the conception of substance as the source of all its
predicates?, with the plurality of independent causal series
(D. 60, 61; G. 1v. 869), with the psychical nature of all
substances?®, and with the whole theory of activity, liberty and

'l

» 1 +You are right in judging tkat (Dynamies) is to a great exient the founia-
tion of my system; for it is there we learn the difference between truths whose
necessity is brute and geometrical, and truths which have their source in fitness
and final causes” (@, 1. 845).

3 #T am not astonished that you find insurmountable diffloulties where you
seem to assume & thing so inoonecivable ag the passags of an accident from one
snbjeet to another; but I see nothing which compels us to an assumption which
is soarcely less strange than that of the scholastios of accidents without o sub-
jeot” (N, E. p. 288, G, v, 208); in mnswer to Locke's difficulties concerning
impeot. Of. also D, 124; G. 1v. 515 in a series of impaots, **each ball, when
zgpelled from the next one impinging on if, is set in motion by its own force,
viz. its elasticity.” '

% #"Wo gee also, that thqught, being the action of a thing on itself, cannot
hgwpen in figures and motions, which oan never show the prin¢iple of a truly
internal action” [G. rr. 89]. Such a principle, however, 4s found in force,
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determination. It is a central point in Leibniz's philos@ﬁy,
and was by him recognized as such. Force is gaid to be prior
to extension (N. E. 671; G. M. v1. 285), and to be the true
ground Tor inferring the plurality of substances (G. 1. 372).
In so far as force is the same as activity, we have already
considered it. What we have now to examine, is the way in
which Leibniz developed the idea of force from Dynamics.”

Leibniz discovered the conservation of wmomentum, andf
believed himself to have discovered another law, the conserva-
tion of Vis Viva, both of which were unknown to Des Cartes
(D. 88; L. 327; G. 1v. 497). He was thus able theoretically—
assuming perfectly elastic impact to be ultimately the only
form of dynamical action—to determine completely the course
of any motion, apd fo disprove, if the validity of his Dynamics
™was allowed, the possibility, admitted by Des Cartes, of & direct
action of mind upon matter. Des Cartes had supposed that,
~ though' the guantity of motion is constant, its direction may be
altered by a direc? action of the mind upon the animal spmts"
Had he known, Leibniz says, that the quantity of motion in
every direction is constant, he would probably have discovered
the W@y (D. 164; G. vi. 540); for he
would have seen tHaf an interaction between mind and matter’
is impossible. 'Why he should not have been led to the views
of Geulinez or of Spinoza, which Leibniz does not mention, it
is very difficult to see. That Leibniz was not led to occasional-
ism, or to Spinoza’s theory that the mind is the idea of the
body, was due to his conception of force, which led him to
regard every piece of matter—or rather every collection of the
real substances whose appearance is mattor—as an independent
source of all its own changes.

40. The necessity of force is variously deduced. Much of
the argument—especially when it assumes the form of a
pelemic against the Cartesians—depends, as Wundt has pointed
out?, upon the axiom that the cause must be equal to the effect.
The two measures of force only give the same result in the
case of equilibrium, 7. in Statics; and Leibniz attributes #he

1 Die plwikaliachm Amtome und ihre Begichuny sum Cousalprincip, Erlangen,
1866, p. 60, Many valnable observations on Leibniz’a Dynamies are contwed
in this work. ;
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pe;-sﬁhtence of the Certesian measure to the fact that people
have devoted an undue share of attention to Statics as opposed
%0 Dynamics (N. E.873; G. M. vr. 239). Since the quantity of
motion is not conserved (as Des Cartes had falsely assumed), the
true causes and effects cannot be motions. Motion in a given
direction might have been substituted, if purely mathematical
considerations had been alone employed. But for an ultimate
physical entity, Leibniz desired some one unique quantity,
which had & constant sum in any independent system; and
this he beligved himself to have found in Vis Viva, t.e. the

. mass multiplied by the square of tho. velocity. Statics and
Dynamies are to be deduced from the law “ that the total effect
must always be equivalent to its full cause.” Asin Geometry
and numbers,” he explains, “through the pnuclple of t.he
equality of the whole to all its parts, Geomatry is subjected to”
an analytical Calculus, so in Mechanics, through the equality of
the gffect to all its causes, or of the cause to all its effects, we
obtain certain equations, as it were, and a Xind of mechwnical
Algebra by the use of this axiom.” In a thorough discussion
of the principles of Dynamics, it would be necessary to examine
‘this supposed law, but here it iz sufficient to point out its influ-
ence on Leibniz’s views. For, as he himself appears to recognize
(Archiv, loc. eit.), it belongs more to the mathematics than to
the philosophy of the subject®. I therefore pass now to the
more strictly philosophical arguments.

While Leibniz was crossing from England to Holland, on
his way to visit Spinoza, he composed a highly interesting
dialogue on the difficulties arising from the continuity of
motion?, At the end of this dialogue he remarks: “Here I
have considered the nature of change and the continuum, in o
far as they belong to motion. It remains to consider, first the
subject of motion, that it may appear to which of two bodies,
which change their relative situation, the motion is to be
~ 1 L. 864; drchiv fur Geschichte der Philosophie, 1. p. 576, The same maxim

was employed by Leibniz in arguing with Spinoza in 1676 agsinst Des Oartes’

lavs of motion: gee L. p. 10, and Foucher de Careil, Réfutation inédits de
Spinoga, p, Ixiv,

3 'l‘hough in a letter to Phyle he speaks of it as a *“wholly metn.phyuoal
" (@. . 46).

“ Bee Archiv f. Geschichts der Phil, 1. pp. 211—5,
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ascribed; secondly, the cause of motion, or motor fgrc.e "
(p- 215). The question of the continuum I leave for a later
chapter; the other two were solved together, in Leibniz's
opinion, by the notion of force which he afterwards gained,

That motion requires force, or a prineciple of change, in the
moving body, was deduced by Leibniz partly from- abstract
metaphysical reasons, partly from the relativity of motion, and
partly from the so-called law of inertia, i.e. the law that every
body persists in any motion which it has acquired, except in so
far as it is hindered by outside causes. I shall begin with the
last of these arguments.

The law of inertia states, on the one hand, that a body will
not of itself begin a motion, but that, on the other hand, “ body
, retains of itself~the impetus which it has once acquired, and
that it is constant in its levity, or has an endeavour to perse-
vere in that very sbries of changes which it has entered upon”
(D. 120; G."1v. §11). A moving body is not merely suvces-
sively in different places, but is at each moment in a stats of
motion ; it has velocity, and differs, in its state, from a body at
rest (D. 122; G. 1v. 518). But this involves some effort to

change its place, whence the next state follows of itself from,

the present. Otherwise, in the present, and therefore in every
moment, a moving body would differ in no way from one at
rest (Ib.). This argument is valid, I think, as against those
who, like Clerk Maxwell (Matter and Motion, Art. XLL), en-
deavour to represent Newton’s First Law as a self-evident
trath. Leibniz recognizes that, in a uniform rectilinear motion,
8 body undergoes a series of changes, although its velocity is
unchanged. He infers that, since this series of changes is
possible without external influence, every body must contein in

itself a principle of change, 1.e. force or activity, by means of °

which a meaning is given to a state of change. But this
involves the continuity of chsnge, concerning which we are
faced with those very difficulties to evade which, as regards
space, was & main purpose of the doctrine of monads. Accord-
ingly, in other places, where Leibniz is thinking of the difh-
culties of the continuum, he holds all change to be discrete
once ever® asserting that-motion is a continual transcreatiap’.
1 @, 1, 279, Of. the dislogue alluded to above, 4rckis, Vol 1 p. 213
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This is an instance of the vacillation into which, as we shall see
in the next two chaptors, Leibniz was led by his refusal to
admit the antinomy of infinite division.

41. The most important dynamical argument in favour of
force is. connected with the relativity of motion. On this point,
Leibniz’s views present some suggestion of a vicious circle. He
seems sometimes to argue that, becausc force is something real,
it must have a subject, and be an attribute, not a mere rela-
tion ; whence it follows that, in a change of relative situation,
the cause of change can be apportioned between the bodies, thus
giving a sense to absolute motion (ag. G. M., 11. 184). But at
other times, he argues that some real change, not merely
relative, must underlie motion, and can only be obtained by
means of force (eg. D. 60, 61; G.1v.360). This argument is
interesting, both on account of its difference from the analogous
arguments by which Newton proved the needl of absolute space,
and, by the fact that Dynamics, at the present day, is still
ynable to reconcile the relativity of motion with tho absolute-
ness of force’, 4n every motion, Leibniz says, the motion per
8¢ gives a mere change of relative situation, and it is impossible
_to" say which body has moved, or whether both have moved:
In ovder to be able to say this, we require to know in which is
the cause of the change of relative situation. This cause we
gall force (ZD.). “When formerly,” he says, “I regarded space
as an immoveable real place, possessing extension alone, 1 had
been able to define absolute motion as change of this real space.
But graduelly I began to doubt whether there is in nature
such an entity as is called space; whence it followed that a
doubt might arise about absolute motion....... It seemed to
follow that that which is real and absolut.e in motion consists
nob in what is purely mathematical, such as change of neigh-
bourhood or situation, but in motive force itself; and if there
is none of this, then there is no absolute and real motion.......

11 copnot here undertake to give the proof of this assertion. It depends
upgn the faet that, if tho laws of motion are to apply, the motion must be
referred, not to any axes, but to what have been called kinetic axes, i.c. axes

* which have no sbeolute aceolsration. See Newton, Principia, Scholium to the

eighth definition. OContrast, in Qlerk Maxwell's Matter and Totion, Arts.
xvIn, OV,
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Accordingly T found no other Ariadne thread to lead me offt of
this labyrinth than the calculation of forces, assuming this
metaphysical principle, that the total effect is always equal to
its complete cause™ (L. 353 ; Archiv, 1. p. 580).

On this question Le1bmzs position, unlike Newton’s, xs, I
think, full of confusion. On the one hand, space is wholly
relational ; hence motion is not a change of absolute position,
but merely a change of relative situation. Now a change of
- relative situation is necessarily reciprocal, and hence Leibniz is
led to the equality of action and reaction (N. E. 689; G. M. v1.
251—2). But in order to give any meaning to action, he has
to forget the relativity of motion, and eonsequently to do away
with the need for an equal reaction. He and Huygens agree,
as against Newtqn, that the phenomena of circular motion give
"no more indication as to absolute motion than do those of
rectilinear motion, 4hough Huygens has the honesty to confess
that he hassnot examined Newton's grounds (G. M. 1..177,
184—5, 192). TRe Copernican hypothesis, Leibniz says, a.ntg-
cipating Mach, is simpler, not truer, than the other (N. E. 685;
G. M. v1. 248). But he nevertheless holds that, by means of
force, some meaning may be given to the statement that, .in
a change of relative situation, one body has moved and not the’
other, “As for the difference of absolute and relative motion,”
he says, “I think that if the motion, or rather the motor force
of bodies, is something real, as it seems that one must recog-
nize, it is necessary that it should have a subject....... I agree
that the phenomena could not furnish to us (or even to the
angels) an infallible reason for determining the subject *of
motion or of its degree; and that each can be conceived apart
as being at rest....... But you will not deny (I believe) that
in truth each has a certain degree of motion, or, if you will, of
force; in spite of the equivalence of hypotheseq It is true I
draw from it this consequence, that there is in nature some-
thing besides what Geometry can determine in it” (G. M. 1.
184). This, he says, is not the least of his reasons for recog-
nizing force. Again he says, even more explicitly: “I find
#.'nothing in the eighth definition of the mnthemnmca.l principles
;" of natureger in the scholium belongmg to it [the scholimin jn
; -'whmh Newtqn explams the need of absolute space, time and
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réifon] that proves, or can prove, the reality of spuce in itself.
However, I grant there is & difference between an absolute true
motion of & body, and a mere relative change of situation with
respect to another body” (D. 269; G. viL 404). - But it must
be evident that, if position is relative, absolute motion is mean-
ingless, The two cannot possibly be reconciled. Leibuiz, like
Newton, rightly perceived that Dynamiecs requires us to distin-
guish, in & change of relative situation, the proportion in which
accelerations are shared between two bodies. He was also
right in maintaining that, on a geometrical or kinematical
view, such a distinction cannot be practically effected. But
Geometry does not show the distinction to be meaningless,
and if it did, Dynamics could not make the distinction,, Thus
it would seem that Newton was right in inferring, from Dy-

namics, the necessity of absolute space. When I come to the ”

theory of space, I shall maintain that even {Geometry requires
this,.though only inetaphysically, net, like Dynamics, for em-
pirical reasons also. ©

" As this point is important, it may be well briefly to repeat
the arguments which show the relativity of motion to be incon-
sistent with the absoluteness of force. * As regards Physics,”

"Leibniz says, “it is necessary to understand the nature of force,

a thing entirely different from motion, which is something

more relative. This force is to be measured by the quantity of .

ita effect” (D. 89; G. 11 187). But the objection which here
arises—-an objection unavoidable on any relational theory of
space—is, that the effect can only be measured by means

of'motion, and thus the pretended escape from endless relativity

breaks down. A new objection applies to another statement,
in which Leibniz endeavours to prove that motion is not purely

. relative. “If there is nothing in motion but this respective

change,” he says, “it follows that no reason is given in nature
why motion must be ascribed to one thing rather than to
others. The consequence of this will be that there is no real
motion. Therefore in order that a thing may be said to be
meved, we shall require not only that it change its situation in
respect to others, but also that the cause of changs, the, force
or & agtion, be in it ii;seli‘" (D. 61; G.1v, 369. Cf aleo D. 269;
G. vir, 404).. This endeavour to establish absolute motion is,
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in the first place, wholly inconsistent with Leibniz's theofy'of
space. Newton, from somewhat similar arguments, had rightly
deduced the necessity of absolute position; Leibniz, who on
many mathematical points was less philosophical than Newton,
ondeavoured to save absolute motion, while strenuously denying
absolute position (cf. D. 266; G. vir. 401—2). But further,
the theory is inconsistent with the nature of monads. Lot us
suppose two bodies A and B, which change their relative
situation owing to the force in B. Since A mirrors the uni-
verse, a change will happen in A when B moves, Hence if the
force resided only in B, B would cause a change in A, contrary
to the theory that monads do not interact, Hence we must, in
every case of a relative change of situation, place a force in
both bodies, by which the change is to be effected. Thus we
shall lose that power of discrimination which force was supposed
to provide. This srgument could only be evaded by the denial
that mdnads have anything corresponding to position in space,
a denial which IMibniz often attempted, but which, as we
shall see later, would have destroyed the only ground for his
monadism. '

42, Leibniz's deduction of force as & means of escaping
from the relativity of motion is thus fallacious, Motion, in its”
own nature, is or is not relative, and the introduction of force
can make no difference to that nature. It remains to examine
the metaphysical grounds for the notion of force. In so far as
these are the same as those for activity in general, they have
been already dealt with. But others are derived from the con-
tinuity of motion, and these must now be set forth, »

“We have elsewhere suggested,” Leibniz says (N. E. 671;
G. M. vi. 285), “that there is in corporeal things something
besides extension, nay, prior to extension, namely the force of
nature everywhere implanted by its Author, which consists, not
in the simple faculty with which the schocls seem to have been
content, but is provided, besides, with a tendency (conatu) or
effort,” which will have its full effect unless impeded by a
.contrary tendency. This effort often appears to the sensas,
end in my judgment is known everywhere in matter by the
reason, eveg when-it does not appear to Yhe sense. But evep if
we are not to assign this force to God through a miracle, it 18
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cerfainly necessary that it be produced in the bodies them-

selves, nay that it constitute the inmost nature of bodies, since
to act is the mark of substances, and extension means nothing
else than the continuation or diffusion of the already presup-
posed...resisting substance, so far is it from bemg able itself to
constitute the very essence of substance. Nor is it relevant that
every corporeal action arises from motion, and motion itself
does not exist .unless from motion.... For motion, like time,
never exists, if you reduce the thing to dxplBeia, because it
never exists as a whole, since it has not co-existing parts. And

nothing at all is real in it, except that momentary property,

which must be constituted by a force striving for change.”

This is the old argument of Zeno, suggested also in the dia-

logue written for Spinoza (4drchw, 1. p. 213), and in many

other passages. Motion is' change of position ; but at any one™
instant the position is one and only one. Hence at every

instant, and therefore always, there is no change of position and

no ‘motion. Leibniz thought, however, whefi the Caloulus was

likely to suggesb that the momentary increment was real in

some way in which the whole sum of increments was not real®,

and hence force was called in to supply some reality other

" than motion, out of which motion might be supposed to spring.

“Force,” he says, “is something truly real, even in created

+substances; but space, time and motion partake of the nature of
mental entities (ens rationis) and ave true and real, not of them-

selves, but since they involve divine attributes” (N. E. p. 684

G. M. v1, 247). And again, “Only force, and thence nascent

etfort, exists in any moment, for motion never truly exists”

(N.E. p. 689; G. M. v1. 252). What Leibniz designs to effect,

by this doctrine, is, as with activity in general, the reduction of
a relation to a quality. Motion is doubly a relation—first, as

between successive moments, and secondly, as between bodies

in different places, Both relations were to be reduced by

means of force. A state of motion is distinguished from a

state of rest, at each instant of the motion, by the presence

of force, which in the last analysis,. is akin to desire. By

this means, not only are the difficulties of the temporal con-

tinpum supposed to be overcome (L. 351 ; Archiv.. 577), bub

1 Of. Cohen, Infinliesimalmathode, p. 15.
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also, when two bodies change their relative situation, we opt
enquire whether one or both contains force, and thus assign
an appropriate state of motion to each.

43. The objections Yo this view of force will appear more
clearly from an examination of its application to the case of
impact, and of the attempt to establish dynamically a plura-
lity of causal series. We shall then find, if I am not mistaken,
that the relation of Leibniz's Dynamics to his Metaphysics is
hopelessly confused, and that the one cannot stand while the
other is maintained. Unfortunately, the fall of the one does
not involve the maintenance of the other. Leibniz has ncquired
much credit for the vaunted interconnection of his views in
theso two departments, and few seem to have perceived how
false his boast really is. As a matter of fact, the want of
onnection is, I think, quite one of the weakest points in his
system. -

The problem of impact was one which pre-occupied the
mathematicians of I%ibniz'’s day far more than those of our own.
It was solved only after he had amcquired his mathematical
equipment, and filled his mind to an extent which accounts for
several curious features of his theory of matter. He appears to
have quite unduly neglected impacts which are not perfectly
elastic, and to have held (though he never definitely contends)
that if bodies were only taken small enough, they could always
be treated as perfectly elastic. Impact was ultimately, for him,
the only form of dynamical interaction. He definitely rejected,
as ultimately valid, the Newtonian gravitation, holding, with
most moderns, that it must be explained by means of an alle
pervading fluid. Perfect elasticity was ultimately required, if
his law of the conservation of Vis Viva was to be preserved,
gince, when the coefficient of restitution is less than unity (as
it always is in proctice), Vie Viva is apparently lost. His
reply to this objection was that it is absorbed by the small
parts of bodies—transformed, in modern phraseclogy, from
molar into molecular motion (N. E. 669—670; G. M. vr,
230—281). But if impact be the ultimate form of inter,
action, this answer can only serve if the smaller parts which
receive the,motion are themselves peifectly elastic, When
pressed by Huygens on this point, Leibniz meanly evades the=
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‘difficulty by denying thai there are any last elements of bodies
(G. M. 11. 157). But a further difficulty remains, which is this,
Impact is only elastic, according to Leibniz, because of a “ subtle
and penetrating fluid, whose motion is disturbed by the tension,
or by the change of the elasticity. And as this fluid must
be ilself in turn composed of little solid bodies, elastic among
themselves, we see that this replication of solids and fluids con-
tinues to infinity ” (N, E. p. 668; G. M. vi. 228). He proceeds
to confess that elasticity is necessary to the conservation of Vis
Viva. Again he says—and this is an argument by which he
often suggests the doctrine of monads :—*“Ib is true that this
conservation of force can only be obtained by putting elasticity
everywhere in matter, and that a conclusion follows which will
appear strange to those who do not sufficiently conceive the
marvels of things: this is, that there are, so to speak, worlds
in the smallest bodies, since every body, kowever small it may
be, has elasticity, and consequently is surrourded and pene-
) trated by a fluid as subtle, in relation to itas that which makes
the elasticity of sensible bodies can be in relation to us; and
that therefore there are no firat elements, since we must say as
much of the smallest portion of the most subtle fluid that can
be supposed” (G. 11L. 57). Buat it must be evident that, in the
end, the motion of his fluid must be regulated by something
+ other than the laws of elastic impact, since the elasticity of
what is comparatively.solid is only due to the presence of what
is comparatively fluid. In order to develop the theory of an
all-pervading fluid, Leibniz needed, what in his day did not
%exist, either Hydrodynamics or the modern Dyna.mics of the
ether. '
44. There are, spea.kmg broadly, three great types of
dynsmical theory. There is the doctrine of hard extended
atoms, for which the theory of impact is the appropriate
weapon. There is the doctrine of the plenum, of an all-pervad-.
ing fluid, for which the modern doctrine of the ether—ithe
theory of Electricity, in fact—has at last partially forged the
-necessary weapons. And finally, there is the doctrine of unex-
tended centres of furce, with action at a distance, for which
Newton supplied the required Mathematics. Leikniz failed to
gra.sp these alternatives, and thus, from his love of a middle
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position, fell between, not two, but three stools. His view%of
impact as the fundamental phenomenon of Dynamics should
have led him to the theory of extended atoms, supported by
(assendi, and, in his own day, by Huygens, His belief in the
plenum and the fluid ether should have led him to the second
theory, and to the investigation of fluid motion. His relational
theory of space, and his whole doetrine of monads, should have
led him, as it led Boscovich, Kant! and Lotze, to the theory of
unextended ceutres of force, The failure to choose between
these alternatives made his Dynamics a mass of confusions.
The true Leibnizian Dynamics is not his own, but that of
Boscovich?, This theory is a simple development of the
Newtoniap Dynamics, in which all matter consists of material
points, and all actipn is action at a distance.” These material
points are unextended like the monads, to which Boscovich
appeals as analogous?; and in order to preserve their mutual
independence, it is only necessary to regard the attraction or
repulsion as due to the perception of one monad by the other,
which, as a matter of fact, Leibniz actually does. Why, then,
was this theory not that of Leibniz?

There was, I think, to begin with, in later life, a personal
reason, Leibniz had quarrelled with Newton concerning the
Caleulus, and he did not choose to admit that Newton had
anything to teach him‘ He thefefore rejected gravitation as -
an ultimate account of thiigs, giving, as*his reason that action
at a .distance is impossible. , But; bhis persona.l resson can only

.have opernted after the pubhcatmn of the Principia in 1887,

by which date Leibdjz had construpted both his philosophy and®
his Dynamics. It becomes - néceﬂsary, therefore, to search for

: more objective reasans, 3 '

! That Kant's theory of si)dc;e'*in the Metaphysische Anfangsgrinde der
Naturwissenschaft is differant from that of the Xritik, has been often observed,

" Hoe Vaihinger's Commentar, p. 224 &,

3 Theoria Plilosophiae Naturalis, See esp, Part I, § 138 f1.

3 Venetian edition of 1768, p. xxv. Boscovich differs from Nowtonian
Dynemies chiefly in assuming that, at very small distances, the force between
two particles is repnlsive. He differs from the Newtonian philosoply by regard-
ing action at a distance as ultimate,

4 Tt has even bsen suggested—and the suggentidn appears very probably
correct—that Ldibniz never took the troubla to. read -the Prineipia, Bes ™
Guhraner, op. cit. Vol. 1. p. 207. -



92 THI: PHILOSOPHY OF DYNAMICS.

* @ Leibniz rej ected atoms, the vacuum, and action at a distance,
His grounds for these three rejections must be now examined,

45. (1) Agaiust extended atoms he had, I think, fairly
valid grounds, These are best set forth in his correspondence
with Huygens, who maintained atoms. - (See G. M. 1r. pp. 136,
145, 155—7). In the first place, the extended atom is
composed of parts, since extension is repetition; it cannot,
therefore, afford a metaphysical solution of the composition of
matter. Moreover, if the laws of motion are to be preserved,
the atom must be perfectly elastic, which is impossible since it
must also be perfectly hard, and can contain no “subtle fluid.”
Aguin there is a breach of the law of continuity in assuming
infinite hardness and absolute indivisibility to emerge, suddenty
when a certain stage is reached in division. And primitive
rigidity is, in any case, a quality wholly without reason, and
therefore inadmissible. In short, infrangible atoms would be a
perpetual miracle. These arguments have been urged many
_times since, and are, one may suppose, on the whole valid,

46. (2) With regard to the vacuum, Leibniz relied mainly
on the argument from what he called metaphysical perfection.
He admitted that a vacuum is conceivable (N. E. 157; G.v.
140), but held that, wherever there is room, God might have
placed matter without harm to anything else. Since, generally,
the more existence the better, God would not have neglected
the opportunity for creation, and therefore there is matter
everywhere (D. 240, 253; G. vii. 356, 378). This principle of
metaphysical perfection will be discussed later; for the present
1 confine myself to less theological arguments, A very weak
argument, which Leibniz sometimes permits himself, is, that
there could be no sufficient reason for determining the propor-
tion of vacuum to filled space, and therefore there can be no
vacuum at all (D, 258; G. 1L 475; vir. 378). The only argu-
ment which attempts to bo precise is one which is fatally
unsound. If space be an attribute, Leibniz says, of what can
empty space be an attribute (D. 248; Q. vir. 872)7 But space,
for him, is o relation, not an attribute; his whole argument
against the view that space is composed of points depends, as
e shall see in Chapter IX., upon the fundamental relation of
distance, He has, in fact, no valid arguments whatever against
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a vacuum. He seems to regard a belief in it as necessar?l):
associated with a belief in extended atoms—“atoms and the
void ” are always spoken of together. In fact, when action at a
distance is rejected, the two are necessarily connected; singe
unextended atoms must ach at a distance, if there is to be any
dynamical action at all®,

47. (8) This brings me to Leibniz’s grounds against
action at a distance. I cannot discover, on this point, a.nythmg
beyond vulgar prejudice. Both on this and on the previous
point, his immediate followers, under the influenco of Newton,
abandoned the views of their master, which seem to have been
mainly due to « lingering Cartesian prejudice, The spatial and
temporal .contiguity of cause and coffect are apparently placed
on a level. “A man will have an equal right to say that any-
thing is the result of anything, if that which is absent in space or
time can, without intermediary, operate here and now” (D. 115;
G. 1v. 507). 'W1th regard to time, though a difficulty arises

from contmmt.y, thé maxim may be allowed ; but with regard .

to space, it is precluded, as a metaphysical axiom, by the denial
of transeunt action. For since nothing really acts on anything
else, there seems no possible metaphysical reason why, in
monads which mirror the whole universe, the perception of
what is distant should not be a cuuse, just as much as the
perception of what is near. There seems, therefore, in Leibniz’s
system, no metaphysical ground for the maxim ; and in his time
(which was that of Newton), there was certainly no dynamical
ground. The denial of action at a distance must, therefors, be
classed as a mere prejudice, and one, moreover, which had a
most pernicious effect upon the relation of Leibniz's Dynamlcs
to his Metaphysics.
, 48. I come now to another purpose which the doctrine of
force was designed to fulfil. Tt showed, in the first place, that

1 On one minor point, however, namely the posaibility of motion in a
plenum, Leibniz is unquestionably in the right, Looke had mainiained that
there must be empty space, or else there would be no room for motion. Leibniz
rightly replies (N. B. pp. 53—4; L. 885; Q. v. 52), that if matter be fluid, thig
diffieulty is obviated, It should indeed he obvious, even to the non-mathematioal,
that motion in a olosed cirouit is possible for a fAuid, It ia a pity philosophers
have allowed fhernselves to repeat this nrgument, which a week's study,of

H\vdrodynamws would suffiee to dispel. The complete anawer to it is contained

in what is called the equation of continnity.

a
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actual secondary matter-—as opposed to primary matter, which
is a mere abstraction—is esscntially active, as everything
substantial must be. But it also attempted to show-—what is
essential to the doctrine of monads—that every piece of matter
has its own foree, and js the source of all its own changes. 1t
was necessary, as we saw in Chapter IV, to maintain the
plurality of independent causal series, and thus to exhibit force
as really affecting only the body in which it was, not those
npon which it apparently acted. Here Leibniz, quite uncon-
sciously, took one side of what appears to be an antinomy, and
appealed to his Dynamics as proving the thesis only, when it
proved, with quite equal evidence, the antithesis also'. This
brings us to the aspect of force in which it confers indi-
viduality"—an aspect which Leibniz alse employs to prove the
necessity of force. Without it, he says, all matter would be
alike, and therefore motion, since space is a plenum, would
make no difference (D. 122; G. 1v. 512—38). This argument is

. certainly valid, on a relational theory of space, as against those
(Cartesians or moderns) who hold to the relativity of motion,
while they reduce all motion to vortices in a perfect fluid. But
this is a digression, from which we must return to Dynamies
and impact.

Every body, we are told, is really moved, not by other
bodies, but by its own force. Thus in the successive impacts
of & number of balls, “each ball repelled from the next one
impinging on it, is set in motion by its own force, viz. its
Llasticity” (D. 124; G. 1v. 515). The laws of motion, Leibniz
thinks, compel us to admit independent causal action on’the
part of each particle of matier, and it is only by such action
that we can free the idea of motion from a relativity which
would make it wholly indeterminate, Therefore there must be,
in each particle of matter, a force or activily from which its
changes spring, by which we can give a meaning to a state of
motion, and connect the states of a body at successive instants.

1 Bee §§ 49, 50.
2 This is conneected ‘}i“h the doctrine of activity as the essence of in-
Qividuality—a dootring with which, by the way, Spinoze’s gictum may be
**gompared, that *‘desirs is the very nature or essence of a personj‘ Jithies,
P, IIL Prop, m. Schol. and Prop. Lvm,
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Force is related to materia prima as form to matter in the
Aristotelian sense. “Because of form every body always acts,
and because of matter every body always endures and resists”
(N. E. 673; G. M. vi. 237). In active force is the entelechy,
analogous to a soul, whose nature consists in a certain perpetual
law of its series of changes, which it spontaneously carries out
(G. 11, 171). It is this force which constitutes the identity of
each piece of matter, and differentiates it from all other pieces,
And Leibniz endeavours, as his metaphysics requires, to show
that force only acts on the.body in which it is, and never on
any other body. Cases where a body appears to be acted upon
by another are called cases of passion, but even here, the
appearance is deceptive. “The passion of every body is spon-
taneous, or arises fsom internal force, though upon occasion of
something external. I understand here, however, passion proper,
which ariges from pertussion, or which remains the same, what-
ever hypothesis is finally assigned, or to whatever we finally
ascribe absolute rest or motion. For since the percussion is the
same, to whatever at length true motion belongs, it follows that
the result of the percussion is distributed equally between both,
and thus both act equally in the encounter, and thus half the
result arises from the action of the one, the other half from the
action of the other; and since half also of the result or passion
is in one, half in the other, it is sufficient that we derive the
passion which i8 in one from the action which is also in itself,
and we need no influence of the one upon the other, although
by the one an occasion is furnished to the action of the other,
which is producing a change in itself” (N. E. 688; G. M. vr. 251).

49. To bring this doctrine into harmony with the facts, a
further distinction was required between primitive and deriva-
tive force. The latter, which is a modification of the former, is
the actual present state while tending to the future. The primi-
tive force is persistent, and is, as it were, the law of the series,
while the derived force iz the determination designating a
particular term of the series (G. 1. 202). “Active force,”
Leibniz says, “......is twofold, namely primitive, which exists’
‘in every corporeal substance per se (since I think a wholly
quiescent body abhorrent to the nature of things), or derivative,.
which by a limitation, as it were, of the primitive, resulting
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th(i'ough the conflicts of bodies with each other, is variously
cxercised. And, indeed, the primitive force (which is nothing
other than the first entelechy) cotresponds to the soul or
substantial form, but for this very reason pertains only to
general causes, which cannot suffice for the explanation of
phenomena. And so we agree with those who deny that forms
must be employed in deducing the particular and special
causes of sensible things” (N. E. (72; G. M. v 286). The
primitive force is constant in each body throughout all tiwe;
the sam of derived forces throughout the universe is also
constant, being what Leibniz calls Vis Viva, and what is still
sometimes so called, which is double what is now known as
kinetic energy (G. mr 457). “Derivative force is what some
call impetus, that is a conatus or tendency t¢ some determinato
motion, by which the primitive force, or principle of action, is
modified. This (the derivative force) I have shown to be not
conserved the same in the same body, but yet being distributed
-among many bodies, to preserve a constant sum, and to differ
from motion, whose quantity is not conserved” (N. E. 702;
G. 1v. 396).
In this argument, it must be evident that, so far from
basing Metaphysics upon Dynamics, Leibniz has inferred, on
_purely metaphysical grounds, a primitive force of which no
dynamical use i8 made> What was useful in Dynamics was,
not the primitive force, which was constent in each separate
piece of matter, but the derivative force, which was transferred
from body to body. The primitive force was thus invoked for
purely metaphysical reasons, and could not validly bo used to
show that Dynamics supported the doctrine of the inde-
pendence of substances. Here again, I think, as in the case
of continuity, there is an antinomy which Leibniz refused to
face. The total effect on any particle is, dynamically, made
up of effects caused by all other particles; thus the separate
causation of separate elements seems conceded. But none of
t;heae separate effects ever happen: they are all mathematical

1 Of. G . 261: “Every modifieation presupposes something durable.

Therefore when you say, * Lot ua suppose that nothing is to be found in bodies

*axcept derivative forees,’ I reply that this is not a possible hypothesis.” Of, also
G. u. 270,
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fictions, What really happens is the sum of effects, <.e. “the
effect of the sum or of the whole. Thus even when a thing
is defined ag one causal series, we can hardly escape the
admission, which however is directly self-contradictory, that
things do, after all, interact.

And this is, in fact, admitted "practically in Leibniz's
writings. Although Dynamics requires us to assign ecausal
action to each piece of matter, it requires us, just as much,
to take accouut of all waterial particles in discussing what
will happen to any onme. That is, we require, on a purely
dynamical basis, to admit transeunt action, the action of one
thing on another. This was not avoided by Leibniz: on the
contrary, the purely material world remained, for him, one in
which every motion affects every other, though direct inter-
action ocours only in impact. “All is a plenum (and thus
all matter is 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 is affected by those which
are in contact with it, and in some way feels the effect of
everything that happens to them, but also is mediately affected
by bodies touching those with which it is in immediate
contact. Wherefore it follows that this intercommunication
of things extends to any distance, however great. And conse-
quently every body feels the effect of all that takes place in"
the universe ” (Monadology, § 61; L. 251; D. 227; G. vi. 617),
He then proceeds to deduce the proposition that all substances
mirror the universe from this standpoint, which is diametrically
opposite to that of the independence of all material particles®,
He explained this apparent interaction by a subjective theory,
in which motions became merely representations in all monsads,
because all monads mirror the universe. The true account
of the matter became, that representations of causes are
causes of representations of effects (G. 1v. 533), a kind of
Berkeleian theory, which renders it absurd to deduce the ac-
tivity of substance from anything whatever in Dynamics,

" Moreover, if—as one must suppose-——what seems to be
motion is & real change in some assemblage of monads, and is
therefore Dart of an independent causal series, its perception,

1 Of. G. m. 112,
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the %ubjective motion, is also part of such a series, and there
are as many independent causal series in each monad as there
are monads in the world which it mirrors. This difficulty,
however, may be left till wo come to the pre-cstablished
harmony.

60. Thore remains one last and principal difficulty, a
difficulty which, so far as I know, no existing theory of Dy-
namics can avoid. When a particle is subjeot to several forces,
they are compounded by the parallclogram law, and the re-
sultant is regarded as their sum. It is held that each inde-
pendenﬂy produces its effect, a.ud that the resultant effect
is the sum of the partial effects”” Thus “every conation is
compatible with every other, since every motion can be com-
pounded with every other to give a third motion, which can
always be determined geometrically. And thus it did not
appear how a conation could be naturally Jestroyed or with-
drawn from a body” (Archiv fiir Gesch. d. Phil: 1. 578). If
we are to admit particular causes, each of which, independently
of all others, produces its effect, we must regard the resultant
motion ag compounded of its components, If we do not admit
such particular causes, every part of matter, and therefore all
‘matter, is incapable of causal action, and Dynamics (unless the
descriptive school is in the right) becomes impossible. But it
has not been generally perceived that a sum of motions, or
forces, or vectors generally, is & sum in a quite peculiar sense—
ite constituents are not parts of it. This is a peculiarity of all
addition of vectors, or even of quantities having sign. Thus no
ond of the constituent causes ever really produces its effuct:
the only effect is one compounded, in this special sense, of the
effests which would have resulted if the causes had acted inde-
pendently. This is a fundamental difficulty concerning the
uature of addition, and e:ipla.iuing, I think, how Leibniz came to
be so confused as to the causation of particulars by particulars,
So great iy this confusion, that it is not unfairly expressed
by Wundt in the words: “ Every substance determines itself,
bu’ this self-determination is determined by another sub-
stance " (Diz physikalisghen Axiome, p. 57).

_ Thus the attempt to establish, on the basis of Dynamics,
& plurality of independent causal series, must be pronounced
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a complete failure, Not only was it faulty in detail, bl it
was also mistaken in principle, since the result aimed at—
the reduction of the whole series of dynamical phenomena
to subjective series of perceptions—should have made.the
whole dynamical world a single series in each percipient
monad. The confusion was due—as we shall find to be the
case with most of Leibuniz's confusions—to a failure to grasp the
consequences, drawn boldly (except as to the thing in itself)
by Kant, of the subjectivity of space. In the next two
chapters, we shall have to consider a better argument, an
argument from the difficulties of the continuum to the un-
reality of space, and the consequent non-spatial nature of the
monads.



CHAPTER VIII

THE PHILOSOPHY OF MATTER (CONTINUED).

(b) As explaining continuity and émiension.

51. WE now reach at last the central poinf of Leibniz's
philosophy, the doctrine of extension and cont.multy The most
. distinctive feature of Leibniz's thought is dts pre-occupation

with the “labyrinth of the continuum.” To find a thread
through this labyrinth was one main purpose of the doctrine of
monads—a purpose which, in Leibniz’s own opinion, that
- doctrine completely fulfilled. And the problem of continuity
might very well be taken, as Mr Latta takes it (L. 21), as the
Starting-point for an exposition of Leibniz: “How can that
which is continuous consist of indivisible elements”? To
answer this question was, I think, one of the two chief aims of
Leibniz's doctrine of substance and of all that is best in his
philosophy. That I did not begin with this question, was due
to motives of logical priority ; for the abstract doctrines which
we have hitherto considered, though perha.ps invented laxgely
with a view to this problem, are logically prior to it: they form
an apparatzs which must be mastered before Leibniz's treat-
ment of the present question can be understood.

The present chapter may be regarded.as a commentary on
the first wo paragraphs of the Monadology. “The Monad, of
) w}xich we shall here speak,” Leibniz says, “is nothing but a
’ st'mple substance, which enters into compounds. By ‘simple’
+ is meant ‘ without part¢” Aud there must be sxmple substances,
ginde there are compounds; for a compound is nothmg but a
collection or aggregate of simple things” (L. 217; D, 218;
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@. vI. 607). Now in this statement, I should like to point chut
the following presuppositions : (1) that the meaning of substance
is known, (2) that we have grounds for assuming the existence
of something substantial but complex, (3) that everything
substantial and complex must ultimately be composed of parts
which are not complex, .. have no parts, but are themselves
simple substances, Of these presuppositions, the meaning of
substance has been already discussed. The assumption that
matler exists has also been shown to be essential. It remains
to enquire why matter is an aggregate of substances, and why
it must consist of simple substances.

52. Leibniz starts, in this discussion, from the fact that
matter is extended, and that extension is nothing but re-
petition (cf G. 11, 261). In this acvertion, extension must be
carefully distinguished from space. Extension, like duration,
is a property of am extended thing, a property which it carries
with it from -place to pla.ce “A body can change space, but
cannot leave its extension” (D. 263; G. viL 888); everything
has its own extension and duration, but not its own space and
time (D. 265; G. viL. 899). What we are now concerned with,
then, is extension, not space. As regards extension, Leibniz
took up a more or less common-sense attitude; as regards space,
he had a complicated and rather paradoxical theory, which can
only be fully dealt with after the doctrine of exténsion has been-
developed The great error, in Leibniz, was the idea that exten-*
sion and duration are prior to space and time, His logical
order, as opposed to the order of discovery, is as follows: First
comes the notion of substance, secondly the existence of mary
substances, thirdly extension, resulting from m
and fourt fourthly space, dependmg on extiensmn, but adding the
further notion of order, and ta.kmg away the dePendence upon
actual subsiances. The order of proof or of discovery, however,
is different from this. The existence of many substances is
inferred from the fact of extension, by the contention that ex-
tension means repetition, That extension logically presupposes
space, being in fact the property of occupying so much space,
seems sufficiently evident. Leibniz, however, overlooked this
fact, He began with extension, as was indeed natural to any
one who regarded substance as logically prior to space. It1d
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inétractive to contrast the order of Kant's Critique, which
begins with space and time, and only then advances to the
categories, among which are substance and attribute. That this
was not Leibniz's order, is the main objection to his philosophy
of the continuum. He began, instead, with a common-sense
theory of extension and duration, which he vainly endeavoured
to patch up by a paradoxical theory of space and time.

53. In my last chapter (p. 78), I stated that one of
Leibniz's srguments against the view that the essence of
matter is extension was derived from the nature of exten-
sion iwelf. This argument we must now examine. Extension,
he says, in a dialogue directed against Malebranche, is not a
concrete, but the abstract of what is extended. This, he con-
tinues, is the essential difference between his theory ‘of sub-
stance and the Cartesian theory advocated by Malebranche
(G. v1. 582—4), “Besides extension,” he says in another place,
“ there must be a subject which is extended, 4.e. a.substénce to
which it belongs to be repeated or continuetl. For extension -
signifies only a repetition or continual multiplication of that
which is extended, a plurality, contivuity and coexistence of
parts; and hence extension is not sufficient to explain the
. nature of the extended or repeated substance itself, the notion
of which is auterior to that of its repetition” (D. 44; G. 1v.
467). And not only must there be a plurality of substances,
but also—I suppose in order that the plurality may constitute
a repetition—there must be a repeated or extended quality.
Thus in milk there is a diffusion of whiteness, in the diamond
a «diffusion of hardness (@. v 584). But the diffusion of
such qualities is only apparent, and is not to be found in the
smallest parts. Thus the only quality which is properly ex-
tended is resistance, which is the essence of materia prima
(N. E. p. T00; G. 1v. 394). Thus the essence of materia prima
is not extension, but is extended, and indeed is the only quality
which can, strictly, be called extended: for it is the only quality
which is common to all created substances, and thus repea,ted
everywhere, Esztension or primary matter, Leibniz says, is
nothing buk & certain repetition of things in so far as they are
similar or indiscernible, But this supposes things ewhich are
rbpeated and have, in addition to common qualities, others
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which are peculiar (D. 176; F. de C. 28——30) This thedry
explains two 1mpor1;ant pomts. Firat, it shows why all monads
have maieria prima; for it is in virtue of this common quality
that a collection of monads is extended. Secondly, it con-
nects the Identity of Indiscernibles with the abstract and
phenomenal nature of extension. For extension is a repetition
of things in so far es they are indiscernible ; and thus, since no
two things are really indiscernible, extension involves abstrac-
tion from those qualities in which they differ. Thus a collection
of monads is only extended when we leave out of account
everything except the maieria prima of each monad and the
general property of activity, and consider merely the repetition
of these qualities,

64. But matgria prima, as we saw in the last chapter, and
as appears further from the fact that two pieces of materia
primo are indisceriible, is a mere abstraction; the substances
whose repemmon results in extension must have other properties
besides this pure” passivity, namely the activity essential to
substance, and the differences required to make them many.
Now wherever there is repetition, there must be many indivis-
ible substances. “ Where there are only beings by aggregation,”
Leibniz says, “ there are not even real beings. For every being
by aggregation presupposes beings endowed with & true unity,
sinee it only derives its reality from that of those of which-
it is composed, so that it will have none at all if every com-
ponent is again a being by aggregation.” If we admit aggre-
gates, “we must either come to matheraatical points,...or to
the atoms of Epicurus,...or we must avow that there ig 1o
reality in bodies, or, finally, we must recognize in them some
substances which have & true unity ” (G. 1L 96). The speeial
objections to mathematical points I shall consider in connection
with the continuum. The objections to atoms—and ' these
apply also against points—are, that they are indiscernible, and
that, if they are purely material, they cannot have activity.
The objection to not admitting the reality of bodies seems to
be, as I have already pointed out, nothing better than commen
sense; but this led Leibniz to prefer, if he could logically do so,
the theory®f “true unities” to the mere unreality of bodies.
At the same time, it is remarkable that, in his early statements
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o she doctrine of monads, he hesitates to allow real unities to
all bodies, and inclines to think that there may be inanimate
bodies without any unitics, and therefore without reality (G. m.
77 and 127). His argument may, then, be stated thus:
As'suming that what appears to us as matter is something resl,
it is evident that it must be a plurality. Now a plurality is
only real if its constituents are real, and nothing is ultimately
real except substances and their states. But the plurality, in
this case, since its constituents exist simultaneously, is not a
mere plurality of states ; therefore it is & phgality of substances,
and substances are necessarily indivisible. Hence what appears
to us as matter must be & collection of indivisible substances,
What is not truly one being, is not truly a being; if it were of
the essence of a body to have mo unity, it would be of its
essence to be a mere phenomenon (G. 1L 97). These real
unities are what Leibniz calls entelechies oreforms. These terms,
which he borrowed from Aristotle, denote, when accurately
used, not the whole monad, but its activity,’or that in it which
is analogous to a soul, as opposed to its materia prima, which
is passive, and is matter also in the Aristotelian sense, upposed
to form (cf. G. 1L 262).

‘What is the nature of these “ true unities” involved in the
reality of what appears as matter? This nature in general I
shall discuss in Chapter XI.; for the present, I am concerned
with it only in so far as it is required to explain extension. We
shall have in the next chapter to investigate the abstract
doctrine as to the continuous and the discrete, as to space and
xiension, which underlies this present argument; but it will
be well to begin with the more concrete form of Leibniz's
difficult doctrine of the continuum,

55. Leibniz distinguishes three kinds of points, *Atoms
of matter,” ho says, “are contrary to reason....,.only atoms of
substance, i.e. unities which are real and absolutely destitute of
parts, are sources of actions and the absolute first principles of
the composition of things, and, as it were, the last elements
of the analysis of substances. They might bo called meta-
Physical points; they possess a certain vitality and a kind of

_perception, and mathematical points are their poins of view to

! Contraat Btein, op. cit. p. 167 note,
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express the universe. But when corporeal substances are com™
pressed, all their organs together form only & physical point to
our sight. Thus physical points are only indivisible in appearance;
mathematical points are exact, but they are merely modalities;
only metaphysical points or those of substance (constituted by
forms or souls) are exact and real, and without them there would
be nothing real, for without true unities there would not be
multiplicity ” (D. 76; L. 810—1; G. 1v. 482). The expression
“metaphysical points” is not usual, and is only employed,
apparently, to bring out the connection with infinite division.
We may put the matter thus: Space consists of an assemblage
of relations of distance; the terms of such relations, taken
simply ag terms, are mathematical points. They are thus mere
modalities, being a. mere aspect or quality of the actual terms,
" which are 'metaph ysical points or monads. The physical point,
on the contrary; is ah infinitesimal extenslon, of the kind used
in the Infinitesimal Caleulus. This is not truly indivisible,
since it is, after all, a small extension, and extension is essenti-
ally repetibion. The Aargument, then, is briefly this: Matter as
such is extended; extensmn is essentially plurality; therefore
the elements of wha.t is extended cannot themselves be ex-
tended. A simple substance cannot be extended, since all
extension is composite (G. 11 863). Atoms of matter are
contrary to reason, because they would have to be indivisibles -
whose essence is divisibility, Hence the constituents of matter
are not material, if what is material must be extended. But
the constituents cannot be mathematical points, since these
are purely abstract, are not existents, and do not composd
extension. The constituents of what appears as matter, there-
fore, are unextended, and are not mathematical points. They
must be substances, endowed with activity, and differing inter
g8 because of the Identity of Indiscernibles. Hence there
remains nothing, among the objects of experience, which these
substances can be, except something analogous to souls. Souls
are concrete existents, or substances, differing infer se, and
unextended. These, therefore, must be the constituents of whas$
seem to be bodies. Bodies as such, ie as extended, are
phenomena? but they are phenomena bene. fundats, becayse
they are the appearances of collections of real substances. The’



106 THE ANALYBIS OF EXTENSION.

nature of these is force, and they are indivisible like our minds
(D.72; L. 301; G. 1v. 479).

The argument is excellently stated in a letter to De Volder
(G. 11. 267). De Volder says: Extension being necessary to a
mathematical body, it is rightly concluded that, in such a body,
po indivisible unitics can be assigned. But this does not prove
the mathematical body to be destitute of reality. To this
srgument Leibniz makes a very full reply. What can be
divided into several, he says, is an aggregate of several; an
aggregate is one only for the mind, and has no reality but what
is conferred by its constituents. Hence there are in things
indivisible unities, because otherwise there will be in things no
true unities, nor any reality not derived, which is absurd. For
where there is no true unity, there is no true multitude. And
where there is no reality not derived, there is no reality at all,
for this must at length be derived from dome subject, Again,
he says, T conclude that in the mass of bodies indivisible
unities, or prime constituents, can be found Bodies are always
divisible and always divided, but not so the elements which
constitute them. The mathematical body is not real, because
it has no such constituents; it is something mental, and desig-
nates a mere plurality of parts, As number is not substance
without, things numbered, so the mathematical body, or exien-
gion, is not substance, without activity and passivity. But in
real corporeal things, the parts are not indefinite (as in space,
which is a mental thing), but actually assigned in a cerfain
manner, as nature institutes actual divisions and subdivisions
‘according to the varieties of motion; and these divisions
proceed to infinity, but none the less result in certain primary
constituents or real unities, only infinite in number. But to
speak strictly, mattor is not composed of constitutive unities, but
results from them, for matter or extended mass is only a well-
founded phonomencn, and all reality consists of unities. There-
fore phenomena can always be divided into lesser phenomena,
and there are no least phenomena, Substantial unilics are not
parts, but foundations, of phenomena.

68. Many things in this argument presuppose Leibniz’s
general position as to continuity, a position whfch, with his
theory of apace, musb be left to the next Chapter. To represent
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fairly, however, the drift of Leibniz’s argument from estensiasr®
to monads, it must be remembered that he believed himself, on
a purely dynamical basis, to have shown matter to be the
appearance of something substantial. For force, which he .
regarded as equivalent to activity, is required by the laws of
motion, and is required in each piece of matter. That there
must be entelechies dispersed everywhere throughout matter,
follows from the fact that principles of motion are thus dis-
persed (G. v11. 880). And from this point of view, we may give
o slightly better meaning, than before appeared, to the doctrine
of force. Force is more real than motion, or even matter,
Motion is not a cause, but an effect of force, and is no more a
real being than time. But force s a real being, though matter
is only a well-founded phenomenon (G. 11 115; nr. 457). Thus
though matter and motion are ounly appearances, they are
appearances of something having activity, and therefore of
somethin'g substantial. If we assume, as Leibniz always does,
that our perceptions of matter correspond to a real world out-
side us, then that world, on dynamical grounds, must contain
forces, and therefore substances. The only difficulty is, to recon-
cile this view with the arbitrary and infinite divisibility of
matter. This difficulty brings us to the doctrine of infinity and
continuity,



CHAPTER IX

THE LABYRINTH OF THE CONTINUUM.

B7. In the last chapter, we saw that matter is a phe-
nomenon, resulting from aggregates of real unities or monads,
Extension is repetition, and the extended is therefore plural.
But if what appears as matter is a plufality, it must be an
infinite plurality. For whatever is extended, can be divided
ud infinitum. Mass, says Leibniz, is discrete, i.e. an actual
multitude, but composed of an infinity of units (G. 1. 379).
Here we have Leibniz’s belief in the actual infinite, An actual
infinite has been generally regarded as inadmissible, and Leib-
niz, in admitting it, is face to face with the problem of the
continuum. At this point, therefore, it is necessary to examine
his views about infinity, continuity, infinite number, and infinite
division, These must be dealt with before we proceed any
farther with the description of the true unities or monads, since
Leibniz professes to deduce the existence and nature of monads
fargely from the need of explaining the continuum. “In this
consideration” (i.e. of monads), he says, “ there occurs no exten-
sidn or composition of the continuum, and all difficulties about
points vanish, And it is this that I meant to say somewhere
in my Théodicée, namely that the difficulties of the continuum
should admonish us that things are to be conceived in quite a
different manner” (G. 1. 431; cf G. vI. 20). Again be says
(@. 11. 262): “The monad alone is a substance, body is sub-
Stances, nob o substance; nor can the difficulties of the compo-
sition of the continuum, and others allied to these, be otherwise
.evaded”; and “ nothing but Geometry can furnish®a thread for
the labyrinth of the composition of the continuum, of maxima
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and minima, and of the unassignable and the infinite, and md
one will arrive at a truly solid metaphysic who has not passed
through that labyrinth:” Now what are the difficulties of
the continuum, and how are they evaded? I cannot hope to
succeed in making the subject plain, both because it is nearly
the most difficult subject in philosophy, and because Leibniz's
treatment offers special difficulties to the commentator.

68. Every one who has ever heard of Leibniz knows that
he believed in the actual infinite. Few quotations from him
are more familiar than the following (D. 65; G. 1. 416): “I am
so much in favour of the actual infinite, that, instead of admit-
ting that nature abhors it, as is commonly said, I hold that
nature affects it everywhere, in order the better to mark the
perfections of its author. So I believe that thers is no part of
matter which is not, I do not say divisible, but actually divided ;
and consequently the least particle muat be regarded as a world
full of an infinity of different creatures.” Such passages, I say,
are well known, and are embodied in the common remark that
Leibniz believed in the actual infinite, 7.e. in what a Hegelian
would call the false infinite. But this is by no means the
whole truth on the matter. To begin with, Leibniz denied
infinite number, and supported his denial by very solid argu-
ments®. In the second place, he was familiar with the distine-
tion, afterwards used by Hegel, between the true and false -
infinite. “The true infinite,” he says, “ exists, strictly speaking,
only in the Absolute, which is anterior to all composition, and
is not formed by the addition of parts®”; an infinite aggregate
is not truly a whole, and therefore not truly infinite (G. I1f

1 Oohen, Infinitesimalmethode, p. 64; G. M. viv. 326,

2 Of. G, vi. 620 ; 1. 388; m. 804—6; v, 144; N, E. p. 161,

3 N, E.p. 162; G. v.144. Cf. the following passage: **I believe with Mr
Locke that, stricily speaking, it may be eaid that there is no epace, no time and
no number which is infinite, but that it is only trus that however great may
be a space, & time, or » number, there is always another greater then it, ad
infinitum; and that thus the true infinite is not found in a whole made up of
parts. It is none the less, however, found elsewhere; namely, in the absolute,
which is without parts, and which has influence upon compound things because
they result from limitation of the absclute. Hence the positive infinite beink
nothing else than the absolute, it may be eaid thab ¢ there ia in this sense a posi-
tive idea of the infinite, and that it is anterior to "that of the finite” (D. 97;
N. E. 16—17; G. v. 17; Erdmann’s edition, p. 133, @.'s text appears to' be,
defective).
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304—5; N. E. pp. 161—3; G. V. 143—5). And these state-
ments are not made in forgetfulness of his advocacy of the
actual infinite. On the contrary, he says in one passage:
« Arguments against actual infinity assume, that if this be
admitted, there will be an infinite number, and that all infini-
ties will be equal. But it is to be observed that an infinite
aggregate is neither one whole, or possessed of magnitude,
por is it consistent with number” (G. 11 304). The actual
infinite is thus defended on the express ground that it does not
lead to infinite number. We must agree, therefore, that
Leibniz's views as to infinity are by no means so simple or so
naive as is often supposed. To expound the theory from which
the above remarks follow, is o difficult attempt; but this
attempt I must now undertake. .

I have already had occasion to mention Hegel, and I think
an analogy in other respects may servé to throw light on
Leibniz’s arguments. In the first place, he often seems to
imply, as we have already seen in connection with extension,
the essentially Hegelian view that abstraction is falsification.
In the second place, his argument on the present question, and
his whole deduction of Monadism from the difficulties of the
continuum, seems to bear a close analogy to a dialectical argu-
ment. That is, to put the matter crudely, a result is accepted
a8 true because it can be inferred from premisses admittedly
false, and inconsistent with each other!'. Those who admire
these two elements in Hegel's philosophy will think Leibniz's
argument the better for containing them. But in any case, a
‘comprehension of the argument is, if I am right in my interpre-

tation, greatly facilitated by this analogy to a method which
Has grown familiar.

! The argument is not strictly dinlectieal, but the following statement shows
ita wonkness. Tha general premiss is: Since matter has parts, there are many
reals. Now the parta of matier are exiended, and owing to infinite divieibility,
the poaris of the extended nxe always extended. But since extension means re-
petition, what is repeated is nitimately not eztended. Hence the parts of
matter are ultimately not extended. Therefore it is self-contradictory to supposa
“that matter has parts. Hence the many reals are not parts of matter, (The
argument is stated almost gxactly in this form in G. vm, 552.)

1t is evident that this argument, in obtaining many renls, agyames that these

- aro parts of matier—a premiss which it is compelled to deny in order to show
that the reals are not material,
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69. In spite of the law of continuity, Leibniz's philosoph}
may be described as a complete denial of the continuous.
Repetition is discrete, he says, where aggregate parts are dis-
cerned, as in number: it is continuous where the parts are
indeterminate, and can be assumed in an infinite number of
ways (N. E. p. 700; G. 1v. 394). That anything actual is con-
tinuous in this sense, Leibniz denies; for though what is actual
may have an infinite number of parts, these parts are not inde-
terminate or arbitrary, but perfectly definite (G. 11. 379). Only
space and time are continuous in Leibniz's sense, and these are
purely ideal. In actuals, he says, the simple is prior to the
aggregate ; in ideals, the whole is prior to the purt (G. Ir. 879).
Again he_says that the continuum is ideal, becaunse it involves
indeterminate parts, whereas in the actual everything is deter-
minate, The labyrinth of the continuum, he continues—and
this is one of his favourite remarks—comes from looking for
actual parts in the order of possibles, and indeterminate parts
in the aggregate of actuals (G. 1. 282, Cf. Ib, 379; 1v. 491).
This means that points and instants are not actual parts of
space and time, which are ideal'; and that nothing extended
(since the extended is indeterminate) can be a true component
of an aggregate of substances, which is actual. As regards epace
and time, and number also, the finite whole is logically prior to
the parts into which it may be divided; as regards substance,
on the contrary, the aggregate is logically subsequent to the
individual substances which compose it

What Leibniz means, seems to be this. There are two sorts
of indivisibles, namely simple ideas, and single substances. I
the former sense, tho number one is indivisible : it is a simple
idea, logically prior to the fractions whose sum is one. These
fractions presuppose it, and its simplicity is not disproved by
the fact that there are an infinite number of fractions of which
it may be composed. It is truer, in fact, to regard fractions as
formed by dividing unity, than to regard unity as formed by
compounding fractions, Similarly one half, abstractly taken, is a
mere ratio, not the sum of two quarters; the latter is only true

1 Qontrast CUohen, op. eit. p. 68, G. M. v. 385% “A polnt is an infinitely
small or evanescent line”’ 'This seems only to he meant mathematically,
2 Cf G. M, 1v. 80 &1, .
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of aumbered things (G. 1v. 491). Thus many who have philo-
gophized about the point and unity have become confused,
through not distinguishing resolution into notions and division
into parts (G. 1L 588). Similarly, Leibniz thinks, the abstract
line is not compounded (G. 1v. 401), for what is true about the
line is only the relation of distance, which, qué relation, is
indivisible. Composition exists only in concretes, ¢.e. in the
masses of which these abstract lines mark the relations. In
substantial actual things, the whole is a result or assemblage of
simple substances (fb.). It is the confusion of the idesl and
the actual, Leibniz says again, which has embroiled everything,
and produced the labyrinth of the continuum.

60. At this point, it seems essential to consider Leibniz's
theory of space. This theory is move or less involved in every-
thing that can be said about his philosophy; I have already
said something about it, and much more will follow. But here
a few explicit remarks will illustrate the doctrine of the con-
tinuum.

The ideals in which, according to Leibniz, the whole is
prior to the part, are numbers, space, and time. As regards
numbers, it is evident that unity, end even the other integers,
are prior to fractions, As regards space and time, a siwilar
result is attained by the relational theory. In all these cases,
Leibniz would have done better to say boldly, that, though
numbers and distances may be greater or smaller, they have no
parts, With regard to fractions, he does say this (G. 1v. 491),
and this is what he means to say in all such cases. Ideals, if
they are numbers, are concepts applicable to possible aggre-
gotes, but are not themselves aggregates ; if they are distances,
tizzy are possible relations, and must be distinguished from an
extension which extonds from one end of the distance to the
other.

61. There are two great types of spatial theory, the one
represented by Newton, the other by Leibniz. These two are
brought face to face in the controversy with Clarke. Both
result from emphasizing one or other of the following pair
of ideas. If we take two points A and B, they have (1) a
distance, which is simply & velation between theStwo, (2) an
sobual length, consisting of so much space, and stretching from
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A to B. If we insist on the former as the essence of spaces We
get a relational theory; the terms A and B, whose distance is
spatial, must themselves be non-spatial, since they are not
relations, If we insist on the latter, the actual intervening
length, we find it divisible into an infinite number of points
each like the end points A and B. This alternative gives the
Newtonian theory of absolute space, consisting, not in an
agsemblage of possible relations, but in an infinite collection of
actual points. The objection to Newton’s theory is, that it is
self-contradictory ; the objection to Leibniz’s, that it is plainly
inconsistent with the facts, and, in the end, just as self-contra-
dictory as Newton’s. A theory free from both these defects is
much to, be desired, as it will be something which philosophy
has not hitherto kpown. I shall return to Leibniz's arguments
in my next chapter. For the present, I only wish to point out
the consequences of his relational theory—consequences also
drawn by Lotze and others who have advocated this theory.
Space is an assemblage of possible relations of distance.
These become actual only when the points A, B are occu-
pied by actual substances. Distances may be greater or less,
but cannot be divided into parts, since they are relations,
(This consequence is not drawn by Leibniz, indeed it is ex- '
pressly denied; but he uses part more generally than I am
using it. He says, what suffices for me, that in space and time -
there are no divisions but such 8s are made by the mind [G. 11
278—9]). And the terms which are distant, since space is
relational, cannot themselves be spatial or extended. The
distance, moreover, should be analyzed into predicates of tMe
distant terms A and B; this Leibniz does by representing
distance as part of the manner in which A and B mirror ene
another, And thus & mathematical point, the place of A, is
merely that quality of A in virtue of which, at any moment, it
mirrors other things as it does. This is why mathematical
points are the points of view of the monads, and also why they
are mere modalities, and not parts of space. This view of space
also explains why the whole is not coraposed of its parts. Fer -
the parts of a distance are merely other smaller relations of
distance, ard are in no way presupposed by the larger distance,
which is logically independent of them. The distinction is, in
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factpthat between intensive and extensive quantities. Exten-
sive quantitics presuppose all the constituents whose sum they
are; intensive quantities, on the contrary, do not in any way
presuppose the existence of smallor quantities of the same
kind. . Leibniz’s position is, then, that spatial and temporal
quantities are rolations, and therefore intensive; while exten-
gion is an extensive guantity, and presupposes actual parts in
that which is extended®.

The distinction between the composition of what is actual,
and the rosolution of what is ideal, is thus of great importance.
It explains what Leibniz mecans by saying that an instant is
not a part of time (G. 1L 591), nor a mathematical point a part
of the spatial continunm (D. 64, 76; L. 311; G. 1 416; 1.
279; 1v. 482). The spatial continuum is the assemblage of all
pussible distances. Mathematical points are merely positions,
t.e. possible terms for the relations of distante. Thus they are
not of the same order as the possible distances which make up
the spatial continuumy, they are not parts of this continuum.
Indeed n distance, being a relation, has properly no parts, and
thus we have no reason to resolve it into indivisible parts.
What is extended in space, on the conirary, is concrete ; wo
have not merely distances, but also terms between which the
distances hold. An abstract space is not plural, but a body
which occupies that space must be plural. For instead of bare
possibility, we now have something actual in the positions
which, otherwise, are “mere modalities.”

62. We may put the wholo argument briefly thus.
(I) Nothing is absolutely real but indivisible substances and
their various states (G. 1. 119). This is the outcome of the
uhetrach logical doctrine with which I began my account of

! Thus in reply to Olarke, Leibniz says: “As for the objection that apace
ond time nre quantities, or xather things endowed with quantity, and that
situation and vrder are not so, I answer, that order also has its quantity; there
i in it that which goes before, and that which follows; there iz distance or
intorval. Relative things have their quantity, a8 well as absolute ones. For
instance, ratios or proportions in mothematics have their quantity, and are
mensured by logarithms; and yet they are relations, And therefors, though
fime and space consist in re;ations, yet they have their quantiiy” (D. 270; &.
zlu. 404), Leibuniz’s views on intensive quantity were, however, 'by no means

ear.
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Loibniz; it is presupposed in the argument from cxtcnsi(’n'to
monads, and must not be regarded as a result of that argu-
ment. (2) What appears to us as matter is real, though qud
matter it is phenomenal. The reality of what appears as
matbter ig, as we saw, a mere prejudice. (3) Matter, qud pho-
nomenon, is an aggregate, in fact an aggregate of an infinito
number of parts. (4) An aggregate can have no reality but
what it derives from its constituents, since only substances are
real, and substances are indivisible. (5) Hence, if the reality
of what appears to be mattor is to be saved, this must consist
of an infinite plurality of indivisible substances.

63. But infinite number is self-contradictory, and we
cannot be content with the assertion that there is an infinito
number of monads. To evade this argument, Leibniz makes a
very bold use of his principle that, in concretes, the part is
prior to the whole, and that nothing is absolutely real but
indivisible substances and their various states, Being and
unity, he says, are convertible terms (G. 11. 304). Aggregates,
not having unity, are nothing but phenomena, for except the
component monads, the rest (the unity of the aggregate, I
suppose) is added by perception alone, by the very fact of their
being perceived at one time (Q. 11. 517). This remark is of the
utmost importance. It is a legitimate outcome of Leibniz's
general position, and is perhaps the best alternative which that
position sllowed him. At the same time, its implications, as
will soon be evident, completely destroy the possibility of a
plurality of substances. .

Leibniz’s position is this: that the notion of a whole can
only be applied to what is substantially indivisible. Whatever
is real about an aggregate is only the reality of its constituénts
taken one at a time; the unity of a collection is what Letbniz
calls semi-mental (G. 11 304), and therefore the collection is
phenomenal although its constituents are all real. One is the
only number that is applicable to what is real, since any othor
pumber implies parts, and aggregates, like relations, are not
. “real beings” This explains how infinite number can Be

- denied, while the actual infinite iseadmitted. “There is
no infinite number,” Leibniz says, “or line or other infinite
quaatity, if they are taken as veritable wholes” (N. E. p. 161;
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G e, 144), One whole must be one substance, and to what
is not one whole, number cannot properly be applied. The
world is only verbally a whole (G. 11 305), and even a finite
aggregate of monads is not & whole per se. The unity is
mental or semi-mental, In most passages, Leibniz only applies
this doctrine against infinite aggregates, but it is evident that
it must apply equally against all aggregates. This Leibniz
seems to have known. Thus be says (N. K. p. 148; G, v.132):
« Porhaps a dozen or a score are only relations, and are consti-
tuted only by relation to the understanding. The units are
separate, and the understanding gathers them together, how-
ever dispersed they may be.” The same view is expressed at
the end of the same chapter (Book II. Chap. X1r.), where he
says: “This unity of the idea of aggregates is very true, but ab
bottom, it must be confessed, this unity of collections is only a
respect (rapport) or a relation, whose foundation is in what is
found in each single substance by itself And so these beings
by aggregation have no other complete unity but that which is
mental; and consequently their entily also is in some way
mental or phenomenal, like that of the rainbow” (N. E. 148;
G. v. 133).

Now this position is a legitimate deduction from the theory
thai all propositions are to be reduced to the subject-predicate
form. The assertion of a plurality of substances is not of this
form—it does not assign predicates to a substance. Accord-
ingly, as in other instances of & similar kind, Leibniz takes
refuge, like many later philosophers, in the mind—one might

most say, in the synthetic unity of apperception, The mind,
and the mind only, synthesizes the diversity of monads; each
seflarate monad is real apart from the perception of it, but a
collection, as such, acquires only a precarious and derived
reality from simulteneous perception. Thus the truth in the
judgment of plurality is reduced to & judgment as to the state
of every monad which perceives the plurality. It is only in
such 'percepuon that & plurality forms a whole, and thus per-
cepmon is defined by Leibniz es the expression of s multitude
in & unity (G. 111 69). ¢

.84. 'This notien, that propositions derive theif truth from
being believed, is one which I shall criticize in dealing with
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God’s relation to the eternal truths. For the present, %’is
enough to place a dilemma before Leibniz. If the plurality
lies only in the percipient, there cannot be many percipients,
and thus the whole doctrine of monads collapses. If the plu-
rality lies not only in the percipient, then there is a proposition
not reducible to the subject-predicate form, the basis for the
use of substance has fallen through, and the assertion of infinite
aggregates, with all its contradictions, becomes quite inevitable
for Leibniz. The boasted solution of the difficulties of the con-
tinuum is thus resolved into smoke, and we are left with all the
problems of matter unanswered,

We have now seen the use which Leibaiz made of his prin-
ciple thap in actuals the part is prior to the whole. We have
seen how this enpbled him to say that there is an infinite
multitude of things, while at the same time denying infinite
number. The multitude of things, he says, passes every finite
number, or rather every number (G. Vi 629). We could only
demand that some number should be applicable, if this multi-
tude were a whole; and that it is a whole, he denies, though
the assertion of a whole is involved even in calling it a multi-
tude. It cannot be denied that this position is consistent with
his principles, and is even a direct result of them. But the
congistency is of that kind which shows a mistake in the
principles. The dilemma in which Leibniz is placed, is a direct
result of the combination of three premisses, which, as I asserted
in Chapter I (p. 4), are hopelessly inconsistent. These three
premisses are (1) that all proposmons have a subject and 2
predicate, (2) that perception gives k.nowledge of a world ndt
myself or my predicates, (3) that the Ego is an ultimate loglca.l
subject.

1 The general principle that all aggregates are phenomenal must not be
confounded with the principle, which Leibniz aleo held, that infinite aggregates
have no number. This lstter principle is porhaps one of the best ways of
esoaping from the antinomy of infinite number.
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CHAPTER X

THE THEORY OF SPACE AND TIME AND ITS RELATION TO
MONADISM,

65. I sTATED broadly, in the proceding chapter, the nature
of Leibniz's theory of space and time; I wish to examine, in
this chapter, what were its grounds, how far those grounds are
the same as the grounds for monadism in general, and what
was the relation of Leibniz's monads to space. Much of what I
shall say will be applicable also to Lotze?, and generally to all
theories which advocate a plurality of things. Let us begin
with the theory of space.

«] have several domonstrations,” Leibniz says, “to confute
the fancy of those who take space to be a substance, or at least
an absolute being” (D 248; G. viL 368). These detnonstra-
tions, as they occur’in Lejbniz, proceed on the basis of the
traditional logic, and have, on that basis, very great force. For
the traditional logic—the logic underlying all use of substance
or of the Absolute—assumes, as I have endeavoured to show,
that all propositions have a subject and a predicate. If, now,
spice be admitted to exist per se, while the doctrine of substance
is retained, there will be a relation between substances and the
spaces they occupy. But this relation will be sui generis; it
will not be a relation of subject and predicate, since each term
of the relation exisis, and may continue to exist though the
relation be changed. Neither the thing nor the part of space
is anuibilated when the part is evacuated by the thing and
reoccupied by a different thing. The relation, then, between a

1 Although Lotze did not ultimately advosate plurality, but merged all
In hin M.
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place and the substance occupying it, is one for which? the
traditional logic had no room. Accordingly, the independent
existence of places was denied by ca.reful phllosophers, and
quences. Clarke, to evade the coﬁéequences, made space and
time parts of God's essence, a position which Leibniz easily
showed fo be absurd (D. 263; G. viL 398). The contention
Leibniz was really combating wnq, that space exists per ¢, and
not as a mere attribute of anything.

Weo thus see why, for a philosophy of substance, it is
essential to disprove the reality of space. A ionist must
contend that space is an attributeg,a monadist, that space is
an assemblage of relations. Against the former view, Leibniz
18 fairly strong; in faveur of the latber, he is inconclusive. But
let: us proceed to his arguments. '

«If there were no creatures,” Leibuiz says, “ space and time
" would be only in the ideas of God” (D. 252; G. vir. 876—7).
Against this view, Kant says: “We can never imagine that
there should be no.space, though we can quite well think that
there should be no objects in it” (ed. Hartenstein, 1867, Vol, 11,
p- 59). Here we have & sharp and definite opposition: Kant
has drawn the consequence which Leibniz's theory is designed .
to avoid’. “If space be an absolute reality,” Leibniz says, «far
from being a property or an accident opposed to substance, it
will be more subsistent than substances” (D. 248; Q. vi1, 373).
What, then, were the arguments by which Leibniz disproved
the reality of space ?

66. The abstract logical argument, that space must, it
real, be either subject or predicate, but is evidently ne1th+.r, is
iot, so far as I know, set forth explicitly in Leibniz, though “in
the controversy with Olarke he urges that space, since it has
parts, cannot be an attribute of God, and that erapty space
cannot be an attribute of anything (D. 264, 248; G. viv 399,
872). Against regarding space as an attribufe, the real argu-
ment is, that the essence of matter is not- extension—an
argument we have already seen to be conclusive, Aguinst
regarding space as a substance, or independent existent, .
Leibniz's favourite argument is derived from the Identity of

1 The Enntian subjectivity of space may be here loft ont 'of account,
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Il‘ndiscernibles and the Law of Sufficient Reason; and this
argument applies equally against time. Spece is absolutely
uniform, and one point of it is just like another. Thus not
only are the points indiscernible, but various arrangements of
things would be indiscernible—for example, the actual arrange-
ment and that which would result from turning the whole
universe through any angle (D. 248—4; G. vii. 384). Again,
if time were real, the world might have been created sooner, and
no sufficient reason could’ appear for creating it at one time
rather than another (D. 249; G. viL 878). And generslly, the
universe a8 a whole cannot have different absolute positions in
space or time, since these positions would be indiscernible, and
therefore one and the same (D. 247; G. viL 372).. Besides
these arguments, there are the contradictions of the continuum,
which we examined in the last chapter. Space and time, if
they are resl, cannot be composed otherwise than of mathe-
maitcal pounis; but of these they can never be composed, since
these are mere extremities; two of them are not bigger than
one, any more than two perfect darknesses are darker than one
(G. 1. 847). And as regards time, nothing of it exists but
instants, and they are not properly parts of it, and how can a
thing exist, whereof no part doesever exist (D. 268 ; G. vir. 402)?

67.</But if space and time are not real, what are they?
The answer is suggested by the argument from the Identity of
Indiscernibles. From that argument it follows that there is no
absolute position, but only mutual relations of things, from
which position is abstracted. Space is an order a.ccordihg to
‘which situations are disposed, and abstract space is that order
of situations, when they are conceived as being possible
(D. 281; G. vi. 415). Time, aguin, is a being of reason
exactly as much as space, but co- pre- and post-existence are
something real (G. 1. 183). But if space is an order of
situations, what are the situations themselves? How are they
to be explained relationally ?

On this question, Leibniz is very explicit (D. 265-——7
‘@, Vi1 400—402). When the relation of situation of & body A
to other bodies C, D, E etc.,, changes, while the mutual relations
. of sitnation of G, D, E ete, do not change, we infer that the
cause of change is in A, and not in C, D, E ete. If now
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another body B has, to C, D, E etc, a precisely similak
relation of -situation to that which A formerly had, we say
that B is in the same place as A was. But really there
is nothing individually the same in the two cases; for in
the first case, the relations of situation were affections of A,
while now they are affections of B, and the same individual
accident cannot be in two different subjects. Thus the identity
implied in spesking of the same place is an illusion ; there are
unly precisely similar relations of situation, Leibniz's account
is rendered unnecessarily self-contradictory by the introduction-"
of absolute wmotion, which, as we saw, he deduced from force
(cf. D. 269; G. vit. 404). From absolute motion he ought, Like
Newton, to have inferred absolute position. But his account of
situation can be freed from this inconsistency. He is anxious
to give an unambiguous meaning to saing place, so as to be
able to say definitely*that the two bodies A and B either are,
or are not, successively in the same place. But this, on his
theory, is neither necessary nor possible. - He wmust always -
specify the bodies by relation to which place-is to be estimated,
" and must admit, a3 he may without contradiction, that other
bodies of reference would, equally legitimately, bring out a
different result. His reference to' the cause of change of -
situation is due to an inconsistency, fundamental in his
Dynamics, and in all Dynamics which works with relative
position, but avoidable, in a relational theory of space, so long
a8 no reference to Dynamics is introduced. Thus we may
accept the following definition: “Place is that which is the
same in different moments to different existent things, wherd
their relations of coexistence to certain other existents......
agree entirely together.” But when he adds that these othsr
existents “are supposed to continue fixed from one of these
mements to the other,” he is making a supposition which, on a
relational theory, is wholly and absolutely devoid of meaning
(D. 266; G. vi1. 400). It is such additions which show the
wealmess of the theory. There is plainly something more than,
relations about space, and those who try to deny this are
unable, owing to obvious facts, to avoid, contradicting them-
selves, But“by practice in denying the obvious, it must. be
admitted, the relational theory may acquire a high .degreo of ’
internal self-consistenav.
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* ¢/68. 1 come now to another closely allied topic, namely, the
relation of space to the monada. Space, we have seen, is some-
thing purely ideal; it is a colleotion of abstract possible
relations. Now relations must always be reduced to attributes
of the related terms. To effect this reduction of spatial relations,
the monads and their porceptions must be introduced, And
here Leibniz ought to have found a great difficulty—a difficulty
which besets every monadism, and generally every philosophy
which, while admitting an external world, maintains the sub-
Jectivity of space.

The difficulty is this. Spatial relations do not hold between
monads, but only between simultaneous objects of perception
of each monad®. Thus space is properly subjective, as in Kant.
Nevertheless, the perceptions of different monads differ, owing
to the difference of the points of view; but points of view are
mathematical points, and the assemblagd of possible points of
view is the assemblage of possible positions® Thus Leibniz
had two theories of space, the first subjective and Kantian, the
second giving an objective counterpart, i.e. the various points
of view of the monads. The difficulty is, that the objective
counterpart cannot consist merely in the difference of points of
viow, unless the subjective space is purely subjective ; but if it
be purely subjective, the ground for different points of view has
disappeared, since there is no reason to believe that phenomena
aro bene fundato.

The nature of this difficulty will be mede clearer by ex-
amining the development of Leibniz's views on the relation of

*$he Monads to gpace. We shall see that, when he was young,
in accordance with his materialistic bias, he definitely regarded
suls as oceupying points in space, while later, after he had
become persuaded of the unreality of space, he endeavoured,
more and more to emphasize the subjectivity of space at the
exponse of the objective counterpart.

69. “Many years ago,” Leibniz wrote in 1709, “ when my

» philosophy was not yet sufficiently mature, I located souls in

“points” (G 1. 372). From this carly view he seems to have

! G, 1. 444, 450—1, 878; 1, 857, 628, .

¥ Of. G. 1. 358, 394, 889, 488; 1v. 489, 482—8 (D, 76; L, 811), 484—b (D. 78;
T 814); vie. 809—4 (D. 102; L, 340—3),
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derived many of the premisses of his doctrine, and these pae’
misses he thereafter accepted as an established basis for further
argument. Forgetting that these premisses were themselves
derived from the reality of space, he was not afraid of using
them to dlsprove that reality. Such, at least, appears o me a
plausible view of his development. He would seem to have
come very near to his theory of monads in 1671-2, and then,
by his contact with Cartesianism, to have been led away, for a
while, from his individualistic tendencies, returning to them
only when he had proved the inadequacy of Cartesian
Dynamics, and the falsity of the dictum that extension is the
esgence of matter.

= He had, before his journey to Paris, already come very near
to the doctrine of monads. “I can prove,” he says, “ from the
nature of motion...that mind acts on itself...that mind consists
in a point or centre, and is therefore indivisible, incorruptible,
immortal...., Mind is a little world, comprised in a point, and
consisting of its ideas, as a centre, though indivisible, consists
of angles” (G. 1. 61). And in 1671 he says that his proofs
of God and immortality rest on the diffienlt doctrine of the
point, the instant, the indivisible, and conation—precisely the
same difficulties as his later theory was designed to solve.
“Mind itself,” he continues, “ consists properly in a single point
of space, whereas a body occupies a place.” *“If we give the
mind a larger place than a point, it is already & body, and has
partes extra partes; it is not therefore immediately present to
itself” But if we posit that the mind consists in a point, it i is
indivisible and indestructible, The body, he says, has a kernel”
of substance which is always preserved, and this kernel consists
in a physical point, while the soul consists in a mathematical
vpoint (G. 1. 52—4),

70. 1In these early views there is a frank acceptance of the
reality of space, and a materialism which reminds one of Karl
Fearson’s central telephone exchange’.’ The mind, he says,
must be in the place of concourse of all motions which are .
impressed by objects of sense (G. 1. 53). It must have been”
soon a,pparent to Leibriz that this doetrine did not solve the

1 Grammar of Seience, Chap. 1. § 8.



124 THE THEORY OF SPACE AND TIME.

difficulties of the point and the instant, or afford a consistent
theory of substance. And so we find, in his early published
accounts of the doctrine of monads, a third kind of point added
to the above two, namely the metaphysical point, while the
mathomatical point is no longer that in which the soul consists,
but only its point of view (D. 76; L. 311; G. 1v. 482—3),

71. But even hcre space and the mathematical point
retained more reality than was to be wished, aud accordingly
both the cxpression “ metaphysical points,” and the assertion
that mathematical points are the points of view of substances,
disappear after 1695 After this time, be still speaks of
points of view, and always explains them on the analogy of
spatial points from which the world is, as i were, seen in
perspective (G. 11. 438 ; 11 857). But he insists thab this is
only an analogy, without, however, telling us to what it is
analogous. He seems to have been aware of the difficulty, for
in his later writings he avoids any distinct staiemont as to tho
sonl's ubeity. Souls may have, he thinks, at least in relation
to bodies, what may be called definitive ubeity, 1.6 they are in
a certain volume, without our being able to a.ssigu them any
specisl point in that volure (N. E, 230—1; G. v. 205—6). Iu
the last year of his life, he is even more negative in his
remarks. *“Qod,” he says, “is not present to things by situa-
tion, but by essence; his presence is manifosted by his imme-
diste operation. The presence of the soul is of guite another
nature. To say that it is diffused all over the body is to make
it extended and divisible. To say it is, the whole of it, in every
part of some body, is to make it divisible from itsolf. To fix it
to a point, to diffuse it all over many points, are only abusive
ekpressions, idola tribus” (D. 245-—6; G. viL. 865—G). After
this purely negative statement, Leibniz advances to another
topie. He seems, in fact, to have nothing better to say, than
that there are three kinds of wbeity, circumscriptive, definitive,
and repletive’, that the first belongs to bodies, the second to

”

1 The dinsppearance of the former in not to ba aseribed solely to the dissovery
of the term monad in 1698, for he retained other {erms—entelachies, simple
substances, forms eto.—in gpite of the ndoption of the word manad.

% An opinion whidh, it is trae, is quoted as that of the schools, bub without
disspproval,
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souls, and the third to God (N. E. 230; G. v. 205). The mdt
definite statement is one in a letter to Lady Masham (G, ur.
367): ** The question whether (a simple substance) is somewhere
or nowhere, is one of words: for its nature does not consist in
extension, but it is related to the extension which it represents;
and so one must place the soul in the body, where is its point
of view according to which it now represents the universe. To
want anything more, and to enclose souls in dimensions, is to
wish to imagine souls like bodies.” Here, and in all other
passages known to me, Leibniz refuscs to face the fact that all
monads ropresent the same world, and that this world is always
imnagined by him to have something analogous to the space of
our perceptions. He seems once, indeed, to have perceived
that the argument from extension to plurality of substances in-
volved an objective space, and to have accordmgly repudiated
this argument. What belongs to extension,” he says, “ must not
be assigned to souls, nor must we derive their unity or plurality
from the predicament of quantity, but from the predicament of
substance, 1.e. not from points, but from the primitive force of
operstion” (G. 1. 372). This suggests that the argument from
Dynamics is more fundamental than that from extension—a
view which, as we have seen, cannot be maintained. A closer
investigation shows more and more hopeless confusions. He
tries to give position to monads by relation to bodies. Monads,
he says, though they are not extended, have a certain kind of
situation, <.e. an ordered relation of coexistence to other things,
through the machine which they dominate. *Extended things
involve many things having situation; but simple things,
though they have not extension, yet must have situation m
extension, though this cannot be designated punctatim as “in
incomplete phenomena” (G. 11, 258). Again he says that a
simple substance, though it hes no extension, has position,
which is the foundation of extension, since extension is a
simultaneous continuous repetition of position (G. 11, 339). As
he also insists that an infinite number of points do nob
together make an extension (ib. 370), we must suppose the
position, in th1s case also, to be presence in a volume, not in &
point. This view, curiously enough is definitely put forward in
the New System, the same work in which he speaks of mathe-
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haetical points as the points of view of souls. After explaining
the union of soul and body by means of the pre-cstablished
harmony, he continues: “And we can hence understand how
the soul has its seat in tho body by an immediate presence,
which could not be greater, since the soul is in the body as the
unit (or unsty: the French is unitd) is in the resultant of units,
which is the multitude’.” This preposterous notion of imme-
diate presonce in a volume was rendered plausiblo by reference
to the organic body or machine; but as this in turn consisted
of wmonads, a new explanation would have been required for
their position. Souls, Leibniz says, are not to be considered as
in puints, but we may say they are in a place by correspond-
ence, snd thus are in the whole body which they animate (G. .
§71). But as the body in turn consists of monads, the obvious
question arises: Where is the body? None of his devices, in
short, give Leibniz any escape from an olbjective space, prior to
the phenomenal and subjective space in cach monad’s per-
ceptions; and this ought to have been obvious to him, from
the fact that there are not as many spaces as monads, but one
gpace, and even one only for all possible worlds?. The conge-
ries of relations and places which constitutes space is not only
in the perceptions of the monads, but must be actually some-
thing which is perceived in all those perceptions, The confu-
gions into which Leibniz falls are the penalty for taking exten-
sion as priur to space, and they revenl a fundamental objection
to all monadisms, For these, since they work with substance,

must deny the reality of space; but to obtain a plurality of

coexistent substances, they must swrreptitiously assume that
reality. Spinoze, we may say, had shown that the actual world
could not be explained by means of one substance; Leibniz
showed that it could not be explained by means of many sub-
stances. It became necessary, therefore, to base metaphysics
on some notion other than that of substance—a task not yet
accomplished.

1 @, wv.485; D, 785 L. 814, Of. Mr Lafta’s note on this passage. On the
‘notion of presence by operation which Leibniz seems here to be thinking of, I

shall speak later, when I,come to the theory of soul and body. Leibniz,
however, rejeoted with ridicule the view, which seems to follow drom this theory,

- that souls are extendéd. See D, 267; G, vo. 402,

¥ CL D, 1025 L. 340~2; G, vm, 803—4 ; 1, 870,
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72. It remains to say something concerning time end
change. Here we have much fewer passages to refer to, and—
so far as I know—no thorough discussion after Leibniz's
philosophy is mature. Time, like space, is relational and
subjective (cf. D. 244 ; G. vii. 364; 1. 183). Its subjectivity
has been already discussed in Chapter IV.; I wish here to
discuss only its relativity. Leibniz does not seem to have
perceived'clearly what is involved in this. What is involved is,
that in_time, as in space, we have only distances, not lengths or
points. 'That is, we have only bqfov_g and after: events are not
at & cortain t time, ne, but those which are not simultaneous have a
distance, expressed by saying that one is before the other.
This distance does not consist_of points-of-time, so that we
cannot say time has elapsed between two events, Other events
may be between them—i.e, there may be events before one of
our pair and after thie other. But when two events have no
event between them, they have merely a relation of before and
after, without being separated by a series of moments. No
gvent_can last for any length. of_time,_for there isno such thing
as a length of time—there are only different events.forming-a
series. Nor can we s _L__a.t events last for an instant, since

there .are no instants. Thus there w1ll be no such__t_h_l_ng 88 o
state of f.change, for_this implies continuity. In motion, for
example, we shall have different spatial positions occupied
serially, but there will not be a passage from one to the other.
It is true, Leibniz holds time to be a plenum (D. 281; G. viL
415)—a phrase which, »s in space, can only mean, on & re-
lational theory, that the smallest distances which actually
ocour are infinitesimal. Or rather, since, as Leibniz confesses
(N. E. 159; Q. v. 142), if two events were only separated by
. empty time, we could never discover the amount of such time,
we must mean, when we say that time is a plenum, that
between any two given events there is always another. But
this view leaves the dificulties of continuity intact.

When applied to motion, this view must not be expressed
as saying that & body passes instantaneously from one place te
another, and then remains there till it takes another leap. For
this would itaply that time elapsed between successive leaps,
whereas the essence of the relational view is, that no time °
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elapses: presence in onc position in space is separated by o
temporal distance, but not by a temporal length (2. p. 112), from
presence at the position next occupied. Nor must we say, that
a moving body is sometimes in motion and sometimes at rest;
in fack it cau never, in the usual acceptation of tho words, be
cithor ut rest or in motion. To say that a body is ab rost, can
only nican that its occupancy of a cortain position in space is
simultaneous (simultancity being an ultimate relation) with
two cvents which arc not simultancous with each other. And
to say that o budy is in motion will mean that its occupancy
of one pusition and its occupancy of another are successive.
But from this we shall never arrive ub o stue of a motion, cven
by taking an infinite number of spatial positions successively
occupied. Exactly the same argument will apply to change in
gencral, and a statc of motion or change, as we have secn, is
absolutely necessary to Leibniz's doctrine of activity®.

78. The relational theory of time iy altogether more
paradoxical than that of space, and is rendered so by the fact
that the past and fature do not exist in the same sense as thoe
present. Moreover Leibniz admits that previous time has a
priority of nature over subsequent timne (G. 111 582), and that
thore was probably o first event, e. the creation (D. 274;
G. vi1. 408)—admissions which greatly add to the difficulty of
maintaining the relativity of temporal position. There is,
morcover, in all monadisms, an asymmetry in rogard to the
rclation of things to space and time, for which there is, so far
as I know, nothing to urge excopt the apparent persistonce of
the Ego. It is held that substances porsist through time, but
do not pervade space. Difference of spatinl position at the
sene time shows differcnce of substance, but difference of
temporal position ab the same place does not show this. The
time-order consists of relations between predicates, the space-
order holds between substances. For this important assumption
there is, in Leibniz, no sort of argument. It is made con-
fusedly by common sense 88 regards things, and scems to be
borrowed thence quite uncritically by all monadisms. That it

' Cf. G, 1v. 518. 1 know of no disoussion of the dificulties of motion oxcopt
that in the drehiv J. Gesch. der Phil, 1. 918—4 which belongs to 1676, and
throws littlo light upon what Leibuiz thought when his philosophy was mature.
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should have been so little discussed, even by those who belie?ed
that they were treating time and space quite similarly, is a
curious and unfortunate instance of the strength of psychological
imagination.

74. It would thue appear that Leibniz, more or less uncon-
sciously, had two theories of space and time, the one subjective,
giving merely relations among the perceptions of each monad,
the other objective, giving to the relations among perceptions
that counterpart, in the objects of perception, which is one and
the same for all monads and even for all possible worlds. This
counterpart Leibniz would fain have regarded as a “purely
ideal thing,” a “being of reason,” a “mental entity.” I wish to
repeat briefly the reasons which make these abusive epithets
applicable only to subjective space and time, not to that counter-
part which they must have outside perception. This will be
effected by recapitiilating the arguments on which the Monado-
logy is based.

“Body is an aggregate of substances,”’ Leibniz says, “and -
not properly one substance. . It must be, consequently, that
everywhere in body there are found indivisible substances”
(D. 38; G. 1, 135%). This argument would vanish if space
were puraly subjective, and extended body,as with Kant,a pure
phenomenon, Another favourite argument for difference among
monads, which, according to Leibniz, is on a level with geo-
metrical proofs (G. 11. 295), is, that if they were not different,
motion in & plenum would make no difference, for each place
could réceive only the equivalent of what it had before (D. 219,
L. 221; G. vi. 608)—again an argument involving a pllos
which is not merely in the perceptions of monads. And this is
to be connected with his argument, that there must be @ute-
lechies dispersed throughout matter, since principles of motion
are thus dispersed (G. vIL 330) Another reason for the
objectivity of epace and time is, that they are orders of the
possible as well as the actual, while yet, in some sense, they
existed after the creation in a way different from that in whigh
they had previously existed in the mind of God. In the origin

' Of. G, g B0L: “Bince monade or prinoifles of substantial unity ave
everywhere in matter, it follows hence that there must be an scinal infinity,
gince there is no part, or part of a part, whioh does nok contain monads.”
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of ‘things, we are told, a certain divine mathematics was
employed to determine the greatest quantity of existence,
“regard being had to the capacity of the time and of the place
{or of the possible order of existence)” (D.102; L. 341; G. viL
304). Now this possible order, before creation, existed only in
the mind of God (D. 252; G. viL 377), but after the creation,
it existed in some other way; for Leibniz definitely declares
that space does not, like God, exist necessarily (G. vi. 405),
though space as the mere object of God’s understanding must,
of course, necessarily exist. Hence we must distinguish (1)
gpace and time in the mind of God, (2) space and time in the
perceptions of each monad, (3) objective space and time, which
existed after the creation, but not before. This third kind
would, of course, for Leibniz, be still relational. Thus, he says
(D. 209; L. 408; G. v, 598), “There are simple substances
everywhere, which are actually separated from each other by
actions of their own, which continually change their rela-
tions.” But the important point is, that the relations, being
between monads, not between the various perceptions of one
monad, would be irreducible relations, not- pairs of adjectives
of monads, In the case of simultaneity, this is peculiarly
. obvious, and seems, indeed, to be presupposed in the idea of
percoption. If this be the fact, to deduce simultaneity from
perception is a fatally vicious circle.



131

CHAPTER XI

." THE NATURE OF MONADS IN GENERAT.

78. I COME now to the description of the common qualities
of monads. The ﬁrst of these are petceptzan and a,ppetztzan
That monads must have perceptions is proved in various ways
(1) (D. 209 ; L. 407; G. v1. 598) Monads “ cannot have shapes;..
otherwise they would have parts. And consequently a monad,
in itself and. at a given moment, cannot .be_distingnished
from another except by its internal qualities and actions, which
cannot be other than its_perceptions (that is to say, representa-
tions of the compound, or of what is outside, in the simple)
and its appetitions (that is to say, its tendencies to pass from
one perceplion to another), which are the principles of change.”
That is, owing to the Identity of Indiscernibles, monads must
differ; but since they have no parts, they can only differ in
their mterna.l states ; and internal stabes, as far as e.xpenence
goes, are either perceptions or appetitions. (2) There is
another argument of a more dynamical nature (D. 210; L. 209 ;
Q. v1. 599). “Since the world is a plenum all things are
connected together, and every body acts upon_every other,
more or less, according to their distance, and is affected by the
other through reaction. Hence it follows that each Monad
is & living mirror, or a mirror endowed with. .mner..acbwﬁy,
representative of the universe according to_its point of view.”
Leibniz could not evidently employ this argument to prove
that he himself has perceptions, since these, according to such
a system a8 his, are presupposed in Dynamics, Thus the proof
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thateall monads have perceptions presupposes that oneself has
them, and this remains a premiss. What is proved is that
everything else consists of similar substances with similar
perceptions.

That Leibniz himself had perceptions, or, if you prefer if,
that there is a world not oneself or one’s predicates, was never
deduced by him from any furthor principle. “Souls know
things,” he says, “because God has put in them a principle re-
prescutative of things without” (D. 251; G. v 375. Cf.
D. 275-6; . vii. 410), “ What is miraculous, or rather mar-
vellous is that gach substance represents the universe from its
point of view ” (. 111. 464). Perception is marvellous, because
it cannot be conceived as an action of the object-on the
percipient since substances never interact. -Thus although it
is related to the objoct and simultaneous with it (or approxi-
mately s0), it is in no way due to the obJect but only to the
nature of the percipient. Occasionalism prepared the way for
this view by the doctrine that the mind perceives maiter,
though the two canmot interact. What Leibniz did, was to
extend to an infinite number of substances the theory invented
for two only (D. 275~6; Q. viL 410),

As to the meaning of perception, it is “ the expression of
plurslity in a unity (Veapression de la multitude dans l'unité )
(G 1. 69).  As to what is meant by eaprassion, Leibniz is very
dofinite. “One thing expresses another,” he says, “..when
there is a constant and regular relation between what can be
saicl about the one and the other. It is thus that a projection
in perspectiva expresses its original., Expression is common to
all forms, and is a genus of which natural percept.mn, animal
feeling, and intellectunl knowledge are specws In natural
perception and in feeling it suffices that what is divisible and
material, and dispersed among several beings, be expressed or
represented in one indivisible being, or in a substance endowed
with & true unity” (G, 1. 112). Again Leibniz says: “It
i> not necessary that what expresses be similar to the thing
expressed, provided & certain analogy of conditions is preserved
wes..And 80 the fact tKab ideas of things are in ug is nothing
else than the fact that God, the author alike of things and
the mind, has impressed a faculty of thought upon the mind,
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such that out of its own workings it can draw what perfadily
correspouds to what follows from the things. And so, although
the idea of the circle be not similar to the circle, yet from it
truths can be drawn which in the true circle experience wauld
no doubt have confirmed ” (N. E. 716-7; G. vir 264). Thus
perception might seem to be hardly distinguishable from the
pre-established harmony, aud to amount only to the assertion
that every state of a monad corresponds, according to some
law, with the simultaneous state of every other monad: and it
is thus that, as I suggested at the end of Chapter X,
simultaneity is involved in the definition of perception. There
is, however, one element in perception, namely the synthesis or
expression of the multitude, which is not involved in the pre-
established harmony alone; and this element accordingly must
be remembered and emphasized.

76. As regards appetition, there is little to say beyond
what was said about the activity of substance. “ Appetite is
the tendency from one perception to another” (G. 1t 575). It
is conceived on the analogy of volition. The nature of sub-
stantial forms, Leibniz says, is force, which involves something
like sensation or desire, so that they become similar to souls
(D.72; L. 801; G. 1v. 479). Perceptions in the monad spring
from one another according to the law of appetites, or by the
final causes of good and evil (D. 210; L. 409; G. vi 599).
Only volition, however, which is confined to self-conscious
monads, is definitely determined by the fact that the object of
desire seems good. This point, on which Leibniz is somewhat
vague, will be treated later. 9

7. Leibniz's theory of perception is rendered peculw.r by
the fact that he denies any action of outside things uponthe
percipient, His. theory may be regarded as the antithesis of
Kant's. Kant thought that things in themselves are causes (or
grounds) of presentations, but cannot be known by means of
presentations’, Leibniz, on the conirary, denied the causal
relation, but admitted the knowledge. His denial of the
cousal relation was, of course, due to his general denial “of
transeunt action, which, as we saw, wae due to his conception
of sn individuel substance as eternally containing all its

1 "E.g'. Raine Vernunyst, od. Hnrkexistein, 1867, p. 849,
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preédicates. “I do not believe,” he says, “that any system is
possible in which the monads interact, for there seems no
possible way of explaining such action. Moreover, such action
would be superfluous, for why should one monad give another
what the other has already? For this is the very nature of
substance, that the present is big with the future” (G. 11. 508).
His first somewhat tentative expression of the mutual inde-
pendence of substances, in January 1686, is interesting as giving
very clearly his grounds for this opinion. “We may say, in
some manner, and with a good sense, though not according -to
usage, that a particular substance never acts on another
particular substance, and does not suffer from it either, if we
consider that what happens to each is only a consequence of its
idea or complete notion quite alone, since .this idea already
contains all its predicates or events, and expresses the whole
universe.” Ho proceeds to explain that nothing can happen to
us but thonghts and perceptions, which will be consequences
of the present ones. “If I could see distinctly all that is
happening to me now, I could see all that ever will happen to
me, and this would happen though all were destroyed but God
and me” (G. 1v. 440).

This theory of perception has, no doubt, a paradoxical
appearance. It secms absurd to suppose that knowledge of
what is going on outside me should arise in me simultaneously
with the external event, unless there is some causal connection
between the two. But to the theory that external objects act
on,the mind and produce perceptions there are many objections.
One of these is that such an explanation does not apply to the
knowledge of eternal truths, We cannot supposs that the
proposutlon “two and two are four ” acts on the mind whenever
the mind is aware of it. For a cause must be an event, and
this proposition is not an evont. We must admit, therefore,
that some knowledgo is not cansed by the proposition which is
known. There seems no reason, when this is admitted, to deny
that all knowledge may be otherwise caused. Leibniz dossnot,
so far as I know, expressly use this argument, but his special
aoxiety in the first bdok of the New Essays to prove that
eernal traths are ‘innate may be connected with some such
view. For according to his theory, all knowledge is innate in
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the same sense as the eternal truths, v.e. a.ll knowledge spyidgs-
from the nature of the mind, and not from the objects of sense. .
The argument which Leibniz does use is a better one, namely
the unintelligibility of any such causal action es is aseribed to
objects of sense. “ I don’t assent,” Leibniz says, “ to the vul'gar
notions that the images of things are conveyed by the organs of
sense to the soul. For it is not conceivable by what aperture or
by what means of conveyance these images can be carried from
the organ to the soul” (D. 275 ; G. vir. 410). Indeed it is
only necessary to state these notions in order to see how very
“vulgar” they are. But when Leibniz goes on to say, in
agreement with the Cartesians, that “it cannot be explained
how immaterial substance is affected by matter” (D. 276; G.
viL 410), he is employing an argument which doubtless greatly
influenced the formation of his theory, but which, none the less,
he has not the sligh'test right to employ. For as he holds that
there are only monads, perception, if it were caused from with-
out, would still be an action of like upon like, and not, as he
suggests, an action of mere matter upon the mind. The relation
of mind and body, in fact, is a relation between many monads,
not between two radically different substances, mind and
‘matter
“78. Lotze hag given, in his Metaphysic (§§ 63-67), a

ntlcxsm of the independence of monads, which seems to me to
show a radical misconception of Leibniz’s grounds. “I cannot
admire,” he says (§ 68), “ this expression (that monads have no
windows), because I find it quite unmotived, and find that it
curtly excludes just' what was still in question.” If Lotle
had remembered the array of logical arguments set forth in
Chapters IL—IV., above, proving that, if there be substance® at
all, cach_must be the source of all its_predicates, he could
* hardly have made this statement. If he had remembered his
own philesophy—how, in the very next chapter (Bk. I. Chap. V1)
he hes to abandon plurslity of things on the explicit ground
that transeunt action is unintelligible—if he had remembered
that, in his own teaching, the unity of a thing is essentially the
unity of one causal serieg—if all or anysof these considerations
had been i his mind, he would have spared his own glass house,
and not ventured on throwing stones. And when we consider
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thhé a thing for him is a single causal series, the absurdity of
allowing interaction of things becomes a direct contradiction.
The antinomy of causation—that every element of the present
must have its effect, while yet no effect can be affirmed without
taking account of the whole present—this antinomy, I think, is
one on which he was never clear. He contents himself with
asserting first the thesis, while he is concerned with plurality,
and then the antithesis, when he comes to his M, his unity.
Bub to assert, as he docs, that two causal serics can interact,
18 a direct contradiction, and one which, even if it embodies a
real antinomy, & man can bardly be called absurd for denying.
Lotze's criticism of Leibniz, therefore, seems due rather to his
own confusion of thought, than to any error in Leibniz There
is as good ground for Monadism as for Monism, and a Monadist
must, with Leibniz, maintain the mutual independence of sub-
stances. ‘

79. To explain how perceptions give knowledge of present
external things, though not due to these things, Leibniz
invented the crowning conception of his philosophy, the con-
ception by which he denoted his system, He loved to call
himself “thg author of the system of the pre-estn.blishei%
harmony.” The pre-esiablished harmony is that i hjs
philosophy of which he seems to have been proudest, Like
the mutual independence of substances, this was doubtless
suggested by the course of Cartesian philosophyl The simile
of the clocks, by which he illustrated it, is to be found in
(eulinex angd other contemporary occasionalists, and even in
Des Cartes”. I,I‘he relation of thonght and cxtension in Spinoza
is very similar to that of any two monads in Leibniz. (The
advantage which he had over occasionalism, and of which ho
made the mostRw_aa that by the activity of every substance he
was able to presetve tho harmnony of all the series without the
porpetusl intervention of God.,)This advantage was already
secured in Spinoza, but not in ‘occasionalism such as that of

-

“1 Bee Ludwig Stein, Zur Genesis des Occasionalismus, Archiv fur Gesch. der
Phil., Vol. 1.; esp, p. §9, pote. Leibniz hes been acoused of stealing this
llustration from Geudinox, but Stein points out thet it was so ¢9mmon as to be
obtainable from many other sources, and mot to require special acknow-

ledgment,
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Malebranche. It was there held that, since matter is essentighy
passive, the changes in matter corresponding to those in mind
must be effected by the direct operation of God in each case.
In Leibniz, on the contrary, only one original miracle was
required to start all the clocks (G. 1r 143)—the rest was all
cffected naturally. We may suppose that Leibniz began with
the Cartesian problem of the harmony of soul and body, and
found in his doctrine of monads a far wider harmony by which
far more was explained. The pre-established harmony, he
thinks, is proved & pFori: only three explanations of the
relation of soul and body are possible, and of the three his is
the besitj(G. It 144)_:2 The other two are, of course, the
influsus physicus or diféct causal action, and the system of
occasional causes, 7.¢. the action of God upon matter on ascasion
of every volition. As long as the perfect passivity of matter
was maintained, Leibniz’s hypothesis certainly was the best.
But the systems of Geulinex and Spinoza, which he leaves out
of account in this connection (Geulincx, in' fact, is never
mentioned, and seems to have been unknown to him), have
many of the advantages in this problem which he claims as
peculiarly his own. It is interesting to compare, for instance,
the enunciation of Prop. XII. Part IL of Spinoza's Ethios:
“ Whatever happens in the object of the idea constituting the
human mind must be perceived by the human mind, or, in
other words, an idea of that thing will necessarily exist in the
human mind. That is to say, if the object of the idea com-
stituting the human mind be a body, nothing can happen i in
that body which is not perceived by the mind.” From such &
theory it is evident that Leibniz wmay bave derived many
suggestions for his theory of perception and pre-establisfted
harmony. It is to be regretted, therefore, that he did not take
more.account of this more allied hypothesis,

The pre-established harmony is an immediate result of
perception and .the mutual independence of monads, “The
nature of every simple substance, soul, or true monad,” Leibniz
explains, “ being such that its following state is a consequence
- of the precedmg' one; here now is thescause of the harmony
found out. *For God needs only to make a.simple substance
become once and at the beginning a representation of the
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uhiverse, according to its point of view ; since from thence alone
it follows that it will be so perpetually; and that all simple
substances will always have a harmony among themselves,
becanso they always represent the same universe” (D. 278;
G. vi 412)". Each monad always ropresents _the ~whale
universe, and _therefore the states of all movnads at every
instant correspond, in that it is the same universe they
reprcsena v this Lotze objects that some monads might run
through thair series of perceptions faster or slower than others
(Met. § 66). To this difficulty, he says, he remembers no
“answer in Leibniz. He appears to have forgotten that Clarke
raised precisely the same point (G. vi. 387-8) and that
Leibniz replied to it (G. viI. 415 and D, 281), «If the time is
greater,” he says, “ there will be more successive and like states
interposed ; and if it be Jess, there will be fewer; seeing there
is no vacuum, nor condensation, nor penétration (if I may so
speak) in times, any more than in places.” That is to say, just
as the quantity of materia prima is proportional to extension, so
the number of events is proportional to time. Whatever may
be thought of this answer, it is evident that the monads, if
cach of them mirtors the present state of the universe, neces-
sarily keep pace_wilh one another. It is bether, perhaps, to
start with perception, and deduce the pre-established harmony.
For some arguments can be adduced, if it be admitted that
we have perceptions of an external world, to show that this
is also true of other substances; and hence the pre-estab-
lished harmony followé}

It remains to explaify, in terms of monads, the relation of
soul and body, and the activity and passivity of substances.
This will be attempted in the next chapter.

1 CL also G. 1. 382—38.
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CHAPTER XII

SOUL AND BODY.

80. I pass now to an entirely new department of the
doctrine of monads. Hitherto we have considerad single
monads as isolated units, but we must now attend to their

_relations. We have to consider, in fact, the same problem as

that which, in a dualistic system, would be the relation of
mind and matter. The special form of this problem, which is

usually considered, is the relation of Soul and Body. In dis-
cussing this relation, Leibniz introduced a new idea, that of
passivity. This idea, it is true, was already involved in materia
prima, but there it was not, as in the theory of soul and body,
relative to the activity of some other monad. By this relation,
both activity and passivity acquire new meanings. From this
point onwards, Leibniz’s philosophy is less original than hereto-
fore. Indeed he is chiefly engaged in adapting to the doctrine
of monads previous theories (notably that of Spinoza), whmh
by means of the relation of activity and passivity, become
available for him in spite of the denial of transeunt acinon
Thus » sharp line should, I think, be drawn between those
parts of Leibniz's philosophy which we have hitherto discussed,
and those which, through passivity, depend upon the apparent
interaction of monads, The former seem mainly original, while
the latter are borrowed in great part, though always without
acknowledgment from Spi

81. The problem of the relation of Soul and Body was one
which occupied much of the attention? of Cartesians. Des
Cartes’ own posmon on this question, thet a direct actlon of
mind on matter is_possible, | by altermg”ﬁe dzrectwn, though
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netythe quantity, of the motion of the animal spivits, was aban-
doned. by hiy followers for very good reasons. They perceived
t.hat if mind and matter are two substances, they must not be
supposed capable of interaction. This led to Occasionalism on|
the one hand—the theory, namely;, that God moves the bady on
oecasion. of our volitions—and to the theory of Spinoza on the
other hand. JIn. this_ 1atter theory, which is more akin to
Leibniz's, mind and body ate not differcnt substances, but
difforent attributes of one substance, whose modifications form

two pmallel series. The mind is the idea of the body, and any

change in the body is a.ccompa.med though without inter-

action, by a couespondmg cha.nge in its idea, 16 in the mind.

This theory, as well as that of the Occasionalists, was rendered

1mpossﬂ)le for Leibniz by the discovery that the gssence of
matter is not extension, but tha.b matbter is necessa.mlﬁural

Accordmg'ly he required o “new theor!y of 'Soul and Body, and

this requlrement was doubtless & main motive to the docttine

of pre:established harmony’. The use of this doctrme in

explaining the relation of Soul and Body is most ingenious.

I shall now endeavour to set it forth.

82. Briefly, the doctrine is as follows. Since there is
nothing real but monads, the body is the appesrance of an
infinite collection of monads, But monads differ in _mg___lear-'
ness of their perceptions, and those which have clearer percep-
tions are more acfive. “When & change in_one monad explains
2 change in another, the first is said to be a.ctwe! the second
passive. So, in my bod_y',_that monad_ whmh is myself has
clearer percgptions than any of the others and may be said to
be dominant in_the body, since, in relation to the other monads,
it is actnve whﬂe they are pa.sslve There 1s no y real interaction,
but the appearance of it résults from the pre—estabﬁéhed har-
_mony. Thug the soul is one, the hody many; and there is no
.inferaction between them. But in so far as the soul has clear
peteptions, the reasons for what happens in the body are to be
found in the soul; and in this sense the soul acts on the body

and dominates it. This is the outline of the theory which must
now be examined in dGtail,

~

1 In Wolf’s philosophy, the harmony of all monads has disappeared, and
only that of rounl and body remaing,
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Lerarchl_ of mona.ds, not sharply dlstmgulshed “but. mergmg
'mtp each obheg These _are bare_ mnnadg‘ sou]q and _8pirits,

the m1mmum of perception and desire; they have somethm«r'
a.na}_ggous ‘to_souls, but nothing that could stng_t.ly he cailed a
soul. "Souls are dlstmgmshed from the first class by memory,
feehng,_a.nd attention (1). 190—1; G.vin 529; D. 220; L.230;

G. vi. 610). _Animals have souls, but men have spirits or
raional_souls. Sﬂmts mclude au, mﬁmte hleralchy of genii

mﬁggree. They are defined by self-conscwusness or a.ppercep-
tion, by the knowledge of God and eternal truths, and by the
possesswn of what.is called reason, Spirits do_not, like souls,
mirror only the universe of creatures, but also God They thus
compose the City of God, in relation to which alone God
properly possesses goodness [G. vi. 621-2 (D. 231 ; L. 267—8);
contrast G, vI. 169]. Spirits also are immortal : they preserve
moral identity, which depends on memory of self, while other
monads are merely incessant, 7.e. they remain numerically
identical without knowing it.

In relation to clearness of perception, monads are said
‘to be a.ctwe e _or pagsive’. " "We can still popularly speak of one -
substance acting on another, Leibniz says, when a change in’
the one explains a change in the other (D, 79; L. 817; G.1v.
486). But “the domination and subordination of monads, con-
sidered in the monads themselves, consists only in the degrees
of their perfections” (G. 11 451). “ Modifications of one monad
are ideal causes of those of another, in so far as the reasons
appear in one monad which led God in the beginning to
arrange for modifications in the other” (G.11 475). {And so the
body depends upon the mind in this sense, that the reason of
what happens in the body is to be found in the mind. KIn 80
far, Leibniz continues, as the soul is perfect, and has clear per-
ceptxons, the body is subject to it; in so far as it is imperfecs,
it is subject to the body (G. v, 138)” Agam he says that the

1 This sends of otivily must not be confounded with that whioh ja-essential
to enbstanoce,
% Of, Spinoza's Bthics, Pt. V. Prop. X,
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etature is said to act externally so far as it is perfect, and to
suffer from another in so far as it is imperfect. Action is there-
fore attributed where perceptions are distinct, passion where
they are indistinet. One creature is more perfect than another,
when it contains what accounts & priori for what happens in
the other, and in this way it is said to act on another. The
influence of one monad on another is purely ideal, through
God, who takes notice of the superior monad in regulating
others [G. vr. 615 (D. 225; L. 245)]. Every substance which
posses to a greater degree of perfection acts, and ono which
pesses to a lesser degree of perfection suffers. In any sub-
stance which has perception, activn brings joy, while passion
brings pain (G, 1V. 44,1)

The activity which is opposed to passivjty is qxute distinct
from that which is essential to substance. “Taking action in
metaphysical strictness” Leibniz says (N.'E. p. 218—9; G. v.
195), “ as that which takes place in a substance spontaneously
and from its own nature, whatever is properly a substance only
acts, for everything comes to it from itself, after God, since it is
impossible that one created substance should have influence on
another. But taking action as an exercise of perfection, and
passion as the contrary, there is action in true substances only
when their perception (for I grant it to all) is developed and
becomes more distinet, as there is passion only when it becomes
more confused ; so that in substances capable of pleasure and of
pain a,ll action is a step to pleasure, and all passion a step to
pain.”

86. In this theory, which is full of reminders of Spinozal,
there are two elements in what is active, namely perfection, and
cledrness of perception. It is plain that Leibniz does not con-
fuse these two elements, but regards them as necessarily
connected. . He evidently thinks, moreover, that his usage will
cover the cases which are ordinarily regarded as cases of action
and passion respectively. But these ideas necd some expla-
nation, as does also the phrase “ accounting & priord for what
happens in another monad.” The explanation, I think, is as
follows, i

Only spirits are good or bad ag ends.in. themse]yes‘ bare__

V Cf. e.y. Bpinoza, Ethice, Bk. IIL. Prop, 1,
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monads and souls are mere means to them. Now in spipiés,
volition 18 always determined by the reason of the good®, i.e. we
pursue what we judge to be the best possibles, Hence we shall
always act rightly if we always judge rightly (G. vi. 92).
Accordingly, since right judgment depends upon clear percep-
tion, we are more or less perfect according as we have more or
less clear perceptions. In volition, where we are ordinarily said
to be active, the passage to a new perception is perceived to be,
what it always is really, determined from within, and our per-
ception, therefore, is so far clear. But in sensation, where we
are ordinarily said to be passive, the new perception falsely
appears to come from without, and our perception is therefore
confused, We do not perceive the connection with the previous
perception, and are so far imperfect. Thus Leibniz's use of the
words active and passive is not wholly disconnected from the
popular use, though it would be unwise to see too close a
relation,

And thus the phrase “containing what accounts & prior:
for the changes in another monad,” is to be understood in
relation both to perfection and to clearness of perception.
Owing to the pre-established harmony, the changes in different
monads are inter-related; but the changes in inferior monads
exist mainly for the sake of the correlated changes in spiritss,
Thus the explanation by sufficient reason, or by final causes, of
what happens in an inferior monad, is only possible by taking
account of some superior monad, in which the correlated change
is good. But when this superior monad is free, and owing to
confused perception chooses what is really bad, this explanatidn

by final causes no longer holds, and the superior monad is
L]

1 G, 1v.454; v. 171 (N, E. 190-1); F. de C. 62 (D. 182).

3 It is thus, by the way, that sotual sufficient rensons of the actnal are
distinguished from possible sufficient reasoms of the possible. All actual
sufficient rensons are volitions either of God or of free creatures, and these are
always determined by the{true or false) percepiion of the good. But it would
be possible, not only for us, but also for God, to pursue evil, and then the per-
ception of evil would be a sufficlent reazon. Thus actual sufticlent ressons age
final causes, and involve reference to the good. Cf. § 15, supra. ot

3 That this view was ofien coniradicted by Leikniz (e.4. implicitly, ib. p. 95)
was only dneso theological ressons. It was the only view to which he was
entitled, '

4 For Leibniz's inconsistency on this point see § 124,
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theyefore regarded as passive, since the final reason of its
change for the worse is not in iteelf, but in some correlated
change clscwhere.

86. There are, in the above theory, many obvious gaps,
which I leave without comment’. It is more important to
explain the connection of passivity and materia prima. Leibniz
distinguishes in one place (G. 11. 252) the following five terms:
“(1) The primitive entelechy or soul, (2) primary matter or
primitive passive power, (8) the monad composed of these two,
(4) mass or secondary matter or the organic machine, to which
innumerable subordinate nonads concur, (5) the animal or
corporeal substance, which the dominant mounad makes into
vne machine”” Moreover the connection of soul and body is
only explicable by means of materia prima®, Hence we must,
before we can understand the connection of soul and body,
csamine the nature of materic prima as an element in each
monad, and its connection with materia prima in Dynamics.

Materiv. prima, as an element in each monad, is that whose
repetition produces the materia prime of Dynamics. It is also
identified with the passivity or passive force of each monad,
with confused perception, and with finitude generally, God
could deprive a monad of materia secunda, .e. of the assemblage
of monads which constitutes its body; but He could not deprive
a monad of materda prima, without which it would be actus
purus, v.e. God Himself (G. 1. 325). It is thus by materia

- prima that monads are distinguished from God, and rendered
limited and finite ; and this seems to be Leibniz's meaning in
saying that confused perceptions are what involve matter or
the infinite in number (G. 11, 636), In writing to Arnauld,
Leioniz says: “If we understand by matter something always
essential to the same substance, we might, with some scholas-
tics, understand by it the primitive passive power of a sub-
stance, and in this sense matter would be neither extended nor

. Y The chief of these i that there seems no reason why aetlon in ome
suZatance should correspond to passion rather than action in another, Leibnis
soems indeed to regard it as more or less aceidenial when this oconrs; thue he
eays (G, 1v, 440): It may heppen that a ohange which inereaseg.the expression
of the one diminishes that of the other.”

* @, 1m. 520, 248; vi. 546 (D, 189).
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divisible, though it would be the principle of divisibility, ~r of
that, in it, that belongs to substance” (G. 11. 120) (1687). This

is, I think, the first time that he introduces into the theory of
monads materia prima in the sense given it by *“some scholas-

tics,” and it has the tentativeness of a new idea. But to this

sense he afterwards always adheres. Materia prima, he says,*
is not extended, but is what extension presupposes. It is the

passive power which, with the entelechy or active power, com-

pletes the monad, and it adheres always to its own monad’,

Substances have metaphysical matter or passive power in so far

as they express anything confusedly; they have active power in

so far as they express anything distinetly (N. E. 720; G. vIL

322). Monads are subject to passions, and are thus not pure

forces ; "they aré the foundations not only-of-sctions Bt also of

resistances or passibilities, and their passions are in confused

perceptions (G. 11, '636). For substance acts as much as it

can, unless it is impeded; and it is not impeded naturally

except from within. When one monad is said to be impeded

by another, this is to be understood of the representation of

that other in itself (G. 11. 518). Moreover it is not absurd,

Leibniz thinks, that resistance in a substance should do nothing

but impede its own activity; we need, he says, a principle of

limitation in limited things, as of action in agents (5. 257).

87. Several things are interesting and noteworthy in this
theory of materiz prima. First, it is instructive to observe
the difference between Leibniz's account of limitation and that:
of Spinoza. “That thing is called finite in its own kind,”
Spinoza says (Eth. 1. Def. 2) “which can be limited by another
thing of the same nature.” Thus finitude consists in a relation
to something else, and the finite is not self-subsistent. But
Leibniz's materia prima is nothing relative, but part of the,
nature of each monad. Each monad is limited, nat by some-
thing else, but by__tself 3; and thus God is not the sum of finite

1 3. m. 806; of. aleo G. v, 511 (D. 120).

2 Of, Drdmn.nn, Grundriss der Geschighte der Philosophie, 8rd ed. Berlin, 1878,
Vol. 1t. p. 150, In a highly interesting paper, which is very Spinosistio through-
out, and belongs probably to the peried between 1876 and 1680, Leibniz sotually
gives Bpinoza’rdefinition of finitude as his own: “The finite involves negation
of something of its own kind” (G. vii. 196). He proceeds to remark, however,
that this definition seems inapplicable to disoreta.
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mdmads, but something radically different in his nature. Con-
nected with this point is the way in which passivity involves
matter and the infinite in number (G. 111, 636). Thore is only
one way of perceiving the world clearly, namely the way in
which God perceived it, t.e. as it really is. But therce is an
infinite number of ways of perceiving it confusedly, Thus the
Identity of Indiscernibles allows only one God, and is only
compatible with many other substances if these all have per-
ceptions which are more or less confused. And as matter is
the confused perception of an infinite plurality of monads,
matter doubly presupposes materia prima, namely as the source
of the plurality, and agnin as the reason why the plurality is
perceived as matter. And this brings us to the relation of the
materie prima in cach monad to the materiu prima in Dy-
namics, The two elements in the dynamical” definition—
impenetrability and inertia—correspond respectively, I think
(though this is only an inference), to the fact that monads
differ as to their point of view, and the fact that passivity
causes a resistance to a new perception in the monad. Both
these are included under confused perception. God, who alone
secs quite clearly, has no point of view—=space, to him, is as it
is in Geometry, without any here or there. All points are alike
in their relation to God (G. 1v. 439 ; 11. 438), and the same
must be true of the parts of time. Thus the point of view is a
part of confused perception, and therefore of materia prima;
and the difference of puints of view is the source of impenetra-
bility. Similarly, owing to passivity or indistinctness of per-
ception, a given perception docs not give rise to the perception
which would result if the same thing wore more clearly per-
ceived; and this, we may supposo, is the source of inertia.
There is, however, a difference between the dynamical use of
materie proma and the use in the theory of monads, namely
that, in Dynamics, the word is usually applied to a finite
extensiou, resulting from an infinite number of monads, whereas
in_the theory of monads it is applied to the corresponding
quality of each monad, d.e. to that quality whose repetition is
required to produce exiension.

88. The connection of confused perception w1t.h the point
of view cxplains also some rather difficult dicta on the inter-
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connection of monads. “If there were only spirits,” Leibfiiz
says, “ they would be without the required connection, without
the order of times and places. This order demands matter and
motion and its laws” (G. VL 172). God alone is above all
matter; creatures free from matter would be deserters from the
general order, and detached from the universal concatenation
(D. 169; G. V1 546). Again Leibniz pronounces against the
view that angels are disembodied spirits. To remove them
from bodies and from place, he says, is to remove them from
the universal connection and order of the world, which is made
by relations to time and place (G. 1. 324). ANl these sayings
seem explained by the fact that places result from points of
view, and points of view involve confused perception or materia
prima. And this,, again, is intimately connected with the
doctrine of unconsci‘ous perception, which Leibniz urged with
such success against Locke. To maintain that we mirror the
whole universe was only possible by a large use of this doctrine,
And Leibniz did, in fact, carry the doctrine so far as to main-
tain that every perception of which we are sensible is composed
of an infinite number of insensible perceptions (N, E. 116—38:
(. v. 105—T7). He once even deduces the infinite number of
monads from this consideration alone. In our perceptions, he
says, however distinct they may be, there are confused ones to
any degree of smallness, and to these, as to the greater and
more distinct ones, monads will correspond (G. 1. 460—1).

89. We can now endeavour to understand the connection
of soul and body. There are here, I think, two in'consisteqt
theories, both contained in Leibniz. This has led to a division
among commentators, some insisting on the one as the only
theory, others on the other. As I have found no way of recon-
ciling all Leibniz’s statements on the matter, I shall first set
forth the theory which seems to me consistent withvthe rest of
his philosophy, and shall then proceed to the second theory,
showing why it cannot be reconciled with his other views, and
how he seems to have been led to it. The first theory has begn
supported by Erdmann, the second by Kuno Fischer, in whose
histories the,arguments will be found at%ength.

90. We must, to begin with, distinguish an organic body
from a mere mass. An organic body has one dominant monad,



148 SOUL AND BODY,

by eclation to which it acquires a certain unity. It is as
regards the nature and dcgreu of this unity that the two
theories diffor. Ar inorganic body has no such single domi-
nant monad, but is a mere aggregato'. But every monad
belongs Lo sume organic body, either as dominant or as subordi-
nate monad?, Every orgunic body is composed of an infinite
number of smaller organic bodies, the smallest organie bodies
occupying only u physical point. A natural machine, Leibniz
suys, i8 » machine even in its smallest porceptible parts [G. vI.
599 (D.209; L. 408); G. 1L 100; 1v. 492]. In the first theory,
the duminant monad dominates in the senso that it roprosents
more clearly what the other monads represent very confuscdly.
In accordanco with the affections of the body, the dominant
monad represents, a3 a centre, the things ontside itsolf [G. VI
598 (D. 209; L. 407)]. Leibniz is not very definite as to the
mea.mng of domination, but the following scems to be his
meaning. Every monad perceives more clearly what happens
in its neighbourhood than what happens at a distance [G. 1L
74; G. v 599 (D. 210; L. 409)] If then, in a cortain
volumne, there is one monad with much clearer perceptions than
the vest, this monad may perceive all that happens within that
volume more clearly than do any of the others within that
volume. And in this sense it may be dominant over all the
monnds in its immediate neighbourhood.

But we must not suppose that the monads composing the
organic body are always the same. There is pot a portion of
watter, d.e. of inferior living beings, appropriated to the soul for
over, for bodies are in perpetual flux. The soul changes its
body, but always gradually [G. vr. 619 (D. 229; L. 238)].
Thus we cannot bo certain that the smallest particle of matter
(i.e. secondary mabter) received by us at birth, remains in our
body. But the same animal or machine subsists in a sense
[U. v 543 (D. 167)]; it persists, as Leibniz puts it, specifically
but not individually [G. v. 214 (N. E. 240)]. Certain organs
xepnain, ab least by the substitution of an equivalent, as a river
remains the same though its matter changes (G. Iv. 520).
This is merely the ordinary scientific view, according to which

' @. vi. 639 (D. 168); G. v. 809 (N. E. 382); G. u. 75, 100,
2 G. . 118, 185; mr. 866; vir, 502,
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the body remains of the same kind, though not composed®of
the same matter. Thus the body consists merely of those
inferior monads whose points of view, at any given time, are so
near that of the dominant monad that they perceive sverything
less clearly than it does, since every monad perceives most
clearly what is in its own neighbourhood. Body and soul do
not together form one substance (G. vi. 595), and do not even
interact. * Bodies act as if (what is impossible) there were no
souls, and souls act as if there were no bodies, and both act as
if the one influenced the other” [Q. vi. 621 (D. 280; L. 264)].
The organized mass, within which is the point of view of the
soul, i8 ready to act of itself, at the moment when the soul wills
it. This, Leibniz says, produces the so-called union of soul and
body [G. 1v. 484 (D. 78; L. 314)]. Soul and body do not
interact, but only agree, the one acting freely, according to the
rules of final causes, the other acting mechanically, according
to the laws of efficient causes. But this does not derogate from
the liberty of the soul. For every agent which acts according
to final catises is free, God, foreseeing what the free cause
would do, regulated the machine to agree with it [G. viL. 412
(D. 278)}.

This, then, is the first theory of soul and body. An organic
body is a collection of changing monads, which acquires unity
by being always subject to one and the same dominant monad.
This subjection consists both in the clearer perceptions: of the
dominant monad, and in the fact that the final causes, which
govern all events, have reference, so far as the body is con-
cerned, either to the dominant monad, or to some monad
outside the body, or to “metaphysical perfection” and the
“order of things.” A body dominated by a spirit consisfs of
innumerable smaller organic bodies, but does not itself, ap-
parently, form part of any larger organic body.s Secondary
matter, or mass, consists of a collection of organic bodies not
unified by one dominant monad. There are, however, many
things in Leibniz inconsistent with this simple theory. T..o
these we must now turn our attention.

91. Thqugh everythmg in the abdve theory, as I set it
forth, is to be found in Leibniz, there are many other passages,
concerning which I said nothing, which lead to & totally dif-
ferent theory. This theory is to be rejected, I think, because
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it"## wholly inconsistent with Leibniz's general philosophy.
But it is necessary o say something about it, particularly
as it has been supported, with constant appeal to the sources,
by. a recent commentator, Dillmann®,

In this other theory, mind and body together make one
substance, having a true unity. The mind makes the body’
into & unum per se, instead of a mere aggregate. Against this
view, we have perfectly definite assertions, such as the following
(D. 177; F. de C. pp. 32, 34): “ Corporeal substance has a soul
and an organic body, that is, a mass made up of other sub-
stances. It is true that the same substance thinks, and has
an extended mass joined to it, but it does not consist of this
mass, since all this can be taken away from it without altering
the substance.” Nevertheless, in other places, Leibniz speaks
as if the soul and the body make one substance.

“The entelechy,” he says, “is either a soul, or something
analogous to a soul, and always naturally actuates some organic
body, which taken by 1beelf, apart from the soul, is not one
substance, but an aggregate of several, in a word, a natural
" machine” (G. 1v. 395—6; N. E, 701) (1702). Again he says:
“Every created monad is endowed with some organic body”
(G. viL 502), “principles of life belong only to organic bodies ”
[G. v1. 539 (D. 163)], and again: * There are as many entele-
chies as organic bodies” (G. 1. 368). It is evident that not
every monad can have an organic body, if this consists of other
subordinate monads. And there are many more direct reasons
for the view that body and soul together make one substance.
“ Bodies which are a unum per se, like man,” Leibniz says, “are
subgtances, and have substantial forms” (Q. 1v. 459) (Jan. 1686),
And Leibniz always speaks as if the presence of the soul pre-
vented the body from being a mere aggregate: he suggests
that the body without the soul 7s a mere aggregate, but with it,
acquires a true unity, *The number of sinple substances,” he
says, “in any mass, however small, is infinite; for beside the
soul, which makes the renl unity of the animal, the body of the
sheep, for example, is actually divided, 4. is an assemblage
of invisible animals o plants, similarly composite except for
what makes their real unity; and though this goes to infinity,

 Eine neue Darmllnm{] dar Leibmivischen Monadenlehre auf Grund der
Quellen. Leipzig, 1891, '»
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it is plain that all in the end depends on these unitiess the
rest, or the results, being only well-grounded phenomena ”
(G. 1v. 492). This tendency is carried farthest in a theory
which has given commentators much trouble, but is really no
more inconsistent with Leibniz’s system than many other pas-
sages—] mean the doctrine of the winculum substantiale.
92. This doctrine is developed in the letters to Des
Bosses, and springs from Leibniz's endeavour to reconcile his
philosophy with the dogma of transubstantiation. It is neces-
sary to find some sense in which the Body of Christ is one
substance. Leibniz first admits “a certain real metaphysical
union of soul and organic body” (G. 11 871), an admission he
had already made to Tournemine (G. vI. 595), but Des Bosses
persuades him that this is not sufficient for Catholic orthodoxy.
He then suggests, as a view which he does not accept, but
which might be helpful to a good Catholic, the hypothesis of
a substantizl bond (G. 1L 435). “If corporeal substance,” he
says, “is something real beside monads, as a line is held to
be something beside its points, we shall have ta say, that
corporeal substance consists in a certain union, or rather in
some real thing which unites, and is added by God to the
monads; that from a certain union of the passive power of
monads materic primo results, that is, what is’ required by
extension and antitypia, or diffusion and resistance; but that,
from the union of the entelechies of monads, a substantial form
arises, but one which can thus be born and extinguished, and
is extinguished when that union ceases, unless God mlraculously
preserves it. But such a form will not be a soul, which is a
slmple and indivisible substance’.” This vinculum substantiale
is only asserted to be useful “if faith leads us to corporea.l
» substances” (3b.). And later he says (sb. p. 458): “And this
seems what shoild be said by people of your way of thinking
(secundum wvesiros), of the change of the whole substance of
one body into the whole substance of another body, which yet
retains its former nature.” The vinculum substaniiale diff:
from the real union of soul and body—which Leibniz also
admits elsewhere—by the fact that the Wonads are not added
as wholes to form a sum having a true unity, but are split
1 Of, the schedule of all entities, G . 506,
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up 4nto materia prima and entelechy before addition. Thus
the sum of constituent elements of materia prima gives an
extended passive mass, while the sum of the entelechies gives
a substantial form animating the mass. There is one vinculum
substamtiale for each organic body, 1.e. one corresponding to each
dominent monad (G. 15 481, 486, 496). Leibniz is afterwards
led by Des Bosses to admit that this substantial bond wust, if
it is to be theologically serviceable, be imperishable like the
individual soul (G. 1. 481). In later letters, the doctrine is
usually presupposed as the basis of discussion, and is employed
to establish real matter and a real continuum. But nowhere
does Leibniz himself assert that be believes it. He was ex-
tremely anxious to persuade Catholics that they might, without
heresy, believe in his doctrine of monads. , Thus the winculum
substantiale is rather the concession of a diplomatist than the
creed of a philosopher (cf. G. 1. 499).

93. It seems not impossible that others of Leibniz's re-
marks, in so far as they are inconsistent with the first theory
of body, are also due to theological influences. The problem
of the Real Presence occupied Leibniz from the time when
he was in the service of the Archbishop of Mainz, and formed
one of his grounds for denying that the essence of matter is
extension, In his earliest accounts of his system, designed for
the zealous and proselytising Arnauld, similar suggestions are
to be found. “The body by itself,” Leibniz says, “apart from
the soul, has only a unity of aggregation” (G. 1. 100); and
this seems to imply that with the soul the body has a real
unity, Again he says that the body, apart from the soul, is
no} properly a substance, but an aggregate, like a heap of
stones (zb. 75). And when Arnauld objects to the new phi-
losophy, that the soul joined to matter does not make one,
since it gives only an extrinsic denomination, Leibniz replies
that the matter belongs to the animated substance, which is
veritably one being ; and matter taken only as mass is merely o
wall-founded phenomenon, like space and time (ib. 118). This
might be understood as referring, in the first part, to materia
primu, but the folloWing passage is more diffigult. “Those
who will not admit,” he says, “ that there are souls in beasts,
and substantial forms elsewhers, can nevertheless approve the

-
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way in which I explain the union of mind and body, and, =il
that I say about true substance; but it remains to them to
save, a8 they bést may, without such forms, and without any-
thing which has a true unity, either by points, or, if it seems
good to them, by atoms, the reality of matter and of corporeal
substances” (G. IL 127). Again he says that if there are no
corporeal substances such as he wants, then bodies are merely
true phenomena, like the rainbow. For, since matter is actually
infinitely divided, we shall never reach a true being, save when
we find animated machines, whose soul or substantial form
makes a substantial unity independent of mere contiguity.
And if there are none such, he concludes, then man is the
only substantial thing in the visible world (G. 1. 77). All
these statements imply that soul and body together are veri-
tably one, though the body alone, in so far as it is real, is
many. In the letters to Arnauld, this might be attributed
merely to the crudity of a new philosophy, but, as we have
seen, there are many later expressions of a similar kind, And

the doctrine which, in discussing the relation of monads to

space (§ 71), we found inevitable, namely that the soul is present
in & volume, not in a mere point, is to be associated with
this view. The soul by its presence informs the whole body
and makes it one, though other subordinate souls are present
in various parts of the body, and make each such part onel,
Again space, for Leibniz, is a plenum, but is not composed of
mathematical points. Hence we must suppose every monad
to occupy at least a physical point. Such a physical point
might be called an organic body, and might explain how all
monads come to have an organic body. The organic body of
a monad which does not dominate would, by itself, be a' Pure
phenomenon, and in no sense an aggregate. It is impossible,
howover, to free this view from inconsistencies, Teo these two
causes may have contributed, the one the theological desive
to save the reality of bodies®, the other an occasional confusion

1 Cf. the following (G. 1. 474): “It is asked whether the soul of a wewni
existing.in the body of a xan is & sabstantial part of the human body, or rather,
as I should prefpr to say, a bare requisite, and scmething not metaphysically
necessnry, but which is only raguired in the oourse of nature.”

? Thus in one passnge Leibniz clinches his arguments by the remark:
“Moreover the last Lateran Council declares that the soul i veritably the
substantial form of our body” (@. 1. 75).
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of primary matter, as an element in each monad, either with
primary matter as extended, or even with secondary matter,
The latter may have been a partial cause in the letters to
Arnauld ; in the letters to Des Bosses, the former must have
operated alone, for the distinctions of the various kinds of
matter are there more clearly drawn than anywhere else’.

There may be a theory which accounts bettey for these
apparent inconsistencies, but I have been unable to find one.
My theory is substantially that of Exdma.nn, to whom I may
vefer for further discussion.

94 A few words seem necessary about Preformation, the
theory by which Leibniz explained generation. As every
monad_js eternal, the monad which is_myself mugt have pre-
viously existed. Leibniz holds that it formed one of the
monads composing the body either of father or mother
(G. 1r. 565). Before conception, he thinks, it was either a
mere sensitive monad, or had at any rate only an elementary
reason. The latter view has the advantage that it enables
us to do without miracles. On the former view, since a
sensitive monad cannot naturally become rational, we must
suppose generation to involve a miracle. Leibniz cannot
decide between these alternatives, indeed both are to be found
in the Thdodicde® (G. v1. 152, 852). It would seem that the
miraculous alternative is the best, because Leibniz wishes to
maintain that human beings cannot naturally, after death, sink
to the level of mere sensitive monads; but if monads can
naturally become rational, there seems no reason why they
should not.naturally cease to be so. Leibniz supporhed his
theory of preformation by reference to the microscopic em-
bryology of his day. It is, however, sufficiently evident that
he could not account for the equal influence of both parents.
When thie is taken into account, we lose the simplicity of
the one dominant monad, but we get a theory uncommonly
like Weissmann’s continuity of the germ-plasm. A few years
agg, therefore, we might have referred to Leibniz as an-
ticipating the latest results of modern science; but since the
fall of Weissmann, we fust deny ourselves this plepsure.

1 See a.g. (. 11. 368, 870, 871,
2 A fact which, hy the way, supports Stein’a contention that the parts were
written at very difforent times: v. Leibnis und Spinosa, Berlin, 1890, p. 275 ff,
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CHAPTER XIII

CONFUSED AND UNCONSCIOUS PERCEPTION.

96. THERE are, we have seen, two reapeets in which
monads differ. They differ as to point of view, and they differ
as to cleurness of perception. The first of these is continually
chenging: the reality underlying the phenomenon of motion
is change of point of view. This seems to me, at least, the
only possible interpretation, though Leibniz nowhere definitely
makes this statement. In this way we should be able to
interpret the difference between absolute and relative motion.
The monad which changes its point of view has absolute
motion, while another which perceives this change has only
a relative change of situation®. This view again involves the
objective counterpart to space, which we have seen throughout
to be unavoidable, -

The point of view, as we have seen, depends upon con-
fused perception, but not upon different degrees of confusion.
As regards the degree of confusion, also, we must suppase
cha.nge possible. Leaving aside the possibly miracalous change
in conception, Leibniz could hardly maintain that babies have
as clear perceptions as grown-up people. And he says that
death, though it cannot entirely destroy memory, does render
our perceptions confused [G. viL 531 ; (D. 193)} "his is also
his explanation of sleep. He maintains, against Locke, that the
soul always thinks, but he confesses that it is not always con-
scious of thought, We are never without perceptions, he shys,
but often without apperceptions, namgly when we have no
distinct peieeptions (N. E. p. 166; G. v. 148). Thought is

2 Jompare, on this subject, G. . 92 and v, 513,
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the proper activity of the soul, and a substance once in action
will be 5o always (G.v. 101 ; N. E, 111). If its activity ceased,
the substance too, as we hs,ve seen, would cease, and on waking
we should not be numerically the same as when we went to
sléep.

96. This brings us to a very important advance which
Leibniz made in Psychology. Locke thought there could be
nothing in the mind of which the mind was not conscious.
Leibniz pointed out the absolute necessity of unconscious
mental states, He distinguished between perception, which
consists merely in being conscious of something, and apper-
ception, which consists in self-consciousness, i.¢. in being aware
of perception [G. v. 46 (N. E. 47; L. 370); G. v1. 600 (D 211;
L. 411)]. An unconscious perception is a state of consciousness,
but is unconscious in the sense that we are not aware of it,
though in it we are aware of something else. How important
these unconscious perceptions are, appears from the Intro-
duction to the New Essays. It is in consequence of these
that “ the present is big with the future and laden with the
past, that all things conspire, and that, in the least of sub-
stances, eyes as penetrating as those of God could read the
whole course of the things in the universe” (N. E. 48; L. 378;
G. v, 48). They also preserve the identity of the individual,
and explain the pre-established harmony; they prevent an
indifference of equilibrium (2b.), and it is in virtue of them
that no two things are perfectly alike (G. v. 49; N.E. 51;
L 317).

" In favour of unconscious mental states Lelbmz has several
arguments, some quite cogent, others, I think, depending upon
contusions. Locke's argument, he says, that we cannot know
snything which we are not aware of knowing, proves too much,
for then we know nothing that we are not actually thinking
of (G. v. 80; N. E. 84). Again, and this is the most conclusive
argument, “it is impossible for us always to refiect expressly
upon all our thoughts ; otherwise the mind would reflect upen
each reflection to infinity, without ever being able to pass to a
new thought. For example, in perceiving some present feeling,
I should always have to think that I think of it, and again
think that I think of thinking of it, and so on to infinity”
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(G v. 108; N. E 118—9). Another less conclusive awdh-
ment is, that all impressions have their effect, and the per-
coptible must be composed of imperceptible parts [G. v. 24,
105, 107 (N. E. 25, 116, 118)]; whence it is supposed tb follow
that finite perceptions, like their objects, must be infinitely
divisible, and therefore composed of parts of which we are not
conscious. Leibniz, in fact, identified four apparently different
things, namely (1) unconscious perception, (2) confused per-
ception, (3) minute perccption, and (4) psychical disposition.
Of these four, the first is proved by the endless rcgress re-
sulting from self-consciousness, and is required for maintaining
that we always think anud always mirror the whole universe.
The second iy required for explaining sense-perception, and,
as we have seen, for, the differences between different monads.
The third follows from the argument that a perception, which
is supposed finite, has as many parts as its object, and since
its object may be the whole universe, the number of its parts
may be infinite. The fourth is required to explain the sense
in which truths are innate—a sense, by the way, very like
that in which Kant's & priort is in the mind. All four appear
to have been cqually denied by Locke and asserted by Leibniz,
It is worth while, therefore, to enquire into their connections,
97. It seems evident that unconscious perception is the
most fundamental, and that the others follow if this be ad-
mitted. A confused perception, we may say, is such that we
are not sepa,rately conscious of all its parts. Knowledge is
confused, in Leibniz's phraseology, when I cannot enumerate
separately the marks required to distinguish the bhmg known
from other things (G. 1v. 422; D. 27). And so, in confused
perception, though I may be conscious of some elements of my
perception, I am not conscious of il (eg. G. v.109; N. E. 120);
for the perception is supposed to be as complex ao its object,
and therefore, if I were conscious of all the elements in my per-
ception, I could wholly distinguish the object from other different
objects. The parts which I do not distinguish are minufel.

1 0f. G 1. 574 # At bottom confused thoughts are nothing but s multitude
of thoughts whath o themselves are like those that are distinet, but are so small
that each separately does not exeite our attention, and does not oause us to
distinguish it.”
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Adain, as regards minute perceptions, Leibniz holds, with
modern psycophysics, that a perception must reach a certain
magnitude before we become aware of it, and thus sufficiently
minute perceptions are necessarily unconscious. Psychical |
dispositions, finally, are a name for something which must
be assumed by anyone who holds that every mind has a
definite nature, and is not Locke’s tabule rasa; but the
name per s¢ is not an explanation, which Leibniz’s theory is
intended to be. Locke had denied that any truth is innate,
because whatever we know has been learnt. Leibniz, in reply,
does mnot, like Shelley on Magdalen Bridge, show astonish-
ment that babies should forget so scon. But he says that
innate truths are always in the mind, but are only-elicited,
i.e. made vbjects of apperception, by experipnce and education.
The senses, he says, give the material for reflection; we
should not think of thought, if we did not think of some-
thing else, 7.e. of the particular things which the senses
furnish (G. v. 197; N. E. 220). There may, he confesses, be
innate truths in the soul, which the soul never knows; but
until it knows them, it cannot know they were always there
(G. v.75; N.E. 80). That is to say, the mind perceives these
truths, but is not conscious of perceiving them. This is an
explanation of the vague idea of psychical dispositions by
means of unconscious perception. Leibniz explains that when
he says truths are innate, he does not mean simply that the
mind has the faculty of knowing them, but that it has tha
fagulty of finding them in itself (G. v. 70; N. E. T4—5).
Everything we know is developed out of our own nature, that
is, b is obtained by reflection, by rendering conscious the
perceptions which before were unconscious. Thus all in the
end depends upon unconscious perception, whose possibility
was denied by Locke, and whose necessity was demonstrated by
Leibniz.

Af the same fime, it would appear that minute and un-
copacious perceptions are, after all, very nearly synonymous,
and that confused perc'eptions are such as contain parts which

- ¥ T4 cannot be denied, however, that both in the remainder o.! this passage,

) a..mi alsewhere, he falls hack into the explanation of troths as psychios! disposi-
tions [e.g. G. v. 78, 07 (N, E. 84, 105)1
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are minute or unconscious. To begin with, not all cognitjens
are confused. The knowledge of a necessary truth is distines
and indivisible—if we have it at all, it is not counfused. And
in any given complex perception, if any part be distinetly

known, that part may be separated from the remainder, which

alone is properly confused. Since our perceptions are always

partially corrcet, the part which is correct may be abstracted

as distinet perccption, and only tho remainder will be confused-
For example, in the perception of matter, sinco there really

is plurality, it is not in the plurality that our conception is

confused. The confusion lies in the apparent continuity of
parts, and this is due to their minutencss, And in all Leibniz’s

favourite illustrations of confused perception—eg. the roar
of the sea, which is composed of noises mede by separate
waves—he always insists on the minuteness of the constituents.

Thus it seems that’ we may identify minute and unconscious
perception, This, however, would create a difficulty in the

explanation of innate truths of which we are unconscious, un-

less we suppose that our perception of such truths may grow

intensively greater and less, without being divisible into parts.

On this point there is, to my knowledge, nothing definite in

Leibniz. He does not seem to have perceived that confused

perception, if it gives any true knowledge, must be partly

distinet; and this, I think, prevented him from a clear per-

ception of the relation between confusion and minuteness.

The use which he made of these will appear further in the

next chapter, where we shall have to examine his theory of

knowledge.
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CHAPTER XIV

LEIBNIZS THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE.

98. Brronre I begin an account of Leibniz's theory of
knowledge, I may as well point out that what I am going to
discuss is not exactly Epistemology, but a subject which
belongs in the main to Psychology. Thelogical discussions of
Chapters IL—V. dealt with that part, in what is commonly
called Epistemology, which seems to me mnot psychological.
The problem we are now concerned with is of a different kind;
it is not the problem: What are the general conditions of
truth? or, What is the nature of propositions? It is the
entirely subsequent problem,\How do we and other_ people
come to know any truth ? 'What is the origin of cognitions as
evontd I TiM6 7 And this question evidently belongs, mainly

to Psychology, and, &S “Leibntz says, is_not_preliminary in
j)hilosopmg.?ﬂi_(m 95)]. The two questions
have been confused—at any rate since Des Cartes—because
prople have supposed that truth would not be frue if no one
knew it, but becomes true by being known, Leibniz, as we
sho} see in discussing God, made this confusion, and Locko
might seem to have made it, since he disclaims a merely
psychological purpose’. But that is no reason for our making
it, and in what follows I shall try to avoid it. At the same
time Locke i3 in one sense justified. The problem is not a
purely psychological one, since it discusses knowledge rather
thén belief. From the strict standpoint of Psychology, no
distinetion can be madg between true and false belief, between
knowledge and error. As a paychical phenomenon, a belief

1 Essay, Introduction, § 3.
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may be distinguished by its content, but not by the truthsor
falsity of that content. Thus in discussing knowledge, i.e. the
belief in a true proposition, we presuppose both trath and
belief. The inquiry is thus hybrid, and subsequent both to the
philosophical discussion of truth, and to the psychological
discussion of belief.

99. I explained briefly in my last chapter the sense in
which Leibniz held to innate ideas and truths. @IELQ_IZQ_ in
the mind alwnys, but only become properly known by be-
coming conscious  ubjects of _apperception. _ Leibniz only
efideavours, in the New Essays, to show the innateness of
necessary truths, though he is bound to hold, owing to the
independence of monads, that all the truths that ever come to
be known are inna.te.:‘}"He finds it easier, however, to prove
the impossibility of learning necessary truths by experience,
and trusts, I suppdse, that this will afford a_presumption
against Locke's whole theory of knowledge. [j:[e uses the
expression innate truth in the New Essays, to denote a truth
in which all the ideas are innate, 7.6 not derived from sense ;
but he explains that there is a different use of the word
[G. v. 66 (N. E. 70)]. In the sense in which he uses it, * the
sweet is not the bitter” is not innate, because sweet and
bitter come from the external senses. But “ the square is not
the circle” is innate, because square, and circls are ideas
furnished by the understanding itsegf]_':ﬂ;. v. 79 (N. E. 84))
Now the question arises: How does Leibniz distinguish ideas
of sense from other ideas? For he cannot hold, as other
philosophers might, that ideas of sense are impressed frdm
without. Nor can he hold that they are such as alone are
capable of representing external things, for they are one and all
. confused, and would be absent in a true knowledge of the

world [G. v. 77,109 (N. E. 82, 120)} Sense-ideas goust, there-
fore, be distingnished by their own nature, and not by a
reference to external causes. On this point, Leibniz, so far
as I know, says nothing quite definite. The nearest appreach
to a definite explanation is in the Discours de Melaphysique
(G, Iv. 452) He speaks of the actien of objects of sense
upon us, he says, in the same way as a Copernican may
speak of sunrise. There is a sense in which substances may
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be- gaid to act upon each other, “and in this samo sense it may
be zaid tha{we reccive knowledge from without, by the minis-
tration of the senses, because somo_ “external thmgs conta,m or
express more Partmula.rly the reasons which determing our soul
to certain thoughts” Thus sense-ideas are thdse in which we
are passive in the sense explained in Chapter XII Again
sense-ideas are confused and express the oxternal world. “Dis-
tinet ideas are a replcsenba.t.ig_.n of God, confused ideas are a
representation of the universe["f[G. v. 99 (N. E. 109)] He
docs, as a mattor of fact, denotd as sense-ideas all those which
presuppose extension or spatial externality, though space itsclf
is not an idea of sense. “The ideas which are said to come from
more than one sense,” he oxplains, “ like those of space, figure,
motion, rest, are rather from common- sanse, that is from the
mind itself, for they are ideas of the pule understanding,
but they are related to the exiernal, and the senses make
us perceive them” [G. v. 116 (N. E. 129)]. Thus the quali-
ties which appear as external are ideas of sense, but all that
is involved in externality itself is not semsational. And the
qualities that appear as external are confused, since they
cannot, as they appear, be states of monads. Ideas derived
from reflection, on the contrary, are not necessarily confused
(cf G. 11, 2635), for if they truly describe our own states of
mind, they describe something actual and not a mere phe-
nomenon. Besides this reason, there is also the fact that by
reflection we discover the categories (or predicaments, as
Leibniz calls them). There is, indeed, much that reminds
one of Kant in Leibniz's theory of knowledge. Existence, he
suys, cannot be found in seunsible ob_]ecfs but by the aid of
veason, and hence the idea of existence is derived from re-
flection [G. v. 117 (N. E. 130)]. \ To tho maxim that there is
nothing incthe intellect but what comes from the senses,
Leibniz adds, ewcept the intellect itself (G. v.100; N. E. 111).
It i8 very true,” he says, “ that our perceptions of ideas come
aither from the extornal senses, or from the internal sense,
which wmay be called reflection; but this reflection is not
limited to the mere oficrations of the mind, as js stated (by
Locke); it extends even to the mind itself, and it is in per-
ceiving the mind that we perceive substance” [G. v. 23 (N. E.
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24)] The soul, he says, is innate. to itself, and therefore adh-
tains certain ideas essentially [G. 1. 479; G. v.93 (N. E. 100)].
Thus it comprises being, unity, substance, identity, cause,
perception, reason, and many other notions which the senses
cannot give [G. v. 100 (N. E. 111)]; and these ideas are pre-
supposed in any knowledge that can be derived from the
senses. And necessary truths, Leibniz points out, are certainly
known, thongh the senses cannot show them to be necessary
[G. v. 77 (N. E.81)]. It follows that such truths are developed
from the nature of the mind. It may be surmised that Leibniz
dwelt on necessary truths because, in their case, knowledge

cannot be supposed due to a causal action of what is known-

upon the mind. For what is known, in this case, is not in time,
and therefore canngt be the cause of our knowledge. This
made it easier to suppose tha.tQmowledge is never caused by
what is known, but arises independently from the nature of the.
min

100. @w doctrine of innate truths, as developed in the
New Essays, is more like Kant's doctrine than it has any right
to be. (S:pa.ce aud time and the categories are innate, while the
qualities which appear in space are not innate. To the general

g
g

theory that all truths which are known are innate, which’

Leibniz should have adopted, there is no answer but one which
attacks the whole doctrine of monads. But to the theory of
the New Essays, which adopts the common-sense view that
sense-perceptions are caused by their objects, while innate
truths are incapable of such a cause, there are, I think, answers

which apply equally against Kant’s doctrine that the d pmon .

is subjective.| The argument for subjectivity seems to be
simply this: When what we know is the existence of something
now, our knowledge may be supposed caused by that existence,
since there is a temporal relation between them.« But when
what we know i eternal truth, there can be no such
temporal relation. hce the knowledge is not caused by what
is known, But nothmg‘ else, it is held, could have ‘caused it
unless the knowledge had been alleu.dy obscurely in the mind.
Hence suchsknowledge must be, in sofhe sense, innate, It is
difficult to state this argument in a form which shall be at all
convincing. Tt seems to depend upon the radically vicious
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digjanction that knowledge must be either caused by what is
known or wholly uncaused. In Leibniz, who rejected a causal
action of the objects of perception, this argument, as a means
of distinguishing different kinds of knowledge, is peculiarly
scandalous, But leaving aside this special doctrine, and

admitting that objects cause our perceptions, does it follow that
" necessary truths must be innate? All who hold this view are
compelled, like Leibniz, to admib that innate knowledge is only
virtual [G. v. 71 (N. E. 76)], while all conscious knowledge is
acquired, and has its definite causes, Now if the knowledge
can be rendered conscious by causos other than what is known,
why cannot it_be_wholly due to such causes ? | All that we can
say is, "that the mind inust have had a dﬂposztwn towards such
knowledge—a vague phrase which explains nothing. Moreover,
the same argument applies to sense-perception. If the mind
were not capable of scnse-knowledge, objects could not cause
such knowledge. Sensations of colours, sounds, smells, etc., must
be equally innate on this view. There is, in fact, just the same
difficulty in admitting conscious knowledge of & necessary truth
to be caused, as in admitting any knowledge of it to be caused.
The difficulty, in each case, is manufactured by supposing that
“knowledge can only be caused by what is known, This sup-
position would have disappeared if people had asked themselves
what really s known. It is supposed that in & priori know-
ledge we know a proposition, while in perception we know an
existent. This is false. We know a proposition equally in
both cases. In perception we know the proposition that some-
thing exists. It is ovident that we do not merely know the
something, whatever it be, for this is equally present in mere
imagination. What distinguishes perception is the knowledge
" that the something exists. And indeed whatever can be known
must be trre, and must thereforo be a proposition. Perception,
. We may say, is the knowledge of an existential proposition, not
" eonsciously inferred from any other proposition, and referring to

thewame or nearly the same time as that in which the know-

ledge uxists. If this had been duly realized—if people had

reflected that what is kfiown is always a proposition-s-they would

have been less ready to suppose that knowledge could be caused

by what is. known, To say knowledge ‘is caused in perception
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by what exists, not by the fact that it exists, is at once to admit
that such knowledge is not caused by what is known. Thus
perception and intellectual knowledge become much more akin
than is generally supposed. We must either hold all knowledge
to be always in the mind, in which case its emergence into
consciousness becomes a problem, or we must admit that all
knowledge is acquired, but is never caused by the proposition
which is known. What its causes are, in any particular case,
becomes a purely empirical problem, which may be left wholly
to Psychology.

101. There is, morecover, a great difficulty as to what
Leibniz meant by ideas which are innate. This question is
dealt with in the New Essays, at the beginning of Book II
[G.v. 99 (N. E. 109)] “Isit not true,” Locke is made to ask,
“that the idea is ‘the object of thought?” *I admit it”
Leibniz replies, “provided you add that it is an immediate
internal object, and that this object is an expression of the
nature or the qualities of things. If the idea were the form
of thought, it would spring up and cease with the actual
thoughts which correspond to it; but being the object, it may
be before and after the thoughts’.” Thus an idea, though it
is in the mind, is neither knowledge nor desire; it is not a
thought, but what a thought thinks about. This passage
makes it clear that the only reason Leibniz had for saying ideas
exist in the mind is that they evidently do not exist outside of
it. He seems never to have asked himself why they should be.
supposed to exist at all, nor to have considered the difficulty in
making them merely mental existents. Consider, for exampl®,
the idea 2, This is not, Leibniz confesses, my thought of 2,
but something which my thought is about. But this some-
thing exists in my mind, and is therefore not the same as the
2 which some one else thinks of. Hence we cannot say that
there is one definite number 2, which different people think of;
there are as many numbers 2 as there are minds. These, it
will be said, all have something in common. But this same-
thing can be nothing but another idea which will, therefore, in
turn, consisp of as many different idens ss there are minds.
Thus we are led to an endless regress. Nat only can no two

‘T Cf, also G, 1m. 869 (D. 246); 1v. 461,
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penple think of the sume idea, but they cannot even think of
ideas that have anything in common, unless there are ideas
which are not essentially constituents of any mind. With
Locke’s definition, that an idea is the object of thought, we may
agree; but we must not seek to evade the consequence that an
idea is not merely something in the mind, nor must we seek to
give every idea an existence somewhere else. Precisely the
same criticism applies to the statement that knowledge, ideas
and traths “are only natural habits, 7.e. active and passive
dispositions and aptitudes” (N ‘E. 105; G.v. 97).
102. Sense-knowledgs in Le1bn1z is not properly dis-
: tmgulshed from intellectual knowledge by its genesis, but by its
nature. It differs in that the qualities with which it deals are
spatially extended, and are one and all confused. From their
confusion it follows that those which seem Sirnple are in reality
_ complex, though we are unable to make’the analysis. Thus
green, though it appears simple, is, Leibniz thinks, really a
mixture of insensible portions of blue and yellow [G. v. 275
(N. E. 320)]. But how blue and yellow would appear, if they
were distinctly perceived, he does not inform us. He seems to
think, however, as was natural to one who believed in analytic
judgments, that the nature of our evidence for necessary and for
sensational truths is different, The first truth of reason, he
says, is the law of contradiction, whilst the first truths of fact
are a8 many as the immediate perceptions. That I think is
no more immediate than that various things are thought by
me, and this is urged as a criticism of Des Cartes’ cogito
[Q. 1v. 357 (. 48)]. That is to say, the law of contradiction
;i the sole ultimate premiss for necessary truths, but for cun-
" tingent truths there are as many ultimate premisses as there
are experiences, Nothing, he enys, should be taken as primitive
principles, £xcept experiences and the law of identity or contra-
diction, without which last there would be no difference be-
tween truth and falsehood [G. v. 14 (D. 94; N. E. 18)]. Thus
mgny truths of fact have no evidence except self-evidence, but
this is only the case, among necessary truths, as regards the
law of contradiction. The self-evident truths of fact, however,
% are all psycholugncnl they concern our own thoughts. To this
1 extent Leibniz is at one with Des Cartes and with Berkeley,

8
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Where he is more’ philosophical than either is in perceigitg
that truths of fact presuppose neccssary truths, and that our
own existence is not therefore an ultimate and fundamental

premlss for all truths. My own existence is an axiom, he says,
. in the semse of being indemonstrable, not in the sense of
bemg necessary [G. v. 301 (N. E. 469)]. Like all finite exist-
. ence, it i contingent, but it is jusj as certuin ns ‘necessary
“truths (N. E. 409; G. v. 415). Thus Leibniz agrees with Locke
that we have an intuitive knowledge of our own existence, a
demonstrative knowledge of God's existence, and a sensitive
knowledge of that of othor things (:b.). But the sensitive
knowledge may be doubted, and cannot be accepted without
some general ground for the existence of other things [G. v. 117
(N.E. 130)]. In this theory which, in its general outlines, is
more or less Ca.xtesm‘n there are, as I have already pointed out,
two distinet advances upon Des Cartes. The first is that my
own existence is not taken as the premiss for necessary truths;
the second is that the existence of my various thoughts is as
certain as the existence of myself. Leibniz did not discover,
what seems equally true, that the existence of external things
is just as certain and immediate as that of my own thoughts,
and thus he was unable, as we saw, to justify his belief in
an external world.

103. I come now to another respect in which Leibniz
refined upon Des Cartes, na,mely in the doctrine known as the
quality of idess. This is developed in the “Thoufhts on
Knowledge, Truth and Ideas” (D. 27—32; G. 1v. 4} 2—6)
(1684). Des Cartes held that whatever is clearly and, dis-
tinctly conceived is true, This maxim, Leibniz pomts -gut,
is useless without criteria of clearness and distinctness [G 1v,
425 (D. 31)]. He therefore lays down the following defini-
tions. Knowledge is either obscure or clear. Cleur-knowledge
is confused or distinct. Distinct knowledge is adequate or
inadequate, and is also either s ymbolical or indwitive. FPerfect
knowledge is both mlequate. and intuitive. ..

As to the meanings of these terms, a notion is obscure when
it does not gnable me to recognize the" thing represented, or
distinguish it from other similar things ; it is elear when it does
enable me to recognize the thing represented. Clear knowledge
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is®gonfused when I cannot enumcrate separately the marks

required to distinguish the thing known from other things,

although there are such marks. Instances of this are colours
and smells, which though we cannot analyze them, are certainly
complex, as may be seen by considering their causes. (We
must remember that Leibniz believed perception to have
always the same degree of complexity as its object, and since
green can be produced by mixing blue and yellow, a green
object is complex, and therefore our perception of green is also
complex.) Clear knowledge is distinct, either when we, can
separately enumerate the marks of what is known—i.e. when
there is a nominal definition—or wherec what is known is
indefinable but primitive, 7.e. an nltimate simple notion.. Thus
a composite notion, such as gold, is distinet when all its marks
are known clearly ; it is adequate, if all /the marks are also
known distinctly ; if they are not known distincily, the know-
ledge is inadequate. Leibniz is not certain whether there is
any perfect example of adequate knowledge, but Arithmetic,

"he thinks, approaches it very nearly. Distinct knowledge is
also divided according as it is symbolical or intuitive. It is
symbolical or blind, when we do not perceive the whole nature
of the object at one time, but substitute signs or symbols, as in
Mathematics, whose meaning we can recall when we will
When we embrace in thought at once all the elementary
notions which compose an idea, our thought is sntudtive. Thus
our knowledge of distinet primitive ideas, if we have it, must be
intuitive, while our knowledge of complex notions is, in general,
only symbolical.

'104. This doctrine has important bearings on definition.
A real definition, as opposed to one which is merely nominal,
shows the possibility of the thing defined, and though this may
be done d “posteriors, by showing the thing actually existing, it
may also be done & priori, wherever our knowledge is
adequate, For in this case, a complote analysis- has been
efficted without discovering any contradietion; and where
there i8 no contradiction, that which is defined is necessarily
possible [G. 1v. 424—5 (D. 30). On definition generally,
Leibniz makes niany important observations. A definition is
only the distinet exposition of an idea [G. v. 92 (N. E. 99)],

-
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but it. may be eitacr real or nominal. It is nominal when
it merely enumerates marks, without showing them to be
compatible. It is real when all the marks arc shown to be
compatible, so that what is defined is possible. The idea
defined is then real, even if nothing ever exists of which it
can be predicated [G. v. 279 (N. E. 323)]. Simple torms can-
not have a nominal definition ; but when they are only simple
with regard to us, like green, they can have a real definition
explaining their cause, ns when we say green is o mixture of
blue and yellow [G. v. 275 (N. E. 319)]. The continuity of
forms gives him some trouble in regard to definition, and com-
pels him to admit that we may be in doubt whether some
bebies are human or not. But he points ont, against Locke,
that though we may be unable to decide the question, there
always is only one frue answer, If the creature is rational, it
is human, otherwise it is not human; and it always is either
rational or not rational, though we may be in doubt as to
the alternative to be chosen [G. v. 290 (N.E. p. 339)]. There
is, however, a real difficulty in all cases of continuity, that
an infinitesimal change in the object may make a finite change
in the idea; as the loss of one more hair may just make a
msan bald. In such cases, Leibniz thinks that nature has not
precisely determined the notion [G. v. 281 (N. E. 328)]; but
this seems an inadequate reply.

106, Counnected with Leibniz's notion of definitions, and
of the reduction of all axioms to such as are identical, or
immediate consequences of definitions [G. v. 92 (N. E. 99)],
is his idea of a Characteristica Universalis, or Universal
Mathematics, This was an idea which he cherished throggh-
out his life, and on which he already wrote at the age of
201, He seems to have thought that the symbolic method,
in which formal rules obviate the necessity of thirking, could
produce everywhere the same fruitful results as it has produced
in the sciences of number and quantity. “ Telescopes and
microscopes,” he says, “have not been so useful to the wye
as this instrument would be in adding to the capacity of
thought” (R, vir. 14). “If we had it} we should be able to
reason in metaphysics and morals in wmuch- the same way as

1 In the Disseriatio de Arte Combinatoria, G. 1v, 29102,
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im ,geometry and analysis” (G. vir 21): “If controversies
were to arise, there would be no more need of disputation
between two philosophers than between two accountants.
For it would suffice to take their pencils in their hands, to sit
down to their slates, and to say to each other (with a friend
as witness, if they liked): Lot us caleulate” (G. vir 200),
_ By establishing the premisses in any & priori science, the
" rest, he thought, could be effected by mere rules of inference;
and to establish the right premisses, it was only necessary
to aralyze all the notions employed until simple notions were
reached, when all the axioms would at once follow as identical
propositions. He urged that this method should be employed
in regard to Euclid's axioms, which he held to be capable of
proof [G. v. 92 (N. E. 99)]. The Universal Characteristic seems
to have been something very like the sylloffism. The syllogism,
he says, is one of the most fruitful of human mventlons, a kind
of universal Mathematics [G. v. 460 (N. E. 559)]. What he
desired was evidently akin to the modern science of Symbolie
Logict, which is definitely a branch of Mathematics, and was
developed by Boole under the impression that he was deal-
ing with the “Laws of Thought.” Asa mathematical idea—
as o Universal Algebra, embracing Formal Logic, ordinary
Algebra, and Geometry as special cases—Leibniz's conception
has shown itself in the highest degree useful. But a8 a
method of pursuing philosophy, it had the formalist defect
which results from a belief in analytic propositions, and which
led Spinoza to Employ a geometrical method. For the business
of philosophy is just the discovery of those simple notions,
and those primitive axioms, upon which any calculus or
science must be based, The belief that the primitive axioms
are identical leads to an emphasis on résults, rather than
premisses, which is radically opposed to the true philosophic
method. There can be neither difficulty nor interest in the
premisses, if these are of such a kind as “A is A” or “AB
is not non-A.” And thus Leibniz supposed that the great
requisite was a convenient method of deduction. Whereas,

f
b}

1 G G, vn, 21415, 280, where soveral of the rules of the Caleulus of
Bymbolic Logie are given.
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in fact, the probl;ms of philosophy should be anterior_ .to
deduction. An idea which can be defined, or a proposition
which can be proved, is of only subordinate philosophical
interest. The emphasis should be laid on the indefinable and
indemonstrable, and here no method is available save intuition.
The Universal Characteristic, therefore, though in Mathematics
it was an idea of the highest importance, showed, in philo-
sophy, a radical misconception, encouraged by the syllogism,
and based upon the belief in the analytic nature of neces-
sary truths®

1 For an acoount of Leibniz’s views on this matter see Guhrauer, op. cit.
Vol. 1. p. 8208. For a full treatment, see Conturat, La Logique de Leibnitz,
Paris, 1900 (in the press).
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CHAPTER XV

PROOFS OF THE EXISTENCE OF GOD.

106. I coME now to the weakesi part in Leibniz's phi-
losophy, the part most full of inconsistecies. Whatever, in
the doctrine we have examined, seemed a.tbltra.ry, or in need
of further explanation, was easily explained by the lazy device
of reference o an Omnipotent Creator. And not only unavoid-
able difficulties, but others which might have been avoided,
were left, because they reinforced the arguments npon which
Leibniz’s orthodoxy loved to dwell. A philosophy of substance,
we may say generally, should be either a monism or a monad-
ism, A monism is necessarily pantheistic, and & monadism,
when it is logical, is as necessarily atheistic. JLeibniz, how-
ever, felt any philosophy to be worthless which did not estab-
lish the existence of Qod, and it cannot be denied that certain
gaps in his system were patched up by a reference to the
Divine Power, Goodness and Wisdom. Let us now examine
whu,h the arguments were by which this rosult was attained,

'“There are four distinct arguments, in Leibniz, which
attempt to prove the existence of God.  Only one of these, so
far as I kngw, was invented by him, and that was the worst of
the four. They are: The Ontological Argument, the Cosmo-
logical Argument, the Argument from the Eternal Truths, and
the Argument from the Pre-established Harmony,

107. The Ontological Argument, which Des Cartes had
adapted from Anselm,'is not much used by Leibgiz, and is, in
the Cartesion form, severely criticized by him,' At the same
time, it and the argument from the elernal truths alone start
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from necessary pr:misses, and alone, therefore, are form,ally
capable of bringing out a necessary result. And it is, of
course, quite essential to show that God’s existence is a neces-
sary truth. Moreover, if this be truc, the Ontological Argu-
ment must be substantially correct. For if it is self-contra-
dictory to suppose that God does not exist, it follows thap his
existenco is of his essence, and consequently, that his existence
can be inferred from his esscnce. And this is preeisely whut}
the Ontological Argument a.tt(,mpt,s Accordingly Leibniz iy
carcful not wholly to rcject it.

The Ontological Argument may be put in many ways. In
its original form, it states thut God has all porfections, and
existence is among perfections—that is, the good is better if it
exists than if it does not exist. Consequently existence is of
God’s essence ; to supose that the most perfect Being does not
exist, is self-contradictory. Again God may be defined, without
reference to the Good, as the most real Being, or the sum of all
reality, and then equally it follows from his essence that he
exists. To these arguments Leibniz objected that they do not
prove the idea of God to be a possible idea. They prove, he
admits, what is true only of God, that if he be possible he
exists [ag. G. v. 419 (N. E. 504); G. v1. 614 (D. 224; L. 242)).
This objection had been already made to Des Cartes, and
replied to in the answers to the second objections to his Medi-
tations'. Leibniz showed, without difficulty, that the idea of
God is possible. His possibility follows & posteriori from the
existence of contingent things; for necessary being is being of
itself, and if this were not possible, no being would be posaible’}
[G. 1v. 406 (D. 137)}. But this line of argument bel.gngsé
rather to the cosmolugical proof God's possibility follows
& priori from his having no limitations, no negation, and there-
fore no contradiction [G vL 614 (D. 224; L. 242)]. i This
argnment is well stated in the paper which Leibniz submitted
to Spinoza at the Hague in 1676, with the title, “That the
most perfect Being exists2” The contents of this paper) in
spite of its early dato, are in complete hmmon) with his later

1 See. Oeuvres de Des Cartes, ed. Cousin, Vol. 1. pp. 407, 44011, *
2 @, vi. 261 (N. E. 714). Also Stein, Leilniz u. Spinoza, Beilage L O

Beilage vii,, Jan, 1678.
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philosophy. He undertakes to.prove, fron premisses which
he always accepted, that God is possible, and then uses the
Ontological Argument to show that God is actual. Thus he
prefaces the Ontological Argument by exactly the reasoning
which he always held to be required.

108. The argument is as follows. . Every quality which is
simple or absolute, positive and indefinable, and exprosses its
object without limits, is & perfection. All such qualities can be
predicates of one and the same subject.; For let us assume that
two of them, A and B, are 1ncompa.t1b]e Their incompatibility,
Leibuiz says, cannot be proved without resolving them, other-
wige their nature would not enter into the reasoning. But
both are irresolvable. Nor can their incompatibility, Leibniz
thinks, be known per se. Hence, A and B are not incompatible,
and such a subject is possible. 7 And sinde existence is a per-
fection, such a subject exists, !

This ressoning is certainly valid, in so far as it proves that
God, so defined, is not self-contradictory ; and with the analytic
theory of necessary judgments, this is all that is required to
prove him possible. The interesting point, however, is the
Ontological Argument itself, which is involved in saying that
since existence is a perfection, God exists. This depends upon
regarding existence as a predicate, which Leibniz does [G. V.
339 (N. E. 401)]. But he recognizes, as regards finite things,
a great difference between existence and all other predicates,
Existential judgments alone are not analytic. In any proposi-
tion in which the predicate is nof existence, the predicate is
contained in the subject; but when the predicate 1s zexistence,
it is not so contained, except in the one case of God,: Leibniz
would have admitted, what Kant urged, that a hundred thalers
which I merely imagine are exactly like a hundred thalers
which really exist ; for this is involved in the synthetic nature
of assertions of existence. If this were not the case, the notion
of a hundred actual thalers would be different from that of a
hurrdred pogsible thalexs; existence would be contained i in the
. notion, and 'the existential judgment would be analytic.’. ’ But
Leibniz ought not to have held existence to be mpredma.te ab
all, since two subjects, one of which has a given predicate,
while the other does not have it, cannot possibly be ‘exactly
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alike. He oughf. erefore, to have arrived at Kant's positipn,
that existence is npt a predlcate,, and that God’s non-existonce
cannot be self-contradictory’. He endeavoured, instead, to
bridge the gnlf between contingent and necessary truths, s.e.
between such as are existential and such as are not so, by
means of the necessary existence of God. This attempt is at
the bottom of all his arguments, and is especially obvious in the
case of the cosmological argument, which wo must now examine.
109. ‘The cosmological argument is, at first sight, more
plausible than the ontological argument, but it is less philo-
sophical, and derives its superior plausibility only from conceal-
ing its implications. It has a formal vice, in that it starts from
finite existence as ils datum, and admitting this to be con-
tingent, it proceeds to infer an existent which is not contingent.
But as the premiss js contingent, the conclusion alse must be
contingent. This is only to be avoided by pointing out that
the argument is analytic, that it proceeds from a complex
proposition to one which is logically presupposed in it, and that
necessary truths may be involved in those that are contingent.
But such a procedure is not properly a proof of the presupposi-
tion. If & judgment A presupposes ancther B, then, no doubt,
tf A is true, B is true. But it is impossible that there should
be valid grounds for admitting A, which are not also grounds
for admitting B. “In Euclid, for example, if you admit the
proposit.ions, you must admit the axioms; but it would be
absurd to gwe this as a reason for admitting the axioms. Such
an argument iy at best ad Tominem, when your opponent is a
poor reasoner. If people are willing to admit finite existende,
then you force them to admit God's existence ; but if they ask
a reason why they should adwit finite existence, the only
grounds, if the cosmological argument be valid, are such as
lead first to the existence of God; such grounds, showever, if
they exist, are only to be found in the ontological argument;
and this Leibniz virtually admits by calling this proof an argu-
ment dpostentm [G. v. 614 (D. 224; L. 242)1.™y L

L1 “Bemg is pvidently not a real pradmnte i.ey a conception of something,
which could be added to the conception of & thing, It is merely the positing of
& thing, or of certein deferminations, in itsell” (Rema Vernunft, ed. Hart.
P 400).
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1,The cosmologicel argument, as Leibniz states it, is briefly
~ds follows. The present world is necessary hypothetically, but
not sbsolutely. Siuce it is what it is, it follows that it will be
what it will be. But causality, which connects one state of the
world with the next, never shows why there is any world at
all. Even if we suppose the eternity of the world, we cannot
escape the necessity for some reason of the whole series;
though each state follows from the preceding, we never get a
sufficient reason why there are any states at all. Hence there
must be some extramundane reason of things. The whole
oollection of finite existents is contingent, and therefore
demands a sufficient reason; but this cannot be found within
the series, since every term is contingent, and itself requires a
sufficient reason. Hence the sufficient reason of all contingents
must be itself not contingent, but metadhysically necessary.
Moreover the reason of the existing can only be derived from
the existing. Hence the metaphysically necessary sufficient
reason of all contingents must be a necessary existent, i.e a
Being whose essence involves existence; and this can only be
God [G. vir. 302 (D. 100; L. 387)].

110.;" This argument is open to attack on the ground that,
if the reason of an existent can only be some other existent,
then the ontological argument cannot be valid. “For in
eternal things it must be understood that, even if there were
no cause, there is & reason, which, in perduring things, is
necessity itself or essence” (Ib). Thus it is only the reason
of a contingent existent that must be an existent. But this
can only be on the ground that the reason of the contingent
must be one that inclines, but does not necessitate, which is,
indeed, of the very essence of contingency. Accordingly, when
Gol's necessary existence has been obtained, the world of con-
tingents mnust not follow from it necessarily. It follows that
Gud’s volitions must be coutingent, for they necessarily attain
their effects, and if these effects are to be contingent it can
only be, therefore, because the volitions are contingent. The
volitions themselves, therofore, require a sufficient reason,
which, inclines but does'not necessitate. This is found in God’s
goodness. It is held that God is free to do evil, but does not
do so [G. v. 386 (D. 208); G. vir 409 (D. 274)]. Bu$ God's
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Thus the contingdney of existential propositions rests ulti-
mately upon the dssertion that Glod does not necessarily do
good (G. 1v. 438). God’s good actions, in fact, have to be
conceived as a collection of particular existents, each having a
sufficient reason in his goodness. Or else we may place their
sufficient reason in his wisdom, namely in his knowledge of
the good, whioh is a knowledge of neccssary propositions.
God’s goodness, Leibniz says, led him to desire to create the
good, his wisdom showed him the best possible, and his power
enabled him to create it (G. vI. 167). %

-But to return to the cosmological argument. By saying
that the whole world of contingents is still contiugent, and
must have a reason in some metaphysically necessary Being
other than itself, Le;bniz endeavours to exclude the pantheism
which lurks in all a.rguments for God. He might equally well
bave said that every finite existent is conditioned by some
other existent, but the whole series of existents cannot be con-
ditioned by any existent. It would follow that its sufficient
reason was not an existent, and therefore that the sum total of
existence is metaphysically necessary. This form of argument
would, however, have landed him in Spinozism. It is very
analogous to the form used by Mr Bradley, and it really under-
lies Leibniz's argument. Its validity is indisputable if the
existential theory of judgment be admitted. To maintain that
there is no truth is self-contradictory, for if our contention were

. itself true, there would be truth. If, then, all truth consists in
propositions about what exists, it is self-contradictory to main-
tain that nothing exists. Thus the existence of something is
metaphysically necessary.j This argument, which is set Torth
at length in Book I, Cﬁa.pé' 1.—1v. of Mr Bradley’s Logic, -
partakes of both the Onhologlca.l and Cosmologicalarguments.
"It also suggests Leibniz's proof from the Eternal Truths; from
“which we shall discover the sense in which he held the existen-
tial theory of judgments. .

111 ‘We have seen that Leibniz held the eternal trubha
to be ons apd all hypothetical. They'-do not assert the exist-
ence of their subjects. The possible is wider than the actual,
and all the possible worlds can only be described by eternal

goodness itself mlfb be supposed necessary (cf p. 39 supsn).
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alarms Leibniz.. It may be objected, he thinlfs, that possibilities
or essences prior to existence are fictions, To this he replies,
that they are not fictions, but must be sought in the mind of
God, along with the eternal truths. The existence of the actual
geries of things, he continues, shows his assertion to be not
gratuitous; for the reason of the series is not to be found
within it, but must be sought in metaphysical necessities or
eternal truths, while at the same time the reason of a con-
tingent existent must itself exist. Therefore the eternal truths
must have their existence in an absolutely or metaphysically
necessary Being, ¢.e. in God *[6. vir 805 (D. 103; L. 34:‘3)]
Thus confused ideas are those which represent the universe,
while distinet ideas, from which necessary truths are derived,
are n representation of God (N. E. 109; G, v. 99). And God's
understanding is described as the region of the eternal truths
(G. vi. 115; G. vir. 311). In God those things which otherwise
would be imaginary are realized [G. vir 305 (D, 103 ; L. 343)).
Thus relations derive their reality from the supreme reason
(G. v. 210; N. E. 235), t.e. from the fact that they exist in the
divine mind. {God, according to Leibniz, sees not only indi-
vidual monads and their various states, but also the relations
between monads,and in this consists the reality of relationst
Thus in the case of relations, and of etornal truths generally,
esse is percipi. But the perception must be God's perception,
and this, after all, has an object, though an internal one [G. VL
614 (D. 225; L. 243)] Thus our knowledge of the eternal
truths becomes a knowledge of God, since these traths are
part,of God’s nature. And this is why rational spirits, which
know eternal truths, are said to mirror not only the universe
of creatures, but also God.

112. Phis argument I can only describe as scandalous. In
the first place it confuses God's knowledge with the truths
which God knows—a confusion which, in other places, Leibniz
quite clearly exposes. “ Essences,” he says, “can, in a certain
way, be conceived of without God....... And the very essence of
God smbraces all othér essences to such a degrde that God
cannot be perfectly conceived without them” (D. 175; F. de C.

© 1 G 438, Cf also Monadolagy, § 48.

truths, . But this view, which seems to me‘Ehoroughly sound,
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24). And again: 4 It can no more be said that God and,the
things known by Cipd are onc and the same thing, than that-the
mind and the things perceived by the mind are the same”
(D.177; F.de C. 34). This last passage is an argument against
Spinoza, and doubtless has only existents in view, But if truths
can be the same as the knowledge of them, why may not this be
so when the truths are existential ? And the former passage
cannot be thus disposed of, since it deals explicitly with essences,
and points out the true argument, namely that God cannot be
conceived of without essences. Morcover, as T have alrendy
suggested, God’s existence itgelf, since it is proved, has a
ground ; and this ground cannot be identified with God’s know-
ledge of it.{ The eternal truths, Leibniz strongly urges, do
not depend, as Des Cartes had held, upon God's will. For this
there are many reasons. In the first place, God’s will depends
upon a sufficient reason, which must always be his perception
of the good. But this can only be a motive to God's choice, if
the good itself is independent of such choice. God could have
no motive in deciding what was to be decreed good, unless one
possible decree was bettor than another, and thus we get into
a vicious circle. Moreover God’s existence is among eternal
truths, and who would dare, Leibniz asks triumphantly, to
declare that God's existence is due to his will (. vir. 810—1)7?
But who would dare, we may retort, to say that God's existence
depends upon his understanding ? fWould any one maintain
that the reason of God's existence is his knowledge of it? If
this were the case, proofs of the existence of God ought first to
prove that God knows of it, and thence deduce that what Re
knows, i.¢. his own existence, is true. But it must be obgious
that his existence' does not depend upon his knowledge of it.
Nor can it be maintained that the two are ideuticel, for his
knowledge comprises many other propositions, and he contains,
besides knowledge, the attributes of Goodness and Power,
Thus. his existence cannot be synonymous with his knowledge
of it. And the same is evident, on reflection, concerning ail
other truthe. Leibniz maintains that God's view is veritable,
that what ha knows is true (g, G- Iv. 339); and he evidently
regards this statement as not tautological. But if truth means
1 @. vr. 365 (D. 244), 879; 1v. B4,
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wheg God knows, the statement that God's‘jnew is veritable is
equivalent to the statement that he knows what he knows.
Moreover, God’s existence is deduced from the Law of Contra-
digtion, to which it is therefore subsequent. | Hence we cannot,
without a vicious cn'cle, maintain that this law is only due to
God's knowledge of it. . Again, without the law of identity or
contradiction, as Leibniz truly says [G. v. 14 (D.94; N.E. 14)),
there would be no difference between truth a,nd falsehood,
Therefore, without this law, it could not be true, rather than
false, that God exists. Hence, though God’s existence may
depend upon the law of contradlcblon, this law cannot in turn
depend upon God's exlstence Finally, consider the very mean-
ing of the word proposztwn ! Leibniz has to maintain that
eternal truths exist in the mind of God [G. vi 280; vIL 305
(D. 108 ; L. 343)). Thus we cannot say that God is subjected
to eternal truths, for they form part of his very nature, to wit
his understanding. " But again Leibniz speaks of them as the
internal object of his understanding [G. vI. 614 (D. 225; L.
243)], thus suggesting by the word object, what the word
internal is intended to deny, that the truths are something
different from the knowledge of them. And this, if we consider,
. is obvious. For how can an eternal truth exist?- The Law of
Contradiction, or the proposition that two and two are four, or
the truths of Geometry—these, we are told, exist in the mind
of God. But it must surely be evident, if we counsider the
matter, that these truths are wholly incapable of existence, and
that what exists is only the knowledge of them. It can scarcely
bé maintained that in studying Euclid we are studying God’s
Paychology. If, to mend matters, we were to say that truths
actually constitute God’s understanding, and if this is what
mokes them true, then, since we must always distinguish
betwecn a proposition and the knowledge of it, the impious con-
sequence follows that God can have no knowledge. Truths ars
God’s states of mind, and we know these truths; but God cannot
.kno'w ther, since knowledge is distinet from what is known.

- ¥ This objeetion is urgadcby Leibniz himself, in a paper written probably
ahout 1680, ageinst Des Cartes. *‘The God of Des Cartes,"She says, “hans

neither will nor understanding, since, according to Des Cartes, he has not the

good for the objeot of his will, nor the true for the object of his underatanding*
- (O v 299).
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And generally if ja truth be something existing in spme
mind, then that néind, and another which knows the truth,
cannot be aware of the same truth. If we once admit that
there is one and only one Law of Contradiction, which is
the same whoever knows i, then the law itself is something
distinct from all knowledge, and cannot logically depend upon
God's mind. TUnless truth be distinet from CGod’s knowledge,
there is nothing for God to know. God's understanding is
constituted by knowledge of the eternal truths, and if these in
turn are constituted by his knowledge, there is no way for his
knowledge to begin, and no reason why it should know the
propositions it does know rather than other propositions. Thus
the eternal truths must be true apart from God's knowledge,
and cannot therefore be used to prove his existence,: Leibniz
seems, in fact, never to have made up his mind as to whether
God's understanding is a collection of truths, or the knowledge
of this collection. The former alternative would have led o &
God almost exactly like Spinoza's, but would have left no place
for God’s will. The latter should have left the truth of what
God knows independent of his knowledge, and therefore not a
ground for inferring the existence of the knowledge or of the
Knower, .

113, We have now seen the fallacies involved in Leibniz’s
deduction of God from the eternal truths, I wish to reinforce
the above arguments by some general remarks on truth and
knowledge, suggested by that proof.

(It is a view commonly held that, as Leibniz puts it, the
eternal truths would not subsist if there were no understanding,
not even God’s (Q. vi. 226. Cf. Spinoza, Ethics, 11, 7, Schol.).
This view has been encouraged by Kant’s notion that d priori
truths are in some way the work of the mind, and has been
exalted by Hegelianism into a first principle. Sinoe it is self-
contradictory to deny all truth, it has thus become solf-contra-
dictory to deny all knowledge. - And since, on this view,
nothing can be true without bemg known, it has become néces-
sary to postulate either a personal God, or a kind of pantheistic
universal Mimd from whose nature truths perpetually fow or
emanate, What I wish to point out is, that Leibniz's proof of
God is -merely a theological form of this argument, and that
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eveypything that I urged against Leibniz apyilies equally against
all who make truth dependent upon knowsedge.. It is to be
remembered, in this connection, that knowledge is a complex
conception, compounded of truth and belief Belief, as a
psychical phenomenon, is just the same when the proposition
believed is false as when it is true. The first difficulty en-
countered by the view I am discussing is, therefore, the distine-
tion between true and false belief, between knowledge and
error. The second difficulty is analogous to the difficulty of
supposing the truth that God exists to be dependent upon
God’s knowledge of this truth. Is the proposition, that truth
depends upon knowledge, itself true or false? If false, the
position collapses. If true, how can it be iteelf dependent
upon knowledge? To make it thus dependent is to incur a
vicious circle; to make it not dependent, is again to abandon
the position. A. third difficulty is, that knowledge is not a
simple idea, and the propositions defining it must be prior to
the proposition that knowledge axists.

The position rests on the same basis as the cosmologma.l
argument. This depends upon the existential theory of judg-
ment, the theory, namely, that all truth consists in describing
what exists. The dependence of truth upon knowledge is really
a particular case of the existential theory of propositions, and
like that theory, involves the gross assumption that what does
not exist is nothing, or even meaningless. For truth is evi-
dently something, and must, on this theory, be connected with
existence. Now knowledge (perhaps) exists, and therefore it is
convenient to make truth a property of knowledge. Thus the
proposition, that a given proposition is true, is reduced to the
proposition that it is known, and thus becomes existential.
Hence Leibniz is right in connecting very closely the cosmo-
logical argument and the argument from the eternal truths
[eg. G. vir 302—5 (D. 100—103; L. 337—343)]. But he is
mistaken, at least so it seems to me, in holding that truth de-
penils upon existence. And for one who held the possible to be
wider than the actual, this theory is quite peculiarly untenable,

. The inconsistencie.@, in which Leibniz is invlved by the
belief in Ged, are'so many and various that it would take long
to develop them all. The one which I have just mentioned is,

-



L d

PROOF3 OF THE EXISTENCE OF GOD. 183

however, among thfj most important. The view that the agjaal
is not coextensive {¥ith the possible is, as we have seen, quite
essential to Leibnifs doctrine of contingency and freedom, as
well as to his solution of the problem of evil This view is
denied by the existential theory of judgments, upon which two
of Leibniz's proofs of God depend. If every proposition ascribes
a predicate to some existent, then we cannot maintain, as an
ultimate truth, that the non-existent is possible. We can only
mean by this that God, or some one else, believes it to be
possible, and we must hold, if we are logical, that this belief is
erroneous. Thus Leibniz falls, by his introduction of God, into
a Spinozistic necessity: only the actual is possible, the non-
existent -is impossible, and the ground for contingency has
disappeared.

Another aspect of Spinozism is also inevitable, if God be
conceived as having any influence on the monads. This is the
belisf in only one substance. Before developing this inconsist-
ency, however, it will be well to examine the proof which was
Leibniz's favourite, the proof which he himself invented, that,
namely, from the pre-established harmony.

114 ;{ The proof from the pre-established harmony is a
particular form of the so-called physico-theological proof, other-
wise known as the argument from design. “This is the argument
of the Bridgewater Treatises, and of popular theology generally,
Being more palpably inadequate than any of the others, it has
acquired a popularity which they have never emjoyed. The
world is so well constructed, we are told, that it must have had
a highly skilful Architect. ,;;"In Leibniz's form, the argumeﬁt
states that the harmony of all the monads can only have agisen
from a common cause [eg. G. 1v. 486 (D. 79; L. 316)] That
they should all exactly synchronize, can only be explained by a
Creator who pre-determined their synchronism. ket us see
what this theory involves. *

{ There are, roughly speaking, two functions which & Chris-
tian' God has to fulfil. He has to be a Providence anl a
Creator. Leibniz merged the first of these functions in the
second?, thoush he often denied that he*had done so. Gad, he

1 Ses Arnauld’s objeotions, G 11 15.
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sayg, is the soul’s immediate external object, and is able to act
directly on the soul, though apparently he )élery seldom does so
[G. v. 99 (N. E. 109)). This is a sense in which Leibniz agrees
ta Malebranche'’s doctrine, that we see all things in God [G, vI.
578 (D. 189)]. But it is better to do away entirely with the
immediate operation of God on the world, which is plainly
inconsistent with Leibniz's logic. All the grounds against the
interaction of substances are, as we saw, grounds giving meta-
physical necessity, and therefore applying equally against God's
action on the world. We will therefore suppose that God is
the Creator, and that his Providence is shown only in creating
the best possible world. :

Whenever Leibniz is not thinking of theological objections,
he regards God’s action on the world as entirely limited to
creation. God’s goodness, he says, led him to desire to create
the good, his wisdom showed him the best possible, and his
power enabled him to create it (G. V1. 167). God’s wisdom and
goodness correspond, roughly speaking, to knowledge and voli-
tion in us, but his power is a peculiar attribute, to which crea-
tures have nothing parallel’. God’s wisdom consists of his
knowledge of all truths, necessary and contingent alike. In so
far as truths are necessary, his knowledge of them, which consti-
tutes his understanding, is prior to his volitions; for his
volitions are determined by his knowledge of the good and all
true propositions about the good are necessary truths. ,, Leibniz
perceived (e.g. Q. Iv. 344) that God’s volitions could not signifi-
cantly be called good, unless the good was independent of them,
though he did not see that God's thoughts could not be signifi-
cantly called wise, unless the truth was independent of them.
Thus wisdom and goodness concur in creating a good world,
since wisdom is required to know that it is good. But power-
is required+for the creation of it, not for determining its nature.
And here Leibniz seems to be guarded against incongistency by
the theory of contingent Judgment‘.s Every existential propo-
sition not concerned with God is contingent, and thus, though
God cannot, without positive contradiction, be supposed to
affect the mzture of a.ny one substance, yet heCmay, without

* K.g. G. vr. 615 (D, 225; I, 244—G), But contrast G. tv. 515 (D, 125).
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contradiction, be supposed to cause the emistence of that spb-
stance. This is thy sense in which the pre-established harmony
is due to God. Goll chose to create monads which harmonized,
and though the harmony arises from their natures, the emistence
of monads having such natures is due to God’s power.

115. Concerning this argument, we may observe that, if
the cosmological proof be sound, the present proof is super-
fluons, 'If God’s oxistence can be inferred from any finite
existence, the particular nature of what exists is irrelevant, or
is useful at most, for a subsequent empirical proof that God is
good. Moreover, with Leibniz's conception of substance, there
is much difficulty in the iden of creating a substance, - Here he
falls inta inconsistency with the ontological argument, to which
I must now return.

If existence can be of God’s essence—and it is necessary to
the ontological proof that it should be so—then existence is a
predicate of God. But if existence is a predicate of God, then
it is a predicate. Hence, when we say anything exists, exist-
ence is a predicate of this existent. So far, Leibniz wounld
admit the argument [G. v. 339 (N. E. p. 401)]. But if existence
be & predicate, then it is part of the nature of a substance, and
a substance, by being created, acquires a new predicate. Hence
the special position of existence, as a contingent and synthetic
predicate, falls to the ground. If all substances always contain
all their predicates, then all substances always contain or do
not contain the predicate existence, and God must be as power-
less over this predicate as over any other. To add the predi-
cate emistence must be metaphysically impossible Thus eithr
creation is self-contmdxctory, or, if existence is not a predxcate
the ontological argument is unsound. But the other argu-
ments, as Kant pointed out, all depend upon this argument,
Hence if we accept it, we must regard CGod ag the only
substance, as an immanent pantheistic God incapeble of erea-
tion ; or, if we reject it, we must admit that all monads exist
" necessarily, and are not dependent upun any outside ceusg,
This is why I said (§ 106) that monism must be pantheistic, and
monadism mmst be atheistic. And so % happens that Leibniz,

! Reine Vernunft, ed. Hartenstein, 1867, pp. 414, 427,

.
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whenever he treats God at all seriously, falls involuntarily into a
Spinozistic pantheism.’ b

116. Some of these pantheistic consbquences are worth
noting. “Everything is in God,” Leibniz says, “ as place is in
that which is placed” (D. 178; F. de C. 38). Now place, in
his system, is a mere attribute of what is placed; therefore
things should be mere attributes of God “God alone,” we
are told in the Monadology, “is...... the original simple sub-
stance, of which all created or derivative monads are products,
born, so to speak, from moment to moment by continual ful-
gurations of the Deity” [G. v1. 614 (D. 226; L. 243)] The
following passage of the Discours de Métaphysique might almost
have been written by Spinoza. “Created substances depend on
God, who conserves them, and even produces them continually
by a kind of emanation, as we produce our thoughts. For
God......views all aspects of the world in all possible ways;’
the result of each view of the universe, as if seen from & certein
place, is a substance expressing the universe conformably to
this point of view, if God sees fit to make his thought effective
and produce this substance. And since God’s view is always
veritable, our perceptions are so too; it is our judgments,
which are from us, that deceive us” (G. 1v. 439), One wonders
what change is made when God “makes his thought effective!,”
It would seem that the sum of all substances must be indis-
cernible from God, and therefore identical with him—the very
creed of pantheism® Leibniz once approaches very near to
the doctrine that all determination is negation, though he
seems unaware that this ought to lead him to Spinozism. The

1 Conirast the following passage in the same work (. 1v. 468): “I am not,
however, of the opinion of some able philosophers, who seem to maintain that
our jdeas themselves are in God, and not af all in ws. This comes, in my
opinion, from their not yet having sufiiciently considered what we have just
explained here concerning substances, nor all the extent and independence of
Jur goul, which causes it to contain oll that happens to it, and to express God
god-with him all poseible aud actual beings, as an effect expresses its cause.
Also it is an inconceivable thing that I should think by the ideas of another.”

* 1t Is true Leibniz sesurgs us on the next page that God sees the universe
not only ae oreated substances see it, but also quite differentlf. But this still
leaves all created subktances indiscernible from a part of God—a view no less
pantheistio than the other,
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argument is as to the necessity of a primitive force in quch
monad, of which th¥ derivative force is o modification. Without
primitive entelechies, he says, “there would be modifications
without anything substantial to be modified; for what is merely
passive could not have active modifications; since modification,
Jar from adding any perfection, can only be a variable restric-
tion or limitation, and consequently cannot exceed the per-
fection of the subject” (G. 11 87). (My italics). Leibniz even
confesses (G. 11. 232) that his assertion of many substances is
rather arbitrary. “If the notion of substance in its generic
definition,” he says, “is only applicable to the simplest or
primitive substance, this alone will be substance. And it is
in your power,” he continues, “so to take the word substance,
that God alone shall be substance, and other substances shall
be called otherwise. But I prefer to seek a notion which fits
other things, and agrees with common usage, according to
which you, he, and 1 are deemed substances. You will not
deny that this is legitimate, and, if it succeeds, useful.”

It is thus evident how wide a gulf, when God is being
considered, there is between God, the primitive substance, and
the monads or created substances. But when Leibniz is occu-
pied with the monads, God has to be debased from the high
position which pantheism gives him, and twice, at least, he is
spoken of as one among monads (G. 111, 686 ; viL 502). These
two passages should, I think, be regarded as slips. The usual
expressions for God are simple primitive substance, or primi-
tive unity. In the two passages where God is called a monag,
this does not occur very directly. In one, we are told that
“monads, except the primitive one, are subject to passiens”
(G. 1. 636). The other is more direct. “The mounad or

* simple substance contains in its generic definition perception
and appetition, and is either the primitive one or Gol, in which
is the ultimate reason of things, or is derivative, 1.0, a created
monad” (G. Vit 502). That these two passages are to be
regarded as slips seems likely if only because (so far as I know)
there are no others, This is-rendered gtill more -probable by
the fact that The traditional expression monas monadum, so far
as I can discover, ocours nowhere. It was used by Bruoo, from
whom it used to be thought that Leibniz got the word monad,
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Thig fact seems to have led Hegel® to suppose that Leibniz also

used the phrase, and subsequent writers, wi;h the exception of

Erdmann (v. Geschichte, Vol. 11 2, p. 62), séem to have rashly

sssumed that Hegel had some authority for the supposition.

Thus it is better not to regard Leibniz's God as one among

monads, especially as the monads form a continuous series, and
evidently there cannot be one differing infinitely little from

God.

We may now sum up the inconsistencies into which Leibniz
is fed by his theology. The ontological argument, which is alune
capable of proving that God’s existence is a necessary truth, is
incompatible with the unique position which, where finite
things are concerned, is assigned to existence, Leibniz's phi-
losophy of the finite and the contingent, if it be valid, involves
Kant's position, that existence adds nothing to the nature of
what exists, 7.¢, that existence is not merely one among predi-
cates. If this be so, existence cannot form part of any essence,
and the ontological argument falls. The cosmological argument
depends upon the existential theory of judgment, which is
inconsistent with Leibniz's separation of the possible and the
actual. For his theory of contingency, it is essential that
something non-existent should be possible; and this is not an
oxistential judgment. The proof by means of the eternal
truths supposes that the truth of propositions results from their
being believed—a view which is in itself wholly false, and
which, further, renders it quite arbitrary what propositions
God is to believe. It also depends upon the existential theory
of judgment, since its basis is, that truth, being as such non-
existent, is nothing per se, but must be a mere property of
true beliefs—a view whose circularity is self-evident, The
argument from the pre-established harmony, again, involves '
s Creator,"and the creation of substances is only possible if

existence be not a predicate. But in that case, God’s existence
* cannob be an analytic proposition, and must, on Leibniz's logic,
b contingent. The ontological argument will be unsound, and

! E,g, in his history of pailosophy, Werke, Vol. xvr, pp. 419, 422. Also in
the smaller Logio, Werke, Vol. v. p. 865; Wallace’s Translation, p. 384,
Lafbniz in all probability derived the word monad from his friend van Helmont,
Bes Btein, Leidniz und Spinoza. ’
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God’s existence itself, being contingent, must have a sufficient
reason which inclipes without necessitating, But if this be
required, we might just as well admit the preestablished
harmony as an ultimate fact, since the assumption of God’s
existence is insutlicient for its explanation,.

117. A few words seem needed as to God's goodness.
Most philosophers seem to suppose that, if they can establish
God’s existence, his goodness necessarily follows.  Accordingly,
though Leibniz does, in certain passages, give somo argument
for what, in a métaphysical sense, may be called God’s perfec-
tion, he nowhere takes the trouble to prove his goodness, In
the argument submitted to Spinoza, we saw that a perfection is
defined as any quality which is simple and absolute, positive and
indefinable, and expresses its object without limits (G. vi1. 261).
Leibniz seems to have adhered to this definition of a perfection.
Thus he says in the Monadology [§§ 40, 41; G. v1. 613 (D.223;
L. 239)]: “We may judge also that this supreme substance,
which is unique, universal and necessary, having nothing out-
side of itself which is independent of it, and being a simple
consequence of possible being, must be incapable of limits, and
must contain just as much reality as possible. Whence it
follows, that God is absolutely perfect, perfection being nothing
but the magnitude of positive reality strictly understood, setting
aside the limits or boundaries in things which have them.
And where there are no boundaries, that is to say, in God,
perfection is absolutely infinite!.” But perfection understood
in this sense, though it does appear to involve God's mﬁmte
goodness, involves equally, except on a purely privative view *of
evil, his infinite badness. To escape this, Leibniz, like 5most
optimists, asserts that evil is a limitation. God, he snys, is
infinite, the Devil is limited; good advances ad infinttum, evil
has bounds [G. vi. 378 (D. 196)]. Thus God's perfection in-
volves infinite goodness, but not infinite badness, If Leibniz

1 Thig seems alao Leibniz's ethicsl sense of perfeation. Of. G. vir. 903
(D. 101; L. 340): “Among the infinite combinations of posmbles and possible
series, thst ong%exists by which the most of essenle or of poegibility is brought
into existence.”, Aleo @. vir, 805 (D. 103; L. 342). But the two are distinguished
on the next page, where moral perfection appears as & species of metaphysical
perfeehon.
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had_admitted badness to be a positive predicate, he could not
have retained his definition of God, or his dloctrine of analytic
judgments, For good and bad would tHen have been not
mutually contredictory, but yet obviously incompatible as pre-
dicates of God. Accordingly he asserted—though without
arguments of any kind—that badness is essentially finite. But
this brings me to his Ethics, with the discussion of which this
work will come to an end.
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CHAPTER XVI

LEIBNIZ'S ETHICS.

118.- IN the last chapter we saw that God's goodness is
the metaphysically necessary sufficient reason of God's good
acts, which are contingent, and indeed the ultimate contingents
from which all others flow. This brought us to the threshold
of Leibniz's Ethics, in which, more even than in his doctrine of
God, all the difficulties and inconsistencies of his system cul-
minate. By the emphasis which he laid on final causes, he
gave Ethics very great importance in his philosophy. And
yet he appears to have bestowed but the smallest part of
his thought on the meaning and nature of the good. His
Ethics is a mass of inconsistencies, due partly to indifference,
partly to deference for Christian moralists. Though I shall
treat the subject briefly, I shall give it quite as large a space,
proportionally, as it seems to have occupied in Leibniz's
meditations.

There are three separate questions, which I shall have %o
treat of The first two are psychological, and the last,only
is properly ethical. These are (1) the doctrine of freedom and
determination, (2) the psychology of volition, (3) the nature
of the good. .

(1) The doctrine, by which Leibniz sought to reconcile
free will with his thorough-going determinism, depends wholly
upon coutingency and the activity of substances. Freedom,
as Leibniz points out, is a very ambiguous term.

“ Freedoi) of will,” he says, “is,..understood in two different
senses. The first is when it is opposed td the imperfection
or slavery of the spirit, which is & coercion or constraint, but
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intepnal like that arising from the passions. The other sense
is used when freedom is opposed to necessity.” In the first
sense, “ God alone is perfectly free, and crelated spirits are so,
only in proportion as they are superior to their passions,
And this freedom properly concerns our understanding. But
the freedom of spirit, opposed to necessity, concerns the bare
will, and in so far as it is distinguished from the under-
standing. This is what is called free-will, and it consists in
this, that we hold that the strongest reasons or impressions,
which the understanding presents to the will, do not prevent
the act of the will from being contingent, and do not give it
a necessity which is absolute, and so to speak, metaphysical®”

Of these two senses, the first corresponds to the distinction
of activity and passivity. The will is free in so far as we are
active, t.e. determined by distinct ideas; God alone, who has
only distinet ideas, is perfectly free. And thus this sense is
connected with the understanding®. The other is the sense
which is relevant in the free-will countroversy, and the one
which must be examined now.

Leibniz recognized—as every careful philosopher should—
that all psychical events have their causes, just as physical
- events have, and that prediction is as possible, theoretically,
in the one case as in the other. To this he was committed
by his whole philosophy, and especially by the pre-established
harmony. He points out that the fature must be determined,
since any proposition about it must be already true or false
(G. vi. 123). And with this, if he had not been resolved to
rescue free will, he might have been content. Tho whole
doctrine of contingency might have been dropped with ad-
vantage. But that would have led to a Spinozistic necessity,
and have conlradicted Christian dogma. Accordingly he held
—as the cofimection of the analytic and the necessary also lod
him to hold—that all existential propositions and all causal
connections are contingent, and that consequently, though
volifions have invariable causes, they do not follow neces-

sarily from those causes®, He ryjected entirely the liberty of
. L)

1 N. E. pp. 179—180; G. v. 160—1, Bk, 11. Chap. xx1.
* Of. @, vo. 109110, for further developments as to freadom in this sense,
' OL. G. v, 163—4 (N, E. 188). :
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indifference—the doctrine that the will may be uncaused—md
even held this to be self-contradictory’, For it is necessary
that every event sllould have a cause, though it is contingent
that the cause should produce its effect. He held also that
the indifference of equilibrium would destroy moral good and
evil. For it would imply a choice without reason, and there.
fore without & good or a bad reason. But it is in the goodness
or badness of the reason that moral good and evil consist
(G. vi. 411). He rejected also the pretended introspective
proof of freedom, by our supposed sense of it; for, as he
rightly says, we may be determined by insensible perceptions
(G. v1. 180). Freedom in the present sense is equally attributed
to God ;. his volitions, though always determined by the motive
of the best, are none the less contingent (G. vi. 408—9;
D. 278—4). It may be asked why beasts and even bare monads
are not free. For this theve is, I think, no adequate ground,
Beasts, Leibniz confesses, have spontaneity (G. vir 109), but
. not liberty (&. vL 421), Spontaneity, he says, is contingency
without constraint, and a thing is constrained when its prin-
ciple comes from without (G. vi1. 110). By the principle of
a thing, I imagine Leibniz must mean the sufficient reason
of its changes. This, then, in an animal, should be internal,
The only sense, accordingly, in which an animal is not free,
would seem to be that its volitions are not determined by
knowledge of the good®

1 Of, G . 420; m. 401 (D. 171); v. 164 {N. E. 188); vxu 379,

9 Leibnis’s views on this point are collected in o short paper, given®by
Gerhardt both in French and Latin (G, vir. 108—111). I translate from the
French, -

“Liberty is spontaneity joined to intelligence.

*'Thus what is called spontaneity in beasts and in other substances destitute
of intelligence, is raised in man to & higher degree of perfectiog, and is calied
liberty.

“Spontaneity is contingency without nompulmon in other words, we call
spontaneous what is néither necessary nor constrained.

*“We call contingent what is not necessary, or (what is the same thing) thet
whose opposite is possible, implying no contradiction.

“Constraingd is that whose principle comessfrom without, (Of. Pollock's
Spinoza, 2ud ed, p. 198, SBpinoza has only the opposition JSree or consirained,
1ot Leibniz's farther distinetions.)

“There is indifference, when thers is no more reason for one than for the
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19. (2) This brings me to the psychology of volition
and pleasure. Leibniz holds that pleasure is a sense of per-
feotion, and that what Locke calls uneasifess is essential to
the happiness of created beings, which never consists in com-

other, Otherwise, there wonld be determination, (The Latin has: And the
determined is opposed {o it.)

+ All the actions of single substances are contingent. For it can be shown
that, if things happened otherwise, there would be no contradiotion on that
acoount.

s All netions are determined, and never indifferent. For there is always a
reason inclining ua to one rather than the ofhor, since nothing happens without
a veason. Xt is true that these inclining reasons are not necessitating, and
destroy neither contingency nor liberty.

« A liberty of indifference iz impossible, Ho that it cennot be found eny-
where, not even in God. For Gud is determined by himself to do always the
best, And oreatures are always determined by internal or external reasons.

#The more substances are determined by themselves, and removed from
indifference, the more perfect thay are, For, being always determined, they will
have the determination either from themselves, and will be by so muoch the
more powerful and perfect, or they will have it from without, and then they will
be vroportionally obliged o serve external things.

“The more we st acoording to reason the more we are free, and there is the
more gervitude the more we aot by the passions. For the more we act according
to reason, the more we act conformably to the perfectiona of our own nature,
and in proportion as we allow ourselves to be ocarried away by passions, we are
slaves of external things which make us suffer.

“To gum up: All actions are contingent, or without necessity, But also
everything is dstermined or regular, and there is no indifference. We may
even say that substances are freer in proportion as they are further removed
from indifference and more self-determined. Aud that the lesa they have need
of external defermination, the nearer they approach to the divine perfestion,
For God, being the freest and most perfect substance, is also the most completely
detrrmined by himself to do the most perfect. Bo that Nothing (¢ Rien), which
ia the most imperfect and the furthest removed from God, is also the most
indiffergnt and the least determined. Now in =o far as we have lights, and act
acoording to reason, we shall bo determined by the perfections of our own
nature, and congequently we shall ba freer in proportion as we are less
embarrassed as to our cholea, It is true that all our perfuctions, and those of
sll nature, com$ from God, but this, far from being contrary to liberty, is rather
the very reason why we are freo, beoause God has communicated to us a certain
degree of his perfection and of his liberty. Let us, then, content ourselves with
s ljbeghy whioh is desirable, and approaches that of God, which makes us the
most disposed o choose well and ach well; and let us not pretend to thab
harmfal, not o zay shimerieyl liberty, of being in wncertainty and perpetual
tmbarragsment, like thet Ass of Buridan, famous in the schobls, who, being
Placed nt an equal distance between two packs of wheat, and having nothing

that determined him to go to one rather than the other, allowed himsslf to die
of hunger,”
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plete possession [(. v, 175 (N. E. 194); vir. 73 (D, 130)]. Action,
he says, brings joy, while passion brings pain; and action’and
passion consist in ipassing to. a greater or less degree of per-
fection (G.1v. 441)". Thus when Leibniz agrees with Locke,
that the good is what produces pleasure [G. v, 149 (N. E, 167)],
he is not accepting Utilitarianism, but asserting a psycho-
logical connection between the attainment of good and the
feeling of pleasure. In the same way he may be freed from
the appearance of psychological hedonism, to which he ap-
proaches dangerously near (New Essays, Bk. 1 Chap. 11.),
There are, Leibniz thinks, innate instinets, from which innate
truths may be derived. “Although we may say truly that
morals have indemonstrable principles, and that one of the
first and most practical is, that we must pursue joy and shun
sorrow, we must add that this is not a truth which is known
purely by reason, since it is founded on internal experience,
or on confused knowledge, for we do not feel what joy and
sorrow are” [G. v. 81 (N. E. 86)]. “This maxim,” he con-
tinues, “is not known by reason, but, so to speak, by an
instinct” (:0.). But reason should lead us rather to seek
Jelicity, which “is only a lasting joy. Our instinct, however,
does not tend to felicity proper, but to joy, t.e. to the present;
it is reason which prompts to the future and the enduring.
Now the inclination, expressed by the understanding, passes
into a precept or practical truth; and if the instinct is innate,
the truth is innate also” [G. v. 82 (N. E. 87)]" Leibniz
geems, in this passage, to suggest that he thinks joy good
because it is desired, and reason only useful in showing thht,
if joy be good, more joy is better than less®. Buf this cannot

i Of. 8pinozs, Ethics, Paxt III. Prop. XI. Sobolinm: **By pleasure I shall,
therefore, hereafter understand sn affection whoroby the miyd passes fo a
grenter perfaction ; and by pain an affeotion whereby it passes to a less perfec-
tion.” Qf. also ib. Prop. 1IX. Schol.: *Pleasnre is the passage of a man from
less to greater perfection, Pain is the pasaage of a man from greater o leas
perfection.” Of. Hobbes, Human Nature, Chap, vu. (ed. Molesworth, Vol?1v.

2 He proceeds to explain that the inatinots are not necessarily practical, but
fornieh similasly the prineiples of the scienceswand of reasoning, whmh are
employed unconseiously,

3 Cf. Spinoza, Ethics, Part III, Prop. IX. Scholiim: “We heave not en-
deayour,-will, sppetite or desirs for snything because we deem it good, but

)
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bedjis true meaning. For, as we saw, he holds that joy is a
sense of perfection, and therefore perfectxon must be distinct
from joy. . Moreover, it is a contingent tricth that volition is
determined by the good (G. 11. 88 ; 1v. 438). But if volition
is always necessarily determined by desire, as Leibniz seems
to hold, and if the good means what is desired, then volition
would be mecessarily determined by the good. We wmust
suppose, therefore, that Leibniz considers it a synthetic and
contingent proposition that we desire the good, and does not
commit the fallacy of supposing that the good means the
desired, This appears also from a passage where Leibniz
points out that God’s will could not have the good for its
effect, unless it had it for its object, and that the -good is
therefore independent of God's will (G. 1v. 344); or from the
explanation that God's goodness made him desire fo create
the good, while his wisdom showed him the best possible
(Q. V1. 1867). '

120. The question of sin is one which is very inconvenient
for Leibniz's theory of volition. Virtue, he says, is an un-
changeable disposition to do what we believe to be good.
Since our will is not led to pursue anything, except as the
understanding presents it as good, we shall always act rightly
if we always judge rightly (G. vir. 82). We pursue the greatest
good we perceive, but our thoughts are for the most part surd,
1.e. mere empty symbols; and such knowledge cannot move us
[G. v. 171 (N. E. 191)]. Aund similarly vice is not the force of
action, but an unpedlment to it, such ag ignorance (G. 11. 317).
In fact, original sin and materia prime are almost indis-
tinguishable. From this basis he sets about wmanufacturing
immorality, It is evident that, had he been consistent, he
would have said boldly, all sin is due wholly to ignorance.
Instead of this, what he does say is that we must make a
rule to follow reason, though perceived only by surd thoughts
[G.v.173 (N. E. 193)] that it depends upon us to take pre-
csutions against surprises by & firm determination to reflect,
and only to act, in cerfain junctures, after ha.vmg thoroughly

contrariwize deem o thing good because we have an endenvour, will, appetite,
or desire for it.” Of also b. Prop. XXXIX, Schol. It seems probable that
Leibniz was confused in his own mind ag regarda this alternative,
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deliberated (G. 1v. 454); that the chief rule of life is, always
to do, not what the passions (Bewegungen), but what the
understanding indlcates as the most useful, and when we
have done it, to account ourselves happy however it turns
out '(Q. vir. 99). All these remarks are discreditable subter-
fuges to conceal the fact that all sin, for Leibniz, is original
sin, the inherent finitude of any created monad, the con-
fusedness of its perceptions of the good, whence it is led, in
honest and unavoidable delusion, to pursue the worse in place
of the better. 'We cannot make a rule to follow reason, unless
we perceive that this rule is good; and if we do perceive this,
we certainly shall make the rule, His determinism has gone
too far.for morality and immorality, though it in no way
interferes with goodness and badness.

121, (8) This brings me to the nature and meaning of
good and evil themselves in Leibniz. He distinguishes three
kinds of good and evil, metaphysical, moral and physical, The
theory of metaphysical good and evil is clear and consistent,
and harmonizes with the rest of hig system; but there is no
obvious ethical meaning in it. The other two seem less fun-
damental, and are sometimes treated as mere consequences of
metaphysical good and evil. Thus Leibniz's Ethics, like many
other ethical systems, suffers from non-existence. Something
other than good is taken as fundamental, and the deductions
from this are taken as having an ethical import?,

“Rvil,” we are told, “may be taken metaphysically, physi-
cally, and morslly. Metaphysmal evil consists in s1mple imper-
fection, physical evil in suffering, and moral evil in sin, Now
although physical and moral evil are not necessary, it is egough
that, in virtue of the eternal truths, they are possible. And
as this immense region of Truths contains all possibilities?, there

1 The theory of metaphysical good and evil was derived froi} Spinoza, and
was earlier than the rest of Leibniz's Ethies, It was capabla of purely logical
development, and did not involve the appeel fo final oauses whieh, after 1680,
Leibniz perpetually supported by an allusion to Plato's Phaedo (v, Steir, qp. cat.
p. 118£.). The clearest statement of the principle of metaphysioal perfaction
oceurs in an undated paper (G. vit. 184—T), wntten probably sbout the year
1677 (v. G. vir. 21—9), though ngreeing exactlyin “this respeck with The ultimate
Origination of things, e.g. G, vii. 808 (L. 840; D, 101). See Appendix, 5121

2 This passage proves, what might otherwise be doubtfal, that Leibniz reatized
that propositions abouk possible contingents are necessary, See p. 20 supra.
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mugj be an infinity of possible worlds, evil must enter into
geveral of them, and even the best of all must contain evil;
this is what has determined God to permif evil” (G. vi. 115),
This gives Leibniz's solution of the problem of evil, and it
is plain that metaphysical evil is the source of the whole. The
following passage leaves this beyond doubt. “We ask first,
whenece comes evil? If God is, whence the evil ? if he is not,
whenee the good? The ancients attributed the cause of evil
to matter, which they believed increate and independent of
God; but we, who derive all things from God, where shall we
find the source of evil? The answer is, that it must be sought
in the ideal nature of the creature, inasmuch as this nature
is contained among eternal truths, which are in the under-
standing of God, independently of His will. For we must
consider that there is an original imperfection in the creature,
anterior to sin, because the creature is essentially limited;
whence it comes that the creature cannot know everything,
and can be mistaken and commit other faults” (G. vI. 114—b5).
And hence Leibniz rejects Des Cartes’ principle, that errors
depend more on the will than on the intellect [G. Iv. 361
(D. 52)].

122. Thus metaphysical evil, or limitation —though
Leibniz hesitates to declare this openly—is the source of sin
and pain. And this is sufficiently evident. For if we always
judged rightly, we should always act rightly; but our mis-
Jjudgment comes from confused perception, or materia prima,
or_limitation. And pain accompanies passage to a lower per-
fection, which results from wrong action. Thus physical and
morak evil both depend upon metaphysical evil, 4 upon
imperfection or limitation. Leibniz does not usually spesk
of the opposite of this as metaphysical good, but as meta-
physical pesfection. Many of his arguments, however, involve
the assumption that metaphysical perfection is good, as when
he argues against a vacuum?, or when he urges that * among
tke infinite combinations of possibles and possible series, that
one exists by which mogt of essence or of possibility is brought
into existence®” The same view seems implied in' a passage

! B.g. @, viz. 377 (D. 253); bot contrast G. mr. 475. .
* . viz 808 (D. 101; 1. 340). Sec also the preceding sentence.
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which incidentally defines metaphysical perfection. “ As pos-
sibility,” he says, “isthe principle .of essence, so perfection,
or the degree of egsence (by which as many things as possible
are compossible), is the principle of existence.” And in the
preceding sentence he has used imperfection and moral
absurdity a8 synonyms [G. vir, 804 (D. 103; L. 342)]. And
on the next page, where he endeavours to distinguish meta-
physical and moral perfection, he only succesds in making the
latter a species of the former. “And in order,” he explains,
“that no one should think that we hers confound moral per-
fection, or goodness, with metaphysical perfection, or greatness,
and should admit the latter while denying the former, it
must be known that it follows from what has been said that
the world is the wmost perfect, not only physically, or, if yon
prefer it, metaphysically, because that series of things has
been produced in which the most reality is actualized, but
also morally, because, in truth, moral perfection is physical
perfection for minds themselves” [G. vz, 306 (D. 104 ; L. 345)].
That is to say, moral perfection is right action, and this
depends upon physical perfection for minds, i.e. upon clear
Pperception®,

Oun the relation of metaphysical and moral perfeotion,
Leibniz can with difficulty be cleared of dishonesty. He uses
the. dependance. of the latter on the former to solve the
problem of evil, and to show that evil is a mere limitation.
This last i essential, as we saw in the preceding chapter, to
his proof of God's goodness, and to his whole connection of evil
with materia prima and finitude, But he endeavours to mske
moral evil independent, as soon as he thinks of gin, punish-
ment, and responsibility, of Heaven and Hell, and the whole
machinery of Christian moralists. If anything is to be made of
his Ethics, we must boldly accept the supremacy of getaphysical
perfection and imperfection, and draw the consequences.

Metaphysical perfection is only the quantity of essence
[G. vir 303 (D. 101; L. 840)], or the magnitude of positive

1 Of. also thy following passage (G. 1. 83): “Metaphysicel -good and evil ia
perfection or imperfeotion in the universe, but is specially understaod of those
good aud evil things which happen to oreatures that are unintelligent, or so
to speak unintelligent.”
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reality [G. vi. 618 (D. 224; L. 240)]. This means the pos-
session of all possible simple predicates in the highest possible
degree. Leibniz asserts, against Spinoza, that one thing may
have more reality than another by merely having more of one
attribute, just as well as by having more attributes. For
instance, he says, a circle has more extension than the inscribed
square [G. 1. 144 (D. 17)] But in another place he asserts
that things not capable of a highest degree, such as numbers
and figures, are not perfections (G. Iv. 427).  As he also asserts
that God is infinite, while the Devil is finite, that good advances
ad infinitum, while evil has its bounds [G. v1. 878 (D. 196)],
numbers and figures aré evidently excluded because they are
not true predicates, and because, as we saw in discussing the
continuum, infinite number is self-contradictory, though the
actual infinite is permissible. Thus metaphysical perfection
consists in having as many predicates as possible in as high
a degree as possible, and no true predicates are excluded from
this definition,

From this it follows, of course, that imperfection is some-
thing merely negative, namely, the mere absence of perfection.
Thus monads differ from God only as less and more; they
have the same perfections as God has, but in a lower degree
(. 1. 125). The Devil, on this view, should be the lowest
of bare monads—a view which theologians would acarcely
accept, since they always suppose him capable of knowledge.
There is one passage where Leibniz endeavours directly to
connect perfection with good. “It being once posited,” he
snfys, “that being is better than not-being, or that there is
a regson why something should be rather than nothing, or
that we must pass from possibility to actuality, it follows
that, even in the absence of every other ‘determination, the
quantity of* existence is as great as possible” [G. vIL 304
(D. 102; L. 341)] Thus he seems to admit that goodness
means something different from quantity of existence, and to
regard the connection of the two as significant.

% 6f. plso Gh.'v. 16 (D. 95;"N, E. 15). o

3 ¢}, Spinosa, Ethigs, Part II, Prop. XLIX. Scholiom: “Wa are portakers
of the Divine Nature in proportion as our actions become more and more
perfeot, and we more and more understand God.” Also Monadology, § 42.
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123. The Ethics to which this view leads is a common
one. Goodness and Reality are held to go hand in hand, if
not to be synonynbus'. Hence it easily follows that Reality
is good; and this consequence is, so far as I can discover, the
sole recommendation of such an Ethics, For Leibniz especially,
who admits the existence of evil [G. v 376 (D, 194)], such a
view is absurd. Tor if evil be a mere limitation, all that
exists is good in different degrees, and nevor evil in any degree
at all. If any existent, such as pain, be pronounced evil, it
follows that evil is a positive predicate, like good® Hence
it will be included in metaphysical perfection. The doctrine
of analytic judgments must have contributed to the view that
evil is a mere negation. For it is obvious that good and
bad are incompatible predicates, and if both are positive, this
is a synthetic judgment. Heunce evil was regarded as the mere
negation of good, though it would have been equally logical
to regard good as the mere negation of evil. When once it
is recognized that evil is a positive predicate, the whole
privative theory of evil falls, and with it the connection of
metaphysical and ethical perfection, as also the definition of
God as having all positive predicates.

124. There remains one minor inconsistency which must
be noticed. Teibniz speaks often as if final causes had ex-
clusive reference to spirits [G. 1v. 480 (D. 78; L. 304)], but
ab other times definitely denies this (e.g. G. vi. 168). He seems
to hold that only spirits, among monads, are ends in them-
selves; other ends are not individual monads, but metapbysxcal
good, the order and beauty of nature. The first principle “of
the physical world, he says, is to give it as much perfaction
as possible, and of the moral world, or City of God, to give it
the greatest possible felicity (G. 1v. 462). This leads to a
harmony between the kingdoms of Nature and of* Grace, be-
tween God as Architect and God as Monarch (G. vi. 605 (D. 215,
L. 421)]. In the first, he seeks only order and metaphy.sicnl

1 Of, 8pinoza, Ethics, Part 1T, Def. VI.: By reality and perfection 1 under-
stand the same #hing.” . :

2 Even in 1677, when Leibniz was as near as at any time to fpinosism, he
urges against & Oartesian that * both pleasuro and pain are something positwe"
(G. 1. 214]. Of. Stein, op. cit. pp. 90, 81.
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petfection; in the second, he seeks the happiness of spirits,
But® so well is the world contrived, that the two ends lead
{0 the same series of events, and in thir again we have a
pre-established harmony.

In Leibniz's philosophy everything, from the Law of Suf-
ficient Reason onwards, depends, through the introduction of
final causes, upon Ethics, But Ethics, being a subject on
which theology is very definite, could not be dealt with by
Leibniz in a free spirit. The Ethics to which he was entitled
was very similer to Spinoza’s; it had the same fallacies, and
gimilar consequences. But being the champion of orthedoxy
against the decried atheist, Leibniz shrank from the conge-
quences of his views, and took refuge in the perpetual .iteration
of edifying phrases, The whole tendency of his temperament,
as of his philosophy, was to exalt enlightenment, edueation,
and learning, at the expense of ignorant good intentions.
This tendency might bave found a logical expression in his
Ethics. But he preferred to support Sin and Hell, and to
remain, in what concerned the Church, the champion of igno-
rance and obscurantism. This is the reason why the best parts
of his philosophy are the most abstract, and the worst those
which most nearly concern human life.
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EXTRACTS FTROM LEIBNIZ

OLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO SUBJECOTS.

s IL § 8. Outline of Leibniz's logical argument.

@. I1, 46 (1686). In consulting the notion which I have of
every true proposition, I find that every predicate, necessary or
contingent, past, present, or future, is comprised in the notion of
the subjeot, and I ask no more....... The proposition in question is
of great importance, and deserves to be well established, for it
follows that every soul is as a world apart, independent of every-
thing else except God ; that it is not only immortal and so to speak
impassible, but that it keeps in its substance traces of all that
happens to it, It follows also in what consists the intercourse of
substances, and particularly the union of soul and hody. This,
intercourse does not happen according to the ordinary hypothesis
of the physical influence of one on the other, for each present state
of a substance comes to it spontaneously, and is only a consequence
of its previous state, It does not happen either according to the
hypothesis of occasional causes,......but it happens according to the
hypothesis of concomitance, which appears to me demonstrative.
That is to say, each substance oxpresses the whole sequence of the
universe according to the view or respect which is proper®to it,
whenoe it happens that they perfectly agree together.

+11 § 10. Are all propositions reducible to thd subject-
predicate form?

@. IL. 240. There is no denomination so extrinsic as gob .to
have an intrinsic one for its foundation.

@&. II. 280. Things which differ insplace must express their
place, i.¢. the surrounding things, and thus be distinguished not
only by place, or by a mere extrinsic denomination, as such things
are commonly conceived,
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&, V. 129 (N. E. 144). In my view, relation is more general
‘thar® comparison. For relations are either of comparison or con-
currence (concours). The former concern agreqment (convenance) or
disagreement (I take these terms in a less wide sense), which com-
prehends resemblance, equality, inequality, ete. The second class
involve some connection, as of cause and effect, whole and parts,
situation and order, etc,

3. V. 210 (N, E. 235). Relations and orders partake of the
nature of rational entities (ont quelgus chose de Pétve de raison),
although they bave their foundation in things; for it may be said
that their reality, like that of eternal trutlm and of possibilities,
eomes from the supreme reason.

3. V. 377 (N, BE. 451), It is better to place truths in the
relation between the objects of ideas, which causes one to be com-
prised or not comprised in the other.

G, V. 378 (N. E. 452), Let us be content to seek truth in
the correspondence of the propositions, which are in the mind, with
the things concerned.

G. I1, 233, For my part, I do not think it possible that there
should be an A and a B having no common predicate. It does not
follow, however, if two predicates concurring to form the concept
of C are separable, that there is not some one concept of 0. Eyg. a
square is an equilateral rectangle, but the rectangle can be separated
" from the equilateral..., and the equilateral from the rectangle...,
and yet a square is one figure and has one concept.

&. II. 486. You will not, I believe, admit an accident which
is in two subjects at ones. Thus I hold, as regards relations, that
paternity in Pavid is one thing, and filiation in Solomon is another,
but, the relation common to both is & merely mental thing, of which
the modifications of singulars are the foundation.

IL § 11. Analytic and synthetic propositions.

GV 92 (N. E, 99), Far from approving the acceptance of
doubtful principles, I would have people seek even the demonstra-
tion of the axjows of Euclid.... And when I am asked the means of
knowing and examining innate principles, I reply......that, except
iristinets whose reason is unknown, we must try to reduce them to
first; principles, 4.e. to axioms which ave identical or fimmedia-te by
means of deﬁmtmns, wluch sre nothing but a distinot exposmou of
ideas,

G.V, 342 (N, E, 408). 1t is not the figures which make the

-
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proof with geometers...It is the universal propositions, i.e. the defi-
nitions, the axioms, and the theorems already proved, which take
the reasoning, and wpuld maintain it even if there were no figure.”

G. V. 343 (N. E. 404). The primitive truths, which are
known by intuition, are, like the derivative, of two kinds. They
are among the truths of reason or the truths of fact. Truths of
reason are necessary, and those of fact are contingent. The primi-
tive truths of reason are those which I eall by the general name of
identicals, because it seems that they only repeat the same thing,
without teaching us anything. Those which are affirmative arc
such as the following: everything s what it 43, and in as many
oxamples as we muy desire, A is A, B is B....... The equilateral
rectangle is & roctangle.......If the regular four-sided figure is an
equilateral rectangle, this figure is a rectangle......Jf A is not-B,
it follows that A is not-B.......I come now to the megative identi-
cals, which depend either upon the principle of contradiction or
upon that of disparates, The principle of contradiction is in(
general: A proposition is either true or false.”

@, V. 847 (N. E. 410). As for the proposition that three is
equal to two and one, ...it is only the definition of the term three. ...
Tt is true there is in this a hidden enunciation, ...namely, that these
ideas [of numbers) are possible ; and this is here known intuitively,
so that we may say intuitive knowledge is contained in definitions
when their possibility is immediately evident.

@G. VI, 323. The triple number of dimensions is determined
[in matter], not by the reason of the best, but by a geometrical
necessity ; it is because geometers have been able to show that there
are only three mutually perpendioular straight lines which can
interseot in the same point. Nothing could be chosen more apgro-
priate for showing the difference thers is between moral necessity,
which governs the choice of the sage, and the brute necestity of
Strato and the Spinozists,...than to cause people to consider the
difference between the reason of the laws of motion, and the reason
of the triple number of dimensions: the first conststing in the.
choice of the best, the second in & geometric and blind necessity.

@, IV, 85'7 (D. 48), The first of the truths of reason is the
principle of contradietion, or, what comes to the same thing, tRatof
identity. ' .

G. VI, 622 (D. 228; 1. 236). Truths of reasoning are neces-
sary and their opposite is impossible: truths of- fact are contingent
and their opposite is possible, When & truth is necessary, its
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reason can be found by analysis, resolving it into simpler ideas
and Gruths, until we come to those that are primary....Primary
principles...cannot be proved, and indeed havg no need of proof;
and these are identical enunciations, whose opposite involves an
express contradiction,

7 G, VIL 355 (D. 239). The great foundation of mathematics.
is the principle of contradiotipn....And this principle alone suffices
for proving all Arithmetic and all Geometry, 4.e. all mathematical
principles.  But in order to proceed from mathematics to natural
philosophy another principle is requisite...: I mean the prineiple of
o sufficient reason,

-G, TI1. 400 (D. 170), A truth is necessary when the opposite
implies contradiction; and when it i not necessary it is called
contingent. That God exists, that all right angles are squal to
each other, are necessary truths; but it is a countingent truth that
T exist, or that there are bodies which show an actual right angle,

G. 1. 384. In order to be assured that what I conclude from a
definition is true, I must know that this notion is possible, For if
it implies & contradiction, we may at the same time draw opposite
conclusions from it. ...This is why our ideas involve a judgment,

G. V. 21 (N, E, 21). Ideas and truths can be divided into
such as are primitive and such as are derivative ; the knowledge of
those that are primitive does not need to be formed, but only to be

" distinguished.

@&, II1. 443, Definitions are not arbitrary, as Hobbes believed,
and we connot form ideas as we like, though it sesms that the Car-
tesians are of this opinion. For it is necessary that these ideas which
we undertake to form should be veritable, i.6. possible, and that the
ingredients which we put into them should be compatible snier s.

» H1.§13. The range of contingent judgments in Leibuiz.

G. V.428 (N, E. 515). As for the eternal truths, it is to be
observed that at bottom they are all hypothetical, and say in fact:
Buch a thing"being posited, such another thing is.

G, I11. 400 (D 171). Although all the facts of the universe
a.ro now certain in relation to God, or (what comes to the same

thing) determined in themselves and even interconnected, it dees
not follow that their connection is always truly necessary, i.e. that
the truth, which pronounces that one fact follows from another,

is necessary. And this must be especially applied to voluntury
actions.
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G.'V1. 123, Philosophers agree now-a-days that the truth of
future contingents is determined, .. that future contingentd are
future, or that they will Le. ... Thus the contingent, though future, i
none the less contmgent and determination, which would be called
certainty if it were known, is not incompatible with contingency. *

@. II. 39 (1686). The notion of a species involves only eternal
or necessury truths, but the notion of an individual involves, sub
ratione possibilitatis, what is of fuct, or relnted to the existence of
things and to time, and consequently depends upon certain free
decrees of God considered as possible ; for truths of fact or of exist-
ence depend upon the decrees of God.

@, IT. 40 (1686). I beliove there are only & few free primitive
decrees, which regulate the consequences of things, which, joined to
the free decree creating Adam, decide the result,

@. IV. 437 (1686). Connection or consecution is of two sorts:
the one is absolutely necessary, so that its contrary implies contra-
diction, and this deduction occurs in eternal truths, such as are
those of geometry; the other is only necessary ez Aypothesi, and
so to speak by acoident, and it is contingent in itself, when the
contrary does not jmply contradiction.

& III. 54 (D, 36), The true Physics must really be derived
from the source of the Divine perfections....Far from exclading
final causes, and the consideration of a Being acting with wisdom,
it is hence that everything in Physics must be deduced.

@. III. 645, [Dynamics] is to & great extent the foundation
of my system; for we there learn the difference between truths
whose necessity is brute and geometric, and truths which have their
source in fitness and final causes.

G. VI 319. The laws of motion which actuslly occur jn
nature, and are verified by experiments, are not in truth n.bsolutely
demonstrable, as a geometrical proposition would be: but alse it is
not necessary that they should be so. They do not spring entirely

» from the principle of necessity, but they spring from the principle
of perfection and order; they are an effect of the choicessnd wisdom
‘of God.”

IIL. § 14 Meaning of the principle of sufficient reason. !

G. VIL 399. There are two first prificiples of all reasonings,
the principle of contradiction...and the principle- that & reason must
be given, 4.e. that every true proposition, which is not known per s,
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has an d priori proof, or that a resson can be given for every truth,
or, ad is commonly said, that nothing happens without a cause,
Arithmetic and Geometry do not need this pyinciple, but Physies
and Mechanios do, and Archimedes employed it. [In a marginal
note Leibniz remarks:] The true cause, why certain things exist
rather than others, is to be derived from the free decrees of the
divine will, the first of which is, to will to do all things in the best
possible way.

@G. VII. 374 (D, 250). When two things which cannot both
be together, are equally good; and neither in themselves, nor by
their combination with other things, has the one auy advantnge
over the other ; God will produce neither of them:

G. IV. 438 (1686). This demonstration of this predicate of
Caesar [that he resolved to oross the Rubicon] is not as absolute as
those of numbers or of Geometry, hut presupposes the series of
things which God has chosen freely, and which is founded on the
first free deoree of God, namely, to do always what is most perfect,
and on the decree which God has made (in consequence of the first),
in regard to human nature, which is that man will always do
(though freely) what appears best. Now every truth which 15‘
founded on decrees of this kind i8 contingent, although it is certain. ;

...All contingent propositions have reasons for being as they are
mther than otherwise, or (what is the same thing) they huve & priori
proofs of their truth, which render them certain, and show that the
connection of subject and predicate in these propositions has its
foundation in the nature of the one and the other ; but they do not
have demonstrations of necessity, since these rensons are only
founded on the principle of contingency, or of the existence of
things, Z.e. on what is or appears the hest among several equally
posgible things.

@11, 40 (1686). As there are an infinity of pomble worlds,
thers are also an infinity of laws, some proper to one, others to
another, and each possible individual of any world contains in its
notion the fhws of its world.

@. VIL 199. In demonstration I use two principles, of which
one 15 that what implies contradiction is false, the other is that a
réason can be given for every truth (which is not identioal ar imme-
diate), i.e. that the notien of the predicate is a]wa.ya expressly or
implicitly contained in the notion of its subjeot, and tnat this holds
good no less in extrinsie than in intrinsic denominations, no less in
‘eontingent than in necessary truths. :
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III, § 15. Its »elation to the low of contradiction.®
G. VIIL 419 (.p. 28b)., Is this [the principle of sufficient

reason] a principle that wants to be proved 1

@. VIL 364 (D, 244), It appenrs from what T havo sid, that
my axiom has not been well understood; and that the asuthor
[Clarke] denies it, though he =eems to grant it. 'Z%s frue, says he,
that there i3 nothing withowt a sufficient reason.. but he adds, that
this sufficient reason is often the simple or mere will of God....But
this is plainly maintaining that God wills something, without any
sufficient reason for his will: against the axiom, or general rule of
whatever happens. This is falling back into the looss indifference,
which I have confuted at large, and showed to be absolutely
-chimerical, even in creatures, and contrary to the wisdom of God,
as if he could operate without acting by reason.

G. II. b6 (1686). If we were absolutely to reject pure pos-
sibles, we should destroy contingency mnd liberty ; for if there were
nothing possible but what God actually creates, what God creates
would be necessary, and if Qod wished to create something, he
could only create thut, without liberty of choice.

@G. I1. 423, When any one has chosen in one way, it would
not imply a contradiction if he had chosen otherwise, because the
determining reasons do not necessitate (the action).

@G, I1. 181, 1 think you will concede that not everything‘
possible exists. ... But when this is admitted, it follows that it is not
from absolute necessity, but from some other reason (as good, order,
perfection) that some possibles obtain existence rather than others,

@, I1. 49 (1686). Notions of individual substances, which are
complete and capable of wholly distinguishing their subject, and
involve consequently contingent truths or truths of fact, and in-
dividual circumstances of time, place, ete, must also invelve in
€heir notion, taken as possible, the free decrees of God, also taken
as possible, because these free decroes are the principal sources of
existents or facts; wherveas essences are in the Diving underst.andi
ing before the consideration of the will.

@.IV. 344, In maintaining that the eternal truths of geome-
try and morals, and consequently also the rules of justice, goodness,
and beauty, are the effect of a free or ubxt.ra.ry choice of the will of
God, it seemd that he is deprived of hi} wisdom and justice, or
rather of his understanding and will, having-left only a certain
unmeasured power from which sll emanates, which deserves rather
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the®pame of nature than that of God ; for how is it possible that
his understanding (whose ohject is the truths of the ideas contained
in his essence) can depend upon his will? Ay'd how can he have a
will which has the idea of the good, not for its object, but for its
effect: 1

. II. 424, In my opinion, if there were no best possible
series, God would have certainly created nothing, since he cannot
act without a reason, or prefer the luss perfect to the more perfect.

;| § 16. Cartesiun and Spinozistic views on substance.

@. VI, 581. [Dislogue between Philarbte (Leibniz) and Ariste
(Malebranche).] Ariste. All that can be conceived alone, and
without thinking of anything else, or without our iden of it repre.
sonting something else, or what can be conceived alone as existing
independently of anything else, is a substance. ...

&, VI, 582, Philardte. This definition of substance is not
free from difficulties. At bottom there is nothing but God that
can be conceived as independent of other things. Bhall we say
- then, with a certain innovator who is but too well known, that God
is the only substance, of whom creatures are mere modifications?
If you restrict your definition, by adding that substance is what can
be conceived independently of every other creature, we shall
perhaps find things which, without being substances, have as much
independence as extension. For example, the force of action, life,
antibypia, are something at once essential and primitive, and we can
conceive them independently of other notions, and even of their
subjects, by means of abstractions. On the contrary, subjects are
coaceived by means of such attributes....

Ariste. ... Let us say that the definition must be only understood
of conoretes ; thus substance will be a concrete independent of every
other created concrete.

@. VI. 585, Philarete, ... There in nothing but wmonads, 4.
simple or ifidivisible substances, which are truly independent of
every other created concrete thing. [Contrast G, 1v. 364, quoted in
Appendix, 1v. §17.] '

* & IX. 249, I do not at all approve the doctrine of attributes
which people form now-g.days, according to which some one simple
absolute predicate, which they cull an attribute, constitutes a sub-
stance; for I find among notions no predicates wholly absolute, or
not involving connection with others. Certainly thought ard exten-
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gion, which are commonly slleged as examples, are nothing less than
such attributes, as I have often shown, Nor is the predicate, ?hless
taken in the concrefg, identical with the subject; and thus s mind
coincides (though not formally) with the thinker, but not with
thought. For it belongs to the subject to involve, besides the
present, future and past thoughts also.

1 IV. § 17, The meaning of substance in Leibniz.

@. IX, 12 (1686). Since the individual notion of each person
involves, once for all, what will happen to him for ever, we see here
the & priori proofs or reasous of the truth of each evont, or why one
bag hu.ppened rather than the other. But these truths, though'
certain, are none the less contingent, being founded on the free will #
of God and of creatures, It is true that their choice always has
reasons, hut they incline withoub necessitating,

G. I1. 37 (1686). Mons. Arnaud finds strange what it seemns
that I maintain, namely, that ull human events follow with hypo-
thetical necessity frown the sole supposition that God chose to create
Adam; to which I huve two answers to give, the one, that my
supposition is not merely that God chose to create an Adam, whose
notion was vague and incomplete, but that God chose to create such
and such an Adam, sufficiently determined for an individual. And |
this individual complete notion, according to me, involves relations
to the whale series of things....The other reply is, that the conse-
quence, in virtue of which the events follow from the hypothesis, is
indeed always certain, but is not always necessary with a meta-
physical necessity, as is that which is found in M. Arnaud’s example
(that God, in resolving to create me, could not fail to crests a
nature capable of thought), but that often the consequence is only
physical, and presupposes certain free deorses of God, as do*couse-
quences depending on the laws of motion, or on this principle of
morals, that every spirit will pursue what seems to it the bext.

G. IV, 432 (1686). It is rather difficult to difinguish the
actions of God from those of creutures; for there are some who
believe that God does everything, while othels imagine that he only
_ preserves the force which he has given to creatures : the sequet will
show how both may be said. Now smce actions and passions
belong propeily to individual substances (actiones stnt auppamto-
rum), it would be necessary to explain what such a substance is.
Tt is true, indeed, that when several predicates can be attributed to
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the same subject, and this subject can no longer be attributed to any
otherf, we call it an individual substance ; but that is not enough,
and such an expln.na.twn is only nominal. 'Wg must therefore con
sider what it is to be truly attributed to a certain subjeot.: / Now 1H
is "certain that every true predication has some foundation in the
nature of things, and when a proposition is not identical, 7.e. when
the predicate is not expressly contained in the subjeet, it must be
contained in it virtually, and this is what philosophers call in-esse,
by saying that the predioate is ¢n the subject. Thus the subjeot-
term must alwaye contain the predicate-term, so that ome who
perfectly understood the notion of the subject would judge also that
the predicate belongs to it. This being so, we may say that the
nature of an individual substance, or complete being, is to have a
notion so completed that it suffices to comprehend, and to render
deducible from it, all the predicates of the subject to which this
notion is attributed. Thus the quality of king, which belongs to
Alexander the Great, abstracting from the subject, is not sufficiently
determined for an individual, and does not involve the other quali-
ties of the same subject, nor all that the notion of this Prince
. contains, whereas God, seeing the individual notion or hecceity of

Alexander, sees in it at the same time the foundation and the reason
of all the predicates which can truly be attributed to him, as eg.
whether he would conquer Darins and Porus, even to knowing
“ & priori (and not by experience) whether he died a natural death or
by poison, which wa can only know by history.

. I1, 54 (1686). There would be severa] Adams digjunctively
possible...whatever finite number of predicates. incapable of deter-
mining all the rest we may take, but what determines a certain
Adgm nmust involve absclutely all his predicates, and it is this
complete notion which determines’the general into the individual
(ratiorsm generalitatis ad individuum).

. V.96 (N. E. 105). Iam of opinion that reflection suffices
for finding the idea of substance in ourselves, who are substances”

@ V. 1E7 (N, E. 154), I believe that the consideration of
substance is one of the most important and fruitful peints in
philosophy.

<& V.27 (N, E 318), I am not of your opinion that in this
[as regards real and nominal definitions] there 18 8 difference
betweon the ideas of substances and the ideas of predicates, as if
the definitions of predicates...were always real and nominal at the
same time, while those of substances were nominal only.... We
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have & knowledge of true substances or unities (ns God and,, the
soul) as intimate as we have of most of the modes. Moreoverthere
are predicates as little known as the contexture of hodies.

G. IV. 364 (D 55). I know not whether the definition of
substance as that which needs the concurrence of Gad only for its
existence, in appropriste to any created substance known to us,
unless interpreted in o somewhat unusunl sense. For we need not
only other substances, but also, much mare, our accidents. Since,
therefore, substance and accident mutually require each other,
there will be need of other criteria for distinguishing substunce
from accident, among which this may be one, that a substance,
though it does need some accident, yet often has no need of one
determinate accident, but when this is taken away, is content with
. the substitution of another; whereas an accident does not need
merely some substance in general, but also that one of its own in
which it once inheres, so as not to change it, There remain, however,
other things to be said elsewhere of the nature of substance, which
are of greater moment and require a more profound discussion.

@G, IV, 469 (D. 89). The notion of substance, which I assign,
is so fruitful that from it follow primury truths, even those concern-
ing God and minds and the nature of bodies.

G. VL 493 (D. 151). Since T conceive that other beings have
also the right to say I, or that it may be said for them, it is by this
means that I conceive what is called substance in general.

/G-, VI. 350, What does not act, does not deserve the name of }

substance,

G. II. 45 (1686). In order to judge of the notion of an indi-
vidual substance, it is well to consult that which I have of myself,
a8 we must consult the specific nation of the sphere to judge of jts
properties.

G, III, 24'7. 1 believe that we have a clear but not a distinet
#lea of substance, which comes in my opinion from the fact that we
have the internal feeling of it in ourselves, whu are substances,

&, II. 43 (1686), TIet ABC be a line representing a cortain’

time, And let there be & certain individual substance, for example
myself, which lasts or subsists during this time. Let us then take
first me who subsist during the time AB, and also me who s&bsigt
during the time BC. Since then we suppose that it is the same
individual sudstance which endures, or that it is I who subsist
during the time AB and am then at Paris, and also I who subsist
during the time BO and am then in Germany, there must necessarily
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be s reason which makes it true to say that we last, 2.6, that I, whe
have been in Paris, am now in Germany. For if there were none,
we should have just as much right to say thaj it is another. “Tb is
true that my internal experience has convinced me & posteriort of
this identity, but there nust also be an & priori reason. Now it is
impossible to find any other, except that my attributes of the
earlier time and state, as well as my attributes of the later
time and state, are predicates of the same subject, insunt eidem
subjecto. But what is meant by saying that the predicate is in the
subject, if not that the notion of the predicate is found in some way
contained in the notion of the subject?! And since, from the
moment that T began to be, it could be truly said of me that this or
that would heppen to me, we must admit that these predicates wers
laws contained in the subject, or in the complete notion of me,
which makes what is called 7, which is the foundation of the con-
nection of all my different states, and which God knew perfectly
from all eternity. After this, I believe, all doubts must disappear,
for in saying that the individual notion of Adam involves all that
will ever happen to him, I mean nothing else but what all philo-
sophers mean when they say that the predicate is in the subjsct of u.;
true proposition.

@, IT, 76 (1686) Substantial unity demands s complete, indi-
visible, and naturally indestructible being, since its notion involves
all that is ever to happen to it.

G. II. 7{ (1686). The notion of individual substance in
genernl, which I have given, is as clear as that of truth,

@G, IT, 45%. Tor the nature of an accident, it does not suffice
that it should be dependent on a substance, for composite substance
algo depends on simple ones or Monads ; but it must be added that
it depends on a substance as its subject, and moreover as its ulti-
mate”subject ; for an accident may be an affection of another
aceident, e.g. magnitude [may be an affection] of heat or of impetus,
so that the impetus is the subject, and its magnitude inheres in it '
os the abstrGet of a predicate, when the impetus is said to become
great, or so great. But the heat or impetus is in a body as its
subject ; and the ultimate subjact is always a substance.
~ . I1, 458, I do not ses how we can distinguish the abstract
from the concrete, or from the subject in which it is, or explain
intelligibly what it is to be or inhere in a subject, Gnless by con-
sidering the inherent as a mode or state of the subject,

@. IL 271, If the principle of action were external to all,

r
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internal to none, it would be nowhere at all, but we should have
to recur, with the oceasiounlists, to God as the sole agent. There-
fore it is, in truth, ipternal to all simple substances, since there is
no reason why it should be in one rather than another; and 1b
consists in the progression of perceptions of each Monad,

IV. § 18. The meaning of uctimity.
G. V.46 (N. E. 47; L. 369). I muintain that, naturally, a

substanco cannot be without action, and indeed that there is never
& body without motion,

@. V. 100 (N. E. 110). Faculties without some act, in & word
the pure puwers of the school, are mere fiotions, unknown to nature,
and obtained only by making abstractions.

G. V. 200 (N. B. 224), If power is tuken ns the source of
action, it means something more than an aptitude or facility...for it
involves tendeney also.... This is why, in this sense, I am acous-
tomed to apply to it the term entelechy, which is either gimitive,
and corvesponds to the soul taken ss something abstract, or deriva-
tive, such ns is conceived in comution, and in vigour and impetu-
osity.

G. IV. 469 (D. 69). The notion of force or power..., for the
explanation of which I have designed the special subject of Dy-
namics, brings very much light for the understanding of the true
notion of substance.

G. IV. 479 (D. '73; L. 802). As all simple substances
which have a genuine unity can have a beginning and an end ouly
by miracle, it follows that they can come inte being only by creatjym
and come to an end only by annihilation. Thus I was obliged to
recognize that (with the exception of the souls which God =till
intends specially to create) the constitutive forms of substances
must heve been created with the world and subsist always,

G II. 264. *That changes happen,” you say, ™ expetience
teaches; but we are not inquiring what exporience tenches, but
what follows from the very nature of things.” But do you then
suppose that I am either able or desirous to prove anythilg in
nature, unless changes are presupposed?

@&. IV. 507 (D. 115), Sinco this padt decree [by which God
created the world] does not exist at present, it can produce nothing
now- unlgss it then left after it some perduring effect, which now
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still continues and operates. And he who thinks otherwise re-
noures, if I judge rightly, all distinet explanation of things, and
will have an equal right to say that a.nythmg is the result of any-
thing, if that which is absent in space or time can, without inter-
mediary, operate here and now....But if, on the contrary, the law
decreed by God [at the creation] lefh some trace of itself impressed
on things; if things were so formed by the mandate as to render
them fit to accomplish the will of the legislator, then it must be
admitted that o certain efficacy, form, or force,...was impressed on
things, whenece proceeded the series of phenomena, according to the
prescription of the first command. This indwelling foree, however,
may indeed be distinetly conceived, but not explained by imsges
(¢maginabiliter); nor indeed ought it to be so explained, any more
than the nature of the soul, for force is one of those things which
are not to be grasped by the imagination, but by the intellect....

@. IV. 508 (D, 117). The very substance of things consists in
the force of action and passion; whence it follows that even durable
things could not be produced at all, unless a force of some perma-
nence can be imprinted upon them by the divine power. In that
case it would follow that no created substance, no soul, would
remain numerically the same; that nothing would be preserved
by God, and consequently that all things would be only certain
passing and evanescent modifications and apparitions, so to speak,
of one permanent divine substance.

- &, IV, 509 (D, 11'7). Another question is whether we must
say that creatures properly and truly act. This question is included
in the first, if we once understand that the nature given to them
does not differ from the force of action and passion.

~G. 11, 169. The system of things might have been constituted
in’ innumerable ways, but that which had the strongest resson on
its side prevailed. The activity of substance, however, is rather of
metaphysical necessity, and would have had a place, if I am nét
mistaken, in any system whatever.

o :

IV. § 18, Connection between activity and sufficient reason.

. & 1. 872 (ca. 1676). This variety of thoughts cannot come.
from what thinks, since a single thing cannot be the cause of the
changes in itself, For eferything remains in the stfte in which it
is, if there is nothing to change it; and not having been determined
of itself to have certain changes rather than others, we gould not

tn
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begin attributing any variety to it, without saying something, for
which there is confessedly no reason, which is absurd. 4

@. I1. 263. From universals follow eternal things, from singu-
lars follow also temporal things, unless you think that temporal
things have no cause. “Nor do I see,” you [De Volder] say, * how
any succession can follow from the nature of a thing regarded in
itself.” No more it can, if we assume a nature which is not singu-
lar. ... But all singular things are successive, or subject to
succession. ...Nor is there, for me, anything permanent in them,
except the law itself, which involves continued succession, agreeing
in singulers with that which is in the universe ss n whole,

IV. § 22. Relation of time to Leibniz's notion of substancs.

3. IV. 582. The essential and the natural are always distin-
guished. ... Propertiea are essential and eternal, but modifications may
be natural though changing,

@. II. 258, I distingnish between properties, which are per-
petual, and modifieations, which are transitory. ‘What follows from
the nature of a thing may follow perpetually, or for & time....From
the nature of a body moving in a given straight line, with given
velocity, it follows, if nothing extrinsic be assumed, that after a
given time has elapsed it will reach a given point in the straight
line. But will it therefore reach this point always and perpetually 7

V. § 28. Meaning of the identity of indiscernibles.

G. VII 372 (D. 247). 'Those great principles, of a sufficient
reason, and of the identity of indiscernibles, change the staty of
metaphysics. That science becomes real and demonstrative by
means of thess principles; wheress before it did generally “consist
in empty words.

@ V. 100 (N. B, 110). According to the proofs which I
believe I possess, every substantial thing, whether sou? or body, has
its own proper relation to each of the others; and one must always
differ from the other by intrinsic denominations.

@. VIL 3083 (D. 258), 1 infer from that principle [of sufiisient
reason), among other consequences, that there are not in nature two
real, absolutd beings, indiscernible from each other ; beoause if there
were, God and nature would act without reason, in ordering the one
otherwige than the other,
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&, VII1, 407 (D, 273). God...will never choose among indis-
cernfoles,

G. V. 213 (N, E, 238), It is always necessary that, besides
the difference of time and place, there should ‘be an internal prin-
ciple of distinetion, and though there be several things of the same
species, it is none the less true that there are none perfectly similar :
thus, though time and place (i.s. relation to the external) help us to
distinguich things which by themselves we do not well distinguish,
things are none the less distinguishable in themselves. Thus the
essence (le préeis) of identity and diversity consists not in time and
pluce, though it is true that the diversity of things is accompanied
by that of time and place, because they bring with them different
impressions on the thing.

@. IT. 131. Can it be denied that everything (whether genus,
spacies or individual) has o complete notion, according to which it
is conceived by God, who conceives everything perfectly—i.e. a
notion containing or comprehending all that can be said about the
thing : and can it be denied that God can form such an individual
notion of Adam or Alexander, which comprehends all the attributes,
. offections, accidents, and generally all the predicates of this subject.

@G. I1, 249, Things which are different must differ in some
way, or have in themselves some assignable diversity; and it is
wonderful that this most manifest axiom has not been employed by
men along with so many others.

V. § 25. Is Leibniz's proof of the principle valid?

@. V. 202 (N, . 225). We know that it is abatraotions which
give rise, when we wish to scrutinize them, to the greatest number
of difficulties,...... of which the thorniest fall at once if we agree to
banisl abstract beings, and resolve to speak ordinarily only in con-
cretes, ndmitting no other terms in the demonstrations of science but
such as represent substantial subjects....When we distinguish two
things in substance, the attributes or predicates and the common
subjeot of these predicates, it is no wonder if nothing particular can
be conceived in this subject. This is necessary, since we have already
separated all the attributes, in which we conld conceive some detail.
Thus to demand, in this_pure subject in general, anything beyond
what is required to conceive that it is the same thing (eg. which
understands and wills, imagines and reasons), is to demand the
impossible, and to contravene our own supposition, which we made
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in ahstracting and conceiving separately the subject and its guali-
ties or accidents. *

3
V. § 20, Zvery substunce has an infinite number of predi-
cates.  Connection of this with contingency und with the
identity of indiscernibles.

@G. II1. 582, There is a difference between annlysis of the
necessary and analysis of the contingent : the analysis of tho neves-
sary, which is that of essences, going from the posterior by nature
to the prior by nature, ends in primitive notions, and it is thus that
numbers are resolved into units. But in contingents or existents,
this analysis from the subsequent by nature to the prior by nature
goes to infinity, without a reduction to primitive elements heing
ever possible. '

G. V. 268 (N, E. 309). Paradoxical us it appears, it is impos-
sible for us to have knowledge of individuals, and to find the means
of determining exactly the individuality of any thing, unless we
keep it [the thing ?] itself ; for all the circumstances may recur; the
smallest differences are insensible to us; the place and the time, far
from determining [things] of themaelves, need to be themselves
determined by the things they contain. What is most notewerthy
in this is, that individuality invelves infinity, and only he who is
capable of understanding it [infinity] can have knowledgeof the
principle of individuation of such or such a thing; which comes
from the influence (rightly understood) of all the things in the
universe on one another. It is true that the matter would be other-
wise if there were atoms of Demoocritus; but also there would then
be no difference between two different individuals of the sawme shepo
and size.

F. de C. 24 (D. 175), Individunls cannot be distivetly con-
ceived. Hence they have no necessary connection with God, but
are produced freely.

@. VIL 309. It is essential to diseriminate betwBen necessary
or eternal truths, and contingent truths or truths of fact; and these
differ from each other almost ns rationsl numbers and surds, For
necessary truths can be resolved into such as are identical, as com-
mensurable q}.mntities can he brought to a common measure; but
in contingent truths, as in surd numbers, the resolution procgeds to
infinity without ever terminating. And thus the certainty and the
perfeot reason of contingent truths is known to God only, who
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embyaces the infinite in one intuition. And when this secret is
knowh, the difficulty as to the absolute necessity of all things is
removed, and it appenrs what the difference is betweeu the infallible
and the necessary.

"&. VII. 200, Any truth which is incapable of analysis, and
cannot be proved from its reasons, but takes its ultimate reason and
its certainty from the divine mind alone, is not necessary, And
such are all those that I call truths of fact. And this is the source
of contingency, which no one, to my knowledge, has hitherto
explained.

V. § 27. The Law of Continuity: three jforms of cantinuity
maintained by Leibnie.

¢ V.49 (N, E. 50; L. 376) Nothing happens all at once,
and it is one of my grea.b maxims, and among the most complately
verified, that nature never makes leaps: which I called the Law of
Continuity. ...I have remarked also that, in virtue of insensible
variations, two individual things cannot be perfectly similar, and
. must alweys differ more than numeriocally,

@. V. 455 (N, E. 552). Everything goes by degrees in nature,
and nothing by leaps, and this rule as regards changes is part of my
law of continuity, But the beauty of nature, which desires distin-

“guished perceptions, demands the appearance of leaps.

G. III. 52 (D. 33), A principle of general order whioh
I have noticed...is of great utility in reagoning....It takes its origin
from the infinite, it is absolutely necessary in Geometry, but it
succeeds also in Physics, because the sovereign wisdom, which is the
souxce of all things, acts as & perfect geometer, following & harmony
to which nothing can be added....It [the principle] may be enun-
ciated Shus: *“ When the difference of two cases con be diminished
below every given magnitude in the date or in what is posited, it
must also be possible to diminish it below every given magnitude in
what is sougat or in what results,” or, to speak more familiarly,
“When the vases (or what is given) continually approach and are
ﬁnally merged in each other, the consequences or events (or what is
sought) must do so t00.” 'Which depends again on a still more
general principle, na.mely “When the data form a series, so do the
consequences” (datis ordinatis etiam quaesita sunt ordinata).

. ©,11.168, No transition happens by & leap....This holds, I
think, not only of transitions from place to place, but also of those

-
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from form to form, or from state to state. For not only dogs ex- +
perience confute all sudden changes, but also I do not thin® any
@ priori reason can be given against a leap from place to place,
which would not mi)lita.te also against a leap from state to state.

G. IL. 182. Assuming that everything is always crented by
God, nothing prohibits a body, if we depart from the laws of order,
from being transcreated by a leap from place to place, so that it
jumps in one moment, and then all at once vemaing at rest for o
while. A leap, o hiatus, & vacuum, snd rest, are condemned by
the same law,

. IT. 193. This hypothesis of leaps cannot be rofuted, except
by the principle of order, by the help of the supreme renson, which
does everything in the most perfect way.

G.V. 473 (N, B, 575), I conceive things unknown or con-
fusedly known only after the manner of those which we know
distinetly ; which renders philosophy very easy, and I even believe
that we must do so. ... This is why I believe that there is no genius,
however sublime, but has an infinity of others abuve him.

V. § 29. Possibility and Compossibility.

G.V. 286 (N. E. 334). I have reasons for believing that not
all possible species are compossible in the universe, great as it is,
and that this holds not only in respect to the things which exist®
together at one time, but even in relation to the whole series of
things. That is, T believe that there necessarily are species which
never have existed and never will exist, not being compatible with
that series of creatures which God has chosen....The law of con-
tinuity states that Nature leaves no gap in the order which yshe
follows ; but not every form or species belongs to every order,

G, IT1. 573. The Universe is only the collection of o Tertain
kind of compossibles; and the actual Universe is the collection of
all existent possibles, i.e. of those which form the richest compound.
And as there are different combinations of possibles? sume better
than others, there are many possible Universes, each collection of
compossibles making one of them.

V. § 31, The three kinds “of necessity.

@. III, 400 (D, 170), The whole universe might have been
made differently ; time, spnce, and matber being absolutely in-
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diﬂ'g;enb to motions and figures; and God has chosen among an
infin’sy of possibles what he judged to be the most suitable. But
as soon as he has chosen, it must be admitted that every thmg is
comprised in his choice, and that nothing can oe changed, since he
foresaw and arranged everything once for all....It is this necessity,
which can be attributed now to things in the future, which is called
hypothetical or consequentisl..,.But though ull the facts of the
universes are now certain in relation to God,...it does not follow
that their connection is always truly necessary, i.. that the
trath, which pronounces that one fact follows from another, is
necessary.

@G. VII. 389 (D. 255). We must distinguish between-an abso-
lute and an hypothetical necessity,. 'We must also distingnish
between a necessity which takes place because the opposite implies
a contradiotion (which necessity is called logionl, metaphysicel, or
mathematical), and a necessity which is moral, whereby a wise

being chooses the best, and every mind fo]lows the strongest incli-
nation.

* VI § 33. The emistence of the emternal world has only
“moral certaingy.”

G. I. 872 (ca. 1676). This variety of thoughts cannot come:
 from what thinks, since a thing caunot itself be the cause of its own
changes. ... Thevefore there is outside of us some cause of the vaviety
of our thoughts, And since we agree that there are certain sub-
ordinate causes of this variety, which nevértheless themselves need
causes, we have established particular beings or substances in which
we,recognize some action, 7.é. of which we conceive that from their
change folldws some change in ourselves. And we are marching
with great strides towards the construction of what we call matter
and body. But it is at this point that you [Foucher] are right in
delaying us a little, and renewing the complaints of the ancient
Acndemy. ZTor all our experiences, at bottom, sssure us of only
two things, namely, that thers is a connection between our appear-
ances _which gives us the means of successfully predicting future
nppea.m.nees, and that this connection must-have a constant cause,
But from all this it dc\es not follow, st.notly speaking, that matter
or bodies exist, but only that there is something which presents
well-ordered appenrances to us. - For if an invisible power took’
pleasure in making’ dreams, well connected with our prewious life

-
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and agreeing with each other, appear to us, should we be alje to -
distinguish them from realities until we had been awskened® Or
what prevents the whole course of our life from heing o great orderly
dream, of which we)might be disillusioned in & moment? And I
do not see that this Power would for that reason be imperfect, as
M. Des Cartes assuras, besides that its imperfection does not enter
into the question,

G. V. 275 (N, E. 318). God has ideas (of substances) before
creating the objects of these ideas, and nothing preveuts him from
also communicating such ideay to intelligent crentures: thero is not
even any exact demonstration proving that the objects of our sensey,
snd of the simple ideas which our senses presont to us, are outside
of us,

G. V. 355 (N, E. 422), I believe the true criterion as regards
objects of sense is the connection of phenomena, i.e. the connection
of what happens in different times and places, and in the experience
of different men, who are themselves, in this respect, very important
phenomena to one another....But it must be confessed that all this
certainty is not of the highest degree....For it is not impossible,
metaphysically speaking, that there should be o dream as connected
and lasting as the life of a man; but it is a thing as contrary to
reason as would be the fiction of a book produced by chance in
throwing the printer's types pell-meli.

&. VII 320 (N. E. 719), It cannot be absolutely demon-*
strated, by any argument, that there are bodies, and nothing
prevents some well-ordered dreams from being offered to our minds,
which would be judged by us to be true. ..Nor is the argument of
great weight, which is commonly adduced, that thus God would
be a deceiver ; undoubtedly no one fails to see how far this is from
o demonstration giving metaphysical certainty, sincein asserting
gomething without accurate investigation, we should be dveceived
not by God, but by our own judgment.

@. V. 205 (N. E. 229), 1t is very true that the existence of
spirit is move cortain than that of sensible objects.

. I1. 516, From the reason of things we judge (even without
respect to the divine wxsdom) that we do not exist alone, since there
appears no reason of a privilege in favour of one. Nor will Jou -be

able otherwise to convince by reason any one who contends that he
alone exlsts,‘and that others are merely dreamed by him. But
there is a reason for the privilege of existents over non-existents, or
why not all possibles exist. Moreover even if no creabures existed
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exogpt the percipient, the order of perceptions would show the
diviffe wisdom. Thus there is no circle here, although the wisdom
of Glod is also derived & priori, and not only from the order of
phenomena. For from the mere fact that there are contingents it
follows that there is a necessary Being.

VIL § 85. Various meanings of matter and body.

G. 111, 657 (D. 234). Primary and pure matter, teken without
the souls or lives which are united to it, is purely passive; also,
properly speaking, it is not a substance, but something incomplete,
And secondary matter (e.9. an organic body) is not a substance, but
for another reason, namely, that it is a collection (amas) of several
substances, like a pond full of fish, or a flock of sheep, and con.
sequently it is what is called wnum per aceidens—in a word, a
phenomenon, A true substance (such as an animal) is composed of
an immaterial soul and an organio body, and it is the compound of
these two which is called unum per se.

@, VII, 501 (N, K.722). Matter is what consists in Antitypia,
or what resists penetration ; and thus bare matter is merely passive.

" But body has, besides matter, active force also. Now body is either
corporeal substance, or a mass composed of corporeal substances. I
call corporeal substance what consists in a simple substance or monad

~(i.e. a soul or something analogous to a soul) and an organic body
united with it. But mass is the aggregate of corporesl substances,
as cheese sometimes consista of a concourse of worms.

@. II. 252, I distinguish (1) the primitive entelschy or soul,
(2) primary matter or primitive passive power, (3) the monad, com-
ple't..ed by these two, (4) mass or secondary matter or the organic
machine, to which innumerable subordinate monads concur, (5) the
snimal; or corporeal substance, which is made into one machine by
the dominant monad.

VIL § 86. - Relation of Leibnizian and Oartesian Dynamics.

@. IV, 497 (D, 88), You know that M. Des Cartes believed
that the same quantity of motion is preserved in bodies. It has
béen shown that he was mistaken in this; but I have shown
that it is always true that the same motive force is preserved, for
which be had taken the quantity of motion. However the changes
which happen in bodies in consequence of modifications of the soul

* embarrassed him, because they seemed to violate this law. He

.
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believed, thercfore, that he had found an expedient, which is -
certainly ingenious, by saying that we must distinguish betaveen
motion and direction ; and that the soul cannot augment or diminish
the moving force, bul alters the direction, or determination of the
course of the animal spirits, and that it is through this that voluntary
motions take place....But it must be known that thero is another
law of nature, which I have discovered and proved, and which M.
Des Cartes did not know: this i3 that not only the quantity of
moving force is conserved, but also the same quantity of direction
[momentum] townrds whichever part it may be takenin the world....
This law, being as beautiful and general as the other, was also
worthy of not being violated : and this is what my system offects,
by conserving force and direction, and in a word all the natural
laws of bBodies, notwithstanding the changes which happen in them
in consequenca of those of the soul.

G. VI. 540 (D. 164), If people had known, at the time of
M. Des Cartes, that new law of nature, which I have proved,
which asserts that not only the total force of bodies that have
connection with each other is conserved, but also their total direction,
he would apparently have come to my System of the pre-established
Harmony. .

G. IV. 286 (D. 5) (1680). The Physics of M. Des Cartes has
a great defect; this is that his rules of motion, or laws of nature,
which are intended to be the fomndation, are for the most part®
false. There is proof of this: and his great principle, that the same
quantity of motion is conserved in the world, is & mistake, What
I say here is recognized by the ablest people in France and England,

VIL § 387. The essence of matter is not extonsion.

. O, L 58 (ca. 1672). In natural philosophy I am perhdps the
first to have proved thoroughly...that there is a vacuum. [It follows
that the essence of matter is not extension. ]

G. IT, 71 (1686). [Assuming that bodies are subs®ances] it can
be inferred that corporeal substance does not consist of extension or
divisibility ; for it will be admitted that two hodies remute one from
another, ag. two triangles, are not really one substance; et us
suppose now that they approach so as to make o square; will mere
contact make them into one substance? I think not. Now every
extended mass can be considered as composed of two or a thousand
others; we have merely extension hy contact. Thus we shall never

)
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find, a body of which we can suy that it is truly one substance, It
will Te always an aggregate of many. Or rather it will not be o
real being, because the parts which compose it are subject to the
same difficulty....But also the general notior of individual sub-
stance...proves the same thing. Extension is an attribute which
cannot constitute a complete being, no action or change can he
derived from it, it expresses merely the present state, but not at
all the future or the past, as the notion of a substance should,
When two triangles are joined, we cannot from this conclude how
the junotion came about.

@. III, 97. We cannot conceive that resistance should be a
modification of extension,

G. 111, 453, Impenetrability is not a consequence of extension;
it presupposes something move. Place is extended, but not im-
penetrable,

G. I1. 233. You admit that existence and continuity, which
are constituents of the notion of extension, differ formally, and I
demand no more; but in truth that of which the notion is formed
of different formal concepts, iz not primitive, It is one of the
primary errors of the Cartesians that they conceived extension as
something primitive and absolute, and as what constitutes substance,

G. I1. 169. I do not think that extension alone can constitute
a substance, since the notion of extension is incomplete ; and I hold’
“that- extension cannot be conceived per se, but is a resolvable and
relative notion ; for it is resolved into plurality, continuity, and
coexistence or the existence of parts at one and the same time.
Plurality is also contained in number, continuity also in time and
motion, while coexistence is only added in extension,

-
.}

VIL §38. Meaning of materia prima in Leibnis's Dynamics.

@ 11, 171, The resistance of matter contains two things,
impenetrability or antitypia, and resistance or inertia; and in these,
since they afe everywhere equal in a body, or proportional to its
extension, I place the nature of the passive principle or matter; as,
in active force, displaying itself variously in motions, T recognize the
primitive entelechy, or so to speak something analogous to a soul,
whose nature consists in,a perpetual law of its serigs of changes,
which it describes uninterruptedly.

@&, II. 170, I observed that Des Cartes in his letters, following
the example of Kepler, had recognized inertia everywhere il matter,

r
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This you [de Volder] deduce from the force which anything hag of
remaining in its (present) state, which force does not differ fréin its
own nature. Thus you judge that the simple coucept of extension
suffices even for this’phenomenon. ... But it is one thing tv retain the
actual state until there iz something which changes it, which is done
even by what is in itself indifferent to either, while it is something
other and much more that a thing should not be indifferent, but
have u force, and as it were an inclination, to retain its stato and
should resist the cause of change. ... And a world can be imagined, as
a4 least possible, in which matter at rest would obey & cause of motion
without any resistance ; but such a world would be a mere chaos.

G, V. 208 (N, E, 231), I believe that perfect fluidity belongs
only to materic prima, t.e. in abstraction, and as an original quality,
like rest; but not to materia secunds, such as it actually occurs,
invested with its derivative qualities,

& .V, 325 (N. E, 383). It is not so useless as is supposed to
reason about materiu prime in general Physics, and to determine its
nature, so as to know whether it is always uniform, whether it has
any other property besides impenetrability (as in fact I have shown,
after Kepler, that it has also what may be called inertia) etc., though
it never occurs quité bare.

@. IV. 393 (N. E. 699), There is in body something passive
besides extension, that namely by which a body resists penetration.

G IV. 895 (N. B, '701). & Swapmudv or power in body is®
twofold, passive and active. Passive force properly constitutes matter
or mass, active force constitutes évredéyeaw or form. FPagsive force
is that resistance by which a body resists not only penetration, but
also motion, and in virtue of which another body cannot come into
its place unless it gives way, while it does not give way exceph by
somewhat retarding the motion of the impelling body, shd thus tries
to persevere in its former state....Thus there arv in it two residtances
Gr masses : the first is called antitypin or impenetrability, the second,
resistance, or what Xepler calls the natural inertia of bodies,

G. VII, 328, I call antitypin that attribute in vittue of which
matter is in space, .., The medification or varioty of antitypia consisty

in the variety of place, .

*  VIL § 30 Materia Secunda. i
@ M. VI, 235 (N. E. 671)., There iy in corporeal things

something besides extension, nay prior to extension, namely the very

L}
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forgg of nature everywhere implanted by ite Author, which consists,
not i& the simple faculty with which the schools seem to -have been
content, but is provided, besides, with a conation or effort which
will have its full effect unless impeded by a coftrary conation.

* & IV.470 (D, 70). Oorporeal substance never ceases to act,
any more than does spiritual substance,

G. M. VI. 237 (N. E. 673). Because of form, every body
always acts ; and because of matter, every body always endures and
resists.

G IV. 513 (D. 122). Not only is a body at the present
moment of its motion in a place commensurate to it, but it has also
a conation or effort to change its place, so that the succeeding state
follows of itself from the present state by the force of nature; other-
wise in the present, and also in any moment, a body A which is in
motion would differ in no way from a body B which is ab rest.

@ IV. 396 (N. E. 702), Many things compel us to place
active force in bodies, especially that experience which shows that
there are motions in matter, which, thongh they are attributable
originally to the general cause of things, God, yet are immediately
and specially attributable to the force placed by God in things.
For it is nothing to say that God in oreation gave bodies a law of
action, unless he gave them, at the same time, something by which
the law was to be observed; otherwise he himself would always

®have to procure the observation of the law by extraordinary means,

@. III, 60, There is always conserved in the world the same
quantity of motor action, ¢ e, rightly understood, there is as much
motor action in the universe in one hour as in any other hour what-
ever. But in moments themselves it is the same quantity of force
whjch is conserved. And in fact action is nothing but the exercise
of force, and amounts to the product of the force and the time.

G.~IV. 510 (D, 119), That bodies are of themselves inert
is true if it be rightly understood, to this extent namely, that
what is, for some reason, once assumed to be ab rest cannob
set itself in~motion, and does not allow itself without resistance
to be set in motion by another body; any move than it can of
itself change the degree of velocity or the direction which it once
bes, or allow it essily and without resistance to be changed by
another body. And also it must be confessed that extension, or
what is geometrical in body, if taken simply, has“nothing in it
which can give rise to action and motion ; on the contrary, matter
rather resists motion by a certain natural inertia, as Kepler. has well

r
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called it, so that it is not indifferent to motion and rest, g5 is
generally supposed, but needs, in order to move, an active 4orce
proportional to its size. Wherefore I make the very notion of
materia prima, or of dmass, which is always the same in a body and
proportional to its size, consist of this very passive forte of re-
sistance (involving both impenetrability and something more) ; and
hence I show that entirely different laws of motion follow than
if there were in body and in matter itself only impenetrability
together with extension ; and that, as there is in matter a natursl
inertia opposed to motion, so in body, and what is more in overy
substance, there is a natural constancy opposed to change. But
this doctrine does not defend, but rather opposes, those who deny
action to things; for just as certain as it is that matter of itself
does not' begin motion, so certain is it (ns is shown hy excellent
experiments on the motion communicated by a moving body) that
a body retains of itself the impetus which it has once acquired, and
that it is stable in its levity, or makes an effort to persevere in
that very series of changes upon which it has entered. As these
activities and entelechies cannot be modifications of primary matter
or meas, & thing essentially passive,...it may be hence inferred that
there must be found in corporesl substance a first entelechy or
wporov dexricov for activity; 4.e a primitive motor force which,
joined to extension (or what is purely geometrical) and to mass
(or what is purely material) always indeed acts, but nevertheless, *
in consequence of the meeting of bedies, is variously medified
through efforts and impetus. And it is this same substantial
principle which is called soul in living beings, and substantial
Jorm in others,

[ ]
VIL § 41. Force and absolute motion. .
* @ IV, 400 (N. E. 708), If forces aro taken away, motion

itself has nothing real left in it, for from the mere varintion of
position we cannot tell where the true motion or cause of variation is.
&, II, 1387 (D. 39). As regards Physics, we must understand
the nature of force, a thing quite different from motion, wh.ich is
something more relative. .
a. IV 369 (D. 60). If motion is_nothing but change of
contact “or infmediate vmlmty, it will follow that we can _hever
determine which thing is moving....Thus if there is nobhmg in
motion buwt thizs relative change, it follows that there iz no
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reagqn in nature for aseribing motion to one thing rather than
othe®, The consequence of which will be, that there is no real
motion. Thus in order to say that anything moves, we require
not only that it should change its situation? relatively to other
things, but also that it should contain the cause of change, the
force or action.

@. VII. 4038 (D. 269). Motion dves not depend upon bLeing
ohserved, but it does depend npon being possible to be observed,
..When there is no change that can be observed, there is no
change at all,...I find nothing in the eighth definition of the
Mathematical Principles of Nature, nor in the scholium belonging
to it, that proves, or can prove, the reality of space in itself. How-
ever, I grant there is a difference between an absolute true motion
of a body, and a mere relative change of its situation with respect
to unother body. TFor when the immediate cause of the motion is in
the body, that body is truly in motion.

G. M, II. 184, As for the difference between absolute and
relative motion, I believe that if inotion, or vather the moving
force of bodies, is something real, as it seems we must recognize, it
. is necessary that it should have a subject..., You [Huygens] will not
deny, I believe, that really each [body in impact] has a certain
degree of motion, or if you will, of foree, notwithstanding the equi-

valence of hypotheses. It is true, I derive hence the consequence

“that there is in bodies something other than Geometry can determine
in them. And this is not the least among several reasons which I
use to prove that, besides extension and its variations (which are
something purely geometrical), we must recognize something superior,
which is force. Mr Newton recognizes the equivalence of hypotheses
in the case of rectilinear motions; but as regards circular motions,
he believes That the effort which revolving bodies make, to recede
from Che centre or axis of revolution, makes known their absolute
motion. But I have reasons which make me helieve that nothing
breaks the general law of equivalence,

G. II, 91 (1687). What is real in the state called motion
proceeds just as much from eorporeal substance as thought and will
proceed from the mind.

~ @I, 115 (1687). A corporeal substance gives itself its own

motion, or rather what is real in the motion ut each instant, 4.e. the
derivative force, of which it is o consequence ; for every present
state of a substance is & consequence of its preceding state. ...If God
ever reduces o body to perfect rest, which could only be.done by

-
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miracle, & new miracle will be required to restore any motiop, to
it. -

G. IV. 486 (D. 80; L. 318). As to absolute motion, nothing
can determine it mathematically, since all ends in relations, with the
result that there is always a perfect equivalence of hypotheses, as in
Astronomy..., Yet it is reasonable to attribute to bodies real motions,
according to the supposition which explains the phenomena in the
most intelligible way, for this denomination is in harmony with
the notion of activity.

G. V. 870 (N. E. 440). The infinitesimal analysis has given
us the means of allying Geometry with Physies,

G. M. VI. 247 (N, E. 684). It must he known, to begin with,
that force is indeed something truly real, even in created substances;
but spacé, time and motion are of the mature of rational entities,
and are true and real, not of themselvey, but in so far as they involve
divine attributes—immensity, eternity, operation—or the force of
created substances, Hence it follows at once that there is no
vacuum in space or time; that motion, moreover, apart from force,...
is in truth nothing else than a change of situation, and thus motivn,
as fur as phenomena are concerned, consists in o mere relation.... Tt
fullows also, from the relative nature of motion, that the action of
bodies on each other, or impact, is the same, provided they approach
ench other with the same velocity....Meanwhile we speak as the
matter requires, for & more suitable and simpler explanation of the
phenomena, precisely as...in the theory of the plauets we must use
the Copernican hypothesis....For although force is something real
and absolute, nevertheless motion pertains to the class of relative
phenomena, and truth is looked for not so much in phenomena as in
causes,

VIL § 42. Metaphysical grounds for assuming force.

@, II1, 45. There is always a perfect equation detween the
complete cause and the wholo effect....Though this axiom is wholly
metaphysical, it is none the less one of the most useful that can
be employed in Physics. * .

&, IIT. 48, I have shown that force must not be estimated
by the compoﬁnd of velocity and size, but by the future effoct.
However it seems that force or power is something already’ real,
while the future effoct is not so. Whenee it follows that we must
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admit in bodies something different from size and velocity, unless
we zve willing to refuse to bodies all power of acting,

G. M. V1. 252 (N. E, 689). Since only force, and the effort
which arises from it, exists at any moment (f¢r motion never truly
exists...), and every effort tends in a straight line, it follows that
all motion is rectilinear, or composed of rectilinears.

@. VIL 305 (D. 103; L. 344). Motaphysioal laws of caus,
power, activity, are present in a wonderful way throughout the
whole of nature, and are even superior to the purely geometrical
laws of matter,

G&. IV. 523. As for motion, what is real in it is force or
power, d.e. what there is in the present state that brings with it s
change for the future. The rest is only phenomena and relations,

VIL § 48. Dynamical argument for plurality of causal
sories.

G.V, 158 (N, E. 176). Though it is not true that & body [in
impact] loses as much motion as it gives, it is always true that it
loses some motion, and that it loses as much force as it gives.

G M. VI 251 (N. E. 688), The passion of every body is
spontaneous, or arises from an internal force, though upon occasion
of something external.

-~ G M VI252 (N. E. 689)(1695). The action of‘ bodies is
never without reaction, and both are equal to each other and directly
contrary,

@, M. V1. 230, This diminution of the total force [in & not
perfectly elastic impact]...does not derogate from the inviolable
trath of the conservation of the same force in the world. For what
is Gbsorbed by the small parts is not absolutely lost to the universe,
though it is ; lost for the total force of the impinging bodies,

L

VIL § 45, His grounds against extended atoms.

G. I 408, My axiom, that nature never acts by leaps,...is of
tho greatest use in Physics; it destroys atoms, intervals of rest
[quwtulua], globes of the second element, and other similar chimeras.

&, M. IT. 136. T confess that I have difficulty in understanding
the reason of such infrapgibility [as that of atoms], and I believe
that for this ‘effect we should have to bave recourse to a kind of
perpetual wiracle,

G. M, II. 145. There is no absurdity in giving- different
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degrees of rigidity to different bodies ; otherwise we could prove by
the same reason that bodies must have a zero or an infinite velcuity.
...There are other inconveniences about atoms. For example, they
could not be suscepti®le of the laws of motion, and the force of two
equal atoms, which impinged directly with equal velocities, would
have to be lost; for it seems that only elasticity makes bodies
rebound,

@ M.IIL 158, Matter, nccording to my hypothesis, would he
divisible everywhere and more or less ensily with a variation which
would be insensible in passing from one place to another neighhour-
ing place ; whereas, according to the atoms, we make a leap from
one extreme to the other, and from a perfect incohesion, which is in
the place of contact, we pass to an infinite hardness in all other
places. And these leaps are without exaniple in nature.

G, M. II1. 157, There is no last little body, and I conceive that
a particle of matter, however small, is like a whole world, full of
an infinity of still smaller creatures. <

VIL § 46. Against the vacuum.

G. II. 4'75. The infinity of the physical continuum, in the
hypothesis that there are only monads, does not depend so much
on the reason of the best, as on the principle of suflicient reason,
because there is no reason for limiting or ending, or for stopping *
anywhere.

G. V.52 (N, E, 53; L. 385). We [Locke and Leibniz] seem
also to differ as regards matter in this, that the suthor thinks there
must be a vacuum in it for the sake of motion, because he beliaves
that the smull parts of matter are rigid. . And I admit thet. if
matter were composed of such parts, motion in the plentdm would be
impossible. ... But this supposition ie not by any means granted....
Space must rather be conceived as full of an ultimately fluid matter,
susceptible of all divisions, and even subjected actually to divisions
and subdivisions ad infindtum. ...Consequently matter hod everywhere
some degree of rigidity as well as of fluidity.

G. IV. 895 (N. E. 701). Although some bodies appear denser
than others, yet this happens because their pores are more "fllet
with matter pertaining to the body, while on the contrary the rarer
bodies have tfe nature of a sponge, so that another subtler matter

waghes through their pores, which is not reckoned with the body,
and neither follows nor awaits its motion.

a
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@ IV. 368 (D. 59). Not a few of those who defend a vacuum
holdespace to be a substance, nor can they be refuted by Cartesian
arguments; there is need of other principles for ending this con
troversy. 4

* & VIL 356 (D, 240). The more matter there is, the more
God has occasion to exercige his wisdom and power. Which is one
reason, among others, why I maintain that there is no vacuum
at all,

@. VIL 372 (D. 248), The same reason which shows that
extramundane space i8 imaginary, proves that all empty space is an
imaginary thing ; for they differ only as greater and less, If space
is a property or attribute, it must be the property of some substance.
But what substance will that bounded empty space be an affection
or property of, which its patrons [Clarke and Newton] stippose to
be between two bodies?...Extension must be the affection of some-
thing extended. But if that space be empty, it will be an attribute
without a subject, an extension without anything extended.

G, VII. 377 (D. 253). All those who maintain a vacuum are
more influenced by imagination than by reason. When I was a
young man, I also gave in to the notion of a vacuum and atoms;
but reason brought me into the right way....I lay it down as a
principle, that every perfection, which God could impart to things
without derogating from their other perfeotions, has actually been

* imparted to them, Now let us fancy a space wholly empty. God
could have placed some matter in it, without derogating in any
respect from all other things: therefore he has actually placed some
matter in that space: therefore there is mo space wholly empty:
therefore all is full,

-G, VIL 396 (D. 261). Absolutely speaking, it appears that
God can m%ke the material universs finite in extension; but the
contral’y appears more agreeable to his wisdom.

-~

VI § 47. Against action at a distance.

. II1. 580, We disapprove the method of those [Newton and his
fullowers] who suppose, like the schqlastics formerly, unreasonable
qualities, 4.e. primitive qualities which have no natursl reason, explic-
able by the nature of the gubject to which this qualityis to belong....
As we maintain that it [attraction] can only happen in an explicable
manuey, i by an impulsion of subtler bodies, we cannot admit that
attraciion is a primitive quality essential to matter. ... According to

.
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these authors, not only are substances onhu'ely unknown to us,...but
it is even impossible for any one to know them ; and God hmqelt'
if their nature be such s they say, would know nothing of them.
G. I1. 399, If ‘Hod caused anything to act immediately at a
distance, he would by that very fact give it multipresence, '
@. I1. 40'?. I reject the natural action of a body at a distance,
but not the supernatural,

VIL § 48. Force as conferring individuality.

@. X1. 116, Bodies, strictly speaking, are not pushed by othors
when there is an impact, but by their own motion, or by their
elagticity (ressort), which again is o motion of their parts. Every
corporeal mass, great or small, has alresdy in it all the force which
it can ever acquire, but the meeting with other bodies only gives its
determination, or rather this determination only happens during the
time of the meeting,

VII § 49. Primitive and derivative force.

@, IT, 262. Derivative force is the actual present state while
tending to or pre-involving the following state, as everything present
is big with the fubure. But that which persiats, in so far as it
involves all that can bappen to it, has primitive force, so that®
primitive force is, as it were, the law of the series, while derivative
force is the determination which designates a particular term of the
saries,

G. M. VI 238 (N. E. 674), Force is twofold: the one
elementary, which T also call dend, because motion does not yet
exist in it, but only s solicitation to motion...; the otiter, however,
is ordinary foree, combined with netual motion, whmh I call Mwinyg.

@&, III. 45', There are two sorts of furce in a body, the one
primitive, which is essential to it (drehéxewn v mpury), and derivative
forces, which depend upon other bodies also. Andeit should be
considered that the derivative or accidental force, which one cannot
refuse to bodies in motion, must be a modification of the pnmxtwe
force, ns shape is a modification of extension. Accidental *forces
could not accur in & substance without assentml force, for aecidents
are only modifications or Kmitations, and ‘eannot contain more per-
fection or reality than the substance.

G. IV. 396 (N, E. '702). Derivative force is what some call
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impetus, a conation or tendency, so to speak, to some determi-
natewnotion, by which primitive force or the principle of action is
modified. I have shown that this is not preserved constant in the
same body, but yet, however it be distributed smoeng many, its sum
remaine constant, and that it differs from motion, whose quantity
is not conserved.

(. IV. 533. In the soul, representations of causes are causes
of representations of effects,

@, I11. 636. As for the inertia of matter, as matter itself is
nothing but a phenomenon, though well founded, resulting from
monads, the same holds of inertia, which is a property of this
phenomenon,

@, II. 92 (1687). Motions being real phenomena rather than
beings, one motion as phenomenon is in my mind the immediate
consequence or effect of another phenomenon, and similarly in the
minds of others, but the state of one substance is not the immediate
consequence of the state of another particular substance.

. III. 623, 'The laws of motion, being founded in the percep-
tions of simple substances, come from final causes or causes due to
fitness, which are immaterial and in each monad,

G. II1, 419. The entelechy acts In matter aocordmg to the need
of matter, so that the new state of matter is a consequence of the
prior state, according to the laws of nature; but the laws of nature
" obtain their effect through entelechies. But also the present state
of the entelechy itself follows from its prior state,

@ V. 196 (N. E. 219). As for motion, it is only a real
phenomenon, because matter and mass, to which motion belongs,
i# mot properly speaking a substancs. There is, however, an image
of .aetion in motion, ns there is an image of substance in mass;
and in this respect we can say that a body aols when there is
spontdneity in its change, and swffers when it is pushed or 1mpeded
by another.

[~}

VIL § 50. Antinomy of dynamical causation.

: Gf I1. 238, T know not whether it can be said that, when two
equal weights simultanequsly pull a body, they hayve no common
effect, but each separately has half the [total] effect. For we cannot
assign one half of the body which they pull to each welght, but
they oct as if undmded



VIIL § 51. There must be simple substances, since therd-'are
compounds,

G. VI, 598 (L) 209; L. 406). A substance is a being,
capable of action. It is simple or compound, Simple substance is
that which has no parts. Compound substance is & collection of
simple substances or monads, ...Compounds or bodies are pluralities;
and simple substances, lives, souls, spirits, are unities. And every-
where there must be simple substances, for without simple substances
there would not be compound substances; and consequently all
nature is full of life.

VIIi. § 52, [Euwxtension, as distinguished from space, 18
Leibniz’s starting-point.

@. VIL 399 (D. 265), Infinite space is not the immensity of
God ; finite space is not the extension of bodies : aa time is not their
duration. Things lceep their extension, but they do not always keep
their space, Everything has its own extension, its own duration;
but it hae not its own time, and does not keep its own space.

@, IV. 394 (N. E, 700). As in time we conceive nothing else
than the disposition or series of variations which can happen in it,
so by space we understand nothing but the possible disposition of*
bodies. And so when space is said to be extended, we take this in
the same sense s8 when time is said to endure, or number to be
numbered ; for, in truth, time adds nothing to duration, nor space
to extension, but a8 successive variations are in time, so in body
those things are diverse which can be simultaneously diffused.

& V., 115 (N, E, 127). It must not be supposell that there
are two extensions, the one abstract, of space, the other cohcrete,
of body, the concrete being such as it is only through the abstract.

@. V1. 585. Extension, when it is the attribute of space, is the
continuation or diffusion of situation or locality, as the extension of
body is the diffusion of antitypia or materiality.

@, II. 261. You say, we must ssk whether there are such
unities in body [as mine are], and that, in order to prove those,I"
advocate entelechies. But on the contrary, I appeal_ to unities in
order to prove the entelechies, although it is also true that, if the
entelechies were otherwise proved, there would have to be true and
real unities as well,
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VIIL. § 53. Eaxtension means repetition.

2

F.de C, 28 (D, 176). Extension, or, if you prefer it, primary
matter, is nothing but a certain indefinite repefition of things in so
far as they are similar to each other or indiscernible. But just as
number presupposes numbered things, so extension presupposes
things which are repeated, and which have, in addition to common
characteristics, others peculiar to themselves. These accidents,
peculisr to each one, render actual the limits of size and shape,
be¢fore only possible,

3. V.94 (N. E. 102), I beliove thati the idea of extension is

osterior to that of whole and part.

G. II. 510, That extension would remain if monads were
removed T hold to be no more true than that numbers would remain
if things were removed.

@. IV, 394 (N. E. 700), Since extension is a continuous
simultaneous repetition,..,whenever the same nature is simultane-
ously diffused through many things, as, in gold, ductility or specific
gravity or yellowness, in milk whiteness, in hody generally resist-
ance or impenetrability, there is said to be extension, although it

" must be confessed that this continuous diffusion in colour, weight,
ductility, and other similar qualities that have a merely specious homo-
geneity, is only apparent, and does not ocour in very small parts ; and

“thus the extension of resistance alone, which is diffused throughout
matter, preserves this name with the rigorous investigator. Butit is
evident, from these considerations, that sxtension is not an absolute
predicate, but relative to what is extended or diffused, and thus
cannot, be more separated from the nature of what is diffused than
number from what is numbered. ... We now ask : What other nature
is there whese diffusion constitutes body? We have already said
that matber is constituted by the diffusion of resistance; but in our
opinion there is in body something else besides matter....This We
say can consist in nothing but & r§ Swapwd, or in the internal
principle of ehange and persistence.

. . VHL § 64. Hence the essence of a substance cannot be
extension, since « substance must be a true unity.

@. V. 859 (N. E. 4285. Tt is to be observed that matter, taken
as o complete being (i.e. secondary matter, as opposed to primary,

which iy something puvely passive, and consequently incomplete) ia
- ’r f
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nothing but a collection (amas) or what results from it, and that ~
every real collection presupposes simple substances or real nmhxes,
and when we consider further what belongs to the nature of these
real unities, é.e. pergeption and its consequences, we are transferred,
so to speak, into another world, that is, into the intelligible world
of substances, whereas before we were only among the phenomena
of the senses.

G. I1. 269, The notion of extension is relative, or extension is
the extension of something, as we say that multitude or duration is
the multitude or duration of something. But the nature which is
presupposed as diffused, repeated, continued, is what constitutes the
physical body, and can only be found in the principle of action and
passion, since nothing else is suggested to us by phenomena.,

G. I1. 1385 (D, 38). Body is an aggregate of substances, and
is not a substance properly speaking. It is consequently necessary
that everywhere in body there should be indivisible substances,
ingenerable and incorruptible, having something corresponding to
souls,

@. I1. 58 (1686). 1f body is a substance, and not a mere
phenomenon like the rainbow, nor a being united by accident or by
.aggrega.tmn like o heap of stones, it cannot consist of extension,
and it is necessary to conceive in it something which we call &

substantial form, and which corresponds in some way to a soul.
]

VIIL. § B5. The three kinds of point. Substances not material.

G. IV. 478 (D. 72; L. 300). At first, when I had freed
myself from the yoke of Aristotle, I took to the vacuum and atoms,
for that is the view which best satisfies the imagination. But heying
got over this, I perceived, after wuch meditation, tha it is impos-
sible to find the principles of a real unity in matter alone, o"in that
which is only passive, since everything in it is nothing but a collection
or aggregate of parts ad infinitum, Now a multitude can derive its
reality only from genuine units, which come from elsewhere, and are
quite other than mathematical points, which are only extremities of
the extended, and modifications of which it is certain that the con-
tinuum cannot be composed, Accordingly, in order to find these weal
units, I was oonstru.med to have recourse to a real and animated point,
so to speak, or to an atom of substance whioh must contain some
kind of form or active principle, so as to make it a completé being.
It was then necessary to recall, and, as it were, to rehabilitate the
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- substantial forms, which are so much decried now-a-days, but in a
way which rendered them intelligible, and separated the use to which
they should be put from the abuse which they have suffered. I
found, then, that the nature of substantial forfis consists in force,
and that from this follows something analogous to feeling and
appetite ; and that thus they must be conceived after the manner of
the notion we have of souls. ,

. IT1, 69, Thought, bheing the action of one thing on itself,
does not occur in shapes and motions, which cannot show the
principls of & truly internal action.

&, IL 96. I believe that where there are only beings by
aggregation, there will not even be real beings; for every heing by
aggregation presupposes beings endowed with a veritable unity,
bacause it derives its reality only from that of those of which it is
composed, so that it will have none at all if each being of which it
is composed is agein a being by aggregation....I agree that in all
corporenl nature there are nothing but machines (which are often
animated), but I do not agree that there are only aggregates of
substances, and if there are aggregates of substances, there must be

.true substances from which all these aggregates result.

@ X1. 97, What is not truly ons being (un étre) is also not
truly a being (un ére).

@, I, 370. A point is not a certain part of matter, nor would
#n infinite number of points collected together make an extension.

@&. I1. 267, A thing which can be divided into several (already
actually existing) is an aggregate of several, and...is not one
except mentally, and has no reality but what is borrowed from its
constituents, Hence I inferred that there must be in things indivis.
ible unities, because otherwise there will be in things no true unity,
and no realit} not borrowed. Which is absurd. For where thers is
no true unity, there is no true multiplicity. And where there is no
reality not borrowed, there will never be any reality, since this
must in the end belong to some subject....But you [de Volder]...
hold that theright conclusion from this is that in the mass of bodies
no indivisible unities can be assigned. I, however, think that the
contrary is to be concluded, namely that we must recur, in bodily
mfgs, or in constituting corporeal things, to indivisible unities as
prime constituents. Unlegs indeed you hold the right, conclusion to
be, that bodily masses .are not themselves indivisible unities, which
I sny, but this is not the question. For bodies are always divisible,
and even nctually subdivided, but not so their constituents... .

1
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G. II. 268, From the very fact that the mathematical body *
cannot be resolved into first constituents, we can certainly infdr that
it is not real, but something mental, designating nothing but the
possibility of partspand not anything actual....And as a numbering
number is not substance without the things numbered, so the mathe-
matical body, or extension, is not substance without what is active
and passive, or motion. But in real things, i.c. bodies, the parts are
not indefinite (as in space, which is a mental thing), but are
actually assigned in a certain way, since nature institutes nctual
divisions and subdivisions according to the varieties of motions, and
although these divisions proceed to infinity, yet none the less every-
thing results from certsin primary constituents or real unities, but
infinite in nuinber. But strictly speaking, matter is not composed.
of constitutive unities, but results from them, for matter or extended
mass is nothing but s phenomenon founded in things, like the
rainbow or the parhelion, and all reality belongs only to unities,
Therefore phenomena can always be divided into lesser phenomena,
which might appear to other subtler animals, and never attain to
least phenomena., In fact substantial unities are not parts, but
foundations, of phenomena.

@. I1. 275. I do not take away body, but I recur to what 11;
is, for T show that corporeal mass, which is supposed to have some-
thing besides simple substances, i not substance, but a phenomenon
resulting from simple substances, which alone have unity and
absolute reality.

IX. § 57. Difficulties about poinis.

@. II. 98. The difficulties concerning the composition of the
continuum will never be resolved, 80 long as extension is considered
a8 making the substance of bodies.
~ @. II ‘7 (1686). There is no exact and precise ﬁgura in
bodies, on account of the actual subdivision of their parts. Bo
that bodies would, no doubt, be something merely imaginary and
apparent, if there were nothing in them but matter and its modifi-
cations,

IX. § 58. Assertion of the actual infinite wnd demal of
. infinite numben,

@&. 1. 403, All magnitudes being infinitely dlvmble, there is
none so small but that we ean conceive {n it an infinity of divisions,
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whichewill never be exhausted. But I do not see what harm comes
of this} nor what need there is fo exhaust them.

G. V., 144 (N. E. 161), Properly speaking, it is true that
there are an infinity of things, d.. that therefare always more of
them than can be assigned. But there iz no infinite number, or
line or eny other infinite quantity, if these are understood as true
whales, as it is easy to prove....The true infinite exists, strictly
speaking, only in the Absolute, which is anterior to all compo-
sition, and is not formed by addition of parts.

@. V., 145 (N. E. 163). You [Locke] are mistaken in
wishing to imagine an absolute space which iy an infinite whole
composed of parts; there is no such thing, it iz u notion which
implies a contradiction, and these infinite wholes, with their opposed
infinitesimals, are only in place in the calculations of geometers,
just like imaginary roots in Algebra,

G. VI, 629, In spite of my Infinitesimal Caleulus, I admit no
true infinite number, though I confess that the multitude of things
surpasses every finite number, or rather every number.

G. I, 338, Mons. Des Cartes in his reply to the second objec-
~tions, article two, agrees to the analogy between the most perfect
Being and the greatest number, denying that this number implies a
contradiction. It is, however, easy to prove it, For the greatest
:mmber is the same as the number of all units. But the number of
all unity is the same as the number of all numbers (for any unit
added to the previous ones always makes a new number). But the
number of all numbers implies a contradiction, which I show thus:
To any number there is a corresponding number equal to its doubla,
Therefore the number of all numbers is not greater than the
number of even numbers, i.e. the whole is not grester than its part.

G.Y. 209 (N. B. 234). The idea of the infinite is not formed
by extension of finite ideas. .

G. XI. 305. To pass from the ideas of Geometry to the realities

of Physics, I hold that matter is actually broken into parts less
than any givén part, or that there is no part which is not actually
subdivided into others exercising diverse motions.
. @& JI. 815, There is an actusl infinite in the mode of a distri-
butive whole, not of a collective whole, Thus something can be
enunciated concerning all numbers, but not ocollectively. So it can
be said that to every even number corresponds its odd number, and
vice verad ; but it cannot therefors be accurately said that the multi-
plicities of 0dd and even numbers are aqual.
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@G. M. IV, 91, Tt is not necessary to mako mathematical apaly- *
sis depend upon metaphysical controversies, nor to make sums that
there are in nature strictly ‘infinitesimal lines....This is why, in
order to avoid those subtleties, I thought that, to render the
reasoning intelligible to everybody, it sufficed in this to explain the
infinite by the incomparable, i.e. to conceive quantities incomparably
greater or smaller than ours.

G M, IV.92. If an adversary wished to contradict our enun-
ciation, it follows by our caleulus that the error will be less than
any error that he can assign,

G. M, IV.93. I1tisfound that the rules of the finite succeed
in the infinite.

IX. § 59. Continuity in one sense denied by Leibniz.

G. IV, 394 (N. E. 700). AIll repetition...is either discrote, as
in numbered things where the parts of an aggregate are discrimi-
nated ; or continuous, where the parts are indeterminate and can
be assumed in infinite ways,

@. I1. 379. Space, just like time, is a certain ovder.,,which,
embraces not only actuals, but possibles also. Hence it is some-
thing indefinite, like every continuum whose parts are not actual,
but can be taken arbitrarily, like the parts of umty, or fractions. ..
Space is something continuous but ideal, mass is discrete, na.mely
an actual multitude, or being by aggregation, but composed of an
infinite number of units. In actuals, single terms are prior to aggre-
gates, in ideals the whole is prior to the part. The neglect of this
consideration has brought forth the labyrinth of the continuum.

G, IT1, 475, The mathematical continuum, like numbers, ¢on-
sists of mere possibility; thus infinity is necessary £b it f.rom its
very notion.

G. IT. 2'78. Matter is not continuous but discrete, and actually
infinitely divided, though no assignable part of space is without
matter. But space, like time, is somsething not sudstantial, but
ideal, and consists in possibilities, or in an order of coexistents that
is in some way possible. And thus there are no divisions i it but
such as are made by the mind, and the part is posterior to the
whole. In rgal things, on the contrary, units are prior to the

. multitude, and multitudes exist only through umits. (The same
bolds of changes, which are not really continuous.)

@&. I, 2892, In actuals thereis not{ning but discrete quantity,
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namely the multitude of monads or simple substances, which is
greater than any number whatever in any aggregate whatever that
is sensible or corresponds to phenomena. But continuous quantity is
something ideal, which belongs to possibles, and #p actuals considered
as posgibles, For the continuum involves indeterminate parts, while
in actuals there is nothing indefinite—indeed in them all divisions
which are possible are actual....But the science of continua, 7.e. of
possibles, contains eternal truths, which are never violated by actual
phenomena, since the difference is always less than any assignable
given difference,

@. II1, 583, Unity is divisible, but is not resolvable; for the
fractions which are parts of unity have less simple notions, because
integers (less simple than unity) always enter into the notions of
fractions. Several people who have philosophized, in mathematics,
about the point and unity, have become confused, for want of
distinguishing between resolution into notions and division into
parts. Parts arc not always simpler than the whole, though they
are always less than the whole.

@. IV. 491, Properly speaking, the namber } in the abstract
_is 8 mere ratio, by no means formed by the composition of other
fractions, though in numbered things there i found to be equality
hetween two quarters and one half. And we may say as much of
the abstract line, composition being only in concretes, or masses of
Which these abstract lines mark the relations. And it is thus also
that mathematical points oceur, which also are only modalities, 4.e.
extremities. And as everything is indefinite in the abstract line,
we take notice in it of everything possible, as in the fractions of a
numbsr, without troubling ourselves concerning the divisions actually
roadg, which designate these points in a different way. But in sub-
stantinl actusl things, the whole is & result or assemblage of simple
substarices, or of o multiplicity of real units. And it is the confu-
sion of the idesl and the actual which has embroiled everything and
produced the labyrinth concerning the composition of the con-
tinuum. Thése who compose a line of points have sought first
elements in ideal things or relations (rapports), otherwise than was
proper ; and those who have found that relations such as number,
‘sl space (which comprehends the order or relation of possible
coexistent’ things), caunot be formed of an assemblage of points, have
been mistaken in denymg, for the most part, the first elements of
substanm.l realities, as if they had no pnmmve units, or a8 if there
were no simple substances. !
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G. V. 142 (N, E. 160). This definition, that numbesyis a *
multiplicity of units, applies only to integers. The precise Jistinc-
tion of ideas, in extension, does not depend upon magnitude: for in
order to recognize ;magnitude distinetly, recourse must be had to
integers, or to other numbers known by means of integers, so that it
is necessary to go back from continuous to discrete quantity, in order
to have & distinet knowledge of magnitude.

IX. § 60. In number, space and time, the whole is prior to
the part.

G. I. 416 (D. 64). As for indivisibles, when by these are
meant mere extremities of a time or a line, we cannot conceive new
sxtremities in them, or actual or potential parts. Thus points are
neither large nor small, and no leap is needed to pass them. The
continuum, however, though it hus such indivisibles everywhere, is
not composed of them.

@G. ITL 591. As regards the comparison between an instant
and unity, I add that unity is part of any number greater than
unity, but an instant is not properly a part of time. .

G, I1. 2'79. Extremities of a line and units of matter do not
coincide. Three continuous points in the same straight line cannot
be conceived. But two are conceivable: [namely] the extremity of
one straight line and the extremity of anothar, out of which one
whole is formed. .As, in time, are the two instants, the last of life
and the first of death. One unit is not touched by anather, but in
motion there is a perpetual transcreation, in this way: when a
thing is in that condition that, by continuing its changes for an
assignable time, there would have to be penetration in the fext
moment, each point will be in a different place, as the avoidance of
penetration and the order of changes demand.

G. M, VIL 18, In either order (of space or of time) [points]
are considered nearer or more remote, according as, for the order
of comprehension between them, more or fewer ave required.

&. IT. b15. There is continuous extension whenever points are
assumed to be so situated that there are no two betweenswhicha
there is not an intermediste point.

G II. 809. 1 agree with you [Des Rouses] that being and one
are convertible terms ; and that unity is the beginning of numbers,
if you are considering ratios (ratiosies) or priority of nature, not if
you ave:considering magnitude, for wel have fractions, which are
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certainly less than unity, to infinity. The continuum is infinitely
divisifie, .And this appears in the straight line, from the mere fact
that its part is similar to the whole. Thus when the whole can be
divided, so can the part, and similarly any part of the part. Points
are not parts of the continuum, but extremities, and there is no
more & smallest part of a line than a smallest fraction of unity.

@&. II. 304, Being and one are convertible terms, but as there
is Being by aggregation, so also there is a unit by aggregation,
although this entity and unity is semi-mental. Numbers, unities,
fractions, have the nature of relations. And so far they can in
some way be called beings. A fraction of unity is no less one being
than unity itself. Nor must it be thought that formal unity is an
aggregate of fractions, for its notion is simple, applying to divisibles
and indivisibles, and there is no fraction of indivisibles,

@. VIL. 404 (D. 270). As for the objection [Clarke'n] that
space and time are quantities, or rather things endowed with quun-
tity, and that situation and order are not so: I anawer, that order
also has its quantity ; there is that in it which goes before, and that
which follows; there is distance or interval. Relative things have

~their quantity, as well as absolute ones. For instance, ratios or
proportions in mathematios have their quantity, and are measured
by logarithms ; and yet they are relations. .And therefore, though
time and space consist in relations, yet they have their quantity.

IX. § 62. Summary of the argument from the continuum to
monads.

G. VII, 552, In order to judge by reason whether the soul is
matorial or iléuua,teriu.l, we must conceive what the soul and matter
are, Ewerybody agrees that matter has parts, and is consequently
a multiplicity of many substances, as would be a flock of sheep.
But since every wultiplicity presupposes true unities, it is evident
thet these unities cannot be matter, otherwise they would in turn
be wultiplicities, and by no means true and pure unities, such as
are finally required to make s multiplieity. Thus the unities are
~properly substances apart, which are not divisible, nor consequently
perishable, For whatever is divisible has parts, which can be

" distinguished even hefore-their separation. However, since we are
soncerned with unities of substance, there must be force and per-
ception in these unities themselves, for otherwise there \vould be no
force or perception in all thfat iy formed of them.
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IX. § 63. Since aggregates are phenomenal, there is njt
really o number of monads,

@. IT. 261. Whitever things are aggregates of many, nre not
one except for the mind, nor have any other reality than what is
borrowed, or what belongs to the things of which they are com-
pounded.

@. IL. 517. Aggregates themselves are nothing but phenc-
mena, for everything except the component monads is added by
perception alone, from the very fact of their being siwultansously
perceived.

G. I1. 304. Instead of an infinits number, we ought to say,
there are more than any number can express,...It is of the essence
of a number, & line, or any whole, to be termipated. Hence even if
the world were infinite in magnitude, it would not be one whole,
nor could God be conceived, with certain of the ancients, as the soul
of the world, not only because he is the cause of the world, but also
because such & world would not be one body, nor could be regarded
as an animal, nor would have, indeed, any but s verbal unity.

X. § 66. Leibniz's arquments against the reality of space.

@. V. 100 (N. E. 110). Things which are uniform and contain
no variety are never anything but abstractions, like time, space,
and the other entities of pure mathematics.

G. VII, 363 (D, 243). These gentlemen [Newton and Clarke]
maintain.. that space is a real absolute being. But this involves
them in great difficulties; for such a being must needs be eternal
and infinite, Hence some have believed it to be God hlmself or
one of his attributes, his immensity. But since space ®consigts of
pargs, it is not a thing which can belong to God. As for my own
~opinion, I have said, more than once, that I hold space to be some-
thing merely relative, as time is....For space denotes, in terms of
possibility, an order of things which exist at the same time, con-
sidered as existing together, without inquiring into their particular
manner of existing. And when many things are seen togethes, one
perceives that order of things among themselves....If space was anl
absolute being,shere would something happen, for which it would
be impossible there should be a sufficient reason. Which is ageinst
my Axiom, Aad I prove it thus, Spa.oe is something absolutely
uniform ; and without the things placed m\xt, one poiut of spuce does '
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nefesbsolutely differ in any respect whatsoever from another point
of fbace, Now from hence it follows (supposing space to be some-
thing in itself, besides the order of bodies among themselves), that
it is impossible thers should be a reason why God, preserving the
same situation of bodies among themselves, should have placed them
in space after one particular manner, and not otherwise ; why every-
thing was not placed the quite contrary way, for instance by chang-
ing east into west, But if space is nothing else but that order or
relation ; and is nothing at all without bodies, but the possibility of
placing them ; then those two states, the one such as it now is, the
other supposed to be the quite contrary way, would not at all differ
from one another. Their difference, therefore, is only to be found
in our chimerical supposition of the reality of space in itself, But
in truth the one would exactly be the same thing as the other, they
being wbsolutely indiscernible; and consequently there is no room
to enquire after a reason of the preference of the one to the other.

The case is the same with respect to time....The same argument
proves that instants, considered without the things, are nothing at
all; and that they consist only in the successive order of things.

@. VII. 372 (D. 247)., To suppose two things indiscernible,
is to suppose the same thing under two names. And therefore to
suppose that the universe could have had at first another position of
time and place, than that which it actually had; and yet that all
the parts of the universe should have had the same situation umong
themselves, as that which they actually had ; such a supposition, I
say, is an impossible fiction.

,, X. § 67. Leibniz's theory of position.

G. II'." 277, The essential order of singulars, or relation to
time and place, i to be understood of their relations to the things
contained in time and space, both near and far, which must bee
expressed by any singular, so that in it the universe could be read,
if the reader were infinitely perspicacious.

@ V. 115 (N, E. 128). Time and place are only kinds of
ordex,

@, I1. 847, Position is, without doubt, nothing but a mods of
o thing, like priority or posteriority. A mathemesical point itself
is nething hut a mode, namely an extremity. And thus when two
bodies are conceived as touching, so that two mathematical points
_ nre joined, they do not ninke a new position or whole, which would
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be greater than either part, since the conjunction of two extremities
is not greater than one extremity, any more than two perfect Cark-
nesses are darker than one,

G. V. 140 (N. E.157). This vacuum which can he conceived
in time indicates, as it does in space, that time and space extend to
possibles as well us existents.

G. V. 142 (N.E, 159). If thore were a vacuum in space (6.g.
if a sphere were empty inside) its magnitude could be determined;
lut if there were o vacuum in time, .. o duration without changes,
it 'would be impossible to determine ity length. Hence it follows
that we can refute & man who says that two bodies, between which
thero is a vacuum, touch...but we cannot refute » man who snys
that two worlds, of which one is after the other, touch as regards
duration, so that one necessarily begins when the other stops....
If space were only & line, and if body wers immovable, it would not
be possible either to determine the length of the vacuum letween
two bodies,

@. VIIL 400 (D. 265). I will here show how men come to
form to themselves the notion of space. They consider that many
things exist ot once, and they observe in them a certein order of
coexistence, according to which the relation of one thing to another
it more or less simple. This order is their situation or distance.
‘When it happens that one of those coexistent things changes its
relation to a multitude of others, which do not change their rela-
tions among themselves; and that another thing, newly come,
acquires the same relation to the others, as the former had; we
then say it is come into the place of the former; and this change
we call & motion in that body, wherein is the immediate cause of
the change. And though many, or even all the coexistent things
should change according to certain known rules of directiog and
swiftness ; yet one may always determine the relation of situation,

,Vhich every coexistent acquires with respect to every other oo-
existent; and even that relation which any other coexistent would
have to this, or which this would have to any other, i it bad not
changed, or if it had changed any otherwise. And supposing or
feigning that among those coexistents there is a sufficient number
of them which have undergone no change; then we may say that
those that havessuch a relation to those fixed coexistents, as others
had to them before, have now the same place which those others
had. And that which eomprehends all those places, is called space.
Which shows that, in order to have an ‘idea of place, and conse-
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quently of space, it is sufficient to consider these relations, and tho
rule§ of their changes, without needing to fancy any absolute
reality out of the things whose situation we consider; and, to give
a kind of definition: placs is that, which wedsay is the same to A
and to B, when the relation of the coexistence of B with C, E, I, G,
ete., ngrees perfectly with the relation of the coexistence, which A
had with the same C, E, F, G, efc., supposing there has been no
cause of change in C, E, F, G, etc. It might be said also, without
entering into any farther partioularity, that pluce is that, which is
the same in different moments to different existent things, when
their relations of coexistence with certain other existents, which are
supposed to continue fixed from one of those moments to the other,
agree entirely together. And fixed existents are those, in which
there has been no cause of any change of the order of their coexist-
ence with others; or (which is che same thing) in which there has
been no motion. Lastly space is that which results from places
taken together. And here it may not be amiss to consider the
difference between place, and the relation of situation, which is in
the body that flls up the place. For the place of A and B is the
same ; whereas the relation of A to fixed bodies is not precisely and
individually the same as the relation which B (that comes into its
place) will have to the same fixed bodies; but these relations agree
only, For two different subjects, as A and B, cannot have precisely
the same individual affection; it being impossible that the same
individual accident should be in two subjects, or pass from one
subject to another. But the mind, not contented with an agree-
ment, looks for an identity, for something that should be truly the
same ; and conceives it as being extrinsic to these subjects: and this
is"what we here call place and space. But this can only be an ideal
things containing a certain order, wherein the mind conceives the
application of relations, .

G. IL. 271, Unless I am mistaken, the order of singulars is.
essential to particular parts of space and time, and from these [the
singulars] universaly are abstracted by the mind.

T X.F§ 68. The relation of monads to space a fundamenial

dificulty of monadism. R

&, 11, 805, There is no part of matter which does not contain
monads, ) '

.G, I, 112 (1687). 4)\11' body must be affected in sorbe way by
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the changes in all others, Now to all motions of our hody corre.
spond certain more or less confused perceptions or thoughts of ‘our
soul ; hence the soul also will have some thought of il the motions
of the universe. ,

¢, II. 488, Between the appearance of bodies to us and their
appearance to God, there is the same kind of difference as betweon
o scenograph and an ichnograph. For scenographs are different
according to the situntion of the spectator, while the ichnograph, or
geometrical representation, is unique,

&. V1. 608 (D. 218; L. 220), If simple substances did not
differ in their qualities, there would be no means of perceiving any
change in things....Assuming the plenum, each place would only
receive, in any motion, the equivalent of what it had had, and one
state'of things would be indiscernible from another.

6. V.24 (N. E, 25). The least impression reaches every body,
and consequently reaches the one whose motions correspond to the
nctions of the soul.

X. § 69. Zeibniz’s early views on this subject.

@, I. 52 (1671). My proofs [of immortality, and of the nature
of God and the mind] are based on the difficult doctrine of the
point, the instent, indivisibles, and conation ; for just as the actions
of body consist of motion, so the actions of mind consist of®
conution, or, so to speak, the minimum or point of motion; while
mind itself consists properly in only a point of space, whereas a
body occupies a place. Which I clearly prove—to speak of it only
popularly—by the fact that the mind must be in the place of
concourse of all the motions which are impressed on us by the
objects of sensa; for if I am to conclude that a body presented to
me is gold, I perceive together its lustre, clink, and weigllt, and
thénce conclude "that it is gold; so that the mind must be in a
position where all these lines of sight, hearing, and touch meet, and
consequently in a point, If we give the mind a greatdr place than
a point, it is alveady a body, and has parts external to each other;
it is therefore not intimately present to itself, and accordingly
cannot reflect on all its parts and actions....But assuming that the"
mind does conmst. in a point, it is mdxvmble and indestruetible...

T almost think' that every body (Leib), whether of mehn or ammals,
vegetables or minerals, has a kernel of its substance, which is
distinguished from the eaput mortuum.\..
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G. I. 54, If now this kernel of substance, consisting in a
ph}é';icu.l point (the proximate instrument, and as it were the
vehicle, of the soul, which is constituted in a mathematical point),
always remains, it matters little whether a.llggross matter...is left
over,

X. § 70. His middle views.
G, IV. 482 (D. 76; L. 811) (1695). Only atoms of substancs,

%.¢. real units absolutely devoid of parts, are the sources of actions,
and the absolute first principles of the composition of things, and,
as it were, the ultimate elements in the analysis of substantial
things. They might be called metaphysical poinis ; they have some-
thing of the nature of life and they have a kind of perception, and
mathemuticul points are their points of wview for expressing the
universe. But when corporeal substances are contracted, all their
organs together make but one physical point for us. Thus physical
points are only apparently indivisible. Mathematical points are
exact, but they are only modalities, None but metaphysical or
. substantial points (consisting of forms or souls) are exact and real.

G. IV, 484 (D.78; L. 314) (1695). The organised mass, in
which is the point of view of the soul, is more nearly expressed by
the soul, ' '

G. IV, 512 (D. 122) (1698). Nothing hinders souls, or at
least things analogous to souls, from being everywhers, although the
dominant, and hence intelligent, souls, like those of men, cannot be
everywhere.

< X. § 71.  His later views.

G. IV, 574 (ca. 1700). Tt seems that it is more exact to fy
that spirits are where they operate immediately than to say...that
they are nowhere. _

@ II. 450 (1712). The explanation of all phenomena by
nothing but the mutually conspiring perceptions of monads, setting
anide ‘corporeal substance, I hold to be useful for the fundamental
inspection of things. And in this manner of ex‘position, space
becomen the order of coxistent phenomena, as timé of those that
. are stccessive ; and there is no spatial or absolute distance or pro-
pinquity of monads: to sny that they are massed together in a
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point, or disseminated in space, is to make use of certain fictions of
our soul, since we take pleasure in imagining things which can’only
be conceived. In this way of looking at things, there is no exten-
gion or composition of the continuum, and all difficulties about
points vanish. k)

@& V. 205 (N. B, 230) (1704). The schools have three kmds
of ubiety, or ways of existing somewhere. The first is called eireum-
scriptive, which we attribute to bodies that are in space, which are
in it punctatim, so that they are measured according as points can
be assigned to the mituated thing corresponding to the points of
space. The second is definitive, where we can define, 1., determine,
that the situated thing is in a certuin space, without being able to
assign precise points or proper places exclusively to what is there,
It is thus people judge that the soul is in the body, not believing it
possible to assign an exaet point, where is the soul, or something of
the soul, without its being also in some other point....The third
sort of ubiety is repletive, which is attributed to God, who fills the
whole universe even more eminently than spirits are in bodies, for
he operates immediately on all creatures by continually producing
them, whereas finite spirits cannot exercise any immediate influence
or operation. I know not whether this doctrine of the schools
deserves to be turned into ridicule, as it seems people endeavour to
do. However we can always attribute a kind of motion to souls, at
least in relation to the bodies with which they are united, ov in
relation to their manner of perception.

@, VI, 598 (D. 209; L. 408) (1714). There are simple

snbstances everywhere, sepa.mted from each other, in fact (gf

Jfectivement), by their own actions, which continually change their

relations.

@. III, 623 (1714). We must not conceive_extension o} a
resl continuous space, strewn with points. These are ﬂctmns-proper
to-content the imagination, but in which reason does not find what
it requives. Nor must we conceive that Monads, like points in a
real space, move, push, or touch each other; it is gnough that
phenomena make it seem so, and this appearance partakes of truth
in 80 far as these phenomens are founded, i agree with each
aother, .~

@&, IL 839 (1707). A simple substance, though it has no
extension in Mself, yet has position, wiich iz the foundation of
extension, since extension i the simultaneous continuous repetition

of poam?n. \
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@. II. 870 (1709). I do not think it fitting to consider souls
as In"points. Some one might perhaps say that they are only in a
place by operation...or rather,...that they are in a place by corre-
spondence, and are thus in the whole organic body which they
animate. Meanwhile I do not deny a certfin real metaphysical
union between the soul and the organic body...according to which
it could be said that the soul really is in the body.

@&, I1. 378 (1709). Although the places of monads are desig-
nated by modifications or terminations of parts of space, yet the
monads themselves are not modifications of a continuous thing,
Mass and its diffusion result from monads, but not space. For spuce
...is & cerbain order, embracing not only actuals but also possibles.

G. II. 436 (1712). 'We ought not to say of monads, any more
than of points and souls, that they are parts of bodies, that they
touch each other, or that they compose bodies.

@. IT. 438 (I712). God sees not only single monads and the
modifications of each monad, but also their relations, and in this
consists the reality of relations and truths,

G. I1. 444 (1712). Monads per se have not even any relative
situation—i.c. no real one—which extends beyond the order of
phenomena.

@&. IL. 253 (1703). Monads, though they are not extended,
yet have something of the nature of position in extension, i.e. they
have a certain ordered relation of coexistence to other things,
through the machine which they dominate (cui praesunt). And I
do not think that any finite substances exist separated from every
body, nor consequently are without position or order in regard to
the other things which coexist in the universe. Extended things
involve in themselves many things having position, but things
which are simple, though they have no extension, yet must have
position in extension, although it is impossible to designate this
punctitim as in incomplete phenomena. o

@. IL. 277 (1704—5). My unities or simple substances are not
diffused,...ngr do they constitute a homogeneous whole, for the
homogeneity of matter is obtained only by a mental abstraction;
when we consider only things that are passive and therefore incom-

~plete. « )

. X.§72 Time and change. o

@: VII, 373 (D. 249), It is a similar, i.e impossible, fiction,
to imagine that God might have created the world some millions of
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years sooner, Those who agree to fictions of this sort will be,
unable to reply to those who would argue for the eternit} of the
world. For since God does nothing without a reason, and since no
reason is assignable why he should not have created the world
sooner, it will folldw, either that he created nothing at all, or. that
he produced the world before every assignable time, ¢s that the
world is eternal. But when it is shown that the beginning, what-
ever it is (quel qu'il soif), is always the same thing, the question
why it was not otherwise ceases.

G. VII. 402 (D, 268), It cannot be said that a certain dura-
tion is eternal; bub that things whioh continue always are eternal,
by always gaining new extension. Whatever exists of time and of
duration, being successive, perishes continually; and how can &
thing exist eternally which (to speak exactly) does never exist at
all? For how can a thing exist, whereof no part does ever exist?
Nothing of time does sver exist, but instants ; and an instant is not
even itself a part of time.

G. VII. 408 (D. 274), From extension to duration, non valet
consequentie. Though the extension of matter were unlimited, yet
it would not follow that its duration would be also unlimited ; nay
even, a parte anfe, it would not follow that it had no beginning,
If it is of the nature of things in the whole to grow uniformly in
perfection, the universe of creatures must have had a beginning. ...
Besides, the world’s having a beginning does not derogate from the
infinity of its duration o parte post; but bounds of the universe
would derogate from the infinity of its extension.

@. I11, 581, As for snccession, where you [Bourguet] seem to
judge, Sir, that one must conceive a first fundamental instant, as
unity is the foundation of numbers, and as the point is also the foun-
dution of extension: to this I might answer that the instant s also
the foundation of time, but as there is no point in natura which is
fundamental with regard to all other points, and so to speak the
seat of God, so I do not see that it is necessary to conceive a
principal instant. I admit, however, that there ig, this difference
between instants and points, that one point of the universe has not
the advantage of priority of nature over another, whereas the
preceding instant has, over the succceding instant, the adventagef
priority not of time only, but also of nature. But it is not neces-
sary on tha{® account thab there should“be a first instant. There is
a difference, in this, between the analysis of necessary things and
that of contingent things....Thus t‘r\g snalogy from numbers to
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Anstants does not hold here. It is true that the notion of numbers
is res'bli"able ab last into the notion of unity, which is no longer
resolvable, and may be considered as the primitive number. But it
does not follow that the notions of the various instants are resolv-
nble at last into a primitive instant. © However, T do not venture to
deny that there was a first instant. Two hypotheses may be formed,
either that nature is alwuys equally perfect, or that it always grows
in perfection. ...[In the first case] it is more likely that there is no
beginning. [In the second case)...the matter could still be explained
in two ways, namely by the ordinates of a hyperbola or by those of
o triangle. According to the hypothesis of the hyperbola, there
would be no beginning...but according to the hypothesis of the
triangle, there would have been a beginning....I see no way of
showing demonstrativély by pure reason which should be chosen.

@. VIL 415 (D. 281), The author [Clarke] objects here, that
time cannot be an order of successive things, because the quantity
of time may become greater or less, and yeb the order of successions
continue the same, I answer, this is not so. Tor if the time be
greater, there will be more successive and like states interposed ;
and if it be less, there will he fewer; seeing there is no vacuum,
rfor condensation, nor penetration (if I may so speak) in tlmes, any
more than in piaces.

* & II,183. Time is neither more nor less a being of resson
than space. To coexist and to pre- or post-exist, are something
real ; they would not be so, I admit, according to the ordinary view .
of matter and substance,

G.V.139 (N, E. 156). Time is the measure of motion, .
uniform motion is the neasure of non-uniform motion.

N ~ . .
T N
X. § 74 Leibniz held confusedly to an objeotive counterpart,
of space and time.

@. VII. 329, Every primitive entelechy must have perception.
For every first entelechy has internal variation, according to which
its external actions also vary. But perception is nothing but that
vePy, reprasentation of external by internal variation. Since, there-
- fore, primitive- entelechies are dispersed everywhere throughout
matter—which can easily bé'shown from the fact that Principles of
motion are dispersed throughout matter—the consequence is, that
souls also are dispersed everyyhere throughout matter.
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G. VI, 405,. As soon as we admit that God exists, we, 1usts
admit that he exists necessarily. Now this privilege rIoes not
belong to the three things of which we have been speaking [motion,
matter and space],

@. VIL 375 (D, 251), God pevscives thirigs in himself
Space is the place of things, and not the place of God’s ideas.

XI. § 75. Perception.
G. VI. 599 (D. 209; L. 409). Perceptions in the Monad are

-produced one from another according to the laws of appetites or of
the final causes of good and evil, which consist in observable per-
ceptions, regular or irregular.

G. 1. 383 (1686). It is not necessary that what we conceive
of things outside us should be perfectly similar to them, but that it
should express them, as an ellipsé expresses & circle sson obliquely,
#o that to each point of the circle a point of the ellipse corresponds,
and wice versd, acoording to a certain law of relation, For...each
individual substance expresses the universe in its own way, much ns
the same town is diversely expressed according to different points of
view,

G.V.101 (N. E, III), A state without thought in the soul,
and an absclute rest in body, seem to me equally contrary to nature,
and without example in the world. A substance which is once®in
action will be so always, for all impressions remain, and are only
mixed with other new ones,

@. VL 578 (D. 187). When Mr Locke declares that he does
not understand how the variety of ideas is compatible with the
simplicity of Glod, it seema to me that he ought not hence to derive
an objection to Father Malehranche ; for there is ne system which
can make such a thing intelligible. b
@& VL5sM (D, 188), Mr Locke asks whether an indivisible
and unextended substance can have at the same time modifications
which are different and even refer to inconsistent obdects. I answer
that it can. What is inconsistent in the same object is not incon-
sistent in the representation of different objects, which are conceived
at the same time, For this it is not necessary that there should e
different parts in the soul, as it is not necessary that there should be
different parts in the point, though different angles ineet in it

@. VI. 608 (D. 219; L, 222), I asume as admitted that

every created heing, and consequently‘\the oreated Monad, is subject
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o change, and further that this change is continual in each. It
follows from what has juat been seid, that the natural changes of
the Monads come from an internal principle, since an external
cause can have no influence upon their inner being. But besides
the principle of the change, there must be a particular series of
changes [un détail de ce qui change), which constitutes, so to speak,
the specific nature and variety of the simple substances. This
partioular series of changes must involve & multiplicity in the
unit, or in that which is simple. For, as every natural change
takes place gradually, something changes and something remains
unchanged ; and consequently a simple substance must be affscted
and related in many ways, although it has no parts.

G. VI 609 (D, 220; L. 226). We have in ourselves expe-
rience of a multiplicity in a simple substance, when we find that
the least thoughti of which we are conscious involves variety in its
object, Thus all those who admit that the soul is a simple sub-
stance should admit this multiplicity in the Monad.

G, VI, 32%7. Itis true that the same thing can be represented
differently ; but there must always be an exact relation between the
representation and the thing, and consequently between different
répresentations of the same thing,

@, VII. 410 (D. 275). The author [Clarke] speaks as if he
did not understand how, sccording te my opinion, the soul is a
representative principle. Which is, as if he hed never heard of my
pre-established harmony. I do not agsent to the vulgar notions,
that the images of things are conveyed by the organs of sense to the
soul. For, it is not conceivable by what passage, or by what means
of conveyance, these images can be carried from the organ to the
soul. This vulgar notion in philosophy is not intelligible, as the
new Cartesianc have sufficiently shown. It cannot be explained,
how imndaterial substance is affected by matter: and to maintain
an intelligible notion thereupon, is having recourse to the scholastic
chimerical notion of I know not what inexplicable species inten-
tionales, paseing from the organs to the soul. Those Cartesians saw
the difficulty, but they could not explain it..,.But I think I have
given the true solution of that enigma.

“&, IL. 771 (1686). It is the nature of the soul to express what
is happening in bodies, being so oreated originally that the series of
- its thoughts agrées with the series of motions.

@, II, 74 (1686). The nature of every substance involves a

general expreassion of the whole universe, and the nature of the seul
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involves more particularly a more distinct expression of what is now
happening in relation to its body. .

G. II1. 575. Perception is, for me, the representation of a
multiplicity in wlha,t is simple; and appetite is the tendency from
one perception to another: now these two things are in all Monads,
for otherwise a monad would have no relation to other things. I
do not know, Sir, how you [Bourguet] can derive any Spinozism
from this; that is jumping to conclusions rather too fast. On the
contrary, it is just by means of these monads that Spinozism is
destroyed, for there are as many true substances, and, so to speak,
living mirrors of the universe always subsisting, or concentrated
universes, as there are Monads, whereas according to Spinoza there
is only a single substance. He would be right, if there were no
monads ; then everything except God would be passing, and would
sink into mere accidents and modifications, since there would not be
in things the basis of substances, which consists in the existence of
monads,

F. de C. 62 (D, 182). [Spinoza] is wrong in thinking that
affirmation or negstion is volition, since volition involves also the _
reason of the good. .

@&, II, 317, A universal is one in many, or the similarity of
many ; but when we perceive, many are expressed in one, namely
the percipient. You see how far apart these are.

¢. II. 286, I recognize monads that are active per s, and

in them nothing cen be conceived except perception, which in turn
involves action.

X1. § 77, Perception not due to action of the perceived on
the percipient. »

. &IV, 495 (D. 86), I take care not to admit that the soul
does not know bodies, though this knowledge arises without influ-
ence of the one on the other,

G.IV. 484 (D,77; L, 818). God at first a0 crested the soul,
or any other real unity, that everything must arise in it from its
own inner nature, with a perfect spontaneity ss regards ifself, apd
yet with a perfect conformity to things outside of it....And acdord-
ingly, sincespach of these substances acaurately reprssents the whole
universe in its own way and from a certain point of view, and the
perceptions or expressions of ext.ernn\1 things come into the soul at
their appropriate time, in virtue of its own laws, a8 in a world by
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“itselfrand as if there existed nothing but God and the soul,...there

will be £ perfect agreement between all these substances, which will
have the same result as if they had communication with one another
by a transmission of species or qualities, such as the mass of ordinary
philosophers suppose.

G. VL, 607 (D, 218; L. 219). There is no way of explaining
how a Monad can be altered in quality or internally chenged by
any other created thing; since it is impossible to change the place
of anything in it or to conceive in it any internal motion which
could be produced, directed, incréased or diminished therein, although
ail this is possible in the case of compounds, in which there are
changes among the parts. The monads have no windows, through
which anything could come in or go out. Accidents cannot separate
themselves from substances nor go outside of them, as the “sensible
species” of the acholastics used to do, Thus neither substance nor
accident can come into a monad from outside.

G. I, 12 (1686). Every singular substance expresses the
whole universe in its own way, and in its notion are comprised all

_its events with all their circumstances, and the whole series of
external things.

&. 11, 136 (D. 38). Each of these substances contains in its
nature legem econtinuationis seriei suarum operationum, snd all that
has happened and will happen to it. Al its actions come from its
owh nabure, except for its dependence.upon God.

@&, I1. 503, I do not believe that a system is possible, in which
'Monads act on each other, because there seems to be no possible
way of explaining such action, I add that an influence is also
superfluous, for why should a monad give to another monad what it
already has? For this is the very nature of substance, that its
present should”be big with the future, and that all things can be
understood by means of one, unless indeed God should miraculously,
interfere, '

(. IV, 440 (1686). Nothing can happen to us but thoughts
gnd perceptiond, and all our future thoughts and perceptions are
only consequences, though contingent ones, of our previous thoughts
and percgptions, so much so that if I were capable of considering
distihctly all that happens or appears to me at the present time, I
could see in it all that will happen or appear to me for ever; which
would not fail, and would happen tome just the same, if all that is

outgide of me were destroyec}. provided only that God and I re-
- mained,
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G. IT. 119, Only indivisible substances and their gifferent’
states are abrolutely real. »

C)h §'79. The pre-established, harmony.

@. IT, 58 (1686). Only the hypothesis of the concomitance or
agreement of substances inter se explains everything in a ;nam.ier
which is conceivable and worthy of God; it is even demonstrative
and inevitable, in my opinion, according to the proposition which
we have just established [that in every proposition the notion of the
predicate is oontained in that of the subject),

@. I, 382 (1686). I believe that every individual substance
expresses the whole universe in its own way, and that its following
state is a conseguence (though often a free one) of its preceding
atate, ag if there were nothing but God and it in the world ; but as
all substances are a continual production of the sovereign Being,
and express the same universe or the same phenomena, they agree
exactly with each other.

G. VII, 311, Every substance has something of the infinite, ,
in so far as it involves its cause, i.e. God, that is, it has some trage
of omniscience and omnipotence ; for in the perfeot notion of each
individual substance there are contained sll its predicates, alike
necessary and contingent, past, present, and future ; nay each sub-
stance expresses the whole universe according to its situation and
aspect, in so for as other things are referred to it; and hence it is
necessary that some of our perceptions, even if they be clear, should
be confused, since they involve things which are infinite, as do
our perceptions of colour, heat, ete.

G. IT, 68 (1686). The hypothesis of concomitance is a-conse-
quence of the notion which I have of substance. For acqording to

e the individual notion of a substance involves all that will ever
happen to it.

G. II. 136 (D, 88)., Each substance expresses the whole
universe, but some more distinctly than others, espeom].ly each in
regard to certain things, and acoording to its point of view, The
union of soul and body, and even the operation of one sulgtanca.on
another, consists only in this perfect mutual egreement, purpdsely
establishedvby the order of the first areation, in.virtue of which
each substance, following its own laws, falls in with what the others
demand, snd the operations of the que thus follow or accompany
the operation or change of the other.
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" " Gu JI.226. Certainly, in my opinion, there is nothing in the
universe of creatures which does not need, for its perfect concept,
the concept of every other thing in the umiverse of things, since
everything influences everything else, so that if it were taken away
or supposed different, all the things in the world would have been
different from those that now are.

G. ITI. 143. It is true there is miracle in my system of pre-
established Harmony, and that God enters into it extraordinarily,
but it is only in the beginning of things, after which everything
goes its own way in the phenomena of nature, according to the laws
of souls and bodies.

G. III. 144. It secems to me that I may say that my hypo-
thesis (concerning the pre-established Harmony) is not gratuitous,
since I helieve I have made it appear that there are only three
possible hypotheses [the influxus physicus, occasionalism, and the
pre-established harmony], and that only mine is at once intelligible
and natural ; but it can even be proved & priori.

(}XII. § 83. The three classes of monads.
G. V1. 600 (D, 211; L. 411), It is well to make a distinction

between percepiion, which is the internal state of the Monad repre-
sentmg external things, and apperception, which is the consciousness
or the reflective knowledge of this internal state, and which is not
given to all souls, nor to the same soul at all times. It is for lack
of this distinction that the Cartesians have made the mistake of
ignoring perceptions of which we are not conscious....Genuine
reasoning depends upon necessary or eternal truths, such as those
of logic, of number, of geometry, which produce an indubitable
connection of idleas and infallible inferences. The animals in which
these inferences do not appear are called the brutes; but those.
which know these necessary truths are properly those which are
called rational ammals and their souls are called spirits [esprits).
These souls have the power to perform acts of reflection, and to
consider what is called the ego, substance, soul, spirit, in a word,
impmaterigl things and truths.

G. VI, 804 (D, 215; L. 420), As regards the rational soul
or spirit, there is in it something more than in thermonads or
even in mere souls, It is not only a mirror of the universe of
created beings, butb also an jmage of the Delty Jt is for this

' ressun that all spirits, whether of men or genii, entering in -virtue
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of reason and of eternal truths into a kind of fellowship with, God,
are members of the City of God, i.e. of the most perfectastate,
formed and governed by the greatest and best of Monarchs,

G. VL. 610 (D. 220; L. 230). If we are to give the name
of Soul to everything which has perceptions and appetites in the
general sense which I have just explained, then all simple substances
or created Monads might be called souls; but as feeling is some-
thing more than a bare perception, I think it vight that the
general name of Monads or Entelechies should suffice for simple
substances which have perception only, and that the name of Souls
should be given orly to those in which perception is more distinct
and accompanied by memory.

Q. IV, 479 (D. 78; L. 308), We must not confound or in-
differently mix, with other forms or souls, Spirits or the reasonable
soul, which are of a higher order, and have incomparably more
perfection than these forms buried in matter—which in my opinion
are to be found everywhers—being like little gods in comparison
with these, being made in the image of God, and having in them
some ray of the Divine light. For this reason, God governs
spirits as a prince governs his subjects, and indeed as a father
cares for his children; while, on the other hand, he deals with
other substances as an engineer works with his machines. Thus
spirits have special laws, which put them above the revolutions
of matter through the very order which God has placed there?
and it may be said that everything else is made only for them,
these revolutions themselves being arranged for the felicity of the
good and the punishment of the wicked.

@. V. 218 (N. E. 245). The consciousness or feeling of the
FEgo proves a moral or personal identity. And it is by this that I
distinguish the incessability of a brute's soul from the énmortality of
the soul of man : both preserve physical and real identity, but as for
man, it is conformable to the rules of the Divine Providence that
the soul should retain also & moral identity apparent to ourselves, so
08 to constitute the same person, capable consequerttly of feeling
“chastisements and rewards.

G. V. 219 (N, E 247). As for the Self, it will be well to
distinguish it from the appearance of Self and from conscions-
ness. The Jelf constitutes real and physical identity, and the
appearance of Self, acoompanied by truth, joins personal identitj
to it.

@, IIL 622. [All monads] have pa-rcapmn and a.ppmte e
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whieh,is called passion in animals, and will where perception is an
understanding,

G.V. 284 (N, E, 331), It is eusential to substances to act,
to crented substances to suffer, to spirvits to think, to bodies to
have extension and motion. That iy, there are sorts or species to
which an individual cannot (naturally at least) cease to helong,
when it has once belonged to them,

@. V. 290 (N. E, 338). [In man] reason is a fixed attribute,
belonging to each individual, and never lost, though we caunot
always perceive it.

@, VII 529 (D. 190). You next ask my dofinition of soul. I
veply, that soul may be employed in n broad and in a striot sense.
Broadly speaking, soul will be the same as life or vital principle,
i.. the principle of internal action existing in the simple thing or
monad, to which external action corresponds, And this correspond-
ence of internal and external, or representation of the external in
the internal, of the composite in the simple, of multiplicity in unity,
really constitutes perception. But in this sense soul is attributed
not only to animals, but also to all other percipient beings. In the
strict sense, szl is employed as a nobler species of life, or sentient
life, where there is not only the faculty of perceiving, but in addition
that of feeling, inasmuch, indeed, as attention and memory are:added
to perception. Just as, in turn, mind is & nobler species of soul, i.c.
thind is rational soul, where reason, or raticcination from universality
of truths, is added to feeling, As, therefore, mind is rational soul,
so soul is sentient life, and life is perceptive principle.

”l XI1, § 84 Activity and passivity,
G. I¥. 466 (D, 79; L. 817), Tho customary ways of spenking

can still be quite well preserved {in my system] For we may wny
that the substonce whose disposition explains a change in an in-
telligible way_(so that we may hold that it is this substance to
which the others have on this point been ndupted from the begirining,~
nocording to the order of the decrees of God) is the substance which,
iw respact of this change, we should conceive as acting upon the
others.

G. VI 615 (D. 2255 L. 245)., A crenture i snid to act
eutwardly in so far as it hax perfection, and to syffer in relation to
another in so fur as it iy imperfeet. Thus action is attributed to u
Monad iu so far a8 it has distinet perceptions, and passion in o far
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as its perceptious are confused. And one created thing is smore "
perfect than another in this, that there is found in the moresperfect
that which serves to explain & priori what takes place in the other,
and it is on this account that the former is said to act upon the
latter. But in simple substances the influence of one Monad upon

" another is only ideal, and it can have its effect only through the me-
diation of God, in so far as in the ideas of God one Monad rightly
claims thut God, in regulating the others from the beginning of things,
should have regard to it....And it is thuy that, among creatures,
activities and passivities are mutual. For God, comparing two
simple substances, finds in each reasms which oblige him to adapt
the other to it, and consoquently whut is active in certain respects
is passive from another point of view; active in so far as what we
distinctly know in it serves to give a reason for what takes
place in another, and passive in so far as the reason for what takes
place in it is to be found in that which is distinetly known in
another. )

G. IV. 441 (1686). When a change occurs by which several
substances are affected {as in fact every change affects them all), I
believe we may say that the one which thereby immediately passes
to a greater degree of perfection or to a more perfect expression,
exerta its power, and acts, and that which passes to a less degree
makes known its feebleness, and syffers. Also I hold that every
action of a substance which has perception implies some joy, aid
every passion some pain.

G, I, 13 (1686). The action of one finite substance on another
consists only in the increase in the degree of its expression joined to
the diminution of that of the other, inasmuch as God has formed
them beforehand so that they should agres together,

@. V. 201 (N. E, 224), I do not know whethe one can suy
that the same being is called action’in the agent and passmn in the
pa.tlent shd is thus in two subjects at once, like a relation, or
whether it is not hetter to say that they. are two beings, one in the
agent, the other in the patient.

XIL § 86. Materia prima as an Lement in ecu;h monud.

G. VII 322 (N. B, 720). Subsba.nces have metaphysicsl
matter or passive power in so far ay they express anything con-
fusedly, active power in so far as they express anything distinotly.
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© G III. 636. As Monads (except the primitive one) are subject
to pasgons, they sre not pure forces; they are the foundation,
not only of actions, but also of resistances or passivities, and their
passions are in confused perceptions. It is this which involves
matter or the infinite in number. f

G, I1. 516. A substance acts as much as it can, unless it is’
impeded ; even a simple substance, however, is impeded, but not
naturally unless internally by itself. And when & monad is said to
be impeded by another, this is to be understood of the representa-
tion of the other in itself.

@. I1. 306. Maieria prima...[is] the primitive passive power,
or principle of resistance, which does not consist of extension,
but of what extension needs, and complements the entelechy or
primitive active power, so 28 to produce the complete substance or
Monad....We hold that such matter, i.e. the principle of passion,
persists, and adheres to its own Entelechy.

G. II. 325, Although God could, by his absolute power,
deprive n created substance of materia ssoundas, yet he cannot

deprive it of materia prima ; for he would thus make it Actus purus,
" such as he alone is.

@, II, 868, [The swmateria prima of one Monad] does not
incresse mass, or the phenomenon resulting from Monadg, any more
than a point increases a line.

L3

XTI § 87. Materia prima the source of finitude, plurality
and matter,

@. VI, 548 (D, 169), God alone is above all matter, since he
is its-Author ; but creatures free or freed from matter would be at
the samg time detached from the universal connection, and like
deserters from the general order.

@&. II, 324, To remove these [Intelligences] from bodies a.nd
place, i8 to remove them from the universal connection and order of
the world, which is made by relations to time and place.

G. I1. 418, Whoever admits the pre-established Ha.rmony,
cgnnot hut admit also the doctrine of the actual division of matter
into infinite parts.

G. IT, 460, You [Dee Bosses] ask further, why cthere should
he actually infinitely numercus monads? I answer, for this their
possibility will suffice, since it, is better that the works of God should
be as splendid as possible ; but the same is required by the order of
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things, otherwise phenomena will not correspond to all assignable”
percipients. And indeed in our perceptions, however dlsf.mct we
conceive that confused ones are contained to any degree of small-
ness ; and thus monads will correspond to these, as to greater and
more distinct ones.

@. II. 248, You [de Volder] desire a necessary connection
hetween matter (or resistance) and active force, so as not to join
them arbitrarily. But the cause of the connection is, that every
substance is active, and every finite substance is passive, while
resistance is connected with passion, Therefore such a conjunction
ia demanded by the nature of things.

(‘)XII. § 90. Pirst theory of Soul and Body.

3. VI, 539 (D. 163), When I am asked if these [principles of
life] are substantial forms, I reply by a distinction: for if this term
is taken, as M. Des Cartes takes it, when he maintains...that the
reasonable soul is the substantial form of man, I should answer yes.
But I should say no, if any one understood the term as those do who _
imagine that there iy a substantial form of a piece of stone, or of
some other non-organic body ; for principles of life belong only to
organic bodies. It is true...that there is no portion of matter in
which there are not numberless organic and animated bodies....But
for all this, it must not be said that each portion of matter is
animated, just as we do not =ay that a pond full of fish is an
animated body, although a fish is so.

G. VI 543 (D. 167). Not only the soul, but also the same
animal, subsists.... What does not begin to live, does not cease to
live either; and death, like generation, is only the transforpation
of the same animal, which is sometimes increasedy somgtimes di-
minished....The machines of nature being machines even in their
smallest parts, are indestructible, because of the envelopment of &
small machine in a larger one ad infinitum. Thus we are obliged to
maintain at the same time both the pre-existence of the soul as of
the animal, and the substance of the animal as of the soul.

@. VIL 530 (D, 191) To each primitive enteleohx or gach
vital principle there is perpetually united a certain natural machine,
which comex to us under the name of organic body ; which machine,
although it preserves its form in general, consists in a flux, and js,
like the ship of Theseus, perpetually.repaired. And we cannot be
certain that the smallest particle received by us at birth remains
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“in our body....Some animal always remains, although no particular
animal ;;ughb to be called everlasting,

G. V. 214 (N. E. 240), Organization or configuration, without
a gubsistent principle of life, which I call a Monad, would not suffice
for the continuance of idem mumero, or the sane individual; for
configuration may remain specifically without remaining md1v1du
ally....Organized bodies, as well as others, remain the same only in
appearance. ... But as for Substances, which have in them a true and
renl substantial unity..., and as for substantial beings, which...are
animated by a certain indivisible spirit, it is right to say that
they remain perfectly the same individual, through this soul or
spirit, which makes the Zgo in those which think,

&, IIL, 356. I have said, not absolutely, that organism is
essential to matter, but to matter arranged by a sovereign wisdom.

G. I, 100, I admit that the body apart, without the soul, has
only a unity of aggregation, but the reality which remains to it
comes from the parts which compose it, and which retain their
substantial unity because of the numberless living bodies which are
enveloped in them. However, though it is possible for a soul to have

“a body composed of parts animated by separate souls, the soul or
form of the whole is not on that account composed of the souls or
forms of the parts,

G. VI 619 (D. 229; L. 258), It must not be imagined..,
th&t each soul has a quantity or portion of matter belonging exclu-
sively to itself or attached to it for ever, and that it consequently
owns other inferior living beings. ... For all bodies are in a perpetual
flux, like rivers....There is often metamorphosis in animals, but
never metempsychosis or transmigration of souls; nor are there
sonls gntirely neparate or disembodied spirits. God alone is com-
pletely thhouifbocly

G. II b8 (1686). Each [soul and body] following its laws, and,
one acting freely, the other without choice, agrees (se rencontre) in

- the same phenomena. The soul, however, is none the less the form
of its body, bediuse it expresses the phenomena of all other bodies
_ sccording to their relation to its own.

& VI 596, I should have been much mistaken if I had
objeeted to the Cartesians that the agreement which, according to
them, God maintains 1mmeq,mtely between the soul and the body,
does not make a veritable union, since assuredly my ﬁre-estabhshed
Hm-mony cannot do 50 either....However I do not deny that there

# 1s something of this nature ; and this would be analogous to presence,
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of which hitherto, as applied to incorporeal things, the notlon has,
not heen sufficiently explained.

@ VI 598 (D. 209; L. 408), Each specially 1mp01'tmnt
simple substance or Monad, which forms the centre of a compound
substance (s.g. of an animal) and the principle of its unity, is
surrounded by a mass composed of an infinity of other Monads, *
which constitute the particular body of this central Monad...,This
body is organic, when it forms a kind of automaton or natural
machine, which is a machine not only ns a whole, but also in the
smallest parts of it that can come into observation.

@. II. 306. It is not to be thought that an infinitesimal
portion of matter is to be assigned to each entelechy ; there is no
such piece,

G, IT, 878, Although there is no absolute necessity for every
organio body to be animated, yet we must judge that God would
not have neglected the opportunity for s soul, since his wisdom
produces as much perfection as it can.

@. 111, 363, Simple substance...cannot have extension in it,
for all extension is composite.

G. VIL 468, Our substantial matter has only potential parts,~
but the human bedy is an aggregate.

()XII § 91. Second theory of Soul and Body.

G. IIL. 657 (D. 234). A true substance (such as an animal) is
composed of an immaterial soul and an organic body, and it is the
compound of these two which is called uwnum per ge.

. IV. 391 (D. 68). Just as all things are full of xouls, s0
also they are full.of organized bodies.

@. V. 309 (N. E. 362). Perfect unity must e reserfed for
bodies which are animated, or endowed with primitive enelechies,

* @& IL '75 (1686). Our body in itself, apart from the =oul,...
can only be called one substance improperly, like & machine or a
heap of stones,

@, IL. '77 (1686). If X am asked, in pawrtlcular, what I say of
the sun, the globe of the earth, the moon, trees and similar bodies,
and even bensts, I could not affirm absolutely that® they™are
animated, or at least that they are substances, or whether they are
merely madhines or aggregates of sevefal substances. But at least I
can say that if there are no corporeal substances such as } want, it
follows that bodies will be only true phenomens, like the rainbow....
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_We shall never come to anything of which we can say: *there is
truly ‘arbeing,” except when we find animated machines to which
their sdlil or substantial form gives a substantial unity independent
of the external union of contact. .And if there are none such, it
follows that except man there would be nothing: substantial in the
visible world.

G, I1. 871, I do not deny « certain real metaphysical union
between the soul and the organic body..., according to which it
could be said, that the soul really is in the body.... But you see
that T have been speaking, not of the union of the Entelechy or
active principle with materia prima or passive power, but of the
union of the soul, or the Monad itself (resulting from both prin-
ciples) with mass or with other monads.

@, VII. 502. Every crested monad is provided with some
organic body....Every mass contains innumerable monads, for
although every organic body in nature has its corresponding monad,
yet it contains in its parts other monads similarly provided with their
organic bodies, which are subservient to the primary organic body.

@. IV. 511 (D, 120), 8o far as by its union with matter [the

~substantial form] constitutes a substance truly one, or a thing that
is-one per ge, it forms what I call a monad.

(. II. 118, As for the other difficulty which you [Arnauld]
make, 8ir, namely that the soul joined to matter does not make a
being truly one, sinee matter is not truly one in itself, and the soul,
as you judge, gives it only an extrinsic denomination, I answer that
it is the animated substance, to which this matter belongs, which is
truly one being, and matter taken as mere mess is only a pure
phenomenon or well-founded appearance.

. IT. 120. A whole which has a true unity can remain the
axme fadividua), strictly speaking, though it gains or loses parts, as
we expericnce in ourselves.

.11, 368, A new entelechy can be created, even if no new*
part of mass is created; for although mass already has unities
everywhere, yet it is always capable of new ones, dominating many
others ; ns if you were to imagine that God should make an organio

- body out of a mass which, as a whole, is inorganic, a,g. o lump of
stor®, and should set its soul over it; for there are ‘as many
entelechies as there are organic bodies.

@. II, 870, Every paft of an organic body oon%ainsl other
entelechies,

p @. IT. 304, A fraction or half of an animal is not one Being
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per se, because this can only be understood of the n.mmnl’s body,
which is not one being per ss, but an aggregate, and has an arith-
metical, but not a metaphysionl unity.

G. I1. 251, A primitive entelechy can never arise or be extin-
guished naturally, aad can never be without an organic body.

XIL §92. The vinculum substantiale.

G. 11, 399, Since the bread is really not a substance, but a
being by aggregation or a substantivtum, resulting from innumerable
monads by a certain superadded union, its substantiality consists in
this union ; thus it is not necessary according to you [the Catholics]
that God should abolish or change those monads, but only that he
should take away that by means of which they produce a naw being,
namely this union; thus the substantiality which consists in it will
ocease, though the phenomenon will remain, arising now not from those
monads, but from some divine equivalent substituted for the union
of those monads, Thus there will really be no substantial subject
present. But we, who reject transubstantiation, have no need of
such theories. [This passage precedes the first suggestion of the
vincwlum substantiule.)

G. IL, 435, We must say one of two things: either bodies are
mere phenomena, and thus extension also is nothing but a pheno-
menon, monads alone are real, and the union is supplied by tife
operation of the percipient soul in the phenomenon; or, if faith
leads us to corporeal substances, this substance will consist in
the reality of the union, which adds something absolute (and therefore
substantial), though temporary, to the monads which are to be
united. ...If this substantial bond of monads were absent, all bydies
with all their qualities would be only well-founded phenomena.

@. I, 461, Supernatural matters being opposed to phllosophy,
we need nothing else than monads and their internal modifications,

@. I, 481. I have changed my mind, so that I think nothing
absurd will follow if we hold the wineulum substantitle also...to be

Tngenerable and incorruptible; since indeed I think no corporeal
substance should be admitted except where there is an orgn.mc body
with a dominant monad. ...8ince, therefore, I deny...not only that
the soul, butalso that the animal can perish, I shall say that the
vinculum substantiule also...cannot avise or cease na.tura.lly

G. I, 516. This vinculum subsigniiale is naturally, but not
essentially, a bond, For it requires monads, but does not essentially
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ihvolve them, since it oan exist without monads, and monads
withoxip it

&, I 517. If monads alone were substances, it would be
necessary either that bodies should be mere phenomena, or that the
continnum should arise out of points, whichfis certainly ahsurd,
Real continuity cannot arise except from the vinculum substartiale.

G. II, 520, Monads alone do not compose the continuum,
sinee per se they are destitute of all connection, and each monad is
like a world apart. But in materia prima (for materia seounda is an
aggregate), or in the passive element of a composite substance, is
involved the foundation of continuity, whence the true continuum
springs from juxtaposed compound substances....And in this sense
1 may perhaps have said that extension is a wodification of materia
prima, or of what is formally non-extended.

XII § 94. Proformation.
@, VII 531 (D. 192)., I hold that the souls, latent in

seminal animalcules from the beginning of things, are not rational
mtil, by conception, they are destined for human life; but when
they are once made rational and rendered capable of consciousness
and of society with God, I think that they never lay aside the
character of citizens in the Republic of God....Death...can render
Perceptions confused, bub cannot entirely blot them from memory,
the use of which returning, rewards and punishments take place.

G. VI. 152, Ihold that souls, and simple substances generally,
can only begin by creation, and end by annihilation : and as the
formation of animated organic bodies does not seem explicable in the
order of nature, unless we suppose an already organioc preformation,
I have bence"mferred that what we call the generation of an animal
is only a transformation and a.ugmenta.tmn thus since the same
body was already organized, it is to be believed that it was
already animated, and that it had the same soul....I should beliave
that souls which will one day be human, like those of the other
species, have been in the seeds, and in the ancestors up to Adam, -
apd have consequently existed since the beginning of things, always in

a otk of organized body. ... But it seems proper, for several reasons,
thet they should have exisjed then only as sensitive or snimal souls...
pud that they remained in that state until the time of the generation

" of the man to whom they weye to belong, but that then they received
renson, whether there be a natural method of elevating a gensitive
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soul to the degree of a reasonable soul (which I have diffieplsy in
conceiving), or that God gave reason to this soul by a specialgopera-
tion, or (if you will) by a kind of transcreation.

@. VI, 852, I should prefer to do without miracle in the
generation of man,®as of the other animals; and this could’be
explained by conceiving that, among the great number of Souls and
Animals, or ut lenst of organic living bodies, which are in the seed,
those souls alone which are destined to attain some day to human
nature contain the reason which will some day appear in them.

G. III. 585. The question always remains whether the basis of
the transformation, or the preformed living being, is in the ovary...
or the sperm....For X hold that there must always he a preformed
living being, whether plant or animal, which is the basis of the
transformation, and thet it must contain the same dominant
monad,

@. V1. 543 (D. 167). I am of the opinion of Mr Cudworth...
that the laws of mechanism alone could not form an animal, where
there is as yet nothing organized.

XIH. § 96. Unconscious mental states. y

G. V. 107 (N, E, 118). What is noticeable must be composed
of parts which are not so....It is impossible for us to think expressly
upon all our thoughts ; otherwise, the mind would reflect upon each
reflection to infinity, without ever being able to pass to a new thought.

(. V. 109 (N, E. 120). These sense-ideas [heat, softness, cold]
are simple in appearance, because, being confused, they do not give
the mind the means of distinguishing their contents. .

G. V. 48 (N, E. 49; L. 373)., These insensible percepfions
also mark and constitute the same individual, who is*hargeterized

. by traces or expressions, which they preserve, of the praceding states
of this individual....It is also by the insensible perceptions that we
explain that admirable pre-established Harmony of the soul and the
body, and even of all monads,

@ V. 49 (N. E. 51; L. 377). I have also noticed that, in
virtue of insensible va.riations, two individual things cannot be
perfectly alike, and that they must always differ more than numéri-
cally. »

G V.79 (N. E. 84). Philalethes [Loeke] Tt is very difficul}
to conceive that & truth should be in the mind, if the mmd has
never thought of this truth. T%eophilus [Leibniz]:...This reasoning
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" proves. too much ; for if truths are thoughts, we shall be deprived,
not only of truths of which we have never thought, but also of those
we have thought of, but are no longer actually thinking of ; and
if truths are not thoughts, but habits and a.pt1tudes, na.tura.l or
acguired, nothing hinders there being some in dl of which we never
have thought and never will think.

@ V. 148 (N, E. 166), We have slways an infinity of minute
perceptions without perceiving them. We are never without
perceptions, bub it is necessary that we should be often without
apperceptions, namely when there are no perceptions which are
noticed [distinguées).

G, V. 97 (N. E. 105), In order that knowledge, idens or truths
should be in our mind, it is not necessary that we should have ever
actually thought of them ; they are only natural hubite, that is to

say, achive and passive dispositions and attitudes, and more than a
tabula rasa.

Q)XIV. § 99. Innate ideas and truths.

. G. V.70 (N.E.'75), I agree that we learn innate ideas and
truths, whether by attending to their source, or by verifying them
through experience. Thus I do not make the supposition you
[Locke] suppose, as if, in the case of which you speak, we learnt
tothing new. And I capnot admit this proposition: Whatsver we
learn 18 mot innate,

@ V.71 (N. E, 76), Ph.: Is it not possible that not only the
terms or words which we use, but also the ideas, come to us from
without? Z%.: It would then be necessary that we should ourselves
be optaide of ourselves, for intellectual ideas, or ideas of reflection,
are drayn from our mind: And I should much like to know how
we could have the idea of being, if we were not ourselves Beings, .
and did not thus find being in ust

@. V.76 (N, E, 80). If[the mind] had only the mere capacity
for recewxng“knowledge it would not be the source of necessary,
truths, as T have just shown that it is; for it is incontestable that
the senses do not suffice for showing their necessity.

*@ V.79 (N. E. 84), The proposition, the sweet is not the bitter,
is not innate, according to the sense we have givew to the term
{pnate truth.  For the feelings of sweet and bitter come from the
external senses....But as foy the proposition, the square is not a
* . circle, we may say that it is innate, for, in considering it, we make a
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subsumption or application of the principle of contradiction to what

the understanding itself furnishes.

G V. 100 (N, E. 111). I shall be opposed by thls axiom,
admitted among philosophers, that nothing is in the soul which does
_not come from the fmses. But we must except the soul itself and
ity affections. Nihil est in intellectu, quod mon. fuerit in sensu,
excipe : nisi ipse intellectus.. Now the soul contains being, substance,
unity, identity, cause, perception, reasoning, and many other notions,
which the senses cannot give.

& V. 139 (N, E. 156). A succession of perceptions awakes in
us the iden of duration, but does not create it.

G. V. 279 (N. B. 325). [Ideas] express only possibilities;
thus, if there had never been a parricide,...parricide would be a
possible crime, and its iden would be real.

G.V. 324 (N. E, 380), The purpose of the predicaments is very
useful, and we ought to think rather of rectifying than of rejecting
them. Substances, quantities, qualities, actions or pessions, and
relations...may suffice, with those formed by their composition.

@G. V., 338 (N. B, 400). It is quite true that truth is always
founded in the agreement, or disagreement of ideas, but it is not true
generally that our knowledge of truth is a perception of this agree-
ment or disagreement,

G. V. 347 (N. E. 410), As for the primitive truths of fact,
they are immediate internal experiences of an immediacy of feelirs,
And it iz here that the first truth of the Cartesians or of St
Avugustine oceurs : I think, therefore I am, ie. I am a thing whicl
thinks, But...it is not only immediately clear to me that I think,
but it is just as clear to me that I Jinve different thoughts....Thus the
Cartesian principle is sound, but is not the only one of its klnd

@. V. 391 (N, B, 469). We may always say thot the proposx
) tmn { emist is of the highest evidence, being a proposition which
cannob be proved by any other, or an immeliate (ruth. And to sey:
I think, therefore I am, is not properly to prove existence by thought,
for to think and to be thinking are the same thing ; and to say 7 am
minkMg is already to say I am. You may, however, with some
reason, exclude this proposition from among the Axioms, for it is
n proposition of fact, founded on an immediate expe:ience,‘a.nd ot
" o necessary yroposition, whose necessity is seen in the immediate
agreement (convenance) of the idess. On the contrary, only God
sees how these two terms, I and Ewigtence, are connected, &6, why
T exist,
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"7 @.V.415 (N. E, 499), The immediate apperception of our
existence and of our thoughts furnishes us the first & posteriori
truths or truths of fact, 4.e. the first emperiences, as identical proposi-
tions contain the first & priert truths or truths of reason....Both are
incapable of being proved, and may be called infmediats ; the former, '
because there is immediacy between the understanding and its
object, the latter, because there iz immediacy between the subject
and the predicate, :

G. VII. 263 (N. E. 716). By the word idez we understand
something which is in our mind; therefore marks impressed upon
the brain nre not ideas....But many things are in our minds—ey,
thoughts, perceptions, affections—which we recognize not to be
ideas, though they cannot occur without ideas. For an idea does not
consist for us in any act of thought, but in a faculty. .., There is
nevertheless, in this also, a certain difficulty ; for we have a remote
faculty of thinking about all things, even those whose ideas we are
perhaps destitute of, because we have the faculty of receiving them;
therefore an idea demands some near faculty or focility of thinking of
@ thing. Bub even this does not suffice,...It is therefore necessary
that thers should be something in me which not orly leads to the
thing, but also expresses it. [See XT. § 75.]

G. IV, 857 (D, 48), The first of the truths of reason is the
principle of contradiction. ...The first truths of fact are as many as
tle immediate perceptions, :

G V. 156 (D. 95; N. E, 15), As for the question whether
there are ideas and trutha born with us, I do not find it absolutely
necessary for the beginnings, nor for the practice of the art of
thinking, to decide it....The question of the origin of our ideas and
maxime i not preliminary in philosophy; and we must have made
great progrese to solve it well.

@. VI. 505 (D. 165), SNince the senses and inductions san .
never teach us perfectly universal truths, nor what is absolutely
necessary, but only what iy, and what is found in particular ex-
amples, and fince we nevertheless know necessary and universal |
truthy...it follows that we huve derived these truths in part from
what is within us.

«@. I1. 121, I agreo that the ideas we have of thought is clear,
but not everything clear Jds distinct....It is an abuge to wish to
employ confused idess, however clear, to prove that something
cunnot’ be, -

G. II1, 479, The soul is innate to itself, so to speak, and
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consequently existence, substance, unity, sameness, diversity, etc.,... "
are 50 also. .

@. V. 156 (N. E. 175). Ph.: Bodies do not furnish us by
means of the senses with so clear and distinet an idea of active
power as that whicl we have of it by the reflections which we miake

"on the operations of our mind....T%.: These considerations are very
good.

@. V. 340 (N. E, 402). Since all belief consists in memory of
past life, of proofs or of reasons, it is not in our power or in our free
will to believa or not to believe, since memwory is not a thing which
depends on our will.

G. V., 66 (N. E, 70). I have always been, as I still am, in
favour of the innate idea of God...and consequently of other innate
ideas, which cannot come to us from the senses. Now I go still
further, in conformity to the new system, and I even think that all
the thoughts and actions of our soul come from its own nature, and
that it is impossible they should be given to it by the senses....But
at present I will set aside this investigation, and accommodating
myself to the received expressions,...I shall examine how we ought
to say, in my opmmn, even in the usual system (speaking of the i
aotion of bodies on the soul, as the Copernicans, like other men,
speak, with good foundation, of the motion of the sun) that there
ure ideas and principles which do not come to us from the senses,
which we find in us without forming them, though the senses give
us occasion to notice them.

. II1, 659. There is no ‘necessity (it seems) to take [ideas] as
something which is outside us. It is sufficient to consider ideas as
notions, i.e. as modifications of our soul.

X1V, § 102, Distinction of sense und intellec:.

& IV. 436 (1686). It can even be proved that the notion of

magnitude, of figure and of motion, is not so chstmct a8 is supposed,

-«gnid that it involves something imaginery and relafive to our per-
ceptions, as do also (though far more) colour, heat, and other similar
qualities, concerning which we may doubt whether they ):eally-a.re
found in tbe nature of things external to us.

G V.77 (N, E, 82), The intePectual ideas which are the
source of necessary truths do not come from the senses....The ideas
which come from the senses are confused, and the truths which
depend upon them are so also, at least in part; whereas the intellec-
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tual idgas and the truths which depend uwpon them ave distinet, and

neither have their origin in the senses, though it is true we should

vever think without the senses.

. & V. 108 (N, E. 119)., I distinguish hetween ideas and
thoughts ; for we always have all pare or distinetideas independently .
of the senses; but thoughts always correspond to some sensation.

& V. 117 (N. E, 130), It seems that the senses cannot
convinee us of the emistence of sensible things without the aid
of reason. Thus I should hold that the consideration of existence
comes from reflection.

G V. 197 (N, E. 220), The senses provide us with the matter
for reflections, and we should never even think of thought, if we did
not think of something else, .. of the particulars which the senses
provide, ‘

G. V. 220 (N, E. 248), Present or immediate memory, or
the recollection of what has just happened, i.e. the consciousness
or reflection which accompanies internal action, cannot naturally
deceive ; otherwise we should not aven be sure that we are thinking
of such and such a thing,...If immediate internal experiences are

" not certain, there will be no trath of fact of .which we can

Be sure.

G. V. 363 (N. E, 432), The ideas of seusible qualities are
confused, and the powers, which ought to produce them, consequently
alfo furnish only ideas in which there is an element of confusion ;
thus we cannot know the connections of these ideas otherwise than
by experience, except in so far as they are reduced to distinct'ideas

" which accompany them, as has been donse (for example) in regard to
the colours of the rainbow and prisms.

G~ V. 378 (N. E. 445), Our certainty would be small, or
rather ngthing, if it had no other foundation for simple ideas but
that which comes from the senses....Idess are originally in ow
mind, and even owr thoughts spring from our own natare, withount
the other creatures being able to have an immediate influence on the
soul. Moreover the foundation of our certainty in regard to universole

~ and eternal truths is in the ideas themselves, independently of the
sengey, ag also pure and intelligible ideas do not depend upon the .
sensts. ... But the ideas of sensible qualities...(which in fact are only
phantoms) come, to us from +he senses, 4.e. from our confused percep-
tigns. .And the foundation of the truth of contingent and particular
things is in wmccess, which shows that the phencmensa of sense are

7 connected rightly, as the intelligible truths demand.
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G. VI 499 (D, 149), We may say that sensible qualitis-are
in fact occult qualities, and that there must certainly be otherg more
manifest, which could make them explicable. And far from our
understanding only sensible things, they are just what we under,
stand least. '

G. VI, 500 (D. 160), However, we must do the senses this
Jjustioe, that besides these occult qualities, they make us know other
more manifest qualities, which furnish more distinct notions. These
are those attributed to common ssnse, because thers is no external
sense to which they are specially attached and peculiar....Such is
the idea of numbers....It is thus also that we perceive figures....
Though it is true that, to conceive numbers and figures themselves
distinotly,...we must come to things which the senses cannot
furnish, and which the understonding adds to the senses, :

@, VI. 502 (D. 152), There are therefore three classes of
notions: those which are ssnsible only, which are the objécts appro-
priated to each particular sense, those which are s once sensible and
intelligible, which belong to common sense, and those which are
endelligible only, which are peculiar to the understanding.

@. 1. 352, The mark of imperfect knowledge, for me, is when
the subject has properties of which we cannot yet give the proof.
Thus geometers, who have not yet been able to prove the properties
of the straight line, which they have taken as acknowledged, ha.ve
not yet had a sufficiently distinet idea of it.

G. I1. 412, Would that incomprehensibility were an attribute
of God only! We should then have better hope of understanding
nature, But it is too true that there is no part of nature which
we can perfectly understand....No creature however noble can
distinctly perceive or comprehend an infinity at one time;.nay
more, whoever understood one piece of matter, would dnc}_erstn.nd

~the whole universe.

XIV. § 108, The quality of ideas.¢
" @.V.243 (N. E. 273). I have this idea [a distinct one] of

it [ chiliagon], but I cannot have the image of a chiliagon, |  «
G. IL 265, The ways of action of the mind, you say, fve
more obscure® I should have thought they were the clearest, and
wero almost alone clear and distinct
@ V. 472 (N, E. 574), God elone has the adva.nta.ge of
having only intuitive knowledge.
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- XIV. § 104, Definition.

G: V. 248 (N, E. 279). When there is only an incomplete
idea, the same subject is susceptible of several mutually independent
definitions, so that we cannot always derive th one from the other,

..and then only experience teaches us that they all belong to it
together.

G.-V. 274 (N. B. 31%). The real [definition] shows the
possibility of the thing defined, and the nominal definition does not
do so.

@ V. 275 (N, E. 819), Simple terms cannot have a nominal
definition : but... when they are simple only in relation to us (because
we have not the means of analyzing them in order to reach the
elementary perceptions of which they are composed), like hot, cold,
yellow, green, they can receive a real detinition, which will explain
their cause.

@ V. 300 (N, B, 358). When the question is concerning
fictions and the possibility of things, the transitions from species to

species may be insensible....This indeterminateness would be truo
. even if we knew perfectly the interior of the creatures concerned.
But I do not see that it could prevent things from having real
essences independently of the understanding, or us from knowing
them,
" @ IV. 424 (D. 30) (1684). We have a distinction between
nominal dgfinitions, which only contain the marks of the thing
which is to be distinguished from others, and real drfinitions, from
which it appears that the thing iy possible ; and by this Hobbes is
answered, who held truths to be arbitrary, becanse they depended on
nomjnal definitions, not considering that the reality of the definition
is not agbitreiry, and that not any notions can be conjoined.

G. IV. 450 (1686). When [definition] pushes analysin unti] ity
reaches primitive notions, without presupposing anything whose
possibility requires an & privri proof, the definition is perfect or
essential,  © -

~

~  "XIV. § 105. The Characteristica Universalis.

@. V. 460.(N. E. 559. I hold that the inventich of the form
of syllogisms is one of the most beautiful which the human mind has
made, and even one of the most considerable, It is a kind of
universul mathematics whose importance is not sufficiently known.
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G. V. 461 (N. E. 560). Further it should be known that fheie ¢
are good asyllogistic conclusions...e.g.: Jesus Christ is God, therefore
the mother of Jesus Christ is the mother of God...If David is the
father of Solomon, without doubt Solomon is the son of David. And
these consequencespdo not fail to be demonstrable by truths wpen
which common syllogisins themselves depend.

& I, 57 (ca. 1672), In Philosophy, I have found a means of
accomplishing in all sciences what Des Cartes and others have done
in Arithmetic and Geometry by Algebrs and Analysis, by the Ars
Combinatoria. ... By this all composite notions in the whole world
are reduced to a few simple ones as their Alphabet; and by the
combination of such an alphabet a way is made of finding, in time,
by an ordered method, all things with their theorems and whatever
is possible to investigate concerning them.

G. II1. 216. I had considered this matter...when I was a
young man of nineteen, in my little book de Arte Combinatoria, and
my opinion is that truly real and philosophic characters must corve-
spond to the analysis of thoughts. It is true that these characters
would presuppose the true philosophy, and it is only now that I
should dare to undertake their construction. .

G. M. I1I. 304, What is hest and most convenient about nfy
new ocalculus [the infinitesimal caleulus) is, that it offers truths
by a kind of analysis, and without any effort of imagination, which
often only succeeds by chance, and that it gives us over Archimeses
all the advantages which Vieta and Des Cartes had given us over
Apollonins.

@. VIL 185, [In an account of a boyish speculation Leibniz
says] I came upon this remarkable consideration, namely, that a
cortain Alphabet of human thoughts could be invented, a.nd that
from the combination of the letters of this alphabely a.nd from the
analysis of the words formed of them, everything could be both
discovered and tested....At that time I did not sufficiently realize
the greatness of the watter. But later, the more progress I made
m the knowledge of things, the more confirmed I¢became in the
"Tesolve to pursue so great a matter.

G. VII, 20, Algebra itself is not the true .ohma.ctemstm of
Geometry, but quite another must be found, which I am cextain
would be mere useful than Algebra for_the use of Geometry in the
mechanical sciences. And I wonder that this has hitherto been
remarked by no one. For almost all men hold Algebra t6 be the
true mathematical art of discovery, and as long as they labour



284 PROOFS OF THE EXISTENCE OF GOD.

~ under this prejudice, they will never find the true characters of the
other sE:iences.

@. VII, 198, The progress of the art of rational discovery
depends in great part upon the arb of charactevistic (ars character-
istica). The reason why people usually seek demonstrations only
in pumbers and lines and things represented by these is none
other than that there are not, outside numbers, convenient cha.-
racters corresponding to the notions.

XV. § 106. Four proofs of the emistence of God.
G. VII. 802 (D. 100; L. 337). Besides the world or the

aggregate of finite things, there is & certain unity which is dominant,
not only as the soul is dominant in me, or rather as the Ego itself
is dominant in my body, but also in a much higher sense. For the
dominant unity of the universe not only rules the world but
constructs or fashions it. It is higher than the world, and so to
speak extramundane, and is indeed the ultimate reason of things.
"For the sufficient reason of existence cannot be found either in any
) particular thing or in the whole aggregate and series of things.
Teet us suppose that a book of the elements of Geometry existed
from all eternity, and that in succession one copy of it was made
from another, it is evident that, although we can account for the
prEsent book by the book from which it was copied, nevertheless,
going back through as many books as we plesse, we oould never
reach & complete reason for it, because we can always ask why such
books have at all times existed, <.6. why books at all, and why
written in this way. What is true of books is alzo true of the
different states of the world ; for, in spite of certain laws of change,
the succepding~state is, in some sort, 2 copy of that which precedes
it. Therefore, to whatever earlier state you go back, you never .
find in it the complete reason of things, ¢.e. the reason why there
exists any world, and why this world rather than some other.
You may irideed suppose the world eternal ; but as you suppose
— only & succession of states, in nome of which do you find the
suﬁpienbrreason,'and as even any number of them does not in the
least help you to account for them, it is evident that the reason
must be sought elsewhere, For in eternal things, cven 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
7 things, if it be supposed that they succeed one another from all
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eternity, this reason would be, as we shall presently see, the prevail-*
ing of inolinations, which consist not in necessitating reasons,, .but in
inclining reasons. From this it is manifest that, even by supposing
the eternity of the world, we camnnot escape the ultimate extra-
mundane reason ofdthings, i.e. God....Since the ultimate root of all
must be in something which has metaphysical necessity, and since
the reason of any existing thing is to be found only in an existing
tﬁing, it follows that there must exist one Being who has meta-
physieal necessity, one Being of whose essence it is to exist; and
thus there must exist something different from that plurality of
beings, the world, which, as we admitted and showed, has no meta-
physical necessity.

G. V1. 614 (D. 224 L. 241). In God is the source, not only
of existences, but also of essences in so far as they are real, i.e. the
source of what ig real in possibility. For the understanding of
God is the region of eternal truths, or of the ideas on which they
depend, and without him there would be nothing real in possi-
bilities, and not only would there be nothing existing, but nothing
would even be possible, For if there is a reality in essences or
possibilities, of in eternal truths, this reslity must needs be fouuded
in something exlstmg and actual, and consequently in the exist-
ence of the necessary Being, in whom essence involves existenoe,
or in whom it suffices to be possible in order to be actual, Thus
God alone (or the necessary Being) has this prerogative, that®he
must necessarily exist if he be possible. And as nothing can
interfere with the possibility of that which involves no limits, no
negation, and consequently no contradiction, this is sufficient of
itself to make known the existence of God & priori. We have
proved it also through the reality of eternal truths....We wugt not,
however, imagine, as some do, that eternal truths, b8ing dependent
ypon God, are arbitrary and depend upon his will....That iz only
true of contingent truths, whose principle is fitness or the choice of
the best, whereas necessary truths depend solely on his understanding,

and are its internal object, Thus God zlone is th® primary unity
et
or original simple substance, of which all created or derivative
Monads are products, and have their birth, so te speak, thraugh
continual fulgurations of the Divinity from moment to mosfient,
limited by the receptivity of the created being, of whose essence it
is to have limits. In God there is Power, which is the source of all,
then Knowledge, whose content is the variety of ideas, and finally
Will, which makes changes or products according to the principle
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*of' tha best. These characteristics correspond to what in created
monads, *forms the subject or basis [see Mr Latta's note, L. 245], to
the fa.culty of Perception, and to the faculty of Appetition. But in
God these attributes are absolutely infinite or perfect; and in the
created Monads...there are only imitations of these a,ttnbm'.es,
according to the degree of perfection of the Monad.

XV. § 107. The ontological argument.

@. V. 419 (N. E, 504). [The ontological argument] i3 not &
porelogism, but an imperfect demonstration, which presupposes
something that it was still necessary to prove, to give the argument
mathematical evidence ; namely, it is tacitly supposed that this idea
of the all-great or all-perfect Being is possible, and implies no
contradiction, And it is slready something that, by this remark,
it is proved that supposing God to be possible, he exists, which is the
privilege of the Divinity alone....The other argument of M. Des
Cartes—which undertakes to prove the Existence of God, because

th,e idea of him is in our soul, and must have come from the original
—is still less conclusive,

@. V. 420 (N, E. 505), Almost all the means which have
been employed for proving the existence of God are good, and might
serve their purpose if they were perfected.

Q. IV. 406 (D, 137). If the necessary Being is possible, he
exists, For the necessary Being and the Being by his essence are
one and the same thing....If the Being through self is impossible,
all beings through others are so too, since they only ave, in the end,
through the Being through self; and thus nothing could exist....If
there is np necGssary Being, there i8 no possible being.

G. III1. 572, I-agree that the idea of possibles involves neces; .
sarily that (i.e. the idea) of the existence of a being who can produce
the possible. But the idea of possibles does not invelve the-actual
existence of thif heing, as it seems, Sir, that you take it, when you

-add: “If there were not such a being, nothing would be possible.”
For it suffices thet & being who would produce the thing should be
possible, in order that the thing should be possible. Generally
speaking, in order thet a being may be possible, it suffces that its
efficient cause be possible; I except the supreme efficient cause,
which muat achually exist. Bus this is for another reason, because
no'bhmg would be possible if the necessary Being did not exist.
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XV. § 108. Proof that the idea of God is possible. ° *
G, VIL 261 (N, B, 714) (1676). That the most perfost Being

exists, I call a perfection every simple quality which is positive
and shsolute, and expresses without any limits whatever it does
express. Now sinde such a quality is sinple, it is also irresolvable
or indefinable, for otherwise it will either not be oue simple quality,
but an aggregate of several, ov, if it is one, it will be ecircumseribed
by limits, und will therefore be conceived by a negation of further
progress, contvary to the hypothesis, for it iy assumed to be purely
positive. Hence it is not difficult to show that wll perfections are
computible inter se, or can be in the same subject. For let there
be such a proposition as
A and B are incompatible

(understanding by 4 and B two such simple forms or perfections—
the same holds if several are assumed at once), it is obvious that this
cannot be proved without a resolution of one or both of the terms
4 and B; for otherwise their nature would not enter into the
reasoning, and the incompatibility of any other things could be
shown just.as well as theirs. But (by hypothesis) they are irrea
solvable, Therefore this proposition cannot be proved concerning
them.

But it could be proved concerning them if it were true, for it
is not true per se; but all necessarily true propositions are either
demonstrable, or known per se, Therefore this proposition is not
necessarily true, In other words, since it is not necessary that A
and B should not be in the same subject, they can therefore be in,
the same subject; and since the reasoning is the same as regards
any other assumed qualities of the same kind, therefore all perfec-
tions are compatible. e

There is, therefore, or there can be conceived, 3 suljeoct of all
sperfections, or most perfect Being,

‘Whence it follows also that he exists, for existence is among the
number of the perfections...

~—

.

I showed this reasoning to D. Spinoza, when I was at the Hague,
and he thought it sound ; for as at first he contrddictet Jt, I rrote
it down n.nd read him thls paper.

SCHOLIUM,
The reasoning of Des Cartes concerning the existence of the
most perfect Being presupposed that the most perfect Being can be
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.,conee.ived, or is possible.... But it is asked whether it is in our power
to imagine such a Being....
[ ]

XV. §109. The casmologwal argument.

G- V. 417 (N, E. 500). [Locke argues that, because we now
oxist, therefore something has always existed. Leibniz replies:)
I find ambiguity in it [your argument] if it means that thers never
was a time when nothing evistsd. 1 agree to this, and indeed it
follows from the preceding propositions by & purely mathematical
consequence. For if there had ever been nothing, there would have
always been nothing, since nothing cannot produce a Being ; conse-
quently we ourselves should not be, which is contrary to the first
truth of experience, But the consequence makes it first appear
that in saying something has existed from all eternity, you mean an
eternal thing, It does not follow, however, in virtue of what you
have advanced so far, that if there has always been something, then
there has slways been a certain thing, <.6. an eternal Being. For
some adversaries will say that I have been produced by other things,
«and these things by yet others.

» @ IV. 359 (D. 51), That there is some necessary thing is
evident from the fact that contingent things exist.

G. IV, 360 (D. 51). From the fact that we now are, it follows
that we shall be hereaffer, unless a resson of change exists. So
that, unless it were established otherwise that we could not even
exist excopt by the favour of God, nothing would be proved in
favour of the existence of God from our duration,

£V. § 111. The argument from the eternal truths.

&, VIL, 310 A necessary being, if it be possible, exists, This
...makes the transition from essences to existences, from hypothetlcal*
to absolute trushs, from ideas to the world....Tf there were no eternal
substance, therefwould be no eternal truths; thus God is also deduced
hence, who is the root of possibility, for his mind is itself the region.
of ideas or truths But it is very erronaous to suppose that eternal
truths and the goodness of things depend on the divine will, sinees
all will presupposes the Judgment of the intellect as tp goodness,
uniess some one by a change of names would transfer all judgment
from ths intellect to the will, though even then no one could say
~that the will is the cause of truths, sines the judgment is not their
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cause either. The reason of truths lies in the ideas of things, which
are involved in the divine essence itself. And who woulll dare to
say that the truth of God’s existence depends upon the divihe will}

G. VI 226, We ought not to say, with some Scotists, that
the eternal truths would subsist, even if there were no under-
standing, not even God's, For, in my opinion, it is the divine
understanding that makes the reality of eternal truths: although
his Will has no part in it. Every reality must be founded in some-
thing existent, It is true that an atheist may be a geometer. But
if there wers no God, thers would be no object of Geometry. And”
without God, not only would there be nothing existent, but there
would be nothing possible,

& VII 190 (1877). A. You hold that this [a certain pro-
position of Geometry] is true, even though it be not thought by you?
B. Certainly, before either the geometers had proved it, or men*
had observed it. A, Therefore you think that truth and false-
hood are in things, not in thoughts? B, Certainly. A, Is-
anything false? B, Not the thing, I think, but the thought or
proposition about: the thing. A, Thus falsity belongs to thoughts,
and not to things? B, I am compelled to say so. A, Then is not
truth also? B, It would seem so, though I doubt whether 4he
consequence is valid. A, When the question is proposed, and before
you are sure of your opinion, do yon not doubt whether a thing
is true or false? B, Certainly. A, You recognize therefore fhat
the same subject is capable of truth and falsehood, since one or
other follows according to the nature of the question? B, I recog-
nize and affirm, that if falsity belongs to thoughts, not things, so.
does truth also. A, Bubt this contradicts what you said above,
that even what nobody thinks is true. B, You have puzzled me.
A, Yet we must attempt a reconciliation. Do you thiftk that
all thoughts which can oceur are actually formed, of} to speak

*more clearly, do you think that all propositions are thought?
B. I do not think so. A, You see then that truth concerns
propositions or thoughts, but possible ones, so that this at least

=bancertain; that if any one thinks in one way or in the opposite
way, his thought will be true or false. [The rest of the dialogue is
concerned in refuting Hobbes’s nominalism.] )

XV, § 118, Relation of %nowledge to truth.

G. VI, 230, This pretended fate [that of the necessity of
eternal truths], which governs even the divinity, is nothing else but,
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¢he very nature of God, his own understanding, which furnishes
rules to Tus wisdom and goodness,
& VL 423, TIsit by the will of God, fm example, or is it not
rather by the nature of numbers, that some numbers are more
: oa.l;n,ble than others of being exactly divided in seyeral ways?
@, IT. 125, We may say that created spirits differ from God
only as the less from the more, the finite from the infinite.
G. IV. 426 (D. 32) (1684). As to the controversy, whether we
gee all things in God,... or have ideas of our own, it must be under-
“hbood that, even if we did see all things in God, it would still be
necessary that we should also have ideas of our own, 7.6 not, as it
were, certain little images, but affections or modifieations of our
mind, answering to what we should see in God.

"XV, § 114. "Argument from the pre-established harmony.
" @& V. 421 (N, E. 507). These Beings [Monads] have received

their nature, both active and passive,... from a general and supreme
eause, for otherwise,... being independent of each other, they could
fiever produce that Order, Harmony, and Beauty, Whlch is observed
in fiature. But this argument, which appears to have only a moral
certainty, is brought to a perfectly metaphysical necessity, by the
new species of harmony which I have introduced, which is the pro-
established harmony.

F. de C. 70 (D. 184),  God produces substances, but not their
nctions, in which he only coneurs, i

— @& VIL 365 (D, 24b). God is not present to things by
gituntion, but by esssnce; his presence is manifested by his immediate
038 tmon

G, VI 107.n Powar is concerned with Being, wisdom or under-
standing with the /rus, and will with the good.

G. V1. 167. [God's] -goodness led him antecedently to oreate”
~and produce all possible good ; but his wisdown made cheice of it, -
and was the caurs of his choosing the best conseguently ; and ﬁna.lly
his power gave him the means of act«mlly executing the great design™

whmh he had formed.

G-IV, 440 (1 686). God alone (from whom . all individuals
continually emanate, and who sees the universe, not only as they
see i, but also quite d]ﬁ‘erently from all of them) is the cause of
this correspondence of their phepomena, and causes what is private
*0 one to be public to all ; otherwise there would ho no connection.
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@. IV. 533, In order that an action should be not miragulousy
it is not sufficient that it should conform to a general law. For if
this law were not founded in the nature of things, perpetual miracles
would be required to execute it....Thus it is not enough that God
should order the,body to obey the soul, and the soul to.have
perception of what happens in the body; he must give them a
means of doing so, and I have explained this means,

@. VIL 390 (D. 2558). God, being moved by his supremo
reagon to choose, among many possible series of things or worlds,
that in which free creatures should take such or such resolutions;
though not without his concourse, has thereby rendered every
event certein and determined once for all; without derogabing
thereby from the liberty of those creatures: that simple decree of
choice not at all changing, but only actualizing, their free natures,
which he saw in his ideas. -

G, VIL 358 (D. 242). If God is obliged to mend the course
of nature frora time to time, it must be done either supernaturally «
or naturally, If it be done supernaturally, we must have reconrse
to miracles to explain natural things, which is reducing an hypo-
thesis ad absurdum ; for everything may eusily be accounted for by
miracles, Fht if it be done naturally, then God will not-be
intelligentia supramundana: he will be comprehended under the
nature of things ; that is, he will be the soul of the world.

XV. § 117. God's goodness.

@. VIL 399 (D. 264), I have still other reasons against this
strange imagination, that space is a property of God. If it he so,
space belongs to the essence of God. But space has parts: therefore
there would be parts in the essence of God. Spectatum adniesi.

@. VIL 415 (D. 281)., The immensity and Sternity of God

swould subsist, though there were no creatures; but those attributes
would have no dependence either upon times or places....Theso
attributes signify only that God would be present and coexistent
waiiith all the things that should exist.

XVI § 118. Freedom and deterrinism>

G, VI* 29, There are two famoyg labyrinths, where our reason
very often goes astray; one is concerned with the great quegtion
of the free and the necessary, especially in the production dnd origin
of eyil.
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G—_,.VI 411, If the will determines itself without there being
a.nythm either in the person choosing, or in the object chosen,
which can lead to the choice, thers will be neither cause nor reason
in this election: and as moral evil consists in bad choice, this is to
admit that moral evil has no source at all. Thns by the rules of
good metaphysics, there should be no moral evil in nature; and
also, by the same reason, there would be no moral good either, and
all morality would be destroyed.

G. VI 380 (D, 19%7), The necessity which is contrary to
morality, which ought to be avoided, and would make punishment
unjust, is an insurmountable necessity, which would make all
opposition useless, even if we wished with all our hearts to avoid
the necessary action, and though we made all possible efforts to this
end. Now it is evident that this is not applicable to voluntary

*actions; since we should not do them unless we wished it. Also
their prevision and predetermination is not absolute, but presupposes

*the will : if it is certain we shall do them, it is no less certain that
we shall wish to do them.

@G II. 419. I should not say that in Adam, or in any one
€lse, there was & moral necessity of sinning, but only this: that the
inclination to sin prevailed in him, and that thus there was a
certajn predetermination, bub no necessity. I recognize that there
is a moral necessity in God to do the hest, and in confirmed spirits
to aet well. And in general I prefer to interpret the words thus,
lest anything should follow which would sound bad.

G.V.163 (N. E.182), It seems to me that, properly speaking,
rthough volitions are contingent, necessity should not be opposed to
volition, but to contingency...and that necessity must not be
confoun'gied with determination, for there is no less connection or
determma.t]on in- thoughts than in motions....And not only con-
tingent truths are not necessary, but also their connections are not
always of an absolute necessity... ; physical things even have some-
. thing moral and voluntary in reln.tion to Glod, since the laws of
motion have no @ther necessity than that of the best.

, & V.165 (N. E.184). [The advocates of free wﬂl] demund
(at least seve,rn.l do s0) the absurd and the impossible, in desiring a
hberty of ethbnum which is absolutely imaginary and impracti-
cable, and would not even sgrve their purpose if it wee possible
for-them to have it, d.e. that they should have liberty to will against

oll the itspressions which may come from the understanding, which
evould destroy. true liberty, and reason also,

L)
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G.V. 167 (N. E. 187). We do not will to will, but we will
to do; and if we willed to will, we should will to will to®will, and
this would go to infinity.

6. IV, 362 (D, 54). To ask whether there is freedom in eur
will, is the same gs asking whether thers is will in our will, . Tree -
and voluntary mean the same thing.

G. VII, 419 (D. 285)., All the natural powers of spirits are
subject to moral laws.

@. V1,130, The reason which M. Des Cartes has alleged, for
proving the independence of our free actions by a pretended lively™
internal feeling, has no force. We rcannot properly feel our inde-
pendence, and we do not always perceive the often imperceptible
causes upon which our resolution depends.

G. V1. 421, Not only free crestures are active, bub also all
other substances, and natures composed of substances, Beasts are”
not free, and yet they do not fail to have active souls.

@. I, 331 (1679). Whatever acts, is free in so far as it acts. -

G. VI. 122, There is contingency in a thousand actions of

nature ; but-when there is no judgment in the agent, there is no
liberty.

XVL § 119. Psychology of wolition and pleasure.
(. V. 149 (N, E. 167). Ph The Good is what is propir to

produce and increase pleasure in us, or to diminish and abridge
some pain, JFwil is proper to produce or increase pain in us, or
to diminish some pleasure. 7%. I am also of this opinion.

G, V. 171 (N, E, 190), I would not have it believed...that
we must abandon those ancient axioms, that the will follows the
greatest good, or flies the greatest evil, which it frels. GThe source
of the little application to the truly good comes, in great part, from
the fact that, in the affairs and occasions where the senses scarcely
act, most of our thoughts are surd (sourdes), so to speak,...2.e. void,
of perception and feeling, and consisting in the bare employment of
"rmbols..,.Now such knowledge eannot move us; we need something
lively (v{f) in order to feel emotion. ) - -

G. V. 173 (N, E. 193). We must, once for all, make tkis law
for ourselges : henceforth to await and to follow the conclusions of
reason, once understood, though only perceived in the sequel usyally
by surd thoughts, and destitute of sensible attractions,

6. V. 175 (N, E. 194), Uneasiness is essential to the felicity
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of *creptures, which never consists in complete possession, which
would méke them insensible and stupid, but in a continual and un-
interrupted progress to greater goods.

~ @&, VII, '73 (D, 180), Pleasure or delight is a sense of per-
fection, i.e. a sense of something which helps or aseists some power.

&, V. 179 (N, B, 200), In the moment of combat, there is no

longer time {o use artifices; all that then strikes us weighs in the
balance, and helps to form a compound direction, almost as in
Meochanics,
" @.-VL 385 (D. 202). [In answer to the proposition that he
who cannot fail to choose the best is not free:] It is rather true
liberty, snd the most perfect, to be able to use one’s free will in the
best way, and always to use this power without being turned aside
either by external force or by internal passions.

@ V. 179 (N. E. 201). I do not know whether the greatest
pleasure is possible; I should rather think that it can grow
infinitely.

@. V. 180 (N, E. 201). Although pleasure cannot recsive a
nominal definition, any more than light or colour, yet it can, like
them, receive a causal definition, and I believe that, at bottom,
pletsure is & feeling of perfection and pain a feeling of Tmperfection,
provided they are sufficiently remarkable for us to he able to
perceive them.

G. V1. 266. Properly speaking, pevception is not enough to
gause misery, if it is not accompanied by reflection. The same is
true of felicity....We cannot reasonably doubt that there is pain in
wnimals; but it seems that their plensures and pains are not as
lively as in man, they are not suseeptible either of the sorrow
(chagrin) which accompanies pain, or of the joy which accompanies
pleasurd,

XVI § 120. S

G, IV. 300 %D, 9) (ca. 1680). Immortality without memory
by quite useless to morals; for it destroys all reward and all
punishnent. , |

G.VI1, i18_ Moral evil is so great an evil as it is only because
it is & source of physical evils, , .

. V1. 141, There is & kind of justice, and a certain sort of
rewards ghd punishments, which, appears inapplicable to those who

- @ct from an absolute necessity, if there were any such., This is, the
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kind of justice which has not for its ohject amendment, or exa.mpl'e,
or even the reparation of evil This justice is founded only in
fitness, which demands a certain satisfaction as the expla.tlon of a
bad action. >

G. IV, 454 (1686). It depends upon the soul to guard against
the surprises of appearsznces by a firm will to make reflections, and
neither to act nor to judge, in. certain circumstances, without great
and mature deliberation,

G. VII. 92, Virtue is an unchangeable precept of the mind,
and a perpetual renewing of the same, by which we are as it were
driven to perform what we helieve to be good....Since our will is
not drawn to obtain or avoid anything, except as the understanding
presents it to the will as something good or bad, it will suffice that
we should always judge rightly, in order to our always n.ctmg
rightly,

@, VIIL, 99, The chief rule of our life is, that we should always,
as far as possible, exactly do or leave undone what not the passions;
but the understanding, shows to be the most useful or the most
harmful ; and that when we have done this, we should then, however
it turns out‘; account ourselves happy. "

-

XVL § 121. Meaning of good and evil ; three kinds of each.

@. VII 74 (D. 130). The perfection of the unmiverse, or
harniony of things, does not allow all minds to be equally perfect.
The question why God has given to one mind more perfection than
to another is among senseless questions, -

@, VL. 376 (D, 194). It must be admibted that there is evil
in this world which God has made, and that it was possible to
make a world without evil, or even to create no werld st all...; but
...the better part is not always that which tends to aveid evil, since
it may be that the evil is accompanied by a greater good.

@, IV, 427 (1686). We must know what a perfection is, and-
here is a sufficiently certein mark of one: forms™ or natures which
are not capable of the laat degree, are not perfections, as fgr
example the nature of number or figure. For the greatesb of all
numbers (or the number of all numbers), as well as’the greatest
of all figures, imply a contradiction,; but the greatest knowledge
and omnipotence do not involve impossibility.

@. VII. 308 (D. 101; L. 340), Perfection is ndb}nng but
quantity of essence.
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* @ III 83, The ultimate origin of evil must not be sought in
the dmne will, but in the original imperfeotion of creatures, which
is contained ideally in tho eternal truths constituting the internal
objéet of the divine intellect, so that evil could not be excluded fromn

" the best possible system of things.

@. VII. 194 (ow. 16771). Absolutely first truthe. are, among
truths of resson, those which are identical, and among truths of
fact this, from which all experiments can ke proved & priori,
namely : Bverything possible demamds that it should ewisi, and hence
will exist unless womething else prevents it, which also demands
that it should exist and is incompatible with the former ; and hence
it follows that that combination of things always exists by which
the greatest possible number of things exists; as, if we assume
4, B, C, D to be equal as regurds essence, i.e. equally perfect, or
tqually demanding existence, and if we assume that D is incom-
patible with 4 and with B, while 4 is compatible with any except
D, and similarly as regards B and C; it follows that the combina-
tion 4BC, excluding D, will exist; for if we wish D to exist, it
can only coexist with C, and'hence the combination CD will exist,
which is more imperfect than the combination 4BC. o And hence
it i¢ obvious that things +ixist in the most perfect way. This
proposition, that everything possible demands that it should exist,
can be proved & posteriord, assuming that something exists; for
eithemall things exist, and then every possible so demands existence
that it actually exists; or some things do not exist, and then a
reason must be given why some things exist rather than others,

«Butrthis cannot be given otherwise than from a general reason of
esgence or possibility, assuming that the possible demands existence
in its own nature, and indeed in proportion to ity possibility or
accordmg to, the degree of its essence. Unless in the very nature of
Essence there were some inclination to exist, nothing would exist ; for
to say that some essences have this inclination and others not, is
4o say something without a roason®, since existence seems to be
referred generally to every essence in the same way. Dut it is ag
yot unknown to men, whence arises the incompossibility of diverse
things, or hopw it con happen that diverse essences are opposed to

* Leibniz remarks in the margin: If existence were anything ether than
what is dsmanded by essenee (zssenisae ewipentia), it wonld follow that it itself
wonldshave & certain essence, or would add something new to things, concerning

which it might again be asked, whether-this essence exists, and why this rather
tlan another,
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each other, seeing that all purely positive terms seem to be com®
patible inter se.
G. VIL 195 (ca. 1677%. The Good iz what contnbutes to

perfection. But perfection is what involves the most of essence. .~
-

XVL § 122. Metaphysical evil the source of the other
two kinds.

@. VI. 162, God concurs in moral and physical evil, and in
both in a moral and in a physical manner; man also concurs
morally and physically in a free and active way, which renders him
blameworthy and punishable.

G. VI, 237, It might be said that the whole series of things
to infinity may be the best that is possible, although what exists

» throughout the universe in each part of time is not the best, Tt
would be possible, therefore, for the universe to go always from
better to better, if the -nature of thinge were such that it is not
permitted to attain the best all at once. But these are problems
concerning which it is difficult for us te judge. -

. VI, 378 (D. 196). God is infimite, and the Devil is limited;
the good can and does go to intinity, whereas evil has its bounds.

"'@. IL 81%. Vice it not a potentiality of acting, but a hindrance
to the potentiality of acting.

XVI § 123. Connection with the doctrine of anulytic
Judgments,

" GV, 242 (N, E. 2'79), I any one wished to write as a
mathematician in Metaphysics and Morals, nothing would hinder
him from doing so with rigour.

~G.V.18(D.98; N. E. 17). I strongly approve of Mr. Lockes_
doctrine concerning the demonstrability of moral truths, ~

@&. IL, 578 (D. 128). The felicity of God does not, compoge &
part of our happiness, but the whole.

@ IL°581 (D. 129), To lovestruly and disinterestedly is
nothing else than to be led to find pleasure in the perfectiona or -the
felicity of the object....This love has properly for its object sub-
stances capable of felicity. )
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X\ZI. § 124. The kingdoms of nature and of grace.
. G.IV. 480 (D, 78; L. 304). Spirits have special Jaws which

put them above the revolutions of matter through the very order
which God has placed there; and it may be said that everything else
is made only for them, these revolutions themselves being arranged
for the felicity of the good and the punishment of the wicked,

@. VI, 168. I agree that the happiness of intelligent creatures
i the principal part of God's designs, for they most resemble him ;
but I do not see how it can be proved that this is his sole aim. It
is true that the kingdom of nature must be helpful to the kingdom
of grace; but as everything is connected in God’s great design, we
must believe that the kingdom of grace is also in some way fitted
to the kingdom of pature, in such a manner that this keeps the
greatest order and beauty, so as to render the whole composed of
both the most perfect possible.

@. IV. 462 (1686). Felicity is to persons what perfection iz to
beings. And if the first principle of the existence of the physical
yorld. is the decree giving it as much perfection as possible, the
flrst design of the moral world or City of God, which is the noblest
part of the universe, must be to distribute through it the greabest
possible felioity.

G IV. 891 (D. 63), Nature has, as it were, an empire within
an empire, and so to speak a double kingdom, of reason and of
necessity; or of forms and of particles of matter.

- G. V1. 621 (D. 231; L.266), Among other differences which
exist between crdinary souls and minds [esprits]...thers it also this:
that souls in general are living mirrors or images of the universe
of oreated things, but that minds are also images of the Deity or
Author of~natufe himself, capable of knowing the system of the
universe, and to some extent of imitating it....It is this that enables
minds to enter into a kind of fellowship with God, and brings it
"sbout that in relation to them he is not only what an inventor is
o his machine (whlch ig the relation of God to other created thined.,
%ut also whot a prince is to his subjecis, and even what o father is
to hic childYen. Whence it is easy to conclude that the totality
of all minds must compose the City of God, i.c. the most perfect
State that is possible, under the most perfect of Monarchs. This
City of God, this truly universal monarchy, is a moral world in the
natural world, and is the most éxalted and the most divine among
the works of God; and it is in it that the glovy of God really



LEIBNIZ'S ETHICS. 299

consists, for he would have no glory were not his greatness and his®
goodness known and admired by minds. It is also in relation to
this divine City that God properly has goodness, while his wisdom
and his power are manifested everywhere. As we have shown
above that there ip a perfeot harmony between the two realms in
nature, the one of efficient, the other of final canses, we should here
notice also another harmony, between the physical realm of nature
and the moral realm of, grace, 4.2. between God considered as Architect
of the machine of the universe and God considered as Monarch of
the divine Oity of Spirits, A result of this harmony is that things
lead to grace by the very ways of nature, and that this globe, for
instange, must be destroyed and renewed by natural mesns ab the
very time when the government of spirits requires it, for the
punishment of some and the reward of others. It muy also be
suid that God as Architect satisfies in all respects God as Lawgiver,
and thus that sins must bear their penalty with them, through the
order of naturs, and even in virtue of the mechanical structure
of things ; and similarly that noble actions will attain their rewards
by ways whick, in relation to bodies, are mechanical, although this
cannot and ogght not alwuys to happen immediately.

Note to § 105, Many quotations relative to this subject (some
from unpublished M8.) are given by Peano, * Formules de Logigue
Mathématique,” Revue ds Mathématiques, T, vi1. No. 1.
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Abutraction is falsifieation, 110

Action, at a distance, 91, 93, 236:
and reaction, 80, 85, 234

#otivity, definition of, 11, 45: neces-
sary to substance, 44, 49%, 215,
217, 230: and passivity, 46, 189,
142, 266: and time, 11, 51

Aggregates semi-mental, 13, 115, 116,
%8

Algebra, Universal, 170

Aniipals, 141

Animal spirits, 140

Ansgelm, 172

Antitypia, 78, 226, 228, 229

Appexeeption, 141, 155, 156, 204, 276

Appetition, belongs to all Monads,
181, 259, 261: defined, 188, 260

__&nor[ not synonymous with neces-
BAXY, 23 L]

Aristotle, influence on Leibniz, 6,104,
41

Arithmet?, s.nnlytio or synthetio ? 10,
21, 24, 207

Aruauld, 6, 7, 8, 44, 218

Are Combinatoria, 288

~Atoms, and impact, 90, 235 : Leibniz's

reasons against, 22, 103, 234, 241:

».of substance, 104, 354

Attribntes, 212

‘_Axiomﬂ, 167, X389, 206

Berkeley, 70, 72, 166

Body, of Christ, 151: “demands um!.ies.
108; different senses of, 75: m&the
~ Matical, 106, 243: organio, 76, 126
140, 147, 26911,

Boscovich, 91

Boyle, 6

Bradley, 50 n, 60, 177
Bruno, 187

Caloulus, infinitesimal, 6, 283

Cprtesianism, influence on Leibniz, 6, *
123: and substance, 40: and theory
of impaot, 64

Qauanlity, necessary, 38 : and sufficient
resson, 30, 36 .

Causal laws, as constituting unity of
wubstance, 47: contingent, 27, 29,
87x: final, 38, 210: and mutual
independence of monads, 48: soms
wuch laws neoessary, 67: synthetic,
16

Causation, sutonomy of, 96, 98, 136,
238

COanses, equal to effocts, 81, 85, 238:
final, 4, 84, 133, 143, 191, 201

Change, continuity of, 88, 127, 245

Characteristica Universalis, 169, 282_

Choice, of God, 85, 37: und sufficiente
reason, 85

City of God, 141, 201, 298

Clarke, 113, 119, 138

Clocks, illustration of, 186 '

Cugito, 166, 277

Compatibility, 18, 20, 174, 287

Composilion, only in conoretes, 113

Composgibility, 20 . 66, %, 223

Compound, presupposes simple, 100,
108

Connection, two kinds of, 209

Constrning, 193 n .
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Contingeney, subsists for God, 02:
not itself contingent, 206: and in-
finite complexity, 60, 221

Continnity, of cases, 64, 222: de-
finition of, 111, 245: of forms, 64,
169, 228: purely ideal, 111, 245:
three kinds of, 03, 222: law of, 63,
222, 234: and poiut of view, 05:
spatio-temporal, 63

Continuum, 71, 100,108, 163, 348, 245

Confradiction, only applies to complex
ideas, 20, 287 : law of, 22, 166, 207

Cosmological argument, 175, 288

Crention, 128, 185, 258

Death, 155

Definition, implies complexity, 18, 282;
roal and nominal, 168, 208, 282

De Principio Individui, 6

Des Bosses, 151

Des Cartes, and slmile of elocks, 186:
s cogito, 166: and Dynamies, 77,
81, 82, 226, 328: and Ethies, 198:
and existenge of external world, 78:
and ontological argument, 172, 286:
and quality of ideas, 167: and re.
lation of mind to matter, 81, 189:
and substance, 41: and theory of
knowledge, 179 .

Determination, is it negation ? 188

Detorminism, and Dynamics, 81;
Leibniz’s, 192, 108

Dialectie, 110

Dillmann, 150

Dimensions, three necessary, 21, 207

- Discours de Métaphysique, 3,7, 8

==Discreteness, defined, 111, 245

Digtance, distinguished from length,
112, 127

Dreams, how distinguished from frue
perceptions, 2256

Dynamics, and contingency, 29, 80,
209 : and Leibniz’s metaphysics, 83,
96, 125, 217: and relative poeition,
121 : subjective theory of, 97; three
types of, 90

Ego, o substance, 4, 42, 215: and
time, 128, 215

307

Elastioity, and atoms, #0: 2nd if-
pact, 89, 94: and monadmm. 90

Empirieal, 24 :

Entelechy, 104, 120, 144, 150, ;‘217.
220, 228, 268

Epistemology, 160

Erdmann, 2, 147, 154, 188

Hasences, exist in the mind of God,
178 ; and necesuity, 26

Yternal truths, hypothetical, 18, 20,
177, 208: do not cuuse knowleRyd™
of themselves, 134: proof of God
from, 177, 288

Fther, 00

Ethics, Leibniz’s, 191, 291

Eugene, Prince, 1n

Eyil, contained in best possible worldy
198, 201, 295: three kinds of, 197,
205: a limitation, 189, 201, 297:
and pain, 293 -

FExistenoo, an idea of reflection, 162:
& mark of contingency, 26: a pre.
dicate, 27, 174, 185 : not a predicate,
2967n: not contained in subjegt, 9,
27 .

Txpression, defined, 132

Extension, presupposes maleria prima,
145: phenomenal, 103: means re-
petition, 102, 240: distingnished
from space, 101, 239 : prior to apree?
126; presupposes snbstances, 102;
not unanalyzable_ 228 T

Felicity, 195, 298

Figcher, Kuno, 147 =

Fluid, all-pervadfag, 897 90% motion
of, 982, 94

Foree, centres of, 91: conservation of,
280, 284, 288: and continuity of.
motion, 87, 280, 288: derivative,
79, 95, 287 : and dootrine of monada.
87: as entelechy, 95, 281, 237, 242"
prior to extenmsion, {81, 220: and
impact, 89, 238, 287: and independ--
ence of substances, 81, 94, 97, 98:
“and individuaiity, 94: required by
inertia, 88, 280: and Leiuniz's

" philosophy, 80: measure of, 77, 81

passive, 78, 229, 281: primitive, 79,

-
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05, 987: ife reslity, 107, 239, 233:
and relativity of motion, 84, 86,
281 r
Form, as force, 95, 183, 280: sub-
atantial, 150, 151, 1587, 249, 269
Practions, not sums of parts, 111,
246
Freadom, and contingeney, 69, 192,
911, 292: defined, 191: and deter-
‘miuigm, 192, 291 and Anal causes,
1Y

(Gassendi, 6, 70, 91
Genus and species, 17
. Geometry, 21, 206, 283
Gerherds, 1n, 2
Geulinox, 81, 136
®od, his goodness necessary? 39, 177:
® his goodness proved, 189: called a
» monad, 187: has no point of view,
146: possibility of, 10, 178, 287:
roofs of, 128, 172, 284
Gqod, and existence, 84: three kinds
of, 197: and plensure, 195, 293:
end Beality, 201
Gravitation, rejected by Leibnia, 89,
91, 236

Hegel, 109, 110, 188
Eobbes, 6, 21, 70, 1967, 208
Huygens, 6, 85, 91, 92

woEre

Ideas, defined, 278: inpate, 161, 165,
276: need not resemble their ob-
jeets, 1731 posgible, 19: quality of,
167, 281: of sensal161, 166 simple,
18

Identity, moral, 141

,}mmortnlity, 141, 205, 294

Impast, 79, 89, 91, 94

Ympenetrability, 78, 146, 281

Incessability, 141, 265

Inconsistencies, two kinds in Lefbniz,

“ B: il his premisses, 117: dve to
theology, 188

Indiffersnce of equilibriom, 156, 19?!.
208" : '

Indiscernible substances inconceivable,”

57

INDEX,

Indisoernibles, identily of, stated, 54,
219: proved, 55, 57, 219: and
plurality of substances, 88 : and ex.
tension, 103: and space and fime,
56, 119

Individual, involvss contingenay, 26 :
and infinity, 61: relation to apecies,
63

Indivieibloes, two kinds of, 111

Inertia, 78, 80, 89, 146, 228, 230, 238

Infinite, actual, 109, 1281, U3: aggro-
gate not a whole, 109, 244: number,
109n, 110, 244 : true, 109, 244

Influzus physicus, 137

Inatants, not parts of time, 111, 114,
120, 247, 257

Instinets, innate, 195, 200

Intellect, intimate to itself, 162

Justice, vindictive, 294

Kant, his & prior, 23, 157, 188; and
cenfres of fores, 91: and forms of
intuition, 102: and~ measure of
foree, 771 and theory of knowledge,
162,168 and ontological argument,
26, 174, 188: and perception, 188:
and theory of relations, 14: and
absolute space, 119 and subjec-
tivity of space, 74, 99: and ayn-
thetic propositions, 16, 22: and
things in themselves, 15, 188

Kepler, 228, 229

Knowledge, clear and obsoure, 167:
distinet and confused, 168: ade-
quate and inadequate, 168: sym-
bolioal and intnitive, 168; innatog
134 : not caused by what is known,
184 theory of, 160 '

Tatta, 100

Limitation, interna), 145

Line, not composed of parts, 112
Locke, 93 n, 147, 155, 160, 194, 288
Logic, symbolio, 170 ~

Lotze, 87m, 91, 118, 185, 138

Mnchine, organio, 144, 148, 269
Malebranche, 6, 41, 137, 184, 212-
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Mass, 78, 79, 248: disorete but in.
finitely divided, 108, 245
Materia prima defined, 76, 78, 79,
298, 268 : distinet from extension,
80, 229: extended, 102: and pas.
sivity, 189, 144, 226, 267: and sin,
106, 198 »
Materia secunda, 76, 80, 144, 226, 229,
240
Materialism, 70, 71, 128
Matter, & datum for Leibniz, 70: its
essence not extension, 77, 140, 227:
its . existenoe, 73: its constituents
not material, 105, 248: metaphysieal,
145: cannot act on mind, 135:
different senses of, 75, 220: end
idenlity of space, 74: appearance of
substances, 107
Maxwell, 83
Memory, 141
Mind (see Spirits): congists in a point,
123, 253
Mirnole, only one required by Leibniz,
187, 264, 291~ in generation, 154,
274
Momentum, 81, 226, 227
Monad, defined, 100, 226 : dominant,
140, 141, 147, 254: and materia
prima, 144, 267: mirrors the uni-
verse, 181, 137, 262: has position,
125 ; how related to space, 122, 129,
252
Monadism, and the continuum, 71,
108 : and God, 172, 185 : and inde.
pendence of embstances, 186: and
space, 118, 122, 126: and time, 128
=Monads, bare, 141: three classes of,
» 141, 264: mutually independent,
184, 185, 262: common qualities
of, 131 distinguished by internsl
¢ualities, 181 .
Mugadology, 1n, 3
Monas Monadum, 187
Morals, demonstrable, 297
Motion, and continulty, 82, 87, 127:
and forfe, 83; phenomena], 288:
and point of view, 155; relativity
of, 84: and relativity of position,
86
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Natore and Grace, 201' 208: Prijn.
ciples of, 1

Necessity, mesning of, 23 : three kinda
of, 69, 223, 292 .

New Essays, 184, 161

Newton, 6 1, 85, 91, 112, 119, 232

Number, relational, 14, 116 :'inﬁnite,
109 %, 110

Occesionaliem, 81, 182, 186, 140

One, prior to fractions, 111, 246: golym
pumber which is a predicate, 115

Ontological argument, 172, 286

Pantheism, in Leibniz, 183, 186

Passion, epontancous, 95, 145: and
pain, 195

Paesivity, 46, 189, 140, 144n, 102

Pearson, Karl, 128

Perception, defined, 118, 130, 26w,
2601 : distinct and confused, 1400
144, 146, 155; infinitely complex,
147, 157 : minute, 157: belongs to
all monads, 131, 269, 201: #ot
caused by object, 132, 188, 164, 225,
260, 261: and simulianeity, 180:
ita trustworthiness a premiss for
Leibniz, 4, 75, 181, 226: uncon-
soious, 147, 156, 276, 276 o

Perfaction, and olearness of perception,
141, 148, 288: defined, 174, 189,
200, 287, 295: and existence, Jd,
78, 189, 198, 246: and pleasure,
104, 204

Phenomena, always divisible, 106

Place, defied, 121, 263 nd point
of view, 113

Plato, 5, 7, 197

Plessure and Pain, 142, 194, 201w,
267, 293 .

Plenum, motion%a, 93 u, 97, 129, 285

Points, mathematioal, 108, 104, 133,
114, 128, 241, 254 ; metaphysical,
104, 124, 241, 254 -physlcﬂ.l 105,
123, 148, 153, 254: not pa.tts of

espace, 111, 114, 120: of view, 113,
199, 124, 148, 155, 186, 254

s Fossible, requires possible cause, 26,
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Predienments, 162, 377

Predicaté (seo Bubjeet)

Predioates, contingent, 10, 28, 29

Pre-established harmony, and Dy-
niémics, 81: snd perception, 133,

» 1886, 268: proof of God from, 183, 290

Pre-formation, 154, 974

Premisses, Leibniz’s, 4

Presence, kinds of, 124, 280: in a
volume, 125, 158

~Pronositions, analysis of, 8 : analytie,

4, 10, 16, 22: dichotomy of, 80:
existential, 25, 29, 177, 182: iden-
tical, 10; necessary and contingent,
4, 9, 16, 88, 197x, 207, 208 : syn-
thetie, 10, 16, 21

Pgychionl disposition, 157, 164, 146

Psychology, 160

Quantity, infinite, 115 : intensive and
~ extensive, 114: applies to orders,
1147, 248

Ratio, 12, 111, 114w, 248

Reason (see Sufficient) : inclining, 33,
88, 178 : belongs to spirits, 141

Relations, merely ideal? 18, 14, 180:
two kinds of, 206

Resistance, 78, 228, 220, 240

8cholactioism, 6

~ Hglf:consciousness, 141, 102

Bensation, 185, 142, 158

Berdes, causal, 48, 97, 98, 135

Simultaneity, 562, 130

Sin, 106, 02, 20¢

Situntion, denined, 120

Solipsism, reasons against, 70, 224

Sonl and Body, 187, 189, 147, 205,

- 2001,

Sonls, each o world epaxt, 10, 43, 205:

a2 fefined, 141, 265: in polnts? 123,
124, 253 ff. : always think, 155

Space, :not am nbsolute being, 118,

~ 949: "not an abtribute, 119, 249
ita existence contingent, 130, 259:
thtes kinds of, 180: and Leibniz’s
logio, 118; iis relation to monads,

.132, 252#t.; relational theory of,”
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118, 251: relationnl theory essential .
to Monadiem, 119; subjective? 129,
126, 129: not a substance, 119:
two theories of, 112: same in all
poeaible worlds, 126, 129

Species, involves only necessury truths,
26, 200 -

Spinoza, and activity, 442, 94%: and
geometrioal method, 170 : influence
on Leibnizn 5, 6, 139, 287: and
limitation, 145: and ietaphysical
perfection, 197% : and monism, 126,
179: and relation of mind Lo matter,
81, 186, 140: and pleasure-pain,
195n: and substance, 41: and suf-
fisient reason, 38n

Spirits, defined, 141, 264: ends in
themselves, 148, 201, 208: never
disembodied, 147

Spontaneity, 198

Statics, 81

Stein, 1367, 154n

Subject, and predicate, every propo-
sition contains, 4, 9, 12: contains
predicate, 9, 17, 88, 205, 210, 214,
216: defined by ita predicates? 28,
48, 49, 59, 220

Substance, corporeal, 77, 1068, 144,
151, 226 : definition of, 4, 10, 43,
213, 218, 289: objections to 128;
has infinite number of predieates,
60, 218, 221 ; must be analogous to
soul, 105: involves all ile states,
10, 48, 188, 213 : and time, 42, 50,
217, 210 : unextended, 105, 227

Sufficient Renson, 10, 27, 31, 82, 209:
actual and possible distinguisheds=
88, 148%: two principles of, 30, 85,~
86: relation to law of contradiction,
86, 86, 211

Syllogism, 170, 282

T'abula rasa, 158

Théodicée, 1, 23

Time, not a real being, 50, 120, 129,
250, 257: and contingenly, 25, 29:
distinguished from duration, 230:
its existence contingent, 80: three
kinds of, 130; past, logically prior
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to futare, 128, 267: & plenum, 127,
188, 2568: its properties necessary,
20, 129: relational theory of, 120,
127, 250, 268 : consists of relations
of predicates, 198: and substance,
50 .

Trensubstantiation 9787, 151

Truthe, of fact, 168, 207 : innate, 157,

, '181, 276 : of renson, 186, 207: their
relation fo knowledges 181, 280

Ublety, 124, 2656

Unessiness, 194, 203

Unity, necessary to reality, 103, 160,
289, 241, 242

Unwm per se, 150, 226, 271

Vacuum, and atoms, 98 : proof of, 77x,
927: ressons against, 78, 902, 236
Yan Helmont, 188»
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Vinculum auhstantiale, 151, 218 -

Virtue, 196, 205

Vis Viva, 81, 82, 96, 937

Volition, law of, 29, 37, 188, 148, 198
239, 201, 208

‘Weismann, 154

Whole, cnly applicable to indivisible,
115: prior to parts in ideals, 111,
112, 245: subsequent to parts in
sotuals, 111, 245 o«

Wolit, 5827, 1400

World, external, ita axistence only
probable, 72, T4, 167, 224: koown
confusedly, 162

‘Worlds, possible, correspond to possible
designs of God, 36, 210: desoribed,
68

Wondt, 91



