LEIBNIZ AND THE ENGLISH-SPEAKING WORLD

Abstracts
LEIBNIZ AND THE HARTLIB CIRCLE

Maria Rosa Antognazza (King's College, London)

One of the foundations upon which the Royal Society was erected in December  1660 was prepared by the network of people known as 'the Hartlib circle'. This network had been knit together between 1630 and 1660 around three foreigners who played an important role in setting the English intellectual agenda in these years: the displaced Anglo-German 'intelligencer' Samuel Hartlib (c. 1600- 1662), the expatriate Scots irenicist John Dury (1596-1680), and the exiled Moravian pedagogue and pansophist Jan Amos Comenius (1592-1670). Their programme is best summarised as the reorganisation and advancement of learning, its distillation into a pansophic pedagogical programme and universal philosophical language, the re-education of future generations on that basis, and the reconciliation and re-unification of the Christian churches.  And in many respects very similar programme of universal reform was shared by the greatest Universalgelehrte of the new generation in Germany which only briefly overlapped with that of Hartlib, Dury and Comenius: Leibniz (1646- 1716). In this paper I will suggest the indirect and direct links between Leibniz and the Hartlib circle. The surprising 'harmony' between the goals of Leibniz and the Hartlib circle was 'pre-established' by the common origin of these goals in the Central European world from which both Leibniz and the 'three foreigners', Hartlib, Dury and Comenius, emerged. Leibniz, in turn, was guided and influenced in his work toward the realisation of this programme by people who had been prominent members of the Hartlib circle, both those dead before his own plans began to take shape and those still pursuing a Hartlibian agenda in England and in the Continent (notably the two secretaries to the Royal Society, Heinrich Oldenburg and John Wilkins, Robert Boyle, Theodore Haak, and the Tübingen Law Professor, close friend of Comenius, Magnus Hesenthaler). 
LEIBNIZ, THE CAUSE OF GRAVITY AND PHYSICAL THEOLOGY 

Robin Attfield (University of Cardiff)

Leibniz's Fourth Paper to Clarke introduces the charge that Newton's belief in gravitation introduces occult powers into physics, and that this involves a premature resort to the supernatural. While Clarke rejected this charge, presenting in his Fifth Reply the official positivistic Newtonian line, he and Newton probably believed something close to what Leibniz charged him with maintaining, holding that God, through his omnipresence, causes the otherwise mysterious phenomenon of action at a distance, until in 1717 (after Leibniz's death) Newton denounced this stance. In this short paper I attempt to disentangle the threads of this dispute, and to appraise the relevant theology and physics at issue, plus the implicit suggestion of Leibniz that Newton was guilty of (in Austin Farrer's phrase) 'physical theology'. 

'Un des mes amis'. On Leibniz’s Relation to the English Mathematician and Theologan John Wallis

Philip Beeley (University of Münster)

John Wallis, Savilian professor of geometry in the University of Oxford from 1649 until his death in 1703, plays a remarkable role in the scientific career of G. W. Leibniz. His favourable  review of the young philosopher’s Hypothesis physica nova clearly boosted the efforts of Henry Oldenburg, the secretary of the Royal Society, to give support to his promising compatriot and probably played a decisive role not only in the decision to reprint  the work together with the Theoria motus abstracti in London in 1671 but also in Leibniz’s being elected fellow of that institution two years later.

During his stay in Paris, Leibniz conducted an intensive study both of Wallis’s Arithmetica infinitorum and his Mechanica. While he soon came to emphasize the difference between his own approach to quadratures and  that of the English mathematician, he drew inspiration from the latter work for the development of his ideas on dynamics, including the formulation of the axiom of the equivalence of the entire effect and the complete cause.

While recognizing Wallis’s importance as a mathematician, Leibniz felt that his most innovative work had been eclipsed by new infinitesimal methods. Indeed, by the 1670s, Wallis had ceased to produce new results and had begun instead to concentrate his efforts on the history of algebra and the editing of ancient mathematical manuscripts. Fittingly, Leibniz already at this time – through the mediation of Oldenburg – frequently calls upon the assistance of Wallis in order to gain information on codices held in the Bodleian and the college libraries in Oxford in the context of his own investigations.  

Towards the end of the 1680s another aspect of Wallis’s work began to attract increasing attention from Leibniz, namely his reputation as being an accomplished linguist and decipherer. Against the background of renewed threats to the existence of German states on account of the expansionist plans of Louis XIV, intercepted French communications written in different numerical codes took on great significance. Through the mediation of leading government figures in London, German princes used Wallis’s services in order to acquaint themselves with the content of these messages. Leibniz, who suspected that the art of deciphering would lead to important insights into the nature of hypotheses and  would be useful generally for his envisaged Ars inveniendi, repeatedly, but without success, sought to persuade Wallis to divulge information on the methods he employed. 

The paper will provide a detailed account of the relation between Leibniz and the Savilian professor of geometry and will seek to throw light in particular on the strategies the two men adopted in their direct correspondence which began at the end of the 1690s. It will make clear that their letters mark the conclusion of a long-standing relationship and that the circumstances under which they came about are essential to their understanding. It was a time when the exchange of information in the République des lettres was becoming increasingly difficult in the light of the emergence of national and personal rivalries.

JOHN WILKINS' ESSAY TOWARDS A REAL CHARACTER AND A PHILOSOPHICAL LANGUAGE AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF LEIBNIZ'S THEORY OF METAPHYSICAL CONCEPTS 

Andreas Blank (University of Pittsburgh)

Leibniz read John Wilkins' Essay towards a Real Character and a    Philosophical Language in 1671, and subsequently used it as a model for       structuring his own work on the Characteristica Universalis (see especially       A VI, 2, 487-510). Leibniz's special interest focused on Wilkins' analysis of metaphysical or "transcendental" concepts. According to Wilkins, the task of philosophy is not the construction of metaphysical theories, but rather a description of the role these concepts play as an implicit part of everyday language. Philosophy, in this sense, has to describe what is "most       obvious" (see especially Wilkins 1668, pp. 22-25). In a similar way, Leibniz conceives of metaphysical concepts as parts of ordinary concepts, and of metaphysical truths as structuring principles of ordinary propositions (see A VI, 2, 487-489). In this paper, I would like to argue for three claims: (1) Leibniz's later theory of innate ideas and principles should not be seen exclusively in the context of his theory of simple substances. Rather, it also has genuinely epistemological aspects. (2) One of these epistemological aspects goes back to his early work on the Characteristica Universalis. Both in his early and his later years, there is a strongly descriptivist aspect to Leibniz's view of metaphysical concepts and truths. (3) Wilkins' views about the purely descriptive nature of philosophy have a major influence on Leibniz's analysis of metaphysical concepts in the context of his theory of the Characteristica Universalis. 

WAS I ALWAYS A PERSON? LEIBNIZ & CONWAY ON THE ORIGIN OF THE RATIONAL SOUL 
Marc Bobro (University of Southern Maine)

There is little agreement over the extent and degree to which Leibniz was influenced by the Englishwoman Anne Conway. Given time constraints, I cannot fairly adjudicate this controversy. Instead, I shall attempt to show that a supposed significant parallel between the metaphysics of Leibniz and Conway cannot be sustained textually. You may draw your own moral regarding the extent and degree to which Leibniz was influenced by Conway.

1st, I shall argue that according to Anne Conway I am not essentially a person, but rather a spiritual body. (I am a person to be sure, but only contingently so.) Conway argues that a horse (one kind of spiritual body that happens to be a non-person) could eventually become a human (another kind of spiritual body that happens to be a person). Her argument goes something like this: (i) a horse is not a mere machine or dead matter, as Descartes claims, but has some kind of spirit; (ii) spiritual bodies by their very nature are mutable and can change for the better; (iii) spiritual bodies cannot die naturally; (iv) all spiritual bodies belong to the same natural kind (i.e., they all have the same essence and differ only by finite degrees); (v) hence, no particular species x so infinitely excels another, that an individual of any other particular species y cannot at some point be  changed by gradations into a member of species x (for example, Conway speaks of horses obeying their masters and thereby achieving a higher moral/spiritual status); (vi) therefore, a horse (say of species y) can eventually, at some point in its moral/spiritual journey, become a human (say of species x). It follows then that at some point in my past, I could have been a horse and therefore not a person. Moreover, it's also possible that in the future I shall cease to be a person. Hence, for Conway I am not essentially a person.

2nd, many Leibniz commentators seem to think that Leibniz too holds that I am not essentially a person, whether or not he was aware of Conway’s view on this matter. For instance, Anthony Savile promises us that "if we follow Leibniz's thought through in all consistency we must abandon the notion that our parents are the true creators of a new spirit and that they produce a body. The monad *that is me or you* has always existed and always had its own body" (Savile, Leibniz and the Monadology, 212, my emphasis). Savile attributes to Leibniz the view that we existed as 'spermatic animals' prior to human conception. And presumably, even before we were spermatic animals we were something else. It is only at human conception where we gain, through the infusion of rationality, the moral/spiritual level required for personhood. Savile also claims that Leibniz doesn't rule out the possibility that at some future time we might "sink back to the state of souls or even bare monads" (Savile, 213)--that is, non-persons.

3rd, I shall argue that Savile has misunderstood Leibniz. There is good reason to think that it is only in the creation of a *rational* monad that I am created. So, according to Leibniz, I am essentially a person and come into existence only at human conception. Let me briefly summarize the main contentions of my case. First, Leibniz rejects premise (iv) (and so v) of the argument I attributed to Conway above; he has a *de re* view of natural kinds. (Whether his system can accommodate this is another question altogether.) So given that we are of the natural kind spirit, then we are essentially spirits. Second, if Leibniz agrees with Conway that I am not essentially a person, then we would expect him to address some of the most obvious objections to such a view. For example, am I responsible for the actions of some pre-rational creature? But he doesn't address such objections. Third, it seems to me that the main reason commentators such as Savile feel  confident in attributing to Leibniz the view that I am not essentially a person is that Leibniz often speaks of the spontaneous, law-governed generation of rational souls or spirits. I shall argue that this is a non sequitur.

4th and finally, I shall mention what morals I draw from the above discussion. Among other items, I shall point out that Leibniz's view of personhood appears closer to Locke's than to Conway's. And, since one's account of personhood is closely tied to one's views of moral accountability and the treatment of oneself and others, I see Leibniz's and Conway's respective philosophies as farther apart than many commentators do. As to the question of influence between Leibniz and Conway, Again, you may draw your own moral.

Nouveaux Essais: a Conversation between Locke and Leibniz?" 


Martha Bolton (Rutgers University)

The paper examines the question whether the dialogue 
that constitutes Nouveaux Essais takes the form of any 
recognizable type of discourse.

The reception of Leibniz in Bertrand Russell 

Thorsten Breden (Free University of Berlin)

"The Critical Exposition of the Philosophy of Leibniz" by Bertrand Russell (1900) is not only remarkable because of its unique approach to Leibniz but also because it shows that Russell’s careful study of Leibniz  had a great influence on his philosophical development.  Through the early appreciation of the philosophical work of Leibniz Russell adopted major ideas from Leibniz and came to regard logical analysis as the crucial method for philosophy.       In brief I want to explore three aspects of Russell’s Leibniz-reception: 1) Russell’s adoption of the idea that the entire concept system is based on a few fundamental terms.  2) Russell’s critique on Leibniz´ ontology of substance on the basis of his subject-predicate-logic.  3) Russell’s inspiration by the idea of a complete rational language, that is not considered to be a mere logical calculus, but a representation of the real structures of the world. 

Is the Logic in London different from the Logic in Hanover?  Some Methodological Issues in Leibniz's Debate with the Newtonians

Gregory Brown (University of Houston)

There was an indirect exchange of letters between Newton and Leibniz, mediated by Conti, that touched on philosophical differences that had recently been exposed in the early going of the correspondence between Leibniz and Clarke.  The exchange was initiated by a letter from Leibniz to Conti of 6 December 1715, in which he discussed both what he approved and what he found wanting in Newton's experimental method.  He renewed his attack on       Newton's conception of gravity as either occult or miraculous, on his       apparent assumption that God must repair the universe from time to time,       and on his apparent attribution to God of a sensorium.  Newton responded       in a letter of 26 February 1716, sent to Conti and forwarded to Leibniz. In it he attempts to rebut Leibniz's attack on gravity and in his turn asserts that it is Leibniz's doctrine of pre-established harmony that is miraculous; he also identifies Leibniz as an opponent of experimental philosophy and as one who engages in useless hpothesizing.  In the cover letter under which he transmitted Newton's reply to Leibniz, Conti ended by writing:  "I will speak to you once more about the philosophy of Mr. Newton.  It is necessary to acknowledge beforehand the method of philosophizing and distinguish with great care the philosophy of Mr. Newton from the consequences that many improperly infer from them.  They attribute to this great man many things that he does not admit." 

Leibniz responded to Newton's criticisms in a letter of 29 March 1716, but he added an appendix addressed to Conti himself.  At one point he upbraided Conti for his suggestion that Newton's method of philosophizing must be attended to:  "I am astonished, sir, that you say that before speaking of the philosophy of M. Newton, it is necessary to acknowledge the method of philosophizing.  Is the logic in London different from the logic in Hanover?" The disputes over miracles, occult qualities, and experiment vs. "hypothesis" are closely related and serve to reveal some important differences in Leibniz's and Newton's views about the goals of science and philosophy; but they may also serve to mask some deeper agreements.  The paper explores these differences and possible agreements and considering their impact on subsequent developments in philosophical and scientific methodology. 

LEIBNIZ AND ROBERT BOYLE: TWO VIEWS OF faith and reason

Stuart Brown (Open University, UK)

Leibniz met Robert Boyle on his first visit to London in 1673 but, although they seem to have got along well, they never corresponded.  Leibniz admired Boyle as an experimentalist and as one of the founders of the 'corpuscular philosophy'.  As a young man he had sought, like Boyle, to combine adherence to the new philosophy with the acceptance of some traditional religious beliefs.   Though his later views on the 'corpuscular philosophy' made him critical of Boyle, he shared with him a commitment to natural religion.  And when he later complained, with Locke in Newton in mind, that natural religion had declined in England, he probably thought of Boyle as a representative of those earlier and better days.  

Leibniz and Boyle were, however, by no means agreed about the relation of faith and reason.  If we look at Boyle's piece 'Some Considerations on the Possibility of the Resurrection' and at Leibniz's discussion of the same topic in the 1670s and later, we see that Leibniz had a more ambitious strategy than Boyle.  Boyle sought to argue only that what is believed on faith about the general resurrection was consistent with reason.  So he sought to refute those who argued that belief in the resurrection was incoherent because of the problems connected to the idea of 'the same body'.  How, it was argued (for instance) could an individual who had the misfortune to be eaten by cannibals get his body back?  Or, if he can claim it back, what happens to the bodies of the cannibals?  Leibniz agreed with Boyle about the need to resolve this problem. His answer was, however, different, and was linked to a more ambitious strategy in which he sought to show that belief in the resurrection was not merely not unbelievable but to some degree believable.  
Leibniz, the Toland-Berkeley Critique of Abstraction, and Ramism

Stephen H. Daniel (Texas A&M University)

The Leibniz-Berkeley connection is typically couched in terms of how they agree on the dependence of the physical world on mind, the relational character of space and time, and the immediacy of God’s activity in our experience of phenomenal reality. And even though they differ on what a material substance could be, both agree that Cartesian and Lockean notions of substance are abstractions; they therefore adopt an instrumentalist view of substance in its stead. In such a view, infinite substance is understood not as a being engaged in infinite activity but as the activity itself. Such a notion is identical to the notion of infinite space developed by John Toland and Joseph Raphson, and something very much like it would have been well-known at Berkeley’s Trinity College Dublin, where the 17th-century followers of Peter Ramus (whom Leibniz repeatedly cites) had for decades insisted on just such a critique of more traditional substance-accident or subject-mode ontologies. The aim of my presentation is to indicate not only how Berkeley, Toland       and Leibniz often say similar things but also why they would have found common cause by appealing to Ramist themes, particularly regarding what it means to say that minds are substances immediately created by God.
Freedom as a Fairy Tale: Leibniz, King, and the Project of the Theodicy
Sean Greenberg (John Hopkins University)

At the beginning of the “Remarks on the Book On the Origin of Evil, Recently Published in England,” appended to the Theodicy, Leibniz notes: “It is too bad that Monsieur Bayle only saw the reviews of this beautiful book…in reading it and examining it with the proper attention, it would have provided a good occasion for clarifying many difficulties that are born and reborn like the hydra’s head, when it comes to such a topic, where it is easy to get confused….”  Most contemporary readers have not even seen reviews of William King’s On the Origin of Evil and so cannot assess Leibniz’s claim that “reading it…would have provided occasion for clarifying many difficulties.”  In this paper, I examine how Leibniz’s discussion of King clarifies difficulties that are the subject of the Theodicy and furthers the project of that work.

William King, Archbishop of Derry, was known to Locke and his circle through the criticisms of Book I of the Essay Concerning Human Understanding that he sent to Locke, but it was upon the publication of On the Origin of Evil that King came to the attention of the Republic of Letters.  King’s work was reviewed in the Nouvelles de la Republique des Lettres, and discussed by Bayle in the Reponses to the Questions of a Provincial.  Bayle scrutinizes King’s claims because King offers a traditional solution to the problem of evil (what would be called, in contemporary terminology, a ‘free will defense’) and Bayle believes that all such solutions founder on their inadequate conceptions of freedom.  Bayle concludes that King’s work, far from resolving the problem of evil, reveals the incapacity of human reason to solve it.

Bayle’s charges against King provide Leibniz with the opportunity to demonstrate the advantages of his own solution to the problem of evil.  Leibniz and King are in broad agreement on most topics, although they offer widely different accounts of freedom.  By showing how his account of freedom can avoid the problems identified by Bayle, Leibniz seeks to demonstrate that human reason is indeed capable of rationally understanding “the goodness of God, the freedom of man, and the origin of evil.”  According to Leibniz, King’s conception of freedom is a slightly modified version of the Molinist account of freedom, according to which “a man is free, if, with all the requisites of action having been posited, he is able to act or not to act.”  Throughout his philosophical career Leibniz attacked this conception of freedom; his comments on King mark his most sustained engagement with a proponent of the Molinist account.  According to Leibniz, King’s account of freedom, like all Molinist accounts of freedom, has all the plausibility of a fairy tale, because it seems to imply that human free choice is independent of all reasons.  According to Leibniz, this implication would “destroy morality altogether,” because choices independent of reasons could not be assessed as right or wrong.  Leibniz’s line of criticism of King centers around the principle of sufficient reason, which Leibniz believes is flouted by King’s account of freedom.  It is not clear to me that this line of criticism tells against King, for Leibniz and King have quite different conceptions of the nature of the mind and its operations that accounts for their different estimations of what requisites are sufficient to determine a choice.  To my mind, Leibniz and King have such different accounts of freedom because they have different intuitions concerning moral responsibility.  King believes that responsibility requires the actual active power to choose otherwise than one actually does, whereas Leibniz does not believe that such an active power is necessary for responsibility.  Leibniz believes that a choice may be free provided that the choice is contingent: that is, provided that the choice is not itself metaphysically necessary.  This notion of contingency has struck many of Leibniz’s readers as far too thin, but Leibniz believes that it suffices to preserve human freedom and responsibility.

In presenting this alternative to King’s conception of freedom, Leibniz is also responding to Bayle, the target of the Theodicy.  In the article “Jansenius” in the Historical and Critical Dictionary, Bayle maintains that there are only two positions to take on free will: the Molinist position, and a position that rejects free will altogether.  In typical irenic fashion, Leibniz maintains that there is a middle position, which captures what both parties have somewhat hyperbolically expressed.  In presenting this position in his remarks on King, Leibniz seeks to clear space for an alternative conception of freedom that he believes offers the only hope of emerging from the ‘labyrinth of freedom’ that Bayle so shrewdly exploits to demonstrate the impotence of human reason with respect to the problem of evil.        

LEIBNIZ AND CUDWORTH

Sarah Hutton (University of Middlesex)

Leibniz’s view of the Cambridge Platonists is marked by a certain ambivalence. In his overt references to their philosophy, Leibniz acknowledges them as philosophers engaged on the same enterprise, but he is careful to draw a line between his philosophy and theirs. The significance of the Cambridge Platonists for Leibniz can, therefore, seem to be largely as a foil to Leibniz’s own philosophical views. In this paper I want to argue that the Cambridge Platonists have a more integral role in to play in Leibniz’s presentation of his philosophical position.  This is particularly evident in the context of Leibniz’s controversy with Pierre Bayle, where Leibniz’s affinities with the Cambridge Platonists become more apparent. My paper will focus on Leibniz’s assessment Ralph Cudworth. I shall examine Leibniz’s knowledge of Cudworth (especially as evident from his notes on the True Intellectual System and his letters to Lady Masham) and his references to Cudworth in his philosophy in order to examine some of the ways in which Cudworth is perhaps less of a foil and more of a stalking horse for Leibniz’s own position. 

Leibniz, Locke and the Epistemology of Toleration

Nicholas Jolley (University of California, Irvine)

There is no doubt that both Leibniz and Locke were greatly concerned with the problem of how to prevent the recurrence of the kind of religious conflicts which devastated Europe for much of the  seventeenth century.  Yet in general the two philosophers adopted very different approaches to the problem.   Leibniz believed that the best hope of preventing such conflicts lay in promoting schemes for reunion among the churches; Locke, by contrast, pinned his hopes on securing agreement to the principle of toleration.  This difference of approach is highly relevant to understanding Leibniz's critique of 

Locke's philosophy in the New Essays on Human Understanding; as       various writers have recently emphasized, Locke's own Essay is deeply informed by a concern to promote the cause of toleration.   In this paper I shall examine the argumentative strategies which Locke deploys in the Essay in support of religious toleration and show that in the New Essays Leibniz is largely unsympathetic to such strategies. 

Leibniz in Shaftesbury's thoughts 

Alexandra Lewendoski (Technische Universität, Berlin)

In 18th century philosophy the discussion about moral sense took a great part. In England Shaftesbury turned against Locke’s ethical rationalism. For Shaftesbury it is only the moral sense (which is closely connected with the aesthetic sense) which divides between good and bad. He assumes that there exists a natural, human inclination to goodwill, towards other human beings. 

Against dogmatism he proposes a  „plain homespun philosophy of looking into ourselves“. Only somebody who is free and „good humoured“ in thought can understand what true goodness is about. As every human being is involved in philosophical thinking, and philosophy means more or less practical philosophy, an understanding of human nature is necessary  as well as it is of society, state and humanity. Therefore it is necessary to recognize the figure and purpose of nature as its entirety. Reality is a structured entirety and every particular thing is orientated in a hierarchical system to the entire nature. With this kind of view it is a step to Leibniz’ thoughts. Would anything in the universe intentional imperfect or by chance full of defects, so there would not exist any intentionally effective reason, God. Therefore all in the universe as a whole must be good and according to a perfect structure. 

It is my aim  to show that to know about the universal harmony and to see how every particular thing is involved in the entirety is an intuitive knowledge, which connects Leibniz’s basic thought on universal harmony with Shaftesbury’s view on harmony. Also in Leibniz’ thoughts ethical, aesthetic and rational arguments are more combined as often imagined. Basically in both, understanding of human nature Is a key to the understanding of the universe. 

Leibniz himself was amazed how many thoughts of Shaftesbury are near his own theory. It is my intention to show that a view of some of Shaftesbury’s arguments makes Leibniz easier to explain and understand. Leibniz defined harmony as feeling unity and beauty in disunity. The ability to feel harmony and disharmony Shaftesbury named sometimes “moral sense”. So a bridge in Leibniz’s practical and theoretical philosophy may be seen even better through Shaftesbury’s thoughts. And moral sense philosophy may be seen connected with Leibniz.

Instinct and Innate Knowledge: The Foundations of Leibniz's Moral Epistemology in the New Essays
Paul Lodge (Mansfield College, Oxford)

Leibniz's defense of innate knowledge and innate ideas against Locke's critique has been a staple in the literature for a long time. However, few discussions mention, let alone examine, Book I Ch. ii of the New Essays, which is concerned with practical principles. Lack of attention to this part of the New Essays probably stems from the belief that it has little to contribute to our grasp of Leibniz's position vis a vis innate knowledge in general. But doubtless, it is also a function of a general lack of interest in Leibniz's moral philosophy. I believe that neither of these motives is a good one. 

My examination of the issues will have two foci. First, I shall lay out the structure of, and basis for, Leibniz's commitment to innate principles and innate knowledge within the moral domain as it emerges through his critique of Locke. Central to this discussion will be a consideration of Leibniz's notion of instinct as confused perception of innate truth. A proper understanding of this notion is crucial if we are to make sense of Leibniz's moral epistemology and its relationship to actual moral practice. Although my paper will mainly be concerned with Leibniz's moral philosophy, I shall also consider the role that instinct plays in his treatment of innate knowledge more generally. Despite, Leibniz's explicit statement to this effect at NE 90, scholars have neglected the connection between talk of instinct in Book I Ch. ii and talk of "using innate principles" without knowing them explicitly in Book I Ch. i. With a proper  analysis of the role of instinct in place, it is possible to shed further light on this central, but vexing component of Leibniz's view.

'Things Without the Mind, Things Within the Monad: Leibniz, Strawson, Evans, and the Problem of Objectivity'

Brandon Look (University of Kentucky)

The historical figure most associated with Sir Peter Strawson is, of course, Kant.  But readers of his earlier, and, to my mind, more significant work, Individuals, know that Leibniz's metaphysics also occupied his thought.  Indeed, after chapters on "Bodies," "Sounds," and "Persons," Strawson concludes Part One of Individuals with a chapter on "Monads." (cf. 1:117-34)  Strawson's primary concern throughout Part One is to analyze the conceptual scheme that is necessary for the identification and individuation of the particulars that constitute our world, and, after his fascinating discussion of       the possibility of a purely auditory universe, he arrives at the Kantian conclusion that space (or an analogue of space) and time are the conditions sine qua non for our cognitive functioning in the world.  Naturally, then, when Leibniz is interpreted as advocating a world of particulars or individuals that do not, strictly speaking, exist in space and time, things do not look so rosy for our Hanoverian metaphysician.  Indeed, Strawson's goal in this final chapter of Part One is to show that a system whose ontology consists solely of       consciousnesses (monads) does not have the conceptual resources to       individuate objects of experience.  According to Strawson, "the primary conceptual scheme must be one which puts people in the world.  A conceptual scheme which, instead, puts a world in each person must  be, at least, a secondary product. An ontology which could be taken seriously only by God is not to count as a possible ontology." (1:126) 

In this paper I wish to examine in greater detail Strawson's arguments     against Leibniz, as well as Evans's arguments against Strawson.*   While sympathetic to the Strawsonian (or Kantian) position, I think that more can be said in defense of Leibniz and that, in doing so, we can arrive at a deeper understanding of the nature of objectivity.  As Gareth Evans remarks in his [2], The connection between space and objectivity lies so deep in our conceptual scheme that many philosophers pass from 'objective' to 'outer' without even noticing the question they beg." (2:249)  Leibniz, Strawson, and Evans are       three philosophers who do not pass from the 'objective' to the 'outer'     without analysis; we have much to learn from them. 

* Although Evans's paper is a critique of Strawson's argument in [1, Ch. 2], his arguments are relevant to my defense of Leibniz and make interesting use of two other English (or English-speaking) philosophers: Berkeley and Reid. 
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De Aristotele cum Recentioribus reconciliabili: Thomas White and Leibniz

Stefan Lorenz (Leibniz-Forschungsstelle,Münster)

Thomas White (1593-1676) well known (if not prominent) in his time as a philosopher, theologian and politician, held in high esteem even by Descartes and honoured by an article in Pierre Bayle’s Dictionnaire historique et critique has - as Beverley Southgate had pointed out - ‘long been a largely forgotten figure in the history of philosophy’. In the meantime, an article on Thomas White by John Henry and Harold W. Jones has appeared (Thomas White, in Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosophie. Begründet von Friedrich Ueberweg. Völlig neubearbeitete Ausgabe. Die Philosophie des 17. Jahrhunderts. Band 3. England, ed. Jean-Pierre Schobinger (Basel 1988), 362-366, 488-490), resuming the hitherto done research on the subject and inspiring further studies.

Most astonishing, rather little attention has been paid to White’s  significance for the philosophical development of  Leibniz - in spite of the fact that former (Bodemann, Petersen, Mahnke) and recent (Moll, Brown) research  had always hinted AT that significance. Leibniz lays the stress upon this point himself: In the Demonstrationum Catholicarum Conspectus (1668/1669), the theological positions of White, especially his rejection of the classical notion of the purgatory (A VI,i 496 f., n. 24 and n. 38) are mentioned; White’s rejection of transubstantiation is extensively discussed in Demonstratio possibilitatis mysteriorum Eucharistiae (A VI,i 501-517) and in the context of the question of confessional unification he is of course mentioned (De unitate ecclesiae romanae, A VI,i 547). But also the natural philosopher Thomas White is an important figure of reference: in the Theoria motus abstracti (1670/71, A VI, ii 258-276), Leibniz claims against White, that ‘Dantur actu partes in continuo, contra quam sentit acutissimus Thomas Anglus [...]’.(ibid. 264).

White’s Institutionum ethicarum, sive Staterae morum, aptis rationum momentis libratae (London 1616) is held in high esteem by Leibniz (Leibniz to Van Velthuysen, 6./16. April 1670, A II, i 39; Leibniz to Chapelain (?), first half of 1670 (?), A II, i 54). But the most important point is, that White recommended himself to Leibniz because of the fact, that he was belonging to the ‘vast array of philosophically sophisticated and intellectually penetrating followers of [...] Aristotelian philosophy [...] effecting its transformation’ (Ch. Mercer).

Being himself convinced, ‘not only that modern philosophy was consistent with Aristotle but that some of its main features could be derived from the texts of Aristotle if those texts were rightly interpreted’(S. Brown), Leibniz reads (and recommends) eagerly the publications of Johannes de Raey (1622-1707), Kenelm Digby (1603-1665), Abdias Trew (1597-1669), Erhard Weigel (1625-1699) and those of Thomas White: ‘Neque vero Raeus conciliatorum inter Aristotelem et recentiores primus solusque est. [...] nostris temporibus Kenelmus Digb(us et eius assecla Thomas Anglus, ille in libro de anim( immortalitate, hic in institutionibus peripateticis, idem longe ante Raeum ex professo egere. Nec abludunt tum Abdias Trew, tum inprimis Erhardus Weigelius’. (Leibniz to Jakob Thomasius, 20./30. April 1669, A II, i 19; see also Leibniz to Arnauld, beginning of November 1671, A II, i 176 and Leibniz to Conring, 3./13. Januar 1678, A II, i 388: ‘Vidi cuiusdam Thom( Angli Euclidem Metaphysicum, qvem etsi non contemnam (scio enim autorem esse ingeniosum) nec commendare tamen magnopere possum.’). But not only in his letters and his private papers (see Couturat, index s.v.) he recommends White, but also in his programmatic preface to his edition of Nizolius (1670) which has the significant title: Dissertatio pr(liminaris [and] Epistola de Aristotele Recentioribus reconciliabili [...]: ‘Philosophia Aristotelis naturalis generalis [...] ad usum maxime et solidas de rerum natura notiones traducta est a solidissimo Viro Abdia Trew [...] quicunque nunc in Aristotele cum Recentioribus conciliando operam ponunt, quod partim acutissimus Thomas Anglus ad mentem tamen illustris Digbaei, partim Clarissimus Ra(us ostendere, in se susceperunt.’ (A VI, ii 425 f.; see also ibid. 438, where he repeats his opinion about White, cited above from the letter to Thomasius).

Based on the texts mentioned above but also on recently published material (A VI, iv 262, 361, 447, 682, 684, 705, 967, 2088-2116, 2457, 2581) the contribution wants to take a closer look at White’s metaphysics, his concept of reforming Aristotelianism and at the reasons why they became so attractive to Leibniz and - not less important - in which details he disagreed with White.

Leibniz’s  ‘realism’ in its contrast to Berkeley’s Principles 
Tsuyoshi Matsuda (University of Kobe)
Berkeley’s philosophy of A Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge (1710) seems to be familiar with the late writings of Leibniz. But if Leibniz had been a phenomenalist in the popular understanding of the Principles, it would be almost impossible to accept his statement about him (GP.,II,p.492 1714) and Marginalien to the Principles (McCracken.p.191).We can make clear a realistic character of his philosophy from its contrast to Principles against the phenomenalistic interpretation based on the monadology. For the sake of it two arguments can be given. One is a historical backing from a contextual aspect about Leibniz’s reading of Berkeley, i.e. from the early critical reviews of the Principles in the Journal de Sçavans(1711) and Mémoires de Trévoux(1713), both of which were very connected with Leibniz. They caused arguably the discussion between Des Bosses and him about the ‘reality’ of body as a focus in recent literature (e.g.Adams or Look). This situation, in which he was forced to see Berkeley from the start with critical eyes of his Jesuit colleagues (e.g.Tournemine) in those reviews, will shed light on the background of the issue. This issue can be sharpened if we connect Leibniz’s judgement on Berkeley with the problem of the body.  Another is a theoretically founded necessity of realism in the antiskeptical framework of his epistemology. We can learn it from his correspondences with his contemporaries, Foucher and Bayle. But this point can be got more distinctly from both a letter to Des Bosses (GP.,ibid.p.435ff 1712) and an unpublished manuscript titled Specimen animadversionum in Sextum Empiricum....(LH IV, VIII, 26 Bl. 96-97. 1711). In the letter he raises an alternative question oF two hypotheses about the status of the body: either (1) bodies are mere phenomena and only monads are real or (2) bodies, especially organic bodies, are something substantial more than those and its substantiality consists in unifying reality (realitate uninonali). In the first disjunctive (1) the union will be supplied in the phenomenon by the action of the perceiving souls (percipientia). In the second (2) it will be (super-) added by the unifying reality, which is in effect the same as ‘vinculum substantiale’. Here (2) is an option to be worth taking seriously against the usual because of his cautious attitude toward Berkeley in those texts, where he characterizes the Berkeley’s position ‘paradoxical’ in spite of other common features with his own. 

 We can find this realistic stance also in the statement about secondary qualities in Specimen, where he recognizes its reality by the ‘causal’ or law-like natural correlation of sensible qualities with bodily movements. For him, the ‘reality’ of these qualities is surely not so much as the monad’s reality. But he takes thus ‘reality’ itself as well as the perfectness of each being for ‘gradual’ from a monadological perspective point of view. The realistic drive in his epistemology, to defend himself from the challenges of Cartesian and antique skepticism, should be stressed (cf.Matsuda). His view is not easy to share with for those who oppose the ‘reality’ against phenomena being contradictory.  But if we will pay attention to the ‘reality’ in his differentiation of the well founded from both the imaginary and mere phenomena, the difficulty will be tided over. The clue to the solution consists in a pregnant parallelism of the ontological ‘gradualism’(from the aggregate,...the body,...to the active force) to the epistemological counterpart, i.e. the spectrum of the distinctness of knowledge (from unconscious minutes perception to ‘cogitatio caeca’ as intelligible symbolic thought). For Leibniz the given of the body as ‘phenomenon’ is not only an objective of ontological decision about its status, but rather an a posteriori starting point for the sciences in progress. This distinctness of representation depends on the force of the perceiving souls, but it does not mean that the reality of phenomenon be nothing other than psychological, as he evidently notes it about not only the body, but also the relations, space and time. Therefore unifying reality of the body cannot be constituted by a human psychological agent. It must be an independently ‘given’ for us and we can analyze the criteria of its reality epistemologically. Although ontologically speaking the body is at most the composite substance because of its infinite divisibility in comparison with the spiritual monad qua simple substance, it cannot be reduced to mere phenomena without any substantiality.  Besides the problematic of inseparable union of mind and body in a person (‘suppôt’), the reason for this is the antiskeptical motive of his epistemology: for Leibniz Berkeley was a skeptic, who might have been identified with him. But his will to differentiate his own position from skeptic’s, could introduce an inconsistency into his system. Here would be certainly a discrepancy between his ontology of discrete monads and realistic epistemology, unless we could recognize the dynamic spectrum of human knowledge or the guiding role of the principle of continuity to the discovery of truths with him. This foresight about the knowledge decides Leibniz’s realism.
McCracken&Tipton (edd). Berkeley’s Principles and Dialogues. Background Source Materials.Cambridge.2000
Matsuda.T.,“Vielheit und Einheit der Gruende im principium rationis aus den antiskeptizistischen Gesichtspunkten von Leibniz” in Internationaler Leibniz-Kongreß Nihil Sine Ratione Mensch,Natur und Technik im Wirken von G.W.Leibniz Vortraege 2.Teil ed. Hans Poser 2001.pp785-792

Leibniz and Russell: The Number of all Numbers and the Set of All Sets.

Ohad Nachtomy (Tel Aviv University)

In his early writings, Leibniz analyzes the notion of “the greatest number” in order to determine if it is possible. Leibniz’s analysis is clearly related to his attempt at proving that the notion of ‘the most perfect Being’ is possible. Leibniz concludes that, unlike the notion of the greatest Being, “‘the number of all numbers’ is an impossible notion”.

In this paper, I will investigate the relations between Leibniz’s conclusion that “the number of all numbers is an impossible notion” and Russell’s argument that the set of all sets is a paradoxical notion. In my view, there is a strong conceptual connection between these paradoxes, in spite of the differences in historical period and context between the two. This connection becomes evident when one interprets numbers as sets. Leibniz, of course, could not have interpreted numbers as sets since they were only invented much later by Cantor. Frege and Russell, on the other hand, did. Since Frege explicitly suggested reducing numbers to sets (or classes) and since Russell used his paradox as a refutation of Frege’s system and was well acquainted with Leibniz’s writing’s (e.g., Russell 1937, 110), one can conjecture that Russell was, at least to some extent, influenced by Leibniz’s analysis of the number of all numbers. 

In this paper, however, I will primarily focus on the conceptual connections between Leibniz’s analysis and Russell’s paradox. The actual historical connection will not be the focus of the paper although it is suggested by the conceptual connection and the circumstantial evidence (and is worthy of further historical research). 

In addition to Russell’s paradox, and as far as space permits, I will call attention to other influences Leibniz’s work may have had on Russell and Wittgenstein (during the period prior to the First World War). Examples include their concept of Logical Atomism and Wittgenstein’s view of isomorphic representation and his Combinatorial theory of Possibility as presented in his Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus.

"'All the time and everywhere, everything's the same as here': reflections on the Principle of Uniformity in the Correspondence between Leibniz and Lady Masham." 

Pauline Phemister (University of Liverpool)

In this paper, I explore Leibniz's use of the Principle of Uniformity in his Correspondence with Lady Masham. I suggest that Leibniz's appeal to the principle and the underlying empiricism with its Lockean-sounding appeals to sensation and reflection are inspired by Leibniz's desire to engage in philosophical debate with Locke. However, it soon transpires that the application of the Principle produces highly suspect conclusions when the appeals to sensation and reflection are made in an essentially Lockean, epistemological fashion. On the other hand, when Leibniz's empiricism is understood as grounded ultimately in an ontological thesis that emphasises the foundational reality of the living creature, comprising a mind, soul or form theoretically capable of self-reflection as well as a physical, sensing body, the arguments using the Principle of Uniformity are much more successful and far less like the use to which Locke put the same Principle. In the end, the position advanced by Leibniz bears more resemblance to that of Ralph Cudworth, Lady Masham's father, than it does to that of Locke. Lady Masham was in unique position, obviously open to her father's vitalism while engaged in debate with the more materially inclined Locke and hence admirably placed to present Leibniz's position to Locke in its most favourable light. Leibniz evidently tried to help the process along by adopting a pseudo-Lockean stance as a way of drawing Locke (unsuccessfully) into the correspondence.

HERBERT WILDON CARR AND THE FORTUNES OF LEIBNIZIAN MONADS

Alberto Guillermo Ranea (Universidad Torcuato de Tella, Argentina)

Herbert Wildon Carr asserted in his book on Leibniz (Leibniz, London: Ernest Benn, 1929, 129) that the direct influence of Leibniz's ideas "in England ... was practically null". Carr's books however are strongly based upon a metaphysical conception of life that, according to him, directly stems from Leibniz' Monadology. Carr's "theory of Monads" sets the framework for an antimechanistic, vitalist philosophy. I will focus my attention on two points: his Monadological analyses of what he calls "the new physics", i. e., Quantum theory and Einstein's theory of relativity, first, and then, his views on human relations as "monadic intercourse". In both cases, Carr found the expression of the "activity of the monad". In his appealing to Monadism as a metaphysical account of the whole range of phenomena, natural and social, Carr seems to be closer to a French 19th-century tradition that, starting from Condillac's thoughts on Monads, reached its climax in Maine de Biran, Charles Renouvier and Gabriel de Tarde "new monadologies". However, Carr criticizes all these attempts at a monadological foundation of reality and knowledge because all of them assumed Monads with windows. In spite of his protestations to the contrary, Carr advocates a plain Leibnizian Monadology with windowless Monads. He even dared boast of his valiant acceptance of the solipsism inherent, according to him, to Leibniz Monadology. In this sense, although he asserts that his Monadology is Leibnizian only in form (Cogitans Cogitata, London: The Favil Press, 1930, ix), Carr believed that he was strictly following Leibnizian doctrines when accounting for "the new science" and the human world. This is more astonishing still within the framework of the influence on Carr played by Henri Bergson's philosophy. However, the Bergsonian "évolution créatrice", and related theories on "emergent evolution", offered him a solution to the difficulties of the pre-established harmony.

LEIBNIZ AND THOMAS BURNETT

Patrick Riley (Harvard University)

Leibniz met Thomas Burnett of Kemney when the Scot visited Hanover in 1695 as an emissary from Britain.  Their correspondence lasted from then until 1713 and covered a range of topics, including politics and political philosophy.  The paper will focus on a 'new' letter from Leibniz not included in Gerhardt and only published in 1973, which was occasioned by Leibniz's reading of William Sherlock's The Case of the Allegiance due to Sovereign Powers and reveals his increasing worries about Hobbesian political philosophy.

Leibniz's Debt to Hobbes

George MacDonald Ross (University of Leeds)

On his own admission, Leibniz went through a youthful period when he embraced the materialist philosophy of Hobbes and Gassendi. In particular, he studied Hobbes very carefully, and he attempted to enter into correspondence with him. Although he soon came to reject some of Hobbes’s most fundamental tenets, such as his nominalism and his rejection of immaterial substance and final causes, there are many respects in which Hobbes had a lasting influence on Leibniz’s philosophy. These include the idea of a logical calculus, truth as the inclusion of one concept within another, the importance of definitions, the concept of conatus, the thesis that matter is always in motion, and the theory that all matter is unconsciously sentient (consciousness presupposing memory).

LEIBNIZ AND HUME 

William Starr (Marquette University, Wisconsin)

Hume makes remarks about Leibniz in A Treatise of Human Nature, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, and Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion.  Leibniz and Hume both hold versions of compatibilism, they both equate libertarianism with indifference in choice making which they both reject.  Hume commends Leibniz in both the Treatise and the Enquiry for paying serious attention to the notion of probability which in Hume's view Locke, Malebranche, and Arnauld/Nicole did not do.  Leibniz elaborates on this point in the Theodicy.  From Hume's perspective, Leibniz's view of the       importance of probability is the right one.  In New Essays on Human       Understanding, Leibniz discusses the notions of power and moral certainty.        Hume also discusses these terms and here especially with respect to the       concept of moral certainty, diverges from Leibniz.  Hume also has a       different perspective on the notion of evil in the world as reflected in his Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion.  

There are two more issues of interest.  Hume discusses the notion of pre-established harmony in the Enquiry.  He adapts Leibniz' general       metaphysical concept to the issue of how what happens in nature      corresponds to our ideas.  For Hume this occurs through custom.  The issue       how the world connects to our mental perceptions was fundamental to Hume.  The indebtedness to Leibniz is here unmistakable in helping him find a solution to this vexing problem.  Finally, although never explicitly noted by Hume, Hume's view on causation has close connections to Leibniz'       principle of sufficient reason.  Hume goes the route of "proof but not       necessity."  Leibniz goes the route of necessity if only we were       omniscient.  This is an important "two forks in the road" in modern       philosophy.

ASPECTS OF LEIBNIZ IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF NICHOLAS RESCHER

Hans G. Still (Berlin)

Nicholas Rescher was born in Hagen, Germany, in 1928. When he came to the United States in 1938 he was a little boy and no man could imagine that he was to become one of America’s most prominent philosophers and, in particular, most influential heralds of Leibniz in the English-speaking world. He received his Ph.D. while still twenty-two and was appointed to a full professorship at Pittsburgh University while still thirty-two. Since writing his Princeton doctoral dissertation on “Leibniz’ Cosmology” Nicholas Rescher has been a devoted authority on Leibniz. In particular his introductory monograph “The Philosophy of Leibniz” (1967), newly arranged as “Leibniz: an Introduction to His Philosophy” (1979), is appreciated by all who have an interest in the thought of Leibniz.

It is well known that Professor Rescher is not only a “scholar”. Since the late 60s he began to be “active” in philosophy, driven by an urge to participate in the endeavours of those trying to reverse the orientational impoverishment that was felt in philosophy because of the spread of logical positivist ideology. In an enterprise to restore a “concern for wholeness and system” the wide-ranging and multifarious thought of Leibniz could assume a new bearing. An incredibly prolific collection of writings, dozens of books and articles, emerged – strength, courage, quickness and magnificent geniality flocking together.

Leibniz is not the only source in Rescher’s vast attempt to reunite ideational openness, rationality, pragmatism and empiricism: the presence of Kant and many other European philosophers, the influence of C. S. Peirce and that of American thinking have their impact likewise. In our paper, however, we shall argue that an understanding of Leibnizian principles and issues is the real key to Rescher’s work. The Leibniz-scholar and the “active philosopher” must, of course, be kept apart. The philosopher of our time will not be able to accept certain premises; in its totality the Leibnizian outlook appears to be admittedly unacceptable. Many of Leibniz’ ideas and certain aspects of his method, however, are not at all out of key with current interest. Rescher rearranged them, together with other ingredients, to a new programme.

Our paper comprises mainly two parts. In the first one, we shall see how certain topics and problems in Leibniz are disjoined, reinterpreted, and remapped into Reschers philosophy. In a second division we shall examine more in detail two generally important issues: first, the concept of a “system” (“systematicity” in philosophy), and second, how to handle the problem of “philosophical disagreement”.

Synechism and Monadology: Charles Sanders Peirce's Reading of Leibniz

Evelyn Vargas (Universidad de La Plata, Argentina)

The discussion with modern philosophers played a substantial role in the development of Peirce’s philosophy.  But while his views on other modern philosophers such as Kant and the British empiricists has been studied extensively, his references to Leibniz has been generally ignored. Yet the American thinker conferred a prominent position to Leibniz, not only because Peirce regarded his reasoning as even “far more accurate than that of Kant” (CN v.2 186) but mainly because he believed that his thought furnished key ideas “universally esteemed as highly fruitful” (ibid.), particularly his law of continuity. However, this appraisal contrasts with what he considered a ‘blind spot’ on Leibniz’s logical retina since, according to Peirce, his monadological doctrine is in contradiction with his acceptance of the law of continuity.

In 1899, and after distinguishing his own conception of continuity from Cantor’s view, the publication of Robert Latta’s edition of the Monadology gave him the occasion to set forth his argument. For many Leibnizian scholars this argument would imply a misinterpretation of the German philosopher´s thought since Leibniz himself regarded that doctrine as his solution to what he called the labyrinth of the composition of continuity. In order to explain these opposite conclusions, I shall attempt to provide an account of Peirce’s argument and compare their views on the elements of the continuum. As a result, and in spite of the differences in their positions, their acceptance of an actual infinite will enable us to shed light on the origin of their conceptions and its influence on their views on individuals and the way we conceive them.

Leibniz and Masham

Catherine Wilson (University of British Columbia)

Damaris Masham was the daughter of the Cambridge Platonist Ralph Cudworth and a close friend of John Locke.  She exchanged twelve letters with Leibniz over a year and a half in 1704-5, beginning at a time in which Locke was ill and dying in Masham's house and had "put and end to his enquiries into philosophical speculations." In the letters, Masham puts a number of criticisms to Leibniz that suggest inconsistencies in his concept of an "organism" as well as impatience with what, as an empiricist at heart, she regards as the metaphysical fancy of the pre-established harmony. The concept of an organism, as F. Duchesneau has recently remarked, first comes to prominence in this correspondence and suggests Leibniz's engagement with Locke's Essay, a prominent subtext of which is that suitably organized matter can live and even think. 

The paper will discuss the theme of the English vice (in Leibniz's eyes:materialism) and  the theory of the organism as it is developed on both sides of the  correspondence. It will go on briefly to explain and evaluate Leibniz's favourable reactions to Masham's Discourse on the Love of God a work written against the English Malebranchian, John Norris.   
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