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II. GENERAL PRINCIPLES of the PHILOSOPHY of LEIBNIT2 

Statement of Leibnitz' Problem: - How can that 

which is continuous consist of indivisible elements! 

In the Preface to his Theodicy{l) Leibpitz de-

clares that "there are two famous labyrinths, ' in 

which our reason often goes ast ray: the one relates 

to the great question of Liberty and Necessity, es-

pecially in regard to the production and origin of 

evil; the other consists in the discussion of Contir. 

ity and of the Indivisible ~oints which appear to be 

its elements, and this ques~ion involves the con-

sideration of the I nfinite. The former of these per 

plexes almost all the -human race, the latter claims 

the attention of philosophers alone." Accordingly, 

while a right understanding of the principle of Con-

.tinuity is of the utmost speculative importance,the 

practical value of a true knowl edge ot Necessity is 

equally great. Thus,Leibnitz makes his."Theodicy" 

an investigation of the meaning of Liberty and 

Necessity, / 
. . 

--------~-- ---------------- ---------------- ---- - ---~ . • l 

:· . ··{ 1} Erdmann, p. 470. 
' . 



Necessity, while in others of his writings he of-

fers a solution of the problem which he describes 

as the special perplexity of philosophers. 

It is this latter problem with which we are 

here mainly concerned. The philosophical work of 

Leibnitz was an endeavour to reconcile the notion 

of' substance as cant inuous with the .contrary not ion 

of substance as consisting of indivisible elements. 

The opposition of these two notions seemed to him 

to arise from an adequate conception of substance, 
/\ 

and the task he set hims'elf was that of deepening 

the current notion of substance, or, as he himself 

would have put it, finding a better hypothesis than 

that which had satisfied ·his Cartesian pr9decessors. 

Stated in another way the problem is . . - How 

are we to interpret the relation of whole and parts 

so that the continuit y or complete unity of the 

whole shall not be in conflict with the definite-

ness or real diversity of the parts? To say that 

the whole is continuous or really one seems _to mean 

that if it is divisible at all, it is infinitely 

divisible / 



•· 
divisible . I f it were not infini tely divisible, i t 

would consist of insoluqle ultimate elements a nd 

would t hus be discontinuous, Acc ord ingly, if t he 

whole be realiy continuous there seem to be· no fix-

ed boundaries or lines of division within it, that 

is to say, no real, but only arbitrary parts . ( 1,) 

On the other hand, if the whole consists of 

real parts and not merely possible s~bdivisions, 

these parts must be definite , bounded,separate f rom 

one another, and consequently the whole which they 

constitute must be , not . a · r~al continuous unity, but 

a mere collection or arbit r ary unity . Nevertheless, 

we cannot hold either that the whole is real and 

the parts unreal or that the part s are real and the 

whole unreal. 

Quantitative or Extensive Notion of Substance 

held by Descartes and Spinoza, ori the one hand, and 

by the Atomists on the othe r . . 
~he philosophy of Spinoza, with its cardinal 

principle that "Determination is Negation" , practically 

amounted / 
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amounted to an assertion of the unity and contin-

uity of the whole at the expense of the reality of 

the parts. According to Spinoza, "Substance" is 

"that which is in it s elf and is conceived through 

itself; in other word, that, the conception of 

which does not need the conception of another thing 

from which it must be formed."(l) That is to say, 

~ubstance is the unconditioned, or that which is not 

conditioned or determined by anyt h ing other than it-

self. There is ambiguity in the statement. It 

may mean either that Substance is self-conditioned 

or that ;t is absolutely unconditioned, to the ex-

elusion of all determination. In the one case Sub-

stance would be a real system of reciprocal deter-

/ minat ions,..v in the other, it would be an unbroken 

unity, to which every determination is foreign. 

The latter is the dominant aspect of Substance in 

the philosophy of Spinoza. It alone is consistent 

with the principle that "Determination is Negation." 

Consequently / 
- -~ ------ - --- - ----- - ----------------~--------------- -

(1) Ethics, Part 1, Def.3 Hale White ' s Translation . 

. ·· .. . .. 



Consequently his position amounts to saying that 

Substance can have no real parts. For the very 

meaning of a part implies that it must be determin-

ed or conditioned by other parts.(l) 

In contrary opposition to this, there is the 

theory of atoms and the void, which Leibnitz tells 

us at one time charmed his imagination.(2} To af-

firm the real existence of indivisible material 

atoms is to deny the infinite d~visibility of mat-

ter. Accordingly, if the atoms constitute the ul-

timate reality of the world, its unity is destroyed, 

its continuity becomes an illusion. However numer-

ous the atoms may be they can together constitute 

no true unity "but only • collection or heaping up 

of parts ad infinitum. n( B) Atomism thus endeav-

ours to establish the reality of the parts at the 

expense of the reality of the whole. 

It is necessary, then, to lay bare the pre-sup-

positions of these contrary theories in order to 

find / 
--- --- -- - -~----------- - ----- -- ------ - -- -- - --- - ----- -
(1) Ethics, Part . l, Prop. 1~ and lB. 
(2) Syst\eme nouveau de la Nature, :3. 
( B) Lo c • Cit • 

5 
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find the elements of truth in each and to reconcile 

them in a more comprehensive view. The doctrine 

of Spinoza is the consistent logical development of 

the principles involved in the position of Descartes(! 

In this connection it is Descartes's special t heor-

ies that Leibnitz has most l y in view, although his 

arguments are equally applicable to the more thor-

ough metaphysic of Spinoza. "SPinoza" , he tel l s us 

"has done nothing but cultivate certain seeds of 

the philosophy of M. D~scartes."(2) Descartes en-

deavoured to r each absolute metaphysical certainty 

by a method which Spinoza afterwards more clearly 

and fully applied and which he defined in his great 

principle that "Determination is Negation . " The 

essence of Descartes's Methoa of doubt is the en-

deavour to attain certa,l.nt y by stripping from ex-

perience ~as it is given in common consciousness~ 

all specific qualities or determinations, on the 

ground that no contradiction in terms is involved in 

regarding each of these qualities by itself as non-

existent or other than it is ·. The result of the 

method / 
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1 method is to give, as the res i dual ultimate certainty, 
/ 

nothing but the instrument by which the process of 

stripping has been carried out, viz., the thinking 

Ego, without any specific thought. If we challenge 

the reality of this instrument, we do so by means 

of the instrument itself and so involve ourselves 

in self-contradiction. The th i nking Ego cannot be 

thought non-existent: ·to think its non-existence 

would be a contradiction i n terms. Sp inoza's ad-

vance upon this was merely to pass from Descartes's 

practical method of attaining truth, (namely, the 

discarding _of specific det~rminations) to the gen-

eral metaphysical principle· which the method im-

plied, the principle, namely, that the essence· or 

reality of a thing is that which remains after the 

differences in its states and qualities have been 

thought away or that which is common to all its 

forms ·and manifestations, and consequent] y that the 

ul timate reality or Substance is that which is free 

from all specific determinations, that which includes 

or / 
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or is common to everything because it is not (spec-

ial ly) anything. 

Now when we rigorously apply this pPincipJe, 

that the reality of Substance is that which remains 

after all specific or differential qualities have 

been removed, we are left with nothing but quantity--

either , as in the case of Spinoza, quantity of Sub-

stance in generaJ (J) or, as in the case of Descm$es, 

quantity of a specific substance, that is to say, 

quantity of one quality. Thus Desc~~tes's position 

is that in addition to the one true and perfect 

Substance, God, whose existence is externaJly ~n-

conditioned, there are two created Substances,whose 

existence is not conditioned by anything f i nite,but 

by infinite Substance alone. These are bodily 

Substance and thinking Substance. They are mutu-

ally opposite: the one is what the other is not. 

Neither is conditioned by the other nor depend~nt 

upon it. The essential attribute of bodily Sub-

stance is Extension, that of thinking Substance is 

thou.,gbt. / 
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thought. All the specific qualities of created 

things are reducible to one or other of these as a 

common quality; and consequently the essence or 

reality of created Substance comes to be either 

extension without specific contents or thought with-

out a specific object. In other words, bodily 

Substance is quantity of one determinat~on, namely 

extension; while thinking Substance is quantity of 

one determination, namely thought. Thus the pre-· 

supposition of the Cartesian systems is a purely 

quantitative relation of whol~ and parts.(l) 

The same pre-supposition in another · form under·-

lies the Atomist philosophy. The atoms are mater-

ial particles arid the whole consists of their aggre-

gat ion . If the theory is self-consistent, they 

must be regarded as homogeneous and the specific 

qualities of things must arise from the variety of 

their combinations . They could not all r eally · ex

ist and tie d·ifferent from one another without some 

of them being complex. 

essence / 

And in any case the very 
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ess ence of th~ theory is that th~ whole should be 

taken as a sum or totality, a quantity of parts. 

Leibnitz ' s non-quantitative or intensive notion 

of Substance, developed through Criticism of Cartes

ian and Atomist views r e gardi ng Mate~ial Substance: 

Accordingly, t he essence of Leibnitz's argument 

is that a quantitative conception of t he relation of 

whole and parts affords an i nadequate theory of Sub-

stance . The common eleme nt in the contrary posi -

tions of the Cartesians and the Atomists is the ex

plicit or implicit redu ction of qual itative to quan-

titative differences.(l) And it appears to Leibnitz 

t hat t he solution of t h e dilemma is to be found i n 

t he opposite hypothesis, namely, that the essence 

of Substance is non-quantitative and that the re

lation of whole and parts must be conceived as in-

tensive rather than extensive. Thus a "simple sub-

stance • has no parts , i.e., no quantitative ele

ments,(2) and ye t it mus t comprehend a manifold in 

unity.( 3) That is to say, it must be real, it 

must / 
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must be something, it must be qualitative, specifi-

cally determined. 

While the general principle of Leibnitz ' s ar-

gument may be stated in this way, he actually de-

velops it through criticism of Descartes's theory 

of Material Substance. To regard matter as ulti-

mately pure extension is to make it essentially a 

substance with nothing more than a shadow of quali-

ty. An extended nothing is meaningless. An extend-

ed something must have quality. And to call that 

quality extension itself is merely to cover up the 

difficulty with a name: an extended extension is 

much the same as a shaded shadow of nothing. "In 

my opinion corporeal substance consists in some-

thing quite other than being extended and occupying 

a place: we must, in fact, ask ourselves what it is 

that occupies the place."(l) "Those who hold that 

the extended is itself a substance transpose the 

order of the words as well as of the thoughts. ' Be
object 

sides extension there must be a subject which is 

ext ended, / 
----------------------------------------------------

h. 
(1) Duters, vo1.rr r . p.353. 

? 
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extended, that i s to say a substance . which can be 

repeated or continued. For extension means nothing 

but a repetition or a continued multiplicity of that 
spread out 

which is diffuseQ.; a plurality, continuity and co -

existence of parts :and consequently it (extension) 

is not sufficient to e xplain the very nature of 
spread out 

extended or repeated substance, the notion of which 

is anterior to tha t of its repetition ,» 
( 1) 

Again it cannot be said that pure extension 

has arLy real parts . 'rhere c an be no real unit of 

( 2) 
mere ext en'Si on. It would be an erro:neo us con -

caption to regard mathen1atical surfaces as made up 

of real lines and these lines as made up of real 

points. The line is the limit of the s urface and 

the point is the limit of the line. A ma thema t i'-

cal point may,then , be regarded as indivisible,but 

only because there is nothing in it to divide. It 

cannot be a real unit, for there is nothing to 

deternline its unity . We should have to conceive 

it/ 

(1) F.rdmann, p.ll4. 
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i t as the unit of t hat whose s ole characteristic is 

to c ons i st of units, to be a quantity. For such 

i s, st rictly speaking, the natnre of Descartes's 

"Ext ens ion." Thus, as Leibrtitz puts it, "rna them-

atical points are exact" ( i.e. indivisible) "but 
( 1) 

they are only modalities," that is to say, ab-
( 2 ) 

stractions arrl not real existences. 
~ 

Now, while Leibnitz regards~ parts of Cartesian 

Extens ion as thus indivisible wit hout being real,he 

maintains on the other hand that the parts to wh ich 

Atomism reduces Material Subs t ance are real only if 

t hey are not indivisible. Their claim to be in-

di vi a i ble rest s upon the suppo•sit ion that they are 

infini t ely hard. But hardness is a relative term. 

There is no absolute hardness, as there is no abso~ 

ut e motion or rest. And thus infinite hardness 

is a s elf-contradictory conception. "By an atom", 

says Leibnitz, "I underst and· a corpuscle mentally 

divis ible indeed, but which act ually_ ne~the1is nor 

has been divided. Not t hat it cannot be actually 

divided / 
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divided; for such a toms do no t occur, since t h ey 

would demand perfect har dness. But it suffices for 

my definition t hat t here should be corpusc l es ,whose 

partic les hav e never been separated, f rom t h e founda

tion of the world to t h e pres ent day."(l ) Every rna-

terial atom mus t be a t least i deally d ivi s ib l e , if 

it be real. "The a toms of mat ter ••.•• • are 

s till composed of parts, since .t he invincibl e at-

tacl1ment of one part t o another (if one could r a tion-

ally conceive or suppose it) would in no way des troy 

t h eir diver si ty."( 2 ) 

How the relation of whole and parts · is t o be 

cone ei ved . The real and indivisibl e unit of 

Subst&nce (Monad) - "Perception" and "Appetition" . 

Leibni t z 's pr oblem t hus t akes the fo rm of an a t -

tempt to f ind a unit of Substance which shall avoid 

t he imperfect i ons both of Des cart ~s and Democri tus. 

This uni t must be at once real and indivisib l e . Its 

realit y must be of such a kind that it does not conflict 

·with its indivisibility and it mus t be indivisi ble 

in / 

.Ll} Comm Epistol. Leibnitii et Bernoullii Epist. 57 
(Vol. I . p. 3:J,.2 . ) 

(2) Systeme nouveau, etc . , Section 11 . 
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in a sense which is consistent with the continuity 

of the whole. The basis of its reality cannot be 

quantity, for no quantity is indivisible. And its 

indivisibility cannot be exclusive particul~rity in 

space or. time, for indivisible points in space or 

time may form an aggregate but cannot become a 

continuum. The unit of Substance must then be 

intensive rather than extensive, and the continuity 

of the whole must be not a mere empty· homogeneity 

lt. 
but a continuity, t~ough in-finite degreesof in-

tension. The word "intension", however, does not 

help us much. It must be mo re precisel y defined. 

X 
The a~tinomy between whole and parts, which 

was the ·issue of the quantitative or extensive view 

of Substance, had its roots in the conception of 

whole and parts as inevitably exclusive of one an-

other, the whole being regarded as prior to the ·. l r 

parts or the parts as prior to the whole. That is 

to say, either, as in the view o f Spinoza, the parts 

are to b'e deduced, in a purely analytic way, from 

the / 
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the whole as self-evidently given or, as in the 

Atom~st doctrine, the ~hole is a secondary con-

struction, of a purely synthetic kind, from the prim-

ary parts. In contrast with t his the intensive , 

doctrine of Substance>which regards determination 

as primary or essential ,amounts to a declaration 

that whole and part are inseparable. All specific. 

determinations, states or functions are determination; 

states or functions of the whole, not in the sense 

that they are ultimately reducible to one vague 

determination which is common to everything, but in 

the sense that the whole is expressed, symbolised 

and therefore in some way included in each, however 

specific,. individual, limited it may b·e. Thus the 

parts are not determined or characterised without re-

ference to the whole, and the whole is not a mere 

vague aggregate of independent parts. Ih some 

sense each part must contain the whole within itself, 

each unit must inc lude an infinite mani.fold. The 

whole stands not merely in a mec.hanical, but in a 

dynamic relation to the part. The whole is not 

merely / 
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merely ext ernal to the part, but in some way 

pass es into it and expresses itself through 

it. That in general, is the conception of 

Substance as essentially intensive rat her than 

ext ensive . 

There is here an approach to the modern 

conc eption of organism as more adequate to 

the expression of Substance than are me r ely 

mechanical conceptions . (l) But the special 

angle at which Leibnitz r egards his problem 

pr events him f r om developing this. His 

early imag inative liking for "atoms and 

the void," when first he "freed himsel f 

from the yoke of Aristot l e,n( 2 ) the love 

of historical system and 

hypothesis which set his 

of 

whole 

well- grounded 

intellectual 

Spinoza's character in revolt 

abstract unity and his 

deductions, / 

against 

purely a pr iori 



18 

deductions, probably also the influence of his 

scholastic training with its suggestions of an 

infinite multiplicity of "substantial forms," 

all resulted in a tendency to emphasise rather .the 

elements of reality than its wholeness. That there 

can be no real whole without real units, is Leibnitz' 

(1} 
guiding thought, and accordingly his question does 

not primarily take the form "What must be the 

nature of a whole which expresses itself in each of 

its parts?" It rather is "What must be 

the nature 'of a part or unit which can in 

some way contain or express the whole within 

its elf? n 

Now / 
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Now the part cannot contain the whole within 

itself actually and fully, in all its realized com-

pleteness; for thus the distinction between whole 

and part would vanish . The part must, therefore, 
f1'1" 

~- contain the whole potentially and ideally~by means 
/ 

of represent.ation.) 

L The relation of whole and parts is not to be 

conceived as one of greater· and l ess, of thing con-

taining and things contained, but rather as a rela-

t ion ·of Symbolised and Symbols, sign and thing sig-

nified. That is to say, the part must be a repre-

sentation of the whole from some particular point 

of view, a Symbol or expression o.f t he whole,and the 

part must contain the whole in such a way that the 

whole may unfold itself entirely from withi n it. ---
Thus the part must have a certain spontaneity 

or ·power of acting from within itself, and in vir-

tue of this Leibnitz describes the individual sub-

stance as essentially a "Force" rather than ·a quan-

tity. This intensive Essence or Force in the part 

(or individual substance) appears in two ways. As 

represent~tive / 
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representative or symbolic of the whole, the part, 

in Leibnitz's terminology, has 'perception\ while 

in so far· as i n the part the potential whole tends 

to realize itself, the part is said to have ' Appe-

tit:ion '. Both of these characteristics must be-

long to it , for if it had Perception alon~, the 

part would merely represent one aspect of the whole 

like an unchanging picture. It is in virtue of 

its Appetition that the part is able to real ise the 

life ·of the whole, to unfold spontaneously from 

within itself all the variations of that which it 

represents ( 1) • -1l 

This new atom or unit of substance (the 'simple 

substance' , in his own phrase) Leibnitz · calls a 

Monad{2). The word is almost as old as European 

philosophy and has varied greatly in meaning and 

application. Shortly before the time of Leibnitz 

the term was used by Giordano Bruno, whose Monads 

were ultimate spherical points, regarded as possess

ing both spiritual and material eharacter.isties. 

There are some parts of the philosophy of Bruno 

with / 
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with which the do·ctrine of Leibnitz has affinity, as 

for instance, Bruno 's contention that there is no

thing, however little or valueless, that.does not 

contain in it Jife or soul. But Leibnitz repeated-

ly attacks the doctrine of a World-soul, which is 

Bruno's Central Conception. Thus in adopting the 

term 'Monad', Leibnitz may b~ said to have taken 

from Bruno little more than the name (J) . 

The Monad then, has Perception, but not neces

sarily in the sense of consciousness. For con

sciousness is not the essence of Perception, but 

merely an additional determinati'on belonging to 

certain kinds or degrees o~ Perception. Conscious 

Perception is called by Leibnitz 'Apperception'. 

But the essence of Perception i n general is that in 

it we have a unity variously modified or a unity 

which appears in a multiplicity of relations. ~1 

have many ideas (Vorstellungen), wealth o~ thoughts. 

is i n me; and yet I remain, in spite o~ this _yari

ety, one.(2}" But it is not necessa~ily because I 

am conscious of many thoughts or many objects that·· 

I I 
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I 'perceive' and thus exhibit a multiplicity in 

unity. All representation is Perception (1}. 

Similarly the Monad has Appetition, but not necess

arily in the sense of conscious desire or will. As 

the essence of Perception is multiplicity in unity, 

so the essence of Appetition is change within the 

·identity or permanence of a simple su_bstance. Ap

petition is "the action of the internal principle 

which produces cha~~ or passage from one Percep-

t ion to another." ( 2) As the Monads alone are real, 

every change in nature must be change within a 

Monad. This change, as we have seen, must be the 

unfolding of the whole which the Monad potentially 

contains or represents. That is to ·say, it must 

be the passing from one Perception (or state of 

representation, whether conscious or unconscious) 

to another. And thus, wherever there is change 

there is Appetition. It is simply another name 

f'o r the spontaneity of the Monad, its power of un

folding its whole nature and experience from within 

itself'. The Monad as perce~tive is thus a 

universal / 
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universal within, rather than exclusive of, the 

~ 
part icular, while as Appetition it is dynamic and 

---
no t static. (l) 

As the Monads are purely intensive centres or 

units, each must be absolutely exclusive of all 

oth€rs. Not being quant itative, t hey are simple, 

in the sense of having no parts; (2) and thus no 

one Monad can include ·. another. Further, no Monad 

can really influence another or produce any change 

in it. For that would mean a transference of 

quality from one to the· other. But as the quality 

of a substance, being its very essence, is insepar-

able from it, such a transference is impossible.f3) 

The Monads are also real ultimate e lements, because, 

being entirely non-quantitative, they cannot have 

been formed out of any co1pbination o±' simpler ele-. 

ments, nor is it possible in any way to dissolve 

them, as t hey are vrithout parts •. -(4) The point 

whi ch is at once real and ±naivisible has thus 

been found in the Monad, as contrasted, on the one 

hand, with the Mathematical poin.,t o±' Descvtes, 

which / 



which is indivisible only when · ~t ceases to be 

real, and , on t he other hand, with the phys ical 

point of the Atom.ists w!').ich, if it ·is real, must 

always be divisible.(l) 

24 

The Identity of Indiscernibles and the Law of 

Continuity : 

The indivisible having t hus been established, 

th~re remains the question of continuity and the 

infinit·e. As we h~ve seen, a quantitative eon-

tinuum e·annot have indivisible ·parts. But as the 

actual indivisible elements of reality are essen

tially perceptive, real continuity must also be 

a continuity of Perception. As each Monad is a 

part or element of. the Universe, in the sense that 

each represents it or reflects it as in a mirror 

from some particular angle, in some special asp.ect, 

the whole must be the infinite totality of Monads, 

representing the Universe from every possible po int 

of view. And thus, while the Monads are e ntLre ly 

separate from one another, each must represent the 

. Universe / 
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Universe i n a way which differs to the least possi-

ble extent from the representation given by some 

other. No two Monads (and a fortiori no two 

things, which are all made up of Monads) can be ex-

actly t he same ; no thing can have a merely numerie-

al difference from another. The Monads are es-

sentially non-quantitative, and number by itself 

is merely a measure of quantity. The Monads ·dif-
6 

fer from one another in quality or intenfion alone, 

so that two Monads no t di ffe ring in quality are 

imposs ible . This is the doctrine of Leibnitz 

which is usually called the "Identity of India-

cernibles . " {1) It is simply his law of Continuity 

in a negative form. The number of Monad~ must 

be infinite otherwise the Universe would not be 

represented from every possible point of view and 

would thus be im~erfect. But if the number of 

Monads is infinite and if e"Yery Monad differs in 

quality from every other, then the Monads must 

be such that they might be considered as a series, 

eaeh term or member of which · differs from the next 

by . I 
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by an infi n i tel ~' srnall degree of qual ity, i.e . , by 

a degree of qualit y leas than any which can be 

assigned. 

Leibnitz explains his principle o~ Continuity 
(l) 

in a letter quoted by his biographer, Gu~auer. 

«r think, then, « he says , " that 1 have good reasons 

f o r . believing that all the diffet·ent classes of 

beings, the totality of which fa rn1s the Universe, 

are, in the ideas of God, who }fnows distinctly 

their essential gradations, merely 1 ike eo many 

ordinates of one and the same cvrve, the Ada.:t.~ 

of which do not allow of others b eing put between 

any ·two of then1, because that wo uld indicat e dis-

order and in.JPerfection. Accordingly ~en are link-

·ed With animals, these with plan t s , and these again 

with fossils , which in their turn are connected 

with t hose bodies, which sense and imagination re-

present to us as completely dead and inorganic 

( informes ). But the law of Continuity require s 

that, when the essential detemtinat ions of any be-

ing approximate to those of another, all the pro-

perties of the fonMr must gradually approximate to 

those 
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t ho s e of the latt e r. Therefo re a l l the order s of 

Natural Beings .mus t n ec esaarily form only one ehailJ-, 

in whi'ch the differe,nt cla~ses , like so many links , 

are so c losely conn ected with o ne anothe r that . it 

i s i rr1p os s ible fo r sense or imagination to determi.ne 

exactly the point wh ere any one of them begins or 

enda: all the s pecies which bo r der upon or which 

oc c upy , so to speak, disputable territory ( regi~ 

d' infle~ion et de reb ro u ss emer~t), being n ecessarily 

an1b i guou s and endowed with c haract eristic s , wh ioh 

may equally be asc rib ed to ne i ghbo uring sp ecies . 

Thus, f o r i nstanc e, t he . exi.st ence of zooph ytes, or, 

as Buddeus . call s t hem, Plant-an i ma ls doe s not i m

ply 1nons trosity, but it is · indeed ag reeable to t h e 

orde r of Na ture that t hey should . exi s t. And so 

strong ly do I hold to the prin ciple. of Continuity 

t hat not only shoul d I n ot be astonished to learn 

t ha t t here had been f o und beings whi ch , as regards 

s everal propert ies, for 'instanc e t h oee of .feedi ng 

or multiplying t hem·s elves,might pass for veg etabl'es 

as well as f or animals, and wh ich up set t h e comrnoni 

rules / 
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~ules, founded upon the supposition of a complete 

and. absolute separat ion of the different orders of 

beings which together fill the Uni verse: · I say, 

"I should. be so little astonished. at it, that 1 am 

even convinced that there must be such being~ and 

that ~atural h istory will p~rhaps some day come to 

know them, when it has further studi ed. that i nfin-

i ty of ~iving beings, whose smallness conceals them 

from ordinary observation a~d which lie hid in the 

bowels of the earth and i n the depths of the waters 

" 

The . Pre- established Harmony between· Substances : 

There is, then, in the s.ystem of the Monads a 

perfectly conti.t:luous and infinite grad.ation of In-

tension, that is to say, of Perception or represent-

ation, combined with A~petition or spontaneous 

change. And thus the whole of r eality is · at once 
. . 

continuous and not only i nfinitely divisible, but 

infinitely divided, consisting of an infinity of 

r eal elements(l). ·But we st ill have to consider 

how the principle . of c6ntinuity, as thus interpret e4 

is / 
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is consistent with t ·he changes which take place 

i n real thi ngs . In _the system o f Monads the prin-

cip~e of Uontinuity corresponds to the ' Vo id' in 

the olae r Atomi sm. Each is the necessary correlat-

ive of the i ndiv i sible an~ i mpenet r able elements . 

The concep-t ion of Cont i nuity, _however, by i mplying 

a plenum, escapes the contradictions that are 

i nvolved in the idea of a void . · But it nas still 

to be shown how change is poss i ble withi n a plenum 

I~ 
or how change c an. take place without dis~~t~ng 

t h e Continuity of the i nfi nite ser i es of Monads. 

Any chang e withi n a plenum affects every -part of i t . 

1'his i s the principle inv.olve.i in the scientific 
. -

po i nt of view regarding the Universe , which became 

current with the rise of Modern Philosophy, Every -

th i ng in the worl:l acts and r e - act's upon everything 

e lse. Ho.wever separate things may be, no change 

can take place i n any one wi thout affecting every 

other. 1'he influence may in some cases be imper-

ceptibl e , infini tel y small; but i t exists. If, 

however, the Universe be a quant itat~ve plenum, . it 

i s / 
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is impossibl e to understand how any change coula 

orig inate within it. It must receive its motion 

from outside and must thus be regarded as finite, 

which again is inconsistent ~ith its reality as a 

plenum. Leibnitz overcomes this difficulty by 

regarding the Universe, not as an infinite mass 

occupying all that there is to occupy, but as a 

continuity or infinite gradat ion of qualitativ.e 

differences, . each containing within itself the 

principle of its own changes. He substitutes for 

an extens ive plenum of mass an intensive continuum 

of Force 9r Life. 

But if the Universe consists of an infinity 

of Monads, each inaependent of the rest, impene-

trable and Q~affected by them, and each containing · 

within itself the pr~~ciple of all its changes, how 

i s it possible for a change to take place in a.~LY 

one of them without destroying the continuity of 

the series?{l) Each Monad contains within itself 

a representation of the whole Universe . from one . . 

particular point · of view, which differs to an 

infinitely / 
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infinitely small ·degree from the representations 

contained in some other Monad. If, then, any 

change, hO\vever slight, takes place in the Percep

tion or representation of one Monad , the continuity 

of the series will be broken and we shall have two 

indiscernible Monads . But it is of the very es-

sence of the Monads to be "living mirrorsH, "forces" 

(as distinct from masses) centres of Appetition, 

spontaneously unfolning a sequence of Perceptions. 

Accordingly, this chang~ within the Monad does take 

place: it is essential to its nature. · The eon-

tinuous order or system of the Monads must there

fore be destroyed, unless we can say that any change 

within one Monad produces, or is invariably accom

panied by, correlat ive changes in other Monads, of 

such a kind that the equilibrium of' the whole sys-

tern is maintained. In other words, there must be 

something of the nature of mutual influence, action 

and re-aetion, between the various elemet?-ts in the 

system. If the system were a plenum . of mass, this 

i nteraction would be intelligible without further 

e·xplanat ion / 
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explanation. But as t he Monads fo~ a qualitative 

continuum of s uch a kind t hat no part can really act 

upon another, a further hypothesis is required to 

complete the theory. 

This hypot hesis is Leibnitz's system of the 

Pre-established Harmony between Substances. Though 

no true substan ce can really act upon a~other, 

everything in the Universe takes place as i f this 

mutual interaction were real. Substances fonn a 

system, · not of phys ical relations, but of' hannony 

or mutual co~patibility. In t he creation of the 

world, the i'nner devel.opment of each Monad has been 

so pre-arranged t hat all its changes are accompani-

ed by corresponding changes in oth~rs. The sue-

cession of changes in each Monad is different from 

that in every other, and yet all are in harmony, the 

perfections of one being accompanied by c~unter-

balancing imperfections in others. One Monad in-

fluences anoth~r ideally(l), that is to say, not 

ab.extra but t hrough an inner pre-established con

fa rmi t y ( 2 ) • 

Relation / 
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Relation of the System of Pre-established Harmony 

to Scholastic and Occasionalist Theories : 

Like most of the other doctrines of Leibnitz, 

this system of the Pre-established Harmony is a new 

hypothesis devised to remedy the imperfections of 

previous theories. The general problem which it 

is meant to solve appeared at first for Leibnitz in 

a particular form, that of the relations between 

soul and bqdy. The usual Pre-Cartesian solution 

of this special problem was the theory of an in-

fluxus physicus or actual passage of elements from 

the one substance to the other. Descartes's com-

plete separation of soul from body, of thinking 

substance from extended substance, was in total op
(1) 

position to . the earlier theory The problem 

itself is left by him without any satisfactory 

solution; but his followers made a definite at-

tempt to solve it by the theory of "occasionalism," 

in which they developed. a suggestion that ·had been 

made by Descartes when he spoke of thinking ~nd ex-

tended substance as alike dependent on nothing but 

the / 
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the "ordinary co -operation" (concours ordinaire)or 

"Assistance" of God. The Occasionalist theories 

varied to some extent, but in its most consistent 

form the hypothesis is that God is the sole real 

cause, that finite substance has no power or activ-

ity of its own and consequently that the changes 

which take .place in soul and body are both directly 

produced by God. Consequently on the occasion of 

the appearing of a phenomenon in the one substance 

God .produces a corresponding phenomenon in the other . 

The two phenomena are quite independent, except for 

the fact of their contemporane.ous production by 

God, the one Teal Cause. 

Leibnitz's Pre-established Harmony has some-

times been regarded as merely another variety of 

Occasionali.sm, in spite of his frequent criticisms 

of the Occasionalist theory. And he has been ac-

cused of borrowing (without acknowledgment) from 
. ~ · ' ' 

the Occasionalist Ge~lincx the well-known illustra-
/\ . . 

tion of the twn clocks which he uses in explaining 

his Pre-established Harmony. 

erer has clearly shown (l} 

mentions / 

But Dr Edmund Pfle j.d--

that Leibnitz, who never 
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u. 
mentions GeQlincx in h i s writings, must have been 

quite unaware of Ge~lincx's use of the illustration. 
~ 

And in any case there is this essential difference 

between the Occasionalist theory and that of Pre-estab-

lished Harmony, that the former regards f inite things 

as empty of all activity except that which is i~mediate-

ly communicated to them by God, while the l atter is 

founded on the conception of finite things as in real

ity· forces, Monads with spontaneous activity .(l) Thus 

the Occasionalist theory is open to t he criticism 

which Leibnitz repeatedly brings agains~ it, namely, 

that it involves the supposition of perpetual miracle 

or in other words, that if it be true, the connection· 

between soul and body must be a purely arbitrary one , 

there being nothing in the nature of either which 

can serve as a. reason why this phenomenon of soul should 

accompany that phenomenon of body and not some other. 

The Monads, on the other;·h,an"d, have at least this in 

common -that it is of the essence of each to represent 

the same world from a particular point of view 

and / 
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and that each unfolds the series of its Perceptions 

or representations in an intelligible order. The 

whole is potentially present and seeks its realiza-

tion in each of the parts. Consequently the Pre-

established Harmony is not arbitrary, but rational: 

no Deus ex Machina is invoked. Thus it is imposs-

ible to regard Leibnitz's theory as the completion 

of the 
. "tA.'!' 

OccasionalAdoctrine, unless in the sense 

that it is an hypothesis which seeks to reconcile 

the contrary views of Schol~stics and Cartesians.(l) 

/ The Scholastic theory of an influxu~ physicus 

connected soul and body in a way which. ultimately 

confounded them, making it impossible to draw any 

clear line between them. The Cartesian or. Ceca-

s ional ist view, on the other hand., separated them 

so absolutely that nothing but a purely arbitrary 

connection could be supposed a connection ex-

tarnal to the nature of both. The Scholastics 

seemt~o Leibnitz to be right in holding that the 
/ 

connection is a real one, grounded in the nature 

of' / 



of the substances : · the Cartesians seemed right in 

maintainii.ng that the Substanees are mutually ex-

elusive. 
'fl. 

And the a~tinomy is sol ved for Leibnitz 
/ 

3 

by the supposition of a mutual "i deal influence," 

a relationship of Perception or representation, 

between independent self-acting Monads, the har

mony of Vlhose inner devel.opments has been establish

ed before their c·reation. {l) 

Leibnitz's illustrations of the ~re-established 

Harmony the Clocks and the Choirs: 

The simile of the clocks, by means of which 

Leibnitz illustnates his theory in relation to the 

Scholastic and Cartesian views, is given in the 

"Third Elucidation" of his "New System." Two 

clocks may be made to keep perfect time with one 

another in three diffe r ent ways. They may be actu-

ally connected together, for instance by a piece of 

wood, in such a way that t 'here is a mutual transfe:.r

ence of vibrations between them resulting in a per

fect agreement of the motions of the pendulums . (2) 

Or in the second place, they may b'e supposed to be 

kept / 
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.kept i n time with one ano-ther from moment to mo

ment by a skilled workman. Or, finally, they may 

have been so perfectly constructed t hat. they keep 

time o f themselves , without any mutual influ-

ence or .ass istance, 1 f we compare soul and body 

to the ~wo clocks, the first of ~hes~ ways of con

nect ion corresp onds t o t he doctrine of an i nfluxus 

physicus,- the second to the Occ·asionalist view, 

and the third to the Pre- established Harmony. 

1 t is., however , misleading to suppose, 

as has too often been done, that this is · 

Leibnitz's favourite simile for explai ning 

his system of Pre-established Harmony . He 

uses the illustration, not so much 

plain h is own theory as to make 

the relation · in which it stands 

previous hypotheses, He ace ep·t s 

problem the moment the limited 

these hypotheses en:leavour to 

to ex

clear 

to 

for 

which 

solve. 

But 

his 

h is 

I 

own problem is larger and 

/ 
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his own hypothes is is t herefore more com-

prehensive than t hose of his predecessors. 

Body, for Leibnitz, is not hing but a collec-

tion of Monads, and consequently the question 

of t he connection between soul and body is onl: 

a confused and i mperfect form of t he 

ques tion· as to the relations between any 

one Monad and another. The larger 

problarn t hus deals wi t h the relatio·ns 

of body to body and soul to soul 

as well as the relations of soul and 

body , with alone the earlier 

t heori as were concerned. 

Leibnitz / 
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Lei bni t z woul :i main.ta in that, as substances 

(Monads) a r e not physical but metaphysical, it is 

impossible for us to realise the true relations be

tween them by conceptions of sense or imagination. 

These r elations are metaphysical or ideal an:i are 

therefore only intellectually apprehended. But he 

elsewhere uses a simile for the Pre- established 

Harmony more adequate than that of' the two clocks, 

when he compares the Monads to completely indep end

ent bands of musicians playing in perfect harmony. 

"In short, to use an illustrat i on, I will saj t hat 

this concomitance, which 1 mainiain, is comparable 

to several different bands of music i ans or choirs, 

playing t h eir parts separate ly an:i so placed that 

they do not see nor·even hear one another, which 

can nevertheless keep perfectly together by ea ch 

following their own ·notes, in such a · way that he 

who hears them all finds in them a harmony that is 

wonderful and muc h m~re surprising that if there 

hal been any connection between them. It would 

evert be possible that someone, being beside one of 

two / 
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two such choirs, should by means of the one judge 

what the other is doing and should even acquire 

such a habit of doing this (particularly if we sup-

pose that he could hear his own ~ithout seeing it 

and see the other without .hearing it) that, with 

the help of his imagination, he should no longer 

think of the choir beside which he is, but of the 

other, or should take his own merel y for an echo of 

the other, "(l} etc. The analogy must not be pressed 

to an e~treme; but the simile is much better than 

that of the clocks. The clocks are too much alike 

to represent the Monads , and the harmony of their 

movement is too empty and almost meaningless. But 

in the case of the bands there is a real harmony 

f ormed out of the complementary movements of several 

self-acting units, and there is also the spontaneous 

development from the written .notes of the score to 

the system of sounds which they signify. This de-

velopment from the written signs to the sounds 

signified might be said to correspond to the passage 

from / 

(1} Correspondenc~ between Leibnitz and Arnauld in 
Janet's "Oeuvres Philosophiques de Leibnitz," 
Vol. 1. p. 653 



42 

from Unconsci ous to Conscious Perception in the 

Monad . ~l} An unconscious Perception is, for Leibnitz 

a symbol of the corresponding Conscious Perception. 

We have now considered the three chief conceptions 

of the Met aphysic of Leibnitz , and we have seen bow 

they arise as the solution of his probl em in the fo~ 

which is given to it by its historical setting. I n 

the first place, I n tens ion , Force or Life.> in the fo.rl 

of Perception and Appetition , i s the essence of real 

in~ividual substance . I n the second place , the pril 

ciple of Continuity or the identity of indiscernible~ 

is the hypothesis which explains the system or inter-

relation of stric tly individual substances . And in 
. 

the third place , the doctrine of the Pre-establ ished 

Harmony accounts for the possibility of change in 

elementary substances without pre j udice to the whol e. 

Clear and Confuseq Perception and Degrees of . 

_!\ppetition 

We must now consider more fully the. varieties 

of/ 
---~~--- - - - ----------------------- ·· --- --- - - --- --- ----

(1 } Cf . l oc. cit . Janet Vol . I . p . 629 . 
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;/ of Perception and Appetition which constitute¥. t he 

diff'er .. ences· amongst Monads. In regard to Percep-

tion Leibnitz adopts the Cartes ian distinction among 

ideas, with considerable modificat ions. Descartes 

divided ideas into those which are confused, those 

which are clear, and t hose which are dis tinc t as 

well as clear. "I call that clear,n he says, "whic 

is present and manifest to the attentive mind, as 
I 

we say we see an object clearly when it i s present 

to the BYe looking on. and when it makes on the 

sense of sight an impression sufficiently strong 

and definite; but I call that distinct which is 

clear and at the same time so definitely distinguish 

ed frcm everyth ing else jrhat its essence is evident 

to . him who properly considers it ." And "all t he 

thin~s which we clearly and distinctly conceive are 

true ,_" Leibnitz follows Descartes i n regarding 

clearness and distinc tness as the marks of per~ec

.(1) 
tion in ideas or Perceptions; but he does not 

limit the distinction between clear and confused 

i deas to the ideas which we consciously possess nor 

does / 
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does he draw a sharp line be tween ide as which are 

perfectly clear and all others, which are confused. 

r.onfused Perceptions are not for Leibnitz, as for 

Descartes, mere mistakes and illusions; but they 

belong ~o the real order of things, which without 

them could not be what it is. And there is no 

question, as in Descartes , regarding the correspond-

ence of Perceptions to reality, clear ideas repres-

H. 
ent" reality~ truly, while confused ideas do not. 

All Perceptions are representations of reality; but 

t hey vary infinitely in their degrees of clearness 

or confusedness. Cor;fusedness is simply a low 

degree of clearness; t he more perfect any Percep-

tion or representation is, the clearer is it, while 

the less perfect it is, the more is it confused. 

Thus the differences. among the ;Monads consist entir~ 

ly · in the various degrees of perfection or clearness 

with which they perceive or . represent the Universe. 

But as each Monad actually represents the whole 

U~iverse, however confusedly or imperfectly, and 

as ·each is essentially . a force or living principle, 

proceeding / 
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proceeding, by its own spontaneous activity, from 

one Pe r ception to another, the clear and the con-

fused are not essentially separate from on~ another, 

but it is possible for the confused Perception to 

unfold into clearness. Each Monad contains th~ 

whole more or less confusedly within itself and by 

its Appetition may rise to a more perfect state. 

Each Monad contains as it were enfolded within it-

self all that ·it is to be. It is "big -with the 

future." It is like an exceedingly condensed 

algebraical statement which can -be indefinitely ex
"'tt 

pounded: somewhat like the symbol ti in the problem 
1\ 

of determining the relation between the lengths of 

the diameter and circumf erence of a circle, with 

this very important difference that the Monad "reads 

itself off." An omniscient Be-ing could se e the · 

reality and hi story of' the whole Universe within the 

lowest Monad. 

Three Classes of Created Monads, (1) Un-

conscious (2) Conscious (3) ·Self-conscious 

While / 
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While there is thus a perfec t Continuity in 

the de.grees of Perfection with which the Monads re-

present the Universe, Leibnitz has roughly distin-

guished created Monads into three main classes, (1) 

Unconscious or bare Monads (monades nues), (2) Con-

scious Monads and (3) Rational or Self-conscious 

Monads. As we have seen, every Monad or. simple 

substance has a certain degree of perfection or com-

pleteness, inasmuch as it ideally or potentially 

contains the whole within itself. Thus the Aris-

totelian name of Entelechies might be given to all 

Monads, since they have each "a cert~in perfection 

( fx.,ou<r( To '~v -rz.il{c:y ) ", and "a certain self-suffic-

1 I 
ency ( o\Vio'.~l<.~t"'- ) which makes them the sources of 

their internal actions, and, so to speak, ~ncor

poreal automata." (l) That is 'to say, each is, in 

its own way, complete in itself as representing the 

Universe and complete in itself as an active living 

being or force. On the other hand, every Monad 

might be called a "soul", inasmuch as it has both 

Perception / 
------------- ------- --------------------- --------
(1) Monadology, Section 18. 



47 

Perception and Appetit ion, in the general sense of 

t hese wprds which has been al ready explained. Never-

theless, in spite of thi s essential unity of nature 

in the Monads, it is possi.ble .to draw broad lines 

of division among them. Conscious sensation or 

feeling, accompanied by the simpler forms of memory, 

clearly marks off certain Monads from those which 

have merely unconscious or confused Perception. To 

the former class t he name· "souls" may be specially 

applied, while for t he latter t he general name of 

Entelechies or Monads will suffice. And as there 

are still highe r Monads which have self-conscious-

ness and reason or thought proper, in addition to 

unconscious and conscious Perception and Memory, we 

may call these "rational souls" or "spirits" ( in-

telligences, esprits .) {l) The class of rational 

souls or spiri ts includes men and hig:ter intelli-

gences. The intermediate "sou1'.:..class i s that of 

animals, and the class of Entelechies or bare Monads 
.... 

includes all real beings that have not reached the 

stage of consciousness. 

The / 
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The differences of Appetition in the three 

classes of created Monads, (corresponding to the thre• 

grades of Perception which characterise them), may 

be expressed as mere impulse, animal instinct or 

blind desire, governed by mere feeling,and self-con

scious desire or will. 

Each of the two higher classes possesses, in 

addition to its own specific qualities, the char-

acteristics of the inferior Monads. Thus both anima: 

and men have unconscious as well as conscious Percep-

tions, for example, when they fal l into a faint or 

have a profound and dreamless s l eep . (l ) I n such a 

case, they are not entirely destitute of Perceptions, 

for the Monad is indestructible (being indivisible) 

and it cannot exist without Perception of some kind. 

The changes of the Monad are entirel y from within, so 

that, when the man or animal awakes out of a sleep or 

trance his conscious .Perceptions must have unfolded 

themselves out of immediately preceding Perceptions ot 

an / . 
----------~------- --------------------~-------------

(1 ) Mon~do1ogy Section 20. 
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an unconscious kind.(l) Again, men share with the 

animals both sense-Perception and the empirical 

sequence of memory and imagination, which bears a 

resemblance to the concatenation of' rational thought, 

but may be sufficiently distinguished from it.(2) 

Indeed, i n most of' our actions and belief's we are 

empirical, as, f'or instance, when we expect the 

dawn, not because we know the cause of 'it, but be -

cause it has happened regU.larly in tm past. (3) 

Self-Consciousness in the Philosophy of Leibniz 

and in that of' Descartes 

The significance of' this may be brought out 

by a reference to the position of Descartes, which 

Leibniz probably had in view. According to Des-

~ cartes , the rational soul is the mind and its real-. .... __ _ 
ity comes only f'rom its conscious certainty of it-

self-. Thus without self-consciousness there is no 

mind or soul. Animals have no self-consciousness 

and / 
-------- - - - -- ---- - -- - - -~~---- ------- - ---------- ~ - --

· (1) Monadology 22 and· 23. 
(2) Monadology 26 et seq. cf'. Nouveaux Essais,Bk II 

Ch.ll and Fraser's Edition of' Locke's Essay, · 
Vol. I . p. 208. 

(3) Monadology, 28. 
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and therefore they have no souls: they are mere 

machines. But animals have sensations and impulses, 

and,consequently, sensation and impulse a re not 

functions of self-consciousness, a.cts of the soul, 

but are purely physical and mechanical processes, 

whether they occur in man or in the lower animals. 

S It is in ~_,elf- consciousness alone that we have 
/ 

immediate self-certainty, from which we may proceed 

outward to the certainty of other things. Thus for 

Descartes the line between consciousness and uncon-

sciousness on the one side and self-consciousness on 

the other must be very sharply· drawn: the complete 

independence of self-consciousness is the root of the 

Cartesian dualism. 

Now, Leibniz desires to preserve the independence 

of self-consciousness or the self-certainty and self-

sufficiency of the mind . The validity of thinking 

must hot be made to depend on reference to .a reality 

external to it. But, on the other hand, the mechanica. 

dualism of Descartes must be avoided. The independ-

ence of self-consciousness is preserved 

through / 
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through the conception of the Monads as _a plurality 

of real, independent substances. Mind is not 

merely a modification of substance, an attribute 

(as Spinoza made it) : it is an independent sub

stance, in its various fonms one or other of the in

finite number. But, on the oth-er hand, mind must 

not be regarded as identical with self-consciousness 

alone : self-consciousness must not be taken as 

entirely exclusive of mere consciousness or of un-

consciousness. Otherwise we have returned to the 

Cartesian dualism. There must somehow be an uncon-

sc1ous activity of mind, .and the oppos ition between 

mind and body hecorr~s a difference, not of kind,but 

of degree. 

Self-consciousness in the philosophy of Leibniz 

is, however·, a very Q.ifferent thing from self-con

sci.ousness in the philosophy of Descartes. The 

latter arrives at the self-conscious Ego as the 

result of a rigorous analysis, whose instrument .is 

', doubt.(l) It is an ultimate fact, the fact of a 

subJect thinking, without regard to any specific 

object / 



object of its thought. Self-consciousness is the 

bare witness of consc iou.sness to it self, its empty 

self-consistency. In the certainty of self-con

sciousness Descartes .. (justifiably or not) finds i1 

volved the certainty of God, the Perfect Being, anc 

from this he proceeds to the certainty of the exteJ 

nal world and to the principle that clear and dis

tinct ideas are characteristic of self-consciousnes~ 

and are a sufficient warrant for the reality of 

their objects. For Leibniz, on the other hand, 

the Ego is not a pure subject, whose essence 

immediate self-consciousness. No Monad can be a 

pure subject. "Not only is it immediately clear 

to me that I think; but it is quite as clear to mE 

that I have different thoughts; that now I think 

of A, now~" etc. (1) An Ego is one of an in

finite number of substances , and its self-consciouf 

ness is thus not the ground of its existence, but a 

difference in degree of quality between it and 

others. (2l The self-conscious Monad is merely one 

which has developed its representative or Perceptive 

·nature / 



nature more fully than those which we describe as 

animal souls or bare Monads. In other words we 

~ "Egos" before we think of ourselves, realise 

ourselves or reflect upon ourselves as Egos. We 

are "raised to the knowledge of ourselves and of 

God."( 1) 
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The difference between the self-conscious Monad 

and others consists in the greater clearness and 

distinctness of its percept ions and ideas. But as 

clearness and distinctness are relative terms, 

(every Monad hiving Perceptions in some degree clear 

and distinct), the specific Perceptions of a self-

conscious oeing must be further defined. Leibniz ~ 

as we have seen, cannot accept the Cartesian view 

which totally r ejects confused and obscure ideas 

and makes clearness and distinctness the · sole criter

ia of truth.( 2) In addition to being clear and 

distinct, the ideas which are characteristic of a 

rational being must be analysed, so that their 

grounds or premises may be as fully exhibited as 

possible. And thus the specific quality of a 

rational / 
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rational soul or self-conscious Monad is "the know-

ledge of necessary and eternal truths," that is to 

say , of the ultimate grounds or premises of all 

knowledge . The self-conscious Monad r ep resents 

or perceives the Universe in an articulate way. It 

has carried the internal evolution or realisation 

of the Univers·e so far that its underlying principlef 

have clearly revealed thems~lves. "It is by the 

knowledge of necessary truths and by their abstract 

expression ( leurs alistra ctions) that we are raised 

to acts of reflection which make us t hink of what 

is called "I", and observe that this or ' that is 

within us: and thus, in thinking of ourselves, we 

think of Being, of Substance, of the simple and the 

compound., of the immaterial and of God Himself, con-

ceiving that what is limited in us is in Him with-

out limits. And these acts of reflection furnish 

the chief objects of out reasonings.n(l) 

1'his at once suggests Descartes, but Descartes 

with a difference. For Leibniz, as for Descartes, 

the idea of God or the most Perfect Being, is 

involved / 
-----------------------------------------------------
(1) Monadology, 30. 
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involved in that of an imperfect self-conscious 

being. Yet Leibniz regards the idea of God as con-

tained; not in the self-conscious being alone, but, 

in one way or another, in every real being. Thus 

it is of less consequence for Leibniz than for 

Descartes that the idea of God is pre-supposed in 

the consciousness of self. That which is of most 

importance to Leibniz is that self-consciousness 

pre-supposes a knowledge of necessary truths in -
general. Thus for Leibniz, God is not merely the 

eternally necessary Being whose very idea (or es-

sence) i-nvolves existence and \Vho is in that way 

the ground of existence to all other things: He is 

also the greatest of Beings, the highest of Monads, 

(Monas monadum){J) who·se own existence is one among 

many necessary a~d eternal truths. ttWe must not 

imagine, as some do, th~t eternal truths, being de-

pendent on God, are arbitrary and depend on His Will, 

as Descartes, and afterwards Monsieur Poiret,appear 

to / 

(1) Giordano Bruno, as wel l as ~eibniz, speaks of 
God as monas monadum. 
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to have held. u( 1) There are truths or f~cts which 

are dependent on the Will of God, but these are not 

necessar~' and eternal. 

The Kinds of Truth according to Leibniz. Ne-

ceasary and Eternal Truths and Cont ing'ent Truths : 

Accordingly as, on Leibniz's view, the self-

con~cious being has not a pr imary and independent 

reality, based on a complete difference in kind be-

tween itself and other beinga, so the special kind 

of knowledge (that of eternal .and necessary tr.uths) 

which belongs to a self-conscious being is not to 

be regarded as the only absol ut.eJ y certain truth, 

to the form of which all other·real knowledge must 

be reduced. "There are two k inds of truths, those 

of Reasoning and those of Fact. tt{ 2) The form·er are 

the eternal and necessary truths, the latter are 

contingent. And the diff erence between them is 

that the truths of Reasoning are e i ·ther ultimate 

self-ev i dent principles or truths which are reducible 

to / , 
----------- - - ---------- ---~-- -----------------------

(l) Monadology , 46 ~ 
(2} Monadology, ~3. 
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to such first principles by a pro c ess of strict 

logical analysis, while any attempt to analyse 

tru ths of Fact into the i r ultimate grounds leads to 

an inf i nite process, and tpey must f i nally be re

ferred to God as their ground eminenter.(l) 

Log·ical Princ iples of the Philosophy of Leib

niz . (a) Principle of Ident ity or Contradiction 

With this division of human knowl ·edge into two 

great kinds, we come in sight of the guiding prin

ciples of Leibniz ' s philosophy, ·its logical pre

supposit i ons as distinct from its specific meta

physical doctrines. The logic underlying the 

philosophies of Descartes ahg Spinoza was a logic 

of abstract self-eonsisteney . (2) In their view 

all real knowledge must be ultimately of on e kind. 

All apparent knowledge that is not of that kind 

must be regarded as entirely unreal and 111usory. 

This was necessarily involved in the position that 

there is no appeal beyond the witness of .conscious

ness to itself. ~ "The order and connect ion of ideas 

is / 
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is the same as (1 
the order and connection of t hings ' 

And as all t hings must be regarded as ultimately 

referable to one ground or cause, so .all ideas must 

ul.t imat ely be referable to one standard; that is, 

must be l i nked together by one principle. The 

standard must be t hat of self-evidence or absence 

of self-contradiction i n the ideas, which is simply 

another way of describing the immediate vri tnes's of 

consciousness to itself. True ideas must be clear 

and distinct, in order t hat it may be manifest that 

t hey are free from self-contradiction. All real 

knowledge must either be immediately recognisable 

as· eternal and necessary truth or must be deducible 

f ro.m such truth by a formally or mathemati cally con-

elusive process. Thus the philosophies of Descartes 

and Sp i noza were ruled by the principle of contra-

diction, t hat A cannot both be A and not A, or that 

necessary truths are "Identical propositions, whose 
. ' 

d . t ' • "(2} opposite involves an express contra 1c 1on. In 

other words they held that self-consciousness is 

self-consistent, that it neve~ absolutely contra-

diets itself . 

Now / 
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Now thi s is, so far as it goes, a perfectly 

sound doctrine. Its fault is that it does not go 

far enough. Self-consciousness is much more than 

merely self-consistent. Its self-consistency is no 

immediate and on the surface. It is not a mere 

negative self- identity of .parts, without regard to 

their specific content . To be self-consistent , 

according to the principle of contradiction, is for 

a thing to be itself, that is, to be "not anything 

else." · But a thing whose ultimat~ essence is to 

be "not anything else~ is nothing. "Noth.ing" is 

immediately self-consi'stent quite as much as ''some-

th . "(1) 1ng. In other words, all real (not merely 

formal) self-consistency must be mediate, it must 

have grounds. It must spring from the specific 

nature of the self-consistent thing. (Z) .And thus , 

as ~eihniz contended, even axioms may require 

proof. (3 ) Their self-evidence requires elucida~ 

tion: t he basis of it must be made .. manifest. (4 ) 

Self-consc iousness, then, is really self-consi s tent 

only i n virtue of' its be-ing a definite system, 

a / 
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a self-revealing process or development, which con

tains within itself the ground or reason of e x

istence. Accordingly , t o treat it in philosophical 

investigation as if it were merely superficially· self

cons is tent, as if the 1 aw vvhich expresses its whole 

nature were the law of Contradiction , would be to 

arr ive a t an empty and abstract result. 

Leibniz, however, while recognising the in

adequacy of the princip~e of Contradiction as thus 

interpreted , did not clearly enough perceive the 

reason for this inadequacy. He regarded the prin

cip l e of contradiction, not as an imperfect inter

pretation of the one principle of all truth , to be 

made perfect by further definition, but as an in

dependent princ i ple , adequate to a certain kind o.f 

truth , yet requiring to be supplemented by another 

co-ordinate principle, which should be the standard 

of another kind of truth~ I f the pr incipl e of 

Contradiction be the sole principl e of Knowl edge, 

whatever is not sel f- contradictory is t r ue ; and · 

nothing is true unl ess it can be shown that it is 

not / 
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not self-contradictory. But how are we to determine 

what is or is not self-contradictory? According 

to the Cartesians this is to be done by analytically 

reducing the doubtful statement to one or more 

self-evident propositions, or, in other words, by 

showing that the statement is ultimately invqlved 

in one or more propositions, of such a kind that 

their predicate is manifestly contained in their 
{1) 

subject. But Leibniz maintains that there are 

many statements to which it is impossible satisfac-

torily· to apply this test. Thei~ very nature is 

such that the process of analysis cannot in their 

case be brought to an end, and consequen.tly we re-

main unable to say whether they are really self-

contradictory or not. At any rate, their self-

contradiction or the absence of it, cannot be made 

self-evident. For instance, the statement that 

"I took a long walk yesterday" may be perfectly true; 

but by no amount of analysis is it possible for us 

to test its truth by reducing it to self-evident 

propositions. It is not necessarily, but contingentq 

true / 
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true. Its truth is not directly ground-

ed in the eternal nature of things, 

but is determi ned by a mult"itude · of 

other truths, which may each in their 

turn demand an infinite analysis, (1) These 

contingent truths, however, (if they are 

to be truths at all, ·and not merely 

false or doubtful must have 

some ground or reason. ( 2) If· the truth 

is such that it is impossible to find for it 

an absolute and eternal reason in the first prin-

ciples of things, there must at least be some satis-

factory or sufficient reason why it should be so and 

not otherwise. 

Logical / 
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Logical Principles of the Philosophy of Leib

niz. (b) Principle of Sufficient Reason : 

Thus Leibniz supplements the principle of 

Contradiction by the addit ion of the Principle of 

Sufficient Reason. The name has a makeshift 

sound as if one should say, "We must be con-

tent with a sufficient reason in eases wher.e a 

perfect reason i s not to be found." But in the 

philosophy of Leibniz, it is much more than a 

makeshift. This principle is · essential to his 

system and,indeed,gives it the greater part of its 

value. In the Monadology, Leibniz defines this 

principle as that "in virtue of which we hold that 

no· fact can be found real or existing, no statement 

true , unless there be a Sufficient Reason, why it 

should be so and not otherwise, alt.hough these 

reasons very o·ften cannot be known by us." (1) As 

thus defined, the Principle of Sufficient Reason 

might almost be regarded as including the Principle 

of Con~~adict ion, inasmuch as the self-consistency 

of necessary truths i~ their Sufficient Reason. 

Self-consis tency / 



64 

self-consistency or absence of self-contradict ion 

is one test of the . Suffieiency of the Reason. But , 

on the other hand, t he Principle of Contradiction 

has an independent and, in some sense, super i or 

position, for in t~e case of necessar y truths t he 
~ 

reason can always be gi ven , t hat i s, can be made 

explicit, while in t he case of contingent truths 

we often can only say t hat t here must be a Suffici-

ent Reason , without knowing fully what the Rea·son 

is. 

The Possible and t he Compossible . The bes t 

of all possible Worlds : 

The valu e and importance of the Principle of 

Suffic i ent Reason become more manifest when we 

inquire further :- "In what does t he Suffi'ciency 

of the~R eason consist?" We hav e seen that the 

grounds of any contingent truth or fact are to be 

sought in other contingent truths or facts and 

t hat an a ttempt. to analyse a contingent t rut h or 

fact into i ts grounds thus leads to an infinite 

process. Acco rdingly, it seems to Leibniz that 

the / 
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k 
the final reason of cont~ent truths must be sought 

i n somethi ng outs i de of the system of contingent 

things , viz . , i n an eternal and. necessar•y Substance 

or God, Who is thei r Source . But thi s re4ui r e s 

some furth~r exp lanation . l n tne case of the 

Principle of Contrajiction, what may be calle~ the 

~uffic±ency of the Reason cons i sted i n _the absence 

of Se l f-Contradict i on i n the thi ng or propos i t i on . 

But to say that a thing i s in itself free from Con-

tradiction is the same as to say tnat , by i tself 

and. with .,ut reference to other things, i t i s pos-

sible.(l) Al;corJ.ingly tosay that ev erythi ng which. 

i s no t s elf-contractictory i s true or real. i s to 

say that ev~~yt hi ng possible i s true or real. "1 

call possible everythi ng whi ch is perfect l y con-

c e ivable and ·.vhich has consequently an essence, an 

idea, without consider•ing whether the r ema i nder of 

thi ngs allows i t to become exi stent. n(2 ) But the 

oppos i te of every part i cular event or cont i ggant 

t r uth i s poss±.ble i n thi s sense: i t :ioes not nec;es -

sar i ly i mply a self- cont r adiction . The oppos i te 

of the ax i om, "11h i ngs that are e4ual to the same 

thing / 
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nthing are equal to one another," is not possible,for 

it involves an immediate self-contradiction. The 

opposite of the truth,"I am sitting here at this 

moment;" is possible, for it does not involve a di

rect self-contradiction. Accordingly the truth of 

cont ingent things is not ground~d in their possibil

ity.( J) It is not in virtue of their very essence 

or idea that they, and not their opposites, are true 

or real • . Their Sufficient Reason lies beyond them

selves, in their relation to other things. In them

selves, the contingent truths and their opposites 

are alike possible: considered in relation to other · 

things, the truths alone are possible. For instance, 

if we consider the truth that "I am sitting here at 

this moment,n not in itself alone, but in relation 

to an indefinite number of other truths regarding 

(say} my habits, cha.racter, work, the hour of the 

day, etc., we shall see · that the truth alone is pos

sible, that in this connection its o.pposite is im

possible. The opposites of contingent truths,though 

not self-contradictory, are in contradiction with 

the / 
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the general system. Each is possible, but they are 

not jointly possible, mutually compatible, or, 

in Leibniz's phrase, "compossible". According, 

''compossibiJ ity" or conformity with the actual sys

tem of things, is the true test of reality, the Suf-

f icient Reason. Everything which is possible has 

an essence or meaningibut only that whic!l is also 

composs ibJe has existence.(l) 

But while the ground of the individual thing's 

reality is its eompossibiJ ity with the actual s·ystem 

of things, Leibniz does not admit that mere com-

pos.sibil ity with any system what~ver .. implies the 

existence of the compossibJe essences. The Princi

ple of Sufficient Reason is not interpreted by him 

as a general reference to system or as reference to 

a system which is held to be the only one possible

to an all-inclusive system.(2) There are several 

possible systems or Universes, each of which con

sists of ·a collection of compossibJe elements. In

deed it must be supposed that there is an endless 

series of such possible Universes, of which one only 

has / 
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has existence as well as essence. But the Princi -

ple of Sufficient Reason s till requires that a cause 

or l'"eason be assigned for the existence of the Actu-

al Uni verse rather than any other among those which 

a re possible . The existence of the Ac tual Universe 

.is its creation by God, that is to say , its being 

not merely in the region of ideas or essences or 

possibilities, which i ·s the · pure Understanding .of 

God, but also in the sphere of final causes, in 
"" 

which the Will of God operates. (l} In other words, 

t he Ac t ual Universe is the result of a free choice 

of God amongst all possible Universes. While the 

choice of God i s free, being unlimited in its appli-

cation, it is not an a rbitrary choice, but a choice 

ac~ording to reason . God chooses as the Actual Uni-

verse that whose compossible elements admit of the 

greatest amount of pe·:cfection or reality, that is 

to say, t he fullest and most complete essence. Thus 

the Actual Universe is "the best of all possible 

worlds" - of all worlds which are really worlds or 

systems, that is, in Leibniz's language, of all 

worlds / 
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worlds whose elements are compossible. God makes 

this choice because, being omnipotent, . His choice is 

unlimited, He may create any possible world; being 

omniscient, He contains all possible worl ds in His 

understanding and perceives that which is best; and 

being perfect in Goodness of Will , He chooses the 

best. Thus the Divine Nature is ultimately the 

Sufficient Reason of all particular things, since 

it is the ground both of the essence and of the 

existence of the Actual Universe, (l) which , in its 

turn, as a system of compossibl es, is the immediate 

ground of its individual elements .. 

Accordingly, the Principle of Contradiction 

and the Principle. of Sufficient Reason remain side 

by side . in the philosophy of Le.ibniz, each having 

its specific function, but neither reducibl e to the 

other, while no attempt is made to find a more com-

prehensive principle , which may include both. There 

are certain . eternal and necessary t ruths which are 

independent / 
----------------------------------------- ------------
(1) cf. Theodicy, Sect. 7. nHis understanding is the 

source of Esse.nces and His Will is the or igin 
of existences!' 
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independent of the will of God, existing in His under

standing alone, and these are subject to the Pri n

ciple of Contradiction; but the reality of all in

dividual substances and their changes is dependent 

on the Will as well as the Understanding of God, and 

they are all subject to the Pr inci ple of Sufficient 

Reason. Each Principle expresses a certain neces

si ty; but t he necessity· of the Principle of Contra

diction differs in k ind from that of the Principle 

of Sufficient Reason, the f'o nn,er being an absolute, 

comp€lling, or metaphysical necessity, whose opposi~ 

.is impossi bl'e, involving self-contradiction, while 

the latter is a relative, inclining, or moral neces

sity, whose opposite is not impossible, but incon;

possible, inconsistent not with itself ~ut with the 

system of which it is a part, inconsistent not so 

much with the eternally true as with the best pos

sible. 

The Leading Characteristics of Leibniz's Phil

osophy as results of the two great Logical Princi·ples ~ 

We are now i n a position to see how the main 

features / 
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features of t he Me taphysics of Leibniz are deter-

min'ed by these great logical p rinciples which under-

lie it. (1 } The principle of Contradiction, taken 

by it self, is a principle of exclusion. . A is A, 

(every real thing is identical ·with itself} at all 

times , i n all circumstances, thrt0llghout ,all changes, 

in every variety of relations. S t r i ct l y sp e ak i ng, 

then, A can never become B. A is alw~ys A, B is 

always B; each is for ever exclusive of the other. 

"Black is black, furieusement black: white is 

white, furieusement white . " The principle of Con-

tradiction, as thus interpreted, is a principle of 

pure self-identity, which asserts permanence to the 

exclusion of' change or in general, unity to the e.x-

elusion of' difference . In other words, it insists 

. on the reality of )erms, making Relations . subordin-

ate ·or fictitious. Consequently a philosophy whose 

dominant principle is that of Contradiction, in this 

sense, must (consciously or unconsciously) treat 

whole / 

(1) What follows ~s,of co-urse,not an exposition of 
Leibniz's explicit doctrine,but an analytic in
vestigation of the way in which his logical 
principles fix the main lines of his philosophy. 
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whole and parts as exclusive of one another, assert

i ng t he r eal ity of the one as against that .of the 

other. For if t he whole be real, it must be simple 

it must exclude as unreal all relations or differ-

ences. Otherwise it will not be purely self-ident-

ical, but may receive a variety of real predicates. 

And as it . is s.imple, it can have no real part s. 

Since A cannot be not-A, and since not-A includes B, 

C, etc., it cannot be true t hat some A is B or C. 

Some A can only be A without further distinction. 

On t h e other hand, 1f the parts be real and purely 

self- identical, if the reality of e~ch is self- cen

tred, and is determined without regar d to its re

lations to the others, . then there is no r eal whole, 

but only a numerical collection of individual s which 

may even be contradictory of one another . The 

Principle of Contradiction, consider~d as meaning 

·merely that the real i-s that which is not self- con-

tradictory , yields either a whole which has no real 

parts or determinations, because it is equally in

different to all possible determinations, or a bare 

collection / 



collection of severally possible, but jointly "irr-

compossible " parts. 

Now, it is the influence of the Principle of 

Contradiction, t hus abstractly interpreted, that 

leads Leibniz to the conception of real Substance 

as simple, i.e., as without parts, indecamposable. 
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And it is the same Principle that accounts for the 

infinite plurality of simple substances and their 

complete isolation from ·one another. For Leibniz, 

in order to give due value .to the differences in 

the Universe , holds t h.e Principle of Con~radiction 

·. as ensuring reality to the parts, leaving the whole 

to be otherwise accounted for. And, on the other 

hand, the mutual isolation of simple substances is but 

another name I"'or their abstract self-identity. A 

can never become B, and as A and B are simple, no 

part of A can ever become B, or a part of B. 

The Principle of Sufficient Reason in combina... 
tion with ·the Principle of Contradiction, yields th e 

idea of the Monad as itself t he s0urce of all the 

differences it contains, the whole variety of its 

existence. (l) / 
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existence . (1) The Principle of Contradiction re-

quires that real substance must contain its whole 

nature within itself, in ·such a way that it may be 

analytically deduced. The notion of Substance is 

self-explicative. Every true proposition must be 
--

analytic. Thus the Monad must be self-sufficient. 

B\l.t now the Prlinciple of Sufficient Reason is added 

to explain that the analysis i s not necessarily Cte>m-• 

pleted in every ease, that while substance must b•e 

self-sufficient and self-explicati"ve, its self-auf-

ficieney is not .re cessarily . in every case fully 

re a.l ised. Its self-identity is not static but 

dynamic : it is not innnediately self-explaini-ng, 

but progressively self-revealing. Many true proposi-

tions are not actually but potentially analytic. 

While the predicate of every true pr.Gposi tion must 

in some way be containred in the subject, it does 

not follow that in each particular ease the relation 

can be made perfectly and self-evidently clear. (2) 

The predicate must have a su~ficient ground or Reason 

in the subject, but not necess ·arily a self-evident 

one / 
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aJ) 

t he Reason of~its changes or varieties, though not 
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self-evidently t he Reason of each. In other words, 

the various Perceptions, which are the variety or 

change in the Monad, the "multitude" in the simple 

substance, have reality even though they are not 

all perfectly clear. Thus Spino~a , under the guid-

ance of the Principle of Contradiction, rejected 

merely empirical knowledge, the contingent sequence 

of ideas that comes ab experientia vaga, as confus

ed and therefore unreal and illusory, a work of imag-

ination. On the other hand, Leibniz, (for whom 

this empirical sequence is the series of Perceptions 

in Monads that have not reached the self- conscious 

stage), attributes to this sequence a relative real-

i ty, inasmuch as it is potentially, though not actu-

ally, clear and distinct. 

Further, we see the influence of the Principle 

of Sufficient Reason in the conception of the Monads 

as each representative of the whole Universe from 

its particular point of view. 

n)erms" / 

The Mon·ads· are indeed 
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"l erms" or absolute points, cent res exclusive of 

one another; but they are n9t Jerms exclusive of 

Relations. It is a part of their essential real-

ity to contain within themselves a multiplicity of 

relations. The Monad may be likened to "a centre 

or point, in which, quite simple though it is, an 

infinite number of angles exists, formed by the lines 

which meet in it."( 1)· The Principle of Contradic-

tion r equires nothing but a pure simplicity in the 

individual substance; . any kind of simple substance 

would satisfy it . But the Principle of Sufficient 

Reason imposes the further · condition that the sim-

ple substance must have relations to other simple 

substances and to the whole, and that only those 

simple (self-consistent} substances are real which 

are also consistent with the real unity of the whol~ . 

For otherwise every real substance wou ld have its 

ground or reason wholly lB ~' and those things for 

which we must be content with a ground or reason J.!! 

a l io would be entirely i llusory. Thus the combina-

tion of self-consistency with consistency in relation 

to / 
---------------------------------------- ------------
(1) "Princ iples of Nature and of Grace". 2 
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to the whole is what Leibniz means by the character 

of the Monad as at once exclusively individual and 

representative or perceptive of the whole Universe 

from its particular point of view. 

Again, the Appetition of the Monads is due en

tirely to the Principle of Sufficient Reason. A 

$ubstance which is real in virtue of its mere pos

sibility can have no tendency to a change of state. (l) 

I f it were really to change , it would cease to be 

itself. But the Appetition of the Monads is ruled 

not by the principle of realising the self-consist

ent or the abstractly possible, but by the princi

ple of realising the best or the full harmony of a 

system. The Pre-established Harmony of the Uni-

verse as a system of "compossibl e" substances is 

the ground or reason of the Appetition in each, the 

principle of its changes. But this, as we have 

seen, is a consequence of admitting the Principle 

of Sufficient Reason. 

Lastl y , a very slight consideration will show 

that the law of continuity (with its obverse, the 

identity · / 
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identity of indiscernibles) is a particular applica

tion of the Principle of Sufficient Reason. A 

breach in the continuity of the Series of Simple 

Substances would mean a void in nature. Such a 

void is not inconsistent with the Principle of Con-

tradiction: it is not self-evid ent ly impossible. 

But it is inconsistent with the principle of the 

best or most fitting, which governs the actual sys

tem of things, that is to say, it is inconsist~nt 

with the Principle of Sufficient Reason. That one 

possible thing is in itself more perfect than anoth

er is no sufficient r eason for the existence of the 

former rather than the latter; the former might· 

perhaps be incompat.ible, while the latter is compat

ible,with the rest of the world. But it is incon

sistent with the Principle of Suff icient Reason that 

nothing should exist where something is possible; for 

the Principle of Sufficient Reason requires the 

existence of a complete world, that is to say, of 

that entire system of compossible things which con

tains the fullest reality or the greatest amount 

· of / 
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of essence.(l) Consequently the law of Continuity 

derives its force from the Principle .of Suffi cie n.t 

Reason. And thUs in general, Leibniz's solution 

of his main pr.oblem is accomplished by the 'Comb i na:- · ... 

tion of the Principles of Contradiction .and Suffici 

ent Reason, g iving, on the ore hand, real units of 

substance, even more thoroughly impenetrable and 

indivisible than physical atoms, and on the other 

hand, in consistency with these, a real whole,which 

is not a mere aggregate of independent and perhaps 

.~tually contradictory elements, 'but t re most per

fect system of mutually consistent or compossible 

subst arices, in each of which the who1e is in some 

way ideally contained. (2). 
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NOTE to PAGE 3. 

(1) For instance , the spectrum is continuous. 

There is no limit to the number of varieties 

of colour that may be discriminated in the 

rainbow: the usual division into seven col

ours is an arbitrary arrangement made by ob-

servers. It probably originated in a sug-

gested analogy with the musical scale. 
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NOTE to PAGE 6. 

( 1) ''Cart esianae disc iplinae int emperant ia Spinozae 
c, 

doctrinam parit; in hoc sententia totum 
.;;-

reperire est Leibnitium." (Lemoine, Quid sit 

materia apud Leibnitium, p.52.} 
, 

(2} Letter to the Abbe Niqaise; Erdmann, p.l39. 

Leibnitz, especially in his earlier days, re-

cognised that his ph·d.losophy had much in com-

mon with that of Spinoza, although, as · time 

went on, it became more and more evident to 

him that they were fundamentally at variance. 

Thus in an early letter (Feby 1678), we find 

Leibnitz writing "! find in it" (the Ethics) 

"plenty of f-ine .th.oughts agreeing with mfne, as 

is known to some of my friends who are also 

friends of Spinoza. But there are also para-

doxes which seem to me unreal and not even 

plausible. As for example, that there is 

only .one suostance, namely God; that created 

things / 
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NOTE 2 to PAGE 6, Continued. 

things are modes or accidents of God; that 

G\-
our mind has no wider outlook (~ihil implius 

percipere) after this life~ that God Himself 

thinks indeed, but nevertheless neither under~ 

stands nor wills; that all things happen by· .. a 

certain necessity of fate; that God acts not 
. . 

for an end but by a certain necessity of 

nature, which is verbally to retain, but real-

ly to give up, providence and immortality. I 

regard this book as a dangerous one for people 

who will give themselves the trouble to go 

deeply into it, for others do not care to un-

derstand it;" Archiv fnr Geschichte d. Phil-

osophie, Vol. III. 
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NOTE to PAGE 8 . 

(1) I tis true that Spinoza regards Substance as 

indivisible, in the sense that it has no real 

parts ; and this may seem i ncons istent with 

the contention that Spinoza's Substance is -

merely quantitative. But the contradiction 

is Spinoza's: it is a fragment of the great 

fissure of inconsistency that traverses his 

whole system, nalJlely, the confounding of a 

Substance possessing infinite attributes with 

a Substance whose r .eal i ty is reached by the ex.

clusion of all specific determinations. If 

we hold strictly to the second of these views 

of Substance, then Substance can be said to be 

indivisible only on the ground that there is 

nothing to divide. cf. Spinoza, Ethics, Part I. 

Prop . 12 and 13 'with Tractatus de Intellectus 

Emendatione, 108 , II, III. 
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NOTE to PAGE 9. 

(1) Cf. Descartes, Principia, Part II, Section 8. 

"Q,uantity and number differ only in thought 

(ratione) from that which has quantity and is 

numbered." Section 11. "It will be eas y to 

discern that it is the same extension which 

constitutes the nature of body as of space,and 

that these two things are mutually diverse 

only as the nature of the genus and species 

differs from that of the individual, provided 

we reflect on the idea we have of any body,tak-

ing a stone~ for example, and reject all that 

is not eseential to the nature of body. In th~ 

first place, _ then, hardness may be rejected, 

e 
;3.-- be .eause if the stone were liquA:-fied or reduced 

to powder, it would no longer posse.ss hardness, 

and yet would not ·cease to be a body; eo lour 

also may be thrown out of acc.ount, be-cause we 

have frequently seen stones so transparent as 

to have no colour; again, we may reject weight, 

because / 



NOTE to PAGE 9 (Continued) . 

because we have the case of fire,which, tho~gh 

very light, is still a body; and finally, we 

may rejec.t cold, heat, and all t he other qual.

ities of thi"s sort, either because t hey are not 

considered as in the stone or because, witfl the 

change of t hese qualities, the stone is not 

supposed to hav.e lost the nature of body. A:f'tel" 

t his examination we shal l find t hat notning re

mains in th~ idea of body, except t hat it is 

·something extended in length, breadth and depth; 

and .t his something is c-anprised in our idea o:f' 

space, not only of that which is ~11 of oody~ 

but even of what is called voi_d space. •(Veitch's 

translation) cf. Principia, Part I. Sections 

51·-53' 63 - 65. 
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NOTES to PAGE 10. 

(1) The mechanical view of things "has two forms: 

Cartesianism and Atomism ... The one, 

which makes matter continuous, may be called 

geometrical mechanism; t he other, which makes 

it discontinuous, may be called arithmetical 
tt. 

E. Bo~troux, La Monadologie de 
II 

mechanism." 

Leibnitz, etc. p .36. 

(2) Monadology, Se e. 1 . 

(3) Monadology, See. 12. 
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NOTE to PAGE 12. 

( 2 ) "All magnitu.:les ( g ranieurs)may be :iivided. ad. 

i nf i n itum. None of them is so small t hat we 

cannot conceive in it an infin ity of i ivisions 

whic h will never be exhausted . " 

Foucher, Er dmann, p .ll5. 

Lett er to M. 
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NOTE S to PAGE 10. 

(l) "New System of Nature, etc.," Section~ ll • . 
( 2 ) Cf. Commercium Epistolicum Leibnitii et Bernoulli! , 

Epist . ~S {Vol .l.p.097) ~Jndeed many years a g o l 

provej t hat a n umbe r or sum of all n umbers in-

valve s a contradi ct i on, if it be taken as one 

whole. And the same is true of an a bsolutely 

greatest number and an absolutely l east number 

or an absolutely small est fraction 

Now · just as there is no {given) numerical ele-

men~ or smallest part of unit y or least among 

numbers; so there is no (given) least l i ne or 

lineal element; for a line, as a ·unity, can be 

cut i nto parts or fractions •••••• Suppose 

ttl' .1-that i n a line there are actually 2, .s. 11:, 3~, 

etc., and t hat all t he terms of this series 

actually exist • . You i nfer from this that 

there is als o an absolutely infinite t e rm,but 

1 . think nothing else follows from it than that . 

there actually exists any assi g nabl e finite 

fraction ; :.-
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NOTE (2) to PAGE 13 (Continued ). 

fraction however small. And in-

deed I conceive points, not as elements of a 

l ine, but as limits, or negations of further 

progress, or as ends (terminos) of a line." Cf . 

Letter to Foucher (169 3), Foucher de Careil , 
, 

Let tres et Opuscul es inedi ts de Le.ibni t.z ,p .120. 11 

As to indivisible points i n the sense of the 

mere extremities of a time or a line, we cannot 

conceive iri them new extremities, nor parts , 

whether actual or .potential . Thus the points a re 

neither 1 arge nor small and no ~ , is involved 

in passing them. Yet the continuous, though 

it has everywhere such indivi s ible poipts) is not 

composed of them. 11 



17a 

NOTES to PAGE 17. 

(1} Leibnitz does hold that all real Substances are 

\__) organic (cf.p.~ . ) But the notion of organ

ism, as he uses it, is much mo r e vague that it 

has since become. According to Leibnitz any-

thing is an organism, if it has a 'soul' or 

principle of unity, that is to say, if it is 

other than a mere aggregate of independent 

e1 ement s. · 

(2) Systeme nouveau, etc., 3. 
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NOTE to PAGE 18. 

(1} Of. Janet , Vol . ! , p.655. "Every machine pre-

supposes some Substance in t he pieces from 

\Vhieh it is made, and there is no manifold 

without real units. In short I take as axiom-

atic this identical proposition; in which the 

difference is entirely a matter o f accent, 

namely, that what is not really one (un) being 

is not really a (un) being. It has always - -
be.en thought that unity (1 'un) ·and being are 

reciprocal things . »Being" is one thing, 

"beings" is another; but the plura·l pre-supposes 

the singular, and where there is not one being, 

there will still less be several beings." 
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NOTES to PAGE 20. 

(J) ef . De Anima Brutortun, 12 (Erdm . p. 464 b.) 

"Not only is the variety of the object repre

.sented in that which has Perc ept ion; but there 

is als·o variation in the Representation it

self, ·Since that which is to be :represented 

varies." 

{2) cf. Epistola ad Wagnerum (1710) Erdm. 466 a. 

• • • • • • "Monads, and, so to speak,. Metaph ysic

al Atoms, without parts . " 



NOTES to PAGE 21. 

(1) Professor Ludwi g Stein , in his Leibni tz und 

Spinoza has shown that t h e term 'Monad' was 

actually suggested to Leibnitz, not by the writ-

ings of Bruno, but by Leibnitz's Contemporary, 

Francois Mercure Van Helmont, (1618-1699) • 

with. whom he had much intercourse and consider-

( I 
able correspondene e. "Jt).(.ovA~ to the Greeks meant 

simply the unit i n Arithmetic. Leibnitz himself · 

attributes the term to Pythagoras. In the sense 

of a numerical unit it occurs · in Plato, (Philebus 

15 B, Phaedo 105 c., 101 E. ) But in addition ta 

Leibni tz, t h e chief authors who have made much 

use of the term are Nicholas of Cusa and Bruno. 

(2) Hegel, Gesc hichte der ·p.hilosophie , III,, 412 . 

.. . 
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NOTES to PAGE 22. 

( I (1) cf. p. ~\' also Epistola ad Wagnerum, (1710), 

- Erdm. 466 a. "This correlation of' the internal 

and external, or representation of' the exter-

nal i n the interna.l, .of' the compound in t he 

simple, of multiplicity in unity, really eon-

stitutes Pereept i on.tt 

{2) Monadology, Seet n. 15 • 

.. 
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NOTES to PAGE 23. 

( 1) "We could not say in what the P.ercep tio~ of 

plants con sists, and even that of animals 

i s not well conceived by us. Yet, acco :rding 

to the general sense I give to these words, in 

order that there may be a Perception, it is 

enough that there should be a variety in unity; 

and in order that t here may be Appetition it 

is enough that there should be a tendency to 

new Per ceptions." Letters to Bour3uet, IV . 

Erdmann, p. 732. 

(2) Monadology, Sectn. 1. 

(3) Monadology , Sectn. 7. 

(4} Monadology, Sectns. 3 - 6. 
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NOTE to . PAGE 24. 

(1) As to the contrast between Leibnitz's view of 

Substance and that of Locke, v. Locke's Essay, 

Frase r' s Edi tion, Vol. I. , pp. 399 et seq. 
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NOTE to PAGE 25. 

(1) "There are no two indiscernible individuals. 

A clever gentleman of my acquaintance, talking 

with me in presence of Mme t;he . Electress, in 

the garden of Herrenhausen, was of opinion 

that he could quite well find two leaves en-

tirel y alike. Mme the Electress would not 

believe it, and he spent a long time vainly 

seeking them. Two drops of water or of milk, 

looked at through a microscope, will be found 

discernible. This is an argument against 

atoms, to which, no less than to the void, tr.e 

principles of true metaphysic are opposed 

To suppose two indiscernible things is to sup

pose the same thing under two n~es." Letters 

between Leibnitz and Clarke. Letter IV of 

Le i bni t z , 4, 6 • 

Ch. 27, Sectn 3. 

Cf. Nouveaux Essais, Bk. II, 
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NOTE to . PAGE 26. 

(l) G.W.F. Von -Leibnitz, Eine Biographie, Vol. I.. , 

Anmerkungen, p. 32. The Academy of Berlin 

declared this letter to be spurious; but 

there seems no good reason to doub~ its gen- . 

uineness. · All they proved was that the 

letter had not been addressed to the person to 

whom it was said to have been addressed. 

Cf • . Locke , "Essay on Human Underst~nding", Bk. 

III., Ch. 6, Sectn 12, Frase~'s Edition, Vol. 

I, p. 67; cf. note on p. 380 . 
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NOTE to PAGE 28. 

(1) cf . Lettres et Opuscules inedits de Leibnitz , 

par. A . . Foqche r de Careil, p.l21 . "1 hold by 

the ac~ual i nfinite to s~ch a n extent that , 

i n p lace of admitting that Nature abhors it, 

as is commonly said, J maintain that Nature 

affects i t everywhere, so as the better to 

indicate the perfections of.' its Aut.hor. 'rhus, 

I t h ink that there is no part of matter which 

is not, I do not say merely divisible, b~t 

actually divided; and conse4uehtly the small -

• est particle must be regarded as a world fill 

ed with an i nfinity of different creatures." 

Also Letter to Arnauld, Janet, Vol . I, p . 6:51. 

" Not only is the continuous infinitel y divis

ible; . but every part of matter is actually 

divided into other parts. " 



NOTE t o PAGE 30 . 

(1) How the perfect i naependenc& of the Monads i s 

to be r econcil ed wi th the cont i nui ty of the i r 

s e r i es i s a question to be afterwa rds . dis -

c us sed, ~W • ~4!-trh+s---t-n.t.r.o,.i.uc.t,4o r:1 ;-- p--. 

}or Le i bni tz the i deal ~ni ty of the t•:1 onads 

( as ea ch representing the same Universe) does 

not make the ir mutual i ndependence any · the 

1 ess complete. 
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NOTES to PAGE 32. 

(1) Monadology, Sectn 51. 

(2) Cf. Nouveaux Essais, Bk. IV., Ch. 10, Sectn 10. 

"As each of these souls expresses in its own 

way what takes place outside of it and is un

able to have any influence upon other particu

lar beings, or rather, as each must draw this 

expression entirely from within its own nature, 

each soul must necessarily have received this 

nature (or this internal ground of its ex

pressions of what is external) from a Univers

al Cause, upon which these beings are all de

pendent and which makes each of th.em to b.e 

perfectly in agreement and in correlation with 

every other. This requires infini te know

ledge and pow.er. and great ingenuity, especially 

with reference to the spontaneous agreement ·qf 

a mechanism with the activities of the ration

al soul." 
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NOTE to PAGE 33. 

(1) C:f. ~rheodicy Part I. Sectn. 59 . "The Scholastic 

philosophers believed that there is a recipro-

cal physi.cal interaction between body and soul; 

but since a thorough investigation has shown 

that thought and extended mass have no con-

nection with one another and that they are 

created things which differ toto genere, sev-

eral modern writers have recognised that there 

i s no physical communicati on between soul and 

body, al though there al ways remains the meta-. 

physical communication, which makes of soul 

' and body onif and the same agent , or what is 

called one person. " 
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NOTE to PAGE 34 . 

1;(,. l.t.. 7 (1 ) "Leibnitz ~nd Ge'!Q.l lncx mit besonderer BeJziehung 

auf ihr beiderseitiges Uhrengleichniss", Tii 

~ 
~ingen , 1884-. 
(\. 

Zeller comes to the same con-

elusion . The illustration appears in a note 

to Ge~lincx's Ethi ca , (pp. 123, 124). The 

notes did not appear in the first edition of this 

book, and they do not seem to have been known 

to Leibnitz, He received the 'illustration 

from Foucher, who probably ar1•i ved at it inde

pendently, not knowing t hat it was used by Ge~linc 

Cf. Erdm, p. 130. 

L. Stein holds that Leibnitz was unaware of 

~\ t he source of t h e illustration and t-~~ hav·e con

sidered it superfluous to assign any special 

source for it, i nasmuch as it was a universally 

used simile~ characteristic of the C~rtesian 

School (a "Schull5eispiel '' ). With other refer-

ences the illustration is used both· by Descartes 

and by Corde~oy. ,.. 
Phi losophie, I. 59. 

Arch!J. ftir Geschi cht e d. 
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NOTE to PAGE 35. 

(l) 1'When I speak of the force and act ion of creat-

ed beings, I mean that each creat ed being is 

pregnant with its futu re stat e., and that it 

naturally follows a cer tain course, i f nothing 

hinders it; and that the Monads, which are the 

true and only Substances cannot pe naturally 

711 " 
h i ndered in their inner determinat ions, s i nce 

they i ncJude the representation of everything 

external ( to them ). But nevertheless, I do 

not say that the future state of the created 

being follows from its present state without 

the co-operation(concours}of God ,and I am rather 

of opinion that pre~ervat ion is a continual 

creation with an orderly change. Thus Father 

Malebrauche might perhaps approve the Pre- estab-

lished Harmony without giving up his own hypoth-. . 

esis , to the effect that God is the Sole Agent 

(acteur); though it is true that otherwise it 

(his hypothes is ) does not appear to me well-

founded." Letters to Bourauet ,III_-Erdm.p.722. 



NOTE to PAGE 36. 

(1) Cf. H. C. W. Sigwart, "Die Leibni1zsche Lehre 

von der prastab1irten Harmon ie in ihrem 

Zusa~nenhange Mit fruhere~ Philosophemen 

betrachtet. "(Tubingen ~822) pp . 107 et 

seq . 

36a 
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NOTES to PAGE 37. 

(1) For an instance of the way in which Leibnitz 

applies his theory to a particular case (that 

of the relation between a pin-prick in the body 

and pain in consciousness ), cf. Janet, Vol . I. 

p. 670. "We have now to inquire how the soul 

is conscious · of the moti.ons of its -body, since 

we can see no way of explaining by what channel~ 

t .he activity of an extended mass can pass in to 

an. indivisible being. Ordinary Carte sians 

declare that no explanafion of this union can 

be given. The authors o.f the hypothesis of 

Occasional Causes think that it is "nodus 

vindice d ignus, cui Deus ex Machina inter-

venire debeat." For my part I explain it i n 

a natu!t'"al way. From the notion of Substance· 

or Concrete (accompli) being in ge~eral, which 

declares that its present state is always a 

natural consequence of its preceding state, it 

follows / 
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NOTES to PAGE 37 contd. 

follows that t he .nature of each individual sub-

stance, and consequently of every . soul, is to 

express the Universe . Each has been from 

t he first created such that, i n virtue of the 

lav1s of its own nature , it must happen that it 

is in harmony with what takes place in bodies, 

and especially in its own body. We need not 

then. be surprised to f ind that it has the 

power of representing to itself the pin-prick, 

when this t akes place in it s body • And, to . 
complete my exp),anation on this point, we have:-

State of the body at State of the soul at 

moment A. moment A. 

State of the body at State of the soul at 

the following moment B. 

moment B. (Pain) 

(Pin pri ck) 

As, then, the state of the body at moment B 

follows / 
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NOTES to PAGE 37. Contd. 

follows from the state of th~ body at moment A, 

so the state of the soul B is a consequence of 

A, the preceding state of the same soul, ac

cording to the notion of Substance in general~ . 

Now , the states of the soul are naturally and 

es sentially expressions of the corresponding 

states of the world, and especially of the 

bodies which for the time belong to the soul. 

Accordingly since the pin-pri~k is a part of 

the state of the body at the moment B; . the 

representation or expression of the pin-prick, 

(i. e. the pain) will be a part of the soul at 

the moment B; for, as one motion follows from 

another motion, so one .representation follows :.. 

from another .representation in a substance 

whos~ nature is to be .representati-ve. Thus 

the soul must needs be conscious of the pin

prick, when the laws of relation require it 

to / 
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NOTES to PAGE 37 contd . 

to express more distinctly a more observable 

change in the parts of its body . It is · true 

t hat the soul i s not always distinctly conscious 

of t h e causes of t he pin-prick and of 

its coming pain, when t hese are still hidden 

i n t he Representation of the State A, as when 

we sleep or in some other way are unaware of 

t he approach of t he pin. But that is b ecaus e 

t he mo tions of t he pin at t hat time make too 

lit t le i mpression, and t hough we a re already 

in some way affected by all t h ese motions and 

t heir- Representations i n our Soul, and t hus 

have wi t hin us t he Represent a tion or Expres 

sion of the causes of the p i n-prick, and conse

quently t he cause of the Represent at ion of t he 

sa.me p in-prick, t hat is to say, t h e cause of 

t h e pain , yet we can unravel t hem from t he 

multitude o'f other t h oughts only when they 

become / 
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NOTES to PAGE 37 Contd. 

become noticeable. . Our soul reflects · only 

upon the more marked phenomena, which stand 

out from the others: not t~inking dist inctly 

of any, when it thinks equall~ of all. After 

this explanation, I canpot imagine where any
~ 

body can find the lea~t shadow of farther 

difficulty, unless they are prepared to deny 

that God can create substances which are so . 

made from the beginning that each . in virtue 

of its own nature, is afterwards in harmony 

with the phenomena of all the others. Now, · 

nobody seems to deny this possibility, and 

since we see th~t Mathematic ians represent in 

a machine the motions of the heavenly bodies 

(as when 

~ 
Jura poli rerumque fidem legesque deoru~ 
C~ncta Syracusius tr~nstulit arte senex, 

which we can do to-day much better than 

Archimedes could in hi's day) why could not God, 

who / 
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NOTES to PAGE 37 contd . 

who excels them inf i nitely , from the beginning 

create Representative Substances in such a way 

that they express by their own laws, according 

to the natural change of their thoughts or 

Repres.ent ations, all that is to happen to 

every body? This seems to me not only easy 

to conceive, but also worthy of God and of the 

beauty of t he Universe, and in a way necessary, 

s i nce all substances must have a mutual har

mony and connection, and all mus t express in 

t hemselves the same Universe and the Universal 

Cause, which is the will of their Creator, and 

the decrees or laws which He has established, 

in order to make them f it into one anothe r as 

well as possible. Thus this mutual corre- . 

spondence of di ffe rent substances (which speak

ing with metaphysical strictness1, cannot act 

upon one another and yet are in harmony as if 

one / 
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NOTES to PAGE 37 Contd. 

one did act upon another) is one of the strong

est proofs of the existence of God or of a 

Common Cause which each effect must always ex

press according to its point of view and its 

capacity of expression. Otherwise the 

phenomena of different minds woulQ. not harmonise 

and there would be as many Systems as Sub

stances; -or rather it would be entirely a 

matter of chance, if they were sometimes in 

harmony." 

( 2) This was suggested t6 Leibnitz by an experiment 

of Huygens. He joined two pendulums by a 

bar of wood and found that, t~ough they were 

set swinging out of time with one another, the 

vibrations which each gave to the bar of wood 

caused them ultimately to swing in harmony. 
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NOTE to PAGE 43 . 

(1) Leibnitz, however, interprets . clearness and 

distinctness somewhat differently from Descartes . 

The distinction of one idea from all others is 

emphasised by Descart·es , while Leibni tz rather 

lays stress upon the internal distinctness of the 

idea, the distinctness of its elements . Cf.Medi

tationes de Cognitione, Veritate et I deis (1 684 ), 

Erdm. 79a. "A notion is obscure, when it does 

not suffice for the recognit ion of the thing 

represented, as for instance when I remember some 

flower or animal formerly seen, but not so wel~ 

as to be able to recognise it when it appears and 

to distinguish· it from some other near it, or when 

I think of some scholastic term 

explained, l ike the "Entelechy" 

"cause " in so 

differently 

final causes 

Thu s / 

to 

f a r as the name is 

material, formal, 

insufficiently 

of Aristotle, or 

appl j.ed in-

efficient and 
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NOTE to PAGE 43. Continued 

Thus knowledge is clear, when it enables us to 

recognise the thing r epresented, and clear 

knowledge again is either confused or distinct . 
~ 

It is confused when I cannot separately enum-

erate the marks which are sufficient for distin-

guishing the thing from others, although . the 

thing really has such. marks and .. essential 

element s, into which its notion may be analysed. 

So we see painters and 

other artists knowing rightly what is well and 

what is badly done, but often unable to give a 

reason for thei r opinion and saying that the 

thing they dislike is lacking in something,they 

know not what. But a distinct notion is such 

an one as the Assayers have regarding go ld, 

namely one acquired through marks a~d tests 

sufficient for the 'discerning of the t h ing from 

all other similar bodies." _ For Locke's ~iews, 

v. Essay, Bk II. Ch 29, Sections 1 and follg, 

Fraser's Edition, Vol.l. p. 486. 
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NOTE to PAGE 47. 

(1) Cf. De Anima Brutorum, 10; Erdmann, p. 464 : -

''Sense is Perception which contains somet hing 

distinctly and is combined with attention and 

memory. Besides the lowest degree of Percep-

tion, which also occurs in those who are 

stunned, and t he intermediate degree, which we 

call sense, t here is a certain higher 4egree 

which we _call thought. Now thought is Per-

caption combined ~ith reason. " 
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NOTE · to PAGE 51. 

{1) Leibniz se~s strangely to have missed the 

/ 

significance of Descartes's method of doubt, 

probably because his interest lay more in 

Descartes's doctrines than in his way of reach-

ing them. "M. Descartes,'' he says, "has acted 

like the quacks {charlatans) who, in order 

to attract people and get a sale for their rem-

edies, set up open theatres in which they show 
unusual 

farces and other extraordinary, but not very 

necessary things. Thus all that he says about 

the necessity of doubting everything and of 

treating doubtful things as false, has had no 

other use than ~o get him a hearing, to raise 

a commotion, to draw the crowd by its novelty, 

and even t o get himself contradicted, t hat he 

may be the more famous. But he has taken care 

to reserve for himself a way of rationally ex-

plaining his paradoxes~'! Foucher de Careil, 

Nouvelles Lettres et Opuscules in~ditls, p. 12. 
" 

VIe / 
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NOTE to PAGE 51 Contd . 

We must, of course, remember how diffe~e~t is 

the problem of Descartes from that of Leibniz ... 

Descartes lays special stress upon self-con

sciousness because he regards himself as hav-

ing found a principle by means of which to dis

tinguish absolutely the true from the false or 

doubtful. On t he other hand, for Leibniz as 

for Spinoza, the problem of philosophy is not 

primarily a problem of knowledge. Leibniz 's .. 
theor y of knowledge foll ows from h i s answer to 

the question :- "What in reality i s substance?" 
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NOTES to PAGE 52. 

(l) Nouveaux Essais, Bk.1V. Ch 2, Sectn 1. 

( 2) "To say, I think, therefore I am (exist) i s not 

strictly to prove existence by thought, since 

to think and to be thinking are the same thing; 

and . to say I am thinking is already to say I 

am.'' Nouveaux Essais, Bk .1 V. Ch. 7, Sectn 7. 
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NOTES to PAGE 53. 

(1) Monadology, Sect n 29. 

( 2 ) Cf. Med itationes de Cognitione,Veritate et Ideis, 

Erdmann, pp. 89, 81. Translated in Appendix 

to Baynes ' s Edn of Port-Royal Logic. "And I 

also see that the men ot our time abuse that 

vaunted principle: whatever I clearly and dis-

tinctly perceive re~arding anything, that is, 

true or {rightly) predicable (enuntiabile) 

of i t. ·For often things which are really 

obscure and confused seem clear ·and distinct 

to men judging hastily. The axiom, therefore, 

is useless, unless there be added such 

criteria of the clear and distinct as we have 
( const et) 

given, and unless t here is certainty regard ing 

the truth of the ideas. For the rest, the 

rule·s of common Logic, wrtich are also used in 

geometry, are not to be despised as criteria of 

true statements, such rules, for instance, as 

that nothing should be admitted as certain, 

unless / 
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NOTES to PAGE 57. 

(1) Cf. Monadology, 35-38 ~ 

(2) Not that this was pe·('fectly evident to them-

selves . Descartes, for instance , regards his 

method of doubt as superior to a logical de-

duct i on, based on the Principle o.f Contradiction.. 

"Here if I am not wrong," says Eudoxus, "you 

must be beginning to see that he who can make 

a proper use of Doubt, will be able to deduce 
'<f• 

from it very certain truths, nay rather, more 

certain and more useful truths than those 

which we derive from the great principle we 

usually lay down as the basis or centre to 

which all other pr inc ipl es may be referred, 'l.l 

is impossible that one and the same thing can 

both be and not be.'" Recherche de La Verit~ 

par les lumieres naturelles, ~euvr~s de Des-

cartes ((ousin), Vol ll, p. 366. 



NOTES to PAGE 58. 

(1) Spinoza Ethics, Part 11, Prop. 7. 

(2 ) Monadology, 35. Cf. Monadology 31. 

58a 

The prin-

ciple of contradiction is that "in virtue of 

which we judge false t hat wh ich involves a 

contradiction and true that which is opposed 

or contradictory to the false." 

• 
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NOTES to PAGE 59. 

(1 ) Cf. Locke's Essay,Bk. IV,Ch. 8 , Sectn 3 . Fraser's 

Edition Vol. II, p. 293. 

( 2) Cf. Nouveaux Essais Bk. IV, Ch . "l, Sectn 9. "In 

the ·natural" (i.e . logical) "order, the state

ment that a thing is what it is, is prior to 

tm ·statement that it is not another thing." 

(3) Cf. Nouveaux Essais Bk. I, Ch. 3 :- "It is one 

of my great maxims, that it is good to work 

out proofs of the axioms themselves." V.Fraser's 

Edition of Locke's Essay, Vol. II, p . 267, note. 

V. also Correspondence with Be rnotilli\, Vol . I,. 

p. 96 Translate. 

(4) Cf. Nouveaux Essais, Bk. IV, Ch. 11. "As to 

eternal truths, it is to be noted, that at 

bot tom they .are all condit ional and say in 

effect such a thing being supposed, such 

another thing is . " 
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NOTE to PAGE 61. 

(1} According t o Leibniz , all true propositions 

must be such that their predicate is really 

contained. in their subject, although this may 

not be self-evident. This is simply express

tng in another form hi s view that " in the notion 

of each ~~~J substance all its events 

are contained along with all their circumstances 

and the whole sequence of £-,J~"'.J. things ." 

Correspondence with Arnauld, Janet, Vol. I, p;~~a. 

"Al ways in every true affir-mative pro

position , whether necessary or contingent , uni

versal or singular , the notion of the predicate 

i s in some way comprehended in that of the 

subject; praedicatum inest subjecto; other-

wis e I know not what ': truth is. But I re-

quire no more connection here than that which 

exists a parte rei between the te rms of a true 

proposit i on, and it i s onl y in this sense that 

I say that the notion of the 

. indiv idual / 
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NOTE to PAGE 61. Continued. 

individual substance includes all the events 

and all its characteristics, even those that 

are cornmonly called extrinsic ( t hat is to say, 

those which belong to it only in virtue of the 

general connection of things and on account of 

its expressing the whole universe in its own 

way) . 'For there must always be some founda-

tion for the connection of the terms of a pro-

position, and this is to be found in their 

notions.' That is my great principle , as to 

which l think all philosophers should be at one, 

and of which one of the corollaries is the com-

mon axiom, that nothing happens without it being 

poss ible to g'ive a rea~on why things shoul d have 

·gone thus rather than otherwise, although this 
dilsposes 

reason often inclines without necessitating, 

a perfect indifference being a chimerical or 

i ncomplete supposition." Correspondence with 

Arnauld, Janet, Vol.I, p. 617 . 
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NOTES to PAGE 62. 

(l) Of. De Scientia Universali seu Calculo Philosophioo1 

Erd. 83 b. "The difference between necessary 

and contingent truths is indeed the same 

as that between commensurable and incom-

mensurable numbers. For the reduction of com-

mensurable numbers to a co~mon measure is 

analogous to the demonstration of necessary 

truths, or their reduction to identical truths. 

JMA 
But as in the case of ~ ratios the reduc

~ 

tion involves an infinite process and yet ap-

proaches a common measure so that a defin ite 

but unending series is obtained, thus a l so 

·contingent truths require an infinite analysis, 

which God alone can accomplish. Accordingly 

it is by Him alone that these truths are kno\fn 

a priori and with certainty. For although the 

reason of any succeeding state might be found 

in that which precedes it, yet a reason for 

this preceding state can again be given, and 

so I 
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NOTES to PAGE 62 Continued. 

so we never come to the final reason in the 

series . But this infinite process itself 

takes the place of a reason, because in its 

own special way it might from the beginning 

have be en immediately understood outside of 

the series, in God, the Author of things, on 

whom both antecedent and consequent states are 

dependent, even more than they are dependent 

upon one another. 11 

(2 } Monadology, 36 and 37 . 
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NOTE to PAGE 63. 

(1) Monadology 32. In the Theodiey, Sect. 44, he 

calls · it "Determining" (deciding) "Reason". 
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NO~F.S to PAGE 65 . 

( 1 ) a f . Erd . p . 80 b . 

( :d ) Letters to M. Bourguet, 2 . F: rd.lH . p . 720 a . 
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NOTE to PAGE 66. 

(1) Descartes did not admit that everything which 

is possible is realised, but assigned the choice 

among possible things to the mere .will of God. 

But this is practically to make the choice arbit

rary and consequently to make the contingent 

(which is the result of choice) fortuitoup. Spin

oza, on the other hand, by holding that every

thing possible is realised, made the contingent 

necessary~ 
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NOTES to PAGE 67. 

(1) Of. Letters to Bourguet, 2, Erdmann,p.719 b. ffJ 

do not admit that, in order to know whether the 

romance of Astraea (Astree) is possibJe, it 

would be necessary to know its connection with 

the rest of the Universe. That wouJd be neces-

sary in order to know mhether it ·is compossible 

with it and consequentJy, whether this romance 

has been, is now, or shall be (realised) 

in any corner of the Universe. For assuredly, 

-without that, there will be no place for it . 

And it is very true that what does not exist, 

has never existed and never shall exist, is not. 

possible, if by possible vie mean _¢6fr!p_os_~ ~~1-e, 

as I have just said • • • But it is another. 

question whether Astraea (1 'Astree) is absolute-

ly possj.ble. I say "yes" , because it involves 

no contradiction. But in order that it may actu-

ally exist, the rest of the Universe would have 

to be quite other than it is, and it is possible 

that it may be otherwise." 

C2 l I 
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NOTES ·to PAGE 67 (continued). 

(2) Correspondence with Arnauld, Janet, Vol .I . p . 607. 

"If we were to reject absolutely things which 

are merely possible, nothing woul d he contipgent, 

for if nothi ng is possible except what God has 

actually created, whatever God has created 

would be necessary, - supposing that God has 

resol ved to creat e anything . " 
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NOTE to PAGE 68. 

{1) According to Leibniz, existence (or t he creation 

which produces existence) involves no change 

in the essence of a thing. Its essence 

is the same, whether it be in t h e actual world 

or merely in the region of the Divine ideas. 



NOTES to PAGE 74. 

(1) The problem how the simple substance can con

tain differences is the same as the problem, 

how the Principles of Contradiction and Suf

ficient Reason can be· treated as independent 

anc.t co-ordinate. 

clear solution. 

(2) Cf. p. 6l a, note. 

Of this Leibniz offers no 

74a 
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NOTE to PAGE 77. 

{1) cf. Spinoza's "Conatus", the "effort by which 

each thing endeavours to persevere in its mm 

being," and which is "noth ing but the actual 

essence of the thing itself." Ethics, Part 

III . Prop. 7. Leibniz mignt say that, on · 

Spinoza's principles, to call this an "efforttt 

is to beg the question. 
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~OTES to PAGE 79. 

(1) Cf . Corre spondence between Leibniz . and Clarke , 

Note appended to 4th Letter of Leibniz. 

( Clarke's translation). "In like manner , to 

admit a vacuum i n nature , is ascribing to God 

a very imperfect work; 'tis violating the 

grand pri nciple of the necessity of a Suffici 

ent Reason; which many have talked of, with-

out understanding its true meaning 

To omit many other arguments against a vacuum 

and atoms, 1 shall aere mention those which I 

g round upon God ' s perfection and upon the ne-

c~ssity of a Sufficient Reason. 1 lay it down 

as a pr inciple that every perfection Which God 

could impart to t h ings without derogating from 

their other perfections, has actually been im-

_parted to them. Now let us fancy a space wholl y 

empty. God could have placed some matter in 

it, without derogating i n any respect from all 

other things; 

placed / 

therefore He hath actually 
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NOTES to PAGE 79(continued) 

placed some matter in that space · therefore 

tb~re is no space wholly empty therefore all 

is full • • I shall add another argu-

ment, grounded upon the necessity of a ' Suffi-

c ient Reason. 'Tis imposs i ble there should 

be any principle to determine what proport ion 

of matter there oue?Pt to be , out of all the 

possible degrees from a plenum to a vacuum , or 

from a vacuum to _a plenum." (?The proportion 

of either plenum to vacuum or of vacuum to 

plenum). "Perhaps it will be said that the one 

should be equal to the other; but, because 

matter is more perfect than a vacuum, reason re

quires that a geometrical proportion should be 

observed, and that there should be ·as much more 

matter than yacuum as the former deserves 

to have the preference before the latter. But 

then there must be no vacuum at all; for the 

perfection of matter is to that of a vacuum as 

something / 
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NOTES to PAGE 79(continued) 

som~th~ng to nothing." Cf. also tha beginning 

of Leibniz's second let.ter. 

(2) Further consideration of the· relation between 

these· two great principles in the philosophy of 

Leibni z is given in the third sect i on of this 

Introduction , p. 



III. DETAILED STATEMENT of the· PHILOSOPHY of LEIB~IZ: 

Passfng from t h e ~eneral ~bnsideration of.th e · 

doct ri n es o f Leibniz, we now come to t h eir -more 

specific development. We shall, in t h e firs t 

place, examine the relatio~_between his philosoph!-
. . 

cal principle~ and ·the ruling conceptions of his 

mathematics, and vre sha-ll afterwards endeavour to . 

trace t he ~ rinciples of t h_e Monadoiogy in th~ 

various departments of knowledge · wh ich are eo~-

cerned with Matt 'er , with Organism and· with Self- . · 

c-onsciousness. This review of .11uman knowledge; 
-~ 

proceeding f rom the most abstract or simple to t he 
. i 

t t 1 f th . . ( 1 ) .. 111-mcs concre e or comp ex.o e sc~ences, w1 ~ .. 

reveal to us t h e :lnt erpretat i_on wh i .ch L.eibniz 's eci'1f~ · 

·c ept iqn of Substane e ·requires 'US to give to t h e ·· 

' judgment~ of ~omrnon consciousness.· · , From anotn'er 

point of view, we may consider ourseives ~s ·inqui~-

i ng :- "What are t h e ·answ·ers which Leibniz woul·d 

make· to obj ec-t~ons a gains't his system , based upon 

fact~,. hypotheses · or corrunon beli·ef~ ·in ma-t h emat i .eal · 

. l .. :J £A . . ,. . _,__, .. . 1 i. 
and.- ~td, _·., ·~......-1 ~tJ.. ·~ ~~~ ·J'~· . . · 



A. LEIBNIZ' S M:ATHEMATICS in relat·ion .to his 

PHILOSOPHY. 

·80 

It was partly through Mathematics that. Leibniz 

arrived at the Notion of Substance which is the core 

of his Philosophy. Dissatisfaction with the Mathe-

matics of Descartes and with its consequences in Phy

sics led him to reject the Cartesian theory of mat

ter and motion and to substitute for it a more ade

quate theory of Force and a highe r Mathematics . Both 

the Mathematics and the Physics of the time appeared 

to Leibniz to be too abstract, and the great object 

of his speculations was to bring them more into touch 

with concrete reality. 

The Transition from Synthetic to Analytic Geom~ 

Early in th~ 17th Century a considerable advance 

was .made in the Science of !~thematics, mainly 

through the work of Kepler, Cavalieri and ·Descartes. 

The Geometr~ of the Greeks was synthetic or synoptic. 

It dealt· with ideal figures as discrete wholes, not 

taking / 
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. . 
taking into consideration the possibility of their 

being analysed into elements , of which they are com-
·~ . 

binations or functions. Thus the relations of the 

figures to one another are considered as .external. 

Each is what it is : no one is regarded as having 

in it the possibility of passing into another A 

rectilineal figure is one thing; a curvilinear 

figure is another. The barriers between them are 

regarded as insurmountable, at least by the methods 

of exact or demonstrative science. Thus a curve is 

still a curve, however small may be its curvature. 

A polygon is still a polygon, however numerous may 

be its sides . And the kinds of curves are each in-

dependent of the others An ellipse is still an el-

lipse, however distant one focus may be from the 

other. 

Kepler's introduction of the notion and the 

name of infipity into Geometry was the beginning of 

a great change in Mathematical Methods. The geo-

metrical figures of the Greeks were all finite and 

therefore capable of representation to the eye, or, 

in / 
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in other words, capable of being pictured . Every 

curve must have a definite curvature. Every polygon 

must have a definite number of s ides. Kepler, in 

order to att a in to greater exactness in the statemen~ 

of mathematical relations, suggested that finite 

(or definite) figures might be regarded as consist-

ing of an infinite (or indefinite) number of ele-

ments. Thus he considered a circle to be compos ed 

of an infinite number of .triangles, having their 

common vertex at the centre and forming the circum-

ference by t heir bas es. (1) Such an analytic concep-

tion of the figure is, of course, not capable of 

being pictured. But it at ohce suggests the possi-
. . 

bility of representing the figure, not by a rough 

drawing or image , but by an infinite numerical series 

the terms of which are so related t .o one another that 

their sum is finite. Accordingly, in thus consid-

ering the finite as made up of an infinite number of 

elements, we have promise of a connection between 

geometry and algebra, of such a kind that geometric-

al relations may be symbolised algebraically and the 

knowledge / 



knowledge of them may be extended and generalised by 

calculation. Such a connection would mean the re-

duction of the discontinuous concept s of Synthetic 

Geometry to the comparative continuity of Algebrai c 

Concepts or Numbers. It would thus lessen the ab-

stractness of geomet ry, and make it more adequate to 

the continuity of nature, or, looking at the same 

thing from the opposite point of v~ew, it would en-

able the continuous system of space-relat i ons to be 

more completely brought within the rang~ of mathe-
. . 

matical demonstration . For instance, problems 

which the Gre eks had to solve by the indirect and 

unsuggestive method of reductio ad absurdum would 

now be ca·pable of a direct demonstrative solution, 

and there would arise many new problems which the 

old methods could not touch. 

The Bas is of Analytical Geometry : 

This connection between algebra and geometry 

was definitely established by Descartes in the 

Analytical Geometry, of which he was the inventor. 

The basis of the Analytical Geometry is the finding 

of / 
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of a definite proportion between the space-relations 

or ratios investigated by geometry and certain nu-

merical ratios. But the space-relations Gf geomet-

ry are not merely quantititive as are the relations 

of number. To take the simplest of inst ances, the 

square upon a line may be represented by the square 

of a number. But the square of a nrumber is 

simply times that is to say, it is the ·sum 

of added together. The square of ~ is 

a quantity of l's or a simple series of homogeneous 

units, which may be interchanged within the series 

without in any way affecting the result. On the 

other hand, the relation of a geometrical square to 

the line upon which it is constructed (i .e., to any 

one of the sides) is not purely qu~:mt i tat i ve. The 

square is not a sum of lengths . It is a figure with 

special characteristics. The line cannot intelli-

gibly be regarded as its unit. It is its side, and 

as the side of a square, it has properties other 

than those which it would have as a mere line. It 

is, in fact, part of a unity which is more than that 

of / 
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of mere quantity . And yet a quantitative ratio can 

express · t he relation between the square and its side, 

in such a way that the properties of the square may 

be algebraically calculated without direct reference 

to t he geometrical figure. Thus relations of 

quantity (that is to say, of mere aggregation) may 

become signs or symbo.ls · of relations which are more ·· 

than quantitative , relations in which the part is not 

i ndi f ferent to the whole ·but characteristic of it. 

All the processes of alge·ara·,however complex and ela

borate,are forms of the addition and the subtraction 

(or separation)of abstract units.Thus the abstract 

number .l remains the same, into whatever algebraic 

combination it may enter as a part. But the con-

ception . of a straight line, ~or instance, varies, 

(the line has various funct i.ons) according to the 

nature of the ~hole into .which it. enters as a part, 

and according to the special way in which it is 

·related to the whole. Thus in relation to different 

kinds of figures (recti'li~eal, curved,etc., )or on 

account of the various forms of its relation to one 

and t~e same figure, a s~raight line is a side, a 

tangent / 
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tangent , a radius, ·a dir~ctrix, an axis, a sine ,etc. 

There is a closer, more real unit.y between the part 

and the whole than in the relation of mere quantity, 

where the part is indifferent to the special char

acter of the whole. 

Relations of purely Quantitative Unity and Geo

metrical Unity. Infinite series and ·the infinitely 

little : 

But there is no absolute gulf fixed between 

quantitative unity and geometrical unity.The differ

ence is, that geometrical unity, while abstract in 

comparison with organic unity or with the real con

crete unity of all existence,is less abstract than 

merely quantitative unity.And the bridge between the 

unity which is expressed in the algebra of finite 

quantities and that which is expressed in the geom

etry of finite space relations is to be found in 

the analysis of a finite quantity into an infinite 

series. No finite quantity can be resolved into an 

infinite series formed by an addition of independent 

integers, such as 1 + l + l etc, or even 1 + 2 + 3 

etc / 
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etc., that is to say, by an addition not conditioned 

by any special law. But there are certain numeri-

cal series in which the terms are not mutually in-

different (nor irmnediately reducible to a set of 

mutually indifferent terms} but are arranged, or 

rather proceed from one another, accord~ng to a defi-

nite law, which law is of such a kind that,although 

it never brings the series actually to an end, it 

results in the sum of the series approaching more 

.and more nearly to some finite quantity. According-

ly it is held that if the series be regarded as con-

sist ing of an infinite number of term~, the dfffer-

ence between the sum of its terms and the finite 

quantity will be infinitely little, and therefore 

practically negligible. 

This "practically negligi-ble" is the key-stone 

of the bridge between algebraic quantity and geomet- · 

rical physical, or any other kind of relation.Strict -
, 

ly speaking, if the series be regarded as a pure 

sum, and therefore ultimately analysable into 

an addition of homogeneous units, 1 + 1 + l,etc., 

or / 
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)\, "' ')\. or ~ + u + v,etc.,) the finitude of its sum is in-

compatible with its having an infinite number of 

terms. It is only inasmuch as the series is regard-

ed not as a meLely quantitative unity, but as a 

unity determined by a characteristic law or princi-

ple, that we are entitled to d i sregard the "infinite-

ly little" difference between the sum of its terms 

and the finite quantity. There can be no absolute 

"infinitely little" in mere quantity. The "infi-

nitely little" here considered is "infinitely little\ 

as determined by the law or character of the part ic-

ular series. That is to say, we are certain that 

the law of the series holds unchangeably, however 

far the process of analysis may be carried; and we 

have thus inferential cettainty regarding the result 

of the analysis (the equation of the sum of the terms 

to the whole finite quantity), even although we may 

be unable actually to count each one of the terms. 

It is the law or principle of the series which en-

ables us to say that the "infinitely little" differ-

ence may be neglected, because the character of the 

I 
series is not affected by it. 

But / 
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But in neglecting this "infinitely little" 

difference because of the special character or law 

of the series, we have virtually passed from the 

unity of mere quantity to a unity of character, a 

unity in which the parts are not entirely indif-

ferent to the whole and to one another, but are con-

nected in a~cordance with some special principle. 

We have thus given an indefinite increase of elas-

ticity to the formulae of Algebra and have prepared 

the way for an algebraic representation and calculus 

not mere ly of the elementary space unities (figures) 

of the Greek Geometry , but also of more comprehen

sive geometrical unit~of which these are elements, 
1\ 

and furthe~ of physical unities and indeed of any 

unity the elements of which are in themselves cap-

~ble of a sufficiently accurate quantitative expres-

sion. For instance, the phenomena with which 

Bhysic~deals are differences of a unity, elements 

in a whole. But the unity, the whole, is not one 

of quantity merely. And yet, its elements are 

capable / 
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capable of quantitative expression with a degree of 

accuracy such that its difference from absolute ac-

curacy may be neglected, so far as physical science 

is concerned. Consequently it becomes possible to 

state and to work out problems of physical science 

in terms of Algebra. 

The I nfinitesimal Calculus and the Principle of 

becoming or system: 

The practical development of this possibility 

is the function of the infinitesimal calculus of 

Leibniz and Newton. (1) As we have already seen,the 

Analytical Geometry ~educes the discontinuity of 
" 

Synthet"ic Geometry to the relative continuity of 

number, or quantity of homogeneous uriits. But num-

ber as a sum of finite units (even though it may 

take the form of an i nfinite series) is still to 

some extent discontinuous . It may, however, be 

made continuous by regarding its elements not as 

finite units, but as "infinitesimals "· or infinitely 

little quantities. In other words any numerical 

unit we may choose to employ may be sub-divided 

infinitely / 
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infinit ely, and t hus every fin ite number may be re

garded a s t he sum of a n infinite series of infinite-

ly s.rnall terms . This is t he basis of the Infini-

tesimal Calculus as originally conceived by Leibniz. 

It may be otherwise expressed by saying that the 

series of finite numbers or quantities is ultimately 

to be expressed not as a series of terms which grow 

by finite increments (like 1 + (1 + 1) + (1 + 1 + 1) 

etc.), but as a series whose terms flow into one 

another, their d·ifferences being infinitely small. 

That is to say, any variable magnitude' must be re

garded as increasing or diminishing by infinitely 

small incr ements or decrements. The work of the 

Calculus is to determine the relat"ions between un

known quant ities or magnitudes , not by considering 

them merely as fixed wholes and directly finding 

equations between them
7
but indirectly, by treating 

the quantities as variables or as growing, and in 

the first place finding equations between their ele

ments or differences . (1) 

Accordingly, for instance, Ne\rton regarded all 

geometrical / 
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geometri cal magni tudes as capable of generation by 

continuous motion. Lines may be regarded as gener

ated by the motion of points, surfaces by that of 

lines and solids by that of surfaces. That is to 

say, these figures are distinct from one another, 

not absolutely but merely in the degree in which they 

possess certain characteristics. The difference 

between the point and the line is an infinitely small 

degree of leng th, the difference between the line 

and the surface is an infinitely small degree of 

breadth, the difference between the surface and the 

solid is an infinitely small degree of depth. 

"Motion" , in Newton•s way of putting it,is in this 

connection merely a metaphor for continuity.Again in 

phy~ical icience we have to deal with phenomena, 

which not merely are variable but are continually 

varying, and the Infinitesimal Calculus is of t he 

utmost value in enabling us to state the laws of 

these variations,that is to say, to establish pro

portions between different sets of constantly 

changing phenomena. 

The / 
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The val ue of the Infini te sima l Calc ul us in the 

in L9l'P.L' f:)·tat i on of Natur e re s t s u.l t imat el y on this , 

that the conception of ~lnfinitesimals" which i t em-

ploys is a· virtual recogni~ion of s ys tem in knowledge 

or of the principle of becoming as d is tinct from that 

of abstract being . When we s ay tha t a thing (a ~o-

metric a l figure, for instance) has a certain quali ty 

or characteristic in an infinitely small amount, we 

mean that i t both has and has not tha·t · qual i ty or 

characteristic, or, ( to use another metaphor made 

~-familiar by Psyc ho- physics) that. it is on the "~-
I\ 

hold" of having i t . The identi ty of tne thing is 

not merely s uperficial, of such a kind that when a 

quality s eems tQ pass away from i t , the thing ceases 

to exist and another thing appears : the identity Of 

the thing is maintained through a.n indefinite amount 

of difference. Thus, as we have seen , the point, 

the line , the surface and the solid are all recog-

nisei as differences or relations within one system. 

Sa in ge neral when we have shown that the difference 

between one ~hing and another is infinit ely littl~ , 

we I , 



we have not converted each into the other,but have 

expla ined them both by referring them to a common 
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ground . We can express each in terms of the other, 

provided we. state explicitly their relations to one 

another within some system. A Parabola is not an 

Ellipse; but a Parabola is an Ell ipse with one of 

its foci at an infinite distance from the other. 

Continuity and the Logical Calculus : 

Now , it cannot be said that all this was fully 

manifest to Leibniz himself; but the truth of it 

underlies his t hinking. The infinitesimal calculus :in 

}:iis mathematics is an expression of the same ~endency 

of thought which makes the Principle of Sufficient 

Reason so important an influence in his philosophy, -

the tendency to a less abstract, less dogmatic, more 

intensive way of looking at things, in contrast with 

the a priori deductive methods of the Cartesians. 

The influence of the mathematics of Leibniz upon his 

philosophy appears chiefly in connection with his 

law of Continuit y and his prolonged efforts to estab-

lish a logidal Calculus. 

Continuity / 

As to the law of 
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Continuity it is unnecessary to say more. It is 

the law of the endless relativity of things, the 

principle of system, of infinite multiplicitY. in 

unity, and we have seen that the Infinitesimal 

Calculus is an application of it. (1) On the other 

hand , the endeavour to find a Logical Calculus ( im-

plying a universal philosophical language or system 

of signs ) is an a~tempt to apply in theological 

and philosophical investigations, an analytic method 

anal ogous to that which had proved so successful in 

Geometry and Physics. ( 2) It seemed to Leibniz that 

if all the complex and apparently disconnected ideas .. 
which make up our knowledge could be analysed into 

their simple elements, and if these elements could 

each be represented by a definite sign we shoul d 

have a kind of "alphabet of human thoughts" . By 

the combination of these signs (letters of the 

alphabet of thought), a system of true knowledge 

would be built up , in which reality would be more 

and mo r e adequately r epresented or symbolised. For 

ac~ording to Leibniz , the progress of knowledge 

consists / 
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consists in passing from obscure to clear ideas, 
¥ 

from clear to distinct, from distinct to adequate. 

I deas are obscure when analysis has not proceeded so 

far as to enable us definitely to distinguish them 

from others • . They are clear when we can so distin-

guish them , but are not yet able to enumerate their 

partictilar elements or qualities. They are dis-

tinct when we can enumerate their qualities, and 

they are adequate only when the analysis is complete, 

that is to say, when all the elements of the clear 

and distinct ~dea are themselves clear and distinct. 

I n many cases the analysis may result in an infinite 

series of elements ; but t he principles of the 

I nfin itesima·l Calculus in Mathematics have shown 

that this does not necessarily render calculation 

impossibl e or inaccurate. {1) Thus it seemed to 
,. 

Leibniz that a s~nthetic calculus, based upon a thor-

o'ugh analysis, would be the most effective instrument 

of knowledge that can be devised. "I feel", he 

says, "that controversies .can never be finished nor 

silence / 
--------------------------- -~-------------------------
(1) Of. p. ~ Note. 

61 · 
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silence imposed upon the 'ects, unless we give up 

complicated reasonings in favour of simple calcula-

tions, words of vague and uncertain meaning in favour 

of fixed symbols (caract ares)." ( 1) Thus it will 

appear that "every paralogism is nothing but an 

error of calculation." "When cDntroversies arise, 

there will be no more necessity for disputation be-

tween two philosophers than between two accountants. 

Nothing will be needed but that they should take pen 

in hand, sit down with their counting-tables and 

{having summoned a friend, if they like) say to one 

another Let us calculate. " This sounds like 

the ungrudging optimism of youth; but Leibniz was 

optimist enough to cherish the hope of it to his 

life's end . 

This project of the Logical Calculus or philo-

sophical language connects the Mathematics of 

Leibniz with his theory of knowledge, while the 

Calculus of Infinitesimals finds immediate applica-

tion in his revision of Des~artes ' s theories r egard-

ing matter and motion. Descartes treated motion 

and / 

(1) De Scientia Universali seu Calculo Phil osophico, 
Erdm 8·3b. 
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and rest synthetically as constant quantitative 

wholes. Leibniz regards them analytically as con-

sisting of an infinite series of degrees of one con-

stant force. Accordingly Leibniz admits that the 

Cartesian laws of Motion have a certain validity in 

· relation to "abstract " Mot ion, but denies that they 

are adequate to the "concrete" physical phenomena. 



:iOO 

B. : Matter. Descartes's Theorv of Matter and 

Motion : 

As we have already seeru Leibniz's view of 

Matter can be understood only as it appears in con-

trast with that of Descartes. In accordance with 

his interpretation of the Principle of Contradiction , 

viz., that the essence of a thing consists i n that 

only which is co~non to all its manifestations or, 

(otherwise expressed) in that only which remains 

after all varieties or specific determinations have 

been excluded, Descartes mainta i ned that Matter is 

essentially extension. Bodily substance and magni-

tude or spatial extent are identical. And all the 

changes in matter or extension are ul timat ely re-

ducible to motion . Motion is regarded by Descartes 

as being "the transference of a portion of matter 

or a body from the neighbourhood of those bodies 

which / 
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which are in direct contact with it, and which we 

consider as at rest, to the neighbourhood of other 

bodies or portions of matter."{]) Matter is infin

itely divisible. It s division is due to motion. 

Its forms ar tse solely from the combinations and 

separations of its parts, v1hich also are due to 

motion. "All the variety of matte~ or the di-

versity of its forms, depends on motion."(2) "I 

frankly avow that I acknowledge in corporeal things 

no other matter than that which can be divided, 

formed {figurees.} ' and moved in all kinds of ways, 

that is to say, that which mathematicians - call 

quantity, and which they take as the object of their 

demonstrations; and in this matter I consider only 

its divisions, forms (f igures ) and motions; and,in 

short, regarding this I will accept nothing as true, 

which is not deduced from it with as much certainty 

as belongs to a mexhematica] demonstration. And 

i nasmuch as by this means alJ the phenomena of 

nature may be explained • . . . . • • it seems to 

me that in physics no other principles ought to be 

accepted . / 
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accepted, or even desired, than those which are here 

expounded. " ( J ) 

Conservation of Motion (or Momentum), its Di -

rection being left out of account : 

Again, according to Descart es, the quantity of 

mot i on in the world, (or in any materia) system 

complete in itself and apart from all external in-

fluences) is constant. The motion, (or momentum) 

whose quantity is thus constant, is i n each particu-

lar case di~ectly proportional to the mass and the 

velocity of the moving body, and it may be express-

ed by the formula M V. Now, no new motion can 

come to any body from itself: no material body 

is self-moved, because its essence is pure exten-

sion,·and the idea of extension does not necessarily 

involve the transference of parts. To any quanti-

ty of matter, whether large or small, motion comes 

entirely from without. Thus at the creat i on of 

the .world, the whole material Universe received a 

certain fixed quantity of motion , which is conserved 

by I 

(l) Principia, Part II., 64. (Translat ed from Abb~ 
Picot's French). 
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by the "ord i nary c o-operation" {concours ordinaire) 

of God. Mot i on is thus a positive thing and not 

merely rel ative to rest. Motion is not opposed to 

motion, but to rest . Motions do not cancel one an-

other: they are quant i t ie s which can merely be com-

bined and separated. And, on the other hand, each 

individual portion of matter must remain in the state 

in which it i s, unl1ess it receives motion from out-

side itself. The motion of ~ny one body is increas-

ed ~n1y by a corresponding deurease in the motion of 

some other; and the motion of any body i s dacreased 

only by a part of it passing into some other. Mo

tion is diffused, but never destroyed.(]) 

Now, it follows from this, that while the quan

tity of motion in the worJd; or in any isolated sys::

tem of bodies, is c onstant, its direction is vari-

able. For, as ail space is body and is therefore 

a plenum, moving bodies must continually impinge up

on others; and if a moving body be supposed to im

pinge upon a body at rest, of such tnass that the 

moviqg body is unable to overcome its resistance and 

make / 
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make it move, then the d h•ec·t ion of the moving body 

is changed: it rebounds in the direction from 

which it came or is deflected in some other way. 

But as the moving body has been unable to impart any 

of i ts motion to the body at rest, the quantity of 

its motion remains unchanged, while its direction 

changes - it being, of course, understood that the 
. ~ 

action of all other bodies, except the .*-'t in ques-

tio~, is left o~t of account.(]) 

Leibniz's Theory of Motion. Conservation of 

Force : 

Now, acco:r•d ing to Le ibniz, mot ion is s.imply 

change of position. It is not a positive quality 

belonging, for the time being, to the moving body; 

but motion and rest are entirely relative t o one 

another. If the relative position of any two 

bodies changes, we may regard either as moving and 

the other as at rest.( 2 ) And in general, rest is 

merely an infinitely small degree of motion: no-

thing in the world is absoluteJy at rest. Accordingly, 

no / 
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no body begins to move from a state of absolute 

rest, but from a state which is to be conceived as 

already one of motion, however small in amount. 

Actual motion is not something added to a body 

which, to begin with, is bare mass : it is always 

gradual growth or increment of a motion which is al-

ready there. Descartes, then, was right in in-

terpreting motion as change of position, but \Vrong 

in ·regarding the total quantity of motion in the 

Universe, or in any independent system, as constant. 

He was right also in holding that each body tends 

to continue in the state in which it is; but he 

was v~ong in supposing that one motion cannot op

pose another, but can only be opposed by rest . As 

a matter of fact everything tends to move and would 

move, were it not for counteracting tendencies to 

motion in other things_. (1} That which is co-n

served, then, is not actual motion, as an extrinsic 

property of material substance, but this intrinsic 

. tendency or potentiality of mot i on, which Leibniz 

calls Force. 

enable / 

As mere change of position does ·not 
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enable us to attribute motion to one of the two 
. - -

bodies whose pos ition changes and Q2.1 to the other, 

the body which we call the moving body (as distinct 

from the body at rest) is so, not in virtue of its 

motion (in the sense of change of position), but 

because it contains within itself the cause of the 

change, the force or activity which produces the 

motion. "The notion of Fo~ce," says Leibniz, "i s 

as clear as . that of activity and of pass i vity, for 

it is that from which act i vity follows, when no-

thing prevents it. It is effort, conatus: and 

while motion is a successive thing, which conse -

quently never exists, any more than time , because 

all its parts never exist together while, I 

say, that is so, force .or effort, on the other hand, 

exists quite completely at every instant and must be 

something genuine and real . And as nature has to 

do rather with the real, than with that which does 

not comp-letely exist except in our mind; it ap-

pears (in consequence of what I have shown) that it 

is the same quantity of force, and not (as Descar tes 

believed) / 
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believed} the srune quantity of motion, that is pre

served in nature.ff(J} 

This force, then, which is constant, is not 

only an actual but a potential reality. It is not 

mere capacity for motion, mere passive moveableness, 

nor i s it actual manifest motion or activity in 

general . It is someth1ng between the two, an un-

developed or restrained tendency to act, which in 

appropriate circumstances is the producer of ac

tion.( 2 ) This force is to qe measured by the 

quantity of effect it produces. Descartes rightly 

insisted on the quantity of ef.fect as the thing to 

be measured ; but he conceived the effect in too 

narrow a way, limiting it to actual motion and 

overlooking potential force or energy (which 

Leibniz calls action motrice} . The formula for 

this action motrice is not MV but M V,_l. ffin 

the uniform motions of one and the same body ,( l} the 

"force" or work (action)(3) of traversing two 

1 eagues in tv1o hours i s double the "force" of 

traversing one 1~ague in one hour (for the first 

ff£orce" / 
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"force" contains the second exactly twice) , {2) the 

"force " of traversing one league in one hour is 

double the "force" of traversing one league in two 

hours (or rather, "forces " which produce one and the 

same effect are proport ional t~ their velocities ) . 

Therefore , (3) the "force" of traversing two leagues 

in t wo hours i s four times (quadruple) the "force '' 

of traversing one league in two hours . This de-

monstration shows that a moving body which re-

ceives a double or triple velocity , i n order that 

it may produce a double or tr iple effect in one 

and the s ame t ime, r ec eives a quadruple or nonuple 

"force". Thus "forces " are proportiona l to the 

squares of the veloc ities . But most fortunately 

this happens to agree with my opinion regarding 

~orce, drawn .Partly from experience and partly 

from the endeavour to avoid mechanical perpetual 

mot ion. For i n my opinion, forces are proportion

al to the heights by descending~:hich heavy bod ies 

might obta~n these velocities. And as there i s 

always conserved the total lorce for re-ascending 

to / 
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to the same height or for producing some other ef

f ect, it follows that there is conserved also the 

same quantity of motive 'forc e ' (action motrice) in 

the world; that is to say, to put it definitely, 

that in any one hour t here is as much action motrice 

in the Un iverse , as ther·e is in any other hour .But in 

the same moment the same quantity of force is eon-

served. And in fact act ion is nothing but the· 

exercise of 'force, and amounts to the product of 

the 'lore e into the time." ( J ) Accord ing1 y, this 

motive force , power of 'work' or vis viva, the 

amount of which is constant ~ inc]udes direction, as 

well as quantity, of motion. For the measure of 

it is height, or position relatively to the surface 

of the earth, and it is changed from potential to 

actual or from actual to potential motion, accord

ing as the body moves to or from the earth. ( 2) 

Leibniz ' s Theory of Matter . (a) Materia prima 

This doctr i ne of the Conservation of Force, as 

Leibniz conceives it involves the rejection of the 

theory / 
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theory t hat material substance is nothing ·but ex

tension. (l) Extension is pure passivity, bare 

moveableness, while motion is complete activity and 

is entirely extrinsic to that which is moved. Force, 

on the other hand, is, as we have seen, something be -

twee n t he two, viz., a pot ent iality of motion or a c-

tion that is always pass i ng into actual action when 

it is not prev~nted by a similar tendency in anothe r 

body. This· force, then, shows i t.self not merely in 

actual, positive motion, but in hindrance or resist7 

ance. And if this force were not of the essence of 

material bodies, there would be no resistance among 

bodies and t he ab{:adi ty of perpetual motion would. be 
It 

true. For, if material bodies consist solely of 

extension, and if one such body moving should come 

in contact with another at rest (i.e., destitute of 

motion), t hen the former must carry the latter along 

with it . For, ex hypothesi, t here is nothing but 

space to resist t he progress of the moving body, and 

if motion is possible at all, it must be motion 

through space , i.e., motion which mere space cannot 

resist.( 2 ) 

Accordingly, / 
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Accordingly, in addition to extension (how-

ever it may be interpreted), every material body 

must have resistance or impenetrab iltt y. This 

mere passive resistence Leibniz on various occasions 
) . I. 

calls ~ Vr 1 Tv 11 t ·i!:. . ' The (j... v T I T •J :I (~, of a 

body is simply its need of space. It is not mere 

place but it cannot be a body unless it has a 

place o.f its own. "Matter taken by itself or bare 

matter consists of ~VTtTtJ1flk and extension. 

) ,. 
By rt...tlrc T117i< k I rrean that attribute, in virtue 

of which matter is in space. Extension is continu-

ation through space, or continuous diffusion through- . 

out a place." (1) "Matter is that which consists 

in or which · resists penetration; and 

thus bare matter i.s merely passive." ( 2 ) In so far, 

then, as a material body is extended and occupies a 

place which cannot be occupied by any other body at 

the same time (for this is the meaning of l~"Tt Tfi'"J:{~ 

or impenetrability), it consists of bare matter. 

Bare / 

(1) De Anima Brutorum, I. · 
(2) Episto1a ad Bier1ingium (1711) Erdm., 678- 3. 
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Bare or abstract matter, as thus defined ( ~Vi<Tvnfj__t 

extension) Leibniz usually calls matet~ia prima. 

Leibniz ' s Theory of Mat ter (b) Mate r ia Secunda 

But we must bewar e of supposing that this 

mat eria prima is by itself anything actual. No por-

tion of matter, no material body, consists of 

materia prima alone. For materia prima is simply 

body considered as if it were pu r ely passive : it is 

the abstract passivity of body . But , as we have 

seen, there is, according to Leibni~ , no such thing 

as absolute pass ivit y . Passive resist ance , impene-

trability, i nertia a l ways involve a real force, a 

tendency to action, though that tendency may actually 

be prevented by counteracting forces from realising 

itself at this or that par ticular moment . Eve ry 

) . /< 

material body , then~ is something more than « VTt 'fV1ltt(. 

+~· It is essentiallY force or energy, 

activity of some kind . And inasmuch as it is a 

potential activity , a force which tends to realise 

itself, it i s automatic or spontaneous, it contains 

within / 
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within itself the principle of its future conditions, 

it is an Entelechy. Thus every actual material 

body is materia secunda, from whic_!?: materia prima 

is merely a mental abstraction.fl) Every complete 

substance is materia prima + Entelechy, i.e., pass-

ivity + activity. 

Now , while materia prima, being abstract 

passivity, is not to be regarded as real Substance 

or Entelechy, materia secunda, inasmuch as · it is 

matter , and is therefore extended, is, on the other 

hand, not to be confounded with individual Substance. 

Materia secunda must contain an Entelechy, but is 

not identical with it . Materia secunda is an 

aggregate of substances: it is to be conceived as 

quantitative, consisting of partes extra partes,and 

is thus qtiite .aistinct from Substance, which must 

be conceived as striving force, i.e., under the 

relation of means to end. ( Z) Accordingly~ 

every created Monad or simple Substance has materia 

prima, in so far as it is not entirely active; or, 

in other words,(since activity and passivity are 

relative / 
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relative terms) every created Monad must have mat er ia 

prima, because its activity is not entirely realised, 

but is in part potential, because it is not actus 

purus, activity without passivity. "Materia prima 

is essential to eve r y Entelechy and can never be 

separated from i t, since it completes it, and is 

itself the passive potent i ality of the whole com-

ple~e Substance God • cannot de-

prive a Substance of materia prima; for He would 

thus make it wholly pure activity f purus actus) which 

He Himself alone is.".(l} Materia secunda, on the 

other hand, is not necessarily attached to any spec-

ific Entelechy or individual Substance . It is a 

group of .Monads which may vary from time to time, 

and which, as a matte r of fac t , is constantly vary

ing . Leibniz compares it to a river.(2} "God, by 

His absolute powe r, may be able to deprive Substance 

of materia secunda .,.( 3) In fact, it is not by it

self anything real, but is merely the abstract rela

tion of temporary aggregation or collocation of cer-

tain Monads. 

Monads, / 

The only real ex istences are the 



115 

Monads, but, in relatively confused and imperfect 

t hought, we may r egard them as variously grouped, 

and these g roups , qua groups , are materia secunda.( l) 

Phenomena bene fundata 

As materia s ecunda i s an object of confused 

knowledge, and yet not i n it self r eal, while it pas 

a r eal basis in the Monads, its powers, acts, and 

affections are sometimes described by Leibniz as 

well-founded phenomena (phenomena bene fundata). 

They are bene fundata in contrast with the phenomena 

of dreams or visions, which are phenomena pure and 

simple, not based upon any real bond or connection. 

Phenomena bene fundata may be distinguished from the 

phenomena of dreams, inasmuch as t he former are 

vivid, multiplex (i.e., varied in their relations 

and capable of a variety of t ests or observations), 

and congruous or consistent both with themselves and 

with the general course of life or experience, wh ich 

we find in other phenomena . The ~ast of these 

tests is the most satisfactory, especially when it 

is supported by the testi~ony of other people, who 

have / 
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have also applied it . "But the most powe t~ful 

proof of the r eal ity of phenomena ( a proof which i s, 

indeed , sufficient by itself) is success in pr e 

dicting future phenomena from t hose which are past 

and present, whether the prediction be founded upon 

the success, so far, of a notion or hypothesis, or 

upon custom so fa r observed ."(l) In short, 

phenomena bene f undata are distinguished f rom il-

lusionst inasmuch as they a r e not merely separate 

and disconnected, but held together in a system so 

that their antecedents may be traced and t he ir con

sequents deduced.(Z) And Leibn i z goes so far as to 

add : - "Although this entire life were said to 

be nothing but a dream, and the visible world nothing 

but a phantasm, I should call this dream or pha ntasm 

r eal enough , if we were never d eceived by it, when 

we use o,ur.-reason rightly."( :3) On several· occa-

sions Leibni z uses the rainbow as a simile by which 

to illustrate what he means by a phenomenon bene 

f undatum.( 4) He simply mentions it wit hout ex

planation; but we may suppose him to have meant 

that / 
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that the rainbow is the type of a phenomenon 

bene fundatum, inasmuch as, being merely colour,it 

is not in itself a real substance, but a mere appear

ance, while, being an appearance which r esults from 

the aggregation of certain particles of moisture 

in a particular way, it has a ground or cause in sub

stance and is therefore bene fundatum and not a mere 

phantasm. 

Thus in general, the secondary qualities of 

matter ,e. g ., colour, ~mell, sound, etc., are phenome~ 

bene fundata. They are not merely subjective, but 

are confused representations, perceptions or sym

bols of that which, expressed clearly, is real sub

stance.< l) 

Space and Time : 

In one of the Letters to Arnauld,( 2) Leibniz 

speaks of space and time as phenomena bene fundata. 

Possibly, however, he may not have intended this 

statement to be very rigidly interpreted, and there 

is much value in the view of Erdmann that space and 

time are to be regarded as purely ideal , Entia 

mentalia, / 
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mentalia,{l)while extended bodies and actual events 

in time are entia semiment~lia( 2) or phenomena bene 

fundata. In any case, what Leibniz desires special-

ly to maintain is that space and time are not real 

substances nor attributes of real substances . They 

are nothing but orders or arrangements of co-exist-

ing and successive things. Individuai substances 

or Monads, which are the sole realities, are not to 

be conceived as part es extra partes: the central 

t .hought of Leibniz' s philosophy is that this quanti -

tative aspect of things should be treated as sub-

ordinate, as not belong ing to ·the essence of r eal 

t hings . Hence space is to be regarded, not as the 

mutual outwardness of .real things, but as simply 

the order of their co-existence, as time is the 

order of sequence of their phenomena. "Time, 

extension,. motion, and the continuous in .general, 

in the way in which they are considered in mathema-

tics, are only ideal things: that is to say, things 

which express possibilities, just as numbers do. 

Hobbes / 

(1) History of Philosophy, (English Translation), 
Vol . II, p. 185 . 

( 2 ) Erdm. 436b. 
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Hobbes has even defined space as Phantasma exist-

ent is. But to speak more exactl y, extension is the 

order of possible co-existences, as time is the 

order of possibilities which are variable (incon

stantes) but yet connected; so that these orders 

square not only with what actually exists but also 

with whatever might be put in its place, as numbers 

are indifferent to whatever can be res numerata."(~~ 

Thus space does not mean any particular situation 

of bodies nor time any particular succession of 

phenomena. Space is simpl.Y the in~efinitely ap-

plicable relation of co- existence, while time is the 

· i ndefi ndtely appl icable r elation of succession or 

order of successive positions. 

Leibniz's d~sproof of the independent reality 

of space and time is directly based by him up0n the 

Principle of Sufficient Reason. "I say, then, that 

if space was an absolute being, there would some

thing happen fo,r which it is impossibl·e there should 

be a sufficient reason, which is against my axiom. 

And I prove it thus. Space is something absolutely 

uniform; and, without the things placed 

in / 
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in i t , one point of space does not absolutely differ 

in any respect whatsoever from another point of 

space. Now from hence it fol J ovrs (~upposing space 

to be something in itself, bes ides the order of 

bodies among themselves ) that 'tis impossible there 

shoul d be a reason why God, preserv i ng the same 

situations of bodies a'Tiong themselves , should have 

placed them in space after one cert ain particular 

manner and no t otherwise; why everything was not 

placed the qui te contrary way, for instance, by 

chang ing east into west. But if space is nothing 

else , but that order of relation, and is nothing at 

all without. bodies but the possibility of placing 

them; then those two stat e·s, the one such as it .,. 

now i s, the other supposed to be the quite eont~ary 

way, would not at all differ from one another. 

Their difference, therefore, is only to be found in 

our chimerical supposition of t he reality of spac e 

in itself . But in truth the one \Vould exact] y be 

the same thing as the other, they be ing ab~oluteJ.y 

indiscernible; and consequently there is no room 

to / 
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to enqu ire af'te r a reason of the pre fe renee of Ute 

one to the other. The case is the swne with 

respect to time. Supposing any one should ask why 

God did not create everything a year sooner; and 

the same person should infer from thence that God 

has done something , concerning which 'tis not 

possible there should be a reason why He did it so 

and not otherwise: the answer is, that his infer

ence would be right, if time was anything distinct 

from t hings existing in time. For it would be im-

possible there should be any reason why t hings 

should be applied to such particular inst~nts, 

rather than to others, their succession continuing 

the same. But then the same argument proves that 

instants, considered without the things, are 

nothing at all; and that they consis t ~nly in the 

successive order of things: which order remaining 

the· same, one of the two states, namely,that of a 

supposed anticipation, would not at all differ, nor 

could be discerned from the other wnich now is.tt(l) 

Act ivity / 
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Activity and Passivity of the Monads. Mutual 

Influence of Substances. Cause and Effect: 

So far, then, from Space being, as Descartes 

held, t he essence of matter, it is ~ purely ideal 

relation which we ment ally const ruct between sub-

stances whose reality or essence is not quantitative 

and .is consequent ly not material. (l) But, as we have 

seen, _every one of these real substances, (the Monads) 

contains t hat which, taken abstractly, may be de-

scribed as materia prima . Every created Monad is 

both active and passive; for there is no such t hi ng 

as absolute passivity and pure ac tivity belongs to 

God alone. As , passive the Monad has materia prima, 

as ac tive it is entelechy. Thus every soul has a 

body~ there is no such thing as an absolutely dis-

embodi ed spirit, unless it be the Spirit of God. 

And, on the other hand, mere soull'ess body has no 

real existence: it is an abstraction. The world is 

active, living through and through , even in its in-

finitesimal parts. It is compact of souls. 

Now / 

(1) In spite, however, of this reduction o£ space, 
matter, etc., to confused Perception, Leibniz 
continues to use the language of those who speak 
of t hem as real, comparing himself to a Copermcan 
who speaks of sun~ise. Cf. Theodieee, 65. 
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Now, this activity and passivi t y of the 

Monads do not mean that any Monad exerts a real in-

fluence outside of itself or receives any real im-

pression from a Substance external to i t . The 

relations between the Monads are purely ideal, and 

their activity and passivity are altogether inter-

nal. As we ha~e seen, a Monad is in itself passive 

in so far as its Perceptions are relatively confus-

ed or obscure, active in so far as th~y are re-

latively cleav and distinct. An~ similarly, as each 

Monad perceives or represents the whole Universe 

from its own point of view, one Monad is said to be 

passive in relation to another, in so far as certain 

Ferceptions in the former are obscure or confused 

in comparison with the corresponding Perceptions in 

the latter; while,on the other hand, the Monad whose 

Perceptions are clearer and more distinct is said 

to be so far active in relation to t he other or 

( . d 11 f ) : t ( l ) 1 ea y, o course to act upon 1 • Thus, as 

we have already seen , the Pre-es t ablished Harmony 

is the basis of the inter-relat ion of the Monads 

and / 
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and of their mutual changes. (1) Further, as clear 

Perceptions are simply the unfolding (explication) 

or explanation of the corresponding more confused 

Perccp.t ions, the action of one Substance upon 

another is to be regarded as meaning that the active 

Substance, in so far· as it is active, contains 

within itself ·(or, simply, is) the explanation of 

the passive Substance, in so far as it is passive. 

Substances acting upon others are, accordingly, 

those in which the reason of the changes in the 

others · ~y be read more clearly than in those in 

which the changes actually occur .• ( 2) Thus the con

nection between· cause and effect in 'different Sub

stances is · a purely ideal relation, a harmony of 

internal changes and operations, implying no physic

al influence of one Substance upon another. And 

further, the cause of any change is not its obscure 

antecedent nor any power or activity prior in time, 

to the effect; the true cause is always the reason 

or explanation, the clear as distinct from the 

confused / 
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confused Perception , whatever may be the time-order 

(1) 
· of the ~vents oJtphen~mena. 

Mechanical and Final Causes. Soul and Body 

Every Substance as we have seen, consists of 

soul and body. And t he soul, being on the one hand, 

t he relatively clear Pe~eeption of the Substance and, 

on t he other hand , its activity, is the final cause 

of the Substance, the end for which it is, the self-

d evelopment of its nature. It must be conceived 

under the notion of Becoming, as a thing whose es-

sence it is to move towards an end. It cannot, 

th erefo~e, be adequately described by purely mechan-

ical conceptions. It has something more than a 

static self-identity: its unity unfolds itself in 

the series of its changes . Its reality is thus not 

determined merely by t he Prine-ipl e of C·ont radi.e.t ion, 

taken as a principle of pure- or abstract self-eon-

sistenoy. The body of every Substance , on the 

other hand, i.e., its materia prima, its confused 

Perception , its passivity, is the physical or 

mechanical / 
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mechanical causa of the Substance. Being entirely 

abstract and in itself a bare possibility, body may 

by its elf be adequately descr-ibed by mechanical con-

ceptions, under the Principle of Contradiction. 

Thus we may have an abstract at Science of Physics 

by which the phenomena of abstract matter are ex-

plained on purely mechanical principles, that is, as 

a system of physical or efficient cau~es. But if 

we would explain the concrete reality even of -rna-

terial Substance we mus t employ dynamical rather 

than mechanical conceptions, or in other words, we 

must rega~d the world as ·ultimately and essentially 

a system of final causes, a system which is the ex-

pression not of an indifferent all-powerful Will but 

of an all-powerful Will which knows and decrees the 

b t 
( 1) 

es • 

C. ORGANISM 

Organic and ~Inorganic Bodies. Simple and Com-

pound Substances. Dominant Monad: 

The / 
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The notion of body existing by itself and that 

of soul existing by itself are results ef confused or 

imperfect Perception. The world consists solely 

of Monads, each of which is a concrete uni ty of 

soul and body, of entelechy and materia prima. Thus 

nature is throughout living: there is nothing really 

inorganic. (l) What, t hen, is meant by t he com-

mon distinction between organic o~ living and inor-

ganic or material bodies? In order to answer t his 

question, we must consider more fully the nature of 

compound Substance. 

While the simple Substances alone are real, 

they appear in groups or aggregates, which we call 

compound substances. Indeed , although in reality 

they are secondary, compound substances are prior 

to simple substances . in the ·order of knowledge . Now, 

each Monad in any such aggregate perceives or re-

presents all the others in i ts group, since it per-

ceives the whole Universe, of which they are parts. 

But as each Monad differs from all the others in 

the degree of clearness of its Perceptions, there 

must in each group be one Monad which represents 

all / 

(1) cr . Monadology, 63. 
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all t he other members of the group more clearly t han 

each of t hese represents the rest . This Monad of 

cleare s t Percep tion i n each compound Substance Lei b-

niz calls the domi nant Monad of the Substance. (1) 

It has a formal superiority over the others forming 

the group, though all ar e really i ndependent . It s 

control or domi nance consists solely in the clear-

ness of its Perceptions. Jus t as cause i s no t a 

real i nfluence of one Subs t ance upon another, but 

merely t he relation of activity. in the one to cor-

responding pass i vity i n the other, or 'of clear to 

confused Perception, s o the central Monad of any 

compound Substance has no physi cal control over the 

others, but i s dominant because of it s activity and 

clearness. Thus t he relation between th e dominan~ 

Monad and the others which, along with it, consti-

tute a compound Substance i s similar to t he rela-

tion between the two elements, a ctive and pass i ve , 

(entelechy and materia pri ma), which together c10n-

stitute s i mple substance or the individual Monad. 

The / 

l ·l) Monadology 70. cf. Principles de la nature e t 
de la grace, 3 . 
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The dominant Monad is the entelechy or soul of the 

compound substance, while the remaining Monads , con-

sidered as an aggregate , are its body. But this 

aggregate is materia secunda; and thus we have 

simple · . Substance , consisting of materfa prima and 

entelechy , and compound substance consisting of 

materia secunda and dominant Monad. 

While obse~ving this analogy, we must not for

get the essential difference between simple and 

compound Substance. The former alone is re&lly 

substance: t he latter , in so far as it differs 

from the former, is merely Substance by courtesy or 

common usage. Simple SuQstance is a concrete unity: 

compound Substance, in so far as it is compound , is 

mere ly an aggregate. Thus the materia prima or 

passivity of the individual Monad is a name for its 

confused , undeveloped or implicit nature taken ab

stra ctly; it is confused !enception in the Sub

stance itself . But the materia secunda or body of 

the compound Substance i s not confused Perception 

in / 
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in the Substance itself, for the Substance as com-

po~ has no Perceptfon of its own, as distinct from 
" 

the Percept ions of the simple Substances which con-

stitute it. Materia secunda, then, is due to the 

confused Perc ep tions of those who observe the com-

pound Substances. Thus to t he eye of God t l~re can 

be no materia secunda, no compound Substance; for 

in Him there is no confused Perception, 

The aggregates of simple Substances which we 

call things ar.e thus,when regarded as extend~d bodies, 

the result of confused Perception. And the differ-

ences a~ongst them, which we describe by the names 

of organic, inorganic, et.c., are really differences 

in their dominant Monads. If the dominant Monad 

be a bare Monad, with unconscious Percep ·tions, we call 

the body inorganic. If the degree of clearness in 

the Perceptions of tbe dominant Monad be a little 

higher, we ~all the body a plant and so on. The 

organic and the inorganic pass imperceptibly into 

one another, and the degree of organic unity possess-

ed b.Y any body is nothing but the degree of clearness 

in / 
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in the Perceptions of its dominant Monad. Thus 

the parts of an organism are more closely connecte~ 

more firmly held together than those of an inorganic 

mass, because the domi nance of the central Monad 

is greater, more complete, (that is to say, its 

Perception is clearer) in the case of the 

fo r me r t han i n t he case of t h e latter. 

Body without soul or mere matter, c ·oosidered 

as inorganic, that is to say, as an aggregate of 

parts which have n9 unity other than their aggrega-

tio.n, is unreal. We may regard it ei th,er as an 

abstraction from concrete Suhstance or (more nearly 

in Leibniz's way of thinking) as an imperfect Per

ception or Representation of concrete Substance. 

Nature is organic throughout: no real thing is com

pletely inorganic: what we call "inorganic" is 

really organic in a low degree. 

The body of every created Substance is the 

point of view of its soul. 

in / 

As there is no vacuum 
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in nature, the changes in any body affect every 

other. Thus in every body the whole world is repres-

ented or expressed. But i n each dominant Monad or 

Soul, the agg regate forming its particular body is 

more distinctly r ep r esent ed than the rest of the 

world. Thus each soul perceives or represents the 

Universe through the medium of its own body. While 

it does represent the whole, it represents it in a 

form in which its own body i s more · distinct than an~ 

other.(l ) The body is like a · special l ens through 

which the soul sees the Universe. This, of course, 

follows from the view that body in general is rela-

t i vel.y <?Onfused 'Pe rcept ion. For each Substance re-

present s the Universe "from its own point of view", 

and its point of view is simply the degree of con-

fusedness .{o r of clearness, for the y are entirely 

relative) of its PerceptionS$2) 

Changes / 

{l) Monadology, 62. cf . Spinoza, Ethics, Part II. 
Propns 12, 13, {Scholium) 16 (Coroll . l),26,etc. 
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Changes in Compound Substanc es. Development 

and Envelopment 

Every compound substance is in constant change. 

No created Monad, as we have seen, can ever be en-

tirely at rest: each, in virtue of its Appetition, 

is continually either unfolding (develop i ng) itself, 

(i.e., passing from confused to clearer Perception), 

o~ enfolding (enveloping) itself, (i.e., passing 

from clear to more confused Percept ion). And thus, 

as the dominance of any dominant Monad consists 

solely in the degree of clearness of its Perception, 

the relations of formal dominance and subordination, 

which constitute a compound substance, must be con-

tinual ly varying in particular cases. Subordtnate 

Monads must be continually changing their allegiance 

according as the dominant Monads rise or fall in 

Perceptive rank. No dominant Monad has a changeless 

body; because of its own variations, its body "is 

in a perpetual flux like a ·river, . and parts are 

enter i ng into it and passing out of it continually."(]) 

And / 

(1) Monadoiogy, 71. 
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And there is endless room for variation; because 

each compound substance is made up of other compound 

substances (each with its dominant Monad). and these 

again are made up of others ad infinitum. ( J ) Thus 

some or all of the Monads which at one time form 

an inorganic body may, in-new relations, become 

parts of an organic body and vice v~rsa. And the 

size of any body, belonging to a particular dominant 

Monad, may increase or decrease indefinitel y. 

Metamorphosis . Birth and Death : 

AccordinglY, the change in compound substance 

of every kind is always metamorphosis rather than 

metempsychosis.(2) The fundamental element in every 

compound substance is the dominant Monad, and the 

matter or body of the substance is continually 

· chang ing by a gradual removal a~d addition of parts. 

It is the body which bit by bit transfers it·sel f 

from one soul to another. There is no such thing 

as the sudden transference of a soul from one body 
. . 

to another entirely new body. Such a transference 

would / 
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woul d i nvolve a sudden or discontinuous change in 

the soul itself, which is i mpossible . Though , on 

the one hand. , no soul is 1 imi t ed to any particular 

s et of Monads as its body, yet, on the other hand, 

no soul can be completely and instantaneously sever-

ed from its body and transferred to another. Aga in, 

the birth and the death of any organism are simply 

forms of this metamorphosis.(l) There i s no absol-

ute birth, that is to say , no direct and inmediate 

impl ant i ng of soul in body, and ther e i s no absolute 

death, no compl ete severance of soul from body . All 

the Monads which cons titute the sole realit y of a 

compound substance are alike unborn ( ~ng~nerable) 

and imperishabl e.{ 2) They proc eed directly from 

God: they are "fulgurat ions of His Divinity . n{3) 

None of them comes out of anything else. Thus, the 

phenomena we call "b irth" and "death" are transform-

ations, changes in the relations of the Monads to 

one a nother. When we speak of an animal being 

born / 

( J ) MonadoJ ogy, 73 et seq. 
{2) Cf~ Principes de la Nature et de la Grace , 6. 
(3) Monadology, 47 . 
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born, we mean that the body of a microscop i c animal-

cule has enormously increased in size and that its 

.domi nant Mo.nad has undergone a corresponding inter-

nal change . 

first, even 

The animal was an animal from the 

in the microscopic ·, · spermatic !~~2..~ . 
A 

In being born it has merely become an animal of a 

higher kind. In every case the process of birth 

is, i n fact, s imilar . t o the change which t akes place 

when a caterp i llar develops into a butterfly, "na-

ture being wont to reveal in some particu} ar cases, 

her secrets , which she conceals on other occ asions."(}) 

Bi rth is thus ind i stinguishabl e f~om groVIth, increase, 

development. And, on the other hand, when we speak 

of an animal as dying i we mean that its bod~' has 

decreas ed in size or been broken up into new com-

pound substances. . The animal has not ceased en-

tirely t o exist, but has been con tracted so that it 

is no longer perce i ved . Death is thus the same as 

decay, decrease, invo1ution.(2) There is no 

spontaneous / 

{1) Janet, Vol. I , p . 630. 

{2) MonadoJogy 74 and 75. Cf . Theodicy 90 . 
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spontaneous generation and no passing from life to 

absolute lifelessness. For lifelessness is en-

tirely relative: the very dust and ashes still 

have 1 if e. { J ) 

Indestructib ility and Immortality of Souls 

Accord-ingly the souls of all living beings are 

indestructible, while the soul of man is both inde

structible and immortal, sinc·e it not merely persists 

in existence but continues to have consciousness, 

memory, and such other characteristics as constitute 

personality. ( 2} It is apparently, in Le ibniz •s 

view, impossible for the mind of man to degenerate 

so as to pass into a lower stage of existence. The 

possession of self-consciousness is i nalienable . 

The rational soul thus differs from all souls that 

are beneath it in rank~ i.nasmuch as it does not ex

perience such wide variations as those to which the 

latter are subject. In the ffCorrespondence with 

Arnauld," Leibniz says :- "Others, not beirig able 

to explain otherwise the origin. of Forms, have 

allowed / 
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allowed that they have their beginning in a real 

creation .. While I grant this creation in time, 

only as regards the rational soul, and hold that 

all 'forms which do not think were created with the 

world, they believe that this creation happens every 

(1) 
day when the smallest worm is eng endered. " There 

is, then, something comparable to a special crea-

tion in the case o~ every mind or rational soul, 

although this creation is prac.tically ·no more than 

the promotion o~ a Monad to sel~-consciousness. 

"Minds (esprits) are not subject to these revolutions 

(o~ bodies), or rather these revolutions o£ bodies 

are subservient to the Divine Economy regarding 

minds. God creates them when the time comes and 

detaches them £rom the body (at least from the 

earthly (grossier) body) by death, since they must 

always retain their moral qualities and their re-

collection in order to be perpetual citizens o~ 

that universal all-per~ect commonwealth, of which 

God is the Monarch, which can lose none of its 

members / 

(1) Janet, Vol.!., p.673. 
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members and the ·laws of which are higher then those 

of bodies." (l) 

The Vinculum Substantiale : 

As to organic substance, one other point re-

quires a brief consideration . In a correspondence 

with Father Des Bosses, Leibniz draws a distinction 

between a compound substance, strictly speaking, 

and a mere coll.ect ion of things, such as a heap of 

stones, or a flock of sheep, or an army. The com-

pound substance has a certain unity.: it is sub-

stantia compolita (singular number). It involves 

something which gives a certain reality to its 

phenomena (e§:s realifans pnenomena) or in other 
1\ 

words there is a genuine bond of .. connect ion between 

its phenomena , (vinculum substantiale). It is 

unum per se. The mere collection, on the other 

hand, is not a substance but substances (substantiae, 

substantiatum, semi-substantia). It has no unity 

of its own. Whether, as in the· case of a heap of . 

stones ; its unity consists in the contact of its 

parts / 
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p~rts or, as in the case of a regiment, it . is 

united by a common purpose, t he bond of connection 

is entirely in the mind of an observer. In short, 

when we regard such a thing as a mere collection, . . 

we regard it as without a dominant Monad and there-

fore as not having a ge·nuine body. It is like the 

"corporation" which, according to Sydney Smith, "has 

neither a body to be kicked nor a soul to be damn-

ed," I t is unum per acc i dens , in contrast with 

unum per se. (1) 

This distinction, however , is not to be regard-

ed as absolute. · It i s, in another form, the dis
(2 ) 

tinction which we have already considered be-

tween phenomena bene fundata and t he pure phenomena 

of imagination and dreams. The vi1'1culum substantiailie 

is simply the connection of the phenomena, in virtue 

o:f which we describe them as bene fundata, since 

this connection arises from the mutu~l relations of 

the Monads which constitute the compound.substance. 

The ~in~lum substantiale i s nowhere mentioned by 

Leibniz / · 
.,..._ ---- _..--- _. _ -.,- ---------------------------------------
(1). ·cr. p .. ·n~~ ~-
(2) p. liS . 
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It is in no way essential to his philosophy; but it 

is the suggestion of a way in which his system 

might possibly be made consistent with the Roman 

Catholic dogma of Transubst antiation, which re

quires that bodies should be considered as real 

Substances. 

Leibniz tells us plainly that he has no great 

liking for t he vinculum subs.tantiale 2 and that it 

i s better to dispense . with it,unless any would-be 

d i sciple of his finds it ne cessary as an aid to 

religious faith.(l) It ought not, however, to be 

forgotten . that Leibniz was encouraged in rejecting 

the Cartesian view that the essence of bodily sub

stance . is extension and motion, by the fact that ·· 

this theory is inconsistent both with the Roman . 

Catholic and with the Lutheran doctrine regarding 

the Real Presence in ' the Eucharist. 

D.· . SELF ... CONSCIOUSNESS . 

By I 
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By means of the different degrees of clearness 

in the Perceptions of their respective souls or dom

inant Monads, the organic compound Substances of 

which the world is composed may be divided into three 

main classes, (1) mere living beings (2) animals 

and (3) men . Substances of the first class>in-

eluding plants and all lower forms of existence> 

hav e as their soul a bare Monad, having mere Percep

tion or l~epr esentation, unaccompanied by conscious-

ness. Animals, on the other hand, have a higher 

degree of Perception, which appears as Consciousness 

or Feeling (sentiment), including Memory. The 

soul of' man possesses the characteristics of both 

of the lower classes, but its Perception has a still 

higher degree of clearness, appearing now as self-

consciousness or Apperception. The self-conscious 

soul or spirit does not merely connect its particular 

Perceptions in the empirical sequence of Memory; 

but having a knowledge of eternal and necessary 

truths, it can represent things in logical order,. 

that / 
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that is to say, in their necessary rational rela-

t ions. This is what is meant by its having Reason, 

or being a rational Soul. The possession of Rea-

son means the power of reflection or self-conscious

ness, because necessary and eternal t ruths are 

simply Perceptions developed to the highest degree 

of clearness, and consequently the knowledge of 

such truths is a clear consciousness of what is in 

ourselves (of the Percept ions .which constitute our 

nature) and hence indirectly a clear knowledge of 

Substance in generaJ.(l) 

Now, as we saw in considering the mean

ing of life and death(2) while the self-con

scious~ or rational soul reall y differs 

onl y in degree from the conscious and the 

unoonsc ious· soul, it can · never completely 

lose its rationality. The animal soul may 

at death lose memory and descend to a 

lower grade. 

in the case 

And, 1 

But 

of 

this is not possible 

the self-conscious soul . 
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And, on the other hand, · whil~ an animal soul may 

be raised to self-consciousness, Leibniz finds it 

difficult to conce i ve that this can take place with-

out a special" act or operation of God. Self-con-

scious beings have thus a position of peculiar in-

dependence, which requires us to devote to them 

special consideration. We proceed, then, t o · con-

sider Leibniz 1 s acc ount (a} of the form in which 

Perception appears in man, and (b) of the form in 

which App e tition appears in him; these being the two 

... essential characteristics of . the human soul as wen 

as of every other Monad. 

(a) THEORY of KNOWLEDGE I 
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(a} THEORY of KNOWLEDG.E. 

Le i bniz seeks a via med ia between the views of 

Descartes and of Locke : 

Human Perception or Apperception is Knowledge, 

strictl y speaking. Leibniz's theory of Apperception 

is thus a theory of Knowledge. Now,Appercaption is 

the Perception of eternal and necessary truths . It 

is clear and distinct knowledge . But the human· soul 

has also knowledge which is not clear and distinct, 

knowledge of contingent things which i t cannot re-

duce to eternal and necessary truth. This must be 

so, for otherwi se the human soul would be perfectly 

clear and distinct in its Perceptions, complete and · 

unrestrained in its activity , actus ' pur"'-. But 

this characteristic of perfect intuitive knowledge 

and absolute activity belongs to God alone: the Per

ceptions of man are always at best · only relatively 

clear and distinct. Accord i ngly . it is impossible 

for Leibniz to assent to the Cartesian theory of 

knowledge, which gave worth only· to ·the absolutely 

clear / 
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clear and distinct, drawing a hard and fast line be

tween self-conscious thinking and all else. Des

cartes's use of the Principle of Contradiction was 

inconsistent with the possibility of relative truth. 

It explains the universal and necessary, but only by 

setting aside the contingent as ultimately inex

plicable. 

On the other hand, the theory of Leibniz is 

equally opposed to the oppo~ite view, expounded in 

I.ocke 's "Essay on the Human Understanding." If 

distinctively human knowledge does not consist sole

ly in the Perception of universal and necessary 

truths, neither is the human mind altogether desti

tute of su ch knowledge and dependent for its ideas 

entirely upon the contingency of the senses. As 

the human soul .i,. a Monad, its knowledge does not 

come to it from outside itself, for it cannot be 

really influenced by any other Substance. It is 

not originally a tabula rasa on which externally

produced impressions are made ; for no Monad can 

ever be purely passive or absolutely without Per

ception. The human mind, being spontaneous in all 

its / 
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its activities, must produc~ its knowledge entirely 

from within itself. It is not a vacuum, gradually 

filled ab extra with independent ideas: it is a 

force or 1 ife tt•ansforming itself, a growth, a self-

revelation.{l) 

Thus, in his theory of knmvl edge, Le ibniz may be 

regarded as seeking a via media between two extreme 

views, the basis of both of which is mechanical 

rather than dynamical. Each in its own way fai ls 

~o do justice to the relations in knowledge, to its 

unit y as a system. Each ·rests on the absolute (not 

the relative) validity of certain ideas or impres-

sions: each is a kind of Atomism. The eternal and 

necessary truths (or clear and distinct ideas) of .. 
Descartes are unconditionally valid: they are a 

priori atoms, forming the total ity of knowledge . The 

"simple ideas " of Locke are equal} y unconditional 

in their validity : they are a posteriori atoms or 

data of knowledge.(2) 

But, here as elsewhere, Leibniz would rather 

reconcil e than overthrow. While the · mechanical 

view / 
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view of things is not the truest, it nevertheless 

has value in its own sphere. Thus he regards the 

er1•ors 0f Descartes and Locke as due in each case 

to the over-emphasis of one of the two complementary 

elements in knowledge, the necesspry and the contin

gent. Descartes's view might hold if knowledge were 

entirely necessary; Locke's might hold if knowledge 

were merely contingent. But human knowledge is 

both; it incJudes both self-evident truths and 

truths of fact. A true theory of knowledge must 

de equal justice to both. . It must have affinity 

with the views both of Descartes and of Locke, with

out altogether accepting either. 

Le ibniz ' s solution o.f the Quest ion of Innate 

!demand the Tabula rasa : 

Loc ke endeavoured to estabJish his empiricism 

as against the position of Descartes by denying that 

there are in the human mind any innate ideas. If 

there be no· innate ideas, all our knov1ledge must 

reach·us ab extra, through the senses. And according

ly the only true theory of knowledge must explain 

it I 
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it a posteriori, entirely from sense-experience. 

This ·Nas the contrary opposite of tqe Cartesian view 

that all our genuine knowledge comes from pure 

thoughtj in complete independence of the senses, 

(which are bodily and therefore excluded from the 

sphere of thinking), and that the only true theory 

of knowledge must explain it .a priori, as a logical 

deduction from self-evident innate ideas. To Leib-

niz it seems that the conception of the human -mind 

' 
as a Monad leads to a theory of knowledge which har-

monises the other two, by combining in a new . form 

the truth they each contain and at the same time 

setting aside their errors. As a Monad, the soul 

of man is not, as in Locke's view, a purely passive 

tabula ~' continually receiving external impres-

sions. It is always an active force and it is it-

self the spont.aneous sourc.e of all its ideas, i.e., 

of the entire sequence of its experience. AlJ its 

ideas a~e therefore innate •· But none of its ideas 

~s from the beginning clear and distinct. When they 

fir st app.ear they are confused and imperfect. The 

recognition of their -self-evidence is the result of 

a / 
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a process, a development from relative confusion to 

clearness. But what Locke calls s ensation is, ac

cording to Lei'bniz, confused Perception, the indis

t i nct representat ion of things external to the i ndi-

vidual mind.· Thus the self-evidence of universal 

.and necessary truths is a result of experience,though 

that experience is purely internal. And though all 

our ideas are innate, there are many which can never 

be· reduced to the perfect clearness and distinctness 

of self-evident truth, but which we have neverthe

less quite sufficient ground for recognising as true • 

. Further, though our experience is entirely internal, 

it is none the less objectively reaJ, for it con

sists in a representation of the whole Universe, in 

accordance with the Pre-established Harmony between 

substances. Human knowledge is thus at once a 

priori and a posteriori, innate and experiential.(]) 

Relativity of the Distinction between Perception 

and Apperception : 

The acceptance of this theory involves a change 

in / 
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in the point of view held both by Descartes and by 

Locke. They both argue on the assumption that Per-

ception.and Apperception are quite distinct from one 

another. Descartes's theory of innate ideas rests 

on his doctrine that absolute certainty belongs to 

self-conscious thought alone, excluding all other 

forms of human experience as phenomena of body,which 

is the contradictory opposite of mind. Locke, on 

' the other hand , denies the existence of innate ideas 

on the ground that children, savages and idiots do 

not consciously possess them; an argument which im-
• '\.. 

plies that we have an idea only when we are fully 

aware of it, that is to say, that ideas exist only 

in self-consciousness or Apperception. Thus Apper-

ception (in the Leibnitian sense) is regarded by 

Descartes as containing _absolute, innate first prin-

ciples, from which particular trut hs may be deduced , 

while by Locke it is held to give, not first princi-

ples, but simple ideas,which are · the elements out 

of which knowledge is built . In both cases it is 

Apperception that is appealed to; mere Perception 

does not count.(l) 

Nnw / 
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Now , the great central principle of the Bhiloso-

phy of Leibniz is the idealising of all substance, by 

regarding it as throughout Perceptil: or representa-
1\. . . 

tive. Apperception, Feeling and bare Perception 

(which is no·t nee essarily anything more than the 

mere possession of real qualities) are not different 

i n ~ind but merely in degree. One reality pervades 

them all; no one of them is separated from another 

by any impassable barrier. Body is confused soul; 

soul is clear body. Self-consciousness is not a 

unique certainty or reality, but a high degree of 

clearness in that which is already real in lower 

forms. The sel£ may be e~clusive, self-limited, 

individual; but it is so only in corrnno·n with every 

other substance. There is no substance which is 

not potentially an Ego, a self-conscious being. What 

Descartes and Locke both ignore is the interna~ move-

ment, the becoming, the growth and d~v~lopment , which 

is of the essence of every substance. For them a 

thing, a mind, an idea, a principle is what it is., 

unchangeably; so that either, as in the case of 

Descartes / 



153 

Descartes, the variety of real thought is contained, 

perfect and entire, within i~s unity, and is to be 

set forth by pure sub-sumption, the lifting out of 

class from within class, or, as in the case of Locke, 

the unity of real thought is a mere aggregate of its 
, 

varieties, the elements remaining unchangeable, into 

whatever groups we may gather them • 

As against Descartes. Leibniz denies the com-

plete separation of Matter and Mind : 

Accord·ingl y, Leibn~z brings against Descartes's 

view of mind essentially the same a rgument as he 

used against Descartes's view of matter. The Car-

tesian view of substance as that which is in itself 

and is conceived t hrough itself, without need 

of anything else, resulted in the complete separa-

tion of matter and mind . Leibniz, on the other 

hand, unifies without absolutely identifying them, 

through his view of substance as that which is con-

tinually in process of Per ceiving or representing 

all things. Thus against Descart es's view of matter 

as an independent substance, Leibniz argues that a 

true / 
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true doctrine of substance makes matter by itself 

an abstraction, for it is - rea)Jy the confused Per--

ception which is potentially clear Perception ,Apper-
"--- -

' . 
ception or mind. Ancl s imil arl y, . against th.e view 

of Descartes that 'mind is an independent subst·ance, 

opposed to matter, Leibniz maintains that pure mind 

belongs to God alone, and _that mind as we have it 

is inseparabJ o from matter and is reaJJy nothing but 

matter rai~ed t? a ~igh~r power, ~onfuseq Perception. 

that has passed into greater clearness. As among 

created subs tances there is no body without ·soul , so 

there is no soul without body. 

In Opposition. to Locke, he holds that the Mind 

always thinks : 

On the other hand, as against Locke, Leibniz 

cont~nds that the mind is never without thought. If 
I . . 

mind is a tabuJa rasa, receiving all its impressions 

from outside itself, a mind without thqught is_ a 

perfectly na~u·l·al·supposition. _ And a ·posteriori _ 

- . 
Lo~ke holds. that in. dreamless sleep the mind exists 

without thinking. 
. . 

Its existence during such a 

s] eep / 
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sleep is, he thinks, assured to us by our recollec-

tion a:t't erwards of what took place in the mind be-

fore the sleep • Further, Locke maintains that , as 

' body can exist without motion, mind can exist with-
{1) . 

out thought. Now, the ground of this content ion 

manifestly is that motion and rest are not relative-

ly but absolutely distinct from one an·other, and 

similarly, that clear consciousness is at;>solufely 

-and not relatively distinct from unconsciousness. 

When a body has no apparent motion, it is absQlutely 

at rest;. when a mind has no clear consciousness or 

Apperception, it is absolutely without consciousness. 

To this the central principles of the philosophy of 
! 

Leibniz are in complete opposition. {2 ) · While motion 

..... and rest are apparently absolute opposites, in real-

i ty, when we regard them not abstractly but concret a·-

ly in their relation to the rest of the world, they 

can be understood only as relatively distinct . For 

otherwise, the law of Continuity, which is the basis 

of any workable interpretation of the Universe, would 

be broken. In virtue of t his law, then, r .est must 

be / 
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be considered as an infinitely small degree of 

motion, and every body possesse s at least a tendency 

t o mot:on or a virtual motion, even 1-f it has no 

actual , apparent, complete motion . I n the same way, 

when mind i s considered concretely , as a real sub-

s tanc e related ( through its representaticn of them) 

to all the other substances of which the Universe is 

composed, the dist inct·icn betvteen consciousness and 

unconsciousness is seen to be relative . There can 

be no total' ab sence of Pel~cept ion, for absence of 

Perception ( representation ) would mean absence of 

relation to the rest of the world , and thus a breach 

of the law of Continuity. Unconsci ousness or ap-

parent absence of Perception is then merely an in-

f initely small degree of Perception , and every mind 

must possess at least v i rtual thought or conscious-

ness, a tendency to clear Perception , even al though 

i~ may actually appear to .be empty of all thought.{l) 

The mind is not l i ke a block of veinle•s marble,trom 

which the sculptor may take what figure he pleases. 

I.t I 
--- ------------- - --- ----------- - ----------~------- - -

(1) Cf.Locke's Essay , Fraser's Edition,Vol.I.p.80,~ 
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It has veins which give the outline of the statue 

that is to come forth from it. (l) In other words, -------
it is the nature of the mind to "look before and 

after. 11 Leibniz regards his view as expressing the 

truth that underlie·s the Platonic doctrinef of re-

miniscence . The present Perceptions of the mind 

may be regarded as recollec tions of the past, inas-

much as they were already virtually contained in 

these past Perceptions and are devel oped from them--

are, indeed, these past Perceptions grown clearer. 

And again, t he present Perceptions of the mind are 

forecasts or prophecies of the future, since all 

its future Perceptions are confusedly VITapped up in 

its present states. 

The Petites Perceptions 

Thus in t he Monadology, (2) Leibniz maintains 

t he existence of unconscious Perceptions, on the 

ground that Perception can only proceed from Percep

tion and accordingl y . that in the passage from the 

unconsciousness of a swoon or a deep sleep to full 

waking consciousness ... there must be an infinite series 

of / 



of Perceptions gradually rising in degree from in

finitely little Perceptions, which are apparently 

~ndis tinguishable from absence of Percept ion, up

wards to the fuller perceptions of actual waki ng 

15e 

l ife . These little Percep tions (petites Perceptionsf, 

confused Perceptions, or, as we might now call them, 

sub-conscious thoughts or mental activities) express 

the continuity of all souls, from the soul of the 

pebble to that of the angel, as Leibniz puts it in 

his Correspondence with J. Bernouilli. The char-

acteristics of these petites Perceptions; _wh ich ·pr-e

vents us from being clearly aware of them~ are, he 

tells us,(l) their smallness, t he ir number, or their 

indiv idual ind istinctness. And by means of them he 

explains such psychological phenomena as our ceasing 

to be aware of the sound of a mill or a waterfall 

when we have become accustomed to it , The percep-

tions are still there, but »having lost the attrac

tions of novelty , they are not strong enough to 

claim ·our attention and memory, which are directed 

to more interesting objects. For all attention r e-

quires memory; and often, when we are not, so. to 

speak / 
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speak, warned and directed to take notice of certain 

of our own present Perceptions , we let them pass 

without reflection, and even .without observing them; 

but if some one i mmediately afterwards draws our at

t ention to them, and speaks t o us, for instance, of 

some noise that has just been heard, we recall it· to 

ourselves and perceive that a moment ago we had some 

consciousness of it. Thus the)R- were Perceptions of 

which we were not aware at the time, Apperception 

arising, in this case, only from our attention hav

ing been drawn to them after some interval, however 

small. "(l) The petites Perceptions, accordingly,are 

merely the confused Perceptions of the self-conscious 

Monad, and their function and value in ·Bsychology 

may be estimated by reference to the importance of 

confused Perception in Leibniz's general doctrine of 

substance. However great may be their degree of 

confusion, and however little we may be conscious of 

them individually or collectively, they are still 

Perce~ ions, one in kind with the highest, clearest 

Apperception or self-consciousness. 

self-consciousness / 

The realm of 
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self-consciousness includes the whole of substance; 

it is by no means limited to man and spirits higher 

than man, But in the infinite variety of substances, 

self-consciousness exists in an infinite variety of 

degrees; and there are many substances in which i ts 

degree is infinitely littlei that is to say, less 

than any degree that can be assigned or named. 

Leibniz•s Theory of Knowledge in Relation to 

the Main Principles ·of his Philosophy 

Thus Le ibniz's theory of knowledge is simply 

the Epistem~ogical expression of the main princi-

ples of his philosophy. All truth is innate, virtu-

ally if not actually. But there are two kinds of 

truth. Eternal and necessary truth has its ground 

i n the Principle of Contradiction. It is either 

self-evident or the result of strict demonstration 

from the self-evident. "Our mind is the source of 

necessary truths, and however many particular ex

periences we may have of a universal truth, we can

not for ever assure ourselves of it by induction, 

without knowing its necessity through reason 

The senses may suggest, support and confirm these 

truths / 
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truths, but not by demonstrating their infallible 

and perpetual certainty.n(1) On the other hand, 

truth of fact or contingent truth, while equally 

innate, is not demonstrable through the Principle of 

Contradiction, but t h rough that of Sufficient Rea

son.(2) It is obtained by induction rather than 

demonstration. It is truth of experience, or Per-

caption which we cannot anal yse into perfect clear

ness and self-evidence, because of the infinite com

plexity of its relations to the system of things. 

This infinitely complex mass of relations, which it 

is impossible for us to reduce to perfect order and 

simplicity, is our confused Perception. Confused 

Perception is, then,. the representation in us not of 

our own nature, but of the system of things other 

than ourselves, that is to say, the other Monads as 

they are relat~d to us. But distinct Percep~ion is 

the representation or Perception of our own nature, 

of that which is in ourselves, and it is at the._ same 

time the evolving of some of our confused Perceptions 

int o cl"earness: it is· not something quite separate 

from / 
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from our confused Perception. Thus we rise to a 

knowledg e of ourselves through our knowledge of ex-

. . ( 1) 
ternal things. Self-consciousness implies the 

consciousness of objects: Apperception is, indeed, 

the v ery flower of Perception, t he beauty to produce 

which Perception, in all its degrees, is living and 

growi~g. In ·experience or confused thought, right -

ly interpreted, there is the basis of distinct, ra-

tional knowledge , Sense, experience, imagination 

must no t be derided as f iction-makers by the intel

lect which they have nourished. (2 ) 

The Meaning which Leibniz attaches to "Percep-

t i on" or "Representation" . How does he endeavour 

to avoid an endl ess relativity? : 

Something re·mai ns to be said as to t h e meaning 

of t his "Perception", "Representation" or "Expres-

sion", which is the key-word to Leibniz 's theory of 

-
knowledge. Th ere is a s trong suggestion of Petitio 

Principii about it. What exactly does it mean? 

What i s perceived, represented , express ed? And what 

does / 
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does the Perception, Representation, Expression con-

sist in'? If the essence of every real substance is 

to perceive, represent or express every other, we 

seem to have come upon the doctrine of the relativi -

ty of human knowledge in its worst form. It seems 

as if knowledge must be compared . to the life of 

those unhappy islanders , "who earn a precarious live

lihood by taking in one another's washing." 

As to the meaning of the terms, Leibniz says 

that "one thing expresses another (in my sense} when 

there is a constant and regular (regle) relation be

tween what can be said of the one and what can be 

said of the other. It is thus that a projection in 

perspective expresses the original figure . "(l} Any 

two things, then, are related to one another as per

ceiver and perceived, when the predicates or quali

ties of the one (whatever these predicates or qual- · 

ities may be ) always vary concomitantly with the 

predicates or qualities of the other. Perception, 

represent•t*on or expression is then a relation of 

harmony (or development according to some law or 

principle ) / 
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princip~e) be tween t he qualities of individual sub

stances. But these qualities are t h emselves Ser-
ceptions . \Vhat , then , i s t he ultimate reality of 

which t hey are all Representations? Leibniz ' s an-

swer is that ~he ultimate Reality 1~ the. nature of 

God or the ide a s of God as an intuitive Knower. God 

alone has a knowledge whi ch is entirely adequa te, 

perfectly realised : in Him the Universe is trans

parent t hrough and t hrough. There is no r eality be

yond thought, to which t hought must correspond. 

Thought cannot in any way reprasent t hat which is 

entirely other than itself , that which is separated 

from it "By the whole diameter of being " (or by an 

.even greater d i stance i f t hat were possible) . For. 

no sign can be entirely cut off from t he thing signi-

fie d. Sign and thing signified mu s t have some 

ground of unit y in virtue of which thi s relation be

tween t hem is possible. Thus, pure thought cannot 

symbolise, represent or perceive· that. vrhich is ab-

s olutely not- thought. Confused thought is the sym-

bol both of other confused th6ugli t and · of clear 

thought. 

the / 
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the relation of sign and thing signified is such 

that that which is now regarded as sign may from 

another point of view be taken as the thing signifi-

ed and vice versa. Nevertheless, it is evide~t that 

the clearer of any two corresponding Perceptions 

will naturally be regarded as the thing signified by 

the more confused Perception, that is to say, the 

thing wh ich t h e more confused Perception is trying 

to express but is unable to express adequately . And 

thus the ul.timate "thing signified", the fundamental 

reality, which all other Perceptions in various de-

grees symbolise or represent, must be perfectly 

clear and distinct thought, or, in other words, the 

thought of God. So also God is First Cause as well 

as Ultimate Reality. For we have al~ seen (l) 

that Cause is always reason or explanation, the re-

latively clear Per~eption as against the cor

responding confused Perception, which i s the 

Effect. Accora ingly, as t he nature of God is ab-

solutely clear Preception, He must be the Ultimate 

Cause of all things. 

(b). I 

(1} page /14 · 
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(b) ETHICS. 

=D-=e;J;;g;r..=r~e;..;e:::..:s;::._o;:;...=.f'-=..::A~P,...P:...:e:...:t;..;l=-· t~· =-i o=-:..:n:......=i:.::.:n;........:t:..=h=.;e:;__;;M.:.:;o::..n=a.=d:.=s ____ I=-mp~ul s e , 

Instinctive Desire, Will -: 

Every Monad has Appetition as well as Percept ion. 

Appetition is the princ iple of change in the Monad, 

that in virtue of which the Monad passes from one 

Percep t i on to another . Like ~erception it has an 
~L.w.;k 
~~-~~ series of degrees ; but three main vari-

" 
eties of it may be noted, corresponding to the three 

main varieties of Perception . Thus the Appetition 

of the lowes t class of Monads, (the bare Monads,) 

is mere unconscious impuls e or tendency, a potential 

bl l nd force t ending to become actual. It is the 

particular Appetition or change of Perception (re-

presentation) which has its source or ground in un-

conscious Perceptions. This bare impulse may be 

compared to a watch-spring wound up, which tends to 

unwind itself:(l) it is a tendency such as that of 

"the stone which goes by the most direct but no t 

always / 

(1) Nouveaux Essa is, Bk.II, Ch 20. Sectn, 5. 



167 

always the best way towards the centre o1, the 

earth." (l) The Appetition of animal souls is in-

stinctive appetite or desire , which proceeds from 

Feeling or conscious, yet relatively confused, Per-

ceptions. Like the Appetition of the bare Monads, 

it seeks immediate present satisfaction, having 

nothing to guide it but the Consciousness and Mem-

ory of the animal soul. Finally, the Appetition of 

rational souls is self-conscious Desire or Will, 

a principle of change whose basis is Apperception or 

clear, rational knowledge . (2) Appetition, like 

Perception, is one and the same throughout all its 

degrees and varieties, from bare Force to the freest , 

most rational Volition. And in the nature of man 

we find all degrees of it: he is not a purely ra

tional Will, but has instinctiYe impulses and pas

sions, which belong to the middle class of Appeti-

tions, and physical powers which belong to the 

lowest class. As on the Cognitive, so on the 

Practical side of his nature, the law of Continuity 

holds. / 
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Feeling. Pleasure and Pain. "Semi-pains" and 

Semi - pleasures": 

The chief features of Leibniz ' s Et hics are fix-

ed by these general considerations. I n appl ying 

them , i t is nece ssary fo~ u s , who have become fam-

iliar with pos t -Kantian dist inc tions , to remember 

that the u sual three-fold division of mental elements 

into Cognit ion, Feeling and Will, is not of older 

dat e than the age of Rousseau ( l } and accordingly 

that Leibniz s till works with the Aris to telian t wo-

fold division of the elements i nto Theort tical and 

Practical. Thus the "Appetition" of Leibniz covers 

both Feeling and Wil l (in our sense of the terms}, 

as well as the l ower f orms of both , which are con-

scious and unconsc ious Forces more or l ess restrain-

ed from f ull activity , t hat is to say , more or less 

potential or virtual. Accord i ngly , as Appetition and 

Per ception always accompany .one another, Le ibniz main-

tains t hat there i s no Percep tion absolutel y colour-

less and entirel y unchanging or at re s t . Every 

Percept ion / 

(1 )-rt-i~-;~~~iiy-~tt;ib~ted-ta-r~--<~1~~~-i75oY~ 
Bu t it first comes i nto prominence t hrough Kant. 
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Perception has an element of feeling and activity , 

although the degree of it may be infinitely small. 

I f we can be pardoned the anachronism of using a 

phrase which Lotze has made familiar, we may say 

that every Perception has a "Value " or "Worth " ; but 

it must not be forgotten that for Leibniz · this Value 

is not anything absolute or pre-eminently real, but 

merely the unreal ised potent i ality of clearness and 

distinctness in the Percept ion. 

Speaking, then, of human nat ure, which includes 

all the varieties of Perception and Appetition, 

Leibniz says that "there are no Perceptions which 

are entirely indifferent to us, but when their ef-

feet is not observable we can call t hem indifferent; 

for pleasure and pain seem to consist in an observ

able hel p or hindrance." (l) Thi s, he warns us, is 

not to be taken as a stric t definition of pleasure 

and pain, for he does not think it possibl e to give 

such a definition. But his account of these feel-

i?gs seems to follow directly from hi s general point 

of view. Pain is essentially a hindrance or 

restraining / 
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restraining of a Monad 's Appetition ,whil e Pleasure 

i s its free action. (l) They are thu s entirely re -

1ative to one another. And while we speak of the 

hindrance or freedom of Appetition as Pain or Pleas-

ure, only when the Appetition has reached the degree 

of conscious~ess) yet consc iousness is separated from 

unconsciousness by no hard and fast l ine, and con-

sequently Appetitions of a lower degree may be re-

garded as minut ely painful or pleasant, according as 

they are retarded or advanced. Thus Leibniz speaks 

of "semi-pains" and. "semi-pleasures " or "little im-

pe.~ceptible (inaperceptibles) pains and pleasure!S", 

corresponding to the "petites Perceptions" in the 

theory of Knowl edge. Like the "Petites Perceptions" 

these semi-pa ins and semi-vleasures may by growing in 
' 

individual intensity or by combining into one totality, 

become observable in consciousness as complete pains 

and ple~~ures .< 2 > No soul can ever be absol-

<U- ~-; 
utely ~P~•ee9ft, absolutely without Appetition. 

Jl 1\ 

And no created soul can be purely active , with a 

perfe ct / 
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perfect fre e dom. Thus every soul has continual 

Appetition, which is partly free and partly restrain

ed. That is to say , every soul has continually 

Pleasure and Pain in some degree. 

Accordingly Leibniz truces great interest in 

the "uneasiness" in which Locke :finds the :first 

movings of Desire . (l) . This uneasiness is not ex

actly pleasure or pain, but a vague :f~eling of dis

comfort or restlessness, that tends to pass into 

more definite Desire and so to produce Action. It 

is thus :for Leibniz the confused Perception and un

developed s triving or Appetition out of which, by a 

process of Evolution, clear Perception and free Vol-

ition arise. In so :far as this Evolution is re-

strained, we suffer pain: in so :far as it proceeds 

smoothly without impediment, we enjoy pleasure. Thus 

every soul instinctively seeks its own pleasure: it 

follows the line of least resistance. This it does 

in virtue of it's own nature, which is to unfold it

self spontaneously: from within, its present state 

flowing entirely :from its past and holding a prophecy 

o:f / 
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of its future. Soul-activity is pl easure, soul-

restraint is pain; and it is of the essence of the 

soul to be active, for every Simple Substance is 

primaril y a Force. 

Freedom, Liberty of I ndifference and the "Will 

to will:" 

From this Leibniz 's view of Freedom directly 

fo ll ows. There can be no such thing a s a l iberty 

of indifference, an absol utel y undetermined choice; 

for that woul d imply discontinuity in the 1 ife of 

the soul.. An absolutely undetermined choice can 

only mean that the state of the soul when it make s 

the choice is not an orderly unfolding of the state 

of the soul pr eceding the choice, but is a begining ,.... 

of action de novo. And thi s is contrary to the 

very notion of Substance. Both in the "Theodicy" 

a;nd in the "New Essays" Leibniz freely illus t rates 

his view by reference to particu~ar instances, such 

as the parable of the ass between two equal bundles 

of hay.; and he makes it evident that, as a matter 

of I 
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of fact, in every ease there is in t he state of the 

soul before the choice is made some determi n i ng ele

ment of Percep tion. The extreme case' ( of eo.urse J 
is t hat of "willing to will", resolving to do a 

t h ing contrary to our judgment and wishes, merely 

because we have the powe r to do it. Leibniz points 

out t hat even here our volition is determined by a 

pr evious idea, namely t hat of showing to ourselves 

or to others that we possess a certain power. ( 1) so 

that in every case the will is detertnine d by some 

Reason or Perception. The error of abst ract Inde -

terminism arises from neglect of sub-conscious Per-

ceptions and Appetitions. It is t hus akin to the 

error of Descartes and Locke with regard to knowledge, 

namely t hat of .regarding only self'-consci ous knowl-

edge or Appercept ion as real knowledge. We have 

seen (2) that to ~gard all thought as self-conscious 

or reflective would make any progress in thought im-

possible, because it would imply that t he mind thinks 

that it thinks th~t it thinks ad infinitum and is 

a ccordingly / 
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accoroingly never able to go on to any new though t. 

Similarly, t he doctrine of a liberty of indifferenc~ 

regarding all Volition as necessarily developed and 

consc i ous, implies a power of willing to will that 

we will ad infinitum. But in fact Volition cannot 

be restricted to deliberate conscious desire or in-

tent ion. We do and experience many things which 

ultimately contribute to determine our will,although 

we do not at t he time deliberately contemplate t hat 

they shall afterwards· have this effect . ( 1) 

Moral and Metaphysical Necessity : 

On the other hand, Volition is not absolutely 

necessitated as the system of Spinoza requires. 

Will is not ta be identified with the abstract Un

derstanding, whose Principle is that of Contradie-

tion. Will does not invariably act from a reason 

the opposite of which is self-co.ntradictory: it 

frequently acts from a sufficient Reason: t bat is 

to say, from an inclining or probable r eason. We 

do / 
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do not ac t merely because we must, because the eter

nal nature of things makes it absolutely impossible 

to do otherwise. We act towards an end or ideal, 

which ls not a mere fiction of our own imagination, 

but' a recognition of the fitness of things, a more 

or less clear Perception of the b·est among various 

possible courses of action. Our will is thus de -

termined by a moral, not a metaphysical necessity, 

by the inclination which arises from its recognition 

of the best, howeve r perfec t or imperfect that reco~ 

nition may be. Our will (being our Conscious Ap-

petition) fnoves in accordance with our ideals; for 

these ideals are nothing but our Perception~, the 

potentialities of our nature, and not merely of our 

own nature but of the nature of all things_, since 

our Perceptions are Representations of thte Whole 

Universe. 

Freedom is Spontaneity +Intell igence : 

Accordingly Leibniz, following Aristotle, 

regards / 
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regards Freedom as consisting essentially in Spon-

t aneity and Intelligen·ce. But Intelligence is not 

to be inte rpreted merely as t he Abstract Unders t and-

ing of pure Self- consciousness: i t includes every 

degree of Perception or Representat i on . There is 

thus an infinite variety of degrees in Freedom,and 

no actual Concrete Substance i~ subject to an ab-

solut ely pure Necessity, t hat i s , to a Necessity 

which i s oth~r t han an inf i ni tely smal l degree of 

Freedom • . And as all Monads alike have Spontanei t y 

(for t he y unfold t he whole o"f their 1 ife from wi ·thin 

f themselves) th~ degree of Freedom belonging to any 

}, Monad depends on the degree of its Intelligence , that 

i s to say, o.!l. t he degree of clearness and distinct-

ness of its Perceptions. Similarly in human being~ 

an action is f ree in proportion to the c learness oi' 

t he reasons wh ich determine it. Thus a capricious 

or wilful action, far from i ndicat ing any special 

freedom of wi ll, i s rather lacki ng i n f r eedom,since 

its determining r eason is so obscure or confused th~ 

it ./ 
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it is hardly possibl e to descri be i t. It s obscurit y 

leads people to ove r look i t and to fancy that the 

act i on is entirely wit hout reason. No human act ion 

is undetermined, as none is absolutely ne cessitated; 

but the highest freedom accompanies t he most perfe c t 

knowledge and God is t he frees t of beings, not be

cause He can do vn1a te ve r He pleases nor because He 

always acts spontaneously , from the necessity of 

His own nature, but because every act of His i s 

dete r mined by i nfi nit e Wisdom to t he best possible 

ends. 

Good and Evil. The End of Conduct: 

So also good and evil ar e relative t e rms. AQ

ti ons. are good in so far as t h ey are determined by 

cle'ar Perceptions, evil in so far as t he i r de termin-

i ng reasons are confused . As error is .confused 

Perception and is thus imperfec t truth, so sin is 

the aetion or Appetition which flows f rom confused 

Perception and is thus imperfect righ teousness.Now , 

since / 



178 

since it is of the essence of the soul to be con-

tinually active, since its activity is more free the 

clearer are its Perceptions , and since pleasure con-

sists in the freedom of its activity, the end of con-

duct is the highest degree of freedom , which is at 

once the highest de$ree of fleasure o~ felicity ,and 

the highes t degree of Perception or Knowledge, Every 

soul more or l ess blindly seeks pleasure; but the 

blinder it is the more does it t end to seek satis f ac-

~ tion in ~w&Rt, momentary pleasure . I ts blindness 
A 

or confusedness of Per ception means that it does no t 

think the matter out , that it does not take into ac -

count the deeper nature and connections of things, 

and thus fails to find the best way to freedom , 

felicity , wisdom. The soul instinctively tries to 

take the shortest way to happiness ; but the way 

that is r eally shorte s.t is apt to appear 'to purblind 

souls a round- a-bout way an Umweg, and s o 

they fail to a chieve their end. "The stone goe s by 

the most direct, but not always the best , way 

towards I 
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t owards the centre of the earth, not being able to 

furesee that it will meet rocks on which it will be 

broken, while it would have more .nearly attained 

its end, if it had had the intell igence and the means 

to turn aside. Even thus, going s traight towards 

present pl easure, we sometimes fall over the preci

pice of misery."(l ) "We must not abandon t h ose old 

axioms that the will follows the greatest good it 

perceives and shuns the greate.s t evil. That the 

truest good is so little sought after is mainly due 

to this, that in matters and on occasions i n which 

the senses have very l ittl e infl uence , most of our 

thoughts are, so to speak, insensible (sourdes) (I 

call them in Latin, cogitationes caecae , blind 

thoughts ) , that i s to s ay , they are void of· Percep-

tion and feeling and consist in the bare use of sym-

bols, l ike the work of those who make calculations 

in Algebra ,without looking ~rom time to time at the 

geometrical figures . I n this respe c t words usual l y 

have the same effect as Arit~~etical or Al gebrarc , 

symbols / 

(\ 
(1) Nouveaux Essais, Bk.II.Ch.2l, Sectn 36 . PPee~s 
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symbols. We often reason in words, hardly having 

the object in mind at all. Now , this knowledge can

not move us: something v i vid is required that we 

may be moved . Yet it is thus that men most often 

think of God, of v irtue, of happiness; they speak 

and reason without definite ideas ."{l) 

Just i ce . Self- love, Love of Man and Love of God : 

Self-love , more or less enlightened, is the 

ground of all our act ions . And the more enlightened 

ou r self-love is, the higher is the ethical value of 

our a ction and the better are its results. But as, 

like all ot her Monads, our souls a r e not mere self

cent~ed atoms -but reflect the whole Universe, our 

sel f-love is at the same time, according to its de

gree, a love for others. To love others is to desire 

their good as we desire our own. And as it is the 

essence of our souls to represent or perceive all 

other souls, the more enlightened our own desir e 

of good is , the more are we seeking the highest good 

of / 
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of others a nd fulfilling the ends of God. We c a n 

really love others and e xpres s our love to them only 

i n proportion as we clearly perceive wh a t is best 

for them; and the more clearly we perceive wha t i s 

best for ourse lve s , the more clea rly we perceive 

what i s best for t hem . This follo ws from the - ve ry 

constitution of our be i ng : Jn ot her words , we see k 

our own perfection , however blindly; and we are so 

united to all other men, that in realising our own 

perfection we are a lso r ealising t he irs. 1'hus the 

more enl i ghtened our self - love is the more dis i nter-

est e d does it bec ome and t h e more ne a rly does it ap-

p r·oach to a pure love of God. ( 1) 

According ly, love is the · root of l a w. Law i s 

not a me rely external a rrangment , an arbitrary com-

mand, a n expression of bare p ower . lt is a moral 

power, and "moral" means that wh ich is natural to a 

g ood man. "A g ood man is one who loves . all men, so 

f ar as reason a llows. Accordingly, "sa ys Le ibniz, 

"Justice ( which is t h e ruling virtue of that affect ion , 

which the (,}reeks call 'fti\.11\v tl~WTt(~)wi ll , if l mista ke 
. 4''-

not, be most fitt i ngl y defined a s t he c harity of a 

wis e / 
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wise m~~' that i s to say char ity i n obe~ience to t he 

dictates . of wisdom . Char·i ty is uni-

versal benevolence, and benevolence is the habit of 

loving." ( 1) 

Thus the ethical progress of man is an approach 

to t he reality that is in God, a bringing forth of 

the image of God which i-s h idden i n the ·soul, through 

growing enl i -ghtenment, that is to say, through the 

Appetition of the soul pass ing forwa:r·d. to ever clear-

er and more 'distinct Perceptions. Thi s feature of 

t he philosophy of Leibni z leads WindelbanJ to describe 

h i s Et h i cs as express ing "t he philanthropic Lieal 

of Moral it y which wes characteristic of the Aufk lir-

ung perio :i" in Germany. "'Enlighten t hyself, and. 

have a care for t h e enlightenment of thy fellows : 

so shall you all be happy, ' t hat is the philosophy 

f 1 . . G (~} pro esse~ by the who e e1ghteenth century 1n e r many. 
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NOTE to PAGE 82. 

(1} In a similar way ·Cavalieri afterwards suggested 

that the area of a triangle might be conceived 

as made up of an infinite n~nber of straight 

lines, each parallel with the base. The 

lengths of these 11nes he regarded as f~ming 
1\ 

an infinite series in arithmetical progression, 

of which ·the first term is Zero. The sum of 

this series is equal to half the product of the 

last term (i.e., the length of the base of the · 

triangle) and the number of terms (i.e., the 

altitude of the triangle). As against this 

it was pointed out that , since a line has no 

breadth, no number of straight lines can ever 

~ make up a plaii!it area. 
"" 

Pascal, however, show-

ed that Caval ieri's method really impl ied that 

the infinite series of straight lines is an 

"indefinite" number of "s;IDall"rectangles,which 

are so small that the minute triangles between 

them and the sides of the given triangle ~ay 

be / 

. I 
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NOTE to PAGE 82 Continued. 

be neglected in the computation. This "inde

finite" of Pascal is th€ "infinite" of l~ter 

mathematicians, and his "small" is manifestly 

their "infinitely little". Thus we have here 

the transition i'rom the ancient to the modern 

Pascal vindicated Caval ieri's method 

on the ground that it differed only in manner 

of expression from the method of exhaustions, 

used in the Greek mathematics. 
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NOTE to PA~E 90. 

( l ) A succinct account of the· f amous controversy re

garding t he discovery of thi s method and of 

t he · different forms i n which Le i bniz ani Newton 

expressed it, will be found in Dr Williamson 's 

art icl e "I nfinitesimal Calculus " i n t he 9th Edn 

of the Encyl opaedi a Britannica~ Cf. Me rz, 

Hist. of European thought in t he 19th cent. 1. 

p p . 1 00 - lO~S . 
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NOTE to PA~E 91. 

(l) From one poin t of view i t may be regarde~ as 

t he solving of the problem of Achi lles and 

t ne t ortois.e. 
I 

Cf. Le ibnizls Re fp onse a l ' ex-

tra it de la l ettre de M. Fouche r ( 16~3), Erd . 

ll8a . »As ~o in~ivisibles, in the sense of 

t he mer e e x t r emiti e s of time o r of the line , 

we cannot conc e ive new e x tremiti es , whether of 

actual or pot entia l parts. Thus po ints a r e 

neither larg e nor small, and no leap is needed. 

to p a ss them. Yet the cont inuous, alt houg~ i t 

ever ywhere has such indivisible s, i s not c om-

p osed of them, a s the objections of sceptics 

s eem to suppose. There is, i n my opinion , no-

thing i nsurmountable in these objections, as 

will be found if they are put into s t rict form . 

Father Gregory of St Vincent has excellently 

shown, by ~he Calc ulus of infinit e divisibili t ~ 

the p l ac e where Ach illes s houl d overtake t he 

tortoise which starts before h im, according to( 

the proportion of their v e locities . Thus Ge-

ometry d issipates these apparent difficultie s." 
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NOTES to PAGE 95. 

(l) Cf. Lettre aM. Bayle, (1687) Erdm 104. "I 

have seen ·the r.e ply of Father Malebranche. to 

the remark I made on some laws of nature which 

he lai d down i n t he "Recherche de la Verite" . 

He appears somewhat disposed to give them up 

h i mself, and his ingenuousness is most laudabl e; 

but he gives r easons for it and makes restric

tions, which would bring us back into the ob

scurity from which I think I have delivered this. 

subject, and which conflict with a certain Prin

ciple of General Order th at I have observed. 

I hope, therefore, that he will kindly allow me 

to take this opportunity of explaining t his 

pri nciple, which is of great use in reasoning, 

and which does not yet appear to be suffi ci ent),y 

employed nor known in all its scope .. It has 

its origin in the conception of the Infinite; 

it is absolutelv. necessary in Geometry, and it 

also / 



NOTES to PAGE 95. Continued. 

also holds good i n Physics, inasmuch as the 

Supreme Wisdom, which is the source of all 

t h ings , acts as a perfect geometrician, and 

according to a harmony which cannot be. better-

ed The pr inciple may be 

stated thus "When the difference between 

two cases can be dimini shed be low any given 

magnitude in datis or in. the antec.edents - (~ 

qui est pose) it will necessari ly also be dimm-

ished b#e low every given magnitude in 

quae~itis or in the Consequents (ce qui en 

~ 

r~sulte). ~Or, to put it more simply: when 

the cases (or what is given) continually ap -

proach and are final l y lost in one another, the 

consequences or results (or what is required) 

must do the same . Thi s again depends upon a~ 

more general principle, to wit: datis or 

dinatis etiam quaefita sunt ordinat~ . (If 

there is order in the ~rounds there will also 

be / 
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NOTES to PAGE 95. Contd. 

be order in the Consequents ). But for the un-

derstanding of this, instances are necessary. 

It is known that the case or supposit ion of an 

Ellipse may be made to approximate, as much as 

we like, to the case of a Parabolat so that the 

difference between the Ellipse and the Parabola 

may become less than any given difference , pro

vided that one of the foci of the Ellipse be 

made St_!fficiently distant from the other , for 

then the radii · vectores proceed i ng from this 

distant focus will differ from parallel radii 

veato r·es as little as we like. Consequently 

all the geom~trical theorems which may be 

proved of the Ellipse in general can be a pplied 

to the Parabola , by considering it as an Ellipse 

one of whose foci is at an infinite distance , 

or (to avoid th i s expressi9n), as a figure which 

differs from some Ellipse by less than any 

given / 
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NOTES to PAGE 95 Continued. 

given difference. The same principle holds in 

Physics. For instance, rest may be regarded 

as an infinitely sm~ll velocity or as an in-

finite slowness. Accordingly,whatever is true 

of slowness or velocity in general ought also 

to be true of res t , thus understood; so that 

the law of rest should be regarded as a parti c

ular case of the law of motion. Otherwise , if 

this does · not hold, it will be a s'tit:re s i gn that 

the se laws are ill constructed. In the same 

way equality may be regarded as an infinitely 

small i nequality, and inequality may be made to 

approximate to equality as much as we like." 

V. also Nouveaux Essais, Avant-propos' · (Erdm. 

198a) - "Nothing happens suddenly (tout d'un 

coup), and it i s one of my great and most cer

t a in maxi ms, tha t Nature never makes leaps. I 

called this t he Law of Continuity, when I spoke 

of / 
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NOTES to PAGE 95. Continued. 

of it elsewhere in t he Nouvelles de la 

Republique des lettres; and the use of this 

law is very considerable i n Physics. It is 

to the e ff'e ct that we always pass from the small 

to the g;reat, and vice versa, through · that 

wh ich is intermediate, in degree as wel~ as in 

quantity; and that a mot ion never ar ises im-

mediately from rest and is never reduced to rea 

except through a smaller motion, just as we 

never completely traverse any line or length 

without having trave:r·sed a smaller line. But 

hitherto those who have laid down the laws of 

motion have not noted this law,and have thought 

that a body can receive in a moment a motion 

contrary to that which it had immediately be-

fore.,,· 14 
V. also N~veaux Essais, Bk IV, Ch. l6, 

" 
Sectn 12 (Erd . 392a) : - "But the beauty of 

nature requires the appearance 

of discontinuity (sauts) and., so to speak, 

musical / 
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NOTES to PAGE 95. Continued. 

musical cadences among phenomena." In the 

letter to Bayle above quoted, Leibniz also re-

marks (Erd. 106a) "It is true that in 

compound things a small 

produce a great effect. 

falling upon a large mass 

overthrow a wh9.le town; 

h (t. c ange may som 1mes 
II. 

For instance, a sparl 

of gunpowder might 

but that is not con-

trary to our principle, and mi ght indeed be 

explained on general principles. But in the 

case of elements or simple things nothing like 
"'-

this could happen; otherwise nature WQuld _not 

be the result of Infinite Wisdom." 

(2) As to the analogy between Symbolic Thought and 

Algebra,etc., cf. Locke, Essay, Bk II, Ch. 29, 

Sectn 9; F raser's Edit ion, Vol. I, p. 490. 

Also Fraser, ,Vol. II, pp. 12 'and 124, where 

further references will be f~und. 



NOTE to PAGE 99. 

(1) The consideration of Leibniz's Theology or 

Philosophy of' Religion is beyond the scope of 

the present volume. 

99a 
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NOTES to PAGE 101. 

(1) Principia, Part II, 25. Descartes adds :-

"By a body, or rather a portion of matter~ I 

mean the whole of what is transferred together, 

although this may be composed of several parts 

which themselves have other motions. And I 

say that motion is the transference and not 

the force o~ activity which transfers, in 

order to show that motion is always i n the 

moving object and not in that which moves i t; 

for it seems to me that these two things are 

not usually distinguished with suffic ient 

care. Further, I mean that motion is a pro

perty of the moving thing and not a substance; 

just as form is a property of the thing which 

has a form, and rest is a property of that 

which is at rest." 

( 2 ) Principia, Part II, 23. Veitch's Translation. 
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NOTE to PAGE 103. 

(1) Cf. Pr inc ipia II. , 36 (Veitch's translation). 

"With respect to the general cause of motion, 

it seems manifest to me that it is none other 

than God Himself, Vih o in the beginn i ng created 

mat t er along with motion and rest, and now by 

Hi~ ordinary concourse aJone preserves in the 

whole the same amount of motion and rest that 

He then placed in i t. For although motion is 

nothing in the matter moved but its mode, i t 

has ye t a certain and determinat e quantity, 

which we easily understand may remain always 

the same in the whole Universe, although it 

changes in each of the part s of i t. So that 

in truth, we may hold when a part of mat ter i s 

moved with double the quickness of another, and 

that other is twice the size of the former, that 

there is just precisely as much motio,n, but 

no more, in the less body as in the greater; 

and that in proport ion as the motion of any 

one / 
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NOTE to PAGE 103 continued. 

one part is reduced, so is that of some other 

and equal portion accelerated. We also know 

that there is perfection in God, not only be

cause He is in Himself immutable, but because 

He operates in the most constant and immutable 

manner possible; so that, with the exception 

of those mutations which manifest experience 

or Divine revelation renders ce~tain, and 

which we perceive or believe are brought about 

wi thout :.any change in the Creator, we ought to 

suppQse_no other in His works, lest there 

should thence arise ground for concluding in-

constancy in God Himself. Whence it follows 

as most consonant to reason, that merely be

cause God diversely moved the parts of matter 

when He first created them, and now preserves 

~11 that matter, manifestly in the same way and 

on the same principle on which He first created 

it, He also always preserves the same quantity 

of motion in the matter itself." 
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NOTES to PAGE 104. 

( 1 ) Of.· Pr inc ip ia, I I, 41. "Each th ing, whatever 

it is, always continues to be as it is in 

itself simply, and not as it is in relation to 

other things, unt i1 it is compelled to change 

its state by contact vtith some other thing. 

From th is it necessarily follows that a mov

ing body, which meets on its course another 

body, so firm and impenetrable that it cannot 

move it in any way, entir ely loses the deter

mination it had of moving in this part .icu.lar 

direction, and the cause of this is evid~nt, 

namely, the resistance of the body which pre

vents it from going further; but it does not 

necessarily on this account Jose any of its 

motion, since i t is not deprived of its motion 

by the resisting body or by any other cause, 

and since motion is not contrary to motion." 

(2} Of. Animadversiones ad Oartesii Pr i ncipia (1692?1 

Note to Part II, Sectn 25. (Duncan ' s Trans

lation p. 60.} 
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NOTE. to PAGE 105. 

(1) Cf. Letter toM. Peliston (1691), Dutens, Vol. I. 

p. 733. "It must be observed that every body 

makes an effort to act on outside things and 

would perceptibly act, if the contrary efforts 

of surrounding bodies did not prevent it. This 

has not been sufficiently noticed by our 

moderns. They imagine that a body might be 

perfectly at rest, without any effort. But 

this is due to their failure to understand 

what bodily substance really is; for in my 

opinion substance cannot (except miraculously) 

be without action. This also di~proves the 

inaction which So~ians attribute to disem
A. 

bodied souls." 
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NOTES to PAGE 107. 

(1) Letter toM. Pelisson (no date), Dutens, Vol. I, 

p. 71 9 . 

(2) Cf. De Primae Ph ilosophiae Emendatione, etc., 

.Erdrp. p • 122 • "Act i ve force differs from the 

bare potency commonly recognised in the schools. 

For the active potency of the Scholastics, or 

faculty, is nothing but a mere possibility of 

acting, which nevertheless requires an outer 

excitation or stimulus, that i t may be turned 

into activity. But active force contains 

a certain activity (actus) anq is a mean 

between the faculty of acting and act ion it-

self. It i ncJudes effort and thus passes in-

to operation by itself, requiring no aids, but 

only the removal of hindrance. Th is may be 

illustrated by the exa~plet of a heavy hanging 

body .stretching the rope which holds it up, or 

by that of a drawn bow." 

(3) Action is throughout this passage translated 

'force '. / 
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NOTES to PAGE 107 (Continued) 

'force. • Force (without inverted commas) is 

given as a translation of Le i bniz's force. 

Action might be translated 'work • or 'pow·er 'of 

work'; but that translation could not very 

well be maintained throughout the passage. 
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NOTES to PAGE 109. 

(1) Letter to Bayle,(1702), E.rdm. p. 192. Of course, 

from one point. of view, Le i bniz's statement is 

not quite accurate, since there are many 

forms of energy of which it takes no account. 

It is, however, on right 1 ines. It would be 

interesting to trace a connection between the 

inevitable inadequacy of his view regarding 

this matter and the imperfection of his gen

eral philosophical pas it ion·, arising from his 

combination, without any real synthesis, of the 

two principles, Contradiction and Sufficient 

Reason. Such an inquiry would throw light on 

the metaphysical pre- suppositions of the 

Modern Law of Conservation of Energy. 

(2) Cf. Janet VoJ.I, p. 633. "A body of one lb 

weight which has · a velocity of 2 degrees, has 

twice as much 1orce as a b~dy of 2 lb weight 

which has a velocity of one degree, because 

it can raise the same weight twice as high." 
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NOTES to PAGE 110. 

(1} Cf. Janet, Vol . I, p . 639. "Extension is an 

att ribute which cannot co:nstit·ute a concrete 

{accompli } being. We cannot draw from it 

any activity or change . I t expresses only a 

present state, and not at all the futur e and 

the past , which the notion of a substance 

ought to express . When two triangles are 

found joined together, we cannot infer from 

them how the joining has taken place . For 

it may have happened in var ious ways; but 

nothing whi ch can have several causes is ever 

a concrete {accompli } qeing. " 

(2) Cf. Dut ens, Vol. 6, Part I, p. 175. "If with 

the Cartesians, we were to admit a plenum and 

the uniformity of matter, adding only motion, 

it would. follow that there would never be any

thing in the world but a substit ution of equi

valents, as if the whole Universe were to 

reduce / 
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NOTES to PAGE 110 (Continued). 

reduce itself to the motl.on of a perfectly 

uniform wheel about its axis or to the revolu

tions of concentr i c circles of perfectly homo-

geneous matter. In that case, it would not 

be possible, even for an angel, to distinguish 

the state of the world at one moment from its 

state at another moment. For there could not 

be any variety in the phenomena. That is \Vhy, 

in addltion to figure, size and movement; there 

must be admitted forms from which there arises 

in matter a · varie~y of appearances; and I do 

not see whence we can draw these forms, if they 

are to be intelligible, except from Entelechies. 

Cf. De IPsa Natura (1693), Sectn 13, Erd. 158b. 

"Sturm says that mot l.on is only the successive 

existence of the thing moved, in different 

places. Let us grant this meanwhile; ; al~ 

though it is not altogether satisfactory and 

rather expresses what results from motion than 

its / 
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NOTES t o PAGE 110 (Cont i nued). 

i t s formal r eason , as it is called. Even so, 

motive force .(vis motrix) is not therefore ex-

eluded. For not only is a body at the actual 

moment of its motion in the place assigned it, 

but it has also an effort (conatus) or tendency 

to change its place, so that its succeeding 

state fol lows naturally of itself from its 

present state. Otherwis e at the present 

moment (and henc e at any moment) body A, whi ch 

i s moved by bod y B, would in nothing be differ

ent from a body at rest, and from the opinion 

of St urm, if it were contrary to ours, i t would 

follow that there is no difference whatever 

among bodies, inasmuch as ~n a plenum of 

homogeneous mass, no difference can be sup

posed except that which arises from motion." 
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NOTES to · PAGE 113. 

(1) Cf. Epistola ad Wagnerum. Er dm. 466. "The 

active princ i ple i s no t attributed by me to 

bar e matte r or materi a prima, which is merely 

' " p·ass i ve and. consists so.lely in ttll(t7ti"T{(GC 

and extens ion; ·but to body or clothed mat ter 

or materia secunda which contai ns in add ition 

a primary Entelechy or active princ i p l e • . . . 

The resi stance of bare matter is not activi ty, 
;. , 

but mere passivity , inasmuch as it has~ lf Tt r iJ;: td-

or impenetrability by which indeed i t resis ts 

t hat which would penetrate it, · but doe·s not 

re-act unless it has in addition an e lastic 

force. This elast ic force must be derived 

f rom motion, and thus also from the active 

force of matter, which must be 'superadded." 

Also De I psa Nat ura (1698) , 12 "Matter 

i s unde r s t ood as either materia secunda or 

materia prima; materia secunda.i .s indeed a 

complete subs tance , but not a merel y passive 

one; / 
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NOTES to PAGE 113 continued 

one ; materia -prima i s merely passive, but is 

not a complete substance; and thus there must 

be · added to it ·a soul or form analogous to a 
' • .,.. • ~ A 

soul, tv'r~~ ~-;tt'<·~ ~ TtrwT~, · that i s a 

ce rt a i n effort or primary for ce of acting, 

which itself i s an indwelling law, imprinted 

by d ivine decree. " It should be noted that 

the expr ess i on "Substance", as here appl ied to 

materil:l secunda, i s no t to be taken too strict-

ly. Materia Secunda~s. not so much substantia 

as substantiata. This is more clearly brought 

out in 'Le ibniz's later writings. V. Note to 

Se ctn 1 of the Monadology and Note on p . tf~· 

{2) Cf. Lettre aM. Remond de Montmort (1715) Erdm . 

736. "Ma t eri a prima' or pure matter, consider-

ed apart from the s oul s or lives which are 

united to it, is purely passive. Thus , 

·strictly speakin~, it is not a substance, but. 

som~thing incomplete. And materia secunda , a s 

for / 
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NOTES to PAGE 113 continued 

for example, body, is not a substance, but for 

another reason; namely, because it is a 

collection of several substances, like a pond 

full of fish, or a flock of sheep; and con

sequently it is what . is called unum per acci-

dens, in a word, a phenomenon. A real sub-

stance, such as an animal, is composed of an 

immaterial soul and an organic body; and it is 

the combination of these two that is called 

unum per se." 
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NOTES t o PAGE 114 . 

( 1 ) Ad Des Bosses Epi s tola , 7. (Erdm. 440). 

(2) Ad Des Bosses Epistola, 3 . (Erdm. 436) . 

(3) Ad De s Bosse s Epistola, 7 {Erdm. 440). 
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NOTE to PAGE 115 . 

(l) Of. Janet, Vol.I., p.6 29 . 
· ~ 

"In my opinion, .-e 
;'\ 

body in i t self, {setting aside the soul), or 

the Cadaver can be called a substance only by a 

wrong use of terms, like a machine or a heap of 

st.ones which are only beings by aggregation; 

for r egular or irregular arrangement has noth-

ing to do with unity of substance . I 

t hink that a marble pavement is perhaps nothing 

but a quantity of stones, and thus cannot pass 

for only one substance , but is a collection ot 

several. For suppose ther e are two s t ones ,for 

examp~e, that of the Grand Duke and that of the 

~reat Mogul , we might g ive them both,in respect 

of their value, one and the same collective 

name, and we ·might say that they are one pair 

of diamonds, although t hey are actually far 

distant from one another . .But it will not be 

said that these diamonds : compose one substance. 

More and less have no place he re. According-

ly, if we bring them nearer one another, and 

even / 
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NOTE to PAGE 115 Continued. 

even ma1te them touch one another, they will be 

none the more united in Substance; and although, 

after they had been brought into contact, we 

were to join to them some othe r body in such a 

way as to prevent them from separating again, 

for instance, if we were to set them in one 

ring, all that would make of them only what is 

call ed a unity per accidens. For it is as by 

accident that they are compelled to share in 

the same motion. I hold then that a marble 

pavement is not one concrete (accomplie) sub

stance, any more than would be the water of a 

pond with all the fish it holds, even al t hough 

all the water and the fish were frozen together; 

or than a flock of sheep, in which the sheep 

should be supposed to be so bound together that 

they could only walk in step,and that one could 

not be touched without all the others crying out. 

There would be as much difference between a 

substance / 
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NOTE to PAGE 115 continued. 

substance and such a being, as between a man 

and a community, like a people, army, society 

or· college, which are moral beings and in which 

there is something imaginary and created by 

our mind . Unity of substance requires an in-

divisible and naturally indestruct i ble concrete 

(accomplie) being, since the notion of such a 

being includes all that is ever to happen to 

it . This cannot be found in figure or motion , 

(both of wh ich, indeed, involve something im

aginary, as I could prove), but rather in a soul 

or substantial form, analogous to what is call-

ed "Me". These are the only real concrete 

beings, as was recognised by the ancients, 

and above all by Plato, who has very clearly 

shown that matter alone is not enough to make 

a substance. But the "Me", or t hat which 

cor r esponds to it in each individual substance 

cannot be made or unmade by a pproximation or 

separation / 
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NOTE to PAGE 115 . Continued. 

separation of parts, a thing wh ich is enti re-

ly outside of that which const itutes substance . 

I cannot exactly say whethe r there a re ot he r 

real .co rpo~eal substances than those which are 

· alive ( anim~l but at least souls se rve to give - ~) 

us some knowledge of the ot he rs through analogy. " 

. . 
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NOTES to PAGE 116. 

(1) De Modo distinguend i phenomena realia ab im-

a gin ariis, (Erdm. 444) . 

(2} Whether this can be reconciled with the view 

that mat eria secunda is a mere aggr egate or 

collection is a ma~ter for further considera-

t ion. 

(3) LOC. cit. --·- Of course, it must be r emembered B1at 

the "reality" attributed by Leibniz to phenomena 

bene fundata is entirely relative to the il-

1usoriness of "pure" phenomena, such as we 

have in dreams~ and is not to be confounded 

with the r eality of substance. Of. Nouveaux 

Essais, Bk. 4 , Ch. 2 • "The truth of 

the things of sense consists only in the con-

nection of the phenomena, which must have it~ 

reason, (ground), and that is what distinguishes 

them from dreams : but the tr.uth of our exist-

ence and of the cause of phenomena is of 

another / 
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NOTES to PAGE 116. Continued. 

another kind, because it establishes substances 

Although feel i_ngs are usually 

more vivid than imag inations, nevertheless 

there are cases in which imaginative persons 

are impressed by their imaginations as much as, 

or perhaps more than, another person is by the 

truth of things; so that I think the true 

criterion, · as regards the objects of the 

senses, is the connection of phenomena, that 

is to say, the connection of what happens in 

different times and places, and in the experi

ence of different men, who themselves are to 

one another very important phenomena in this 

regaxrd. And the connection of the phenomena 

which establishes truths of fact in regard to 

sense- objects outside of us, is verified by 

means of truths of reason; as the phenomena 

of optics are explained by geometry . 

Yet it must be admitted that this certitude 

is / 
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NOTES t o PAGE 116 . Continued . 

is not of the highest degree • .•• For it is 

not impossible, metaphysically speaking, that 

there is a consecutive dream lasting as long 

as the life of a man; but that is a thing as 

contrary to reason as would be the fiction 

that a book could be formed by chance thr-ough 

throwing down type in confusion. For the rest 

it is t rue that, provided phenomena are con

nected, it does not mat t er whether we call them 

dreams or not; since experience shows that we 

are not deceived in our practical dealing with 

phenomena when we act in accordance with 

truths of reason." Cf. Locke , Essay, Bk. IV., 

Ch . 2, Sect n 14. Fraser' s Edition , Vol. II ., 

pp .l85 et seq. with Prof. Fr aser's Not es, and 

also his Not es on pp . 332 and 333. 

( 4) Cf . Letter s to Des Bosses , · 2a, Erdm. p . 728. "I 

prefer to.· say tha t not substances but spec i es 

remain , and that these a re not illusor y, l ike 

a / 
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NOTES to PAGE 116. Continued . 

a dream or like a sword pointing towards us 

out of a concave mirror, or as Dr Faustus at e 

a cart -full of hay, but true phenomena, that 

is, in the sense in which a r ainbow or a 

moc k sun is a species, indeed, as according to 

the Cartesians and in truth, colours are 

species ." 
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NOTES to PAGE 117. 

(1) Leibniz even suggesti in one passage that the 

primary qualities also are merely phenomena. 

V. De modo distinguendi phenomena realia ab 

imagin ariis, Erd. 445. "Regarding bodies I 

can prove not only that l ight ,heat,colour and 

similar qualities are phenomenal (apparentes), 

but also motion and figure and extension. 

(2) Janet, Vol. I, p. 675. 
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NOTE to PAGE 119 . 

(1 ) Replique aux Reflexions de Bayle (1702) Erdm. 

189. Cf. Lett r es entre Leibniz et Cl arke, 
(Clar ke's Tr ansJn ) 

IIIme Ecrit de Leib~iz, 4 (Erdm. 75 2);- "I 

hol d space to be something merely relat ive, as 

~ime is: I hold it to be an order of co - ex-

is tences, as time i s an order of successions. 

For space denotes, in terms of possibility, an 

or der of t h i ngs wh i ch exist at the same time, 

cons i dered as existing together ; without i n-

quiring i nto their particular manner of ex-

isting . And when many things are seen to-

gether, one perce ives t hat order ~r t h i ngs 

among t h em_selves. " The correspondence between 

Le i bniz and Cl arke is mainly devoted to this 

question of t he mean ing of space and time . 

Clarke. endeavoured to defend the view of 

Newton t hat i nfini te space ·is real, and is to 

be regar ded as a k i nd of sensorium of- God or 

as Hi s omnipresent perception of things . 

Leibn i z / 
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NOTE to PAGE 119 continued 

Leibniz attacks not merely this particular view, 

but all other theories which makes space real, 

as for instance, those which confound infinite 

space with the immensity of God or with any 

other of his attributes. Cf. Fraser's Edi-

tion of Locke's Essay, Vol. I., pp.259, 260. 
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NOTE ·to PAGE 121. 

, 
(1) Lettres entre Leibniz et Clarke, IIIme Ecrit de 

Leibniz, 5 and 6. (Clarke's Transln). In 

answe1~ to this Clarke, while professedl y ad-

mitt i ng the Pr i nciple of Sufficient Reason, 

really denies its validity by maint a±ning that 

the mere w iJ 1 of God is· to be counted as a 

sufficient reason and that therefore Leibniz's 

application of the Pr i nciple does not prove 
, 

his case. Cf. IVme Ecrit de Leibniz, 18 :-

"Space being uniform, there can be neither any 

external nor internal reason, by which to dis-

tinguish its parts and to make any choice among 

them. Fer any external reason to discern 

between them can only be grounded upon some 

internaJ one. Otherwise we should discern 

what is indiscernible, or choose without dis-

cerning. · A will without reason would be the 

"chance" of the Epicureans. A God, who 

should act by such a will , would be a God only 

in name." 

With I 
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NOTE to PAGE 121 . Continued. 

With regard to the general ,question, cf . 

# 

Vme Ecrit de Leibniz, 62 _: - " I don ' t say 

that matter and space are the same thing. I 

onl y say, there i s no space where there is no 

matter, and that space i n itsel f is not an 

absolute reaJ ity . Space and matter differ as 

time and motion . However these things, though 

different are inseparabl e. " In sectn 47 of 

the same writing, Leibniz gives an account of 

the origin of the idea of space. " I will 

here show how men come to form to themselves 

the notion of space. They consi_der that 

many things exist . at once and they observe i n 

··them a certain order of eo-existence, accor d-

ing to which the relation of one thing t o 

another is more or less simple. This order 

is their situation or distan c·e . When i t . . 

hap.pen s that one of those co-exis t ent things 

changes its relation to a multitude of others , 

without I 
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NOTE to PAGE 121. Continued. 

without their changing their relations among 

themseJves; and that another thing, newly come, 

acquir~s the same relation to the others, as 

the former had; we then say it is come into 

the place of the other; and this change we 

call a motion in that body, wherein is the im-

mediate cause of the change. And though sever-

al, or even aJl the co-existent things should 

change according to certain known rules of 

direction and velocity, we can aJ·Nays determi ne 

the· relation of situation· which each acquires 

Wi·th reference to every other, and we can even 

determine. the relation which each would have 

or which it would have to every other, if i t 

had not changed or if it had changed otherwise. 

And supposing or feigning that . among those 

co~existents there is a sufficient number of 

them, which have undergone no change, then we 

may / 

.. 
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NOTE to page 121 . Continued. 

may say that those which now have to those fix

ed existen~ a re ~ ation such as that 
;... 

which 

others formerly had to them, have the same 

place which these Jatter had. And that which 

comprehends a J l these places is caJled Space. 

Wh i ch shows that in order to have an idea of 

place, and consequently of Space, it is suf-

f i cient to consider these relations and the 

rules of their changes, without needing to 

fancy any a bsolute .reality outside of the 

things whose situation we consider. And, to 

give a kind of definit ion: Place is that which 

we say is the same for A and for B , when the 

relation of co-existence between R and C, E, F, 

G, etc., is in per fect agreement wi~h there-

lation of co-exist ence which A formerJy had 

with the same C, E, F, G, etc; prov ided that 

in c, E, F, G, etc., there has been no cause of 

change / 
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NOTE t o PAGE .121 Con tinued . 

change. • • • • P1 ace is that v1hi ch i s 

the same in dif ferent moments t o differ ent ex

istent t hings, when t he relat ions of co- exist

enc e bet ween each and c ert ain ot her ex i s tents, 

which are supposed t o cont inue fixed fr om moment 

t o moment, agree entirel y t ogether. And fixed 

existents are those in \Vhich .there has been no 

cause of change in t h e or der of the i r co-exist

ence with others, or (which i s the same thing) 

in which there has b een no motion. In short, 

Space is that which results from places taken 

together. And here it is right to cons i der 

the d ifference between pl ace and the relation 

of s·i tuat ion which is in the body occupying the 

place. For the place of A and B is the same; . 

whereas the relation of A to the fixed bodies is 

not exactly and ind i vidually the same as the 

relat i on wh i ch B (that comes into its pJace) 

will / 
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.NOTE to PAGE 121 Continued. 

wi ll have to the same fixed bodies: these re-

lations are only in agreement. For two dif-

ferent objects, as A and B, oannot have exact

ly the same individual aff'ection; it being im

possible that the same individual accident 

·should be in two objects or pass from one ob-

ject to another. But the mind, not satisfied 

with mere agreement , looks for an identity, for 

somethi pg wh ich should be really ' the same, and 

conceives it as outside of the objects: and 

this is what we here call Place and Space. But 

this can only be an ideal thing, involving a 

certain order, in which the mind conceives re

lations to be applied." 

1 haYe ·ma'de :s-ome slight alterations in 

Ciarke's tra~s lation for the sake of clearness. 

As t o other details of Leibniz's doctrine of 

Space, cf . Fraser's Edition of Locke's Essay, 

Vol.!., pp.l58 and 186. 
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NOTE to PAGE 123 . 

(1) c~. Spinoza's views o~ Action and Passion in · 

Ethics, Part I II ., especially De~initions l 

and 2 and Propns. 1, 2 and 3 . 

Part v . , Prop. 40,_ Coro11ary. 

Also, Ethics, 



124a 

NOTES to PAGE 124. 

30. 
· (1) Cf . p;a.. v. also the last letter in the corre-

spondence bet\feen Leibniz and Arnauld, in which 

Leibniz gives a summary of his position !Janet, 

Vol. I., p.689):- "There must be everywhere in 

body Substances indivisible, unborn and 

imperishable, having something correspond-

ing to souls. Each of these Substances contains 

in its o\m nature "1 egem continuat ionia s eri ei 

suarum operationum" (the principle of sue-

cession of the series of its own operations) 

and all that has happened and shall happen to 

it. All its actions come from its own nature, 

except its dependence upon God. Each Sub-

stance expresses the entire universe, but one 

does so mo~e distinctly than another, and each 

expresses it more especially with regar~ to 

certain things and according. to its own point 

of view . The union of soul with body, and 

indeed / 
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NOTES to PAGE 124 Continued. 

indeed the operation of one Substance upon an-

other, consists only in the perfect mutual ac -

cord of Substances, defini>tely established 

through the order of their first creation, in . 

vir•tue of which ea.ch Substance, following its 

own laws, agrees 'with the rest, meeting their 

demands; and.the operations of the one thus 

follow or accompany the operations or change 

· of the other." 

(2) df. Monadology, 49 et seq. 
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NOTE to PAGE 125. 

(l) Cf. Draft of a letter to Arnauld, Janet , Vol.I. 

p.636. "The hypothesis of concomitance is a 

eonsequen~e of my notion of Substance. For, 

in my view, t he individual notion of a Substance 

i ncludes all that is ever to happen to it, and 

it is in t h is respect that concrete things 

,; 

(etres accomplis= res completae?) differ from 

those which are not so. Now, the soul being an 

individual Substance, its notion, idea, es-

sence.or nature must include all that is ever 

to happen to it; and God, who sees it pe rfect-

ly, sees in it all that it will ever do or suf-

fer and all the thoughts it will have. Ac-

cordingly, since our thoughts are nothing but 

the consequences of the nature of our soul and 

t he rise in it in virtue of its notion, it is 

useless to seek in it the influence of any other 

particula r Substances, besides t hat such an 

influence is absolutely inexplicable. It is 

t:r:ue / 
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NOTE to PAGE 125 Continued. 

true that certain thoughts come to us, when 

there are certain bodily motions, and that cer

tain bodily motions happen when we have cer

tain thoughts; but that is because erach Sub

stance expresses the entire Universe in its own 

way, and that expression of the Universe which 

is a motion in the body, is perhaps a pain in 

relation to the soul. But we attribute activ-

ity to that Substance whose expression is the 

more distinct, . and we call it cause. Thus 

when a body passes through water, there is an 

infinity of motions of the parts of the water, 

such as there must be in order that the place 

which the body leaves may be ~illed up again 

by the shortest way. We say that this body 

is the c-ause of the mot ions, because by its 

means we can explain distinctly what happens; 

but / 



125c 

NOTE to PAGE 125 Continued. 

but if we consider what is phys ical and real 

i n the motion, we may equally well suppose that 

the body is at rest and that every~hing else 

moves, in accordance with the hypothesis, since 

the whole motion in itself is only a relative 

t hing, viz., a change of si tuation (pos ition) 

which we do not know how to explain with math-

ematical exactness; but we do attribute it to 

a body by means of which all. is distinctly ex-

pl.ained" (i.e., so far sufficiently explaine~ 

though not with mathematical exactness.) "And 

in fact, taking all the phenomena little and 

~ 
great, there is onlyf\.hypothesis which serves to 

explain the whole distinctly. And we may i .n-

deed say that, although this body may not be 

an efficient physical cause of these effects,its 

idea is at least, so to sp_eak, their f inal , ·or, 

if you like archetypal (exemplaire) cause in 

the / 
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NOTES to PAGE 125 Continued. 

the Understanding of God. For, if we wish to 

find whether there is anything real in the 

motion, let us imagine that God wills directly 

to produce all the changes of Situation in the 

Universe, exactly as if this vessel were produc

ing them i.n .. passing t hrough the water; i~ it 

not true that there would actually happen ex

actly the same thing? For it i~ impossible to 

assign any real difference •. Thus, in meta

physical strictness, we have no more reason to 

say that the vessel compels the water to make 

this great number of ripples by means of which 

the place of the v essel is filled up, than to 

s ay that the water is compelled to make all 

these ripples, and that it compels the vessel 

to move in conformity with it; but, except by 

saying that ·God has willed directly to produce 

so great a number of motions all tending to 

this / 
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NOTE to · PAGE 125 Continued. 

this one thing, we can give no reason for it, 

and as it is not· reasonable to have r ·ecourse to 

God for the immediate explanation of matters of 

detail, we have recourse to the vessel, althoug~ 

actually, in an ultimate analysis, the agreement 

of all the phenomena of the various substances 

comes only from this, that they ~re all produc-

tions of one and the same Cause, to wit, God; 

.and consequently each individual Substance ex-

presses the resol~tion which God has taken with 

regard to the whole Universe.w 
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NOTE to PAGE 126. 

(1} Cf. Epi s tola ad Bierlingium (1711), Erdmann p.677 . 

"You ask about spiritual or rather i ncorporeal, 

things, and you say that wa see the mechanical 

arrangement of the parts but not the princi 

ples of the mechanism. True; but when ~e see 

motion also, we understand from this (what we 

see) t h e cause of mption, or force . The source 

of mechanism is primary force (vis primitiva}, 

but the laws of motion, according to which im

pulses (impetus} or derivative forces arise 

out of the primary force, issue from the per

ception of good and evil, or from that which 

is most fitting. Thus it is that efficient 

causes are dependent upon final causes, and 

spiritual things are in their nature prior to ma

terial things, as also they are to us prior in 

knowledge, because we · p~rceive more immediately 

(interius) the mind (as it is nearest to us) than 

the / 
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the body ; and this indeed Plato and Descartes 

have observed. II Also' Lettr·e a M. Remond de 

Montmort (1714), Erdmann, p . 702. "I have fouhd 

that most of the philosoph ical sects are right 

in a good part of what they maintain, but not 

to the same extent in what they deny. The 

Formalists, such as the Platonists and Aristo

telians, are right in seeking the source of 

things in final and formal causes. But they 

err i n neglecting efficient and material causes 

and in inferring, (as did Mr Henry More i n 

England, and some other Platonists) that there 

are phenomena which cannot be explained on me-

chanical principles. But , on the other hand, 

·the Materiali s ts, or t hose who hold exclusively 

to the Mechanical Philosophy , err in setting 

aside metaphysical cons~derations and in trying 

to explain ev~rything by that which is depend-

ent on the imagination. I flatter mysel f 

that / 
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that I have discovered the harmony of the dif-

ferent systems and have seen that both sides 

are right, provided t hey do not clash with 

one another; that in the phenomena of nature 

eve~ything happens mechanically and at the 

same time metaphysically, but that the source 

of the mechanical is in the met-aphysical." 

Also Janet Vol.I., . p.632. ~we are obliged to 

admit many things of which our knowledge is not 

sufficiently clear and dis tinct. I hold that 

t he knowledge of extension is very much less 

so" (than that of substantial :f'orms, of which 

h e has been speaking,) · "witness the remarkable 

difficulties as ·to the composition of the con-

tinuous; and it may even be said t hat bodies 

have no definite and pr.ecise shape, because of 
. . 

the actual sub-division of their parts . " (i.e., 

their sub-division ad infinitum). "So t hat 

bodies / 
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bodies would without doubt be something merely 

imaginary and apparent, if there were nothing 

but matter and its modifications. Yet it is 

of no use to mention the _ unity, notion or sub

stantial f orm of bodies, when we are explain

ing the particular phenomena of natur·e, as it 

is of no use for mathematicians to investigate 

the difficulties de compositione eontinui, when 

they are working at the solution o~ some pro-

blem. These things are none the less importam 

and worthy of consideration in their own place. 

All the phenomena of bodies can ·be explained 

mechanic ally or by the corpuscular philosophy,. 

according to certain principles of mechanics, 

which are laid down w·athout taking int-o consid

eration whether there are souls or not; but 

in an ultimate analysis of th~ principles of 

physics and even of mechanics, it appears that 

we / 
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we cannot explain these principles by modi fi c 

ati9ns of extens i on alone, and the nature of · 

force already requires some thing else. " 



It~ 
NOTE to PAGE ~. 

(~) In the second of two dialogues entitled 

Phoranomus seu de Potentia et Legibus Naturae 

(1689) Leibniz gives an account of the progress 

of his views r egarding Dynamics and Physics. 

"When first I escaped f rom the prickly thorn-

brakes of the schools into the more pleasant . · 

fields of later philosophy, I was greatl y taken 

with that f.ascinating ease of understanding, in 

which I saw a lucid imagination comprehending 

all t he things which fo rmerly were wrapped in 

dark notions. And a~ter long and careful de-

liberation I at lengt h rejected the "forms" and 

"qualities" of material t h ings and reduced all 

t hingg to purely mathematical principles; but 

since I was not yet versed in Geometry, I was 

convinced tha.t a continuum consists of points, 

and that a very slow motion is broken by little 

bits of rest, and I was inclined to other 

doctrines / 
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doctrines of this k ind, which commend them

selves to those who seek to comprehend al:l .' things 

with t he imagination and who do not notice the 

inf inite which is everywhere latent in things. 

But although when I became a Geometrician, I 

put off these opinions, there yet remained for 

a while Atoms and the Void, as relics of a 

state of mind that was in revolt against the 

idea of the Infinite; for although I granted 

that every continuum can in thought be divided 

ad infinitum, yet I did not really accept the 

v iew that in things ·there are innumerable parts 

which follow from motion i n the plenum. At 

last not only was I freed from this scruple,but 

also I began to recognise something deeper in 

bodies , which could not be comprehended by the 

imagination . . . This ought not to seem 

wonderful, for it is the nature of foundations 

to / 
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to be humble, but if they are securely laid, 

great masses arise upon them. Accordingly 

when I as yet acknowledged the jurisdiction of 

imagina tion alone in regard to material things , 

I was of opinion that any natural inertia in 

bodies was unintelligible and that a body at 

rest in vacuo or in a free space must receive 

the velocity .of another, however small that 

othe r might be; and that this doe~ not ~ctual

ly happen in our experience I attributed to the 

system established by the wisdom of the Su

preme Author of t hings , in which all things are 

ruled by the most just laws . Nor indeed did I 

doubt that the origin of the system might be 

rationally thought out on mechanical principles 

from those very laws of natural bodies , which 

explain occurrences by t he combination of mo

tions, such as I expounded regarding several 

cases / 
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cases in a treat i se which I published when a 

young man . . . . . Perhaps it will now also 

be worth While to consider these rules of mine, 

since they seemed to have clearly much reason 

i n their favour. Conceiving, then, in matter 

nothing else than extens i on and impenetrab i li t~ 

or in one word, the filling of space, and 

underst anQ.ing by motion nothing but change of 

space, I saw that a body moved d i ffers, from 

moment to moment , from the same body at rest, 

in this respect at least that the body set in 

motion has always a certain effort(conatus) or 

(to use the expression of Erhard We i gel,_, a di s-

-tinguished mathematician of Saxony) a tendency, 

that is a beginning to start ( i:nft i um .pergendi }_ 

although meanwhile it ·may happen that owing to 

~ contra~y effort, equilibrium arises (equal 

efforts tending in opposite directions) and a l l 

progress / -
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progress and motion is stopped. 

Further I saw that every effort (conatus) is 

compatible with every other conatus, since also 

every· motion can be combined with every other 

motion, so as to produce a t hird motion, which 

can always be Geometrically dete'rmined. And 

therefore there appeared to be no way in which 

conatus could naturally be destroyed or re

moved from the body." ·Leibniz proceeds to de- · 

duce on these principles, three laws of motion, 

which, however, agree neither with actual con

crete experienc~ nor with the similar laws of 

Descartes, and he finally goes on to say :-

"Nevertheless, all things considered, I at length 

saw that it is impossible to find a solution of 

the difficulty by means of such rules .... . 

I gathered that the nature of matter is not yet 

sufficiently known to us nor is it possible to 

explain / 
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explain the i nertia or the power (potent.ia) of 

bodies, unless there is something in them be-

sides extension and impenetr.ability. 

I am of opinion that the .me chanical· principles 

and reasons of the laws of motaon do themselves 

arise not from the necessity of matter, but 

from some higher principle than i magi nation, 

and one independent of mathematics ..... . 

Besides I began to have considerable doubts as 

to the nature of motion. For when formerly I 

regarded space as an i mmoveable real place , 

poss-ess ing extension alone , I had been able to 

define Absolute Motion as change of this real 

space. But gradual~y I began to dou~t;whetben 

there is in nature such .. an entity~ .. as 1s called 

space; whence it fol.lowed that a doubt might 

arise about absolute motion. Certainly Aris-

totle had said that place is nothing but the 

surface / 
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surface of what surrounds u~ (superficies 

ambientis), and Descartes, following him , had 

defined motion (that is, change of place) as 

change of neighbourhood (mutatio viciniae). 

Whence it seemed to follow that that which is 

real and absolute in mot ion consists not in 

what is purely mathematical, such as change of 

neighbourhood or s ituation, but i n motive force 

(potentia motrix) itself; and if there is .none 

of this, then there is no absolute and real 

motion. Accordingly I found no otl:le r · 

Ariadne thread to lead me out of thfs Labyrinth, 

than the calculation of forc~s (potentiae ), 

assuming this metaphysical principle·, "That t he 

total effe ct is always equal to its complete 

cause" (Q,uod ·effectus integer s it semper 

aequalis causae suae plenae). When I discoveP-

ed that this agrees perfectly wit~ experience 

and / 
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and satisfies all doubts, I was the more con

f irmed in my opinion that t he causes of things 

are not, so to speak, senseless (surdus) and 

purely mathematical, like the concourse ot' 

atoms or the blind fo rce of nature, but proceed 

from an Intelligence, which employs metaphysical 

reasons". Archiv -fur G'e:schicht e d. Philo-

sophie, I 577. In the first of these Dialogues 

Leibniz says :- "As in Geometry and. number~, 

through the principle of the equality of the 

whole to all its parts, Geometry is brought 

within the scope of an Analytical Calculus, so 

in mechanics, t hrough the principle of the 

equality of the effect to all its causes or of 

the cause to all it·s effects, we obtain certain 

~quations, as it werei and a kind of Algebraic 

Mechani cs". 
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NOTE to PAGE 132. 

(2) Yet it must not be supposed. that the soul has 

perfect knowledge of all that takes p·lace in 

its own bo~y. Of. Janet, Vol I., p.648. "It 

does not follow that the soul must be perfect-

ly conscious (apercevoir) of what happens in 
<I 

the parts of its body, since· there :;;a -degrees 
A 

of relationship between these parts themselves, 

which are not all expressed equally, any more 

than external things are. The distance of 

the latter is balanced by the smallness or 

other disadvantages of the former, ana Thales 

sees the stars, when he does not see the ditch 

before his fe~t ." Of. Janet, Vol I., p.668. 

"In natural Percept ion and in animal feeling, it 

is enough that what is divisibl e and material, 

and is actually divide~ among several b~ings, 

should be expressed or represented in one in-

divisibl e being or in Substance which possesses 

a real unity. We cannot doubt the possibility 

of / 
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of such a representation of several things in 

one only , since our soul gives us an instance 

of it. But this representation is accompanied 

in the rational soul by consciousness, and then 

it is called thought. Now, this express ion 

occurs everywhere, because all Substances are 

in sympathy wit.h one another, and each receives 

some pr·oport ional change, corresponding to the 

least change which happen~ anywhere in the 
t\. 

Uni"verse, though this change is more or less 

observable, according as other bodies or their 

actions have more or l ess relation to our s. 

And I think that M. Desca~te s himself would 

have admitted this, for he would doubt less al-

low that, because of the continuity and divisi-

bility of all matter, the least motion has its 

effect upon neighbouring bodies, · and conse·quent-

ly upon one body after another ad infinitum, the 

effect proportionally diminishing. Thus, our · 

body / 
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body must be in some way affected by the changes 

in all others . Now, to all the motions of ou.r 

body there correspond certain more or less con

fused Perc'eptions: or thoughts of our soul. 

Hence, the soul also wil l have some thought 

of all the motions .in the Universe, and , in my 

opinion, every other soul or Substance will 

have some Perception or Expression of them . l t 

is tr-ue that we are not distinctly consc i ous of 

all the motions of our body, as, for i nstance, 

t hat of the lymph; but this may be compared 

with the fact that I must have some Perception 

. of the motion of each wave on the shore, in 

order that I may be conscious of that which re

sults from the totality of them, namely the 

great noise that I hear· when close to the sea. 

Even so, we experience some confused result of 

all the motions which take place in us; but 

being / 
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being accustomed to this internal motion, we 

are not distinctly and reflectively conscious 

of it, except when there i s a considerable 

change in it, as at the beginning of an ill-

ness. Now, since we are conscious of 

other bodies only through the relation they 

have to our own, I was right in saying that 

the soul expresses best what belongs to our 

own body. Thus we know the sat ellites of 

Saturn or of Jupiter, only in consequence of a 

mot ion w:hich takes place in our eyes •. " Cf. 

Spinoza, Ethics,Part II. Propositions 24 and 27 . 
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NOTES to PAGE 134. 

(1) Cf. Correspondenc e with Ber·noud.lli, Vol. I, p. 

424. "I would.readily all ow that there are 

animals (in the ordinary sense) incomparably 

greater than ours; and I have sometimes said 

in jest that there may be some system similar 

t o ours, which is the watch of. a very great 

. . giant. " Also Monadology, . 66 et seq. cf. 

Spinoza, Ethics, Part II, Lemma VII. Scholium. 

(2) Cf. Correspondence with Bernotii11i, Vol. I, p. 

424 . "-I do not admit ~t-T~}l ~ vpw~{e, into 

a new animal, but ).t ~Til..#-~~ f'~ eft~) ~tf f' f'<i ., 
. . II 

A1. tW €t~ of ·the · same animal." 
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NOTES to PAGE 137. 

(1) Cf. Correspondence with BernouilJi, Vol. I, p. 

415. "You argue entire] "i to my m ind when you 

say that changes do not take place per saltum. 

And further, I do not laugh at your conjecture, 

but I definitely avow that there are in the 

world animals as much larger than ours, as 

· ours are larger than microscopic animalcules. 

Nor does nature knov1 any limit. And again) it 

may be, nay it must be, that in the very small-

est grains of dust, and indeed in the least 

atoms (atomulis} there are worlds not inferior 

to ou.b.; ·ow-n in beauty and variety; nor is there 

anything to prevent what may appear a still 

more wonderful thing, that animals at death 

are transferred to such worlds; for I regard 

death as nothing else than the contraction of 

an animal." 

( 2 } Cf. Lettre a M. Des Maifeaux . (17JJ} Erdm. p . 
1\ 

676 . "I am of opinion that the souls of men 

pre-oxist·ed / 
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pre-Gxisted, not as rational souls, but merely 

as "sensitive_" (sensible ) souls, which attained 

thi s higher degree, (that is to say, Reason) 

onl y when the man, whom the soul is to animate, 

was conceived. I grant an existence as old 

as the world not only to the souls of the low

er animals,but in general to all Monads or 

simple subst ances from which compound phenomena 

result; and I hold that each soul or Monad is 

always accompanied by an organic body, which 

is nevertheless p_erpetuall y changing; so that 

the body is not the same, though the soul and 

the animal are. These rules apply also to 

the human body, but apparently in a higher 

degree than to other animals which are known 

to us; since man must continue to be, not mere

ly an animal but also a person and a citizen 

of the City of God, which is the most perfect 

possible state, under _the mos t perfect Monarch." 
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NOTE to PAGE 139. 

(1) Janet, Vol. I, p. 657 . Cf. Theodicy 91. "I 

would be of opinion that the souls whlch will 

some d~y be human souls have, like those of 

other species, been in the seed and in their 

ancestors up to Adam and have consequently ex

isted since· the beginning of things, always in 

some kind of organic bocly . • • • 

It appe~rs to me also for various reasons pro

bable that they then existed only as sensitive 

or · animal souls , endowed with Perception and 

feeling, and devoid of reason; and t hat they 

remained i n this state up to the time 

of the begetting of the man to whom they were 

to belong, but that then they received reason; 

whether we suppose that there is a natural 

means of raising a sensi.tive soul to the rank 

-of a rational soul (which · I find it difficult 

t o conceive ) o~ that God has g i ven reason to 

this soul by a speciaJ act, or (if you like) 

by I 

• 
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by a kind of transcreation. This is the more 

easily admitted, as Revelation i nforms us of 

many other immediat e acts of God upon our 

souls. And it is much more in 

harmony with the divine justice to give to the 

soul, already physically or as an animal 

corrupted by the Sin of Adam, a new perfection , 

namely ·Reason, than, by creation or otherwise, 

to put a rational soul into a body in which it 

is to be morally corrupted." Of. Janet, Vol.I . 

p. 630. "The rational soul is created only at 

the time wh~n its body is formed, being entire

ly different from the other souls we know , be

cause it is capable of reflection and resembles 

in miniature the divine nature." 
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NOTE to PAGE 141. 

(1) A. Lemoine, in his Thesis entitled Q,uid sit 

Materia apad Leibnitium (Paris, 1850 ), dis

cusses fully the Let ters to Des Bosses, with 

the object of showing that the vinculum sub

stantiaJe is an excrescence upon the Philosophy 

of Leibniz, and that the use he makes · of it 

involves inconsistency with his general posi-

t ion. ·Erdmann, in his History of PhilosopflY, 

Vol. II, holds that it is not to be regarded 

merely as a concession to the religious scruples 

of Roman Catholics, but that it is really a 

part of Le ibniz '·s 1 ife-1 ong endeavour to re

concile the Roman Catholic and Lutheran Churches 
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NOTES · to PAGE 143. 

{1) Monadology, 18-30,Principles of Nature and of 

Grac e , 4 and 5. Of course it is not to be 

supposed that the scale of organic being ends 

with man. There must be between man and God 

a continuous succession of other embodied 

souls, each more perfect than the one beneath 

it. Otherwise the law of continuity would be 

broken. nrt is also reasonable to suppose 

that there are below us Substances capable of 

Perception, as there are such Substances above 

us; and that our soul , far from being the last 

of all , occupies a middle position, from which 

it is possible to go pp or down; otherwise 

there would be in the or~er o.f things a defect, 

which certain philosophers call vacuum formarum.' 

Sur le Principe de Vie (1705), Erdmann, p.431. 

Leibniz calls these higher beings genies 

{genii). -
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NOTES to PAGE 147. 

(1) Cf. Nouveau¥·Essais, Bk II, Ch. I, 2. "This 

tabula rasa, of which so much is said, is in 

my opinion nothing but a fiction, which Nature 

does not allow and which has its grounds only 

in the· incomplete notions of philosophers, like 

the void, atoms and absolute or relative re~t 

of two parts of a whole in regard to one anoth

er , or like the materia prima, which is conceiv

ed as absol'.l.tel.y passive (sans aucunes formes). 

Things which are uniform and conta in no var iety 

are never anything but abstractions, like time, 

space and the othe·r beings of pure Mathematics. 

There is no body, whose parts are at rest, and 

there is no substa11ce which has nothing to dis-

tin~uish it from every other. Human souls 

differ, not only from other souls, but also 

from one anothel•, although the difference is 

not of the kind that is called "specific". And 

I think I can prove that every substantial 

thing, whether souJ or body, has its own special 

·relation / 
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relation to every other; · and one must alway s 

differ from ano ther by intrinsic characters; 

without ment ioning that those who say so much 

about this tabula~ after having removed 

from it the Ideas , cannot tell what remains of 

it, like the scholastic philosophers who lea~e 

nothing in their materia prima. Perhaps it 

may be replied, that this tabula rasa of the 

philosophers means that . the soul has originally 

and by nature nothing but bare faculties. But 

faculties without any activity, in a word the 

pure potencies {puissances ) of the scholastics, 

are themselves only ficti ons,which nature knows 

not and which are obtained only by making ab-

stractions. For where in the world shall we 

ever find a faculty, whi~h is shut up in mere 

potency without any activity? There is always 

a particular disposition to action; and to one 

action rather than another. And besides the 

disposition there is a tendency to action, and 

indeed / 
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indeed there is always an infinity of these 

tendencies at once in every object ; and these 

tendencies are never without some effect. Ex

perience is necessary, I admit, in order that 

the soul should be determined to such and such 

thoughts,and ·· in order that it may take notice 

of the Ideas which are in us. But by what 

means can experience and the senses give ideas? 

Has the soul windows? Is it like a wri~ing-

tablet? Is it like wax? It is plain that all 

those who think thus of the soul, make it at 

bottom corporeal. There will be brought 

against me this axiom, accepted among the phil

osophers, that nothing is in the soul that does 

not come from the senses. But the soul itself 

and its affections must be excepted. Nihil est 

in intellectu, quod non fuerit in sensu, ex-

cipe: nisi ipse intellectus. But the soul 

contains the Notions of Being , Substance, Unity, 

Identity, Cause, Perception, Reasoning and many 

others / 
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others, which the senses cannot give. Thi s 

agrees well enough with your author of the "Es

say", who finds the origin of a considerable 

sect ion· of the Ideas in the mind's reflect ion 

on its own nature." 

{2) Locke's opposition to Descartes, great though it 

was, ought not to be emphasised to such an ex

tent as to hide the fact that they have much in 

common. For instance , we know t hat Locke's 

first a ttraction to philosophy came from_ a read

ing of Descartes, and he may perhaps owe the 

suggestion of some of his leading ideas to such 

passages as the follow ing extract from an un

finished dialogue of Descartes, in which the 

method of doubt is wittily set in contrast with 

the scholastic metaphysics. The question is:-

"What is man's first knowledge? In what part 

of the soul does it dwell? And why is it so 

imperfect at the beginning? 11 Ep ist emon, the 

representative / 
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representat i ve of schol astic learning, says:

"That app ears to me to be ver y clearly explain

ed, if we liken the imag ination of infants to 

a tabula~ on which our ideas, wh i ch are,as 

it were, the liv i ng image of objects, · are to be 

pa i nt ed. Our se!lses, the d i.sposit ions of our 

mind, our masters and out• inte11 igence are the 

different pa i nters who can execute this v1ork, 

and those among them which are least fitted to 

succeed , begin it; namely imperfect senses, 

blind instinct and fool ish nurses.. .At last 

comes the best of all, i~tel l igence; and yet 

is it still necessary that it should serve an 

apprenticeship of several years and for some 

time follow the _example of its masters, before 

it dare rectify one of their errors •• . . . . 
It is like a clever artist, called to put the 

finishing touches to a picture sketched by learn 

ers. Though he use all his art, correcting 

gradually / 
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gradually now one feature, now another and putt

ing in al J that has. been omi.t ted, there must 

still remain great defects in it, because the 

picture was badly drawn at first, the figures 

were ill-arranged and little attent·ion was 

given to proportion." Recherche de Ja Verit6 

par les ]Umi~res naturelles, Oeuvres de Des

cart es (Ed. Cous i n) Vol.ll,p.345, cf. ibid, p . 

375:- "AJ1 truths folJow from one another and 

are united by a con~on bond; the whole secret 

consists in beginning with the first and most 

simple, and rising gradually to the most remote 

and most complex •. " v. also Fraser 's Edition of 

Locke's Essay, Prolegomena; p. 20. 
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NOTE to PAGE 150. 

(1) "I f all our ideas (connaissances } are innate in 

so far as they are ideas distinct in themselves, 

they are all acquired in so far as they are 

ideas distinct for us. " Boutroux, "Nouveaux 

Essa i s " etc. Introduction, p. 83 . 
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NOTE to PAGE 151. 

(1} Of . Nouveaux Essais, Bk , I I , Ch . I, 19 . ~Phila-

1ethes (representat i v e of Loc ke ). 4That body 

is extended without having parts and that a 

thing thinks without being conscious (s'apper

cevoir) that it thinks, are two assertions 

wh ich appear equa11 y unint el 1 i g ibl e.' Theophil-· 

~ (representa~ive of Leibniz ). 'Forgive me, 

sir, but 1 must tell you that in your conten

tion that t h ere i s in the soul nothing of which 

it is not conscious, there is a petitio princi

~l ... L which has al ready dominated our first dis-

cuss ion. It was there used for the overthrow 

of innat e ideas and truths . If we were to 

grant this principle, we should not merely find 

ourselves in conflict with experience and rea

son , but we should have without any reason to 

give up our opinion , whi~h I think I have made 

sufficiently intelligible. But our opponents, 

very clever though they are, have never produc

ed any proof of what t hey so often and so 

confidentl y / 
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NOTE: to PAGE 151 Continued. 

confidently declare regarding ·this matter, and 

besides it is easy to prove to them the oppos-

it e , t hat i s to say , that i t i s not p o s s i b 1 e 

we should always deliberately reflect on all 

our thoughts. Otherwise the mind would make a 

re~lection upon each reflection ad infinitum, 

without ever being able to pass to a new thought. 
1r 

For Instance, in being conscious of some pres-

ent feeling, I should always have to think that 

I t hink of it, and agai-n to think that I think 

of thinking of it and so ad infinitum. But I 

must surely come to an end of reflecting upon 

all these reflections, and there must, in short, 

be some thought which we allow to pass without 

thinking of it; otherwise we should always 

dwell upo~ t he same thing.' 
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NOTES to PAGE 155 .• 

(1} Could this be regarded as a strictly logical 

development of one side of Descarte·s 's Philoso-

phy, thus revealing Descartes's inconsi s tency? 

Descartes would say that, as thinking is the 

essence of mind, mind cannot exist without 

thought and yet it may exist without any spec-

ifi~ thought . 

(2} Cf. Nouveaux Essais, Bk.II, Ch. I, 10. Philaleth-

es. "But r· cannot conceive it to be more neces-

sary for the soul always to think than for the 

body to be always in motion, the Perception of 
~ . 

ideas being to the soul what motion is to the 

body." ••••• Theophilus. 1'You are right,sir. 

Activity is no more inseparable from the soul 

than from the body, a state of the soul without 

thought and absolute rest in the body appearing 

to me to be things which are equally contrary 

to nature and of which there is no instance in 

the world. A substance which is once in 

activity / 
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NOTES to PAGE 155 (Continued ) 

activity will· be so always, for all its i mpres 

sions persist and are merely mixed with other 

new ones. When we strike. a body we arouse in 

it, (or rather determine) an infinite number of 

vortices as in a liquid, for at bottom every 

solid has some degree of fluidity, and every 

fluid has some degree of solidity, and there is 

no way of ever entirely stopp ing these internal 

vortices. Now we may believe that, if the body 

is neve r at rest, neither will the soul,which 

corresponds to it, eve r be without Perception." 

• •..• • Ph. "But this proposition:- The soul al

ways thinks, is not evident by itself." Th . 

"I don't say it is. It requires a little at-

tention and reasoning to see it . Ordinary peo-

ple recognise i t as little as they recognise 

the pressure of the atmo~phere or the roundness 

of the earth." Ph. "I doubt if I thought last . 

night. This is a question of fact, to be 

settled / 
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NOTES to PAGE 155 (Continued) . 

settled by sense-experience." Th. "We settle 

it in the same way in which we prove that there 

are imperceptible bodies and invisible motions, 

although ·some people regar d these things as 

a bsurd. I n the same way there are Percep~ions 

without much sharpness, which are not distinct 

enough for us to be conscious of them or to 

remember them; but they make t hemsel ve s known 

by certain consequences they have." 
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NOTES to PAGE 15.7. 

(1) Nouveaux Essais, Avant propos. Cf . Locke, Essay, 

Fraser ' s Edition, Vol. I, p . 48 , note, and p. 

60, note. 

(2) Sections 21 and 23. 
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NOTE to PAGE l58o 

(l) Nouveaux Essais, Avant-propos. Cf. Bk.~, Ch. 9, 

Section_l. "We our se+ves have also petites Per

ceptions, of which we are not conscious in our 

pre sent state. It is true that we might quite 

well be conscious of them and reflect upon them, 

were we not prevented by · their multitude, which 

distracts our mind, or if they were not effaced 

or rather obscured by great~r · ones • i • • • • 

I should prefer to dis~inguish between Percep-

tiort and Apperception. For instance, the Per-

ception of light or colour, of which we have 

Apperception (are conscious) is made up .of a 

quantity of. peti t es Perceptions, of whi'ch we 

have no Apperception (ar e no t conscious) and a 

· noise, of which we have Perception, but of 

which we take no notice, be·comes Appercept i ble 

by a small addition or inc·rease. For i f what 

precedes had no effect upon the soul, this littl e 

addit~on would have none either, and no more 

would the whole have any." 
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NOTE to PAGE 159 . 

( 1) Nouveaux Essais, Avant-pro·pos . "For t he bet ter 

understand ing of the petites Perceptions wh ich 

we cannot ind i vidually distinguish in the crowd, 

1 am wont to employ the il lustration of the 

moaning or noise of the sea, which we notice 

when we are on the shore. In order to hear 

this noise, as we do, we must hear t h e parts 

of wh i ch t he whole no ise is made· ~p, that i s 

to say, the noises which come f rom each wave, 

although each of t hese lit tle noises makes it

self IC...f'W'\t.only i n the confused totality of all 

the noises taken together, that is to say, i n 

t h e general moaning of t he s ea , and no one of 

t hem would be observed .if the wave which makes 

it were alone . For we must be affected a lit-

tle by the motion of this wave,and we mus t have 

some Perception of each bf these sounds, how~ 

ever little they may be; · otherwise we should 

have no Perception of a hundred thousand waves, 

for / 
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NOTE to PAGE 159. (Continued). 

f or a hundred t housand nothings cannot make 

someth ing . We never sleep so profoundly as not 

to have some feeble and confused ~ 

and we should never be wakened by the greatest 

noise in the world, if we had no Perception of 

its beginning, which is small; just as we 

should never break a cord by the greatest ef

fort in ~he world, if it were not strained and 

stretched ~little by less efforts, though this 

little extension which they produce is not ap-

parent." 

Cf. Nouveaux Essai~, Bk.TI, Ch.I, 11. "We 

think of a number of things at once, but we 

take notice only of the thoughts which are 

most distinct: . and matters cannot be otherwise , 

for if we were to take notice of all , we shoul d 

have to think attentivel y of an infi nity of 

things at once , alJ of which we feel and all of 

which make impression on our s enses. 

more / 

r say ever: 
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NO~E to PAGE 159.(Continued}. 

more: Something from all our past thoughts re

mains, and none can ever be entirely effaced. 

Now when we sleep without dreaming,and when we 

are stunned by some blow, fall, illness, or 

other accident, there appears in us an infinite 

number of little confused feelings, and death 

itself can produce no other effect on the souls 

of animals, which must without doubt, sooner or 

later, regain distinct Perceptions, for every

thing in nature happens in an orderly way .•. • . • 

Each soul retains all its preceding impressions 

and cannot split itself up ..... In each sub-

stance the future has a perfect connection with 

t:qe past. This is what constitutes the iden-

tity of the individual. Yet memory is not ne-

cessary nor even always possible , because of 

the multitude of present and past impressions, 

which come together in our present thoughts,for 

I do not believe that there are in man any 

thoughts / 
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NOTE to PAGE l59.(Continued) 

. t houghts whic·h have not at least some confused 

effect or which do not leave some vestige to 

be combined with later thoughts. We can cer-

tainly forget things; but we might also recol

lect them after a long interval, if only we were 

reminded of them in the right way." 
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NOTES to PAGE 161. 

(1) Nouveaux Essais, Bk. I, Ch. 1. 

{2) Thus Leibniz rejects the view of Locke that our 

real knowl edge, as distinct from merely proba-

tt 
abl e knowledge , extends as far as the present 

testimony of our senses, employed about part ic- ·· 

ular objects that do then affect them, and no 

fart her." ("Essay," Bk.4, Ch. 11, Section 9, 

Fraser's Edition, Vol.II, p.332.} Cf. the cor-

responding passage in the Nouveaux Essais. "Yet 

I think that we might extend ·the names of know-

ledge and certaint y to things other than actual 

sensations, for clear ness and plainness (~-

dence} extend furthe r, and I regard them as a 

kind of certainty: and it would without doubt 

be an absurdity seriously to doubt whether 

there are men in the world , when we do not see 

any. To doubt seriously is to doubt pr actical-

ly, and we might take certainty as a knowledge 

of truth which we cannot doubt practically 

without;,.,...~ 
. l" 

and sometimes we take 

certainty / 
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NOTES to PAGE 161 , (Continued). 

certainty in a still more general sense and ap

ply it to cases in which we cannot doubt with-

out deserving to be g r eatly blamed. But evi-

dence would be .a luminous certainty, that is to 

say, a certainty such that, because of t he con

nection we see between the ·ideas, we have no 

doubt whatever. According to this definition 

of certainty, we are certain that Constantino

ple is i n the world, that Constantine, Alexand

er the Great, and Julius Caesar have existed. 

It is true that some peasant of the Ardennes 

might justly doubt these things, from lack of 

information; but a man of letters and of the 

world could not do so, without great mental 

derangement." Cf . also Locke ' s Essay, Bk . II, 

Ch. 21, section 75. 

p. 373. 

Fraser's Edition, Vol. I, 
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NOTES to PAGE 162. 

(1) Of. Nouveaux Essais, Bk.II, Ch.21, Sect ion 73 . 

"The senses furnish us with mater ial for re

flection, and we should neve r even think of 

thought, if we did not think of something else, 

that is to say, of the particular things with 

which the senses furnish us. And I am pe r-

suaded that souls and created spi rits are never 

without organs and never without sensations, as 

they cannot reason without s ymbols." 

{2) In the Nouveaux Essa1s, Bk.IV, Ch.ll, Section 14, 

there is an i nteresting passage explaining in 

more detail a part of the logic of Leibniz. It 

contains some remarkable anticipations of more 

modern views . "Propositions of fact also rna~ 

become gene ral in a way, but it is by induc

tion or observation; so t hat it (t he general 

proposition of fact) is nothing but a multit ude 

of similar facts, as when we observe that all 

quicksil ver evaporates by the force o~ fire ; 

and this is not a perfec t generalit y, because 

we I · . · 
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. NOTES to PAGE 162. (Continued). 

we do not see its necessity. Gene~al proposi-

tions of reason are necessary, although reason 

also fu~nishes some which a~e not absolutel y 

gene~al a nd a re only probable, as for instance, 

when we presume that an idea is possible , until 

a more st~ict investigation reveals its con-

t rary. There are,finally, mixed propositions, 

wh ich a~e drawn from premises, of which some 

come f~om facts and observ~tions, while othe~s 

are necessary p~opositions: . and such a~e numer-

ous geographical and astronomical conclusions 

> 

about the globe of the ea~th and about the 

course of the stars, which conclusions are ob-

tained by combining the obse~vations of travel-

lers and · ast ronomers with the t h eorems of geom-

etry ·and arithmetic. - ~ut as, according to the 

usage of logicians, the .conclusion follows the 

weaker of the pr~mises and cannot have more 

certainty than it, ~hese mixed propositions 

have / 
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NOTES to PAGE 162. (Continued). 

have only the certainty and general ity which 

belong to observations. As to eternal truths , 

it is to be noted, that at bottom they are all 

conditional and say in effect: Granted such a 

thing, such another thing is. For instance, 

when I say : - Every figure which has three sides 

will also have three angles, I say nothing but 

this, that supposing there is a figure with 

three sides, this same figure will have three 

angles. I say this same figure, and it is in 

this respect t h·at categorical propos itions, 

which can be stated unconditionally,(although 

fundamentally they a r e conditional) differ from 

those that are ca lled hypothetical, such as the 

following: - ' If a figure has three s~des its 

angles are equal to two - right angles.' In this 

latter case we see that ·the antecedent (namely, 

the figure with three sides) and the consequent 

(namely, the angl es of the three-sided figure 

are equal to two right angle~) do not have .the 

same / . 
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NOTES to PAGE 162.{Continued). 

same subject, as they had in the prr·eceding 

case in wh ich t he antecedent was :- ' This figure 

has ~ three sides,' and the consequent: - 'The 

said figure has three angles . ' Nevertheless 

the hypothetical might often be transformed 

into a categorical, by a slight change in the 

terms, for instance if in place of the preced

ing hypothetical, I were to say : - "The angles 

of every three - sided figure are equal to two 

right angles." The Scholastic$ have ~rgued 

much de constantia subjecti, as they called it, 

that is to say, h_ow a proposition regarding a 

subject can have a real truth, if the subject 

has no existence. The fact is that the truth 

is only conditional and says that, supposing 

t he subject ever exists, it Will be found to be 

so-and-so. But it will still be asked: - On 

what is this connection founded, since there 

is within it reality which does not deceive? 

.The reply will be, that it is in the connection 

of / 
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of ideas. But it will be asked again:- Vlhere 

would these ideas be, if no mind existed, and 

what would then become of the real foundation 

of this ce~tainty of et ernal truths? That 

leads us at last to the ultimate foundat ion of 

truths, namely, that Supreme and Unive~sal 

Spirit, which cannot but exist , whose under

standing, to speak truly, is the region of eter

nal truths, as St Augustine has recognised and 

says in a vivid way. And lest it should be 

thought unnecessary to have recourse to t his, 

it is to be not ed that these necessary truths 

contain the determining r eason and regulative 

principle of existences themse~ves, and, in a 

word, the laws of the Univer se. Thus these 

necessary truths, being anterior to the exist

ence of contingent beings, must have their 

foundation . in the existence of a necessary sub-

stance. It is here that I find the original 

of / 
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of the ideas and truths which are graven in our 

souls, not in the form of propositions, but" as 

sources from which application and opportunity 

will ~reduce actual stat aments . " 
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NOTE to PAGE 163. 

{l) Janet, Vol. I,p. 668. "Expression is common to 

all soul- principles {formes). It is a genus, 

of which natural Perception, animal feeling and 

intellectual knowledge are species. " 
t
-page ~~~. 

1\ 

Cf. note 
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NOTES to PAGE 1'67. 

(1) Nouveaux Essais, Bk.II. Ch. 21, Sect 36. 

(2) Cf. Nouveaux Essais, Bk . II. Ch. 21, Sectn 46. 

"There are unfel t inclinations, of which we 

have no c onsciousness (Apper ception); there are 

felt inclinations, whose existence and object 

we know , but which are formed without our being 

aware of it, and there are confused inclina

tions, which we attribute to the body, although 

there is always in the mind something correspond-

ing to them; and finally, there are distinct 

inclinations which reason gives us, and of whose 

force and formation "'e are aware. 11 
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NOTE to PAGE 169. 

(1) Nouveaux Essais, Bk.II. Ch .20. Sectn 1. Cf. 

Locke ' s "Essay " (corresponding place), with 

note in Fraser ' s Edition, Vol. I . p. 302. 
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NOTES to PAGE 170. 

(1 ) Cf. Nouveaux Essais, Bk. II . Ch 21, Sectn 46 . 

"I t h i nk that fundamentally Pleasure is a feeling 

of perfe ction , and Pain a feel i ng of imperf ec 

tion , provided t he f eeling i s sufficient-

l y marked f or us to be definitely consc ious of 

it (s' en apercevoir )". 

( 2 ) Nouveaux Essais, Bk.II. Ch.20, Sectn 5. 
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NOTE to PAGE 171. 

(1) Nouveaux Essais , Bk.II. Ch.20 . Sectn 6. Cf.Sectn 

36 . "If you consider your ' uneasiness' as a 

real discomfort or pain, r do not admit that 

in thi s sense it is the sole goad to. action. 

Most frequently the goad is those little un

felt Perceptions, which we might call imper

ceptible pains, were it not that the notion of 

pain implies Apperception . These lit tle im-

puls·es consist in the continual freeing of our

selves from little hindrances , at which our 

nature works without thinking about it. In 

this r eally censist s that uneasiness, which we 

feel without knowing it, which makes us act in 

passion as well as when we appear most tranquil, 

for we are never without some ~ctivity and 

motion, which comes merel y from this, that 

nature is always working so as to put herself 

more at ease." 
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NOTES to PAGE 173. 

( 1 ) Cf . No uve aux Essa is, Bk . IJ.Ch.21 , Sectn 25. 

V. also the corresponding passage in Locke 's 

"Essaj " ( Bk .I l,Ch. 2l. Sectn 24} , Fraser, Vol.l 

p . 327 . "Men say that, after having known a n d 

• 
considered everyth ing , i t is still i n t he ir 

power to will, not onl y what pl e ases them most , 

but also the oppos ite ~f that, just to show 

their freedom. But it is also to be notic ed · 

that this very ca price or obstinacy or, to say 

the least, this reason, which prevents from 

obeying other reasons, also comes i nto t he 

balance and mak~s pleasing to ·"!;hem that ·which 

otherwis e would not p l eas e them at all , and. 

a cc or d i ngly, ·their choice is a l ways determined. 

by Pe rception. Thus we do not will merely what 

we will, but what pleases us, although the will 

may i ndirectly and, a~ it were, from afar c on-

tr i bute to mak e a thing pleasing to us or no~" 

A I 
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NOTES to PAGE 173 Continued. 

A ' hint of Le ibniz ' s Psycholog y of Volition 

is given in the Nouveaux Essais, Bk.li.Ch.21, 

Sectn 39. "Severa l P e rc eptions a nd Inclinations 

conspir e · toward.s complete Volition, which is 

the result of their c onflict. There are p e r-

ceptions a nd inclinations wnich are individu-

ally impereeptible, but the totality of which 

produces a n uneasine ss, wn ich impels u s with-

out our seeing the g round of it; several of 

thes8 Percept ions combine d to gether, dire ct us 

towards ~ome object or away from i t , and then 

we have des i":r.e or feat1
, also accompanied by an 

uneasiness, but ~n uneasiness which does not 

always amount to pleasure or p a in .. Finall y there 

are impulses, actually accompa nied by pl e asure 

and pain, and all these Perceptions are either 

new sensati0ns or i mages remaining from some 

' . 
past sensation, accompanied or unaccompainea by 

memory / 
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NOTES to PAGE 17.3 Continued. 

memory which renews the attractions these same 

images had in these preceding sensations,and so 

renews the old impulses in proportion to the 

vivacity of the imagination. From all these 

impulses there finally results the prevailing 

~ffort, which constitutes the full Volition. 

Yet the desires and tendencies of which we are 

conscious are also frequently called Volitions 

(although less complete) whether or not t hey 

prevail and give rise to action. It thus read-

ily :t:oJ.lows, t hat Voli t io.n can hardly exist 

without desire and avers ion(fuiJ~); for I 

think we may oall this the opposite of desire. 

1.'here is uneasiness not only in the troublesome 

passions,like hate,cruelty, anger, envy,shame, 

but also in their opposites, such as · love, 

hope, favour and glory . It may be said t hat 

wherever there is desire, there is uneasiness; 

but the contrary is not always true because 

often / 
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often v1e have uneasiness without knowing what 

we want, and then t here is no definite des ire . 

As · t he final de termination (to 

act ion ) i s the result of weighing, I should 

t hink it may happen t hat the most pressing un~ 

easiness does not prevail (in influencing the 

will); for, even though it might pre vail over 

each of the opposite tendencies, taken s i ngly, 

it may be that the others, combined to ge ther, 

overcome it. Th e mind may even make use of 

the method of di c.hotomy to make now one and 

now another set of tendencies prevail, as in 

an assembl y we can make one or another part y 

prevail by a majority of votes, according to 

the order in which we put the ques t ions. It 

is true that the mind ou~ht to make provision 

for this beforehand; for at t he moment of 

struggle, t here is no time for these artifices. 

Everyth ing / 
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NOTES to PAGE 173 Continued. 

Everything wh ich st rikes us at that moment has 

a strong infiuence upon the result and helps to 

make up a compound direction, composed a lmost 

as in Mechanics, and without some qu ick turning 

aside we cannot stop it. "Fertur equis auriga 

nee audit currus habenas." 

{2) p. ur·r ' note. 
" 
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NOTE to PAGE 174. 

(1) Cf.Nouveaux Essais, Bk. I.J . Ch. 21, Sectn 23. "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 that would go on ad infinitum. Yet 

we must not overlook the fact that by voluntary 

actions we often contribute indirectly to other 

voluntary actions, and though we cannot will 

what we desire, as we cannot even judge what 

we desire, we may nevertheless so act before -

hand that when the time comes we may judge or 

will that which we would wish to be able to 

will or judge to-day. We devote ourselve~ to 

the people , the kind of reading, the con
~ 

ditions generally that are favourable to a 

certain side, we give no heed to what comes 

from the opposite side, and by these and many 

other directions, which we give to our minds, 

usually without definite intention and without 

thinking / 
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NOTE to PAGE 174 Continued. 

thinking of it, we succeed in deceiving our

selves o r a t least in cha~ging o¥rselves, be

coming converts or pervert s, according to the 

experiences we have had." 



NOTE to PAGE /)!(. 

(1-) There is an interest:ilgg suggestion of the views 

or Leibniz in Montaigne 's Essais Bk. II, Ch.l4. 

Leibniz may quite well. have read it . . "It is a 

pleasant fancy", says Montaigne , "to think of a 

mi nd exactly balanced between two like desires:: 

for it is indubitable that it will never come 

to a decision, inasmuch as determination and 

choice imply inequality .of value; and if we 

should be set. between the \vine and the bacon, 

with an equal desire to d'rink and to eat' ' there 

is doubtless nothing for it but to die of thirst 

and hanger. To provide against anything so 

inconvenient as this, the Stoics, when t .hey 

were asked how our soul comes to make choice 

between two indifferent things, so that out of 

a large number of crowns we ·· take one rather 

than another, though they are all alike and 

' t here·. is no reason which disposes us to a ::pre-

ference the Sto~cs reply that this motion 

of / 



NOTE to PAGE Continued . 
. , 

of the soul is extraordinary and exceptional, 

a ri sing in us from a strange , accidental and 

fortuitous impulse. It seems to me they might 

rather have said that n?thing comes bef'ore us 

in which there is not some difference, however 

sli&~t; and t hat , to sight or to touch, there 

is always some preference which tempts and 

draws us , t hough it be imperceptibly: just as 

if we suppose a piece of twine equally strong 

t hroughout, it is utterly impossible that it 

should -ever break. For in what part of it · is 

the breaking to begin, the flaw to appear? 

And for it to break in every part at once is 

against all nature.u 
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NOTE t o PAGE 180. 

(1 ) Nouveaux Essais, Bk. II. Ch.21 , Sectn 35 . As 

this passage suggests , Leibniz i s full of moral 

optimi sm. Cf . Sectn 38 of the same chapter . 

"Vlhen I consider what power~ ambition and avari ce 

have in a11 those who once set themselves in 

this line of l ife , wh i ch is almost entirel y 

without sensuous and immediate attractions , I 

despair of nothing , and I hold that virtue , a c-

companied as i t i s by so many subs t antial bl e s 

sings, would have infin~aly more effect ( than 
I' . 

these vices ) , if some happy r evolution of the 

human race were some day t o give it vogue and 

make it fashionable . " 
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NOTE to PAGE 181. 

(1) Cf.De Notion ibus Juri s et Justitiae, Erdm.ll8 b . 

"To l ove i s to t ake pleasure in the happ iness of 

another, or, what comes to the s ame thing , to 

make the happiness of others a part of our own . 

Thu s i s solved the difficult problem (whi ch is 

also of great importance in Theology ) how there 

can be a disinterested love, not based on hope 

or fear or any consideration of utility : name

l y , ln this way that the happiness of those 

whose happiness gives u s pleasure be c omes a 

part of our happiness, for things which give 

pleasure are s ought for their own s akes. And 

as the very contemplation of beautiful things 

is pleasant, and a picture by Raphael moves an 

intelligent man, though he may not be the owner 

of it , s o that it be comes a joy and delight to 

him inspiring in him something like love; so 

when / 
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NOTE to PAGE 181 Continued . 

when the beautiful thing is also capable of 

happiness, his feeling for it passes into act-

ual l ove. But Divine love excels all other 

loves, because God can be lovea with the hap

pies t result, since no t hing is happier than 

God and nothing can be conceived more beautiful 

or more worthy of happiness. And since He 

possesses the greatest power and wisdom , His 

happiness not only becomes a part pf ours ( if 

we are wise, that is, if we love Him) but even 

constitutes it ." 
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NOTES to PAGE J 82 • 

{1 ) De Notionibus Juri s et Justit~e {159~ ), Er~. 

ll8a . Cf. Nouveaux Essa is,Bk.II. Ch.28, 

Sect n 5. "According to this notion ( ext e rnally 

i mpo s ed law}, o ne and. the same acti9n would be 

at the s ame t i me moral l.y ·good, or moralJ y bad, 

und.er d.ifferent l egislators, just a s our able 

author (Lo,cke) considered. virtue a s that wnich 

is praised, and ·accordingly one and the same 

act ion would be virtuous or not , according to 

the different opinions of men. Now, as that 

is not the me aning tha t is usually g iven to 

morally good and virtuous actions, I would 

prefer for my part to take as the measure of 

mora] _ good. and virtue the invariable r ule of 

reason, which it is the office of God. to main~ 

tain. So we may be assured that by Hi~ mean~,. 

every moral good becomes also a physical good, 

or as the ancients said, every honest act is 

useful; / 
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NOTES t o PAGE Cont i nued . 

us.eful ; in place of w:h ich , i f we - woul;i expr ess 

t he v i ew of our autnor , we shouLl hav e to say 

that mo r al good. or evil i ~ a·n i mpos e:i or or

;iai ned go o j or evil , whi ch he .who has power i h . 

h is hand en1eavours by rewarjs ·or penalt i es t o 

make us :io or shun . The goo:i thi ng i s t hat 

what proceeds from ·th e gener a l ordi nance of 

God i s c omforma bl e to nat ure or to reason . u 

( 2 ) Wi ndel band, G e schi ~ht e der Neueren Ph ilosopni e , 

Vol. I .p.477 • 

. · 
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