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LEIBNIZ'S PHILOSOPHICAL POSITION

p

were thinkjng of perception only. all Monads might be
called souls, but there arc other distinctions to be made
which make it desirable to confine the name 'soul' to
those Monads which have distinct perception accompanied by memory.
All Monads have perception, but in some, perception
is more distinct than in others. The Monads for whom the
name 'soul' is unsuitable are called 'bare' Monads, and
their perceptions arc said to be indistinct or confused. We
can imagine what is their state by remembering what it is
like to be in a deep, dreamless sleep or in a swoon. We
differ from the bare Monads in that we come out of the
swoon and out of the deep, dreamless sleep. Even in that
state, the Monad was not without perception, and indeed
it could not be so; if it exists, it must be affected in some
way and this affection is its .pc~. (Leibniz himself
uses in this context the word 'affection~. If this implies the
action of one Monad upon another, it must not be used, but
Leibniz shows later how we may speak as if Monads were
affected, so that we shall not be misled if we allow ourselves
to use the word to avoid circumlocution, bearing in mind
the modifications which must be made in it.) The unconsciousness is thus only apparent, for the reason just given,
and also because our waking perception must have arisen
out of the so-called unconscious state. A perception can
arise only from another perception. We have experience of
confused or indistinct perception when we are giddy or
stunned. We then have an immense vuicty of little perceptions, in which there is nothing distinct. Both men
and animals have memory and form associations among
present and past perceptions. This leads animals and men
in the majority of their actions to form expectations
and adjust their actions accordingly, but men alone
can adjust their behaviour on rational grounds. 'But it is
the knowledge of necessary and eternal truths that dis-
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thinks that he also has scientific and experimental support
for his view. The science of mechanics needs the notion of
resistance as well as that of the reception of motion. A
certain degree of force is needed even to stay in the same
place, otherwise an object once in motion could never
come to rest. Every other body, if merely passive, would
move before it, and motion never end. The beginning of
movement is thus not a transmission from an active to a
passive body, but the removal of hindrances to the natural
activity of a body. •But active force contains a certain
activity ("'1111) and is a mean between the faculty of acting
and action itself. It includes effort and thus passes into
operation by itself, requiring no aids, but only the removal
of hindrance. This may be illustrated by the example of a
heavy hanging body stretching the rope which holds it up,
or by that of a drawn bow.' (DI Pri111111 Phi/oJOpbiM E.mmdatifJll1.) Leibniz is here maintaining that the laws of mechanics can be exhibited as expressing a world in which
motion is not to be thought of as absolutely given to an
inert body, but as an activity proper to bodies. The case
of an arrow Hying from a bow described as the nkari11g of
activity is not an exception to be contrasted with a case
such as that of a billiard ball rolling up to another and
taking the second with it, but it is the typical example of
the beginning of movement. The better description of a
world subject to mechanical laws is of an infinite number
of centres of activity, maintaining their place in the world
by their own nature, and if the activities of other active
bodies allow it, pursuing their own natural activity,
rather than of a number of inert bodies being pushed by
other bodies whose motion was given to them by an
initial miracle and against their own nature.
The real units. of.the. worldi then, are centres of activi_ty,
simple and unc.xtende!L We have now readied from
another line of reflection the conclusion diat the activity
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for instance, our mind wanders at a meeting, and after an
interval we look at the speakers place on the platform and
find that Mr Churchill is now standing where Mr Attlee
had stood, we do not say, 'How Mr Attlee has changed I'
The difference is too complete for us to say that there had
been change. If, however, Mr Attlee had suddenly been
frozen into one attitude, every part of him in exactly the
same position, every one.of his qualities exactly the same
as it had been before, then there is no change for the
opposite reason. If, then, we say of a simple substance that
it has changed, it must be that there arc respects in which
it has not changed and respects in which it has. The simple
substance cannot have undergone change by a transposition or removal of parts but only in a change of some
aspects, while others remain unchanged. The simple substance, then, must have multiplicity of aspects if it is to
undergo change, and this multiplicity of aspects makes it
more like a human soul th.an any other thing with which
we arc acquainted.
This multiplicity in the simple substance, Leibniz calls
perception. Sense perception is one kind of this more
general state which belongs to all Monads. In general, it
may be described as the changing of the states of one thing
in accordance with the changing of the states of other
things near to it. We may not say a changing of the states
of one thing as a remit of the changing of the states of
another, for as we have already seen, one Monad cannot
cause changes in another. Francis Bacon uses the term
'perception' in this sense. He speaks of iron drawing near
to the lode-stone as 'perceiving• the presence of the lodestone. In the same way, we might speak of the sun-flower
turning towards the sun as 'perceiving• the sun, and
earth-worms coming up to the surface of the earth when
rain falls as 'perceiving' the rain. We think of these usages
as metaphorical, but for Leibniz they are all examples of
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litenl perception. H~ perception differs from . the
others in that it is conscious. Not all human perceptions
arc conscious, however; at any moment there arc an
immense number of little perceptions crowding in upon
us and only a few of them are distinct enough for it to be
said that we arc aware of them. When we euminc the
relation of mind and body in a later chapter. we shall see
that a fully dcvdoped human being is to be thought of as a
oolony of Mona.ds of which the mind is the dominant
Monad. If we think of a perceiving organism with its
differentiated sense organs and then think of each organ
as made up of a number of minute parts. ~ch one of
which is being acted upon by one part of the stimulus,
then what we all one perception is a collecting together
of an immense number of small perceptions. 'We see also
that nature has given heightened perception to animals,
&om the care she has taken to provide them with organs.
which collect numerous rays of light, or numerous undulations of the air, in order, by uniting them. to make them
have greater effect.' 1
So far, we have examined the nature of the units of substance. We must now consider their relationships among
themselves and the nature of the universe of which they
arc the ultimate demcnts. First, there are an infinite number of them, and ~ch one is different from every other.
They must be infinite in number, because for everything
that is. there must be a sufficient reason why it is so and
not otherwise. The sufficient reason for the being of the
universe lies in God, and the .infinity of His goodness and
power makes it impossible that He should have created a
universe which did not contain the greatest number of
beings displaying the greatest amount of variety in their
qualities compatible with their co-existing with all the
other members of the universe. This is confirmed by our
1. M.atlo"'6J, para. a j.
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move from one point of view to another, and we do not
suppose that when we so move we arc ettating the light
waves or the sound waves which we shall 'pick up' in the
new position. All around the object under observation_
changes (which could be described as perception in
Leibniz's gcncr.tl_scnsc of the term) will be going on at all
points. W c thetcfote find no difficulty from this point of
view when Leibniz tells us that the universe is a plenum.
If we consider his own discoveries in mathematics, we
shall sec how marvellously it must have seemed to Leibniz
wt everything pointed to and tcinforccd his metaphysicaJ
account of the universe. For him, the universe is consti \
tutcd by an infinite number of non-spatial beings present
ing the appearance of large bodies moving in space.
At the same time, the invention of the microscope shows
minute differences which arc lost in large perception and
leads to the possibility of ever more minute differences to
be rcvcalcd by mote powerful instruments. Then Leibniz
himself invents the infinitesimal calculus which is based
on the possibility and the usefulness of treating a finite
amount as equivalent to the sum of an infinite number of
infinitesimal amounts.
Before describing in detail Leiboiz•s account of the
tclations of the Monads to one another, we must examine
his favourite mctsphor for this iclationship, that of
miaoP~. At first sight the metaphor appears clear and
ICl"c quatlror the conception which Leibniz has in mind:
this is, that changes taking place in one part of space havo
their counterpart in changes which arc going on in
another part of space, without there being, in the ordinary
sense of the word, a causal sequence of events connecting
the two sets of changes. We can glance quickly backwarda
and forwards &om a mirror to the room and notice the
similarity between the real bee, buzzing in a vase of
Bowe.rs, and its reflection in a mirror. Ifit moves &om one
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movement of the reflected steel obviously cannot be used
to describe metaphorically the relation bctwccn the state
of the steel and the magnet, for this relation is duplicated
in the real world and the mirror world.
In everyday life, we sometimes use the mirror metaphor
to express a state of affairs when scvcnl people arc feeling
the same emotion. We say, for instance, when good news
has just arrived: •Joy was reflected in every countenance';
and it seems possible that Leibniz was using a metaphor
two removes from reality, a metaphor of a metaphor. An
onlooker scci.ng the joy in every face would not make the
mistake of thinking that the joy reflected in A's face
caused the joy in B's face, though there is a relation between the joyfulness of the two faces, in that they have a
common cause. In the same way, Leibniz, contemplating
the relationship between the changes in the Monads, sees
that they cannot be related as cause and effect to one
another, but that there must be some further relation,
which he later describes. 'This relation cannot be that of
having a common cause, as in the everyday metaphorical
use, for this would equally imply a relation between a
Monad and something external to it - an impossibility for
Leibniz. It is rather the relation of rcflccting the same
world, and here we seem to get at the root of Leibniz's
fondness for his mirror metaphor. Where we have erred
before is in thinking of one mirror and one world. A
better analogy for what Leibniz had in mind would be that
between the inter-relations of the Monads, and the interrelations of the myriads of raindrops, each reflecting its
surroundings from its own point of view. The essence of
this analogy is that what is seen in one raindrop will
enable us to anticipate what will be seen in another,
though there is no causal relation between the two
pictures.
We have still not been able to get away from the other
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difficulty of the metaphor, the difficulty that the relation
is for a spectator. We must leave the 'joy reflected in every
countenance• for the 'joy felt in every human spirit'.
Then 1's joy will be an indication of B's joy, though
there is, again, no causal relation between the two.
There will be another difficulty, not so easily disposed
of. Leibniz has got to explain a relation between the
states of different objects, when these states arc not
duplicates of one another. Mirroring between the stlltc
of A and of B takes place equally when A is angry with
B, and B is fearful, as when A's joy is said to reflect B's
joy. Our mct2phor has got to be enlarged to include cases
when an angry person looks into a mirror and secs his
own angry face, and when an angry person looks at
another human being and secs a fearful face. What is left
of the mirroring metaphor is simply two states so related
to one another that knowledge of the one gives us knowledge of the other without there being causal relation
between the two. The odd part about this metaphor is
that in the real world is to be found this distinction itself;
there is both real mirroring and real causal connexion,
and it docs not help to be told that the one is really like
the other, any more than it helps to be told in the words
of the hymn: 'to fall asleep is not to die'. The converse
immediately follows, 'to die is not to fall asleep', and the
first is intended to be consoling, the second the reverse.
Either there arc the two states, falling asleep and dying,
or there arc not, but in either case what we need to have
explained is the reason that the noticeable differences
between the two states arc to be disregarded as unimportant. If there is both mirroring and causal connexion in
our everyday world, we need to be told why the mirroring provides us with a better description of both kinds of
occurrence. This reason lies in Leibniz's demonstration of
the impossibility of one Monad's bringing about changes

GOD

supplemented by an argument of his own, &om the
existence of the eternal truths.
CHAPTER

3
THE COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT

GOD

IN the preceding chapter, we have shown the Monads as
forming a system in which each Monad develops the
changes 'enfolded' in it according to its own inner principle, and in harmony with the changes of all the other
Monads. It looks as though such a system is complete and
self-contained, and so it is, grt111llJ that tl1!J one part ofit is i1'
exisftn&e. But no finite part of the system contains its own
reason either for being or for having the qualities it, as a
matter of fact, has. God is the reason both for the existence
and for the nature of the Monads. Leibniz says : ' ... there
can be no fact real or existing, no statement true, unless
there be a sufficient reason why it should be so and not
otherwise.• 1 This principle is simply assumed, and it is
both a means for proving the existence of God, and the
reason why we find it necessary to prove His existence.
This will become clear in the cxamination of Leibniz's
actual arguments. These arc four in number, and they
supplement one another. In the Monado/ogy Leibniz says
that he has two proofs of God's existen~ one a priori and
the other a posllriori: the latter is what is usually known as
the Cosmological argument, supplemented by Leibniz's
own form of the argument from design, that is, the
Pre-established Harmony of the universe. The a prim
proof is Leibniz's version of the Ontological argument,
1.

M4#olloJoo, para. , ••

But there must be a nt/fidllll rrason for t'Oflffltgllll lnllhs or
trwths of/•I, that is to say, for the sequence or connexion of the
things which arc dispersed throughout the universe of created
beings, in which the analysing into particular reasons might go
on into endless detail, because of the immense variety of things
in nature and the infinite division of bodies. There is an infinity
of present and past forms and motions which go to make up
the efficient cause of my writing; and there is an infinity of
minute tendencies and dispositions of my soul, which go to
make its final a.usc.t
And as all this detail again involves other prior or more
detailed contingent things, each of which still needs a similar
analysis to yield its reason, we arc no further forward; and
the sufficient or final reason must be outside of the sequence or
,,,Us of particular or contingent things, however infinite this
series may be.2
Thus the final reason of things must be in a necessary
substance, in which the variety of particular things exists
only eminently, as in its source; and this substance we call
God. 3

There arc scvetal expressions which need elucidating in
these paragraphs : 'efficient cause• is contrasted with 'final
cause•, and the variety of particular changes is said to
exist 'only eminently' in the necessary substance as its
source. The bodily action of writing is said to have 'an
infinity of present and past forms and motions' as its
efficient cause, while an 'infinity of minute tendencies and
dispositions of my soul' go to make its final cause. 'Final
cause• is what is usually called the purpose of an action,
and Leibniz seems to hold that to assign a final cause is to
explain an action more satisfactorily than to give a series
1.

MM.loJoo, 1»4· 56.

z. Ibid., pan. '7·

,. Ibid., pan. , ••
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of efficient causes. This would be accepted in a commonsense explanation of a human action. The blows of a
hammer drive nails home, the movements of a saw cut
wood into planks, but the whole set of changes belong
together in that they fulfil a man's purpose of making a
fence. But although Leibniz has taken as his example the
human action of writing, we shall sec later that he thinks
that satis&ctory explanation of 1111.J motion is in terms of
final causes. Moreover, even a particularjina/ cause affords
only a temporary resting-place to the intellect. If Leibniz
says that he is writing to make his system clear to other
men, it is still sensible to ask him why he has this wish.
The variety of particular changes was said to •exist only
eminently' in the necessary substance. This phrase means
that the n.cccssary substance is related to the infinite
variety of particular things as a maker to his artefact, not
as a father to his child. A father gives his form to his child
in the sense that they are both human. but a carpenter docs
not share his form with tables and chairs.
We may now examine Lcibniz•s argument itself. It
amounts to saying that explanation must satisfy the intellect; that the intellect is not satisfied with the answer to
a question until it is not possible to ask a further question
of the same type; that all explam.tion in terms of a preceding state of affairs asks for explanation of itself; finally,
that the intellect is satisfied when it reaches a being for
whose existence it would be nonsensical to ask a reason,
that is, the necessary being. There is also an assumption
that the universe is the kind of place which must yield
intellectual satisfaction to people thinking about it. If we
grant Leibniz all these positions, then he has proved the
existence of the necessary being, though whether he can
go further and equate this necessary being with God is
another question. To gnnt Leibniz this series of positiooa
is essentially to take up a certain attitude, rather than to
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analysed and shown to contain existence as an clement, so
that here the necessary being is the being whose essence
contains existence. Leibniz criticizes the Cartesian form of
the argument on the grounds that Descartes shows only
that if the perfect being is a possible concept, then the perfect being is actual, that is to say, if the perfect being has
existence, it is necessary existence. What he has not done
is to show that 'perfect being' is a possible concept. To
show that a concept is possible, it is necessary to analyse
it and show that there is no contradiction among its clements. With every other concept, this is to do no more
than show its possibility, but 'perfect being' is unique in
that to show its possibility is to show its actuality. For
Leibniz, then, thcrc are two parts to the Ontological argument; he has to show, first, that the concept is possible,
secondly, that the analysis of the concept yields existence
as an clement.
THE ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT

... in God there is not only the source of existences but also
that of essences, in so far as they arc real, that is to say, the
source of what is real in the possible. For the understanding
of God is the region of eternal truths or of the ideas on which
they depend, and without Him there would be nothing real in
the possibilities of things, and not only would there be nothing
in existence, but nothing would even be possible.•
For if there is a reality in essences or possibilities, or rather
in eternal truths, this reality must needs be founded in something existing and actual, and consequently in the existence of
the necessary Being, in whom essence involves existence, or in
I whom to be possible is to be actual.2
Thus God alone (or the necessary Being) has this prerogative that He must necessarily exist, if He is possible.
And as nothing can interfere with the possibility of that
r. Mmrai/olcg, para. 45·
2.

Ibid., para. 44-
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propositions of which we arc in doubt, but as showing the
rational intcrconnexion of facts ahcady accepted.
In common with Descartes and Spinoza, Leibniz makes
the further assumption that the perfect being may be
identified with God. Leibniz simply says, • ..• and this
being we call God'. It is true that in the DiK011rst on Ablafo.Jsi&s, para. I, he distinguishes between metaphysical and
moral perfection and says that both kinds must be ascribed
to God. All that has been proved, however, is that all the
perfections may co-exist, and that a metaphysically perfect_
i.e., infinitely powerful, being must exist if it be possible.
What we need is a proof that metaphysical perfection
could not exist without moral perfection. Even if we
let this pass, •God' is simply not equivalent to 'perfect
being•; 'God• is a proper name with many more associations than metaphysical and moral perfection. All that we
can say is that the being whose existence has been proved,
if it has been proved, is also the person who has been
described in revelation and met, to use a non-committal
word, in mystical c:xpcricnce. We can add to this, Leibniz's belief that spirits arc superior in activity to all the
other Mo~ds. so that the chief Monad will be more like
a person than any other kind of being with which we arc
acquainted. •Although any substance expresses the whole
universe, it seems that nevertheless other substances express the world rather than God, but that spirits express
God rather than the world.' 1 The chief Monad will, then,
be superior not only in activity and power but also in the
qualities which we ascribe most importantly to persons,
that is, He will be of the highest degree of goodness.
Spinoza had equated the metaphysical with the moral
perfection of God in that all His acts followed from the
necessity of His nature; for Spinoza, God had no power
of choice, no will, and therefore, strictly speaking, we
1. v;.,,,,,,. °" M11apiJ.1ms, para. ,6.

could not attribute goodness to God. TIUs, however, was
not to be considered a limitation upon His nature but
rather following from its perfection. If God were confronted with a choice, it would mean that in choosing one
alternative, He would be obliged to forgo the other. Leibniz, however, considers that to deny goodness, freedom.
and power of choice, is a much more serious limitation
upon His nature; in fact, to be prevented by the nature of
things from choosing both of two incompatibles is not
to be regarded as a limitation. It is not a limitation upon
Praxiteles that he cannot make one and the same statue in
both marble and bronze. His material, in having some
properties and lacking others, is suitable for his purpose
both in what it has and in what it lacks.
God's power of choice is unlimited, so there arc an
infinite number of possible universes. His wisdom shows
Him which is the best and His goodness leads Him to
bring it into being. Leibniz docs not actually say so, but
the actual universe will have to contain the greatest
amount of both metaphysical and moral perfection. The
moral adjectives belong properly only to spirits, but if, in
order to bring about the greatest amount of moral perfection, God had created nothing but spirits, then the
universe would fall short of metaphysical pctfection, for
there would be some possible beings which had not
actually been created.
We should perhaps cxaminc the connexion of choice
with freedom a little more closely. I think most people
would be inclined to agree with Leibniz, that if there is no
choice, there is no freedom. In fact, Hobson's choice,
which is synonymous with no choice, described a state of
affairs in which a would-be rider was compclled by Hobson to ride a certain horse. Choice would be exercised if
the rider could examine the horses in the stable, note their
properties, and decide which of them would best suit his
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then it is conceivable that they might blame God for
bringing it into being. To put it in another way, Spinoza'•
God is neither good nor bad, worthy neither of praise nor
of blame, while the God of Leibniz is suitably described in
moral terms, and He is actually good and actually praiseworthy in the highest degree. In considering these two
conceptions of God, we might point the distinction thus :
it is a logical absurdity to impute blameworthiness to
Spinoza's God, a theological absurdity to impute b~
worthiness to Leibniz's God.
The actual way in which Leibniz deals with the problem of evil is not to deny that a particular state of affaits ii
in itself evil, nor even to say that in a larger cont.cu the
evil will be seen to have been a necessary ingredient in a
good state of affaits, but that it will be seen to have been
an essential ingredient in the best possible universe. It may
be, and, as a matter of fact, it must be, since God is good,
that in order to bring into being the greatest amount of
moral good and the greatest amount of actual existence,
there must be some less perfect beings in the world, morally
and metaphysically. The cnrnplc which I am just going
to give must be used with caution, but we can certainly
say of a work of art that, for the sake of the perfection
of the whole, there must be parts which, taken in isolation, appear imperfect. There must be villains and minor
characters as well as heroes, and the lines which arc suitable for these lesser people to speak will not be of the
same quality as those of the heroes. This is not an entirely
suitable example, however, for the perfection of a work of
art is essentially for a spectator. In a tragedy there must be
people who suffer, but to say that Desdemona must die
and we rejoice in it would be unspeakable if Desdemona
were not a person in a play, but a young girl of our
acquaintance. In a play there arc central characters, but in
life each man is the centre of his own world.
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thus differ by an i.n£initely small amount from the Monad
next to Him in the scale of activity. On the other band,
God stands outside the system of Monads in that to Him
alone belongs creative activity. This seems to make God
different in kind and not mcrcly in degree from every
other Monad, and to mark a break in the continuity of the
system of the universe. When Leibniz thinks of God as
Creator, he seems to be trying to avoid two descriptions
which he thinks inappropriate &om different points of
view. He wishes to avoid a description according to which
the universe is like a machine, which when it has left the
factory runs under its own steam, completely independent
of the purposes and desires of its maker. On the other
hand, he wishes to avoid such a close connexion between
God and His created world that the world docs nothing
but fulfil the purposes and desires of its maker, independent of the hopes and fears of the separate individuals
inhabiting it. People and things arc neither completely
independent of God nor ate they completely dependent
upon Him. They owe their existence and nature to God.
but part of their nature is to be actively engaged in pursuing their own ends and &ccly choosing to do one thing
rather than another. It is true that God in His infinite
knowledge knows the choices which they will actually
make and has adjusted the rest of the world so that good
choices shall tum out well, and bad choices ill, not necessarily in the sense that all good choices arc immediately
followed by the happiness of the person making the
choice, and by the misery of the person making the bad
choice, but that, in the long run, happiness and misery are
adjusted to desert. This adjustment of happiness and
misery to desert is good, so that in that sense of the word,
all choices, good or bad, tum out 'well'. It is only from
the point of view of the agent that we can speak of a bad
choice turning out ill. In any case, God's foreknowledge
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is not a determining &ctor in the actual choices made by
men.
The word which Leibniz actually uses to describe the
act of creation is 'fulgtll!tion •. The implications of this
term seem to be somewhat as follows : it appears to be
half-way between the more ordinary descriptions, creation
and emanation. Creation is compatible with the making of
an object, which then acts complctcly independently of
the nature of its maker. 'Emanation• seems to suggest that
the objects display the qualities of their source and act in
accordance with its nature rather than in accordance with
their own. 'Fulguration •, on the other hand, suggests
that the objects have their own nature even though, when
they act in accordance with that nature, they display the
splendour of their origin. For Leibniz, God neither
created the universe once and for all and then left it to
work out its own development, nor is He continually working in the world, though all the events of the world are in
accordance with God's purpose. The essential difference
between fulguration and emanation is that an object that
is said to emanate has only the qualities of its source,
whereas the result of fulguration is a Monad which not
merely mirrors God and the universe but mirrors it from
its own point of view. There is also a difference in the
!dative degrees of activity. Emanation could be simply
one aspect of God's being, whereas fulguntion is God's
splendour in action. This splendour is taken ~p and rc&ctcd from all possible points of view. Spirits mirror
God in the very special sense that they alone among
Monads can know the eternal truths which arc the objects
of God's understanding, can look to Him consciously as
their Creator, worship and reverence Him as their King
and God. They can consciously desire to do His will and,
in so far as in them lies, make their lives a reflection of His
goodness.
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deciding to write a different play with a different set
of characters or deciding on minor changes within the
characters of Thi Tl111j>11t? Suppose he starts with the central idea of a young girl who has seen no human beings
but her father. The father is to be as wise and good as is
humanly possible and is to bring about his daughter's introduction to a life of companionship with normal human
beings. Since this wise and good man must be living in
exile, and there must be a good reason for this, compatible
with his wisdom and goodness, then there must be some
such cause as a treacherous relative and the right circumstances for his treachery to bring about this result, so the
people and events of Thi T1111j>11t are developed from the
central theme. Now Shakespeare might favour the idea
ef making Prospero slightly different in some respect. He
might be more revengeful, or Miranda might be a little
more lacking in filial piety; then, in a sense, we should
have the same characters in a different play, or we might
suppose Shakespeare to discard his theme altogether and
to write a play that is entirely different in every respect.
In the same way, we might suppose God with the fall and
.redemption of man, completely worked out with Adam
and Eve and Satan as the pctsonages, and much later
Oirist Himself, then, a slight variation with the same pcraonages, or a ex>mplctcly different concourse of persons.
The only possible answer to this, I suppose, is that what- ,
ever infinite variety we can possibly imagine is a pale
reflection of the infinite possibilities present to God Himself. It would be not only possible variations on His actual
theme but all possible varieties of theme, with all possible
variations upon each one. It seems odd that scientists,
discovering that the ex>mplcxity of the universe is greater
than we had supposed, take this as a sign that the traditional idea of God must be discarded as inadequate. It has
been no part of the aced of theologians that the universe

is a simple place or that the human beings inhabiting this
planet occupy a privileged position in it. There is no limit
to the possibilities present to the mind of God, and the
more we discover of them, the less anthropoccntdc
becomes our idea of the universe, and so the more adequate our idea of God. Human knowledge has never been
considered by thoughtful people as a measure of God's
knowledge or power.
We said above that God's position in relation to the
other Monads is a dual one. He is both the supreme
Monad and the Creator of the whole system of Monads.
There is a fundamental inconsistency here, and it argues a
weakness in Leibniz's philosophical system. for there arc
good reasons for supposing that Leibniz would wish to give
up neither of the inconsistent clements. His whole picture of
the world as a series of real beings, each one differing from
those next to it in the series by an infinitely small degree.
leads to the ex>nccption of God, as the chief Monad, cllifcring from the highest of the other spirits infinitesimally.
This cannot be given up; God has wisdom, power, and
knowledge in the highest possible dcgtte, but then the
spirits next to Him in the series will just fall short of the
highest dcgtte of wisdom, power, and knowledge. On the
other hand, God is the Creator who has m:cly chosen to
bring into being the whole system of Monads, but what
He will have brought into being will be a system suitable
to have the highest term already in existence added to it.
In either case, what has been brought into being is an incomplete system. Not only that, but Leibniz's proof of the
existence of God, from the nature of our thinking about
the actual world, postulates God as the principle outside
the system of the world, which is to be the sufficient reason
or the grounds for the existence of the actual world. At
one and the same time, we arc supposing that God performs an act, the act of creation, which is compJctcly
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on one of the lists was compatible with being very low
down in another, which again would mark off the position
of the first boy from all others even more strongly. Satan
is supposed to have been only a little inferior to God in
knowledge and power, but in wisdom and goodness they
arc poles apart. In fact, it is the very nearness to God in
power and knowledge which enables Satan to fall from
grace so completely. We can thus sec that a person who is
the highest possible member of every series might, nevertheless, differ completely from the second member of each
of the series.
There is another possible difference between God and
every other Monad, which is that God alone is mirrored
from every possible point of view while all the other
Monads mirror God. Leibniz actually says that each
Monad mirrors the universe from its own point of view,
but once again the mirroring metaphor leads us into difficulties, for it looks as though there are two things, the
mirror and the object mirrored. In the case of the Monad,
what is being mirrored is the uni~crsc of which the Monad
is a part. The complete analogy would be not merely the
mirror reflecting the surrounding objccta but also reflecting its own nature as a mirror among the surrounding
objects. Leibniz also uses the analogy of an object looked
at from all sides. He says: 'and as the same town, looked
at from various sides, appears quite different and becomes,
as it were, numerous in aspects (p1Tsputirl111#11t); even
so, as a result of the infinite number of simple substances,
it is as if there were so many different universes, which
nevertheless arc nothing but aspects (plrspt,lillls) of a
single Universe, according to the special point of view of
each Monad.' 1 Herc again we have the difficulty that the
analogical example contains two terms, whereas that of
which it is an analogy contains only one term or an infinite
1.~'4g, para.
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two alternatives would be chosen by Leibniz. I think perhaps one of the chief difficulties 1s that Leibniz's own
choice of metaphor fails to do justice to his theory, in one
important respect. One of the things that he is most
anxious to insist upon is that every single Monad is active
to however low a degree, but his metaphors emphasize
their passivity. It is not a mirror passively rcBecting its
surroundings but an active being unfolding its own
development in harmony with its surroundings. When
we think of the Monads of the highest grade, or spirits,
this is seen even more clearly. At their bes~ they can
become conscious reflectors of God the Creator and
attempt to show His goodness in their own lives.

SPACE AND TIME, MATTER AND MOTION

IOI

level, for though space and time arc appearances, they arc

.,,UfOlllll#ti appearances. There arc true statements to be
made about the Monads, which arc connected with the
spatio-temporal statements to be made about the world of
appearances, just as there arc true statements to be made
about the cquidistance of railway lines from one another,
which arc connected with their apparent convergence.
Temporal and spatial relationships. then, arc not delusions
to be corrected but appearances to be connected with the
real properties of Monads. W c might say that every real
state of affairs has its suitable appearance. Mathematical
statements and the statements of mechanics will have to be
similarly connected, on the one side with the statements
about everyday experiences and on the other with the
metaphysical statements about the Monads. Leibniz's
account of space and time is summed up in his Rlpotul
tlllX Rlj/1xiot1S di Bayh, in which he says : 'Time, extension,
and the continuous in general in the way in which they
arc considered in mathematics arc only ideal things, that
is to say things which express possibility just as numbers
do. Hobbes has even defined spa.cc as phaltlas111a existmtis,
but, to speak more exactly, extension is the order of
possible co-existences as time is the order of possibilities
which arc inconsistent, but which have nevertheless some
connexion; thus extension relates to simultaneous things
or things which exist together, time to those which arc
incompatible and which arc nevertheless all conceived as
existing, and it is this that makes them successive. But
space and time ta.ken together constitute the order of
the possibilities of the whole Universe, so that these
orders (that is space and time) square not only with what
actually exists but also with whatever might be put in
its place, as numbers arc indifferent to whatever can be
rts 1111merala. •
We must first examine the meaning of a statement that
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yet docs follow purely logically from all of them together.'
Frcgc concludes from this that purely analytic:. inference
an extend our knowledge: The &urdUI kind nf ddloition.
he says, <foes not consist in a list of characteristics composing a concept, but in a statement showing that each
clement in the definition is •intimately, I might almost say
organically, connected with all the rest'. The fact appcan
to be that Leibniz uses a kind of definition which docs not
conform to his own account of definition. His account of
definition is that it consists in listing the simple characteristics composing a complex concept. He; however, produced a definition of love of which he thought so highly
that he scot it to correspondents at intervals throughout
his life and said of it that it would settle immediately the
current controversy about the possibility of disinterested
ari5!!1g
love for God. The definition was: •Love is the
from the happiness of another.' TIUs docs not co orm to
the ptttcm, JTs B and C, but to the pattern A is B connected in a particular manner with C. • X loves Y' will
then be incompatible with the state of affairs, •Xis rejoicing in rs state and Y is wretched.' It is not a simple incompatibility of A and not-A, and further analysis will
not yield this simple incompatibility. The loving kind of
rejoicing docs not differ from other kinds in that it possesses a simple characteristic which the others lack, but in
that it cannot coexist with a certain state of another being,
while the other kinds of rejoicing have no such implication.
The incompatibilities of which time is the order must
be similarly conceived. The states of one and the same
Monad cannot cocxist with one another since they arc
related not simply as Band not-B, but as B's having a relation to another state of such a kind that it could not have
this relation to itself. It is the kind of relation which two
members of a series might have to one another. If 111 and
n are two members of a series, then being -111 and being

jo!l;

SPACE AND TIME, MATTBll AND MOTION

IH

At the level of perception, there arc bodies of varying
sizes and shapes, moving at varying degrees of speed,
impinging upon one another, changing their own direction and the direction of the bodies with which they come
into contact. In the laws of Mechanics, these movements
and changes arc described in detail. It now remains to be
seen what description Leibniz can give of these changes,
bearing in mind that there arc no material objects and no
space, so that movement cannot consist in a body's taking
up successive positions in space. Position has been shown
to be an clement of the phmo111lllflll bmef llllda1t1111 commonly
called space, having its reality in a relation of mutual
mirroring. A Monad is 'next' or 'near' to another jf it
mirrors the state of that other strongly and clearly, so that
a moving ocar to one another by two Monads will consist
in the states of the two Monads mirroring one another
with inacasing clearness. Docs it make sense to ask of
two such Monads which of them is moving and which is
standing still, or whether they arc both moving? The
answer to this question is that it docs make sense, and
that the answer will be in terms not of one Monad's maintaining its position while the other changes it, but of one
Monad's being relatively passive while the other is relatively active. H we were speaking of the apparent motion
of so-c:allcd bodies, the question would be sensible only if
we realized that it was a question about the convenience
of treating one body as in motion and the other as at rest.
The laws of Mcchan.ics arc more conveniently to be stated
in terms of an arbitrarily chosen standard of reference. In
the quotation given above, for instance, it is more convenient to speak as though the ship is moving in relation
to the water, but this choice has no grounds beyond convenience in description.
We must now dcfuic 'activity' and 'passivity'. Every
Monad possesses passivity to a greater or lesser degree,
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and consequently every Monad possesses activity to a
greater or lesser degree. The chief Monad alone is pure
activity. Passivity and actiVity arc variously defined. The
common clement in all the definitions is that activity is of
the essence of substance. A thing is said to be active when
its changes arise from its own nature; passive, when its
changes arise from the nature of another thing, that is,
when it is prevented by another thing from acting in the
way that is natural to it. Thus in Section III of L'A1111 et
u Monde, D1 Ajf«tibllS, we arc given the following definitions: htio est sfa/Ms ,.,; 'JI"' tptitl s1tpliltlr ex eim naftll'a.
Passio 1st sfa/Ms ,.,; tjlllJ i111jJldiftll' alifjtlid ne ex naftll'a eim
11qt111f11r. ('Action is the state of a thing in which what
follows is fiom the nature of the thing. Passion is the state
of a thing in which something whicb is of its nature is
prevented from following.') Motion is, then, one form of
change very similar to all other forms and not of its own
kind. For Leibniz, it is impossible that a thing should be said
to move while its qqalitics remain unchanged. Everything is in a constant state of activity, and this activity
consists in a living mirroring of the states of all other
things. If a thing changes so that it mirrors another with
increasing clearness and adequacy, it has moved nearer to
that other thing, or the other thing has moved nearer to it.
Which has been relatively active in this transaction is
determined by which mirrors the other more clearly. This
is the reality of motion, and being in a different place is
the appearance of this reality. Prime matter is the name
for the clement of passivity in every Monad, according to
which there is no Monad but the chief Monad which is
able to perform every act which follows from its nature.
Since all the states of every created Monad arc mirrorings
of the states of other Monads, the states of no Monad can
arise from its own nature alone. On the other hand, since
the mirroring is never a mere passive reception, but a
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for the calculation of physical effects and of being able to
show that it is just what we should expect on the basis of
his metaphysical principles. If the essence of motion were
in mere movement of a body from one pbce to another,
then there would be no reason why motion should ever
be lost. A thing once in motion would continue indefinitely, carrying all before it, but there is another factor to
be reckoned with, the sheer resistance of a body, its
passivity, to change of place. Thus there is in bodies something which contributes to everything that happens to
them, a passive force if we may use the expression, so that
there is simply no such thing as completely passive
reception.
Bertrand Russell argues that this is a dispute about
words and the most convenient descriptions to be given
to motion, and if Leibniz were speaking purely as a natural
scientist this would be right. Leibniz, however, thinks he
is doing something more; he believes himself to be providing a more satisfactory set of concepts by which we
may understand the system of mechanical laws to be intellectually satisfying as well as scientifically adequate. H it
were necessary for the science of Mechanics to assume
movement pumped into inert matter in some way, we
should make the assumption, noting that it was metcly an
assumption, and showing how it must be modified in our
forming of a general system of concepts. Leibniz is in
the much more satisfactory position of being able to show
that even for a system of laws of moving bodies, this
usumption is unsatisfactory. The concept of force which
he has reached as a result of metaphysical thinking also
provides the most useful measure in the calculation of
changes in the speed and direction of motion.
Primary matter has been shown to be an esscnti.al
property of every Monad; it is also the name we give to
the concept of sheer passivity, but in this sense it docs not
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MEN

MEN, like all other bodies, arc colonies of Monads, that
is to say, groups of Monads related among themselves in
such a way that they reflect more clearly and distinctly the
changes in one another than they do the changes in
Monads not belonging to the group. It is in this sense of
the word that the group is a unity and not a mere aggregate of parts. The unity of the group is a reflection of the
unity of each Monad, whose changes are reflected
throughout the group. More particularly, it is a reflection
of the changes of the dominant Monad, for it is dominant
in the sense that it reflects most adequately, within the
group, the changes of the rest. In human beings, the
dominant Monad is a spirit, that is, a being capable not
only of clear, conscious perception but also of memory
and reasoning. The dominant Monad of other animals and
of plants is a soul, that is, a being capable of more or less
clear perception but not of self-consciousness, of memory
in some cases but not of reasoning. Since men alone
among animals are capable of rcaso~ men alone, in any
sense of the word, can know God. They can know God
in the sense that they can know the eternal truths which
are in the mind of God, and they can try to understand
and conform to God's purposes. They alone, th~ can be
subjects of God's Kingdom of Grace and think of Him as
a Prince and even as a Father. In their own small constructions, they can faintly understand God as creator; and in
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illto1111stab/1, 1st a11.tsi illlilpmtlamr fJ1" /'lllllrr. • ('There arc two
absolute and general truths : one that we think; the other
that there is a great variety in our thoughts. From the first
it follows that we exist, from the other it follows that there
is something other than ourselves which is the cause of
the variety of our appearances. Now each of these truths
is as indisputable and as independent as the other.') After
several pages, however, he goes on to admit that, after
~ our experiences can assure us of only two things that
there is a 'liaison• between our appearances such ~t we
can successfully predict future appearances and that this
'liaison' must have a constant cause. If ;,c wish to go
further and speculate as to the nature of this constant
cause, we must admit the possibility of a spirit who orders
the whole course of our life as if it were a dream so that
the vari~ and order of our appearances is no ~tee
of.the ex.tstencc of an external world which is their cause.
It is true that the more we sec the connexion between the
things that happen to us, the more strongly we arc confirmed in our belief in the reality of an external world,
and ~c continual agreement of phenomena, even when
cxam10cd v~ minutely as with a microscope, greatly
strengthens this assurance, but until someone discovers a
priori_ the o~g~ of the world, we have only 'moral•
ccrtalnty. Lci~ruz sup~~ himself, in his later writings,
to have established a prim the existence of God and His
perfection. God's perfection demands that there should be
as much existence as is possible in the created world, but
th~ ac:i of creation itself depends on God's free choice.
Lcibmz, then, ~ot. claim to have ~tablished the origin:
of the world a prim but only that if there is a created
:world, then it will contain as much reality as possible. If
UlStead of men and the external world, there were onlt
men and their dreams, there would not be as much reality
as is possible.
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However this may be, Leibniz docs not seriously doubt
the existence of a world outside us, nor docs he doubt
that we have knowledge of it in our perceptions. What he
does do is to give an account of this knowledge which
makes it seem very different from that assumed by common sense. The very least we demand of knowledge in
our everyday thinking is that there is a knower and a
known, and most people would want to go further and
say that it was because the known affected the knower in
some way that it became known. Leibniz would agree
that there is a knower and a known, but not in the sense
that they arc confronted with one another, stand face to
face, and that as a result, knowledge arises. Leibniz, like
any other sensible man, knows that there arc states of
affairs roughly to be expressed as : I now perceive an
apple before me. What he is denying is that the terms
of this relationship have been correctly understood,
and the relation com:ctly conceived. Monads cannot
stand before one another, nor sec one another, but
they can be in states which arc in mutual agreement, so
that I, unfolding my own e:xpcrienccs, am now in the
'knowing-apple' state, aod the apple, unfolding its e:xpcrienccs, is now in the 'bcing-hcld-and-cnmined' state. The
harmonious intcrconncxion of all our experiences is the
appearance of the pre-established harmony of the unfolding states of all the Monads. The difficulties of this position arc examined in detail in the chapter on Leibniz's
theory of knowledge. Here it is sufficient to point out that
since the Monads arc such that they cannot stand in relations with one another, they cannot stand in a knowledge
relation. 'A knows B' is a description at the level of experience; there would be another description at the level
of physics and physiology, and still another description at
the metaphysical level. At this level, the description would
be as follows : A colony of Monads, A, has a dominant
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thcir mirroring of other human bodies, they would have
a more or less adequate knowledge of other men.
The nature of the Monads is such that they can be
neither made nor dcstrqyed; they can come into being
only by creation and go out of being only by annihilation.
Thus, in one sense of the word, every being is immortal,
not only spirits. What change then must be conceived as
happening to a spirit, when, as we say, it is born or dies?
When God created the world, Leibniz thinks of Him as
seeing in a fl.ash, in its most minute detail, everything
which will happen in it. He secs in Adam all his descendants, their characters and their acts. But in the act of creation, what is brought into being is all the Monads there
arc to be. What is the relation of the actual David to be
born generations later and the actual 6.rst Monads? Wc
must not think of it as a gigantic 6.rst night with all the
actors waiting in the wings to make their appearances in
due course. All the actual beings arc already upon the
stage, each containing in itself all that is ever to happen to
it. In the case of all the Monads but spirits, this •containing• is complete. The seed of plants and animals, and
indeed of all beings, has existed from the beginning of the
world, but in the case of men, though their seed has
equally existed from the beginning, at the moment of the
conception of a man, God, by a spcci21 act, adds reason to
the Monad. This spcci21 act Leibniz calls • transcreation '.
Birth in general is simply the enormous enlargement of
the body of a Monad. A seed which never •enters upon
this larger theatre•, as Leibniz says, is never attached to a
colony of Monads as dominant Monad, though it might
be a subordinate member of a colony. In the case of men,
this receiving of a body is accompanied by an internal
change, the gift of reason, though even here it is not such
a complete change as one might think. From the very first,
Monads which were destined to undergo this change
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were made 6t for it. Birth is the kind of change which
comes upon a catcrpillu when it becomes a butterfly,
'nature being wont to reveal in some particular cases her
secrets, which she conceals on other occasions•. Leibniz,
however, 6nds it difficult to conceive that •there is a
natural means of raising a sensitive soul to the rank of a
rational soul', so that the birth of men involves a special
act of God. This is not to be thought of as a miracle, if we
mean by a miracle a special act designed to alter the
natural course of events. From the moment of creation,
the design of the world included these special acts to be
performed at speci6ed times.
Just as birth is an unfolding or development of the
possibilities contained in a Monad, so death is an envelopment or enfolding of its possibilities. To die is to be dc-tached from the colony of Monads known as the body,
and though a Monad so detached will continue to reflect
the states of other Monads, it will not reflect the changes
of a group of Monads in the very close and intimate way
in which it formerly reflected its body. A spirit will not,
however, lose its ability to reason, so that its state before
birth and after death will not be quite different. Nor will it
lose its memory, nor any other characteristics which constitute its personality. •Man must continue to be, not
merely an animal but also a person and a citizen of the City
of God, which is the most perfect possible state, under the
most perfect Monarch.' This is not a concession to popular tcligious belief, but a consequence of the nature of the
Monads. Just as a special act was needed to transform
a sensitive soul into a rational soul, so a special act would
be needed to transform a rational soul into a merely sensitive soul. Not only is there no reason to suppose this act
in the case of death, but it would be an even more drastic
ttansformation, and a going against the nature of the
Monads. In both birth and death there is the continuation
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~ i~tity, _then, is not in our flesh and blood, but, as
Lcibruz says 10 a letter to Jcan-FrCdmc, '11/1 (l'idmtill)
~.ti tia11.1 I't?ril ti la 1111111oirr'. Leibniz had always been
10tc~stod 10. the problem of personal identity and his
car~cst published writing, his graduation thesis was
entitled : D1 PT'Wipio lndivit!Ni. In this work he se:ms to
ha~c d.efcnd~d the . N~minalist position, and indeed he
~tamed his admiration for Hobbes till the end of his
life. He speaks of him as that remarkable man wh ·
'ttba
. ,. '
0 1S
r
fJll4 111J1111nat1sl1 and puts after his name in brackets
'fJ1141 ho1111111~' After his early days, however, he depa.rtcJ
&om_ the. vie~ of Hobbes in almost every respect, and
~y 10 .h!s account of the human spirit. Hobbes had
said that spi.at was a u_rord .to be used properly only of a
very attenuated body like air or gas, or adjectivally, when
w~ ~peak of a pcaccfuJ, or a warlike spirit, or of a highspmted man. In this second sense, the reference is to
words or deeds of the warlike man. Leibniz think tha
thi
'all
.
s
t
~ matcn sm anscs from giving the demands of imagination an absolute value. On the other hand, Leibniz docs
no! accept the account of personal identity coming from
~t?tlc throu~h the Scholastics. This account makes an
individual
an 10Stancc
of a sf'V"rics
~rticular
Socra
.
r:- • a r-man,
.
tes~ a .s~ of humanity. Such a specimen has
hi~ own 1ndiv1dual body, but this individual body displays
~v~rsal humanity. Matter is the 'principle of individuation , ~d Socrates needs his own piece of matter to be
hw;nan UL It seems to me that there are three possible
beliefs abou~ the ~turc of the individual. There is the
o~od~x Aristotelian belief that what constitutes an indiv1du~ 1s ~c ~versa! form in matter; there is the extreme
Nominalist belief that individuality consists in the fact that
people as a ~ttcr of fact use one and the same name to
rcfc~ to a cetta1Il set of sense impressions related in ccrt2in
spatio-temporal ways; there is the Lcibn.izian belief that
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the individual is not a specimen of humanity but this absolutely concrete being with all its qualities belonging to it
essentially. These three positions lead to corresponding
differences in our view of statements having a proper
name as their subject. Socrates, since he is a specimen of
humanity, is essentially reasonable, is essentially capable
of seeing a joke, but accidentally, that is, as a mere matter
of fact, is snub-nosed, sitting, tunning, etc. From the
extreme Nominalist standpoint, the name 'Socrates•
means nothing at all. It is a mere device for drawing
people's attention to the portion of space-time where we
may sec that snub-noscdness, or walking, or running is
going on. For Leibniz, the proper name means absolutely
everything that may be truly asserted of Socrates. Socrates
simply is the snub-nosed, walking, running thing.
Everything which may be trul.y predicated of Socrates
belongs to him essentially, and the distinction between
accidental and essential qualities is meaningless. Thus,
Leibniz quite deliberately and literally uses the pluue
'concept of an individual•, which for the Aristotcliana is
a contradiction in terms. For them, the concept is 'man•
and Socrates an instance. 'Concept of an individual' is a
concept of which it would be meaningless to say that it
had instances.
The logical implications and difficulties of this account
of proper names arc examined elsewhere, but here we
may look at the metaphysical problems which arise from
it. What exactly is the concept 'Adam• which God is supposed to contemplate, and in which He sees all that will
ever happen to Adam and all that he will become? Is it
the embodied Adam who walks in the Garden of Eden,
or is it the dominant Monad of this Adam? The Adam
who is immortal and is a citizen of the City of God is the
dominant Monad, for the embodied Adam is not embodied for ever. On the other hand, for Eve who lives
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with Adam in the Garden of Eden, •Adam' is the nam
for this embodied Adam. The difficulty appears to be tha
if the embodied Adam is not very different from the
Monad Adam after separation from the colony making up
his body, then there is not enough difference between seeds
which •do not enter upon this larger theatre• and those
which do. If there is a great difference, then it seems as
though individuality and personal identity may be lost.
If there is this great difference, then what do we mean by
saying that it is the 'same' Adam? It may be that names,
properly understood, though God alone understands
proper names completely, are names for the dominant
Monad in each human being. Part of the meaning of a
proper name so understood would, however, consist in
the fact that some of its states are reflections of the states
of lesser Monads with which it is associated.
We must now examine the •concept of an individual'
from another point of view. There is one true statement
to which Leibniz attaches great importance, and it has two
aspects, a logical and a metaphysical. From the logical
point of view, that statement is: Every true statement is
analytical, that is, in every true statement, the predicate is
contained in the subject. The corresponding metaphysical
statement is that every substance contains all its future
states, even though they are 'enfolded'. God, from His
knowledge of each Monad, can read off all that will
happen to it, and since each Monad is a reftection of every
other, complete knowledge of any Monad would yield
knowledge of the state of affairs of every other spatiotcmporal part of the universe. The name for any Mon.ad.
and here we are specially concerned with proper names,
would mean everything which may be truly asserted in a
statement haYiqg the proper name as a subject. That is to
say, any statement such as: Julius Caesar crossed the
Rubicon, could with complete knowledge be exhibited as
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Lcibnizian language, the subject• Julius Caesar' docs not
contain all its predicates, since •aossing the Rubicon'
may or may not be predicated of it, according to the
choice which Julius Caesar actually makes. Unless there
arc genuine possibilities, so that Caesar can cross or not
cross the Rubicon and still remain Julius Caesar, Arnauld
thinks that there is no human freedom. Now Leibniz
thinks that the way through the labyrinth is shown by the
clue of the infinite. Imagine God contemplating a complete infinite series which &om a human point of view
bas no end. This for him is analogous with his contemplating a whole human life in its place within the whole
complex system of events called the universe. Now since
the whole series is before the mind of God, no term could
be other than it is. This docs not mean, however, that
God is exercising compulsion upon each term to be as it
is. The eternal terms arc dependent not upon the will of
God but upon His intellect. Each term is what it is because of the nature of the series and the principle connecting its terms. God in his infinite knowledge secs each
term to be what it is, without compelling it to be what it
is. God, in bringing Caesar into being, brings into being
the first term of a series which by its own nature will
generate the later terms according to its own principle,
and God in His infinite knowledge secs what all those
terms arc. In the Thlodi&l1, Leibniz points out that there arc
two different questions; •... On tu d4111andl pas }OllT'Jlllfli
Die11 pnvoit la thon, ttll' n/a s'mtmJ,· t'1st }artl tpl1111 stra,·
mais on tkmantk }OllTfJllOi ii m ortitmm ainsi. • ('One docs not
ask why God forcsccs the thing, that is obvious; it is
because it will be; but one asks why God has ordained it.')
Even now, we must ask not why God has ordained that
Judas shall sin, but why He brought sinning Judas into
being. God is not the creator of Judas's betrayal, but of
Judas whose nature is such that he will as a matter of fact
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betray Oirist. If we ask this second question, we cannot
answer it. All we know is that there was some reason why
the greatest amount of good could be brought into being
only with Judas in the world. Later in the same work,
Leibniz imagines Scxtus asking J upitcr why he has
appointed such a hard fate for him and begging J upitcr
to change it. Jupiter agrees and tells Scxtus not to go to
Rome, for if he docs, he will 1w:cly be lost. Scxtus is not
willing to give up the hope of a crown and goes to Rome
to the fate which he had wished to avoid. An onlooker
asks Jupiter why he could not have given Scxtus another
will, and as an answer he is shown other worlds in which
a different Scxtus makes a different choice. In one, he
leaves the temple of Jupiter and makes a different choice,
and becomes a prosperous and honoured member of a
small community. In another, he is satisfied with a humble
~ot, and lives and dies unknown. In each case, however, it
1s not this Scxtus, for belonging to each choice is a different history and a different world. This Scxtus, in this
world, chooses as this Scxtus chooses. Most people wish
to add at this point, and could not have chosen otherwise,
that is to say, has not chosen at all. This is once more to
confuse God's intellect with His will. Most people argue
in this way: 'God knows now that Sextus is about to set
out for Rome, that when he gets there, he will sin and be
driven from the city in great misery and dishonour. If
Scxtus now chooses, and you claim that he can genuinely
choose, if he now chooses to live humbly in the country,
God will have been mistaken, which is impossible.' It is
true that God cannot be mistaken, but there is a misapprehension about what it is that God knows. He knows not
that Sextus m11st go to Rome, but that this is how he will
choose. The terms in the series making up a man's life
arc related not as movements each one of which is determined by the amount of force exerted upon it, but as stages

in the fulfilment of his purpose. God knows what Scxtus
wants, he knows what he will do to get it, and to change
what Scxtus wanted would be to change ~· ~ng
the infinite possible men who might have inhabited ~c
world, God has allowed Scxtus to become actual. Jupiter
•has not made Scxtus wicked; he was wicked from all
eternity and &ecly so; he has done nothing but allo~ him
existence, which his wisdom would not allow ~ to
refuse to the world of which Sextus formed a part , since
this is the best of all the possible worlds: s~. then,
must not complain that Jupiter has made him wicked, for
that is what he is, and it is unthinkable that he should
complain that Jupiter has suffered him to be. Every ~s
siblc being has the desire to become ~~ and J uptter
has simply removed the hindrance to his existence. .
If we find all this unsatisfactory, and A.mauld certainly
did so it must be that we cannot accept Leibniz's account
of an lodividual. Oddly enough - at least it is od~ ~t a
first glance - philosophers who arc also o:iathcmatlCWll
seem most interested in individuality and think themselves
able to give a satisfactory account of the oatur~ of ~
individual. W c arc apt to think of th~ as dealing ~~
concepts of a high degree of absttacnon and of an individual as of the highest degtee of concreteness. When we
look a little more closely, however, we sec that mathematicians think of themselves as dealing with a very peculiar
kind of individual. This is true both of Spinoza and Leibniz. There arc an infinite number of geometrical figures,
each differing from one another by a very li~c. Though
mathematicians have worked out the properties of some
only of these figures, it is possible to work out the ~ropcr
ties of any of them. Not only that, th~ is ~ eq~tl~n for
any line or curve which we like to unagtne. S~y,
there arc an infinite number of numben, each different
from any other, and having their properties expressible in
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presumptive will of God'. We may be mistak~ for
we arc not all clear-headed, but at least we know that we
ha~c done our bes~ and God docs not rcquiic more of us.
This leads to scrcruty of mind and contentment, for whatever happens to us, we know that it is the natural outcome
of our past actions and therefore dcscrvcd, and if it seems
to us ~t it is worse ~ we have deserved, we may
know either that we arc nustaken or that it is a stage in a
passage to a greater good which God is preparing for
us.
N?t only _docs the contemplation of the workings of
God ~ plan increase our happiness, it also gives us our
~ence of beau~. Aesthetic enjoyment is the perception of ordered vancty, and though it is an intellectual
pleas~, it is not the same as the recognition of the intcrconncxtons of thc parts, .f~r this would be reasoning. It is
1
a pleasure of confused_ intellect, for we arc willing to
~n~platc and not think. Works of art arc pictures in
muua~rc .of the~order of the uru-Vcde; lnd we feet tbe
~ame JO'f ln their contem.Platfon. The pleasures of the
~coses generally, reduce themselves to pleasures of the
intellect confusedly known.
1:-dbniz's advice to men for their good behaviour and
thcu happiness consists in telling them to do their duty
to~ards God and ~en, trusting in God to recognize and
b~g t'? a happy issue their well-intentioned efforts. By
culttvattng our reasoning powers, we shall be better able
to find out U:hat is good, both because the good is to be
seen by the 10tcllect, and, by studying nature, we shall
learn more about God. 'Nothing helps us to the knowledge and l?ve of God as much as nature.'• We may also
~earn what lS good by the exercise of reason, because that
ts how ~od. kno~ it.. The good is not good because God
has arbitrarily willed it; He has chosen it because He secs
1. Lt11" to'"'~. 1686.

MORAL THEORY

171

it to be good. Just as the eternal truths of mathematics
arc ctcmally present to the mind of God, so arc the truths
of morality, and we must strive to learn them in the same
Vlf.Y· Having done all we can to discern what is good and
to bring it into being, we must not repine at lack of success but trust in God to find the right time for transforming it into something better. We must 'work at our own
things' and 'adorn our Sparta', knowing that we arc citizens of the heavenly city and can never lose our status.
Justice demands that we remain the same persons, or rewards and punishments would have no meaning. 'God's
city must not lose a single person, as the universe must
not Jose a single substance.• 1 Earthly rulers arc by no
means rulers or rcprcscntativcS' the heavenly ruler, but
one of the tasks of the wisest men should be to bring it
about that earthly systems of justice conform as far as
possible to God's justice. God's justice is such that we
can be sure that no good act remains unrewarded and no
bad act unpunished, not by a disturbance of the laws of
bodies, but by their means. 'The purely material laws
work together in the whole universe to execute the laws
of justice or of love ..• and everything brings about the
good of those who love God. ' 2 God's wisdom and power
are shown in the whole universe, but it is in relation to His
city alone that He may properly be called good. He has
created us spirits in His own image, He is one of us and
enters into community with us. We are 'little~ under
the gr~ God'. Our earthly happmess in contcmJ)talin.g
the goodness of God and its exemplification in the world
is a foretaste of our joy in Heaven, but the details of our
life in Heaven may be known only by revelation. They are
beyond human powers of discovery.
This then is 'the best of all possible worlds', and he
who secs it as it is is overwhelmed by the beauty of its
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state of a spirit which continually seeks to be active and
uanslatc its possibilities into actualities. Until the spirit
becomes clearly conscious of its own state, it is hardly
worth the adjectives good or bad, and so a bad will is a
state of vague, confused striving, conscious neither of
what it is doing nor of its own purposes. In the Di1'D11r11,
he says that God requires only a good will, 'provided
that it be sincere and intentional• (riMm 1111ri11111). I take
this to mean that we arc required to become acquainted
with ou.nclvca, with our own purposes, and not to act
blindly. We can all attempt this, though we shall not all
be as successful as one another. I hope I am not going
beyond Leibniz's intention ifl say that men naturally tend
towards metaphysical perfection, but that in becoming
aware of their own purposes, they transform them into a
striving towards moral perfection. If we remember that
the good man was defined as 'he who loves all men•, the
man who has succeeded in becoming aware of his own
purposes will be he who knows that he desires the welfare
of all men, and he will be the one who works most effectively for the good of his fellow-men. Love not only is, but
must be, disinterested, for though it is a state of rejoicing
and therefore felt by the loving person, it is rejoicing in
the welfare of another.
We may now look once more at Leibniz's optimism
and at his statement that this is the best of all possible
worlds, to sec whether the indignation which it arouses is
justified. People who arc outraged by this description of
the world generally think that it is a sign of complete
insensitivity to human suffering. They think that if a
prosperous person says such things, he is prepared to bear
very patiently the sufferings of other people, and if an
unfortunate person says such things, he is a servile man
who will accept any kind of treatment and never dare to
protest. They think that he should feel 'divine discontent•
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to put it right if we ever find ourselves refusing to treat
other people as responsible agents making their own
choices as well as they can. This seems to me the basis for
Leibniz's optimism, and a very good basis too, that thinking as clearly as we can about our own motives and abou&l
our companions will lead to the best behaviour. There is
no doubt that happiness makes for good conduct, and no
doubt in Leibniz's mind that those who believe that
everything that happens is in accordance with the will of
God arc the happiest people. If we also think that this
belief is true, then we have good foundations for our
optimism.
Some people cannot get it out of their heads that even
if the belief that this is the best of all possible worlds is not
a sign of callousness, yet people who hold it arc allowing
themselves to feel an unworthy happiness. I think that
they arc thinking of human tyrants, and the contented
people as their toadies. It is certainly our duty to point out
to people that they are unfairly treated by human beings if
we arc in a better position to sec it than they arc, and Leibniz certainly thinks that it is the duty of the strongest
intellects to improve human justice in every way they can.
He docs not preach resignation to earthly princes, but
only to the will of God. It is not absolutely better to feel
resentment when badly treated, but only when resentment
can lead to appropriate action. To feel resentment when
auffcring pain obviously not brought about by another
human being is simply silly. It is to add one bad state to
another. There arc some, of course, who enjoy resentment, but then they ought not to complain that they arc
given occasion for it. If someone can prove to us, as Leibniz thinks he has done, that resentment is inappropriate
towards our sufferings, he has done us a service.
The only doubt, then, which Leibniz has not been able
to remove, is the doubt whether men, in suffering the
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about. The chief obstacle he believes to be the humaq,
habit of reasoning in words without realizing that o(
which the words arc symbols, •blind thoughts ..• void of
perception or feeling. •. . Now this knowledge cannot
move us : something vivid is required that we may ha
moved. Yct it is thus that men most often think of God,
of virtue, of happiness; they speak and reason without
definite ideas. Not that they cannot have these ideas; for
they arc in their minds. But they do not give thcmsclvca
the trouble of carrying on the analysis of their ideas.• 1
What is needed, then, for the indefinite progress of the
human nee is the fixing of human knowledge in a 'good
characteristic', its free interchange and development by
scholars of all races, and a combining of experiment and
calculation, so that we can constantly remind ourselves of
the realities about which we reason in our words.
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worlds. Leibniz docs not draw this conclusion, but it
seems as though there must be at least one true statement
which is not analytic, the statement that God chose to
create this world. About human decisions, Leibniz is willing to say both that they arc genuine free choices and
that a statement that the choice was made is analytic. Perhaps, then, the statement that God created this world
might also be analytic. though only God could sec it as
such. The complexity of factors involved in human choice
is so great that it is highly unlikely that any man could
ever sec a statement that a certain choice had been made
as analytic. It is, however, logically impossible that any
finite being could sec the statement that God created the
world as analytic. since it follows from the nature of all
lesser Monads that their knowledge should be limited.
All statements of fact preserve their real contingency by
being true because God willed that they should be true;
they arc also analytic in that the subjects contain the predicates. Men mistakenly suppose that the contingency of
matter-of-fact statements lies in their being known to
them only by experience, but this is also a matter of fact
about men. It is possible to conceive an infinite knowledge of the world, which is God's actual knowlcd~ in
which all these statements would be analytic.
This inconsistency reappears in Leibniz's view of the
proposition as always of the subject-predicate form, when
we combine it with what he says of individuals. At first
sight it seems easy. The Monads arc the simple elements
of the world, containing in themselves all their states unfolding themselves according to their own inner principle.
Propositions, then, would have the names of the Monads
for their subjects and would consist in asserting of the
Monads that one or other of their states belonged to them.
That is to say, the name of each Monad would mean the
collection of its states, and this would be shown in the
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simple property should be added to it. There is no mathematical principle according to which a series a ab alK
may be generated, nor even a series a not-b not"', ab not"',
alK • •• If a, b, and ' were aspects of a given state of a
Monad, then each might represent one term in a series,
each with its own principle, and each in the same stage
in its own series as the other aspects. For simplicity, let
us suppose three Monads, M1, Mz, M5, each unfolding
its series of changes harmoniously with the others. The
aspect A of each Monad would be its own peculiar way of
being A arising from its own peculiar place in the whole
system of Monads. Each Monad has a multiplicity of
aspects, but we will operate with three, again for the sake
of simplicity.
M1 ... M1(a/K) M1(a2b2'2) M1(albl'3) ...
Mz. •.• Mz.(a2b2'2) Mz.(albltl) Mz.( a4h"t") •••
MJ ... MJ(albltl) M5(a"b"t") MJ(a'h't5) ••.

When we remember the infinite number of Monads whose
rcftccting states arc to be fitted into the system, and the
infinite number of aspects of each Monad, we can sec that
only the perfect mathematician could succeed in working
out all the series involved. The true name for each Monad
would be a sign from which the whole series of its states
could be read off, but since only God knows all that is
true of each Monad, only God could frame the sign or the
true name which embodied this knowledge. We may leave
this as the final cnmplc of the cxttcmcs into which Leibniz was led by his passion for •coming to the end of what!
may be done with reason•.

