111. General Observations (summer 1683-beginning
of 1685 (?))

Manuscript:

M LH 4, 7C Bl. 103-104. Latin.
Transcription:

A: A VI 4, 551-557.

This and the following two pieces show Leibniz returning to an investigation of
the basic categorical terms required for his characteristic and General Science.
Central to the piece is a discussion of the doctrine of substance and the charac-
terization of individual substance by the possession of a complete concept or
notion. Leibniz also returns to his claim that bodies are appearances (as made for
example in ‘Reasoning Calculus, or, the Art of Reasoning Easily and Infallibly’,
no. 40), and considers how to distinguish between real beings and apparent ones.
The watermark is attested from summer 1683 to winter 1685/1686, but since the
piece is closely related to ‘Genera of Terms’ (no. 113), the watermark of which is
attested from summer 1683 to the beginning of 1685, it is likely to have been writ-
ten within that time too.

—y (O ——

General Observations

By letters I mean concrete terms, by ‘propositions’ I mean universal propositions,
unless otherwise indicated.'

! In transcription A, this sentence is presented as a footnote, but in manuscript M it is written
directly underneath the title. It was probably added after Leibniz had written some or all of the
remainder of the text.
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Something, like A, likewise B, likewise C.
If Nis not A, and N is not B, and N is not C, and so on, then N will be said to be
nothing.

This is what is generally meant by ‘nothing has no attributes’?

From this it is also clear that in order to define simple terms there is sometimes
aneed to posit propositions.

A simple proposition: ‘A is B, where A is called the subject, B is the predicate,
and ‘is’ the copula.

A conditional proposition: ‘if Ais B then Cis D), where the proposition ‘Ais B is
called the antecedent, the proposition ‘C is D’ is called the consequent.

A simple proposition is true if the predicate is contained in the subject, that is, if
having analysed the terms A and B (which is done by substituting other equiva-
lent terms that are more distinct), it is clear that the value or concept of the predi-
cate is contained in the concept of the subject. Hence Aristotle was wont to say
that the predicate is in the subject.’

A conditional proposition is true if the consequent is contained in the ante-
cedent, that is, if having analysed the terms of both the antecedent and the conse-
quent, it is clear that the consequent is contained in the antecedent, that is, that
one who asserts the value of the antecedent thereby asserts the consequent or the
value of the consequent, although one may sometimes assert something more in
the antecedent.

The first absolute inference: Ais B, Bis C, therefore Ais C, that s, if Cis in B and
Bisin A, then C will be in A.

The first hypothetical inference. If Ais B, then Cis D. Now A is B. Therefore, Cis D.

If Ais B and B is A, then A and B are said to be the same. Or A and B are the
same if they can be substituted for each other anywhere (except for those cases
where it is not a question of the thing but of the way of conceiving it, where they
certainly differ. Thus ‘Peter’ and ‘the apostle who denied Christ’” are the same,
and one term can be substituted for the other except when I consider the very
way of conceiving that person which some call ‘reflexive’; for example, when I say
‘Peter insofar as he was the apostle who denied Christ, to that extent he sinned; I
certainly cannot substitute ‘Peter) that is, I cannot say ‘Peter insofar as he was
Peter sinned’).

If Bis A, and Cis A, yet B and C are the same, then it is said that there is only
one A, but if B and C are not the same, there are multiple As. Hence it is evident

* attributes. | An individual substance is concrete which cannot be predicated except in a reciprocal

proposition. So if I say that which is A is B, and I cannot say that which is B is A, then B will not be an
individual substance, but its accident. Therefore, since Peter is an individual substance, and we can
say that the apostle who denied Christ is Peter, we can also say that Peter is the apostle who denied
Christ. | deleted. The expression ‘nothing has no attributes’ can be found, for example, in Spinoza’s
Short Treatise on God, Man, and His Well-Being; English translation in Spinoza 2002, 40n6.

* Aristotle, Prior Analytics, 24b27: “That one term should be in another as in a whole is the same as
for the other to be predicated of all of the first. English translation from Aristotle 1984, I: 40.
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that the definition of ‘one’ and ‘many’ presupposes the definition of ‘same’ and
different’ as of simpler things.

If Bis Aand Cis A, but B and C are not the same, then there are said to be two
As. If it is further added that D is A, and none of these—B, C, D—is the same as
another of them, there will be said to be three As, and so on.

The creed attributed to St. Athanasius seems to conflict with this definition.
In that creed it is said that the Father is God, the Son is God, the Holy Spirit is
God; and the Father is not the Son nor the Holy Spirit, and the Son is not the
Father nor the Holy Spirit, and the Holy Spirit is neither the Father nor the Son
(that is, none of these three is the same as another) and yet there are not three,
but still one.* It must be admitted that if God were to be taken in exactly the same
sense when it is said ‘the Father is God’ etc., as when it is said: ‘God is one), then at
any rate either this implies a manifest contradiction or our accepted concepts of
‘one’ and ‘many’ are changed, which would not be to explain a mystery but to talk
nonsense. Therefore, it must be known that when it is said: ‘there is only one
God, we mean God taken absolutely, or, as is commonly said, essentially, of
whom there are three persons in numerically one essence. But when it is said ‘the
Father is God, ‘the Son is God, etc., we do not mean God taken absolutely, con-
taining all the persons, or triune in persons, for neither the Father nor the Son
can be said to be triune in persons, but we mean God taken relatively, or as they
say, personally, that is, as some one person of the Godhead.’

If the same thing is B and also C and D etc. because it is A, that is, if term A
includes all the terms B and C and D etc. which can be said about the same thing,
then term A expresses an individual substance itself.’ That is, the concept of an
individual substance is a complete term containing everything that can be said
about it. Thus, if someone is strong, and fiery, and learned, and a king, and the
commander of an army, and the victor of the Battle of Arbela, and other such
things as are said of Alexander the Great, then certainly God, when regarding the
individual essence of Alexander the Great, will see a complete concept in which
all those things are contained virtually, that is, from which all those things follow.
‘King’ cannot be inferred from ‘strong, nor ‘victor’ from ‘commander’; but from
Alexander’s concept are inferred ‘strong’ and ‘king’ and ‘commander’ and ‘victor’
And it is manifest that there is such a concept from the definition of a true prop-
osition explained a little earlier. For when we say ‘Alexander is strong, we mean

* Leibniz here paraphrases Interpretatio in symbolum of pseudo-Athanasius. See PG XXVI, cols
1231-1232.

° In the left-hand margin opposite this, Leibniz added: ‘In the same way, the Holy Trinity does not
conflict with the principle that things which are the same as a third thing are the same as each other,
for when the Father and the Son are said to be the same God, there “God” does not mean the triune
God, nor does it mean a person of the Godhead, but the same or one God is said to partake of the
numerically same divine essence’

¢ itself. | Thus God sees in the concept of Peter | deleted.
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nothing other than that ‘strong’ is contained in the notion of Alexander, and the
same is true of Alexander’s other predicates.

Moreover, from this it follows that individuals are in fact the lowest species,
and that there cannot be two individuals that are alike in all respects, and hence
the principle of individuation is always some specific difference, as St. Thomas
said of intelligences,” but the same is true of any individuals. Now, note that when
I say that human beings differ as lowest species, I do not mean by the word ‘spe-
cies’ (as is commonly the case) some tribe of things producing things similar to
themselves, such as the species of human beings, dogs, or roses (although this
notion is not even sufficiently clear, and it may be doubted whether wolves and
dogs, Molossian hounds and Maltese lapdogs, differ in species); nor by ‘species’
do I mean a universal, that is, a term composed from a finite number of terms,
but a term whose particular concept is different from the concept of other terms.
And it cannot be denied that the concept of Alexander the Great is certainly dif-
ferent from that of Julius Caesar and that we can gather a great deal from the
concept of one or the other. Yet if someone is willing and able to define ‘species’ in
such a way that it cannot be ascribed to individuals, I do not want to argue with
them about the use of words. It is sufficient that I have said there cannot be two
individuals—for example, two eggs—alike in all respects, for it is necessary that
something can be said of one which cannot be said of the other, otherwise they
could be substituted for each other and there will be no reason why they should
not rather be said to be one and the same. If they have different predicates, then
of course the concepts in which those predicates are included will also differ. And
from this alone follow many things of the utmost importance in physics that no
one can easily foresee now.

‘Universal substance’ means any individual substance having some common
determination, such as when I say ‘human being’ I mean any individual substance
that has an organic body and uses reason.

However, it seems it still has to be explained why ‘human being’ is said to be a
substance, but ‘warm’ is said to be an accident, since nothing prevents us from
understanding ‘warm’ to mean any warm individual substance. And indeed I
admit that such inquiries are reflexive and of no great importance to philosophy,
but if someone thinks it worthwhile that these secondary notions be precisely
established, we shall say that ‘warm’ is an adjective, that is, that something needs
to be added to make the sense complete, namely, a warm subject, a warm

7 See St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, I qu. 50, art. 4, ad: ‘Some have said that all spiritual
substances, even souls, are of the one species. Others, again, that all the angels are of the one species,
but not souls; while others allege that all the angels of one hierarchy, or even of one order, are of the
one species. But this is impossible. For such things as agree in species but differ in number, agree in
form, but are distinguished materially. If, therefore, the angels be not composed of matter and form, as
was said above (Article 2), it follows that it is impossible for two angels to be of one species. English
translation from Aquinas 1911-1922, III: 13-14.
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substance. But ‘human being’ is a substantive, and when one says ‘human being;
the subject is already included and cannot be supplied without tautology. For it is
pointless to say ‘human being subject, but it will be rightly said ‘human subject;,
that is, ‘subject endowed with humanity’ And just as one says ‘human being’ in
the sense of ‘thing endowed with humanity), and ‘big-headed’ in the sense of
‘thing endowed with a large head’ or ‘headsome animal; so I do not see anything
to prevent one saying say ‘calorio’ in the sense of ‘warm thing’ if the use or analogy
of language should so bear it; and ‘calorio, ‘mugil;® ‘capito,’ and ‘naso™® are sub-
stances just as much as a human being is, although there is no tribe or propagable
species peculiar to large-nosed things as there is to human beings, for here we do
not take species physically, but generally.

Moreover, an individual substance is that which cannot be said of anything
else. That is, if an individual substance is said of something, then they will be the
same. Namely, if from the mere fact that A is B it can be inferred also that B is A,
that is, that B and A are the same, then it will be said that A or B is an individual
substance, or a thing subsisting by itself, for example if it were said" ‘Peter is the
apostle who denied Christ, and because it is certain from this that there is only
one such apostle, that is, because it can also be inferred from this the other way
around that ‘the apostle who denied Christ was Peter’ therefore the apostle who
denied Christ will be an individual person or substance.

It is worth examining the distinction between real and apparent being, and
between real and apparent quality. And indeed, what appears in dreams we call
false or apparent, not so much because its cause is within us and nothing external
corresponds to it (for this does not speak against it, as I shall say elsewhere),” but
rather because the things we dream about neither agree with other phenomena
that agree with each other nor do they agree with themselves. I think a rainbow,
parhelion, and other phenomena of this kind can be called real as much as can
beings by aggregation, such as a pile of wood or an army, for a rainbow is an
aggregate of drops which, joined together, produce certain colours that appear to
us. Apparent qualities are those which are not in things absolutely, but insofar as
they act on us; in this way, the same water will seem cold or warm or hot depend-
ing on how my hands are disposed. Yet this quality in the water is real, that it is
apt to produce this sensation in me when thus disposed. Hence the rainbow is of

® Literally ‘mullet’ (i.e. the fish). However, the term mugil was sometimes used to mean ‘mucus),
and this may be the sense Leibniz has in mind here, as a mullet would not belong in his list of things
that are not propagable species. Also possible is that the term is a Leibnizian neologism, in which case
it could mean ‘mooing thing’ or ‘bellowing thing’ (from ‘mugio, to moo or bellow).

° ‘big-headed. 1 “large-nosed.

" said | ‘Alexander the Great is the overthrower of the Persian monarchy), and from this it may be
inferred that the overthrower of the Persian monarchy is Alexander the Great, that is, Alexander the
Great alone is the one who overthrows the Persian monarchy, and since this cannot be said of others,
then ‘the overthrower of the Persian monarchy’ will be a certain person or individual substance |
deleted.

> See ‘On the Way of Distinguishing Real Phenomena from Imaginary’ (MNE no. 57).
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diminished reality for two reasons: it is both a being by aggregation from drops
and the qualities by which it is known are apparent," or at least from those kinds of
real beings that are relative to our senses. Moreover, I will show in its proper place
that all bodies in which there is no soul or substantial form are only appearances,'
like dreams, and do not have any fixed and determinate nature; and that all
attributes of bodies of this kind are only phenomena without a subject. From this
it follows either that bodies are not real beings or that all bodies are in some
way animated.

Also to be examined is how a being by aggregation, such as an army or even a
disorderly rabble of people, is one, and how its unity and reality differ from the
unity and reality of a human being. The most important difference to be noted
seems to be in the attributes and operations. Some attributes are said equally of
the whole and of the parts, as when the army in the plains of Marathon captured
a region, which is also true of the individual soldiers. Other attributes can be said
of the whole alone, as when the army is thirty thousand strong, arranged in a
crescent. Yet all these things can be said and expressed even if the multitude is not
considered as one; thus I can speak of thirty thousand soldiers being present, and
of one soldier so situated to another as the crescent’s edge requires, namely in
such a way that some stand this far from a certain fixed point, others that far. But
what makes those parts one in a human being has attributes that cannot be
expressed without this bond, namely the faculty of sensation and appetite. But
what is most important is that an army, when it is carefully considered, is not the
same even for a moment, for it has no reality in itself which does not result from
the reality of the parts from which it is aggregated; and since its whole nature
consists in number, figure, arrangement, and the like, once these have changed it
is not the same, but the human soul has reality of its own, so much so that it can-
not cease to be no matter how the parts of the body change.

A thing can remain the same even though it is changed, if it follows from its
very nature that it must have successively different states. Of course, I am said to
be the same as before, because my substance includes all my past, present and
future states, but that does not prevent contradictory things being asserted of me,
for the very nature of time is that there can be contradictory truths about the
same thing at different times.

Change is an aggregate of two contradictory states. Now these states are under-
stood as necessarily immediate to each other, because there is no third thing
between contradictories.

Passion is a change that diminishes perfection. Action is change that increases
or conserves it.

' apparent, | or real beings relative to our senses | deleted.

" See ‘Division of Terms and Enumeration of Attributes” (no. 112).
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Perfection is pure reality, that is, that which is positive and absolute in essences.
Conversely, imperfection consists in limitation.

It can be questioned whether change can be attributed to God, and indeed,
while change which involves imperfection cannot be attributed to God, variation,
that is, opposite predicates, cannot be denied of God. Thus God produces today
something which a thousand years ago he did not produce but was going
to produce.

Just as the principle of individuation is a specific difference, so the principle of
existence is the essence of things. To be sure, every essence or reality demands
existence just as every endeavour demands motion, or effect, unless something
impedes it. And every possible not only involves possibility, but also an endeav-
our to actually exist, not as though those things which do not exist have endeav-
our, but because the ideas of essences actually existing in God so demand, as soon
as God freely decreed to choose that which is most perfect. Hence, just as in a
balance each weight exerts itself and pushes on its own pan according to the
measure of its heaviness and demands to descend unless it is impeded, but the
heavier prevails, so each thing aspires to existence according to the measure of its
perfection, but what is more perfect prevails. Accordingly, everything possible
exists unless it impedes the existence of the more perfect. From this it is clear that
the essences of things depend upon the divine nature and existences upon the
divine will, for they cannot obtain existence by their own power, but only by the
decree of God.

The cause of evil is from the original imperfection of things, that is, from the
limitation of creatures, which is such that the perfection of which things are cap-
able could not be obtained except by means of intervening faults and punish-
ments, just as certain things cannot be obtained unless incommensurable lines
and motions are used. Moreover, it must be known that sins are bad only for
those who sin, but amount to a greater good for others.



