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CHAPTER - I 



IHTRODOCflO^ 

Metaphysics which has a long and glorious history 

o£ almost three thoiisand years has no^ confronted with 

serious challenges £rom many sides. Metaph:^ic^ is claimed 

to be meaningless|aess> In this chaotic situation %<7hiGli 

prevails in the philosophical circles today* the problem 

concerning the meaning of metaphysics has assumed a special 

significance* bat this problem seems to be extremely 

ccmplicated and it tends to defy any easy solution, it is 

very difficult or rather impossible to arrive at any 

conclusion ciKicerning the meaning of metaphysics which may 

gain universal acceptance, but one may raise certain basic 

questions about metaphysics itself, ̂ ese questions may be 

formulated as (1) what is metaphysics ?(2) Why there is 

metaphysics 7 ̂ ^taphysics is interested in Bei^g as Being. 

It seeks to know the nature of everything that is in so far 

as it is. TtdLB can be said to be{^ the basic task of 

metaphysts or 'first philosophy'. Piataphysics is interested 

in the things or objects only in so far as they point to the 



reality of Being. Being is utimate reality. The 

unreal can be negated only on the ba3i0 of real 

or being. 

"If one asks why there is not nothing* one 

attributes being to nothing." 

Ultimate reality or being is not one being 

among other beings. It is being itself, it is on a 

le'̂ el quantitatively different from that of any 

being. I^ constitutes the depth of reality or 

existence. Metaphysics cannot directly Icnô  being 

in itself. If can know it only through beings* 

through the world and the individuals. So it has 

to reflect on the nature of the i^z',^ ) CZ^ tZD world, 

nature of objects and Individual existence. Metap^ 

hysics ^proaches nature not with a view to know 

its physical stntcture and to exploit it for 

practical pozposes. it reflects on nature in order 

to know its ontological structure. 

Since the beginning of philosophy, 

metaphysics has been a prdblanatio, not to aay 

controversial subject. According to scsne 

!• Paul Tiiiich, Systematic Geology,Vol.I,p. 163. 



j^ilosc^hess* met^hysioa h ^ appeared to be 

the most important part of pMloaophy and proper 

solution o£ metaphysloal probleos leads to right 

ixnderstanding o£ all other bran^es <^ leasning 

But according to scane oSiher philosophers. It has 

been an dt>Ject o£ ridicule* whether metaphysics Is 

possible at all is a ourlous question. liielther one 

raised the question whether physics Is possible or art 

Is possible or religion is possible ̂nor^^oes one 

defend tSnem, These disciplines may be probl^Qatie 

but not in the way metaphysics is. £let^{^ysical 

problems have gone uasolved but not unanswered, the 

same questions continue to recur, in order to solve 

metaphysical problems* the meteqphyslelans have employ­

ed the method of reascming or argument. MetaphysldanQ 

produces argument to show that unlversals do or do 

not existOf that man has or has not free will, that 

existence Is or Is not axk attribute and so on. 

^en those philosophers who claim that matsphysleal 

questions are paeudo questions also produce argument 

In favour of their views 
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FrieOdrlcd) Walsmarm has viewed that • 

" ZQ philosophy there are no proofs; there are 

no theorems* and there are no questions which 

can be decided* yes or no. Zn saying that 

there are no proofs Z do not mean to s^y that 

there are no agrvotents. Agroments certainly 

there are* and first-rate philosophers are 

recognized by the originality of theirr arguments 

only those do not work in the sort of way they 
2 

do in mathematics or in the scienoes". 

One of the curious features of metaphysics is that its 

disputes have gone imsolved for over two throusand years. 

Zt seems quite plain that no metaphysical dispute has lî en 

settled* in the way in which at least some disputes in 

ssathematics or in the natural sciences have been settled, 

sihat is taught ixs. s^ysics or in mathonatics is agreed upon 

2* F, waismann* *How z see philosophy* contemporary 

British philosophy* 3rd Series* H.D. Lewis*ed.*p.447 Cf. 



the resu l t s o£ observation and experiment or o£ calcalation 

and dem(m3tration« Sat the same i s not t rue o£ oetaphysies 

t^ese there are no resul ts agreed upon by a l l ccaoipetent 

pract i t ioners in the f i e ld . 

The word 'metaphysics* has been used in a variety 

o£ senses.Therefore* i t i s very d i f f i cu l t to suggest any 

clear and precise definit ion of the terco 'mete^ysics * ^The 

t^ord 'metaphysics* dertves frcsa ^ e Greeh »ord (itata->ta«> 

physi&a« l i te ra l ly^ meai:^ after the things of nature* an 

esq^rossion used by the f^lenis t ic and l a t e r ccnsaentators to 

refer to Ar is to t le ' s unt i t led grot^ of texts that t̂ e s t i l l 

ca l l the f^taphysies* Aristotle himself called the subject 

of th i s texts f i r s t philosf^y* theology or sometimes ^isdcm. 

®ia phrase ta-meta«ta-physika bibt ia ( the boQlB3 «i£ter the 

boolcs of nature) i s not t^ed by Aristot le himself and was 

s^parently introduced by the ^ l i t e r s who classified and 

catalouged his vsorko, X#ater c lassical and medieval | iMlos-

ophers tooia th i s t i t l e to mean that the subject d i s c u s s ^ 

in metaphysics comss ' a f te r the things of nature because 

they were f u r ^ e r r^aoved from sense perception and 
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t]^7@£€ir#^aore d i f f i c u l t t o understand* l a mediovaX axxS 

tao&esn phiXoso^y metaphysics has a l so he^a take?) t o 

mQan tha study of things* t%^i3«@itdiQg nature t h a t i s , 

^ s i s t i n g separa te ly f rem nature and having more i n t r i n s i c ^ 

r e a l i t y and value than th© things o£ nature* 

The t^ord metaphysics* viaB coined by hh^ l i b r a r i a n 

who was t ry ing t o c l a s s i f y th© vorkd of Ar is to t le* Thero was 

a ^orlc of Ar i s to t l e %»hidt) ^as unn^ned* The Librar ian ^ ^ t e d 

t o c l a s s i f y i t * Out of d i sgus t h© ths®%df th@ b4X>k ai»i 

acc iden ta l ly i t f e l l a f t e r th© Aristotl@*s t^ork on physics* 

Since i t f e l l a f t e r physicss the Librar ian named i t siataphy-

s ics* ^$Bltaphysics l i t a r a l l y means a d i s c i p l i n o ^ i e h comes 

a f t e r physics* According to Arbstotle* metaphysics i s the 

' f i r s t phlloaos^y** I t s tud ie s the bas ic assumptions az^ 

concepts used in d i f f e r en t sciences* That i s «jihy A r i s t o t l e 

defined metaphysics as the study of being,qua being* 



populaurly 'metaphysics' has meant anything 

abstruse and highly theoretical. The term has also been 

pqpularly associated with the spiritual and religions and 

even the occult, in modem philosophical uuisage 'metaphy­

sics* refers generally to the field of philosophy dealing 

with questions about the kinds of things there are and their 

modes of being. Its siabject matter includes the concepts of 

existence^ things^ property^ event, the distinction between 

particulars and universals« nature of relations, diange, 

causation, and the nature of mind, matter, space and time. 

In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries 'metaphysics* 

was used broadly to include questions about the reality 

of external world, the existence of other minds, the possibi­

lity of a priori knowledge and nature of sensation, memory, 

abstraction, and so on. in the present u.̂ xidage these 

questions are included in the study of epistemology. The 

probl^ns of metaphysics and epistemology are inextricably 

Interrelated. Therefore, it is not always an easy matter to 

distinguish them. Metaphysics generally deals with the 

question of what is ? and episicmology with oixr knov/ledge of 

what is, but in the discussion of one the other is bound to 
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enter, not aXl problems about 'tî at Is* ars metaphysical 

questions. For example *how many books are there In my 

table* is a question o£ what is but it is not a metaj^ysical 

question. I^taphysical questions are not sufficiently general. 

Science deals with the roost general questions. It attempts to 

discover>.laws and theories for explaining phencsoena. Many 

persons have alleged that all such general questions are 

scientific ones «nd when scientific questions have been 

answered* there is nothing left for the metaphysician to 

discuss. But according to metaphysicians« this is not the 

case. Those *t^at is* problems that could be acesolved by 

empirical means alone are scientific oneap those that could 

be solved by mathematical means alone are mathematical ones 

and the reminder are metaphysical ones. Whether light 

consists of vaves or particles* whether matter and energy 

are interchangeable are all scientific questions to be 

solved by ^npirieal evidence. But ^ere are other problems 

also, for exaznplê what classes or categories* reality is to 

be diV'£de^ tcsinporal or non->temporal« material or nonnnaterial* 



is an issue Ie£t to metaphysics* It is wider than 

eiiQpirical science whi<=h normally treats only of the 

physical. Zf met^h3^ical issues cannot be resolved 

empirically then the question arises tî hat they are 7 

Metaphysicians hold the view that they are eoneemed 

î ith factual issues but they would then divide factual 

issues into two kinds, empirical and non-^npirical. 

Ii^taphyslcian would deal with the latter* So they would 

be issues 6£ fact but facts that cannot be settled by 

efflpirical means but only by the systematic es^rcise of 

the understanding. 

Spistemology enquires into the conditions under 

which knowledge is x>ossible or it may be said to 'he.-: 

an enquiry into the natxire, origin, range and conditions 

of knowledge* %ist@Qology deals with such questions as -

is knowledge of reality possible at all or not ? lihat is 

th® natur^^f it^owledg® -^^J^a^ Lŝ j£Se origin ;or_spurce->f 

knowledge ? ̂ ^̂ at are the conditions of validity of knowledge? 

Her© one question can be asked t^at then is the relation 
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between epistemology and ontology or met^hyslcs 7 

Qpistooi^logy is the ^eory of knowing while metaphysics 

is the theory o£ being or reality. Ontology must be preceded 

by epiat̂ raoldtgy« since we cannot investigate the ultimate 

nature of reality that is known unless we alreai^ know the 

origin of knowledge and prove that knowledge is possible, 

^ist^mology can be said to be the fundamental basis and 

ground work of ontology or metaphysics* Though there are 

sane differences between epist^mology and metaphysics yet 

one thing is clear that they are so intimately related 

that one cannot stand without the other* A particular 

theory of knowing leads to a particular theory of being 

and vice-versa* 

7111 the eighteenth century philosoi^y was 

largely identified *lth metaphysics* Philosophers were 

mainly concerned with what is real« what really exists in 

this world. But in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries* 

philosophers shifted their attention to what we can be sure 
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we really know axad this question maHes a group of ocience -

oriented phllosophezB namely the logical posltivoiŝ fttô  

doubt on the possibility of knowing anything of metaphy-

sical or extra-sensory nature. Most metaphysical theories 

try to determine the real natuire of things. Different 

metaphysicians have gitran different views of met^hysics. 

According to some metaphysicians« the basic reality of 

everything is metital* some say that it is material* accor-

ding to others it consists solely of atoms and enqpty space. 

But here the question arises how does the philosophers 

know this and what sort of evident he can give ? When 

we experience any object* the <^ject appears to have spatial 

and temporal qualities as well as qualities of colour, 

shape* etc. Accx>rding to some metaphysicians including 

Plito. and Bradley our experience of these properties is so 

contradictory that they cannot be real feat\ires of things* 

but only an appearance or semblan<^ of reality* For 

example*, if a grape fruit is first green and then yellow 

then it is both green and not green. Therefore* accx>rding 
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to metaphysician the colour of the grape->fzruit must be an 

iljlusion whicdi does not really escist in the grape fruit 

and this can be applied to all perceived qualities of 

objects. The single most important c[uestion in the entire 

history of metaphysics has been the question of 'substance* 

or 'the reality of objects'* Xn our everyday speech we 

distinguish an object froa its properties which an object 

has. zn other words* we distingiiish what we say about a 

things from that thing itself* An object is one in number 

but it can have many different properties* ^ese propexrties 

depend on the physical objects for their existence* if we 

take R̂̂ ay all the objects in the world then we have thereby 

removed all the blueness, rSdness and squareness ip the 

world* Therefore* to be is to be an object* On this assun^-

tion all western metaphysicians have proceeded £rom 

Aristotle to present. In writing about metaphysics it is 

only decent and it is certainly wise to begin with Aristotle. 

Avistotle's book entitled* 'Metaphysics* is one 

of the earliest probably the best and ceittainly the most 

"x 
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Influential vork in metaphysics. Acc»xcling to Aristotle* 

met^hyslcs deals with the nature and reality of individual 

conaf>s&^0 existing things in the perceptible world of spac» 

and tiiae« things like trees and houses w&icih Aristotle 

calls substance, J\ist as biology deals with the question 

*what is it to be a living thing 7* and physics with *WJbâ  is 

it to beC^ physical thing 7' likewise, metaphysics deals with 

the question *Nhat is it to be 7*^or in other words* what 

are the conditions or criteria necessary for a concrete 

individual object to eotist 7 Historically* the study of 

being was limited to the study of being of stibstances. 

The theoretical philosopher Aristotle bad disting­

uished two tasks, first to investigate the nature and 

properties of v^at exists' in the natural or sensible world 

and second to enquire intoithe character of *the substance 

that is free from movementt or most real of all things, the 

intelligible reality on which everything in the world of 

nature was thought to be causally dependent, "^e first one 

is known as physica and the second which Aristotle had also 
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referred to as * theology* is roughly the subject matter ot 

his Metaphysiea* 2£ the two works had to be distinguished 

the physica would hav^ bo be described as more empirieal 

Just because it deals with things that are objects o£ the 

senses* loSiat Aristotle himself called 'sensible sî b̂stanoe* 

the matter of the Metaphysica *that whl^ is eternal* free 

ttOBx movement and separately existent* on any account more 

remote* % e enquiries about nature carried out in the 

physica lead on naturally to the more fundasantal inquiries 

about being as such that are taken up in the oietai^ysica. A 

common set of claims on behalf of metaphysics is that it 

is an inquiry into what ^cists and to determine what is 

truely real* Are dre^m objects real in the way in whic^ 

palpable x«alities suc^ as Claris and trees are 7 Are 

nvaib&ra real or should they be described as no more than 

abstractions 7 is the height of a man a reality in the 

same sense in which he is a reality or is it a mere 

quality that has derivative rather than substantial 

being and could not exist except as attributes to some -

thing else 7 Hany metaphysiciaxis are of CI 
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the opinion that the noticm of substance* qaality and its 

reXaticm to other subataî oe are internally related. They 

are of the opinion that every substance has qiiaXities and 

staiKis in relation to other substances but only what is 

substantial truly exists. Let us talce the exanqple of a 

tree • this tree is tall* deciduous and is precisely 

50 yazds north of that fence. Here tree stands for sub* 

stance and it has qualities and stands in relations, 

illness of the tree would not exist unless the tree 

e;<isted. now the question can be raised tirhat the tree would 

be i£ it were deprived of all qualities and relations^ The 

notion of substance in this type of metaphysics is that 

it may h^pen to possess but we nmst know how to apply it. 

But «hen we pick up one concrete thing to give the example 

of notion of substance it involves <»rtain descriptions 

that means it cannot be spoken of apart from its qiaalities 

or attributes. Without substance we cannot have qualities 

and without qualities we cannot have ŝ ibstance. 
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î ccoxdlog to Aristotle azid n̂ edieval philosophers* 

the most real of all things was tjruly sel£ contained and 

oould ec<»xdlngly b0 looked upon as sel£ caused* ^taphysio-

lans tried to persue^e us that the \»orld is really very 

different frcsa what it appears to be have coaaatonly proceeded. 

2n Plato's theory o£ .̂ deas he pointed out that,in the 

sensible world things come into being and pass away* they 

have different properties at different time^for exan^le^ 

of being big or small* which vary with the things to which 

we relate them* According to this theory* the forms or ideas 

exist eternally and do not change. Thus tĥ i quality of 

goodness abides independently of its existence in the 

sensible world* so does the form of a table; no'matter what 

tables actually exist. But according to'^^venteenth century 

î .ationalist* the question *what is, ultiibately, real ?* is a 

question e)»>ut the ultioiate stuff of which th^ universe is 

made op» The contrast between appearanice'and /rea]^ty is 

peculiar to metaphysics. A cloud appears to u^tp consist 

of some white* fleecy substance although in jreallty it is a 
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^^xxtu^ntSQtton o£ drops ot water. Q&n&ralljf men think t^at 

the scdentlsto Icnows tbi& i^al constitution of things as 

opposed to the surface aspects with which ordlinacy men are 

faaoiiier* it is generally not sufficient to define meta­

physics as knowledge^Areality as opposed to appearance 

because scientist also claims to Icnow reality as opposed 

to appearance* According to Plato« the uitimate realities 

that the ooetaphysician seeks to know are precisely things 

as they are simple and not variegated, exesip]:̂  from t^ange* 

therefore* stable objects knowledge* 

'̂̂ homas Aqoinas divided philosopliy into the real 

and rational, /iigain he divided real philosophy into 

speculative or theoretical and practical or moral* ̂ eorl-> 

tical philosophy includes physics* mathematics and theology 

while practical philosophy includes ethics* econotoics and 

politics* S^ysics deals with the qtialitative relation of 

things whic^ have sensible matter* mathematics with 
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QciaQtitatit^e rs la t ioos o£ things accosf^aisled by In t e l l i g ib l e 

matter and nsetaphyoics deala ^Ith iinmaterial objects such QQ 

the possible aod the actual* the one axEd the maoy* Gf^ aoed 

the angels etc* The aame science i s c a l l ^ £t€m different 

points of view e i ther matos^ysics or f i r s t j ^ losophy or 

theology, ihe rat ional faculty or the faculty o£ understao* 

ding w h i ^ i s used in physics s t a r t s £roin sensible observe* 

t ion aod stoves one t^ing to another ti^hile ^lilosophy or 

theology esc^loys in te l lec tua l f^thod %id)idi leads MB through 

logic t o a definite and certain conclusion* Eational 

o^gnition i s concerned ^ i th taany perijidieral aitd teo^oral 

beings %rhile in te l lec tua l cogssition refers t o unique* 

central and eternal being* inte l lec tual in tui t ion i s most 

sui table to ssat^hysics 8in<^ Eoetaphysics or theology deals 

with the highest r ea l i t y aM the principles of being* 5S»e 

nasoe •iQeta£^ysics * i s closely cosmected with i t s i n t e l l e c ­

tual Q^thod* J^»>rding to St* fh<»nas the subject of meta« 

£^ysic0 i s cosaton being* though metaphysics also deals with 

the f ins t cause and independent being* "Shis may be taken as 
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anontologicaX aspects of n^taphyslcs. Theobject of physics 

i s sensible matter* the object of raatitematics^dntelligible 

matter, the one i s movable while the other i s icamovable. 

^ e object of mathematics i s separable fre»a matter only in 

thought* but in existence i t i s a«xnnpanieel by material 

substance. But the object of mets^ys ies i s s^arate from 

matter both in Jmowledge and in existence* Mstaj^ysies was 

es^lained as a fxmetion of understanding independent of 

experience* 

( • - 1 -

in Descartes Fhilospphy we find some distinctions 

between (i) metaphysics and theology (ii) ̂ taphysics and 

Philosophy (iii) philosophy and physics or t̂ ie sciences and 

(iv) meth^s on the csp^hand and metaphysics and physics or 

philoso£^y on the obher hand. 

Both theol<̂ ry en<̂  metaphysics contain propositions 

about God and His relation to the world. The propositions of 

God which have been d^nonstrated by reason and their 
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acceptance enjoined by reason belongd to metaj^yeics and the 

acceptance o£ propoditionswhich have ibeen demonstrated by 

£alth and authozity belong to tlieoXô y* Descartes described 

metaphysics as 'O'oontalnlng ̂ e principles of knô rledget an 

e^lanatlon of the principal attributes o£ Ood«OJE natures 

In our mlndst̂ * According to hijn# c^taphyslcs ai^ physics are 

parts o£ philosophy. Descartes says * 

** philosophy Is nice a tree« whose soots 

are o^t^^ysics* v^ose trunk is physics 

and t^ose bran^es« ĉ hlcdr Issue £ro(Q 

this trunk are all the other sciences* *> 

A3 with the terra *philoso^yQ Oeacartes seems to use the 

term 'method*. By the teirn method he means a set o£ rules. 

command or recocmaendatlons on how to act In certain clrcut»-

stances with a view to attaining a certain end. Here method 

Is ta)cen in a narrower sense, zn Its wider sense the term 

ii@thod coî pcehenfts a number of stat̂ coents about certain 

3. C£. letter to the French traxislator o£ the principles* 

which letter serves as a preface to the work* Haldane 

and 8oss» Vol. x« p. 211. 
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elements and £acts whid) eotobioe to givd th@ ualverso its 

ultimate condtitutioo and about certain activities o£ our 

minds concern^ in the discovery of those elements* The 

deduction* l̂ eocartas ino^rporates in his toethod is i«>t 

that o£ Airistotle^s traatise« He regards the syllogism 

as useless because it does not help in discovering anything 

new but helps in stating convincingly «rhat »e have already 

discovered, l^e logic o£ deduction that is o£ practical 

value is that which he calls the *method o£ mathematics*. 

I^e study o£ Aristotle's syllogism inevitably leads to 

false conclusions, f^re a <piQstion can be raised »hy did 

he appreciate mathematics so mu<^ ? He gave two reasons 

£irst» the certainty o£ its demonstration and second, the 

evid^ce o£ its reasoning. According to him« mathematics 

cannot only be supplied in the mechanical sciences but also 

be expanded to interpret nature as a %^ole. He was less 

interested in analysis than are modem scientists and more 

concerned with a synthesis of facts. Hhe ^ o methods whidb 

he described as test in disoavering new principles are 

intttition or an immediate Intellectual awareness and 
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deduction whie^ he described as correct inference that 

means from facts that are lcno«m with certairtty/* Peacartes 

pointed out that this new loethod toast hQ iriLgozoos and not 

based on prejudice or vrishfttl thinlcing. fss further pointoi 

out that we must have an adequate appreciation of the 

lifioitation of our understandingo f̂ any secrets of nature 

will be beyond our knowledge, zn short* reason must be 

disciplined* without it no certain progress in philoso^diy 

nor science can be made. Descartes method can be sisnmariz^ 

in the following manner* first* to avoid all prejudice and 

precipitation in judgement* to accept nothing as true 

whi<^ cannot be clearly recognized as such^ second* to 

divide up each problem into as many parts as possible; 

third* to develop an orderly connection of thinlcing* 

starting with simple facts and gradually leading to more 

o^aplex problems! fourth* he pledged himself to mgSte 

COT^lete enttmsrations* L6t us now see how Descartes undes<-

stands these four Injuctions* According to him* only that 

which we know to be true is ever to beaeĉ pibed 6r asserted* 



23 

But it is found th^t we scxaetlmes asserts scmething to be 

true but «rhl^ ve a later retract or wlthdrav as false* fM.8 

is because we may be unv/illizig to take the trovddle o£ 

thinlcing out and stia^^g^ clearly what exactly is the 

difficulty and so we silently agree in ĵ assing Judgenent 

upon what is only *more or less clear** ^erefore, our 

judgement cannot be taKen as a Icnowledge but only a mere 

guess* Our only security plainly lies in refusing ^ 

affirming as tme tdhatever is not clearly and distinctly 
r 

discerned* we (oust understand clearly *all* and exactly 

*what* we are affirming* Ihejcefore, we must avoid rushness 

and bias in judgement« never affirming what we do not know 

to beceortainly true or what is even cap^le of being 

doubted* Therefore* Descartes is of the opinion that 

certaini^\ in knowledge belongs to arithmetic and ^on^try* 

We come to xinderstand con9>lex truths about properties of 

figures or numbers through understanding \i<s» they are 

formally derived tvxxi a few simple truths; eadh of ̂ kich 

we clearly and csaiqplet̂ ly grs^p* 
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ACeording to Descartes^ was ĵ roblem Imperfactly 

eiqpcê sed muat £l73t of all split up loto so maay depart* 

stental ones a$ may be necessary to expel vagueness or 

iztdetermlnateness o£ meaning from our thought and eadh o£ 

these sitiipler and clearer problem must be attached 

separately. 

Descartes'* method is a t&Ghnique and its purpose 

is to aid the investigator in realizing certain o>nditions# 

given certain contexts and occasions, so that he may reacb 

certain results that would be unattainable i£ those condi* 

tions were unfulfilled* He also further pointed out that 

some judgements besides being clear and distinct mv^t 

refer to 8<»:@thing actually existent and affim^ what is 

cognized with coo^lete <^rtainty and if it ia actually 

existing then it is impossible to deiq^^r doubt the 

existence* 

7he starting point of Descartes* ^ilosoi^y was 

his method of doubt* To dotibt was not an end in itself* it 
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was a process o£ purification of eliminating various false­

hoods and of ultimately arriving at an unnhakable foundation 

o£ taruth* Descartes started by challenging alcoost all of the 

ascepted truths of contemporary philosophy. He challenged 

the concept of the existence of the world* even the existence 

of God. He is of the viev that perhaps ^ 1 is a gigantic 

illusion. 

" X shall then suppose* not that Qod who 

is supremely good and the fountain of 

truth ••••• whic^ have just been 
4 

discussed.** 

In this process of doxibting he finally reached a solid 

foundation that for while we are doubting we are using 

our thinking process, in fact our doubts io^ly the reality 

of our thoughts. Doubting means thihlcing* this implies a 

self-consciousness. *l think* therefore* Z exist." Oogito 

ergo sum. According to Descartes* this proposition is very 

4. £teditationa* meditation 1. 
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liQportaQt £or metaphysics because it dc»s satisfy the three 

XGqoirements naaely (9) it is * clear and distinct* (b) it 

does essentially re£er to soo^thing existing (myself) and 

<C) we cannot think o£ it without kn̂ iring it to be certainly 

true. \lheD ve becone aware that we are thinking beii^8« 

this is a priiaitive act of Icaovledge derived from no syllo­

gistic Inference but by a single act of isental vision that 

everything that thinks* is or exist̂ * has been learned fron 

the Individual's experience^ that unless he exists he cannot 

think* It is an Intuitive induction* intuitive induction is 

iramediate not syllogistic* 

The nature of self is to be determined gradually 

through metaphysics* ^at t can know by simple inspection 

is that ' the thii^ whi«^ thinks* is a substance* It is 

certain that thinking cannot exist without a thing which 

thinks or generaJLly that any accident or activity cannot be 

without a substance of whic^ it is the activity* ^ e 

file:///lheD
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existence of self is disclosed through its activity and 

if we could not be aware of our own activity then we can 

never his. certain of our own existence. Hov can we pass 

fcom knowledge of ourselves to knowledge of other tilings 

which constitutes a metaphysical question* According to 

Descartes« if we are to read) knowledge of Ejects in the 

material world«we must introduce beliefs other than that 

of our own existence. But these beliefs must be certain. 

These beliefs are not piecesCof certain knowledge but raesely 

as hypothesis and the acceptance or rejection of whi^ 

awaits demonstration. The ideas of material objects^ for 

example^ the sun* the stars, material bodies of all sorts 

are the beliefs in the existence of physical «^rld. if we 

scrutinize these beliefs, we sea that all that is clear 

and distnct in any of them is that 'thoughts of those A are* 
C^£ ideas 

present to my mind. Such ideas^of things existing indep-

ei»flently of then and these ideas convey the real 

natures of things. How* whether or not we believe that 

God exists* we certainly have an idea of one. This idea* 
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Descartes maintains*is clear and definable. Men not only 

have the 'thought* o£ a God but further proceed to 

assert that God exists* that is to assert that this thought 

is one of an actually existing being, whose nature is 

faithfully* if not completely* presented in that thought* 

The problem of justifying the ostensible reference to 

existence in beMef that asserts existence is a general 

one* *TO have an idea of <^d* is one thing and *to believe 

in God*( which involves the assertion that <3od exists) is 

another* ^e*thoughts* these two beliefs ^ntain being 

clear but problem arises when we take into account its 

actual existence* Whatever exists or *is* there is sane 

cause or some ground explanatory of it. According to 

Descartes* when we apprehend that it is impossible for a 

thing to arise from nothing* the proposition *exnihilo 

nihilo'* is not to be talcen as an existing thing or as a 

mode of anything but as an eternal truth having its seat 

in our mind* we know by direct self inspection that we 

are at this moment apprehending so and so and our 
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apprehending Qcoirs at this monent, therefore* then exist• 

Bat if ever ve are to know that God or a material world 

exists }ae shall know it not by direct intuition but by.some 

indirect proof. According to Descartes^ the idea of God« 

that it is a clear idea of a possible existent is plain 

from the fact that we can define what is meant by *God* • 

According to Descartes* the idea of God is guaranteed by 

intuition* It is an innate idea* The detexminable 

j^roperties of being outspread in space and being capable of 

movement are all that Descartes ae&a clearly and distinctly 

to belong essentially and permanently to a material body 

ai^ therefore* they must be defying character of 'matter** 

5* *By the name God I mean a substance t^at is infinite* 

entemal* immutable* independent* onnicient* omnipo^ 

tent* by which I myself and everything, else is 

indeed anything else exists* have been created* 

l^ditation III Haldane ami Boss Vol*z* p* 163* 
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But how ontiP.arĵ  Ivaow that an external world exists ? 

According to Descartes* we have a sensations which 

we connot trace to our own nature. They cone from the out* 

side world which must be both qualitatively and quanti­

tatively different frcsn our own mind* Descartes* metaphysics 

therefore, be usually des(:rlbed as a dualism. Descartes 

proceeds fran * Ideas* and attenpts to reach knowledge of 

an existent world as consequence of a knowledge of God. 

Jhllosophers like Descartes* Spinoza and Lelbnlz,^^^^ 

kaiT\7lK2LVfcktvQ.wl«4ĝ '.p#y ncvvmgsâ /treally are. Is to be expIUbined 

through the exercise of pure reason not through sense 

perception. Descartes Is a least metaphysician. Since his 

view of the world to which his reasoning led him could be 

said to be the product of the .̂ htdy of contemporary 

l^yslcs. Spinoza^on the other hand, though Influenced by 

Descartes constructed a theory \î lch could not be taken to 

be as scientific theory. By reflecting on the concept of 
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substance he said that there could be only one substance 

to which he gave ihe name 'God* or 'nature** Ihis pop\zlar 

idea o£ Ood« as the transcendent cause of nature is self — 

contradictory because the attributes of thought and 

extenl̂ ion whic^ Descartes in hia dualism had taken to be 

respectively characteristic&of mind and matter were 

perfectly the corresponding attributes of God and there 

is noting to be as freedom and everything within nature 

should be determined or fixed by God* According to Kant, 

the rationalist had been entirely mistaken in supposing 

that they could discover the nature of things masely by 

the exercise of reason* because reason was boxind to lose 

itself in contradictions if it goes beyond the limits of 

possible experience* He further pointed out that the 

propositions of mathematics as well as certain oliher 

propositions like law of universal causation were both 

apriorl and synthetic because they were and could be known 

to be necessarily true without the support of experience* 
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He know such propositions to be true because their truth is 

necessary for the world to become an object of our 

experience* 

The distinction between things as they appear to 

us and things as they really are does not play an 

interesting part in Kant's systea. He raises the question 

whether it makes sense to talk of ^ings in themselves« apart 

fron their relation to our manner of conxceiving them* How 

could it be validly detexroined* by reason alone that the 

world is so vary different from what it appears to us to be 7 

lire may all agree that metaphysics is an attempt to 

know reality as against mere appearance or the study of 

first principles or ultimate truths or again the effort to 

coQ^rehend the universe not simply by fragments but somehow 

as a whole. Any such ptizsuit will encounter a number of 

objections. To discuss the distinction between appearance 
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and reality* let us take the example of a table. To the 

eye it is oblong* brown and shiny* to the touch* it is 

SQOOth and hard and when I tap it* it gives out a wooden 

sound. Anyone else who sees* £eels and hears the table 

will agree with this description. Although* I believe that 

±he table is really of the same oAlour all over* the parts 

that reflect the light look much brighter than the other 

jS?S^ and some parts look white because of reflected 

light. The apparent distribution of colours on the table 

will change if I move the parts that reflect the light, 

©jere is no colour which pre-eminently appears to be the 

colour of the table or even of any particular part of the 

table it appears to be different colours frcsn different 

points of view. This colour is not scmething which is 

inherent in the table but something depending upon the 

table and the spectator and the way light falls on the 

table. When in ordinary life we talk of the colour of the 

table we normally refer to the sort of colour whi<^ a 
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normal man have from an ordinary point of view under usual 

conditions of light'̂  But the other colours which appear under 

other conditions is to be considered as rear. Therefore, we 

are compelled to deny that the table has any one particular 

colour'* The same thing applies to smoothness and roughness 

of the table, the shapd of the table, the touch of the table. 

If we look at the table through a microscope we should see 

roughness and ups and downs and all sorts of differences which 

we cannot perceive with our naked eyes. Then the question arises 

which one is the *real' table ? We will naturally say that 

what we see through microscope is more real but that in turn 

would be changed by a still more powerful microscope. Then 

again the question arises if we cannot trust what we see 

with a naked eye why should we trust what we see 

through a microscope ? The same difficulties arise in 

case of shape also-. If our table is 'really' rectangular 

it will look from almost all points of view as if it had 
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two acfite angles and tvo obtuse angles. i£ the.ŷ  are o£ 

equal lengthy Ihey tbill looH as 1£ the nearei? sides were 

longer. All these things are not commonly noticed in 

looking at the table. The *real* shape is not t^at we see 

it is scsnething inferred £rom \^at we see and what we see 

is osnstantly changing in shape as we move about the room 

therefore* the senses seen not to §ive us the truth about 

the real table itself but only about the appearance of 

the table. Again, the table always gives us a sensation 

of hardness and we feel that it resist_pressure. Bat the 

sensation we obtain depends upon how haird we press the 

table and also upon what part of the body we press with. 

Ihus the variovts sensations due to various pressures or 

various parts of the body cannot be supposed to reveal 

directly anty definite property of the t̂ dsle. The same 

applies still more obviously to the SOUTKIS which can be 

elicited by tapping the table. 
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From the above discussion we can ccme to the 

conclxision that the real table i£ there is one is not the 

same as what we immediately experience by sight or tou^ 

or hearing* it is not iroiaediately known to us but must be 

an^ inference from what is immediately known* z£ this is the 

case then the questions arise, is there a real table at all ? 

and if so* what sort of object can it be ? BothG Berkeley 

and Leibniz admit that there is a real table. But Berkeley 

says it is certain ideas in the nlnd of God* According to 

Berkeley* the table must continue to exist @ven when we 

shot our eyes or no human being is hear it. But rthla 

continued existence is due to the fact that God continues 

to perceive it* The real table which corresponds to physical 

object, consists of ideas in the mind of God* Thus apa^ 

from minds and their ideas there is nothing in the world* 

It has appeared that if we take any comnaDn object 

of the sort that is supposed to be known by the senses. 
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what the senses immediately teXI us is not the truth about 

the object as it &s apart from us but only the trut^ about 

certain sense-data which so far as we can see depend \tpon 

the relations between us and the object* Thus what we 

directly see and feel is merely 'appearance* whidb we 

believe to be a sign of some * reality* behind. But if the 

reality is not what appears* have we any means of knowing 

whether there is any reality at all 7 and if so have we 

any n^ans of finding out what it is like ? 

Many metaphysicians are of the view that reality 

or what is \iltimately real cannot be applied to space and 

time. Temporal and Spatial predicates apply to appearances 

only. What is real does not endure through time nor is it 

subject to the conditions of space. According to Plato« 

forms or ideas are real and whose true location was nowhere 

C3iristian philosophers conceived of God as existing from 
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everlasting to everlasting and God must exist timelessly 

and apart frota space. According to Kant, through intuition 

we can know space and time, Thiags are experienced through 

space and time. He is of the viev that nothing can be real 

that does not conform to spatial and t&nporal requirements, 

and there is nothing real beyond space and time. 

In connection vith space and time men generally 

thinks of all events as happening before, simultaneoxisly 

with or after the mcwaent that is called »cow» and all 

spatial positions as rejlÊ ting in some way or other to the 

point that is called *here'. Kant*8 view of space and time 

differed from that of the English empiricists who had 

asserted that space and time can be derived only from 

eaperience. But Kant gives anO£̂ )Osite view o£ space and 

time. According to him« Icnowledge of space and time is 

inborn. They are prior to experience rather they makes 

experience possible. The knowledge of externality or 

intemality that is, when we say some object is inside 

the house or outside the house and this knowledge of inside. 
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Outside, here, there, etc. is possible because we already 

have the knowledge of space> Kant says that no experience 

of external relations of sensible things could yield the 

idea of space, because without the consciousness there 

would be no external experience whatever. 

According to Kant, we cannot think space away, al­

though we can quite readily think of space as empty of objects. 

Space, therefore, is not determined by phenomena, rather all 

objects are determined by space'* We can ask bne question, 

does space have metaphysical validity ? Can it be applied 

to reality as a whole ? Kant answered in negative© Space 

cannot be applied to thing in itselff« It is an apriori 

form of perception which underlines the phenomenal 

worldf© According to Kant, space cannot be applied to 

metaphysical entities. It is the aprior form of perception 
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not o£ God* As cegaj:̂ _tiine« Kant says, that it is a 

necessary idea and without it we cannot per^ive phenomena* 

np phenomena can exist which are not in time* Time is not 

and independent substance like space, it cannot be applied 

to thing in itself or to God* Time does not subsist by 

itself nor does it inhere in things which do subsist by 

themselves* 

Kant says that the proper objects of metaphysics 

are three ideas that is Qod, freedom and immortality* Me 

further says that the principie^pbjects of metaphysics are 

thus thought to lie outside possible experience* Kant 

considered the final end of oetaphysics to be the knowledge 

t>b transsensible ideas* He viewed that metaphysics is the 

science outside and beyond the range of natural sciences* 

n̂iQugh the final end of meta^ysics is the knowledge of 

trans-sensible ideas yet the knowledge of sensible things 

is not excl\ided fron its domain* 
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Kant says -

"Ontology as a part of metaj^ysics is a 

sjLStem of all concepts of understanding 

and principles* in so far as these are 

given to sense and are concerned with 

objects that may be e^qperienced. It 

d(^s not concern itself with trans-sensible 

objects* which nonetheless^ are the fin̂ al 

end of metaphysics* Qatology* therefore* 

belongs to metaphysics n^rely as a prelimi­

nary science of metaphysics proper* as its 

porch or front gasden, it is called trans­

cendental philosophy tecause it comg>rises 

the conditions of all knowledge apriori and 

its first elements". 

Kant is primarily concerned to discover how the truth 

6^ falsity of any metsg^ysical principles whatever can be 

Portsc^ritte* tf.W. ( Cass) fiTZIZ* P* 283 
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made ou t . He i s dealing with the question ' how i s metaphy­

sics possible as a sc ience ' ? That ireans how metaphysical 

pr inc ip les can be ver i f ied ? Metaphysics i s tha t portion 

of philosophic en te rpr i se in which men have t r i ed to 

replace conf l ic t ing views about the nature of things in 

general with genuine knowledge-* Each of the sciences has 

a l imited domain. None of the pa r t i cu l a r sciences nor a l l 

of them taken together are in a posi t ion to disclose what 

things are l ike in general". 

According to Kant, the remarkable fa i lu re of 

philosophy i s in netaphysics' . The question how things are 

in general no th inkers have been able to es tab l i sh r e s u l t s 

which a l l experts w i l l accept, there i s nobody of 

es tabl ished knowledge to which a person cab be referred* 
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Ehllosophers In every age have been free to begin a new. 

What they £ind tare conflicting sets of doctrines. Kant is 

of the view that history of metaphysi^ has been a history 

of recurrent att«npts axeSL the study of the history of 

metaphysics is a stiĵ y of a series of glorious failures* 

Sc»ne readers of Kant hold that he identified metaphysics 

with the Icnowledge of the immortality of soul* the freedom 

of will and the existence of God» others are of the opinion 

that he rejects just those doctrines and he argues that 

there is no justification in believing in them or rather 

there is no justification whatever for metaphysics. Kant 

does not hold the view that any metaphysical knowledge 

whatever is impossible^he rather holds the view that these 

are matters of metaphysicals speculation upon Which no 

knowledge is obtainable. In asking how is metaphysics 

possible, Kant is asking more than how metaphysics is possi­

ble as science ? Uhls le^ls to the question how metaphysical 

judgen^nts can be verified 7 Kant divides all judgements into 

enrpirical judgements and apriori judgements* By *a priori* 
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he means non-empirical. Accozding to Kant« some jxidgeraents 

can be made out to be true or £alse by observing what they 

are about and he calls them empirical, judgements about 

what occurred in the taoxe remote past or about what will 

occur in future cannot be tested by observing what they are 

about. According to Kant« Judgements as to what occurred 

in the past are verified by observing certain things which 

now obtain and inferring what must have occurred in the 

past for what now obtains to be such as it is. Similarly* 

predictions are based on observing certain things which now 

obtain and inferring from them what will come about at some 

later date. Yet a universal judgement caxmot be verified 

by either ways. 

The rise of logical positivism after the first 

world war is one of the most significant revolutions in 

the history of philosophy* Logical positivist denies the 

very possibility of metaphysics. The metaphysical 
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pcoposltions such as*, 'there is a God*« the soul Is 

inrajortal** etc» cannot be verified empirically, by sense 

perception and inference from perceived facts,r«or is 

human reason strong enough to discover a priori whether they 

are true or false. Therefore, according to logical positivist, 

metaphysician is just wasting his time. According to 

logical positivist* when we try to state sonething or make 

an assertion then« if it is not eo^irically verifiable then 

nothing is assarted by it at all, it is neither true nor 

false but only meaninglesso Ayer, the prominent spokesman 

of logical positivism, objected to metaphysics in general 

b ^ to the o^taphysics of substance in particular because 

according to him all metaphysical statements were devoid of 

literal meaning* Ayer holds the view that there are only 

two classes of meaningful propositions which can be said to 

be true or false « those whi^ are analytic and a priori 

statements such as ** all bechelors are unmarried^ which are 

true and known necessarily to be true sickly from the 
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meaning of the words used in it and secondly those which aze 

synthetic and a posteriori that is* those factual statements 

about empirical world whose tanxth can only^leamed either 

directly or indirectly from sense experience* From the above 

it is clear that only apriori and analytic statensnt whose 

truth can be determined independently of sense e3q>erience 

and which are true simply b^ defiitĉtion are iminformative. 

Therefore, ;^er is of the opinion that we can have factually 

uniformative statements of logic and mathematics and at the 

same time we can have also factually significant statements 

like those of science ai^ ordinary common sense* whi(^ are 

ground&l on sense experience* but we cannot have metaphysical 

statements whic^ -supply information about an extra-sensory 

reality inaccessible to sense experience. According to Ayer* 

analytic apriori propositions are tautologies and denial of 

this proposition involves self-contradiction that is* the 

proposition * all bachelors are unmarried* falls under this 
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category of propositions. But what happens when we apply this 

test to metaphysical statements. lAt us take Spinoza*s claiia 

that there is one substance, i^e denial o£ this statement is 

jiot self V.contradictory therefore* it is not also tautology, 

^erefore, metaphysical statements do not fall under the class 

of analytic jgpriori statement, on the other hand^the denial 

of synthetic jprlorl proposition does not yield a self 

contradiction and the only way we can tell whether they are 

true or false is to leok and see. Ayer points out that in 

order to be meazxigful it is not necessary that a factual 

statement be ccai5>letely or conclusively verlficdole or 

falsifiable but there mnat be scHne empirical evidence whic^ 

could count for or against the claim. For Ayer« it is not 

necessary to have the means here and now* of verifying a 

statement before it can be said to be meaningful but it must 

be possible in principle to verify the statement. Metaphy­

sical statements cannot be factual because they cannot be 
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verifiable or falsifiable neither in practice nor in prin­

ciple. They may be said to e>^res3 some emotional or 

religiovis attitude but they are neither true nor false* but 

are simply nonsense and meaningless, Hume said -

"When we run over libraries* persuaSl̂ clS of 

these principles* What havoc roust we 

make ? i£ we taXe in our hand any volume 

of divinity or school metaphysics* for 

instance « let us ask* £>oes it contain 

any abstract reasoning concerning quantity 

or mwdDer 7 No. ̂ oes it contain any experi­

mental reasoning ccmceming matters of fact 

and existence ? do. Ocmsnit it to flames* 

for it can <x>ntain nothing but sophistry and 

illusion"o ^ 

Strawson heldsthe view that metaphysics (bs of two types s 

one is descriptive metaphysics and other one is revisionist 

7, Enquiry Concerning Human understanding. 
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metaphysics. According to him, descriptive laetaphysica is 

one whic^ describe the actual structure o£ our thought 

about the world and revisionist metaphysial vhidft attenqpts 

to provide a better structure. Like ^ristotle« Stravson 

held&the view that there amst be substance in order for us 

to be able to refer to« identify name and talk about 

particular things* He is of the view that in order to know 

the world we must be able to identify particular things of 

the world. Ffere i want to say s<»Qe^ing about what is 

particular and what is universal. Let us take few number 

of blue things * this shirt# that table, the oceaa, the sky, 

etc. They are cfifferent in many ways, but they are all 

alike in being blue. The blue things are particulars but 

the property blueness, whi<^ they all share is universal. 

According to Strawson, in order to identify particular 

things of the world, we isust be able to uniquely identify 

them and we mast be able to identify particulars in spatio-

temporal system, innanalysing the concepts through Which we 
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view the world« the philosopher is analysing such concepts 

as object, pjroperty, (\space time« causality and their 

relationships* The analysis o£ these concepts may be said 

to be metaphysical but According to Kant and Strawson« the 

metaphysician is not studying extrasensory objects but he 

i^r^^-i^ly analysing the concepts which we use in our 

ordinary sense experience of the world, we perceive the 

world in terms of objects and properties and the meta­

physician asX what is it to be an object or an property. 

We live in a world of objects^ w&tb properties in space 

and time involved in causal relations. To analyse the 

concepts of object, property, space, time and causality 

is therefore, to analyse the world ntetaphysically. 

According to Strawson, metaphysics is a conceptual analysis 

which seeks to describe the actual structure of the world 

as we experience it. 
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lielbnlz was also a follower o£ Descartes In the 

sense that he agreed with the clearness and distinctness 

of ideas. But while Leibniz agreed that metaphysical 

assertions are true if clearly and distinctly understood|\} 

he interprets this to mean that metaphysical truths are 

logically necessary and their denial involved self contractic-

tion* Leibniz understood clear!ty and distinctness in a 

logical rather than a psychological sense. For himji'the 

true mark of clear and distinct notion of an object is the 

means we have of Knowing there in many truths by a priori 

proofs'̂ '* And we Jcnow the truth of apriori pro6£ by the help 

of definition or by the zresolution of concepts. 

To apprectiate Leibniz*s metaphysical system* we 

must understand the concept of continuity which plays so 

large a role in his philosophy. The universe forms a 

connected whole, it is basically cental. We do not perceive 

the external world directly* we perceive it only through 
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the intervention of God. What is real then* according to 

Leibniz ? Only monads, the spiritual force centres. Zn bis 

universe there is no absolute rest and no absolute motion, 

rest and motion are Qmwsely phenomenal manifestation. Can 

force be reduced to spatial and tenporal concepts 7 Leibniz 

answered in atmegaht-̂ iecVâ , Space depends upon co-existence 

and time upon succession but have their origin in subjective 

notions. Î e universe of Leibniz consists of an infinite 

number of monads. The universe thus is pluralistic and does 

not contain merely one substance \9hich includes everythings 

The monads are indivî jjifels and eternal and the univexrse is 

dominated by force which remains constant and indestructible. 

^tom this it can be said ^at energy or force is the Xef\r\o\ue. 

to modem thinking. 

Monad is generally 'described in spiritual terms, 

it is like a self in its essential unity, it has no 

file:///9hich
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material extension and its activity consists in an unending 

series of impressions and ideas* Leibniz descriloes these 

ideas as 'perception * • Bat it is misleading sin^ they do 

not depend upon their being anything to 'perceive % He also 

further pointed out that monads are pure mental images, not 

depend upon outside sources for their origin but arising from 

wi^in the mon^ itself* 

The most difficult point of Leilmiz's metaphysics 

is the notion of substance. His notion of substance has its 

source in cotnpletely different tradition* When he referred 

to " individual substance'' in 'Discourse on îetaphysics,• he 

was using the language of Aristotle and trying like him to 

ooake individual substance the only true reality* Later he 

used the «/ord 'monad •• In the above discussion* Z have 

given a brief accoimt of Leibnis's metaphysics. :î  '̂l î ill 

discuss in detail Leibniz's substance and monad in the 

second and th4irŝ:i chapter* 
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I would like to discuss in brief Jaina metaphy­

sics, ̂ e Jaina metaphysics is realistic and relativistic 

pli2ralism. jainism claims that there are innumerable . 

material atoms and innumerable individual souls which are 

all separately and independently real. And> each atom and 

each soul possesses innumerable aspects o£ its ovm* CSon-

acioxxsness is regarded as essence of soul in jainism. 

According to it* every soul from the lovest to the highest 

pos sesscs conciousness and that the degree of conscious/̂  may 

vary. It is the considered position of jainism that all 

souls are alike. Here I will not discuss jainism in detail 

but in the l^t chapter I will discuss Leibniz and Jaina 

viev̂  of metaphysics. 

I would like to conclude this chapter by emphas-

.izing the utmost importance of metaphysics. 

Iti is no exaggeration to say that we cannot talk 

about philosophy without talking about metaphysics. In 

recent time* logical positivists have tried to eliminate 



55 

metaphysics from philosophyo Ihey have not succeeded in 

doing so. They are in a paradoxical situation. They want 

to get rid of n»taphysica but they cannot csjmpletely 

extricate themselves from metaphysics, AS Bergmann has 

pointed out, the logical positivists whether they know 

it or not, they all are either itetaphysical materialist 

or phenomenalists. 
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Leibniz and Substance 

The concept o£ substance and attribute axe the 

focusCof a group of philological problems which have 

their origin in Greek philosos^y and in particular^ the 

philosophy o£ Aristotle• 

To be always eoeans to be something* All eatis-

tence is individual and has a determinate nature* All 

the categories andpredicates* such as qaality* (̂ antity« 

relation* place etc* presupposes some stibject to which 

these predicates can apply* Ohis subject, to whicii all the 

categories apply Aristotle,called substance. To be is to 

be a particaxlar Icind of substance* Aristotle says that we 

}cnow a thing better than when we know the colour, size or 

posture it has* According to him* mind separates a thing 

from all its qualities and focuses upon what a thing really 

is,that is* upon its essential nature* Aristotle defines 

substance as .:that which is not asserted of a subject but 

of which everything else is asserted* Substance is l^at 

we know as basic about sootething, after which we can say 

other things about it, and when we try to define anything 
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we feast know t^e essen^ before we can say anything about 

it. For eacaŝ le, when we speak of a large table or a 

healthy man, here table and man are understood in their 

essence* that is« what laaXes them a table or a oaao, before 

they are uiKierstood as large or healthy. If we can know 

the i^ssen&t of a Wiing •tableness* as separable from these 

particular qualities, round, small and brown, there must 

be some universal essence that is found^enever one sees 

a table. This essence or substance must be independent of 

its particular qualities and in case of each actual table 

the qualities are different but essence is same. Here, what 

Aristotle wants to say is that a thing is more than the sum 

of its particular qualities. Therefore, according to 

Aristotle, say specific thing is a combination o£ qualities 

on the one hand and a substratum to which the qualities 

^ply on the other. Here, the question arises Iffhat makes 

a substance a substance, is it matter as a substratum or 

is»it form 7 Although we can make a distinction between 

matter and form yet In nature we never find matter without 

form or form without matter. Everything that existsCriri 

nature is sc»ne concrete individual thing and everything 

is a unity of matter and form. Therefore, it can be said 
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that substance is a composite of both matter and form. 

Plato separates the world ot thought from the world of 

things ascribing true reality to the ideas and forms, 

which he thought has an existence separate from the 

things in nature. 

Aristotle rejects Plato's explanation that the 

foms or universal essence exists separately from indivi­

dual thin^. Of course* Aristotle did agree that without 

the theory of universals, there could be no specific 

Icnowledge because there would be no way of saying scsnething 

about all members of a particular class. When we use the 

wocds matter and form to describe any specific thing we 

have in mind the distinction between what sonething is 

made of and what it is made into, ^ristotle a^rgues that we 

never find such a thing as matter without form. For 

example, the sculptor who is about to make a status, of 

Visnus out of marble* he will never find marble without some 

form* it will always be this marble or that* a square 

piece or an irregular one but he will always mark with a 

piece in which form and matter are already combined. 
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The matter o£ a b<x3y is what it is made of, and 

so its material, its raw stuff* The matter of a clay vase 

is the clay of which the vase is made. The form of a body 

is that which makes a thing a thing what it is and not 

anything else. The form of a clay vase is that which makes 

this object a vase and not anything else. Here, the shape 

of the vase is its form. 

Man too is made of matter and form. His matter is 

the chemical bodies he is made of. His form, on the other 

hand, is everything through which all these chemical 

bodies that are the components of man are made into a 

living being, ̂ iho feels and thinks. Man's form is thus 

everything that makes man a living organism. 

Since Aristotle is interested in a science of 

substance, he is primarily interested in the idea of sub­

stantiality in general, Aristotle does not want a mejce 

list of substances like trees, tables and so on but he 

wants a definition or explanation of sxibstance in general, 

in the study of substantiality, there are different 

interpretations of sxibstance. The materialists argue 

that substance is material because the house we plan to 
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gjuild does not exist until it has actually materialized, 

independent existence o£ a thing is a relative notion* 

for exan^le« Just as properties of a table are dependent 

on the individual table so also the table is dependent on 

the wood from which it is made. The same can be applica­

ble to the permanence of a thing. In the above e&ssaplct 

wood is more permanent than the table. If we break the 

table it ceases to be a table but it remairis wood. But 

even the wood is not absolutely permanent for« it can be ' 

destroyed by burning. But the basic elements which make, 

up the wood have not changed. 1^erefore« the material 

elements out of whi<^ the wood and table are composed is 

u&tiroatelyo real. Aristotle argues that matter is one of 

the reasons why a thing is what it is. But according to 

Aristotle* matter Although it is one meaning of substance* 

it cannot be the whole explanation. 

According to some philosophers such as Plato* 

substance is the abstract idea or form which makes a 

thing real. How do we identify a table asa table* what 

tell us that it is a table - is the idea we have of a 

table . Idea i s the only permanent thing* we can destaroy 
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the table but we cannot destiroy the idea of a table, 

^erefore« Plato is of the view that ideas of tablehood* 

treehood and so on could exist on their own and are ttie 

utimately real things iiQ the universe* But Aristotle 

criticises this view of Plato* According to him, the 

objects in this world can be sensed by oar sense organs 

and for us they are more real than the idea of treehood, 

tablehood and so on* If the ideas are conqpletely indepen­

dent* self contained and unchanging, then why should 

anything but these ideas exist ? If they are so stable 

and £«rmanent things why should this table, tree and 

other objects come into existence ? Dreaming of a million 

dollSlrs does not make one a wealthy man. Therefore, 

according to Aristotle, no one alone can completely explain 

what makes an ii»3ividual thing the particulcir thing it is* 

Aristotle held£> the view that substance is a combination 

of both matter and form* Here, one point can be raised 

that the matter-form theory can explain why this thing is 

a table, but it cannot expSiain why it is this particular 

table* Cab this theory account for the difference between 

tm and others ? My matter that is flesh and bones is the 

same Icind of coatter as others and my form that is human 
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nature is the same as others. Ye^, «e are not s^ne persons* 

we are different people. Aristotle tries to answer this 

problem by saying that what differentiates two persons is 

not the matter out of which they are directly connposed but 

because of primitive oiatter with which all human beings 

are made out of flesh and bones* flesh and bones are 

themselves made out of still nK>re primitive matter and so 

on and this primitive matter is different and this is what 

diffejrentiates us from one another* This pure matter cannot 

be known or understood, if this is the case, then it is 

difficult to explain how we know and differentiate ii»2ivi-

dual things aix& distinguish them from imaginary ones. How 

we can account for the knowledge of them ? Most traditional 

Ŝ tiilosophers rely on notion of intuition. But by intuition 

X can only know sozoething as a certain kind of thing as a 

member of an identifiable class or group* that is* in 

general* not in particular, ̂ at Aristotle wished to say 

was that substance was always COXKPF€^'ZJ» individual* 

physical and sensible. According to him* essence is really 

said to belong to a thing making it the particular thing 

it is. 



- 6 3 -

Descartes makes a d i s t i n c t i o n between an absolute 

substance and secondary substances. According t o him, what 

ever depends for i t s nature and ^cis tence on xiohothe> 

ex i s t en t i s absolute substance and nothing but God has 

t h i s complete ex i s t en t i a l independence'. Besides God, a 

p l u r a l i t y of I ^ ^ ^ P T o ^ J ^ a world of bodies ex i s t and they 

are ca l led eecopdary substances . Thou^ each of than 

eKists Independently y e t t h e i r exis tence d^ends on the 

exis tence of t h a t substance Whose exis tence i s absolute^ 

To sey t h a t God i s unchangeable a id e t e rna l , t h a t God 

does not behave o r have a h i s to ry i s t o sg^ t h a t the 

determinable a t t r i b u t e s of God a r e never determined in to 

modes while t h e h i s to ry and behaviour of eadi kind of 

secondary substances are being continuously manifested 

hy some^other modes of tJiat determinable a t t r i bu te ' ; 

Descartes i s of t he view t h a t t o be a thinking 

th ing does not i t s e l f prove t h a t my body ex i s t s beca\ise 

ray thinking se l f i s en t i r e ly aad absolutely d i s t i n c t from 

my body aid can e x i s t without i t . I f t h i s i s t he case , 

then how can 1 know t h a t nry body and other physical th ing 

e x i s t ? According t o Descartes, we receive sense ircpressions 

of s i ^ t , sound and toucii, frequently evea aga ins t our 
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wi l l ^nd these lead ^s to believe t h a t they ceme from bodies 

other than our own'« He says tha t there are two kinds of 

sxibstances in natxire and a substance i s always known by 

i t s a t t r i b u t e s and since we know c l e a r l y and d i s t i n c t l y 

two d i f fe ren t kinds of a t t r i b u t e s , there fore , according to 

hitn, there are two d i f ferent substances . One i s sfsritual 

substance, tha t i s , mind and other one is corporeal or 

material substance,_5iat i s bodyo Descartes defines a 

substance as C5an ex i s t en t thing which requires nothing 

"byiioxtself to exist^i. Therefore, mind and body are both 

-independent, and to understnad one we need not re fer to 

other"o If they are so d i s t i n c t and separate how can one account 

for l iv ing things ? Descartes answer i s tha t l iv ing bodies par­

take of extension therefore , they are par t of material world 

and they operate according to the samQ mechanical and mathe­

matical laws that govemQ other things in the material fiw-okl*^. 

Let us take the example of animals--. We generally think that 

animals think because we see them act as humans do 

on cer ta in occassions and assume tha t when animals 

perform human-like a c t s , t he i r physical movement i s 

caused by t h e i r mental powers'. But according to Descartes, 



- 6 5 -

the motion and action of anin?als are not mental but mecha-

nicalg since i t i s nature which ac ts in them according to 

the disposi t ion of t h e i r organs l ike the clock which i s only 

composed of wheels and weights*. Descartes also pointed out 

t ha t some of the a c t i v i t i e s of human boay are also mechani­

cal such as respira t iong circulat ion of blood, digestion e t c . 

Therefore, the working of human bodies can be said to be 

phys ica l . According to him, the movement of hum.an body could 

not or ig inate in the human raind or soulj the soul could only 

af fect or a l t e r the d i rec t ion of the motion of the body. The 

soul does not move the various par t s of the body d i r e c t l y 

but having i t s p r inc ipa l sea ts in the brain in the pineal 

gland comes f i r s t of a l l in contact with the v i t a l s p i r i t s 

and through these the soul i n t e r ac t s with the body. From the 

above discussions i t i s c lear tha t Descartes t r i e d to give 

human body a mechanical explanation and at the sam>e tim^e 

preserve the p o s s i b i l i t y of the s o u l ' s influenceo through 

the a c t i v i t y of will9 upon hjiman behaviour. 

Descartes holdithe view t h a t each/duman soul i s a pure 
- 7 ^ — — ^ 

form without matter^ capable of full existence without body. 

According to him animals and plants are completel'Jr 

devoid of consciousness and they are siid to be natural 

machines'. All their physiological and their biolo-> 
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gical c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s can be and should be ful ly accounted 

for mecjhanically in terms of t h e i r s t r u c t u r e and the 

general laws of motion^ 

On the other hand, a human body i s as much a 

macSiine as the body of an i r r a t i o n ^ animal or a plant^' 

All i t s physiological and b io log ica l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s are t o 

be accounted for mechanically^ In s p i t e of t h i s mecSianiCEl 

process there i s a temporary and Qvery mysterious connenion 

between each l i v i n g htanan body and a ce r t a in human soulQ 

Certgin processes in t he human body produce sensat ions^ 

images and emotions in the soul , and v o l i t i o n s in the huragn 

soul produ<» cssrtain e f fec t s i n t h e body* These e f fec t s in 

the soul(3 end body are veiy l imi ted because the re i s only 

one po in t in a human body a t which the soul I s said t o have 

some e f f ec t s , namely a ce r t a in p a r t of the bra in ca l l ed the 

• pineal gland •! 

Descartes • s t r i c t dualism made i t d i f f ic ia l t for 

him t o descr ibe how the mind and body could i n t e r a c t xxpan 

e&dh other^; He t r i e d t o loca te the mind in the pineal gland 

where the technical probl^n of i n t e r ac t i on remains, for i f 

the re i s i n t e r ac t ion the re woiild have t o be contact and so 
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mlnd would have t o be extended-. I t can be sa id t h a t human 

being I s a unity Where mind i s the form and body i s the 

matter and without one t h e r e could not be o ther . 

In modem philosophyV the predion of substance 

t a k ^ t he form of the quest ion A e t h e r the re e x i s t both 

mental and corporeal substances or whether only one of 

these kinds of siibstance e x i s t s . In o ther words, the 

problem can be sa id t o be the prcblon of soul and body 

The question tha t can be ra ised about soul and b o ^ i s t h e 

question of what kinds of stibstances e x i s t i n nature^. The 

main types of answer t o t h i s quest ion llappear unBer t h e 

names of dualism, materialism;; s p i r i t u a l i s m and the monism 

theory'* 

According t o dualism, both s p i r i t u a l ar^ corporeal 

sxibstances exis ts t h a t i s ; both sould and bodies e x i s t . 

Bodies a re t he b a s i s of physical phenomena; bodies mov^,' 

cJiange temperature'; cJiange in shape but bodies do not think; 

do not f ee l , do not su f fe r and do not experience ioy'. These 

l a t t e r phenomena are known t o us f ran inner racperience^. 

This inner experience i s ca l led soul whicii th inks , fee ls , ' 

rejoices^, suffers e tc^ 
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According to Descartes* God Is the only genuine 

substance*; He fssys that it is a mistake to think that mind 

or a body is first created by God an d tiiereafter contiimes 

to exist without ary further action on God's part* On the 

other hand; he thinks that unless God actively intervenes 

at every mcment to maintain it, any created thing would at 

once cease to exists God is the only ^tistent vhicJi does not 

need to be kept in existence frcm outside itself and there­

fore, he is the only genuine substance^ 

Spinoza defines substance as ** ttoat ̂*!i<3j is in 

itself and is conceived throu^ itself, I mean that the 

conception of vAiicih d>es not depend on the conception of 

another thing from whl<di it must be formed** y Svibstaiice, 

therefore, has the cause of itself within itself, that \is 

it is self*-caused^ The very idea of substance includes itb 

existence because existence belongs to siibstsnc^. According ^, 

to Spinoza, the ul(timate nature of reality is a single substance 

but this siibstanoe has infinite attributes'. Byt attributes 

we can understand the essence of substance. He says that 

if God is defined as a siibstance consisting of infinite 

1^ Ethics Part T, translated ty R.H.M. Elwes^ 
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a t t r i b u t e s , then God woiild possess i n f i n i t e essence^. Though 

t h e r e are i n f i n i t e ntimber of ^attr ibutes* according t o 

Spinoza, we can know only two a t t r i b u t e s of siibstance , 

namely thought and extension. But Descgrtes thought these 

two a t t r i b u t e s a r e two d i f fe ren t substances there by 

leading him t o affiitn the dualism of mind aid b o ^ « But 

according t o %)lno2a^ these are the two a t t r i b u t e s of a 

s ing le siibstance and t h i s s ing le substance i s God, ^ o 

possesses i n f i n i t e thought andr 'Snf in i t e ex t^ i s ion . Being 

i n f i n i t e , God contains everything^ According t o Spinoza, 

the word ^od i s interchangeSEOsv w i t h the word Nature^' 

But Spinoza does dis t ingt i lsh between two 

aspects of nature end for t h i s purpose he uses two c:" -L 

e :^ress ions natura naturans and nature naturata'w God 

inssoifanras He i s considered t o a c t by the regxiirements 

of His own nature i s known by natura na turans . Qxx t he 

o ther hand, by natura na tura ta he means, 'G everything 

whicSi follows from the necessi ty of the nature of God, 

or of anyone of God's a t t r i b u t e s ^ \ According t o Spinoza, 

the world i s the modes of God's a t t r i b u t e s , the re fo re , 

everything in the world ac t s in accordance v;ith necess i ty 

t h a t i s , everything i s determined. Spinoza gives us 

a p i c t u r e of t i ^ t uxdlverse for in the nature of th ings 
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nothing contingent I s granted, but a l l things a re 

detennined t y the necess i ty of d iv ine nature fo r 

e x i s t i n g end working in a ce r ta in way. Even mm i s not 

free fo r he i s determined t o ex i s t and b ^ a v e accords 

ing t o God, of whose a t t r i b u t e s man i s a mode* All 

the th ings we experience are nothing e l se than modific­

a t ions of the a t t r i b u t e s of God or n a t u r e . According t o 

Spinoza, everything i s in t imately connected, the i n f i n i t e 

substance o* God providing a cont inui ty through a l l 

things ' . 

One quest ion can be tasked why can thece be 

only one substance, not t h ree as Descartes has suggested 7 

Spinoza i s of the view t h a t i f the re were several substances 

they v/ould l im i t each other by encroaciiing xspoxi each other 

and t h i s woiild res t i l t in the negation of t h e i r independence. 

Therefore, according t o Spinoza, t he concept of p l u r a l 

stibstances i s l og i ca l l y cont radic tory . According t o him, 

God or Nature i s the only substance, God i s the Immanent 

cause of the universe but not i t s c r ea to r , v-fe cannot say 

God i s good or e v i l ; The universe of Spinoza i s beyond 

good and ev i l , beyond hurobn des i res and predlcaticai . 

Therefore, we cannot speak about absolute moxral values', 

absolute good, absolute beauty or absolute ug l iness . The 
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same can be appl icable t o God, we c a m ^ t a t t r i b u t e t o Him 

any human d i a r a c t e r i s t i c . We commit a grave mistak«r. when 

we t ry t o a t t r i b u t e f i n i t e t r a i t s t o i n f in i t e* 

Leibniz i s not s a t i s f i e d with the viev/s of 

Descartes and Spinoza as regards the concept of sxibstance, 

Descartes says t h a t the re are two independent siibstances* 

thougfit and extension. But i f t h i s i s so, how do these 

two substances could i n t e r ac t as a mind and body e i t h e r in 

man or in God^ Spinoza* on the o ther hand, t r i e d t o solve 

t h i s problQB by saying t h a t there i s only one substance 

with two Jcnowiible a t t r i b u t e s , thought and extension^ But 

t o reduce a l l r e a l i t y t o a s ing le substance i s t o lose 

the d i s t i n c t i o n between the various elements in nature* 

%>lnoza spoJce of the world as cons i s t ing of many modes, in 

which the a t t r i b u t e s of thought and extension appear^ 

Leibniz cJiallenged the de f in i t i on of siibstance 

of both Descartes and Spinoza, Both of them assumed t h a t 

extension re fe r s t o a material siibstance, t h a t i s , extended 

in spece and i s not d i v i s i b l e in to something more primary. 

Extension means ac tual shape and s i z e . Leibniz does not 

agree with the view t h a t extension i s an i r r educ ib le 

a t t r ibute ' ' . The bodies or things we see with our senses 
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are divisible into smaller partsl Therefore, Leibniz 

says that why can we not asstme that all things are 

confounds or aggregates ? There must be slnaple stjbstance 

otherwise there cannot be ccanpound siibstances because 

ccsnpound is the only collection of sljnple substances• 

It seems that there is nothing new in this assumption 

because Donocritus and Epicurus had ^F^^c];^ centuries 

before that all things consists of small atcms and 

these atoms ar© extended bodies'. But l-eibniz rejected 

this notion of atom, ^e argued that truly simple 

siAJstanccs are monads and monads are the elements of 

things^ The monads differ fran atons In the sense that 

atoms were viewed as extended bodies -v̂ ereas Leiboiz 

described the mcnad as being force or oiergy^ Therefore, 

according to him, matter is not primary ingredient of 

things but that monads with their element of force 

constitute the essential substance of things'̂  

How can we tinderstand the natuxe of reality ? 

Leibniz's answer is that we cannot understand it through 

0i5>irical analysis because it gives us only appearance 

of things* What about htsnan being 7 What characterizes 

every human being ? it is the force, activity and energy, 

According to Leibniz, this energy is not determined by 
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anything outsl<3e, i t i s autononous. Only force r^riains 

constant in this universe^ This force is what according 

t o Leibniz i s monad-. Only monad or s p i r i t u a l force centre 

i s real^. According t o Leibniz, in t h i s universe t h e r e i s 

no absolu te r e s t or absolute motion, r e s t and motion a re 

only phencanenal manifes ta t ions . Extension i s only pheno­

menal aspect of the universe . Space a id time do not have 

absolute r e a l i t y , they are only re la t ive ' , Spac» depends on 

co-exis tence and time on succession a nd both are sa id t o 

have t h e i r or ig in in subject ive no t ions . 

The meaning which Leibnia attacSied t o the 

word •stibstance* wgs d i f f e ren t from t h a t which h i s predece­

ssors had at tached t o i t and t h i s dhange of meaning was one 

of the main sources of h i s philosophyl' 

The Cartesians have defined st4>stance as t h a t 

whidh needs for i t s e x i s t e n c e ^ i l y God's imion. Although 

the^ admitted two sttostances, mind and matter , y e t wh^a-

everQ they took God se r ious ly , they deny the s u b s t a n t i a l i t y 

of everything except God, For Spinoza, sixbstance i s causa 

s u i , t h a t i s , the se l f caused or t h a t ^ i c !h i s i t s e l f and 

i s conceived through itself^; According t o Spinoza, ex ten­

sion and t h o u ^ t did not cons t i t u t e separate siibstances, 

bxit a t t r i b u t e of one stibstance. Both Descartes and Spinoza 
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held the view that the notion of substance is not an 

uitimate simple notion/ but a notion dependent upon the 

purely logical notion of subject end predicate. The 

a t t r ibutes of a stibstance i s the predicate of a subject 

and i t i s t rue that without the sv4)ject the predicate can-, 

not exis t but the subject can ^c is t without then," there-

fore« the subject becomes that \l)ose existence does not 

depend ipon any other existent^ 

The d is t inc t ive feature of substance i s the belief 

that certain terms are only md essential ly subjects. Vfhen 

s e ^ r a l predicates can be attr ibuted to a stibject and th i s 

i-tx turn cannot be at t r ibuted to any other stibject, then 

th i s sttbject i s called an Individual substance; For &' ' j^ 

example, \dien we say * two is a number* or • ted i s a 

coloiar* here number and colour e tc . can be attr ibuted 

t o others and therefore are not sxibstances. On the other 

hand, the term'I • appears Incapable of a t t r ibut ion to aiiy 

other term, •!• have many predicates but am not in turn 

a predicate of anythingr] elsei Substance then, i s tha t 

whidh can only be st tojectand not predicate, which has 

msiiY predicates and survive through change. The different 

a t t r ibutes of a substance are said t o be the predicates 

of that stibstance^ Therefore, the stibstance i s the sane 

siibject at a l l times and have always the same predicates 

file:///dien
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because according t o Leibniz, predicates are always 

contained in the sUbjecti Frcro th i s I t can be said 

tha t a l l tny s ta tes a i^ t he i r connection are contained 

in the siibject which i s •!• i . e . a l l ny s ta tes are 

involved in the notion of me. Since a l l ny predicates 

have always belonged to me, i t follows tha t ny develop* 

ment ±G time is a mere consequence of my notion and 

cennot depend upon any other siabstance^; 

There i s a very siinple a nd uncorixoversial 

ccramon belief that caily the real and important features 

of world are human beings and physical objects suchcs 

stones, t r ees , tables e t c , each one of t h ^ e exist 

independently of the others in sp i te of t h e cbanges that 

affect i t Whi<ii never ceases t o remain the BsmG thing 

for as long as i t exists^ This common sense belief can 

be said to be the s ta r t ing point for t h e philosophers 

l ike Aris to t le , Descartes and l-ocke. On the one hand, 

we have individual en t i t i e s sndti a s human beings, 

stones, plants e t c , and on the other hand, thei^ are 

certain properties which change or disappear altogether 

without the change of individual ent i t ies* The notion 

of Individual en t i t i e s and the i r a t t r ibu tes may lead 

to arguments about the existence and nature of individual 

substance^. 



Plato says', 

" The ultimate reality consists of fotms, 

l.e; certain timeless entitles or 
Immutable artihetypes of thlngs# which e x i s t 
•apart* from the world as we know i t and 
are each of them a t once individual and 
xmiversal* 2 

^ i n o z a who t h o u ^ t t h a t t he re i s j \ast one 

si±)Stance, t h e a l l n inc lus ive whole whicih he ca l led God or 

nature*^ Leibniz pos tu la ted h i s monads es cons t i tu t ing 

t r u e r ea l i t y^ 

There a re so many questions t h a t can be a sked 

about substanc»\» One of these i s •What things a re 

substances? ' t o Which the t r a d i t i o n a l answer was_, for 

ins tence , •God o r minds* o r a l t e rna t i ve ly ' s tars•» 

• s tones ' / •animals• etc. . This answer can be ttnderstood 

by r e fe r r ing t o individual things separa te ly or in general 

co l l ec t ive ly l ; e , any mind, s t a r , s tone or minds, s t a r s , 

or animals e t c . Another question i s • What elements or 

cSiaracter is t ics in individual th ings or wi th in a c lass 

of th ings sre so e s s e n t i a l as t o maKe them sttostance ?• 

Possible answer t o t h i s question a re *mental a c t i v i t y * , 

• t h e quan t i t a t i ve ajd measurable c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of 

2". A r i s t o t l e , Metaphysics, bk.M.Ch. IX, 1086a, 32-2Sf 
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things*'V the ultimate constituents of material 

things and underlying causes responsible for the diff­

erent and dianging prcperties of a thing'. The th i rd 

type of question i s 'what if ar^ is the purpose or 

function of si±>stance'^ ?' Heire, the ansvrer i s that 

siibstance gives a l as t ing structure, unity and indep­

endence of a thing, 

Tlie ctaicept substance i s meant to indicate 

tha t a thlngOmxist be dis t inct from i t s at t r ibutes 

that i s , an underlying entity i s required in which a t t r i ­

butes can 'inhere* or by whic*i they are supported. t-Jhile 

a siibstance i s dependent upon nothing else or i t s ex i s t ­

ence, a quality l ike red or hard cannot e ^ s t unless a 

sit>etance exists to which ik belongs i . e . v^ose property 

i t is". But i t i s very di f f icul t t o conceive of a perfectly 

isolated substance, one that exists on i t s own vi thout 

possessing any d terminate attributes ' . According to some 

modern philosophers, such as Russell tha t a thing corn^ -

osed of the properties i s said to have end i s nothing 

more than a bvsndle or clxister of sucai co-existing or succ­

essive qual i t ies as roundness, redness e t c . 

A substance or thing is that which i s permanent 

iB midst of changes, that i s , which rouains essentially 

the same throuohout a l l the successive changes of s t a t e 
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which i t undergoes in course of time arid subtains 

and holds these changes together, gives thon a certain 

ccaitinuity, connection and unity. Therefore, a subst­

ance or thing i s that fundamental rea l i ty which manifests 

and real izes in and throuc^i successive changes commonly 

called attributes^ but remains essential ly identical 

through th©n a l l . Permanence and cJiange are complementary 

aspects of a thing or substance. There can be permanence 

^^Htnout change but there cannot be change without perman-

ence'. Qualities cJiange but the underlying substance 

jj persists ' , A siibstance which i s regarded as a permanent 

enti ty irinspite of a l l <Sianges implies also the notion 

that i t i s a cantre of effort, energy and activity'. 

But substance we mean the permanent principle of Identity 

in the midst of change and difference. Qualities and 

ac t iv i t i e s exist in i t , 

A sttostance i s said to have an essence end 

manifestation or po-uer oB revelation, A substance i s 

revealed through i t s qua l i t i e s . Without qual i t ies i t i s 

meaningless essence jus t as without substance qual i t ies 

aro meaningless, A substance is the inner core or essence 

of i t s qual i t ies and qual i t ies are the expressions or 

manifestations or revealations of a substance, A substance 
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does not e x i s t behind and bes^nd the q u a l i t i e s nor it 

i t a mere aggregate of q u a l i t i e s or a t t r i b ' o t e s . Both 

siibstance end q u a l i t i e s a r e rea l and co r r e l a t i ve t o eac^i 

other". In other words, we can say t h a t a siijstance i s ess-

pressed in i t s q u a l i t i e s ^ Qual i t ies a re meaningless apar t 

from stjtbstance. They a r e manifestations of substance. 

Let us take the following example, A flower i s not a 

mysterious unknowable substance behind i t s extension, 

s i z e , shape, sof tness , colour, smell and beauty. Nor 

i t i s an aggregate of these a t t r i b u t e s without siibstance. 

I t i s a conceete unity of both substance and qua l i t i e s ' , 

Thinc^ood or substance and a t t r i b u t e or qua l i ty are 

complebe'; category. One th ing we can say about substance 

i s t h a t substance or things have powers and capac i t i es 

They have powers of act ing on other t h i n g s . For example, 

wfeter can moisten or wet the s o i l and f i r e caa b u m , 

Fran the above discussion we can say tha t a 

substance i s the permanent p r inc ip le of unity in the midst 

of <*ianges. Changes are poss ib le only i n r e l a t ion t o a 

permanent siibstance t h a t does not i t s e l f change. 

Now, I want t o d iscuss some views regarding 

the o r ig in of the idea of substance. According to 

r e a l i s t , we derive the idea of substance from d i r ec t 

percept ion, tha t i s , from internal and ex te rna l . We know 



t he mental siibstance or mift<3 or se l f throuc^ in te rna l 

perception and mater ia l siibstance t h r o u ^ external 

percepticai . 

according t o Locke, we cannot perceive a 

substance in t h e external world, we perceive only t he 

primary q u a l i t i e s of mat ter but these q u a l i t i e s camrfjt 

be conceived t o ex ie t by themselves. Therefore, we a r e 

bound t o suppose a substjsatura as t h e i r b a s i s , which vs 

unknown and xmknoi-^able. 

According t o Berkeley, the re i s no mater ial sub­

s t a n c e . According t o him, thouc^ in our experience we find 

ce r t a in sensat ions of touch and s i ^ ^ t e t c , are always 

presented together , they are not produced by mater ia l 

substance. The notion of mater ial substance i s a cont r ­

adic t ion in termi.He holds thQtncrhi-njd as CWeco-nly suis&t.aiscfi. 

According to Hume, there i s ne i the r a mater ia l 

substance,nor a mental substance. The notion of sttostance 

i s only a figment of t he imagination. When we experience 

a c l u s t e r of sensations always together , t hey are'groi;5>ed 

and associa ted in the mind, and t h i s r epe t i t i on of 

experience and associa t ion produces i n us the be l i e f in 

a substance. 
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According t o Kant, t he idea of substance i s ne i t he r 

an ctojective en t i ty jnor merely a ci i js ter of sensat ion and 

ideas'i bu t i t i s an Oaprior i category of understanding. 

which i s involved and presupposed i n our experience of 

changed We canrobi understand dhanges, unless we r e f e r them 

t o permanent substance which i t s e l f does not change. Hence, 

the nStion of substance i s an ap r io r i category of the under-

standing, according t o ^rfhich the mind i n t e r p r e t s sensat ions 

and i t s ideas'. 

The world contains many things or substances. These 

Substances undejrgo cihanges in the form of events . Change 

can occur only t o things or substances'. Things change i . e . 

they now have one c h a r a c t e r i s t i c and now another but events 

are simply followed by one another. For example, the green 

leaf changes in to a red one but an event sucti a s a thunder­

clap i s followed t y s i l ence or another t h u n d e r - d a p . Each 

substance has many d i f f e r en t p roper t i es or characterdLstic^V 

Gold has a ce r t a in colour, melting poin t , w e i ^ t pe r uni t 

of volume and so on. I f i t were no longer yellow, i t would 

s t i l l be something whether o r not we continue t o use the 

word •gold* t o refer t o i t . Lfet us suppose another case i f 

we removeiH a l l the p roper t i e s including extension, mass and 

s h ^ e , then i t would not only no longer be gold bttt a l so 

i t would not be anytthing. We generally think tha t gold i s 

one thingA and i t s p rope r t i e s a re something e l s e . For the 
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prcpert ies of gold to exist , gold roust racist'. Prom th i s 

we can ssy tha t substance i s pr ior to i t s properties. 

But th i s i s not s o . Sttostances are sum to ta l of the i r 

p rcper t ies . The word 'gold* i s singly the name we give to 

t o co-existing collection of pj^operties. We admit that 

things are logically prior to the i r propert ies . Here the 

question arises^can we show one thing without properites ? 

The ansvjer here i s *no'.Every substance has some properties 

or other. But th i s does not mean that things are not 

d is t inc t from prcperties*. We can not show s shape without 

size or colour without shape but th is does not mean that 

shape i s same as s ise or colour. They are distinguishable 

but not separable*. Same is the case with substance and 

propert ies , 

A substance canot be merely a group of qualities^. 

Suppose we have two identical things of gold, that i s , they 

have the same size, same wight, same colour, and so on. 

' Now xi7hat is that ^ i c h distinguishes th i s two pieces of gold? 

i Ffeco t̂he point of view of quality we cannot distinguish 

than because they have the seme qt jal i t ies . We can distinguish 

them by t he i r spQclal location that means by pointing out 

thet here i s the one and there is the other. Fran the above 

discussion \<e can say tha t thing or siibstance i s the 

principle of individuaticmt 

The essential points which ^eibniz makes in 

Discourselde metaphysics i s that the predicate of every true 
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affirrnative proposi t ion i s cont&lned e i t h e r e x p l i c i t l y or 

impl ic i t ly in i t s svlbject^. I f the p red ica te i s contained 

e x p l i c i t l y t h a t means c lea r ly in the siibject, then the 

propos i t ion i s • analyt ic* but i f i t i s contained imp l i c i t l y , 

the proposi t ion i s ' syn the t i c* , i f anyone had a complete 

notion of anindivldual stJbstance then he coiald i n f e r from 

i t a l l the predica tes down t o the minutest de t a i l and 

renotes t future* vdiidi w i l l ever belong t o t h a t siibstance'. 

Let us t ake the example of Alexander t h e Great» No raai can 

ful ly and d i s t i n c t l y understand the notion of. any individual 

substance*. Men have t o depend on experience or on hearsay Lc 

for t h e i r knowledge of many of the fac ts about individxials• 

In case of Alexander we can say t h a t God sees In i t the reason 

for every pred ica te which can ever be t r u l y ascribed t o hinf. 

That means God has aiigDrfjQjrf. knowledge whether he would die 

by vjour.ds or by disease o r by old age. But men \!^o died 

before Alexander's death never knew how he would d ie , h i s 

contemporaries had t o wait and see and h i s successors knew 

only by t h e i r eye wi tnesses . Leibniz says t h a t i n order t o 

know t h a t the seme individual ^ o was i n Paris l a s t w e ^ i s 

in Germany t h i s week. We must depend on reason p r i o r i . This 

ap r io r l reason i s poss ib le only when we connect the successive 
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and separated events of t h a t individual not ion. In t h i s 

connection Leibniz says -

"In evexY t r u e proposi t ion, necessary or 
contingent, universal or s ingu la r , the 
notion of t h e p red ica te i s contained i n 
scsne was^ i n the subjec t . I f not , I do 
not know \that t ru th i s "^ 3 

The phllosqphy of Leibniz can be sa id t o f oHoi? 

from a small number of premisesl' These premises can be 

shOAna as follows : 

a) Every proposi t ion has a svtoject and a p red ica te 

b> A subject may have pred ica tes whidhi a re q u a l i ­

t i e s ©cisting a t var ious tiroes ( Svidti a subject i s c a l l e d 

sT&stance )^. 

c) Tjnae proposi t ions not asser t ing exis tence a t 

p a r t i c u l a r times a re necessary and ana ly t i c but proposi t ions 

a s s e r t i n g existence a t p a r t i c u l a r times a re contingent and 

synthe t ic^ 

d) Ego i s a stlbstanc^. 

e) Perception y i e l d s knowledge of an external 

world, l i e ' , of ex i s t ence other than myself and ity states^. 

3^ G.II ' . 56 Leeniker, 337 .̂ 
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I shall discuss the above pronlses one by one. In 

the f i r s t premise unless actual existence is asserted, the 

predicate foims part of the notion of the stteject, Exc^t 

in case of God's existence, other exis tent ia l propositions 

are synthetic and therefore, there would be no contradiction 

if the siibject which actually do exist did not exist*. 

When many predicates can be at t r ibuted to one and 

the same subject and the subject cannot be made predicate of 

any other siibject then th i s subject i s called individual 

substance. SucSi stibject involves a reference to existence 

and time*, in order to say that I am the same person as I was 

I require not meirely seme internal experience but also some 

other reasons aid these reasons can only be that 1 am the 

same subject and that rny past and present a t t r ibutes a l l 

belong to me, that i s , one and the s ame substance. The 

a t t r ibutes which consist a t different times must be conceived 

as the a t t r ibu te of one and the seme subject. Notion of mine 

Involves a l l nty s ta tes and their connections. When I say 

that my s ta tes are involved in the notion of me, i t implies 

that predicate i s in the siibject. One question cen be ^taised 
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here, are a l l proposition reducible to siibject-predicate 

f i ^ ? This s\ibject predicate form whether th i s i s iiniversal 

demands d o s e a t to i t ibn not only in connection with Leibniz 

but also in connection with the roost modem philosophy. 

Mathematical ideas sucih as * there are three men* cannot be 

reducible to stibject predicate form, SucSi proposition can 

be regarded as a mere suin of subject predicate prcpositions> 

because the number only resul ts fron the singleaess of the 

preposit ions. In ecroe cases relations between subjects e'i.g, 

relations of position, of greater and l e s s , of whole ad 

part afe irreducible^. This can tee be t t e r understood from 

Leibniz passage. 

•*rhe ra t io or proportion between two l ines 
L and M may be conceived three several 
ways; as a ra t io of the greater L to the 
lesser Mj as a ratioD of the l e sse r M to 
the greater L and las t ly as scmething abs­
t racted f re© both, that i s as the ra t io 
between L and M, without considering 
whicih i s t h e antecedent or which the con­
sequent; which the subject and which the 
object ' i , . . In ^ e f i r s t way of conside­
ring them, L ^ e greater I s thes ubject, 
in the seccaad M the lesser i s the subject 
of thqt accident whiedi philosophers cal l 
relat ion or r a t i o . But whicJi of then will 
be the stibject, in the third way of c onsi-
dering them 7 I t cannot be said that both 
of then L end M together are the subject 
of sud& an accident; for i t so, we should 
have an accident in two stib^ects, wiUi 
one leg in one, and the other in the other. 
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whidi i s contrary t o the notion of a c c i ­
dents^ Therefore we must say t h a t h i s 
re la t ion^ in t h i s t h i r d way of consider ing 
it-, i s indeed out of the subjects? but 
being ne i the r a siibstance, nor an accident 
in must be a mere ideal th ing, the cons i ­
dera t ion of which i s nevertheless useful "l 4 

AS regards proposi t ions a s se r t ing nunibers, Leibniz 

i s of the opinion tha t aggregates t o be the only phenomena, 

they are what he c a l l s 'soni-imental a c t i v i t i e s •'. The uni ty 

of number can be a s se r t ed by the very fac t of t h e i r being 

preceived a t one t ime. 

There are ce r t a in proposi t ions such as - one 

cannot be in two d i f fe ren t places a t the same time, whatever 

has shape has sizeV istc'; i ^ ich miffit be t r u e , ^Je need not even 

bother t o examine whether t h ^ are t r u e or not because they 

a re necessar i ly t rue t h a t means they would be t r u e in a l l 

poss ib le worldsC Again there are ce r t a in proposi t ions such 

as - ^there are s i x people in t h i s rocanV* * some dogs a re 

white* e t c . ?Vjese proposi t ions arc c a l l e d contingent p ro ­

positions'^. There i s no necessi ty about than . Their t r u th 

i s contingent on v;hat the universe happens t o be l i k e . Why 

we c a l l a t r u th necessary ? Because they are knovrible 

p r i o r i ' . In other Iwords, we can say t h a t necessary Qkruth 

4l (Ef;PPl 266 - 7, g; VII, 401 ) 



«*8v^ 

and know^le cpriorl are interchangeable repression'; 

•^ey are p r i o r i because they necessarily hold t rue 

of a l l cases of today, tonorrow or a million years from 

now> What makes a stat@nent a^riori and necessary i s 

not the structtire of t he s tatement i t se l f as with 

analytic statement but because i t i s t rue of a l l cases 

of today^ tonorrcw and to renote futurei 

Any staten^nt tha t we do have to t e s t to see whether 

i t holds for future cases i s a contingent statanent knowable 

a pce te r lo r i . The statenents about uniformities of nature 

f i r s t seem e t© be necessarily true'. But i t i s not s oi Wo 

can not guarantee trhat^^jgiformity that held yesterday and 

today will continue to hold tomorroiiir and forever af ter ; 

The Dtest of further es^erience showed that i t did not hold 

true as i t was originally s ta ted. If we have to cbserve nature 

further t o discover whether the uniformity continues t o hold, 

thus the sstatement in question i s contingent, not necessary?; 

We can ask one question here, 'Are thereo synthetic 

necessary statements ?* Heee, we can say that there are 

necessary statonents knowable apriori but t h ^ a re a 11 
"• 21-— . 

analytic-statements or tautologies, tha t means denial of 
any of them would resul t in a self-contradiction. For exawj)!̂ ) 
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•A i s A', one canot be here and not here at the same time* 

Are there any a p r io r i statements that ere also synthetic 

necessarily t rue yet not analytic ? ^ i s i s one of the most 

controversial prcblems in the history of modem philosophy 

Most of the synthetic statements we hear and ut ter are 

contingent • ' the desk i s brtswn*, ' there are s ix cars in 

the driveway**-, "^ose Who declare that there are no syath-. 

e t i c a ^ r i o r i th t ruths are called anp i r ic i s t s . According 

to then, there cannot be synthetic a p r io r i statonent. If 

i t i s synthetic then i t cannot be p r i o r i and if i t i s 

p r i o r i then i t cannot be synthetic. On the other hand, 

those \!*io declare that there are synthetic apriori t ruths 

are called r a t i ona l i s t s . They have given sane examples of 

synthetic apriori statements - • 2 pltis 2 equals 4 ' , 'every 

has a Causes 'para l le l l ines never meet* e t c . But 

±h'e ©cr^jiricist holds the view that none of these propositions 

^is synthetic p r i o r i proposition. If they are synthetic than 

they cannot b e ^ ^ r i o r i and if they are p r i o r i then they 

cannot be synthetic. Rationalist holds the view that 

we derive certain concepts from experience and after deriving 

them we eee that they necessarily go together. Throucfti our 

sense experience we understand vfliat i t i s t o be coloured 

and to be extended, ^̂)e see t h a t What has the f i r s t property 

m6st also have the second'; This is simply because of power 
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of mind whldi grasps ce r t a in necessary t r u t h s of r e a l i t y * 

According to ^ant, t h e syn the t i c a p r i o r i t r u th i s poss ib le 

becoiise of the nature of mind. Here we w i l l d iscuss the 

examples given by Kant". Stippose scmeone i s f id l ing in t h e 

sea with ne ts and i n t e r s t i c e s of t h e ne t a r e a l l one inch 

apar t , f t h i s i s so then ary f ish t h a t a re l e s s than 

an inch long wi l l s l i p t h r o u ^ the n e t . I f he lan&a nothing 

about the nature of the ne t then a f t e r some time he w i l l 

ccme t o the conclusion t h a t the re are no f i sh in t he 

sea l e s s than one inch long', 

Accolading t o Knat, our synthe t ic a p r i o r i knowledge 

has i t s source in a s imi l a r condi t ion, •^here i s a r e a l 

world - a noumenal world ^ a t has many features t h a t we 

cannot imagine'; Because of stiructure of mind we do not 

know them j u s t as f i sh , l e s s than one inc5^ long are n iver 

c a u ^ t in the net". We have no knowledge of noumenal world 

as i t e x i s t s apart from mind but we can know caily what canes 

t o us in t h e net , nothing of what s l i p s throu^*. As long 

as fisherman s t i cks to h i s net and knows only what the net 

y i e ld s him, i t i s an a p r i o r i t r u th t h a t he wi l l never catch 

any fish l e s s taian an in<di long. Simi lar ly , our mind i s 
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so constituted tha t every datum I t presents to us i s 

always seem th rou^ certain forms of the in tui t ion, that 

i s , space snd time and forms of understanding, that is , ' 

siibstance and causality^; Since everything npn^epatial 

non-temporal will s l i p t h r o u ^ the net, certain fundanental 

truttis about space and time can be known p r i o r i , for exan?)le, 

that time moves in one direction cmly, that i f a precedes BV 

B precedes C then A precedes C and so ont These hold true 

only of the world as known by the mind, t^at i s , phenanenal 

vjorld - not the noumenal world or world as i t i s in i t s e l f J 

According t o Kaat, a l l the propositions of arithiaecic 

and geometry are synthetic, i . e , not analytic. In a l l these 

propositions, no analysis of the subject will reveal the 

predicate", Hdis stock instance i s the proposition 7+5 » 12, 

He pointed out that 7 and 5 have to be put together to give 12 

The idea of 12 i s not contained in them, When we add 7 + 5 

then i t must be 12 i t cannot be other number. But we v;ill get 

12 by adding number also such as 6+6, 8*4 e tc . 12 does not 

s^centain in 7 + 5 only'. Therefore, tjiough the preposition 

-^ + 5 a 12 i s gpriori 4t cannot be analyt ic . I t i s synthetic 

^ ^ r i o r i ^ p reposition, 

But there are some d i f f icu l t i es . If time i s not real 
but only a form of the intui t ion than thers is • r ea l ly ' no 

before and after a nd the real world contains no events and 

processes, since these occur in time and same with regards 
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t e STpBoes in the real world nothlr^ can be t o the l e f t 

of anything else, since in the real world no spatial 

categories apply, 

How r̂-̂ !̂ ^ we know that there i s a real world and 

that ife i s unknowable ? If the phenanenal world is a 

function of structure of the human mind, how do we know 

that the structure of the mind won't change ?^an we no 

know th i s p r i o r i ? If not then we do not have synthetic 

a pr ior i knowledge even of the phenanenal world. 

According to ^eibnlz, xvhen a subject-predicate 

proposition i s t rue, t he predicate i s said to be included 

in the subject that means the ccaicept of predicate i s 

always followed frati the concept of subject. This can be 

applied to propositions whether i t i s contingently t rue or 

necessarily true.. Leibniz says -

** l^ idea of a true proposition i s such 
that every predicate, necessary or 
contingent, past,present or future, i s c 
included in the idea of the subject ...*» 

In asserting that in a l l true subject-predicate 

propositions the predicate i s included in the subject. 

5. ' Ident i ty in Individuals and True proposition' in 
l e t t e r s to Hess in Rhienfels, ^ay 1686 Geihardt 
IW.11 I I , p''.37 ;̂ 

http://IW.11
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Leibniz certainly did not mean to imply that a l l , subjec t -

predicate propositions viere necessary. The predicate in the 

subject does not mean that a l l t ruths are analytic. 

Leibniz himself used the expressions 'analytic• and 

•synthetic* but in a qui te different sense frcrn that of Kant*. 

Leibniz uses the 'anglytic* to mean 'p rac t ica l ' eanid the word 

•synthetic* to mean ' theoret ical *. According to Leibniz, in 

case of sxibject-^redicate proposition i f the subject i s an 

inf ini te ly complexAi.e,, the concept of an individual object 

of which many pjredicates are t rue then one would not always 

autcanatically Icnow of any given predicate whether i t i s 

included in the subject or not, Leibniz says that if the 

predicate of a preposition expresses the species to which the 

subject belongs them the proposition i s t rue . 

One question c an be raised here whether Leibliz's 

definition of truth for s\i>ject predicate proposition i s 

ccropatible v;ith the d is t inct ions between necessary and 

contingent truths' . 

He wrote -
•* There i s sane thing whicai has perplexed me 

for a long time,I did not understand how 
the predicate could be in the subject, 
withovjtbt the proposition thereby becoming 
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necessaxy . , , . , But the knowledge of gecsne-
t r l c a l things a re especia l ly t h a t of I n ­
f i n i t e analysis showed TOQ l l ^ t # so t h a t I 
ccame t o understand what i t i s for concepts 
t o be resolvable in I n f i n i t y " , ® 

According t o ^e ibn iz , a contingent t r u th i s t r u e in 

the actual world .^dhareas necessary t r u t h s are t rue i n a l l 

poss ib le worlds', A poss ib le world, i s a world vrhich God could 

have c rea ted , As He only created the actual world for ours# 

a l l other poss ib le worlds e x i s t only as ideas t h a t i s t o say 

tliey a r e imaginary world. Truths of reason hold in every 

conceivable or imaginary world and therefore necessaryV 

Necessary t r u t h s hold good for a l l poss ib le world. But why 

are t r u t h s of fact contingent ? ^cibniiz gives an example of 

a contingent t r u t h , the t r u t h t h a t Caesar crossed the 

^Rubicon. To scy t h a t t h i s proposi t ion i s t rue iinplies t h a t 

the concept •crossed the Rubincon* i s included in the concept 

of Caesar, Can the opposi te of the proposi t ion * Caesar did ndt 

cross the fejbican, be poss ib le ? VJhat l e i b n i z meant by 

saying t t iat the opposite of * Caesar crossed the Rubicon* i s 

possible/ i s t h a t there could have been in a diififerent 

world a person l i k e Caesar in a l l respect except t h a t of 

crossing the Rubicon, But he could not be Caesar i n t h i s 

World, So i t i s not the case t ha t * Caesar did not cross the 

Rtfoic*^^ could be t r u e . But i t i s poss ib le fo r there t o be ano­

t h e r ccmplex concept whi<di contains almost a l l the predica tes 

of Caesar, but vfriich contains *did not cross t he Rubicon* 

instead of 'crossed the Ria?icon*V ^e cannot say tha t the re 
t Con.tuj-air OF I , P. 4 « 
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,n -̂  x'^ are instantiations of the individual concept •Caesar* 
S ^ V ^ • • cp 

r^ oJ^ oer^ J^n other world whi<±i did not cross the ^obicon. *he 

>X-̂  ĉ -Â X̂  ^'^''c^j^sponding proposition that i s t rue in other worlds 

^'^*_^ K̂ V̂  would not be about Caesar but about someone l ike him. 

9 ,~>̂ i yV^ j ^ tvX^What about the propositions l i ke • Pegasus'flleK*^ ? 

V L ^ "^-^ According to Leibniz, any sentence wJiitSh has a name that 

' j / ^ does not denote an individual in th is world as subject i s 

fa lse , Leibniz believed that a l l singular propositions 

could also be treated as universal propositions. According 

% 

h^J^ ^V^c 
to teibniz, the singular preposition * the j o s t l e St', Peter 

denies h is Master states tJiatwho ever was St , Peter the 

c«tle denied h is master*^ 

Leibniz makes a dist inction between essential pro» 

positions* and existent ial propositions. According to ^eibniz, 

t o say AB i s a thing or AB exists* could mean ei ther possible 

existence 1 ,̂6, AB e:d.sts in some possible world or actual 

existence i^,e. AB exists In th is world. An exis tent !^ 

proposition i s contingent end i s possible only In t h i s 

world.(|f^I> In an essential proposition l i ke that of the 

t r i l a t e r a l hev4ng three angles cae i s making a claim about 

t r i l a t e r a l in any possible world. To say that par t icular 

affirmative propositions carry exis tent ia l import I s to 
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ssy t h e t pa r t i c t i l a r aff i rmative proposi t ion ,*-Sane A i s B' 

i s the same proposi t ion as *PSi exist* ' . Exist* here means 

Xt can be con^fceived*, i t can be tanderstood • and t h a t t he 

existence ascribed i s ' poss ib l e or actual depending on 

Whether t he proposi t ion i s e s sen t i a l o r existential^. 

According t o ^e ibniz , i t i s the nature of i n d i v i ­

dual substances t o have con^lete individual concepts 

corresponding t o the p a r t i c u l a r th i sness of the individual ' ; 

But we canfvp)- get a t the ' t h i sness * of th ings whidi e x i s t 

i n o ther possiblew o r l d s . 

Leibniz says -

*• ^he concept of an individual siibstance i s 
sucSi t h a t from i t a reason can be given 
for a l l the predicates of the svtoject t o 
whicSi th i s c o n c ^ t can be a t t r ib t i t ed* . "̂  

For example^ the concept of Alexander the Great i s 

a fu l l individual concept even i f we do not know the f u l l 

d e t a i l s of a l l t h a t i s t r u e of Alexander, s ince we taiow whom 

±% i s of and hence t h a t every pred ica te t h a t i s t r u e of him 

i s a catponent of thp<t concept; But t h e concqE>t of Pegasus 

( w in^d horse) i s not fully determined in t h i s sensed 

According t o XeibnizV BnO abs t rac t ion tha t i s an idea does 

not have complete concept^ 

7 Coi^ti4.rat OFl p i tOi 
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Conclusion -

In t h i s chapter, I have discussed the concept 

of siibstance i n g rea t detail^; I t i s a truism cijosay t h a t 

t h i s problenn o r ig ina tes in Greek philosophy in general and 

i n A r i s t o t l e ' s philosophy i n p a r t i c u l a r . Therefore, I have 

given a prominent p lace t o A r i s t o t l e ' s concept of substance^ 

I t i s a well known fac t t h a t A r i s t o t l e r e j e c t s P l a t o ' s 

eaqslanatlons t h a t the forrrs exis^n independent of p a r t i c u l ­

a r s . He a l s o reacts aga ins t t h e ^ s e n t i a l i s m of P l a to . He 

holds the view t h a t stabstance i s a ccanbination of both mat ter 

and fon^. I have ra ised an objection a ga ins t t h i s ma t te r -

theory* t h a t i s , though the mat ter form theory can e:g:>lain 

why t h i s th ing i s .̂a t a b l e , i t cannot explain why i t is t h i s 

p a r t i c u l a r t a b l e , 

While discussing the concept of substance Disscartes* 

view vjxtb tegard t o i t cannot be ignored, 1 have, therefore , 

discussed the Cartesian nat ion of substance In some dctaBil', 

Descar tes ' view i s not free from - d i f f i c u l t i e s , whicJh I have 

h i ^ i l l ^ t e d , Spinoza accepts the Cartesian de f in i t ion of 

substance but he canes t o a d i f fe ren t conclusion. He r e j e c t s 

dualian and advocates monism. He i s of the viev; t h a t monism 

i s a l o g i c a l outcome of Cartesian de f in i t ion of sttostanceV 

Spinoza's pos i t ion too involves ce^rtain d i f f i c u l t i e s , suc3i a s 

determinism and pantheism. 
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Leibniz r e j e c t s t he Cartesian de f in i t i on of sob-

stance^ Both Descartes and Spinoza defines substance in tenns 

^ . independent exis tence , ^ I I e ^ i b n l z defines substance in 

terms of indepcnd^ t ac t i on ! This view of Leibniz l eads t o 

ploral ls in and monadlsin. Since I 'eibniz i s the focal pt>int of 

tny d i s s e r t a t i o n I w i l l be dlsctissing the d i f f i c u l t i e s of 

monadlsm in next cixapteri 

I have discussed the views of Locke, Bexke l^ and 

Htane with regard t o notion of substance a l b e i t in a perfijwitory 

wayv X have a lso discussed the view of Kant regarding t h e cal-e-

gotê '. of s-tibstance. He i s of the view t h a t ve cannot underst* 

and t^; .ch'̂ >vgLest# unless we r e f e r t o them t o permanent substance 

whicih i t s e l f <Soes not change'. The notion of siibstanoe for 

hlro, therefore* i s an ap f lo r i category of understanding 

according t o v^hicii njiyid i n t e rp re t e s sensa t ions and i t s i deas . 

Credit must be given to Leibniz fo r making ai 

d i s t i n c t i o n between t r u t h s of reason and t r u t h s of f ac t 

for t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i s the precursor < pr io r ) of the modem 

d i s t i n c t i o n between a i a l y t i c and syn the t i c p repos i t ion , Accor-

ding t o Leibniz, a necessary t ru th i s a prepos i t ion t r u e of 

a l l poss ib le world and a contingent proposi t ion i s t r u e of 

only the actttal world-; I have a l so discussed LelbMz's 

d i s t i n c t i o n between e s s e n t i a l proposi t ion and e x i s t e n t i a l 



-53^ 

proposition', I believe that th i s dis t inct ion would go ac 

long way to understand the dist inction between truths of 

reason and ttouths of fact . There i s no gain saying tha t 

Leibniz's logic i s limited to a great extent by his suibject-

predicate logic'. He bases t h i s dist inct ion only on logic 

of sxibject and predicate, since he was not?aware of any 

other logic sucii as relat ional logic etc;; 
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Lelbniz ard Monad 

Leii>nlz challenges t he views of substance of both 

Descartes and Spinoza", Both are of the opinion t h a t 

extension implies actual s i ze and shape. For Descartes 

extension re fe r s t o a mater ia l stibstance, t ha t is'^ extended 

in space and i s not d i v i s i b l e in to scinethlng more primary^ 

For Spinoza extension i s an I r reducib le material a t t r i b u t e 

of God or nature* But Leibniz re jec ted both the views of 

Descartes and Spinoza^ For Leibniz a l l things ,are compounds 

or aggregates because the bodies or th ings fwe see with our 

senses a re d iv i s ib l e i n to smaller p a r t s . Therefore, he i s 

of t h e qpinion t l iat t he re must be simple st3bstances# s ince 

the re a re corapotand s«ibstances# for t h e compound i s caily a 

co l l ec t ion ot aggregatxan of simple substances'. Seme may 

asgue tha t t h i s vi®? of l»eibniz i s not an or iginal oneT 

Becatise, for Donocritiffl end Epicurus have already argued 

cen tur ies before t h a t a l l things consls tQ of small atcsns'? 

I would l i k e t o argue t h a t h i s view i s d i f fe ren t from the 

view of both Danocritus and Epicurus aid thus h i s view i s 

an o r ig ina l one for t he follot/lng reason, Leibniz re jec ted 

t h i s not ion of atoms because for both Democrlti:^ and 

^ i c u r u s , these atcras a re extended bodies,- as I r r educ ib l e 
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bits of matter^ Such matter is considered to be lifeless 

and wfould have to get its motion from something outside 

itself'* But according to Leibniz, matter cannot be the 

primary object of thing or substance-o For Leibniz, the only 

simple substances are monads and those are '̂'"'the true CHEI3 

43̂feTnsf;;:to:£3v•atû«- j the elements of things.'^ The monads 

differ from atoms in that, atoms were viewed as extended 

bodies, whereas Leibniz described the monad as being force 

or energyfo Leibniz, therefore, says that matter is not the 

primary ingredient of things but that monads with their 

element of force constitute the essential substance of 

thingsfo For leibniz, -Wonad contains life or a dynamic force. 

But for Democritus, material atoms have to depend upon 

outside itself in order to move or to become a part of a 

Igrge cluster* But monad, the simple substance is capable 

of action?. Leibniz says that compound substance is the 

collection of monads** Monad is a Greek word which signifies 

unity or that which is one Q^(>; Q) simple substance, lives, 

souls, spirits are unities* Consequently all nature is full 

of life;* 



The word 'monad* originally was used to denote 

the unit of arithmetic, the monad, the dyad that means the 

number two or groip of ti*o# the triad that means the group 

of three etc. Yet even in the ancient philosphy ib was 

sanetSmes use<̂  to mean simply the individual, something 

whid^ like the atcm of Democritus was by definition 

indivisible'. Leibniz means by it living being, using it . > 

to denote the individual which is really indivisible as 

distinguished from a mathematical unit individual or atcm, 

which is only individual by definition and cannot be 

indicated in any real existent'. 

For l^ibniz, monads cannot be extended in space"*̂  

becatise they have no shape and size. Monacbs are sonething 

like force or energy^ If we reduce physical partidEies then 

we will get energy or that particles are a special form of 

energy:. Therefore, according to Leibniz, monads are 

logically prior to corporeal forms. Thus for leibniz, true 

sxibstaices are monads', Ea(i» monad is independent of other 

monads and monads flo not have any caxisal 2. relation to each 

other. Monads are not onlywdependent and different but 

they also contain the source or their activity or energy 

within themselves'. Though all monads are different from 

each other yet there must be some relation between all the 

monads whicSi make trp the universe, some explanation, for 
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/ ^ t t jo i r o rder ly acticail This essplanatlou telbstis: f inds I n 

"^o^"^ „ ^ a. ' / ^ ' ^ h l G ifiea of pro«-establlehed haimonyi Even t h o u ^ eecb 
Ay^ 

4r^ named i s isc^atefl frcm tJi© other , t h e i r separa te piarpceos 

fcxm ^©^.^Jfge-scale harmcosiy* Moaads are OQ±6 t o be l i k e 

©cksV ^ o u g h t h e r e ©re se\mral d o c ^ , a l l s t r i k e the 

hour becat^e t h e r e i s a hanncRy o r o ther « l s e they keep 

^fit t ime* 

I^ ibn lz dcmpares a i l these mon^tla t o ' s^fere l 

d i f f e ren t bands of musicians and €3iolrs, playing t h e i r 

p a r t s separa te ly and pieced t h a t fchey do not see or ev^ea 

hcsr ar«5 another y^% nevertheless ( they) keep per fcot ly t o ­

gether, by eedh fo l lc^ lng tfoelr own notes , i n s^dh a x^^ 

t h a t he t/ho hears the® a l l finds in them a hatmc«ny th§fe i s 

«rcndcrful &a6 magh more surpr i s ing than i f there had beefi 

snst connection between them '. Thts f e e t of universal 

hattstqny of e l l nxneds i s sa id t o be the jresxjlt of GC^*B 

activity<. whercS^y t h i s harrcoiny I s pre-es tabl ished* This 

per fec t hariRcny of ao nary substances whicSb have no camaini-

ca t ion with eacSi other provided a n&a poin t t o i e i b n i s t h a t 

i s , t h e exis tence of God, because a harmony of many wind** 

©s^less siibstsnces csn only come from a cccsmon cansdii' 
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t o bim* these moEUg^ 

se l f - s u f f i c i e n t , u l t lmeto 

s p i r i t u a l pluralism^ According 

are p a r t i c u l a r , inficpendtent anfi 

siSJStenc^, Tbey a re p e r t l e s s and inaivlidible* Each monad 

h&B i t s a&n indivi^Naal eatist&i<^. In Leibniz's t^ormtlclog^ 

Cod i s t h e eoviX'' c£ iisiiMterable monads i s t h e universe and 

i n every l i v i n g being t he r e ar^ se l f --conscious soul-

governing the i cnumer^ le monai^, Eadh monad i s independent 

of other monadsV All ideas , according t o Leibniz, a r e 

inns te* 11:\orefore, a l l ottr Jsn^wledge i s self-development* 

There i s no intercoranunication 

becawje raonads s r e "WindcMless^^ 

between d i f fe ren t mooads 

A question eri5€« ^©re t h a t i f mon^s are 

absolutely indi^endast of eacJa other , ha-sr do x^te iscpericnco 

« cofEson oniverse ? I f t h e mariB&s do not receive any 

irapressiow: froit ou t s ide how sha l l we explain the mutual 

beh£^vlo•ar o£ d i f fe ren t individuals ? Bach raonad, according 

t o Lcibnis , i s individual and (unique. Ecdb has i t s own 

persp^^^^iVQ 'fejhicSi i a d i f f e ren t f r o n t h a t of o the r s . They 

a r c t h e irtioute r ^ r e s o n t a t i v e s of the un iverse . In t h e 

\^^l€l of such njonads, how i s i t t ha t t h e r e i s i n t e r a c t i o n 

betucsn t5>c bod^ and udnd end aacm^ d i f f e r en t ind iv idua ls 7 

Le.TiS.Tiix b r ings in •th© lew of pre*«stablish€^J harmoi^y t o 

r e t a i n the uniquer^sss of monads, i^ecording t o t h i s law. 
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& c^lcf mone^» t^c ttonad mcmadtanr Go6, e s t ab l i shes 

a ^ a x m c ^ ^long the moneds ^ i l e c r ea t ing them* According 

^cibxiis^ i n eacai monad th© p a s t , p resen t and futiure ô  
V 

a re p resen t i n seed form* ^ t h e nwjnade developjso develops 

t h e i r conscious l6v€^ and along with i t t iheir knowledge 

beccsnes more and more clear". 

For l.eibni2# monad i s nothing but a simple 

substance and according t o him^ t h e r e mwst be simple 
si&stenc^s s ince tbere BTQ compounds, fo r at-ompound i s 

nothing hut a collectioTi or aggregation of siirple 

th ings* I f t h e »sinjple things* are l i k e the tqonads, non-

<3U£ntit3'-tive,e8n vie a t t ach axsy i n t e l l i g i b l e meaning t o 

•ccarjoisnd', vihicSi i s a mere aggr^sgate of them ? Does not 

an aggregate always imply elements ii/hic^ ©re quan t i t i e s* 

however siiaall ? Leibnls i s of tho qpinion tha t nothing 

qur^nti tat ive can ever be absolttt€a.y simple, t h a t i s , 

without p a r t s and thus the re sem\B a weakness in h i s 

reasoning a t t h i s p o i n t . According t o Ireibnia, mcaiads have 

ne i the r esttension iSor form nor f igure nor d i v i s i b i l i t y . 

These inonads a r e the r ea l na ture o r the e l snen ts of 

thin-iB'* Ordinary physical atCR© have form and extension 

and though they may not be physical ly d i v i s i b l e , y e t they 

must b e i dea l ly d i v i s i b l e and thus fo r Leibniz a l l merely 

physical atcsas are xjnreal. Since simple sUbstance cannot 

be formed t y t he corbina t ion of p a r t s , thexre i s no 

conceivable wi?y in whicJi a simple substance can cczne i n t o 

being by na tura l means. According t o l-eibniz, a th ing i s 
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t h a t me^is b i t by b i t o r slowly* But t h e monaas, having no 

parts# can-nov cane i n t o being Sy tho adding of pa r t to 

par t# YGt i t mey be pointed out t h a t every monsd has en 

intertael development", Which i s gradual* Since nx»iad i s 

slirc>le, i t can only cane i n t o being or ccm© t o an end o i l a t 

once» While t h e t ^ i c t o i s ccsipound coa^s i n t o being o r coaics 

t o sn end ib^ p e r t s , Now t h e question a r i s e s hcRf a monad csn 

be a l t e r e d in <7uality o r inte«»ally changed ? Since i t i s 

i i^jossiblc t o c9i£jnge the place of anything in i t o r t o 

caaoeive i n i t eiQ? i n t e r n a l motion «hich could be prccudced, 

increased or diminlsheiin monads# although a l l these a r e 

poss ib le in c a s e o£ compound «hic3i has p a r t s . According t o 

Irfsibniz, motion i s slmpl^j'dbange of p o s i t i o n , i t i s not a 

p o s i t i v e qua l i t y belonging to a moving body, birt: motion and 

r e s t a rc e n t i r e l y r e l a t i v e t o one csnother* Again r e s t i s 

casrely an i n f i n i t e l y small degree of motion, nothing i n 

the world i s absolutely a t r e s t* ^ e r e f o r e , ncbody begins 

t o OTOVG from a s t a t e of ctoscliits r e s t , bu t from a s t a t e 

whicss i s t o be conceived as already one^motion, how 

ever a s e l l in amount. Actual motion i s not scxuething added 
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to a body but i t l e e gradual grcnattx or incrbCjinent of a 

motion which i s slreE(2y there . The i n t r i n s i c tendaicsi or 

potent ia l i ty of moticsi i s cfalX^ by te ibnlz forced Changes 

is mana^ i s possible^ because i t contains vi thin i t s e l f 

the csusQ of tihe clienge, the force or act ivi ty ti^iieh 

produces the motion. Leibniz says • 

*T!he notion of force i s as c lear as that 
of activity and of passivity, for i t 

i s ^ a t from v/hidh ac t ivi ty follows * 

when nothing preveaots i t , i t i s efforts, 

ccm&txxst and while motion i s successive 

thingss, whicfo consequently newer exis t , 

toxy QKjre than time* because a l l i t s 
par ts nsver exists 4ogetiier -4irhile, I 

say, t h a t i s so, force or efforts , on 

the other hand, deis ts qui te completely 

a t ev^cy instant and must be scssething 

@^uine and real'»v And« as nature has t o 

do rather wit^ the real tb@n ^ t h that 

^ i c h ^ e s not coajpletely cjtist except 

in our zaind, i t appears ( in consequence) 



/SriSs-

of tahat t have shcftm ) that i t i s the 

sat»© t^uantity of motion* tha t i s pre* 

servGd in nature**?* 

mt^ did Leibniz hc4d t ha t tJier© i s a p lura l i ty 

^ stibstancssidstead of holding* l i ke Spinoza* that there i s 

only one gonoin© st&>©tanco 7 According to scan© phil|o8cph©rs* 

for ejtainple, C«D« Soard* Leibniz's main reasons for i;;^^ 

pXorallsm are the ^foi lowing j ^ a s o i ^ ^ 

1) He UBderstsnds tv ^^ term •siibstance* a 

continuant whidi ^ha^ occurrents or states* that is* mcdcd* 

b«t i s not i t se l f an oec\jr®nt in or a s t a t e of anything^^ 

I t seems <!a>vious to him thct his own mind was a continuant* 

having verioes experiences as occur rents in i t * He did 

not dot^t that there BTG other f i n i t e minds besides hie 

own ai^ according to him there i s no reasaa \ ^ he should 

be in privilege position of being the only sia>stance 

actually create<S 

2) Passing to ostensibly material object* we have 

to ecconnt for the fac t th^t t h ^ appear t o be ^ctended 

I', ( Letters to M* Pelisson ( No date, prcft>ably 1691) 

duteaiSi i . 719;̂  ^oucJicr de carta!;^ i* 157) 
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acd onfiieesly divis ib le into co-oxlsting pa r t s , Usibnis 

he@ no cbJec*ioH to inf in i ty but trtjat be <:ibj©cts to i s a 

ectnp?tJRd ^ o s e coaptmemtB ere tbemselves con55̂ 5n.nd& and ©o 

on uitiio^at Old* His aoiutican i© to euppoue that acy 

ost€3osibly e»t€»de<S ^ibst£nce« co na t t e r hew ^laaii i t n ^ 

ajp«er t o be i s in foct an segregate cf an infJUsite nwraibcr 

of simple imQiit©iw3ed sia&stcmces. I t can be eai^i tha t 

Lcdbnis bag given good reason for thinking that there 

i s as in£iiQit£^ w^Sbmr o£ etibstsmces*^ e^dn of t^icSi i s 

sin)s>3̂ e in the &ms& tha t i t aoes not consist of co-existing 

paarts ac6 tborefore* i s not e atended . 

Th© key notions associetecJ 'Sith Leibnizls name 

I ere moaadistn* the pre-established harmony# the f>rinciple of 
V sufficient rcascn and the identi ty of i(fldiscemibles» 

A t rue 3»&8tancer he ergued, must be a unitary thing and 

therefore* nest only unesctended and indivi&ible* bot also 

org^^oic* This i s why he cones to the conclueion that i t 

ratist be an iimieterial centre of energy* Ssmmm from e>cte£&^ 

influences* Leibniz arrived at th is condnsion of multitude 

of individual siibstances part ly as a resul t of h i s in te res t 

in matfecmatics end biology* e»d part ly a© a resul t of two 

nde t^en ess«n^tlon^« *rho f i r s t asstanption that e l l 

statements can bo properly expressed in the 8ifi>]̂ ect • 
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predicate form, vihidh Implied that a l l existential and 

relat ional pzajpoQitlaaB are Goncemcfi wltb predicatis . or 

prc|TiertiGs* But in fact no exis tent ia l propositions are 

redueiblQ to the 8tibjeet«»predieate foimr because i t would 

be iSfTeaig to regard oxdsteQce as a predicate or to say 

thnt in exis te i^ ia l propositions existence i s p r ^ i c a t e d 

of a stSsjcct teiin^ >ior ifc ife t rue tha t relations are 

properties of sytjjects or that relationiiprt^jositions can 

be put in to the foim •S i s P*V ^ I s a is teke can be shown 

h^ ccniparing a ststonent ebout a cesamcm p r c ^ r t y of tMX> 

objects with one about a relat ion between than* ^or ^aiip&e, 

the . statement that A and B are heavy i s gratranatlcally of 

t& ŝ DO form as the fitetemaat tha t A eaid B are similar* 

'JPhtstt^ these two statements are grearanatlcally of the sense 

fcrro t he i r logical form i s different and thus one cannot 

be reducible t o another. I t i s possible t o s ^ that A i s 

heavier than B or part icular ly heavy but i t i s very 

eibsurd t o sey that h I s more slioilar t o B thsan B i s t o Ĵi 

or that A part ie idar ly rcsusribles: B"; The second errcaieou@ 

essuirption i s that the predicate of ^jy t rus affirmative 

statement i s included tx\, the conc^ t of the sttojcct, so 

that a l l t rue preposition©, including factual or contingent 

ones# bcceme analytic or epjylojdLV ^ o two assucptions in 

conjunction are said t o explain the v lew of Leibnis! tha t 
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the concept of an individual substance virtually contains, 

once and for all* everything that can ever happen to it. 

For Leibniz* the unit of substance must be real 

and indivisible. The reality of \init of substance cannot 

be quantity becaxise quantity is always divisible. For 

indivisibility of unit of sxibstance it must be quality, 

ThaVtmeans unit of substance must be intensive rathen than 

extensive. One question regarding the whole and parts can 

be raised here* that is* whether whole is prior to parts 

or partsAprior to whole. According to Spinoza* the parts 

are self-evidently deduced from the whole* while according 

to Atomist doctrine* the whole is a secondary construction 

fron the primary parts, in contrast with this view there 

is the other view of qualitative doctrine* which regards 

the relation of whole and parts as irbseparable. The whole 

is eidpresaed and symbolized and therefore in some way 

included ih each part. Therefore* the parts are not 

determined or characterized without reference to the whole 

and the whole is not a mere vague aggregate of iiidependent 

parts. In some sense each part must contain the whole 

within itself* each unit oust include an infinite manifold. 

file:///init
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We can say that the whole ti expresses itself through 

parts* Here one question can arise, what must be the nature 

o£ a part which can in seme way contain or express the 

whole within Itself ? Now the ai^wer is that the part 

cannot contain the whole within itself actually and fully 

because then the distinction between whole and part would 

vanish* Therefore, t^e part must contain the whole by 

means of representation* The relation of whole and parts 

is not to be conceived as one of greater or less« of thi;̂ 5 

containing and things contained̂ , but rather as a relation 

of symbolized and symbols* sign and signified* That is to 

s,ay# the parttmust be a representation of the whole from 

some particular point of view, a symbol or egression of 

the whole in such a way that the whole might be unfolde(3i 

entirely from within it. 

Thus the part must have a certain spontaneity or 

power of acting fron within itself and in virtue of this 

Leibniz describes the individual substance as essentially 

a * force* rather than a quantity* This intensive essence or 

force in the part or individual substance appears in two 
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ways namely, perception and appetition* Both of these 

characteristics must belong to it, for, if it had pscppe'ptiOQ 
? 

alone, the part would merely represent one aecept of the 

^\\oI^, liVi© an vmchaivgltvg iplct\3j:e. It. ta because o€ this 

appetition that the part is able to realize the life of the 

whole. 

Monads have properties such as perception, Itrla-ought 

consciousness which are spiritual and internal change of 

these properties whsch also must be spiritual is called 

appetition* 

Like mtst other metaphysicians, Leibniz assumed 

that a substance must be something truely independent, that 

is^something Existing in its own right, without the need 

of outside support. He seeiss the problem of substance in 

the light of the problem of individuation. The only way in 

whicdi Leibniz thought he could explain both the independence 

of substances and the truely individual nature of each was 

to aggueCa) that substances must be simple (monads); 

(b) that they cannot consist of matter or be extended in 

space; (c) that they are windowless and (d) that theire is 

sufficient reason why every fact or event should be as it 

is and not otherwise. 
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Monads, that means siinpleQ £or fieib^i^ are 

slmpile in the strictest possible sense* In order to be 

truely indivisible they must have neither parts^ nor 

shape« nor extension* This means that monads are neither 

materiaU/jnor spatially characterized* Fran the rejection 

of both matter and extension as the attributes of substance 

it follows that the basic nature of everything is spiritual* 

In addition to this view Leibniz« is of the opinion that 

monads neither came into being nor perish in the way in 

which material objects» that is«the comi>ounds of monads 

come into being or are dissolved* so for as monads are 

concerned* Leibniz s^ys that they be^in by an act of 

creation and end by annihilation* 

From the above argximent of plurality of monads and '̂  

their immaterial nature^ Leibniz must now answer two 

crucial question namely (1) how are monads related to 

one another ? and (&) what exactly is each monad made of ? 
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The answer tojae first question is that monads being 

independent substances must be wholly tmrelated to one 

another• By assuming that the nature of monads are immaterial 

and enextended , x̂ eibniz effectively eliminated the concept 

of physical interaction between nonadse Ilonads are not 

provided with anything that could effect than from outside. 

Leibniz argued that if monads have mental experiences* 

states of conciousness or sense-perceptions such asseeing 

a tree« these are in sotne way self-induced and do not 

result from anything external o^toth^nselves. Since monads 

have no spatial diaracteristics« no meaning can be 

attached to the phrase 'outside aC~? monad^Aecording to 

Leibniz« monadsoare *wittdowless*« The relattenship between 

mon^is ra^st be reducible to attributes or properties of 

monads. 

Leibniz's second question regarding the nature 

of monad is that« monad must have properties^ otherwise 

they would be nothing and could not even be thought of* 
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Since i,t folloii^s frora Leibniz's main thes i s that a monad's 

properties are neither physical,nor spatial* i t remains 

£or him to indicate in \9hat viay i t i s characterized* 

Leibniz's description of oonads can be sisdLd to 

be^'twb-fold* ^First, i f monads are to be spir i tual substances* 
'': 

bashed on so^ internal principle* which in turn m\ist be 

th^r properties must themselves be spiritual* fb qualify 

mpnads, ini thi^ way is to say that they have differenet 

dedrees of iconsciousness and more or less clear ideas* 

- - f ' -, • -x ' ' ^ 
preceptions or thoughts* Secondly* i f iftoriads are to be 
' ' ' ' ' ' > " ' ' ' ' •' ' i -> - ' 

individual \\sul3stances* any change in their attributes must be 
/ 

asied 

ygpirtual,^in^natures?» Leibniz calls this internal principle 

/of action or change from one idea to another as Oappetltion'v^ 

The/^aqtioh of internal principle which causes the change* 

qir̂ jĵ e'passage'from one perception tb another* may be^called 

/ appetit^bni.Itis true* the desire cannot always completely 

aJatiM.*̂  ̂ o every" perception to which X%' tends* but it always 

file:///9hat
file:////sul3stances*
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a t t a i a t o socnDthlng thereof; aefl arr ives a t new 

pdrceptioDst 

X^eibciz £olio»0 Deseartea in regarding cleem0£}3 

aisd dietinctiimss as the mark^ of perfection in ideas or 

p&ccepttms but he dees not i imit or drat? a sharp X%tm 

b©twe©» ideas %»hi<ai are perfectly clear and iSistinct eiifi 

a i l those which are confused or ctoscuret All perc^ticans#^ 

according to Leibnis^: are mere or less^ perfect ropresaat-

at lcns of cibjects hut t h ^ vaiy In t h e i r degrees of 

dis t inctness or conf usednessl. <kmtxmeSttmB8 is simply 

a low degree o£ dist inctness tha t isV the more perfect 

CII3 any perfecticti or representation i s , the more clear 

<3r d i s t inc t i ^ ife end «i the other hand tabile the 

less perfect i t i s , the more i^ i^ confuse<St 

Th.\m the dif £erences aracng the monads ccmsist 

©Estirely in the various degrees of perfection or dis t inct-

Bess x^ith «M<3i they perceive or represent the unlversev 

Since oaCh m<m^ seons t o contain the tiSiole more or l e s s 

ccaafusedly i^lthin i t s e l f therefore, with ttss help of i t s 

appetl t ion i t may r i s e t o a nK>Ee perf ict statel* 
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Leibniz has roughly distiaguished created monads 

into three main clasps - (1} Unconscious monads; (2) Con­

scious monads and (3) rational or self-conscious nconads* 

All simple substances or created monads might be called 

Entele<^ies« for they have in them a certain perfection or 

con^leteness in them. They have a certain self-sufficiency 

w^ich makes them the sources ot their internal activities 

and so to spealc* incorporeal automata* That is to sa$» not 

mesely machines, s^^ as those made by man* but entirely 

self-moving machines whi^ contain within themselves the 

ground or principle of all their states or conditions. 

l>S>nads in this sense can be said to be automata. 

Oonscious sensation or feeling* accompanied by the 

simple forms of memory* dearly marks of certain monads 

fran those whic^ have merely unconscious or confused 

perfection. To the former class the name *souls* may be 

specially aypplied while for the latter the general name 
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Sn^elechlQs can be applied* Again there are higher monads 

whi<di have self-consciousnessr- and veason or thought 

proper* in addition to unconscious and conscious perception 

and memory* we may call these * rational souls* ar *spirits*. 

The class of rational souls or spirits includes men and 

higher totelligences• The intemsdiate *soul* class is 

that of animals and the c^ass of entelechies are said to 

include all real beings that have not reached the stage of 

consciousness. Each of the two higher classes of monads 

possess* in addition to its Oon vpecific qualities^ the 

characteristics of the inferior monads. Thus both animals 

asd men have unconscious as well as conscious perceptions * 

for example* when they fall into faint or have profoiuid 

and dreamless sleep* for we experience in ourselves a 

condition in which we remember nothing ar^ have no distin­

guishable perception. In this state the soulO does not 

perceptibly^ differ from a bare monad^ but as we find that 

this state is not a lasting one and the 30ul<>! comes out of 
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it, ther©()fore soul can be said to be something more than 

a bare ifcnad or undcflosdous monad. In su<!h a ctaee that 

means^ in case of dreanless sleep or in case of faints-

monads or simple siibstances are not entirely devoid of 

perceptions! for monae cannot exis t vi^thovitQi^^rs^ i 

perception of sane klnd^^ The changes of the monads are 

^ 3 t i r ^ y f re»n ^it^lns so that ^ e n the man or animal 

awaken© out of a sleep or t race h i s oonscio«» i ^ r c ^ t i o n s 

must have tmfolded themselves o«t of Issncdlately 

preceding percepticns of an i}n<x>nscions mindv Since every 

present s t a t e of a simple jst£bstanee i s naturally a 

consc»}t2ence of i t s preceding state* i t can be said that 
i t s p r e s e t i s big t?ith i t s f utnret 

Since on at^aking from sn tmccnsciot^ state* toe 

are conscious of ovir perceptions* we must have had percep­

t ions liRtnediatcly before we Swake* although we ^^ero not a t 

a l l <»>c@clous of th@a because one perception can In a 

natural way ccme only from another percepti<ai, as a motion 
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can In a natural way came only from a motion* liere« I want 

to say a few lines about the laws of motion* By this laws 

we mean that the total quantity of motion in the universe 

is constant* that it is neither increased^nor decreased* 

But one kind of motion may be transfered into another kind 

without any increase or loss of quantity and during this 

transformation no quantity of energy is absolutely lost. 

For example^ suppose a body falling from a hdlght strikes 

the ground and is at a stand still* The mechanical energy 

of the falling body disappeared as such« but is transformed 

into another form of energy* that is* heato Thus no energy 

is lost* though one form of energy is changed into another 

form* Let us come to the point of perception again* in 

virtue of the principle of sufficient reason* we can say , 

that every perception must have a cause* whteh can be 

nothing but another perception and if the antecedent 

perception did not immediately precede the consequent* 

there would be â break of continuity in the existence of 

soul* Motî ions are themselves perception* but they are 

confused perceptions* of such a- kind that their relations 

to one another can be stated according to medianical laws 

which however are abstract and pre-supposed* 
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Again« men share with animals both sense-percep­

tion and the eiopirical sequence of raemory* Memory provides 

the soul with a Itind of consecutiveness or sequence of 

perception or ̂ at Zieibniz calls association of ideas. 

For example* we see that when animals have a perception of 

aon^thing whd:ch strikes them and of which they have formerly 

had a similar perception, they are led, by means of repre-? 

-sentation in their memory confined the things with the 

previous perception and they come to have feelings similar 

to those they had on the former occasion., ̂ or instance* 

when a stick is shown to a dog, he reroeoflaers the pain it 

had caused to him and howl and rmt away, ̂ nd the strength 

of the mental image which impresses and moves him ccxoes 

from the number of the preceding perceptions. In so far as 

the sequence of perceptions are due to the principle of 

memory alone men. act like the lower animals* in our every 

day life most of our works ajnd beliefs are seem to be of 

empirical kind* in three fourth of our actions we are 

nothing but emperics* For instance, whan we expect that 

there will be day light tomorrow, we do so empirically, 

because it has always so happened until now. 
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While discussing sel£«>consciousness« it is very 

important to refer to Descartes^ According to Descartes^ 

the rational soul is the mind and its reality comes only 

£rom sel£->consciousness« This means that without self-

cons ciotisness there is no mind or soul. Animals have no 

selfoconsciousness, Therefore^ they have no mind« they are 

mere machines but animals have sensations and impulses 

and consequently sensation and impulses are not functions 

of self-cons ciouseness or acts of soul^^ But these sensations 

and impulses are purely physicalAmechanical process whether 

they occur in man or in lower animals. Descartes sharpî ?!' 

, ouî  ,̂, ^^aws the line between consciousness and unconsciousness 

/̂ .̂ >d-'̂ ^ J \£^^he one sideband self-consciousness on the other side 

( i ^ y^ 0 

, /M̂ /*-̂  ^ (and the complete independence of self-consciousness is the 

Oevi/'̂ ^̂  root of the cartesian dualism. But one point can be 

stated here that, mind must not be regarded as identical 

with self-consciousness alone, for self-consciousness must 

not be taken as entirely exclusive of mere conscious and 

unconscious activity n of mind and the opposition between 
mind and body is said to be;=a difference, not of a kind but 

of^degree* in the certainty of self-consciousness 

Descartes involved the certainty of God, the perfect Being, 

and from this he pixjceeds to the certainty of the external 

world and to the principle that clear and distinct ideas 
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are characteristics of self-consciousness and wlth.jthe help 

of this clear and distinct ideas« the reality o£ dObjects 

can be drawn. For Leibniz, on the other haiKi, the Ego Is 

not a pure sxibject̂  whose essence Is Immediate sel£*conscl-

oiisness. 

Leibniz says -

"Not only is it immediately clear to me 

that I think« but it is quite as clear 

to me that I have different thoughts; 

that now I think of A« now of B and so 

on. These two things i regard as mutually 

Independent of another and as equally 

original* There are two absolute truths* 

that is to say, general truths which 

speak of the actual existence of thingst 

tha!̂  one is that we think, the other that 

there is a great variety in our thoughts. 

Prom the first it follows that we are, from 

the second it follows that there is some-

thingO other than ourselves , that is to say, 

something other than which thinks, some­

thing which is the cause of the variety in 

what-appears to us. Now the one of these 
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truths is as unquestionable^ as independent 

as the other* and Descartes« having in 

order of his meditations ta*:en ac«5unt only 

of the first of them, has failed to reach 
2 

the perfection he set before himself**« 

Self-c»nsciousness cannot be the ground of 

existence of an ̂ go^ but a difference in degree of quality 

between it and other substances. To say • I think' therefore 

I am ( I exist) is not stricki2___to prove existence by 

thought* since to think and to be thinking are the same 

thing and to say I am thinking is already to say I am» Self-

conscious monad is one which has developed its perceptive 

nature more fully than those of animals and unconscious 

monads. The knowledge of necessary and eternal truths 

distinguishes us* that is, self-conscious ittonads from mere 

animals and gives reason and sciences* raising usbthe 

knowledge of ourselves and of God* The necessa;^ and 

2* < Nouveaux Essais* bk, iv»cdi,2 1 (E 341 a; g.v. 348) 

G.iv*327. Also letters to Foucher 1676 g©i* 370)* 
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entemal truths are the first principles of all rational 

knowledge. They are innate in us. They are infact the 

very principles of our nature or universe. Thus the 

consciousness or knowledge of these truths are knowledge 
of ou , r se lves -aTvel i t l i ab t k e saaitvc VJLTwc Kv-ru)vvl-eJ^e 

of God« who is the final reason ofo^l things. This 

reasoning in us is called the rational soul or mind. 

our reasoning are grounded upon tv70 great 

priuciples, that ofi contradiction and of sufficient reason, 

Leibniz sometimes distinguishes between the principle of 

contradiction and that of identity (A=A) , But tk he recog­

nizes that they are ultimately one. The principle of contradict 

tion is in general, a proposition is either trxie or false 

that means it cannot be both true and false at the same 

time. Again, there is sufficient reason, in virtue of 

which we hold that 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, although these reasons 

usually cannot be known by us, Leibniz sometimes calls the 

sufficient Reason the determining reason, meaning the 

reason which determines the existence of this or that out 
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of a nxunber of possibilities, each of which involves no 

self-contradiction. The sufficient reason of a thing is 

always to be found in its relations to other things, Leibniz 

does not give us a very clear idea of the relation of the 

two principles to the two Icihds of truths - namely truths 

of reason and truths of fact. Truths of reasoning are 

necessary and their opposite is impossible, and truths of 

fact are contingent and their opposite is possible. Leibniz 

says -

"Both principles must apply not only to 

necessary, but also to contingent truths 

^ad indeed, that which has no sufficient 

reason must necessarily be non-existent. 

For it Boay in a manner be said that these 

two principles are included in the 

definition of the true and the false. 

Nevertheless wherfr> by analysing a 

suggested truth, we see that iir depends 

upon truths whose opposite involves a 

contradiction, we can say that it is 

absolutely necessary. But when, carrying 

our analysis as far as we like, we can 
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never reach such elenents o£ the given 

truth it must be said to be contlngento 

and to have its origin in a prevailing 

reason^ which inclines without necessi­

tating". ^ 

But on the other hand« at a later date, Leibniz 

writes to Clarke -

*«The principle of contradiction is by itself 

sufficient for the demonstration of the 

whole 6ii Arithmetic and Geometry, that 

is, to say, of ell mathematical princi­

ples. But in order to pa:ss from Mathema­

tics to Physics, another principle also 

is needed the principle of sufficient 

•» 4 reason®' 

Accordingly, the principle of contradiction andthe 

principle of sufficient reason remain side by side in the 

philosophy of Leibniz, each having its specific function, 

but neither reductfible to the other. There are certain 

3. Theodicfie entitled Remargnes sun le livre de M King. 

Eo "641 b? g. vi. 414, 

4. (if"® Ecrit de Leibniz, E 748 a? g, vii, 355 ) 
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etemal and necessary truths which are independent of the 

will o£ God« existing in His understanding alone* and 

these are subject to the principle of contradiction but 

the reality of all individual substances and their chaanges 

i& dependent on the will as well as understanding of God 

and they are all subject to the principle of sufficient 

reason* Eac^ principle expresses a necessity but 

necessity of different kind. The former is said to be 

metaphysical necessity, whose opposite is impossible, 

involving self-contradiction, while the later is a 

relative, or moral necessity, whose opposite is not 

impossible but in consistent or opposed in character not 

twith itself but with the systen of which it is a part. 

The dufficient reason of the existence of the 

universe cannot be found in the seqtaence of coi(itingent 

things,that is to say, of bodies and their representations 

in souls, because the motion which is at px-esent in matter 

or in bodies eomes from the preceeding motion ̂̂  and that 

again from another preceeding motion, we are no farther 

forward, how far we go, for the same question always 

remains. Thus the sufficient reason must be outside of 

this sequence of contingent things and it must be in aa 
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subs^ance which is the cause o£ this sequence otherwise we 

should not yet have a sufficient ireason with which we could 

stop. And this ultimate reason of thing is called God, 

in order to discuss principle of individuation 

adequately, we have to discuss the principle of sufficient 

reason and this will lead to the formulation of the 

principle of the identity of indlscemibles. 

According to Leibniz, reasoning is based on two 

types of laxfs, namely law of contradiction and the law of 

sufficient reason. The law of contradiction states that a 

proposition and its opposite cannot both be true. The law 

of sufficient reason states that,*̂  no fact can be real and 

no pxroposition can be true unless there is a sufficient 

xeason, why it should be thus and not oUierwise, even though 

ia most cases these reasons cannot be known to u^O, m 

accordance with these two principles of law of contradic­

tion and sufficient reason Leibniz is able to distinguish 

two kinds of truths, namSly 'truths of reason*and 

•truths of fact*. According to hitn, truths of reason j.8 

a proposition the opposite or denial of which is impossi­

ble and therefore necessarily true. He defines a truth 
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<se feet Qs a propc«3ition tJie cpposlte ©f wlil<ib i s not 

cootxaaictojryf btit possible or logically etmcedvable ana 

tborBfore'# tlwsy ere said to be ocastingentiy ttuoV HereV 

w© <^B say that^ t:rut*ts of fact and (S>iitlngent proposition 

azn© based en the l&a of s t^ f ic ie nt reason. In order to 

tm^rstend necessary and ctmtingent fact we will have 

t o discuss his tin? asstsi^ticosf Re holds(a) tha t in i t s 

basic fosro evexy t rue affixmative statonent d l s p l s ^ a 
connectl(»i of e stibject tezto vit% a p r ^ i c a t e teztn and 

Cb) the notion of a substance i s that of a subject in a 

prcix^lt icni i n ^ I c h predicates inhered tjjet cjeans 

stibstent^ beccroes definable in tezaas of the t o t a l of i t s 

predicate^^ l^ereforcf according t o Ldbnla , a l l t rue 

affirsaative prtpositi<»; %*iether contingent or 

necessary on^' CBn be defined as analytic^ that mesxtQ', 

t h ^ r predicate terfts are ccmtained in t he i r subject 

tei%ts* Leibniz's definiticm of t ru th in teztss of the 

•«snt^icroa!it* of predicates in the subjects of ^opesi-» 

t ions seems t o eliminate the distincti<m bete^e^ *ana» 

ly t ic* and 'syntJietic* propositions as well as « ia t 

bet^i^n necessj^cy and contingent onest Leibniz's <̂ JGCt«> 

ticast t o t h i s e r i t i d o i ! i s that a necessary preposition 

i s one in whicS) the inclusi<»3 of the predicate in the 

subject can be deiKsnstrated in a f i n i t e number of stepsr 
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whexre|sj in the case of a contingent proposition an 

4-nfinite ntunber of steps would be required* which is 

hiiraanly in̂ posslble* though possible for God, 

The two leading ideas of Leibniz can be stated 

as (a) the logical premise that the subject term of a 

true affirmative proposition must always include its 

predicate terms It follows thi^^that anyone who understand 

the notion of the subject term would then also judge 

that predicate terras belongO to it or inheres in it. 

(b) the metaphysical premise that all true predication 

has some foundation in the nature of things, on the 

basis of these two premises Leibniz concludes, that the 

nature of any individual substance contains once and 

for all everything that can ever happen t6 it, so that a 

full definition of it consists in a complete description 

of all its predicates^ past, present and future. Leibniz, 

bb^ieves that the possiblities of the future are 

inherent in the present cannot be ruled out. He wrote 

that every present condition of the monad-̂ ls the 

invariable or natural result of its past statejin this 

way its present is full of its future. All objects in 

this universe are linked to one another in definite order. 
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It is chiefly on the strength of his principle of 

sufficient reason that he could eirgue on the one hand^ 

that the nature of an individual substance contains from 

the beginning everything that can ever happen to it and 

on the other hand^that the factual connection between 

substances and there attributes is different from the 

necessary connections holding in geometry. 

Leibniz is of the opinion that monads have no 

windows, through which anything could come in or got out-* 

But then also monad must have some qualities* otherwise, 

they would not even be existing thing. |̂  being without 

quality is indistinguishable from nothing. Leibniz seems 

to imply that each monad must have more than cone quality* 

And if simple substances did not differ in quality* there 

would be -=absolutely no means of perceiving any change in 

things, ' 

Since each isfionad is a part or element of the 

universe, because each represents it or reflects it as 

in a mirror from some particular angle, therefore, the 

whole must be the infinite totality of monads* No two 
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monaida can be exactly the same. The monads differ:̂  from 

one another in quality only. This is the doctrine of 

Leibniz which is usually called the 'identity of Indis-

cezTiibles*. The difference i s only^quality not of 

^ a n t i t y becaiise monad i s i n d i v i ^ b l e soclZ2D the 

question of quant i^ does not ar ise , gonads are in f in i t e 

in number and every monad di f fers in quality frran every other 

and monad might be considered as a ;3eries each member 

of which differs from the next by an infinitely 

small degree of quality. 

According to Leibniz* each monad must be 

different from e«jery other. This can beiaid to be his 

famous'principle of the 'identity of indiscemibles *. 

There cannot be several things exactly the same* for in 

that case there tsiould not be averal things* but the same 

thing itself. All things must necessarily differ from one 

another* Among several individuals of the same species 

there is necessarily a diversity of degrees of perfection. 

There is nothing in the universe which does not enjoy a 

certain singularity. According to Leibniz* qualities can 

be intrinsic as well as extrinsic, intriasic qualities 

are those which things have in themselves, e.g. figure^ 
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moition etc* that means such as round, square etc* while 

extrinsic qualities are those which arise from their 

relations to other things, e.g. their being preceived, 

des.ixed that means as loved« seen, desired etc* Again, 

thev^ST: is a constant change in created svibstances or 

ceeated monads, even though there may appear to be no 

change* what appears to us as absence of change is really 

a very small degree of change. Everything is continually 

changing, in every part of this change there is both a 

permanent and a varying element* That is to say, at any 

moment everything both is and is not, everything is 

becoming something else but which is not entirely •other* 

Here i want to present an illustration -

•» The state of the soul<, as of the atom, is a 

state of change, a tendency. The atom tends to change its 

place, the soxil to change its thought ; each changes of 

itself in the" simplest and most unii6»rn'i way, that its 

state allows* Whence comes it, then ( I shall be asked), 

that there is so much simplicity in change of the atom 

•(which is taken as being always motion in a straight 
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line at a uniform speed) • and so mudh variety In the 

changes of the soul ? The reason Is that the atom ( as 

it is supposed to be, for there is no Bxxdti thing in 

nature)^, althou^ it has parts, has nothing ̂ eAiich causes 

amy variety in its tendency', because it is supposed that 

these par-ts do not change their relaticna/ while on the 

other hand the soul, thou^ it is perfectly indivisible, 

has a composite tendency', that Is to say, it contains a 

multitude of present thoughts, of which each tends to a 

particular ciiangei according to nature of its ccin4:entV 

and which all are present together in the soul, in virtue 

of the soul*s essential relation to all the other things 

in the world̂ . It is because t h ^ do not have this rela­

tion that the atoms of Epicurtjs have no ̂ cistence in 

nature* For thece is no individual thing7 which is not to 

be regarded as expressing a]|l others/ and consequently the 

soul, in regard to the variety of its modificationsV 

ought to be liakened to the universe, *rtiidh it represents 

according to its point of view, and even in a way to God, 

\î ose infinity it represents finitely? because of its 

confused and imperfect perfection of the infinite, rather 

than to a material atom*'! ̂  

5% < C£i Repanse aux Rieflexlons de Bayle ( 1702) 

{ E, 186 b# (fJ: î i 562 ) 
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The principle of identity of indiscernible can 

be stated tbfl̂ ,there is no such thing as tdo individuals 

indiscernible from each other'GCi I^ there are two alleged a 

objects or particulars which are perfectly alike, that 

is, had all their propeirties ia conunon, place and date 

included, then there would in effect no longer be two 

particulars but only one. '"fhat is to say, instead of 

asserting that. If whatever Is true of X is true of Y, then 

X and y are one and the same individual object, one 

might wish to assert that, if X and Y are one and the 

same individual object, then whatever is true of H is 

true of Y. However,there is yet another way of formula­

ting the principle. This is to assert that if^ and only 

if,- there really are two, i.e. numerically different 

particulars, then there must be unlike one another, that 

Is, one must possess at least one characteristic which 

the other does not possess, if there are two individuals 

they must differ not merely in number or̂  by what should 

regard as their spatio-temporal characteristics, but also 

by some kind or degree of qualitative or instrinsic 

dissimilarity* According to Leibniz, since monads are not 

spatially gualifiabla, position in space in ordinary 
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sense can not be attributed to them and therefore are 

meaningless in relation to the nature of ultimate reality. 

Again, if two objects are to differ in respect of their 

position in spice only, they must, on Leibniz's view, 

differ with regard to their internal qualities and there­

fore, be qualitatively discernible as well. 

I identity of indiscemibles is a famous 

principle of Leibniz's. He recognizes two kinds of 

difference, namely, niunerical diversity and qualitative 

dissimilarity or unlikeness. The principle can be stated 

as, whenever there is (fgCû erical diversity there must be 

qualitative dissimilarity or put it quite singly, that 

there cannot be two individuals which are exactly alike-

in their qualitative predicates, it is very difficult to 

be sure which of the following alternatives Leibniz means 

to assert - (a) ̂ at tri'Cj very supposition that there might 

be two things exactly alike in their qualities is self -

contradictory and meaningless (b) That although the 

supposition is not logically impossible, that means that 

there can be two things exactly alike, but according to 

Leibniz, it wduld be contrary to God*s wisdom to create 
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two such bodies and gihberefore, we can be certain that 

thege;̂ ) are not two such bodies* As Clarke points out, 

Leibniz seems now to say one thing and now the othere 

Some times Ijeibniz appeals to the empirical fact that, 

however much alike two things may seem at first sight, 

we will always find a qualitative ddlfferences between them 

if we look more carefully, use a microscope etc. The 

agruroent would be that every increase in our powers of 

discrimination disclose qualitative differences in things 

which seemed exactly alike at the previous stage. Hence, 

we may conclude that all cases of plurality of eicipparently 

exactly similar things are really cases of dissimilarity 

concealed by our in^erfect powers of discrimination. But 

according to Clarke, Leibniz would not expect to prove a 

fdindamental metashysical principle by empirical arguments. 

From the fact of each monad representing the 

universe from its individualistic atand point emerges the 

theory or law of identity of Indiscemibles, the basis of 

the philosophy of Leibniz. Monadgdiffer because they exist 

at different levels but even at the same level no two 

monads are identical because they possess their own 
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specific existence in relation to time* Here, level means 

level of consciousness or in other words different kinds 

of monads. No two things in the universe ean therefore be 

said to be identical* If there were no differences between 

the monads they should have been identical^ and therefore, 

they should have been refisjxed to as one rather than as two. 

This is what Leibniz calls the law of identity of indis-

cemibles. It implies that things between which there is 

no difference is one, and things that are not identical 

are not one. 

It is very important to consider lieibniz's view 

of causal properties of objects, since Leibniz is often 

believes to have been a metaphysician who denied caxisal 

interaction. His claim in the Discautif'Sgof Metaphysics^ that 

each substance Ois like a world apart, independent of 

everything but GodO and his claim that Qmonads have no 

windows^ have led some to believe that Leibniz's vision of 

the world x-^ns unscientific- a vision in which nothing 

causally affects or is affected by anything else, Leibniz's 

denial of the philosophical doctring of causal interaction 

was raised first as a reaction against causal views about 

the mind-body problem. 
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iL, 

According to Leibniz, things do affect each other, 

but not by further things going out of one and going 

into another. If a affects bltt is not as if there 

are i/indows in a'and'b' through which further things c'and 

d' go in and out, Leibniz's solotion to this problem is 

•^ the hypothesis of the pre-established hannony i.e. that 

1 v̂-̂ '̂ ''̂ '̂  the nature of'a'and of b, is such that, following the 

"̂  \^\i r ft/J^o''^^*'® '^^ nature, the change iT> one does correspond to 

1̂  ayv~^ Change in the other. According to Leibniz, to say that 

(X-v ^^^(w-*-^ every change in an object can be explained from Its 

n'y" CD'^ nature and natural laws of the world is not to say that Vrl I aji, things behave as if they were not connected to other 

things* According to him, everything is like a mirror 

A' • I jf>î*̂'̂^̂'*whbiih reflects the whole universe. He describes the 

I), CA^^ IJoX relation between himself and some other object as thus -

C p ^ i J v T C ^ « My earlier state of existence contains 

\ the ground for the existence of the 

later. And since, because of the conn­

ection of all things, the earlier state 

in me contains also the earlier state of 

the other thing, it also contains the 

ground of the later state of the other 
.6 

things •. • . 

6, (Initia Rerum Mathematicarum Metaphysics; 
CSerhardt, Math. VII, p 17/ Weiner, P 201) 
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Leibniz believed that the necessity of audh laws of 

nature resided in the nature of each individual 

substance. Jor ealarople, it is in the nature of eveiy piece 

of iron« that--tt-w.illT,be-,dj!̂ awn-to-a magnet. The Oan-

stitution which makes the iron stick to the magnet is 

already in the iron. Therefore, if we know the laws of 

nature we can deduce what will ha5)pen to the piece of 

iron in the vicinity of the magnet. That is why Leibniz 

believed in the principle of Sufficient reason, which 

he formulates as* ••.. all truths - even the most 

contingent - have ai3 <". aWojiriproof, or some reasons 

why they are truths rather than not. And this is just 

what is meant when it is commonly said that nothing 

happens without a cause, or that there is nothing 
7 

without a reason•« These laws of nature determine 

how each individual thing behaves in various situation. 

Each individual thing is a thing of a certain Hind, 

for example a particular metal of a particular shape. 

And all these facts, determines the nature of the 

individual* including hov/ it ects or reacts in 

correspondence with other objects given any actual 

situation* one of the basic features of the universe 

7. ( untitled manuscript, Gerhardt, i^il, Vii, p.301) 
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for Leibniz was -

" the fact that God has ••••created the soul or 

any other unity in such a way that evexT^hing arises 

in it from its own internal nature through a perfect 

spontaneity relative to itself« and yet with perfect 

conformity to external things". 

Prom the belief in the interconnection of 

multiple substances^, we find a conflicting belief held 

by Leibniz in the logical possiblity of there being only 

God and one created raind. According to some critxc, this 

view leads to a strange inconsistency. For if the set of 

predicates which makes up the description of an indivi­

dual concept includes relational predicates, then these 

predicates would not be true of that individual in a uni­

verse in which there werejgat^ig except that individual 

svibstance and God. To say of a substance that it per­

ceives* or mirrors or pspresents, another object.s, pre­

supposes that monad stands in a certain connection to other 

3. ('Systeme nouveau de la nature et de la communica­

tion dea substcinces*, journal des savans, June 

1965, Erdmann P 127; Wiener, P 144 ) 
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ctojectV Perception*, I n t e l l e c t u a l knofwledge^ animal 

feel ing a r e a l l , Leibniz as^s, species of e g r e s s i o n s or 

represen ta t iona l Therefore, t o say of a stdastance t h a t 

i t perceived t h e tmiverse from i t s po in t of view i s t o say 

t h a t there i s a r e l a t i o n between what can be said of t h a t 

sift)stance and %ftiat can be sa id of a l l the other objects 

i n the universe^ Thus one would be asc r ib ing a perceptual 

s t a t e t o an individual monad fa l se ly i f the re v;ere 

nothing e l s e i n the universe for t h e monad t o perceive' . 

According t o Leibniz, independence of sttostance 

does not l e s sen the interccainectlon between the stdbstances*,' 

I^ ibniz asser ted agains t the occas iona l i s t s t h a t , a l t h o u ^ 

men otsfe t h e i r or ig in t o God, they do not need God*s 

interventlcai i n order to perceive mater ia l cbjects ' . 

Our mind i s sudb t h a t with i t s cnm power i t p e i x e i v ^ 

t h e world around i t . CO£^j^iot^^&-s^<Q^^t;^bci;Sj^s_jS' 

nothing but thinking^ I f t he correspondence or connection 

with objects external t o i t were not an essen t i a l 

property of per<:eptlonV then Leibniz ' s 



-145-

the£ries about perceptionv/aulcl becomeP inconsistent. 

Leibniz claimed against JLocke and Cartesians 

that •awareness* was not an essential features of 

perceptions, we can have perceptions without being 

aware of the fact, and yet we can realise that they 

have left traces in our minds, sounds that we hear but 

of which we take no notice when our mind is focused on 

something else« things we hear while we sleep are 

examples. Leibniz believes that perceptions of which 

we are aware are only a subset of perceptions, and he 

calls the former » apperceptions'. 

The term wgs introduced by Leibniz to mean 

self-consciousness as opposed to perception. But if 

perception were the kind of thing that a mind could 

have if there were nothing in the universe apart from 

God and it^then would there be any distinction between 

perception and apperception ? How could we have uncon» 

scious perceptions in the world in which there were no 
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extemal objects ? What is the difference betv/een 

xinconsciously perceiving one's ovm desires and merely 

by having such desires iid.thout being av/are that one had 

such desires 7 There are many difficulties involved in 

maintaining Leibniz's theory of unconscious perception 

in a soiipsistic world. 

Leibniz's philosophy can be said to be spiri­

tualistic pluralisixj, KLeibniz's spiritualistic 

pluralism is theistic. It is theistic because monadlsm 

believes in God» Therefore it is theistic pluralism. He 

says '• The ultimate reason of things must lie in a 

necessary substance cr God« This Supreme substance is 

unique, universal and necessary has nothing outside 

Hirnself independent of Himself, and must contain as much 

reality as is jjossible -... God alone is primary Unity, 

original simple substance, from which all monads created 

and derived are produced, and are born, so to speak, by 
9 

continual fulgurationo of the Divinity", 

9o Monadology, pp. 10-11 ( E.M.L.) 
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Honads are s p i r i t u a l in n a t t i ^ , sonadism 

denies the exia-tence of mat ter . But to deny i t s 

exis tence i s t o deny the fac t s o£ experience, Subject 

and objiect, miwa and raatter both are r e a l , icnowledge 

presupposes the d u a l i t y of subject and ob jec t . Again^i 

Qianadism i s a fona of plviralism* i t cannot explain 

how s e l f - e x i s t e n t and ind-ependent monads cams in to 

connection with one another to fo i^ t h i s world system. 

I t can be said tha t atomism bel ieves in bl ind chance 

and in the theory of int«?erraction among the atonis. in 

o ther words, a3on>adi3ra brings in the conception of God 

or Monad of tflonads who pre-adjusted the raonads to on© 

another a t the time of c rea t ion . But i t seams to be the 

Scffae ag the theory of i n t e r a c t i o n . Qod i s a reoned. How 

can !Je act upon o ther raonads ? ^ nonad can never ac t 

upon o the r monads. 

Leibnis belie'/es' tha t itionads are ir^d-ependent 

and windoferiess. Each qua l i ty of a p a r t i c u l a r cionsffil I s 

pecu l i a r t o i t and i s developed front within i t . &it i f 
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the development* at the same time Is the result of 

pre-established harmon̂ |̂!] then hew can monad be said 

to be independent 7 

Again God« according to Leibni2« is the 1 

supreme monad* But then is He« too, not subject to 

the principle o£ pre«-established harroon^ and/ determined 

by it2 If this is true then God cannot be in^ei^hdent 

and if this is not so then God cannot be monaĉ . If God 

is not a monad« then Leibniz's conception o^,the 

relation between c^d and pre-establisheds hamony does 

not appear to be satisfactory* According to; sort© ̂  

critics* in actual fact his philosophy cannot' provide 
, \ 

an«ly acceptable and logically tetenable eŝ lstnâ oî ^ of 
/.' ' '̂  

the i-olation between these two concepts* . 
J 

) \ 

Strawson maintains that we think of the \'' ~ ̂  

world as containing particular things'SOIBQ''of-whiqn 

/ ^ \ 
are independent of ourselves* According itffo'Strawsoî i, in 

the most f amll4ar uses» historical ̂ bccurret̂ ces* material 
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objects« people and their shodows are all particulars^ 

«^ere as qaallties and properties* numbers are not. The 

phrase *indenti£ication o£ particulars.* which is the main 

concern of strawson can be Illustrated in the following 

way. When two people are talking* one of them who is 

the apeaJter^ refers to or n^ntions sozoe particulars or 

other. The other one* that means* the hearer Icnows M>at 

or which,2! particular the speaker is talking about* but 

sc^etimes he does not. According to Strawson* this can 

be said in a different way* that is* the hearer either 

Is* or is not able to Identify the particular referred 

to by the speaker. Among the kinds of expressions whic^ 

the speaker use to make references to particulars atsSL 

which the hearer able to identify are expressions include 

sorwa proper names* some ̂ '""'̂ r̂onouns* some discriptive 

phrases beginning with the definite article. Strawson 

\8/ays that when a speaker uses such an expression to 

i'efer to a particular* he makes an identifying reference 

to/a js>articular. In this case* one thing is not dear 

^atthe speaker making on identifying reference to a 

particular* hearer does ̂ in fact identify that particular 
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or not. But when a speaker makes an Identifying reference 

to a particular az^ his hearer does« on the strength of 

it. identify the particular referred to, then the 

speaker not only makes an identifying reference to, but 

also identifi^^ that particular. So we have a hearer's 

sense and a speaker's sense of ̂ entity. One question can 

be r^sed here •> what are the tests for hearer's identic 

fication ? A sufficient, but not necessary condition of 

the full requir^itents being satisfied is that the hearer 

can pick out by sight or hearing or touch or can other­

wise sensibly discriminate, the particular being refer<̂ #>̂  

to, $?hen the hearer ts able directly to locate the 

particular refered to then it is known as the demon­

strative identification of particulars. Demonstrative 

identification of particular Is not always an easy 

matter. The scene may be not clear* its elements 

confused. Different sections of the scene may be very 

l(i)6c© each other, ̂ or exan^le, it is easy to mistake in 

applying such dfescriptions as 'the twelfth man from the 

left in the -fifteenth row from the top'. But toe thing 

is clear in demonstrative identification namely the 

$0, individuals - P.F. Strawson 



-151-

identity of the range of particulars^ of the sector of 

the universe, within which the identification is to be 

made. One thing should be noted that where the particular 

to be identified cannot be directly located, its identi-

faction must rest ultimately on description and this is 

known as the non-demonstraft'Lvi'eili' identification of particu­

lars • 

Now, I want to discuss 3trawson*s view about 

the monad of Leibniz, According to Strawaon, in order 

to discuss Leibniz's philosophy, we will have to make 

a distinction between historical Leibniz and possible 

Leibniz, 

According to strawson, the problem of identi­

fication of particular is a theoritical one, it is a 

theoritical position that the identification of particu­

lars rest ultimately on the use of expressions with some 

(demonstrative or egocentric or taken refle.'̂ 'dva that 

means sign or symbol, force. According to Strawson, in 
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order to solve the identification problem for the spatio-

temporal worlds demonstratives must have a spatial as 

well as a temporal force. No system which does not allovj 

for spatial or temporal entities can be a systsn which 

allows for particulars at all* or at least can be 

understood by us as such, Kant is said to be raak^acgQ the 

same point in saying that space and time are our only 

forms of intu&tion. In other wordSj identifying thought 

about particulars necessarily incorporates a demonstrative 

element. 

Leibniz*s thesis seems to run counter to this, 

for the individuals of the system i.e. for monads, a 

certain form of the doctrine, of the identify of Indiscem-

ibles is said to hold. According to this doctrine, it is 

necessarOlly true that there exists, for every Individual, 

some description inQpurely universal or general terms, 

such that only that individual answers to that description, 

one might thi^^ it impossible to specify any type of 

purely general description which gaiiranteed uniqueness to 

any particular it applied to, while thinking it necessary, 

that there should exist a uniquely applicable general 
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description for any object* Leibniz thought that* he 

could specify the type of description in qaestion but not 

that he could actually giver? any such description, for 

only Ood could do that. A description of this type was 

what he sometimes called a 'cottiplete notion* of an 

individual. 

The basic individuals of Leibniz*s system are 

not material, they have no spatial parts; they are in 

fact, consciousness, subjects of perception and appes-> 

ception. Strawson says that according to possible Leibniz, 

monads are not minds, but that minds are the nearest and 

easiest model for monads of all the categories that wo 

employ, ^or historical Leibniz, only a sub-class of 

monads are said to be conscious and only a sub-class of 

states of conscious monaels are conscious states and monads 

being non-spatial entities are non-temporal too. But for 

Stra«^on the model for a monad is a mind. AllQ that is 

real la the Ûsibnizian system is Just the monads and 

their states. There is no common spatial world for 

them to mirror, there is Just a certain correspox^ence 
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betveen their states of conscicnisnesa. There are 

private spcteeŝ  but no public space. Since monads are 

not spatially related to each other* since there is no 

common spatial world to whi<^ they belong* there is no 

possibility of there being two positions in s u ^ a 

^^rld from which two different monads might have indis­

tinguishable views. Space is internal to monad, 

ao one objection to the doctrine that indivi­

duation can bo secured in a way compatible with the 

principle of identity of indiscemiblea falls to the 

ground as far as the system of Leibniz is concerned. 

According to Strawson, Leibniz»s theory of 

monad can not be said to be 4n logical, one, for it is 

based on a mere theological as3urance,_jeca\ise< for 

Leibniz there is no common spatial world for monad. 

Monad is not in space. Therefore, according to Strawson, 

it can never ha called a genuine ontology of particulars, 

it can only bo an ontology of particulars by courtesy. 

For the idea of a partioilar which is in fact non-

teaiporal and non-spatial is scarcely one that vre can 

understand. 



-155-

ConclasioD -

Zn this third chapter* X have discussed 

throughly Leibniz*s doctrine ot monads, which is one of 

leibniz&s central theses* Leibniz is of the view that 

there nuaat be simple siibstances since there are con^tmd 

substances* Thia means that the notion of substances 

can not be explicated without the help of notion of 

simple substance* Some might argue that this Viet; of 

Xieibniz is not original one because of thef^ct that 

muciv before Lelbnta ̂ two ancient Greek Philosophers, 

namely, oemocritus and Epicurus had already expressed 
I 

the same view. I have tried to aggue that the position 

of Leibnia is indeed an original one for the following 

reasons* 

Democritus and Epicurus believes that eill' 
\JK 

things consists of small attans, and that these atoms are^ 

extended bodies and irreducible parts of master* î re-; 

over, they hold thac matter is lifeless without motion 

and that this being so, matter gets motions not from 

Within itself but from outside itself, it must kie 

emphasised here that in the Lsibniziaaor̂  s^em^/ol things*̂ ' 

matter can not be object of thing or substance* jX^ibniz 
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asserts that the monads differ from atcxtts In being not 

extended SOSL but in being of force or energy. 

What is monad ? The word *inonad* originally 

denotes the unitrof arlthmatio. *f^nad* was used to 

refer to the individual in the ancient philosophy which 

was similar to indivisible atcmts of Democritus. Dsibniz 

deve^t^ from all th&seoieaning and gives 'tiKjnad* a nevf 

meaning, Poc feeibniz, »raonad» la a living being which -

is indivisible but distinguishable from mathematical 

unit or atom. He believes that ac<x>rding to Democritus 

and ancient philc^ophers *monad* is an individual only 

by definition, not by any real existence. Moreover 

according to i^ibniz monads are logically prior to any 

corporeal forms. Deibniz describes the raomads only in 

qualitative terms. If the monads axe taJcen to be non-

quantitative* is it possible to make the meaning of a 

compound, which is a mere aggregate of monads, intelli­

gible i But an aggregate i^l necessarily implies elements 

which are quantities, however small they may be. This 

position seen@ to malce the theses of Leibniz a weak one. 
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Lelbniz is of the view that changes in monaot is possible*^ 

because it contains within itself the cause of change, 

force of activity which produces the motion. 

^J^V-

I have broadly indica ted Leibniz *s nain reastms 

for advocating pluralism ins tead of dualism o r monism, 

I am of the view t h a t Leibniz has given va l id reasons 

^ H ^^j^i/^^^or holding t h a t the re i s an i n f i n i t e n^ijber_of siingle_ 

S*''^^^ oAf siibstances'« The c ruc ia l concepts in Le ibn iz ' s philosophy 

AvV^^"*r>i^ a re monadism, the pre -es tab l i shed harmony, the p r i nc ip l e 

X^ ijf^^ of su f f i c i en t reasons and iden t i t y of indiscemibles ' i I 

jH^r^^^QJi^-^ ; have made a c r i t i c a l assessments of a l l these cencqpts 

M '̂T^ l* î̂ ^ '̂̂ in t h i s chapter , A^true substance, Leibniz argues, must 

^ C W ^ \ 3 ^ a uni tary thing and therefore , not only unattended and 

» 

(Ar I^-^^^^^jjS^ i n d i v i s i b l e but a lso organic . This i s why he comes to t he 

A^^^^,,_x?''^^Jsl->-^onclusion t h a t i t must be an immaterial cen t re of energy 

^Sy \^ oy^ immune f rcan a l l external inf luences , Leibniz comes t o t h i s 

Y J ' ^ 4 ^ 5 " - ' < : : ^ 5 ^ ^ on the bas i s of two reasons namely - (1) h i s 

^ xA-^^o-^^nteres t i n mathematics and biplogy, (2) h i s s t ib jec t -predi -

A ^Vr̂  ca te l o g i c , I have indica ted the l i m i t a t i o n s of h i s 

s\ ibject*predicate log ic^ 
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teihniz rejects both caatter and eseteiaslon a s the 

attribtate of stt>@ta»ce. ^ I s meetJs ttx&t S^Sbniz i s ossni-

tc6 t o the view that th© basic nature ofeverjrthing Is 

spitltoaX^ LMbisisi points out that the mcfaa&D emae in to 

being i» the ac5t of creatlcas ana cssne t o eo end by mosns 

o£ anihiietig:!^ 

iLelbni^ enf^hesijset̂  the plural i ty of monads end 

the i r lEssateriai neture* therefore, the ortvm or responsi­

b i l i t y i a am Z^e^bnis to oxwa&r the following two (jueatio^osV 

nemely ^ (l) hem are laonads related t o caie ano^er ? <2) 

«^at e:B:sotly i s e&eAi oohad made of ? Leibnijs ansuere the 

fozmer^the follo^ihg ^«8^. & monad being indc^ndent 

st&eta^Boe ©est be cos^letelF unrelated to one enotbor 

being iasoaterial and vxmct&ct&^^l This i s hav 2«eikmitz 

tJU<^ ^j.}^t:6cess£ully elfemfeiocitfe any k i i^ of pl^sical interaction 

/>^ AL '̂ *'̂ '̂ »ettfeon roonadq. Re answers the laifcur_aa follows* Be says 

that every monad has an internal pr inciple of action, 

^^ t̂̂ iich he ca l l s "* £5)petition*'; 

Leibniz i rhe r i t e s fron Descartes clearness and 

less as the inaiekc of perfection in ideas and peru 

O-P"^ 

Z^'S^ 

" - - _> Ho*iever, he f a i l s to draw a ehorp d i s t inc t ic^ V 

^S^'V^ 
<A 



betsire :̂̂  ideas ^Ic to are perfectly d i s t inc t and clear acd 

those x^.ich are not. fie h e l ^ the view tha t thougih a l l 

perceptions are more or l e s s perfect representation of 

obi^:ts# these xepreeentaticms differ in t he i r dear t^ee 

and distinctneea in degrees onl7^ 

hQitmiz scmetitees mBlws a dletiiKstic® bet^reen the 

principle of cxsntradlction and principle of identity* 

However, according t o hin^ latimately these two principles 

are csie and the sscaef^ According t o Leibniz« e principle of e(n>> 

tredict ion and the principle of sufficient reaecu cannot be 

reduce to one another'^ He i s G£ the view tha t each prin* 

ciple OKpresses a neceeeity but necessity of^>different kindV 

%e principle of oontradicticaEi i s said to be a met^hysical 

necessity* ^:iose opposite i s In^ossible* ^ i l e the principle 

of stEfflGtent reason i s relative* floral necessity tsdiose 

opposite i s not in^osaible but ineemsistent or c^jposed in<cr~r^^. 
• i" 

charaeter not vdth i toe l f but with the system of «aii<!h i t "^ 

i s a pa r t t 

recording to ̂ Ibniz, all affirmative propositions. 

Trfhether contingent or neeossary can be defined as analytic* 

The critic® pointed out t ha t t teitaiiz i s guil ty of removing 

the distincticai between analytic and synthetic prt^>ositions4^ 
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Lelbniz answers thas&critics In thef ollowing wey -

A necessary proposition is one In whlcJi the 

inclusion of the predicate in the subject can be 

iSemonstrateci in a finite nunber ofstqps, where as in 

case o£ contingent propositions as infinite nuirber is 

required whic^ is humanly impossible, thou^ possible 

io£ God; 

Leibnix.2; maintains that individuation o£ monads 

i s possible, that is^ the monads can be Identified 91 d 

re-'ldentlfiedf' This amounts to claim that numerical 

identi ty i s possible in the case of monads. He points 

out that no two monads can be exactly the same, and 

that monads differ from one another incr quality only''. 

This doctrine i s called ' ident i ty of indiscemibles*. 

Howe^^r,, there i s a difficulty here, which, I thlnJ^/ 

cannot be overcome by Jleibniz, The difficulty i s t h i s ; 

i f the monads differ in quality only^ we can have only 

sgasiific identi ty but not numerical identity^^ 
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Strawson claims t h a t monads cannot be ident ifyIngly 

refered t o and t h a t wl31 lack individuation^' In the fourth 

cJiegpter e n t i t l e d "Monads'* of t he par t one "Par t icu lar^ of 

h i s book •* Individuals'* Strawson discusses t h i s po in t . I t i s 

obvious t h a t Le ibniz ' s theses runs coi5:ftrer t o the theses of 

Stasawson, Strawson claims t h a t the theory of monads cannot 

be a l og ica l one but i t can be only theologica l one, Stra^M 

son aiggues t h a t since t h e r e i s no common spa t i a l world fo r 

monads# Le ibniz ' s system can never be a genuine ontology of 

p a r t i c u l a r but only en ontology of p a r t i c u l a r s tv c o u r t e ^ ? 

Strawson's pos i t ion i s a highly debatable anCt 

1 am of t h e opinion t h a t Leibniz has sucessful ly es tabl ished 

the ind iv idua l i t y of monads on the ba s i s of h i s prin«» 

c ip les of the law of identi ty# law of contradic t ion, t h e 

law of s u f f i c l a i t reasons, the law of p re -es tab l i shed harmony 

and p r i n c i p l e of i d e n t i t y of i f ld l scemlb les . 
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Jlva» Ajlva and Koaod 

In this chapter entitled 'Jiva. Ajiva and Monad* 

I would like to connect the pluralism of Jainism with that 

of Ijeibniz* But fizrst 6f all I would lilce to discuss briefly 

the Jaina philosophy in general* 

The sdiools or syst^as of Indian {^ilosophy are 

divided into two broad groups* namely* or^odox ( 'astika) 

and heterod(bx ( nastika) • To the first group belongs the six 

chief philosophical syst&os ( popularly known as sad-daraana)« 

namely* Mimamsa* Vedanta* Sankhya« 7oga« tlyaya and Vaisesika* 

^ese are regarded as orthodox ( astika)« not because they 

believe in Ood« but because they accepted the authority of 

Vedas. under the other group of heterodox systaos* the 

chief three are the schools of materialists like the Carvakas* 

the Jainas and the Baudfihas* They are called heterodox 

(nastika) because they do not believe in the authority of 

Vedas* In modem Indian languages* * astika* and 'nastika* 

generally mean 'theist* and 'atheist*, respectively. But in 
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Sanskrlt philosophical literature^ *astika* means *one who 

believes in the authority of the^ vedas*. or 'one who believes 

in ll£e after death *• *Hastika' means the opposite of these* 

In the econd sense* even the Jaina and Bauddha schools are 

*asti1ca* as they believe in life after death. The six orthodox 

schools are 'astika*and the 45arvaka is 'nastika* in both 

the senses* 

The word Jainism goes back to Jina« which derived frcxn 

the Sanskrit root OjiO 'to conquer* means ^victor* that is* 

one thQt has successfully subdû 4'i his passions and obtained 

mastery over himself. 

The JainsLS believe that their*3 is the oldest religion* 

the ideas and practices of their vexre developed in the hands 

of twenty four Tirthamkaras • According to Jaina i^lief^. It-

was R3abhadeva# the f ir»% Tirthamkara* who tau^t memi seventy* 

two arts and wonen sixty four* and also initiated them into 

the ^ainaway of life* His example was followed by other tir­

thamkaras* In the hands of the last two Tirthaidcaras^ Parsva 

and Mahavira* the traditional knowledge derived from their 

spiritual ancestors assumes new form and colour* None of them 

claiaed to be the foimder of any sjpt^D* They were great re­

formers who modified the essentials of the existing religion 

evidently to meet the demand of their ages* Jaina tradition 
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places Vardhamana's birth in 599 B.C. but more probably It 

was in 549 or 540 B.C. He caoffi from Vaisali near Patna in 

Bihar. After 12 years of meditation^ he attained Qonmiscience 

and the assxiranĉ  of release* He died in ttiat has to beccmte 

the ideal saintly manner, by self starvation, Vardhamana's 

followers at an early stage split into two sects* the Svetiua 

baras ( literally white clad) and the Digambaras ( Sky clad) • 

The difference lies not in doctrine, but in ceremonial prac­

tice and in fact that the Oigambara. monks believe in nudism 

as a sign of their interdependence from worldly customs and 

atta(^iment3. The Jaina canon« which is quite extensive is ̂  

supposed to be based on the teachings of Vardhamana* never­

theless the remarkable agreement between the two sects of 

doctrine indicates the antiguity of the essential teachings. 

* Reality* as the key concept in netaphysics includes 

in it a general philosppJtv̂ . of- life and a definite view of the 

universe. Because the raet^aphysical aspects of any philosophi­

cal system reflects the world'view of life. According to 

Jainism, a proper untSerstanding of reality consists in 

vinderstanding consciousness ai^ taatter because they both exist. 

Jainism identifies reality with existence. According to 

Jainism« reality is existence and existence is r^al. Both 

the conscioxis and non-conscious aspects of Reality that means 
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Jiva axid Ajiva« they, both exist* points to the fact that the 

individual soul* mat̂ ter* space* tîose acK̂  principles of motion 

and rest fovind in the universe arsi all real. According to 

JaicisiP* the universe has neither any beginning nor any end* 

The entire universe is con^osed of substances of different 

kinds and these substances are broadly classified into two 

groups - extended ( astikaya) and non-extended ( anastikaya). 

Svery substance of the former kittti exists ( asti) like a 

body ( kaya) possessing extension* There is only one subs­

tance* namely time ( kala) which is devoid of extension and 

hence falls intoif Anastikaya group* 

Astikaya substances are again divided into two kinds-

living (jiva) and non-living ( Ajiva}* Jiva is of two kinds* 

emancipate or mukta jiva and fettered or bind that is baddha 

jiva* The baddha jiva again is of tdo kinds - mbving and 

non-moving* The moving Jivas are again classified into five 

sensed e*g« men. foccr sensed e»g* bees* three sensed e.g.anisÎ tcT 
In the 

ŝame way Ajiva is divided into four categories namely 

akasa ( space)* dharma ( conditions of movement}* adharma 

(conditions of rest) and jĝ idgala ( matter) • 
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The iBOtion o£ iTiva in gei|eral corredponde to that 

of atman or porusa of the* ^^i^r s ^ o o l o£ Indian thought. 

But etymologically the eqsicept *Jiva* means *v^at l i v e s 

or i s animate* - the concept seems to have been arrived at 

f i r s t by observing the characteristics of l i f e and not 

through metaphysical principle ui»3^yiag i»aividual ex i s* 

tence. Thus the word in the original sense stood for the 

vital principle rather than for the soul. Later on« however* 

the question of consciousness was emphasised and Jivas were 

theoritically arranged according to the degrees of conscious­

ness. The perfect souls that had overcoat all karmas were 

placed on the top of the series and at the bottom were 

placed imperfect souls Inhabiting the bodies of earth* water* 

fire* air or vegetable. But this classification was actually 

biological* done from a purely empirical point of view on' 

the basis of the sense organs. The number of Jivas are infinite* 

all being alike and eternal, in their empirical fcrvm they are 

classified in various ways such as those that have one sense* 
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two senses and so f orth» But wltb the developi^nt of the 

idleaiistic bias* the Jain conception of Jiva also underwent 

a significant change and the biological and material conside­

rations were gradually thrown aside and the concept of Jiva 

came to be looked upon as different from body and its 

existence was soxight to be proved in that of consciousness 

itselfj, Jiva was suppose to know things, perform activities, 

enjoy pleasure^ suffer pain, illumine itself and other objects. 

It can also be said that the existence, function and behaviour 

I ^^^ of Jivas were conceived in accordance with those of a human 

ft L-̂ fVc being. The jiva is capable of e3qf>anslon and contraction 
iM^ .^.j^y — 

(2-yv̂ ĉ  K, U^^according to the din^nsions of the physical body with which 

,,,^2^^^ VXcy^^t is associated for the time being, it caa be said to become 

^ n cUf^^ coextensive with the body. Though the jiva has no form, it 
V ^ - ^ h ^ Zc^ •) 

A \\ l>^ acquires, just like a lan^ which remaining the same, illumines 

the whole of the space enclosed in a small or a big room in 

(̂ U-Ĉ j whicii it happens to be placed, the size and form of the body 

^̂ ^̂  ^ ^,^jy^ where in it lives. Therefore, jiva though formless is said to 
>%(^(5^^ 

^ ^ 0 . ^ ^ 
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occapy spaed'or possess extension* its noa-spatial character 

thaa being affected by its association with mater. Jiva 

suffers and enjoys the fruits of its deeds end then in 

consequence of its Karma; it hs^ acquired^ goes through the 

succession of rebirths and finally obtains liberation through 

the destruction of its ̂ axraa* 

It is very dif f icixlt to understand how a soulO can 

possess both consciousness and extension - qualities are 

diametrically opposed* according tqdDesceartes. Extension* 

Descartes thinks* is the exclusive quality of material 

substances and conscieuai%ess is the exclusive quality of the 

soul» But the soul* as proved by Descartes* is essentially 

*a thinking being* and * tbought* aee&ts to have no connection 

%dLth space and matter. But the Jains c»>nceive the soul 

primarily os a living being or Jiva. Consciousness is found 

in every part of a living b<^y and if consciousness be the 

^aracter of the soul^ the soul should be admitted to be 

present in every part of the body and therefore* to occupy 
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spacel I t should be noted that sool *B occi^jylng space sJji?>ly 

means i t s presence In the different par ts of space and not 

f i l l ing spa<» l ike a material body'; A material body f i l l s a 

par t of space in such a way that tfftiile i t i s there, no other 

matter can occt5>y it̂ ;̂  But a soul ' s presCTice in a par t icular 

speace does not prevent another soul •s presence there'; Two 

.1 souls may be present a t the same place, the Jpins point out, 

jus t as two l ights can Illumine the same area,' 

The soiil or j iva i s an eternal spi r i tual substance. 

I t i s immaterial end different from body or sense organs. 

But i t i s co-extensive, with the boc^ i t occupies. Congltion, 

feeling and co»nat^n are i t s or in other words i t can be 

said that i t i s the knower, enjoyer and active agent^i 

Consciousness i s not the accidental quality of the soul, but 

i t i s the essence of t he soul', Soxil i s the enjcyer of i t s 

actions in the form of pleasure and pain. I t i s active and 

free'; I t can freely do r i ^ t actions or wrong actions and 

according t_ Jaina philosophy* the soul freeiy enters in to 
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boodage and £reely liberates itself froro bondage. The soul 

which is possessor oi conscioosness also said topossessed 

o£ th^ £ive dense organs* streisgth* das&tion of li£e« 

inspiration and expiration or death or «nd« The ££ve sense 

organs and body are the accidental qualities o£ sool* but 

consciousness is not the accidental quality o£ soul. The 

soul raani£estj.t8el£ through consciousness. According to 

Jaina„phildsoi^y# in the state of bondage the soul or Jiva 

is the agent of its own action and tite enjoyer of its 

fruits# ^cause of its ignorance it has the bondage to Karsia 

matter and roams about in the or Id of birth and death. But 

the soul is said to literate itself fsoio Ixmdage by adopting 

the path of right faith* right Imowledge and right conduct. 

The destiny of each jiva is entirely self-determined. Know-

led/g0 i& not the <^veatitioa8 cpiaiity that loeans happening 

be chance or accidental quality bat it is an intrinsic 

quality of self or soul or jiva. infinite knowledge* in£i-> 

nite perception* Infinite bliss and infinite power for right 

action are innate in the soul. These are not tî ll known or 

not clearly known because of Karma matter in the 6ate of 

bondage* but the soul real^es omniscience* eternal bliss 

and infinite power when soul hecames completely €ree from 
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Karr&ai matter* Ifhough ^he aoul Is a spiritual substance and 

thought to be unexteoded^ yet ̂ ,ii Is .^nsldered to be an 

extensive substance because It illumlit&s the vfhole body 

with Its consciousness* For ex^ple« just as a piece of 

red ruby placed In a cup ot milk gives its brightness to 

the mil>c« so the soul residingvi>n a body inserts or gives 

its consciousness to the whole body> Though it appears to 

be idnetieal with th:.$ body when it functions in it yet 

it is distinct item body* perception and knowledge are 

said to be essential characteristics of soul* 

According to Jaina philosos^y« the jivas are either 

eoibodied or disembodied* The esibodi^ souls are either 

,/J^ J^-^ n»ving or noc-naoving* ajrth<, t«ater« fire and air are endowed 

^'^'"^^AV^'^ with sould • Earth 3oul3« water 80uli»« fire souls and air 

C'y 

cvj souls have one sense organ nesai&ly touch* plants also are 

.^ . ^ endowed with souls* ^ e y have the sense of toucdt only* 

oĵ *̂  i> ' ' /^ough the non-raoving souls have no mentAl modes, yet they 

I iL^'^^ ^^® ^^^ uBcri*aciou3* They ar© sub-coascious like a foetus 

in an egg« or an embryo in a womb or a man in a senseless 

stage* They hav3 dormate consciousness that means they are 

not active but they are in a sleeping stage* Some ensouled 

organism for ex^ople* sea:^snail« conch shell« pearl and 
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earth worm have two senses asd the^^aCB^ tou^ and taste. 

'Sh&ji are moving souls« /\gain tb,e louse« the ant« the scor­

pion aiuDother insects ha'<?&;thtee senses namely touc^« 

teste and smell. Ths mosquito* ^^sxm.'tl:s» the bee« the black 

bee« the moth and the li)^ ha^ f otui£- senses namely touc^* 

taste, sa»ll «nd sight •. Higher animals living on land and 

in w^er and birds have Jive senses and they are toucdi* 

taste, smell, sight and hearing. Sane sox&ls have a mind 

or reason, lioman souls have the power o£ reasozting, they 

can distinguish between right and wrong* Dhey are rational. 

-dalna philosophers have discussed the nine attri* 

butes of soul or jiva. It can be mentioned as follows s-

1. It is a conscious entity. Here the sel£ is 

conceived aa distinct from matter. 

3. 1% I?} fuilX of Î mowledge aind understanding. 

3. It 4s an intangible entity that means it is 

not perceived by touch. 

4. It is the agent of action* 

5. It is co«>extensive with body i^ich is animated 

by it; that means soul gives life t(b the body* 

. 6 ^ It is the enjoyer of the fruit of its actions* 

•W^ ^̂ -̂ ^̂ î ^̂ î?. It passaa through births and deaths. 
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8* It gets libezrations. 

9* It has a natural pc^tsnti^lty &f upwcurd 

motion* 

Accozding to «9aina tl̂ ialcejrŝ  the differen^s in various 

schools o£ thought regarding the problem o£ self are not ethi­

cally so In̂ portant. Some, thinkers are of the opinion that 

t):«re. is a clear distinction'between es^lrlcal self aa& trans­

cendental self. From eRî lrical point of view, the self is the 

agent of actions and It undergoes such experiences like pain 

and pleasure. From transcex^ental point of vlew« self is pure* 

free from material object* Jainlsm tctkcs into consideration 

both the views of self* It is not possible to classify trans­

cendental self into any categories^ while en^lrlcal self is 

classified into rsany categories from different points of 

view* Fr!»% t^fi point of view of intellect or manas or mind* 

the Jlvas are of two types- having a mind and having no 

mind. The Jlvas of former type are possessed of a faculty 

of distlogaiahing between right and wrong^ se^ ̂ ^ . CD CL_^ 

C^EC;^lvas having one to four senses as also some of the 

five sensed Jivas are included in the latter category that 

is category having no mind* 
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FjTOTi th^ point of view of biology •» the Jivaa 

are of two types (a) mobile ^̂ iS {b) iHBir>bil8« £arth-bodied« 

tfater-bodieoi^ £ire,J3odied ai^ air-bodied are said to include 

in the ingsaable group., All these iaaK>bile Jivas have only 

one sense of touch* Sxplicl^ly thoas jivas do not show any 

sign of li£e» but since tb-syhave^ the tendency to grow and 

decay* they are supposed to be possessed of life. The Jaina 

doctrine of non-violersce is m»t only applicable to men azui 

animals but also tc these coute that means to these speechless 

iasBobile jivas also. 

The mobiId souls have t»o to five senses. The one 

sensed souls or ekandtlya Jivas h^ve four paannas or vitalities 

or principles of life namely* touch* pover of body age and 

]nsspiration» The two sensed souls have six pranas. In 

addition tc above four they have the sense of taste and power 

of speecho The three sensed souls have one more principle 

that is of sngaXl. The four sensed souls add to the above 

s&ven, have sense of sight, ̂ e five sensed souls have one 

more in Edition to above eight* the sense of hearing^ 
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where as the rational five sensed souls have one more prana, 

the power o£ mind. From eî pirical point of vi&a, all souls 

very in degrees of pranas. 

Ajiva is classifi^ into rupa ( those vith £orm« 

as piidgala or matter) and arapa ( those without foroo* as 

dhaxaa or motion* adharma or rest« Kala or time and aka^a 

or space), ^ese five categories constitute the world or loka 

and beyond is the immeasurable infinite called aloka. How 

I want ^o discuss the five categories in a very brief way* 

Mat^r* in Jain philosophy is called pudgala* whi^ 

etymologically means * that which is liable to integration 

and disintegration** Material substances can combine together 

to £oxro larger and larger wholes and can also break up tnto 

smaller and smaller parts* 1 ^ smallest parts of matter 

which cannot be further divided are call&i atoms (anu)* 

Two or more such at<»is may combine together to form coinpounds 
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and our bodies and the objects o£ nature are such compounds 

o£ material at(»as« Mind ( raanas}* speech and breath are also 

products of matter«Matter is said to possess colour* smell* 

taste and foxta^-ao^^s perceptible to touch* Xt is 

characterised by five colours (blacky green or blue* red* 

white and yellow)* two smells ( pleasing and upleasing)« five 

flavours ( pungent* bitter* astringent* sour* aweet}* five 

shapes ( circular* gloublar* triangular* square* oblong) and 

eight touches ( light* heavy* hot* cold* rough* smooth* wet 

and dry}* 

^ . The Jains were prdbably the earliest thinJceiX̂  ^n 

h^t^ India to fonoulate the atomic theory. This theory was\^ 

formulated in ancient gOreecs by Democrltus and others* ̂ e^ 

Sanskrit equivalent of the term att»n is anu* The Jain 

doctrine.of atomism may be sunBuarised as follows <-

7he matter of ^idgala has certain inalienable 
features* but inspite ot this* the transmula-
tion of the elements like earth* water* five 
and. air is quite possible* Each of these 
elements has a structure and they are divisible 
into atoQS* The atoms are all of the same kind* 
but they can give rise to infinite variety of 
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things, matter produced by the coabinatlon or 
confounds of atcnis are cal led Skandha to vhich 
caitegory auLl perceivable objects belong* our 
bodies an^bjecta o£ nattire are sucto con^^od 
of raaterial/atoms. Mind« speech and bresith are 
also products 9£ matter and hence cbnstltuted 
by the atons : ! 

It is stated that the atom is ete;p>al as is tt̂ e 

substance of iiAiich it. is the ultimate p€urticlê  There 

two grade of at̂ its* smooth and rough* one smoothvat^.can 

not combine with, another of the same grade but ît caiî l̂  

combined with a rough one* But in case of rough ^ii^i^'-^^^y. 

can combine with each other belonging to the sane gra^ej. .p|ie 

'V. 
ntimber of atoms are infintite. there ax:e eight kinds of 

combination through scfask «^ich the substances are shaped./'̂  

She qualities of touch* smell, taste or colour which 

c^aractertse a material substance are possessed by the al|»ns« 

The matter or material world is not a *figment of 

imagination'* but is real* realvfindepeiKlent of .perceiving 

mind. The realistie aspect of any phMosphical system is 

$a3±avarthadhigama - sutra - 19 
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i t s conception of matter* "^hla idealistic aspect can be 

&Wt:ed as whether thf world real ly , e x i s t s or not« Here one 

qaestion can be raised =^does the world outside os that is« 

outside our perceiving taind ex i s t or not 7 l£ the answer 

i s ye&« then i t indicates a r e a l i s t i c view and. i f the 

answer i s no* then i t indicates an ^ i d e a l i s t i c oon^ption. 

The basic def init ion of pudgala whi<^ stands for. inatter in 

Jainisni i s , Gthat which can be exf^rienced by f ive sense 

organs^"* Knowledge derived by sense organs i s of the > 

outside world. The f ive sense organs make awareness^ of the 

different aspects of the world possible for example* \the ^ 

visual organ conveys information about the colour and s h ^ ^ . 

of the objects constituting the external world* St i s to 

the l i ght of this that ,the term 'experienced by the sense 

organs* should be understood* Since e^er ience established 

cGotact with the outside world and matter i s the object o^ 

experience reveals the nature to -the perceiver« the jaina , 
defimtno-n of -maklber makes -Lihfe netiHsltc posH'ion >£.\ecir . 
Another def init ion of matter i s arrived at from the 

etymology of the con^und'word pudgala* The term 'pud* refers 

to the process of coniblnation and ̂ gala' stands for 

dissociation* in determining the ultimate constituents of 
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matter« the method o£ division is helpful• ^en any object 

is divided* the parts obtained by division can be further 

divided but the process or division itself Cannot be 

iodifinitely continued because in the process a position is 

reached when no further division is possible* This is troely 

the ultimate constituent of matter referred to by the term 

anu or paramanu or atom in jaina philosophy* This atom is 

not produced by the cosibination of smaller constituents. 

The atoms are produced only by division of matter* not by 

the process of uaion or eooddinatlon* The process of coznbina-' 

tion of the atoxffl gives rise to the »>le^ales ai^ combination 

of molocules is responsible for the different types of 

objects or matter. Th4£ difference between atom and molecule 

is that the foxmer are not further divisible and are only 

capable of cofidsining to produce the latter* The molecules 

possess five characteristics namely tou(^« taste* smell 

sound and colour* l^cause of these characteristics wd 

perceive the various qualities* The atoms themselves are not 

qaalitatively different* 

Space gives ;̂ oom for extension*, Soul* matter* 

dharma and $dharma all eMst in space* Substances which are 
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extended can have extension only in sosiCi place and that is 

called akasa or space, ̂ ough^ to be extended is the very 

nature of sane substances and no s^stance which lacks that 

nature can be maSie extended by space, yet it is also true 

that, to be extended, a substance requires space, as a 

necessary condition. 

'̂ '̂ubstances are those that occupy or pervade and 

space is that which is occupieo or pervaded. Space is not 

the same as extension, but it is t^e locus o£ extension. 

The Jaina distinguishes two kinds (^>ot space* the space 

containing the world where souls and other substances live 

( lokakasa) and empty spece beyond such world ( alokakasa). 

Time is the necQsaaxy condition of duration, 

change, moton^ newness ai^ oldness of substances, wi^-

out time a thing cannot endure or continue to exist. 

Modification or change of states also cannot be conceived 

without time. A mango can be green and ripe only successively 

i.e, at different moments of tise and without the supposition 

of time distinctions we cani»>t understaiKi how a thing can 
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possess such inconipatible characters. Lik̂ _̂wjLse« movement 

whi^ implies the assuinptiGn of successive states by an 

object can be conceived only with the siapposition o£ tin®* 

Lastlyr- tEhe distinction between the old and the new« the 

earlier and the later cannot be explained without time* 

Time is one individlible substance* One and the same time is 

present evezywhere in the world* Jaina thinkers sometimes 

distinguishes between real timeQand en^irical time* 

continuity ̂ jt dui'&tion is the mark o£ real time« where as 

changes o£ all kinds are marks of empirical time* This 

empirical time is divided into ffloo»nts« hours etc* and is 

limited by beginning and an end* But real time is eternal* 

Dhazma and Adharma produce all possible conditions 

of movablility and its 0£̂ >osite«- The Jaina â gueŝ  that just 

as the movanent of a fish in the river, thou^ initiated 

by the~flah^itself« would not be possible without the 

medium of water* which is« therefore* a nec€ssary condition* 

similarlyrthe movea^nt of a soul or a material thing requires 

some auxilary condition* td.thout which(3its motion would not 
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l3e possible. Such a condition is the substaaoe called dharraa. 

Dharma can only favour or help the motion of moving objects* 

it cannot make a nonHcnoving objlectoove. Just as water can 

not make a fish move but it helps tho motiî ia of a fish 

Aclharma* on the other hand* is the substauce that helps the 

restful state of immobility of objects* just as the shade of a 

tree helps a traveller to rest or the earth supports th&ggs 

that rest on it* It cannot arrest tha movement of any moving 

object. Dharma. and adharma, though thus opposed* are also simlû  

Matter* notion* rest* ^pace and time arê  called 

non-soul or ajiva* Matter is either en atom or an aggregate 

of atoms. 

Sow I want to discuss the view of substance given 

by Leibniz. ?or Leibniz all things or substances are compounds 

or aggregat||3i because the bodies or things or substances we 

see wlthour senses are divisible into smaller parts. There­

fore*, he is of the opinion that there must be sio^le 

substances* since t̂ «ere are cop^ound substances for « the 
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coirpound is only a coli'sction or aggregatum of single 

substances, onS:̂ may argue that this view of LaiJ>niz is not 

an original one«- because centuries before Deoocrltus and 

Egicurus have'asgued that all things conais|p of sm&ll atoms* 

Leibniz rejected this view because thê storos- of I.«ibrdL2 are 

not extended bodies. For t«ibniz the only simple substances 

are monads ai«l these are Qthe true dtoms of thingsO. Monads 

differ from atons because atoms «cere vtiewed as extended, 

bodies^ where as l«ibniz described the monad as being force 

or energy, Therefore# according to Leibniz* matter is raot 

the primary ingredient of things but that monads with their 

elements of force constitute the essential nature of things 

The substance of Leibniz contains life or a 

dynamic force with 4t« 3ut for Jainisb* atOTts haveO,^o 

depend upon c^tside tbself in order to move or becos^ a p&fft 

of a large duster* But monad or simple substance is ,Cf̂ -:£juc ^t 

capable of action* Por Leibniz* monad cannot be extended in 

space because they have no shape and size* Monads are something 

like force or energy*, If we rfeducei physical particiles then 
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we will get energy or that parti^es are a special form of 

energy* Therefore, acosrding to u^ibniz^ ntoneds are logically 

prior to corporeal forms* Sach monad is independent of other 

monads and monads do not have any caasal relatlca^g^ each 

ĉ tĥ r* nosada are net only indî pandsat and different but 

they also contain the source of their activity or energy 

within themselves* 

Though 9X1 monads oure different from eadh other 

yet there must be some relation between all the monads 

Which make up the universe, sose explanation, for their 

orderly action* This explanation is )<nown as pre-established 

harmony* According to Leibniz, monads have neither extension 

aar figure nor divisibility* These monads are real nature 

or elejnents of things* ordinary physical atuss have fono 

and extension and though they may not be physically divisible, 

yet they must be ideally divisible and thus for Leibniz all 

dearly physical atoms etrs unreal* 

The Jainŝ  metaphysics is called Anekantavads or 

the doctrine of the manyness of reality or jainlsm may b«2 
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said to be spiritual pluÊ alisrt!. AGcon£itig to Jainisra« there 

are infinite material atcnus a M infinite iiidividual souls 

t^ich are all separately acsi indlyidually real* Again eaci) 

atom and each soul said to have possessed Inmin^rable 

aspects of its own. Like Jainisfa, the monadplogy of Leibniz 

is an example of spiritual pluralism, lA^e acnoia loonads are 

also spiritual in nature. According to iDaibniz« these tocnads 

are particular* independent and self-sufficient* ultimate 

substance, itiey are partjess and iisdivisible. Each moKtiad 

has its own individaal escistence* in Jaina philosophy'aĴ J; 

things consists of small atcsnŝ  and that these atc»B̂  are 

extended bodies and irreducible parts of matter. However* 

they hold that matter is lifeless without motion and that 

this being so* matter gets motions not from wtthing itself 

but from outside itself, 'it can be noted ̂ ere^that in 

Leib^;^^^ philosophy, matter cannot be A object of thing 

or substance*. Leibniz asserts that the rsonads differ from 

atoms in being not extended and but in being of force or 

ei 
r 

e^^rgy^ 

The souls or jivas of Jainism 6£"e divided into two 

types that means* into those who are liberated oc Kuk^a and 

those who ard bound or^addha* ̂ e bound souls or Baddha 

Jivas are again divided into mobile and immobile* fhe 
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fire* air and in the veget^le kingdon and have only one 

sense that of tou^. Th'9 tnctele souls are again classif^d 

as those who have two senses e.g. worms* three senses e.g. 

ants* four senses e.g. bees and five senses e.g. higher 

animals and men. Every soul or Jlva from the lowest to the 

highest possesses consciousness because consciousness ̂is 

regarded as the essence of soul« 

C ^̂ r̂ '̂:~. -'—'--,___:_- '•-'J^^ (^^^^^'» According to jalnistn* the 

degrees of consciousness may Vctzy because of the obttt^les 

of Karmas. it appears to us thc«t Ipwest souls v̂ ich> inhai^t 

material iQtoms are lifeless and unconscious but infacf. 

life and consciousness are present in them in a dormant fo£m*. 

The soul or Jiva is like a light* just as the light fills 

the space where ift is burning and at the same time many 

lights may remain in the same place without ccaning into 

co^licts with one another so also the soul fills the sptace. 

and many souls may remain together without any conflict. 

The soul or jIva is formless but it ta}ces-the form of the 

body which it 4.11uminates» 

It should be noted tJiat in jivas of Jainism there 

is a verying degree of consciousness* lilce wise in monads 

also there is a varying degrees, of ^oiaacloxxanesso Leibniz 

has roughly dif^tinguished created monads into three main 

classes • *1) dnconscious monads (2) Conscious monads and 

(3) Rational or self-conscious monads. All single substan^s 
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or created monads Eslght be called Enteiechles* for they 

have in them a certain perfection or completeness in them» 

They have a certain self-sufficiency which makes them the 

SQorces of their internal activities and so to speak, 

incorporeal automata* That is to say, not merely machines, 

such as those made by man, but entirely self moving machines 

which contain within themselves the ground or principle of 

all their states or conditions* Conscious sensation or 

feeling, accompanied by the simple forms of memory clearly 

marks of certain monads from those which have merely 

unconscious or conftised perfection* Again there are higher 

monads which have self consciousness and reason or thought 

proper# in addition to unconscious and conscious perception 

and memory^ we may call these * rational souls' or 'spirits* 

includes men and higher intelligencies* ^he intermediate 

soul class is that of animals and the class of £ntel€chies 

* Enteiechy in Aristotile's philosophy and s<%LasticisQi 

purposefullness^ as a driving force, end in itself or 

the active principle that converts possiblity into 

reality. The concept entelechy was used by Leibniz in 

his monadology. It is also connected with the ideali­

stic interpretation of biological phenomena* 
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are said to Include all real beings that have not reached 

the stage of consciousess. Each of the two higher 

classes of monads possess in addition to its own specific 

qualities, the characteristics of the inferior monads. 

Thus bothQ animals and men have unconscious as well as 

conscious perceptions. 

Conclusion 

In this chapter^ I have made an attempt to doraw 

a parallel between pluralism of Jainism and that of Leibniz, 

In order to do this I have discussed briefly the fundamen­

tal principles of these two shorts of pluralism. 

Pluralism of Jainism may be termed as spiritual. 

The same may be applied to i'eibniz's pluralt^* The Jaina 

metaphysics Is called Anekantavada or the doctrine of 

raanyness of reality. Leibniz also believes in the manyness 

of reality. But there Is a marked difference bet'ijeen these 

two shorts of pluraliTsm. Jainism believed in the existence 

of infinite nvunber of material atoms and infinite number 

of individual souls.QWhile Leibniz believes only in the 

existence of infinite ntimber of individual monads, which 
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are considered to be spiritual in nature. Both Jainism and 

î ibnizisro hold that the atoms are particular independent 

and self sufficient ultimate substances. According to 

Jainism, proper xjuiderstonding of reality consists in under­

standing of consciousness and matter because they both 

exists. It identifies reality with existence. It believes 

in the two way entailment between reality and existence, that 

is, reality entails existence and existence entails reality. 

On theOtothar hand, according to Ijeibniz, the reality consists 

of self-active monads. This view of reality Is based on 

I»eibni2's viavj of substance. He defines substance in terms 

d>f independent action thus he differs from Sescartes and 

Spinoaa. As has been already pointed out Leibniz considered 

all monads to be spiritual. This makes that he does not 

admit the non-conscicus aspect of reality. Jainism on 

thef) other hand, -believes in the existence of conscious 

and non-conscious aspects of reality, that is existence of 

jiva and ajlva. According to Jainism, the entire universe 

is composed of substances of different kinds and these 

substances are broadly classified into tv«) groups, namely, 

extended ( astikaya )and ncn-extanded lanastikaya)• It holds 

that every substance of the former kind, that is, astikaya 
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exlsts like a body ( kaya) possessing extenslona It points 

out that there is only one substance^ namely time ( kala) 

which is bereft of extension and thus falls under the 

category of anastikayao Leibniz holds quite a contrary viewo 

According to hiniy all substances are non-extended because 

they are only in timeo According to Jainism^ a Jiva-posse­

sses both consciousness and extension* Now the question 

ed §:î„i5,/tv~iL \ arised as to how jiva possess^these two contradictory guali-

tiese It is universally accepted that if a thing is conscious 

it cannot be extended and i£ a thing is extended then it 

connot be conscious* It seems that Jainisna infringes the 

law of contradiction or the law of non-contradiction* 

However^ Jainisn does not infringesQ or violate the 

law of contradiction or the law of non-contradiction* 

When Jainism talks about jSva being extended it 

uses the term extension in ai:C:3 specialized sense which is as 

follows* Souls occupy a space or having extension simply 

means its presence in the different parts of space and 

not filling ^ace like a material body© A material body 



-191-

£llls a part o£ space in such a way that while it is 

there no other matter can occupy it. This means that 

the body has the quality o£ iinpenetrable« but a soul's 

presence, on the other hand in a particular space does 

not prevent another soul's presence there. Two souls may 

be present at the same place just as two lights can 

illumine the same area. In this connection another points 

o£ dissimilarity between the pluralisn o£ Jainism and 

Leibniz may be pointed out* Jainism holds that jivas are 

either eanbodied or disembodied when Leibniz holds that all 

the ̂ iritual monads are disemlxxiied. Jainism advocates the 

varying degrees o£ consciousness as follows. The souls or 

jivas of Jainism are divided into two types* 0namely« those 

who are liberated or mukta and those who are bound or 

baddha. The bound souls are again divided into mobile and 

immobile. The immobile souls or jivas live in atom of 

earth* water* fire* air and vegetable kingdom and have 

only one sense and that of touch. The mobile souls are again 

classified as those who have two senses* those who have 
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threesenses* those who have four senses and those who 

have five senses* Leibniz also classified the created 

monads into three main classes namely^, unconscious monads^ 

conscious monads and rational or self-conscious monads* 

Jainism does not believe in the existence of God^ 

that iŝ  Jiva oi: jivas while Leibniz believes in the 

existence of God or Monad of monads* 

In passing I wo\ild like to say that it is 

interesting to note that Jaini^n makes a distinction 

between empirical self and transcendental self which 

reminds one of Kant's distinction between these two sel^^> 

According to Jainism* from en̂ >irical point of view* the 

self is the agent of actions and it undergoes such expe> 

riences like pain a@cOpleasure* From transcendental point 

of view^ self is pure ̂  free from material object* Jainism 

takes into consideration both the views of self. It is 

not possible to classify the transcendental self into 
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any categories^ while en^irical self is classified into 

many categories from different pointsof view* Prom the 

point of view of intellect or mind« the jivas are of two 

types - having a mind and having no mindo Prom the point 

of view of biology* the jivas are also of two types -

mobile and immobile* 

Kant seems to maintain a similar position. 

According to Kant* the esopirical self is an appearance or 

^33' phenomenon. It is an object of esqperience the«refore^ 

the categories of understanding can be applied to 

empirical self* Kant maintains* on the other hand the 

transcendental self as a thing in itself qF̂ inoumenon* It is riot 

an object of experience* Therefore- the categories of 

understanding cannot be applied to transcendental self* 

2d,*-, 2^@aMr> 

{33iS.9fl b y ' ' 
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