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INTRODUCTION

Metaphysics which has a long and gloricus history
of almost three thousand years has now confronted with
serious challenges from many sides. Metaphysics is claimed
to be meaninglesslggiz In this chaotic situation which
prevails in the éhiIOSOphical circles today, the problem
concerning the meaning of metaphysics has assumed a special
significance, but this problem seems to be extremely
complicated and it tends to defy any easy solution, It is
very difficult or rather impossible to arrive at any
conclusion concerning the meaning of metaphysics which may
gain universal acceptance, but one may raise certain basie
questions about metaphysics itself, These questions may be
formulated as (1) what is metaphysics ?2(2) th_&gggg_;g_ﬁ
metaphysics ? Metaphysics is interested in Beipg as Being.
It secks to know the nature of everything that is in so far
as it is., This can be said to be) the basic task of
metaphysts or *‘first philosophy'. Metaphysics is finterested

in the things orxr 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 basis of real

or being.

9If one asks why there is not nothing, one

attributes being tc nothing.® 1

Ultimate reality or being is not one being
among other beings. It is being itself., It is on a
level quantitatively different fra@ that of any
being. It constitutes the depth of reality or
existance., Metaphysics cannot directly know 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 r——_ ) {7 & DO wrld,
nature of objects and individual existenca2., Metap-
hysics gpproaches nature not with a view to kngg_h\
its physical structure and to exploit it for
practical purposes. It reflects on nature in oxder
to know its ontological structure.

Since the beginning of philosophy,
metaphysics has been a problematic, not to aay

controversial subject, According to some

1. Ppaul Tillich. SYStematic Th@OJ.OgYOVOJ.QIcpolGao
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philosophers, metaphysics has gppeared to be

the most important part of philosophy ani proper
solution of metaphysical problems leads to right
understanding of all other branches of learning

But according to some ohher philosophers, it has

been an object of ridicule, Whether metaphysics is
possible at all is a curious question, Noither one
raised she question whethexr physics is possible or art
is possible or religion is possible,nor does one
defend them., These disciplines may be problematic
but not in the way metaphysics is. Metaphysical
problems have gone uasolved but not unanswered, the
same questions continue to recur. In order to solve
metaphysical problems, the metaphysiciana have employ-
ed the method of reasoning or argument. Metaphysician(
produces argument to show that universals do or do
not exist(), that man has or has not f£ree will, that
existence is or is not an attribute and so on.

Byen those philosophers who claim that mataphysical
questions are pseudo questions also produce aggument

in £avour of their view;



Frie(ldrich Waismann has viewed that ,

% In philosophy there are no proofsy there are
no theorems, and there are no questions which
can be decided, yes or no. In saying that
there are no proofs I do not mean to say that
there are no agruments. Agruments certainly
there are, and first-rate philoscphers are
recognized by the originality of thefr arguments
only theose do not work in the sort of way they

do in mathematies or in the sc&ences“.2

One of the curious features of metaphysics i3 that its
disputes have gone unsolved for over two throusand years.
It seems quite plain that no metaphysical dispute has been
settled, in the way in which at least some disputes in
mathematics or in the natural sciences have been settled,

What i3 taught ir physics or in mathematics i3 agreed upon

2, P, wWaismann, 'How I see Philosophy® Contemporary
British Philosophy, 3xd Series, H.D. lewis,ed.,p.447 Cf,



the results of observation and experiment or of calculation
and demonstration. But the same is not true of metaphysics
whegre there are no results agreed upon by all competent
practitioners in the f£ield,

The word ‘metaphysics? has been used in a variety
of ssnoes.Therefore, it is very @ifficult to suggest any
clear and pracise definition of the term ‘metaphysics’.The
word ‘metaphysics’® dergves f£rom the Greek word meta-ta-
physiks, 1iterally, means after the things of nature, an
axprossion used by’ the Helenistic and later commentators to
refer to Aristotle‘’s untitled group of texts that we s5till
call the mtaph:}sics. Aristotle himself called the subject
of this taxts £irst philosphy, thecology or sometimes wisdem.
The phrase ta-meta-ta=physika bibllia ( the boois after the
books of nature) is not; used by Aristotie himself and was
apparently introduced by the editors who classified and
catalouged his works. Later classical and medieval philos-
ophers tool this utle( to mean that the subject digcussed
in metaphysics comes *after the things of nature becguse
they were further removed from sense perception and
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giareféfé%ﬁore difficult to understand., In medieval and
modern philosophy metaphysics has also been taken to

mean the study of things, tZanseending nature, that is,
existing separately £rom nature and having more intrinsicé-)
reality and value than the things of nature.

The word *metaphysics® was coined by the librarian
who was trying to classify the works of Aristotle. There was
a work of Aristotle which was unnameg. The Librarian wanted
to classify it. Cut of disgust he throw the book and
accidentally it fell after the Aristotle's work on physics,
Sincé it fell after physics the Librarian named it mataphy-
sics. Metaphysics literally meéans a discipline vhich comes
after physiecs. hccoxding to Armstotle, metaphysics 4is the
'£irst philosophy's It studiecs the Dasie avssumptions and
concepts used in diffcrent sciencss. That i3 why Aristotle

defined metaphysics as the study of being,qua being.



Popularly ‘metaphysics' has meant anything
abstruse and highly theoretical. The term has also been
popularly associated with the spiritual and religiggg}gpd
even the occult, In modern philosophical uusage ‘'metaphy-
s8ics*' refers generally to the field of philosophyqdealing
with questions about the kinds of things there are and their
modes of being. Its subject matter inéludes the concepts of
existence, things, property, event, the distinction between
particulars and universals, nature of relations, change,
causation, and the nature of mind, matter, space and time,
In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries ‘metaphysics’®
wa3 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::usage these
questions are included in the study of epistemology. The
problems of metaphysics and epistemology are inextricably
interrelated, Therefore, it is not always an easy matter to
distinguish them, Metaphysics generally deals with the i

question of what is ? and epistemology with our knowledge of
what is, but in the discussion of one the other is bound to



enter, Not all problems about °‘what is* are metaphysical
questions. FPor example *how many books are thexe in my

table' 4s a question of what is but it 43 not a metaphysical
question. Hetaphysical questions are not sufficiently general.
Science deals with the most general questions. It attempts to
discover. laws and theories for explaining phenamena. Many
persons have alleged that all such general questions are
scientific cnes und when scientific questions have bsen
answered, there is nothing left for the metaphysician to
discuss. But according to metaphysicians, this is not the
case, Those ‘what is' problems that could be resolved by
empirical means alone are scientific ones, those that could
be solved by mathematical means alone are mathematical ones
and the reminder are metaphysical ones. Whather light
consists of waves or particles, whether matter and energy

are interchangeable are all scientific questions to be

solved by empirical evidence., But there are other problems
also, for example, what classes or categories, reality is to

. )5
be divrded= temporal or non-temporal, material or non-material,



is an issue left to metaphysics. It is wider than
expirical science which normally treats only of the
physical. If metaphysical issues cannot be resolved
empirically then the question arises what they are ?
Metaphysicians hold the view that they are concsrned
with factual issues but they would then divide factual
issues into two kinds, empirical and non-empirical,
¥Mataphysician would deal with the latter, So they would
be issues @£ f£act but facts that cannot be settled by
empirical means but only by the systematic exprcise of
the understanding.

Bpigtemology enquires into the conditions under
which knowledge is possible or it may be said to be:
an enquiry into the nature, origin, range and conditions
of knowledge, Epistemology deals with such questions as =-
is knowledge of realigy possible at all or not ? What is
the niture 9t (KGouledge ¥ what L6 EHE origin of source of

knowledge ? What are the conditions of validity of knowledge?

Here cne question can b2 asked what then is the relation
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between epistemology and ontology or metaphysics ?
Bpistomélogy is the theory of knowing while metaphysics

is the theory of being or reality. Ontology must be preceded
by epistemoldgy, since we cannot investigate the ultimate
nature of reality that is known unless we alreaffy know the
origin of knowledge and prove that knowledge is possible.
Spistemology can be said to be the fundamental basis and
ground work of ontology or metaphyaics. Though there are
some differences between epistéemology 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.

‘ Till the eighteenth century philosophy was

largely identified ®ith metaphysics. Philosophers werxe
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 and this question maké;a a group of &cience -
oriented philosophers namely the logical positivasks to-
docubt on £ne psssibility of knowin? anything of metaphy-
sical or extra-sensory nat&re. Most metaphysical theories
try to determine the real nature of things. Different
metéphysicians ha;e givan different views of metaphysics.
According to some metaphysicians, the basic reality of-
aéérytbing is mebfal. same say that it is meterial, accor-
ding to others it consists golely of atoms and empty space.
But here the question arises how does the philosophers
know this and what sort of evidence he can give ? When

wa experience any object, the object appears to have spatial
and temporal qualities as well as qualities of colour,
shapé. etc, According to scme metaphysicians including
Plato and Bradley our experience of these properties is so
contradictory that they cannot be real features of things,
but only an appearance or semblance of reality. For
example, if a grape fruit is first green and then yellow

then it is both green and not green. Therefore, according
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to metaphysician the colour of the grape-fruit must be an
illusion which does not really exist in the grape fruit

and this can be applied to all perceived qualities of
objects, The single most important question in the entire
history of metaphysics has been the question of ‘substance?
or ‘'the reality of objects', In our everyday speech we
distinguish an object from its properties which an object
has. In other words, we distinguish what we say about a
things from that thing itself, An object is one in number
but it can have many different properties. These properties
depend on the physical objects for their existence. 1If we
take mway all the objects in the world then we have thereby
removed all the blueness, rddness and squarenesa in the
world, Therefore, to be is to be an object. On tﬁis assump~
tion all western metaphysicians have proceeded from
Aristotle to present. In writing about metaphysics it is
only decent and it is certainly wise to begin with Aristotle.

Amistotle's book entitled, ‘Metaphysics® is one
of the earliest probably the best and certainly the most
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influential work in metaphysics. According to Aristotle,
metaphysics deals with the nature and reality of individual
conceptel existing things in the perceptible world of space
and time, things like trees and houses which Aristotle

calls substance, Just as biology deals with the question
‘what is it to be a living thing ?* and physics with ‘Whily is
it to belaphysical thing ?' likewise, mataphysics deals with
the question ‘wWhat isfit to be ?'“or in other words, what
are the conditions or cefteria necessary for a concrete
individual object to emist ? Historically, the study of
being was limited to the study of being of substances.

¥

The theoretical philosopher Aristotle had disting-
uished two tasks, first to investigate the nature and
properties of what exists in the natural or sensible world
and second to enquire 1nto{the character of 'the substance
that is free from movement! or most real of all things, the
intelligible reality on which everything in the world of
nature was thought to be causally dependent., The first one
is known as physica and the secondiyhich Aristotle had also
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gﬁfer:ed to as ‘theology’ is roughly the subject matter of
his Metaphysica. If the two works had to be distinguished
the physica would have Bo be described as more empirical
just because it deals with things that are objects of the
senses, what Aristotle himself called ‘sensible substance'
the matter of the Metaphysica *that which is etegnal, free
from movement and separately existent® on any account more
remote. The enquiries about nature carried out in the
physica lead on naturally to the more fundamental inquirieas
about being as such that are taken up in the metaphysica. A
common set of claims on behalf of metaphysics is that it
i3 an inquiry into vhat exists and to determine what is
truely real. Avre dream objects real in the way in which
palpable realities such as charfs aﬁd trees are 7 Are
numbers real or should they be described as no more than
abstractions ? Is the height of a man a reality in the
same sense in which he is a zeality or is %t a mere
quality that has derivative rather than substantial

baing and could not exist except as attributes to some -
Ithing else ? Many metaphysicians are of ( — = -,




the opinion that the notion of substance, quality and its
relation to other substance are internally related. They
are of the opinion that every substance has qualities and
stands in relation to other substances but only what is
substantial truly exists. let us take the example of a
tree = this tree is tall, deciduous and is precisely

50 yards north of that fence. Here tree stands for sub-
stance and it has qualities and stands in relations,
Tallness of the tree would not exist unless the tree
exisgted. Now the question can be raised what the tree would
be if it were deprived of all qualities and relationsl The
notion of substance in this type of metaphysics is that
it may happen to possess but we must know how to apply it.
But when we pick up one concrete thing to give the example
of notion of substance it involves certain descriptions
that means it cannot be spoken of apart from its gualities
or attribygtes. Without substance we cannot have qualities

and without qualities we cannot have substance.
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Accoxding to Aristotle and medieval philosophers,
the most real of all things was truly self contained and
could accordingly be looked upon as self caused. Metaphysic-
lans tried to persuade us that the world is really very
daofferent from what it appears to be have gggmonlyAggpceeded.

In Plato's theory of jdeas he pointed out that in the
gsensible world things come into being and pass aways they
have different properties at different timeqfor example

of being big or small, which vary with the things to which
we relate them, According to this theory. ‘the: fo:ms or ldeas
exist eternally and do not change. Thus the quality of
goodness abides independently of its ex&sé@nce ln the
sensible world, so does the form of a table. no mattet what
tables actually exist. But according to- éeventeenth century
Rationalist, the guestion ‘what 1s,ulti@ate§y,re§; ?2' i3 a
question about the ultimate stuff of which the universe is
made up. The contrast between appea;anceﬂandakea;;ty is
peculiar to metaphysics. A cloud appe§551td Jéktq consist
of some white, fleecy substance although'in'ééélity it i3 a
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‘concentration of drops of water. Generally men think that
the saientistC knows the real constitution of things as
opposed to the surface aspects with which oxrdinary men are
iamiﬁigg. It is generally not sufficient to dafine meta-
physics as knowledgelreality as opposed to appearance
because scientist also claims to know reality as opposed
to appearance, According to Plato, the uktimate roalities
that the metaphysician seeks to know are predisely things
as they are simple and not variegated, exempl.: from change,
therefore, stable objects knowledge,

———

Thomas Agquinas divided philosophy into the real
and rational. Again he divided real philosophy into
speculative or theoretical and practical or moral. ¥heori-
tical philoscophy includes physics, mathematics and theology
while practical philosophy includes ethics, economics and
politics, Physics deals with the qualitative relstion of
things which have sensible matter, mathematics with



i8

- quantitative relations of things accompanied by Antelligible
matter and metaphyoics deals with {mmaterial objects such as
the possible and the actual, the one and the many, Cod apd
the angels etc. The game science is called £xom different
points of view either metaphysics or £irst philosophy or
theology. The rational f£faculty or the £aculty of understane
ding which 19 used in physics starts £rom gensible observa=
tion and moves one thing to another while philosophy or
theology employs intellectual method which leads us through
logiec to a definite and certain conclusion. Rational
cognition is concerned with many periphoral and temporal
beings while intcllectual cogaition refers to unique,
central and eternal being. Intellectual intuition is mest
suitable to mataphysics since metaphysics or theology deals
with tho highest reality and the principles of being, The
name ‘metaphysics® is closely connected with itas {ntellec-
tual methed, According to 3t. Thomas the subject of meta-
physics 15 common being, though metaphysics also deals with
the first cause and independent being. This may be takem as
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anontological aspects of mataphysics. Theobject of physics
is sensible matter, the object of mathematica?intelligible
matter, The one is movable while the other is immovable.
The object of mathematics is separable f£rom matter only in
thought, but in existence it is accompanied by material
substance. But the object of metaphysics is separate from
matter both {n knowledge and in existence, Metaphysics was
explained as a function of understanding independent of
expegzence.

PR

In Descartes Philosoyby‘we £ind some distinctions
between (i) metaphysics and theology (ii) Metaphysics and
Philosophy (i111) philosophy and physics or the sciences and
(iv) methods on thecggghand and metaphysics and physics or
philoscphy on the obher hand,

I

Both theology and metaphysics contain propositions
about Cod and His relation to the world. The propositions of
God which have been demonstrated by reason and their



20

acceptance enjoined by reason belongs to metaphysices and the
acceptance of propositionswhich have been demonstrated by
faith and suthority belong to theology. Descartes described
metaphyaics as Ccontaining the principles of knowledge, an
explanation of the principal attributes of God,0f natures
in our mindsO, According to him, metaphysics and physics are
parts of philosophy. Descartes says -

® philosophy 13 like a tree, whose groots
are metaphysics, whose trunk is physics
and whose branches, which {ssue from

this trunk are all the other sciences.® 3

A3 with the term ‘'philosophy()Descartes seems to use the
term ‘method’. By the tesm method he means a set of rules,
command or recommendations on how to act in certain circume-
stances with a view to attaining a certain end. Here method
is taken in a narrower sense, In its wider sense the term
mathod comprehends a number of statements about certain

3. CE£, lettor to the Prench translator of the principles,
which letter serves as a preface to the work, Haldane
angd 3033. Vol. X, Pe ail.
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3

elements and facts which combine to give tho universe its
ultimaee constitntion and about certain activities of our
minds concerned in the discovery of those elements. The
deduction, Degcartes 1néorpo:ateé in his method is not
that of Aristotlets traatise. He regaida the éyliogtam

as umseless because it éoes not help in discovering anything
new but helps 4n stating convincingly what we have alxready
discovered. The logic of deduction that 48 of practical
value is that vhich he calls the 'method of mathematics®.
The study of Aristotle‘’s syllogism inevitably leads to
false conclusions. Here a quaestion can be raised why &id
he appreciate mathematics so much ? He gave two reasons
fixrst, the certainty of its demonstration and second, the
evidence of its reasoning. Aécozding to him, mathematics
cannot only de spplied in the mechanical sciences but also
be expanded to interpret nature as & whole., He was less
interested in analysis than are modern scientists and more
coaeetned‘with a synthesis of facts. The two methods which
he described as best in discovering new principles are

intuition or an immediate intellectual gwareness and

4
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deduction which he described as correct inference that
means from facts that are known with certainty ., Descartes
pointed out that this new methed must bs rigorous and not
based on prejudics or wishful thinking. Ho further pointed
out that we must have an adequate agppreciation of the
limitation of cur understanding. Many secrets of nature
will be beyond our knowledge. In short, reascn must be
disciplined, without it no certain progress in philosophy
nor science can be made, Descartes melthaa can be summarized
in the following manner, £irst, to avoid all prejudice and
precipitation in judgement, to accept nothing as true
which cannot ke clearly recognized as suchy second, to
divide up each problem into as many parts as possible;
third, to develop an orderly connection of thinking,
starting with simple facts and gradually leading to more
cocmplex problemsy fourth, he pledged himself to maile
complete enumerations. L&t us now see how Descartes undege
stands these four injuctions. According to him, only that
vhich we krow to be true is ever to beaccepted or agsserted.
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But it {3 found that wve sometimes asserts something to be
true but which we .:later retract or withdraw as falgse. This
is because we may be unwilling to take the truouble of

‘ thinki{ng out and atégggg-)elearly what exactly is the

difficulty and so we silently agree in passing judgement
upon what is only ‘more or less clear'. Thetefore( our
judgement cannot be taken as a kﬂowledge but only a nmere
guess. Our only security plainly lies in refusing gg__ﬂ
affirming as true whatever is not clearly and distinctly
discerned, We must understand clearly *all® and exactly
‘what® we are affirming. Therefore, we must ;void rushness
and bias in judgement, never affirming what we do not know
to becertainly true or vhat is even capable of being
doubted. Therefore, Descartes is of the opinion that
certainty:. in knowledge belongs to arithmetic and geometry.
We come to understand complex trxuths about properties of
figures or numbers through understanding how they are
formally derived from a few simple truths; each of which

we clearly and completely grasp.
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aceording to Descartes, @ry prodblem imperfactly
expressed must £irst af all split up into so many depart-
mental ones as may be necessary to expel vagueness or
indeterminateness of meaning £rom our thought and each of
thase gsimpler and clearer problem must be attacked

separately.

Descartes® method is a technique and its purpose
is to aid the investigator in realizing certain conditions,
given certain contexts and occasions, so that he may reach
certain results that would be unattainable if those condi-
tions were unfulfilled, He also further pointed ocut that
some judgements besides being clear and distinet aomst
refer to something actually exigtent and affirms what is
cogniged with complete certainty and 4£ it is actually
existing then it is impossible to deng=or doubt the

existence,

The starting point of Descartes® philosophy was
his methed of doubt. To doubt was not an end in itself, it
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was a procegs of purification of aliminating various false-
hocds and of ultimately arriving at an unshakable foundation
of truth. Descartess started by challenging azlmost all of the
ageepted truths of contemporary philesophy. He challenged
the concept of the existence of the world, even the existence
of God. He is of the view that perheps gll is a gigantic
illusion.

® I shall then suppose, not that God who
i3 supremely good and the fountain of
truth ccc.e Which have just been
discussed.“4
In this process of doubting he finally reached a solid
foundation that for while wg are doubting we are using
our thinking process. In fact our doubts imply the reality
of ocur thoughts. Doubting means thinking, this impliesrg\
self-consciousness, ‘I think, therefore, I exist.” Cogito

ergo sum, According to Descartes, this proposition is very

4. Mtauonﬁ. Mitauon 10
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inmportant for metaphysics because it does gatisfy the three
requirements namely (g) it is ' clear and distinct® (b) it
does esgentially refer to something existing (myself) and
{¢c) we cannot think of it without knowing it to be certainly
true. When we become aware that we are thinking beings,
this is a primitive act of kaowledge derived from no syllo=-
gistic inference but by a single act of mental vision that
everything that thinks, is or exiqg: has been learned £rom
the individual's experience, that unless he existshe cannot
think. It is an intuitivg}igggggigg% Intuitive imduction is
immediate not syllogistic,

The nature of self is to be determined gradually
through metaphysics, What § can know by simple ingspection
is that * th2 thing which thinks® i3 a substance, It is
certain that thinking cannot exist without a thing which
thinks or generally that any accident or activity cannot be
without a substance of which it is the activity. The
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existence of self is disclosed through its activity and
if we could not be awgre of our own activity then we can
never be certain of our own existence, HOw can we pass
from knowledge of ourselves to knowledge of other things
which constitutes a metaphysical question. According to
Descartes, if w gre to reach knowledge of ehjects 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 megely
38 hypothesis and the acceptance or rejection of which
awaits demonstration, The ideas of material objects, for
example, the sun, the stare material bodies of all sorts
are the beliefs in the existence of physical world., If we
acrutinize these beliefs, we ses that all that is clear

th
and distnct in any of them is that 'thoughts of those.are!

Tl 1d4eas
present to my mind. Such ideas.0f things existing indep-
endently of them and these ideas convey the real
natureg_gf things, Now, whether or not we believe that

God exists, we certainly have an idea of one. This idea,
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Descartes maintainzis clear and definable., Men not only
have the 'thought' of 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 f{n that thought,
The problem of justifying the ostensible reference to
existence in belief that asserts existence is a general
one, 'To have an idea of God* is one thing and 'to believe
in God'*( which involves the assertion that God exists) is
another, The'thoughts® these two beliefs contain being
clear but problem arises when we take into account its
actual existence, Whatever exists or *is‘® there is some
cause or some ground explanatory of it. According to
Descartes, when we apptehggd that it is impossible for a
thing to arise f£rom ngthtng, the proposition 'exnihilo
nihilo’', is not to be taken as an existing thing or as a
maede 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 a@ccurs at this moment, therefore, than exist.

But if ever we are to know that God or a material world
exists we 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 i3 meant by 'God's.
According to'Descartes. the 1ééa of CGod is guaranteed by
intuttion. It is an innate idea. The detemminable
properties of being outspread in space and being capable of
movement are all that Descartes sees clearly and distinctly
to belong essentially and permanently to a material body

and therefore, they must be defying character of ‘matter’,

S. 'By the name God I mean a substance that is fnfinite,

enternal, immutable, independent, omnicient, ocmnipo-

tent, by which I myself and averything, else is

—_—

indeed anything else exists, have been created!®
Meditation IIX Haldane and Ross Vol.I, p. 163.
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But howonecai know that an external world‘existév?

According to Descartes, we have a sensations which

we coﬁnot trace to our own natgxe. They come from the oute
side world which must be both qualitatively and quantie
tatively different from our own mind, Descartes' metaphysics
therefore, be usually described as a dualism. Descartes
proceeds from 'ideas’ and attempts to reach knowledge of

an existent world as consequence of a knowledge of God.

-Philosophers like Descartes, Spinoza and Leibniz;wm3“
the ) .
- kainw That sknoivledge .of; rhimqs;-avreyally are, is to be expiidined

through the exercise of pyre reason not through sense

perception. Descartes 18 a least metaphysician. Since his
view of the world to which his reasoning led him could be
said to be the product of the:ﬂwdy of contempora:y
physics. Spinoza,on the other hand, though influenced by.
Descartes constructed a theory whidh could not be taken to
be as scientific theory. BY xeflecting on. the concept of
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subgstance he said that there could be only one substance
to which he gave the name 'God' or 'mature', This popular
idea of God, as the transcendent csuse of nature is self —
contradictory because the attributes of thought and
_extengion which Descartes in his 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 Gode According to Kant,
the rationalist had been entirely mistaken in supposing
that they could discover the nature of things megely by
the exercise of reason, because reason was bound to lose
itself in contradictions if it goes beyond the limits of
possible experience. Re further pointed out that the
propositions of mathematices as well as certain okher
propositions like law of universal causation were both

_apriori and synthetic because they were and could be known

to be necessarily true without the support of experience.
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We 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 system. He ra{ggg‘yhe question
whether it makes sense to talk of things in themselves, apart
from their relation to our manner of congeiving them, How
could it be validly determined, by reason alone that the

world 1is so vary different from what it appears to us to be ?

We may all agree that metaphysics 4s an attempt to
know reality as against mere appearance or the study of
first principles or ultimate truths or again the effort to
comprehend the universe not simply by fragments but somehow
as a whole. Any such pursuit 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 tourh, it is
smooth and hard and when I tap it, it gives out a wooden
sound, Anyone else who sees, feels amd hears the table
will agree with this description. Although, I believe that
Gshe table is really of the same célour all over, the parts
“that reflect the light look much brighter than the other
;nd some parts look white because of reflected
slight. The apparent distribution of colours on the table
will change if I move the parts that reflect the light.
There 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 from different
points of views This colour is not something which is
inherent in the table but something depending upon the
table and the spectator and the way light falls on the
table, WwWhen in ordinary life we talk of the colour of the

table we normally refer to the sort of colour which a
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normal man have from an ordinary point of view under usual
conditions of lightn But the other colours which appear under
other conditions is to be considered as reals Therefore, we
are compelled to deny that the table has any one paerticular
colourr 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 ail sorts of differences which
we cannot perceive with our naked eyes, Then the gquestion 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 alsos. If our table is 'reaslly® rectangular

it will look from almost all points of view as if it had
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two actite angles and two obtuse angles. If they are of
equal length, They will look as if the nearer sides were
longer., All these things ate‘not commonly nqticed in
1ooiing at the table. The 'real' shape is not what we see
it is something inferred from what we see and what we see
is constantly 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 resiggsptesaure. But the
sensation we obtain depends upon how hard we press the
table and also upon what part of the body we press with.
Thus the various sensations due to various pressures or
various parts of the body cannct be supposed to reveal
directly any definite property of the table. The same
applies still more‘obviously to the sounds which can be
elicited by tapping the table.
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Prom the above discussion we can come to the
conclusion that the real table if there is one iz not the
same‘as what we immediately experience by sight or touch
or hearing, it is not immediately known to us but must be
an{! inference from what is immediately known. If 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 ? Both(i Berkeley
and Leibniz admit that there is a real table. But Berkeley
says it is certain ideas in the mind of God. According to
Berkeley, the table must continue to exist &ven when we
shut cur eyes or no human being is hear it. But /this
continued existence is due to the fact that God continues
to perceive it. The real table which corresponds to physical
ocbject, consists of ideas in the mind of God, Thus apart
£rom minds arnd their ideas there is nothing in the world.

It has appeared that if we take any comron object

of the sort that is supposed to be known by the senses,
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)gggg the senses immediately tell us is not the truth agbout
the object as it ks apart f£rom us but only the truth about
certain sense-data which 30 far as we can see depend upon
the relations between us and the object. Thus what we
directly sce and feel is merely ‘appearaence’ which we
belicve to be 3 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 ? and if s0 have we

any means of finding out what it is like ?

Many metaphysicians are of the view that reality
or what is ultimately real cannot be applied to space and
time. Temporal and Spatial predicates apply to appearances
only. What is real does not endure through timeror is it
subject to the conditions of space. According to Plato,
forms or ideas arxe reasl and whose true location was nowhere

christian philosophers conceived of God as existing £rom
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everlasting to everlasting and God must exist timelessly

and apart from space. According to Kant, through intuttion
-

we can know space and time. Thimgs are experienced through

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

that does not conform to spatial and temporal requirements,
and there is nothing real beyond space and time.

In connection with space and time men generally
think) of all events as happening before, simultaneously
with or after the moment that is called ‘now’ and all
spatial positions as reldting in some way or other to the
point that is called ‘here‘’. Kant‘'s view of space and time
differed from that of the English empiricists who had
asserted that space and time can be derived only from
esperience, But Kant gives anopposite view of space and
time. According to him, knowledge of space and time is
inborn. They are prior to experience rather they makes__q

experience possible. The knowledge of externality or
internality that is, when we say some object is inside

the house or ocutside the house and this knowledge of inside,
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Outside, here, there, étc. is possible because we already
have the knowledge of spacep 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 camnot 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 spacews We can ask one 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 itselfrn It is anrgggigri
form of perception which underlines the phenomenal

worlds According to Kant, space cannot be applied to

metaphysical entitiese. It is the aprior form of perception
—
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not of God., AS regagg_sime. Kant says, that it is a
necessary idea and without it we cannot perceive phenomena.
Np phenomena can exist which are not in time. Time is not
aquindependent 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 God, freedom and immortality. He
further says that the principle objects of metaphysics are
thus thought to lie outsié;—;;;;I;I;-éxperience. Kant
considered the £inal end of aetaphfsics to be the knowledge
o transsensible ideas. He viewed that metaphysics is the
science outside and beyond the range of natural sciences,
Though the final end of metaphysics is the knowledge of
trans-sensible ideas yet the knowledge of sensible things

is not excluded f£rom its domain.
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Kant says =~

“Ontology as a part of metaphysics is a
system of all concepts of understanding

and principles, in so far as these are
given to sense and are concerned with
objects that may be experienced. It

does not concern itself with trans-sensible
objects, which nonetheless, are the final
end of metaphysics, Ontology, therefore,
belongs to metaphysics merely as a prelimi-
nary acience of metaphysics proper, as its
porch or front gasden. It is called transe
cendental philosophy because it comprises

the conditions of all knowledge\ggg}gti and
its first elements°.6
Kant is primarlly concerned to discover how the truth

$§>falsity of any metaphysical principles whatever can be

6. Portschritte, W.W. ( Cass) WIll, P. 283
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made out. He is dealing with the question ' how is metaphy-
sics possible as a science'? That means how metaphysical
principles Caﬁ be verified ? Metaphysics is that portion
of philosophic enterprise in which men have tried to
replace conflicting views about the nature of things in
general with genuine knowledge. Each of the sciences has

a limited domain. None of the particular sciences nor all
of them taken together are in a position to disclose what

things are like in generals.

According to Kant, the remarkable failure of
philosophy is in metaphysicse The question how things are
in general no thinkers have been able to establish results
which all experts will accept, there is nobody of

established knéwledge to which a person cab be referred.
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Fhilosophers in every age have been free to begin gigéy,
What they find wre conflicting sets of doctrines, Kant is

of the view that history of metaphysics has been a history
of recurrent attempts and the stidy of the history of
metarhysics is a study of a series of gloricus failures.
Some readers of Kant hold that he identified metaphysics
with the knowledge 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 impossiblizhe rather holds the view that these
are matters of metaphysicals speculaticn upon which no
knowledge is obtainable. In asking how is metaphysics
possible, Kant i3 asking more than how metaphysics is possi-
ble as science ? This leads to the question how metaphysical
Judgements can be verified ? Kant divides all judgements into
empirical judgements and_gpriori judgements, By ‘a priori’
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he means non~empirical. According to Kant, some judgements
can be made out to be true or false by osserving what they
are about and he calls them empirical. Judgements about
what occurred in the more 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 thinga which
now obtain and f£nferring 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 cannot be verified

by either wayse.

The rise of logical positivism after the first
world war is one of the most significant revolutions in
the history of philosophye. logical positivist denies the

very possibility of metaphysics. The metaphysical
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propositions such as, °there is a God’, the soul is
immortal®, etc., cannot be verified empirically, by sense
perception and inference from perceived facts,vor is

human reason strong snough 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 something or make
an assertion then, if it is not empirically verifiable then
nothing is asserted by it at all, it is neither true nor
false but only meaningless. Ayer, the prominent spokesman

of logical positivism, objected to metaphysics in general
byt to the mstaphysics of substance in particular because
according to him all metaphysical statements were devoid of
literal meaninge. Ayer holds the view that there are only

two classes of meaningful propositions which can be said to
be true or false = those which are analytic and a priori
statements such as ® all bechelors are unmarrieds which are

true and known necessarily to be true simply f£rom the
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meaning of the words used in it and secondly those which are
synthetic and a posteriori that is, those factual statements
about empirical world whose truth can only?iaaxned either
directly or indirectly from sense experience, From the above
it is clear that only‘32£§ori and analytic statement whose
truth can be determined independently of sense experience
and which are true simply by defindsen are uninformative.
Therefore, Ayer is of the opinion that we can have factually
ueéggfmatlve statements of logic and mathematics and at the
same time we can have also factually significant statements
like those of science and ordinary common sense, which are
grounded on sense experience, but we cannot have metaphysical
statements which~sppply 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' £alls under this
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category of propositions. But what happens when we apply this
test to metaphysical statements, lL#t us take spinoza'’s claim
that there is one substance, The denial of this statement is
not self.contradictory therefore, it is not also tautology.
Therefore, metaphysical statements do not £all under the class
of analytic)ggtiori statement. On the other hand,k the denial
of synthetic apriori proposition does not yield a self
contradiction and the only way we can tell whether they are
true or false is to lack and see, Ayer points out that in
order to be meanigful it is not necessary that a factual
statement be completely or conclusively verifiagble or
falsifiable but there must be some empirical evidence which
could count for or against the claim., For aAyer, 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 plinciple 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 express some emotional or
religious attitude but they are neither true nor false, but

are simply nonsense and meaningless, Hume said -

"when we run over libraries, persuaidzd? of
these prineciples, what havoc must we

make ? If we take in our hand any volume

of d;vinity or school metaphysics, for
instance = let us ask, Poes it contain

any abstract reasoning concerning gquantity
or number ? No., Poes it contain any experi-
mental reasoning concerning matters of fact
and existence ? No. Commit it to flames,
for it can contain nothing but sophistry and

illusion®, ?

Strawson helds the view that metaphysics 6s of two types :

one is descriptive metiaphysics and other one is revisionist

7. Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding.
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mstaphgsiqs. According to him, descriptive metaphysica is
one which describe the actual structure of our thought
about the world and revisionist metaphysics which attempts
—
to provide a better structure, Like Aristotle, Strawson
helds the view that thereegggi:;:::;;;;;nce in order for us
to be able to refer to, identify name and talk about
particular things. He is of the view that in oxder to know
the world we must be able to identify particular things of
the world. Here I want to say something about what is
particular and what is universal. Let us take few number
of blue things « this shirt, that table, the ocean, the sky,
etc. They are d£ifferent in many ways, but they are all
alike in being blue. The blue things are particulars gﬁt
;;;’;:;;:;;;ﬁgzzz;;;s. which they all share is universal.
According to Strawson, in oxder to identify particular
things of the world, we must be able to uniguely identify
them and we must be able to identify particulars in spatio-
temporal system. Inmanalysing the concepts through which we
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view the world, the philosopher is analysing such concepts
as object, property, Bspace time, causality and their

relationships. The analysis of these concepts may be said

to be metaphysical but &ccording to Kant and Strawson, the

metaphysician is not studying extrasensory objects but he
ia¢§§£§§;y analysing the concepts which we use in our
ordinary sense experience of the world. We perceive the
world in terxms of objects and properties and the meta-
physician ask what is it to be an object or a1 property.
We live in a world of objects, whth 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 metaphysically.
According to Strawson, metaphysics i1s a conceptual analysis
which seeks to describe the actual structure of the w&rld

as we experience it.
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1eibniz was also a fdllower of 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 understoaﬁﬁ
he interprets this to mean that metaphysical truths are
logically necessary and their denial involved gself contractic=
tion. lLeibniz understood clearity and distinctnesa 4in a
logical rather than a psychological sense. For him Cthe
true mark of clear and distinct notion of an object is the
means we have of knowing there in many truths by a prior:

proofss And we know the truth of apriori proff by the help

of definition or by the resclution of concepts.

To apprectiate lLeibniz's metaphysical system, we
must understand the concept of continuity which plays so
large a role in his philosophy. The universe forms a
connected wheole., It is basically mental. We do not perceive

the external world directly, we perceive it only through
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the intervantion of God, what is real then, according to
1eibniz ? Only monads, the spiritual force centres. In his
universe there is no absolute rest and no absolute motion,
rest and motion are (merely phenomenal manifestation. Can
force be reduced to spatial and temporal concepts ? Leibniz
answered in arheqakiyecway. Space depends upon co-existence
and time upon succession but have their origin in subjective
notions, The universe of Leibniz consists of an infinite
number of monads. The universe thus is pluralistic and does
not contain merely one substance which includes everythings
The monads are individible and eternal and the universe is
dominated by force which remains constant and indestructible,
From this it can be said that energy or force is the keyinote
to modern thinking.

Monad is generally ‘deseribed in spiritual terms,
e e [ggoes

p—

it is like a self in its essential unfity, it has no
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material extension and its activity consists in an unending
series of impressions and ideas. Leibn3z describes these
ideas as ‘perception’. But 18 is misleading since they do

not depend upon their being anything to ‘'‘perceive’, He also
further pointed out that monads are pure mental images, not
depend upon ocutside sources for their origin but arising from
within the monad itself,

The most difficult point of lLeibniz*s metaphysics
is the notion of substance., His noticn of substance has its
source in completely different tradition. When he referred
to ¥ individual substance™ in 'Discourse on Metaphysics!'! he
was using the language of Aristotle and trying like him to
make individual substance the only true reality. ﬂéter he
used the word °monad’. In the above discussion, I have
given a brief account of Leibniz's metaphysics. i Y will
discuss in detail Leibniz‘'s substance and monad in the

second and thets: chapter,
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I would like to discuss in brief Jaina metaphy-
sics. The Jaina metaphysics is realistic and relativistic
pluralisme. Jainism claims that there are innumerable . _
material atoms and innumerable individual sculs which are
all separately and independently real. And.each atom and
each soul possesses innumerable aspects of its own. Con-
aciousness is regarded as essence of soul in Jainism.
According to it, every soul from the lowegt to the highest
pog eassconciousness and that the degree of consciouéwﬁzy
vary. It is the considerxred position of Jainism that all
souls are alike, Hera I will not discuss Jainism in detail
but in the last chapteer will discuss leibniz and Jaina

view of metaphysics,

I would like to conclude this chapter by emphas-

-izing the utmost importance of metaphysics.

Ith is no exaggeration to say that we cannot talk
about phiiosophy without tdking about metaphysics. In

recent time, logical positivists have tried to eliminate
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metaphysiecs f£rom philosophy. They have not succeeded in
doing so. They are in 3 paradoxrical situation. They want
to get rid of metaphysics but they cannot completely
extricate themselves from metzphysics. As Bergmann has -
pointed ocut, the logical positivists whether they know

it or not, theg all are either metaphysical materialist

or phenomenalists.
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leibniz and Subsgtance

The concept of substance and attribute are the
focusTof a group of philosocphical problems which have
their origin in Greek philosophy and &n par8icular, the
philosophy of Aristotie,

To be always means to be something. All exlis-
tence im individual and has a determinate nature, All
the categories andpredicates, such as quality, quantity,
relation, place etc. presupposes some subject to which
these predicates can applye. This subject, to which all the
categories apply Aristotle,called subgtance. To be is to
be a particular kind of substance. Aristotle says that we
know 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 that
we know as basic about something, after which we can say

other things about it, and when we try to defime anything
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we Bust know the essence before we can say anything about
it, Por example, when we speak of a large table or a
healthy man, here table and man are understocd in their
essence, that is, what makes them a table or a man, bebore
they are understood as large or healthy. If we can know

the Ezsence of a thing ‘tableness! as separable f£rom these
particular qualities, round, small and brown, there must
be some universal essence that is foundihenever one gees

a table., This essence or substance must be independent of
its particular qualities and in case of eauch 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. Therefofe, according to
Aristotie, @ay specific thing is a combination of'quaiities
on the one hand and a substratum to which the qualities
apply on the other. Here, the question arises what makes

8 substance a substance, is it matter as a substratum orx
1g;ig_§orm ? 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 exists in
nature is some concrate individual thing and everything

is a unity of matter and foim. Therefore, it can be said

}



that substance is a composite of both matter and form,
Plato separates the world of 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.

Aristotie rejects Plato's explanation that the
forms or universal essence exists separately from indivi-
dual things. Of course, Aristotie did agree that without
the theory of universals, there could be no specific
knowledge becsuse there would be no way of saying something
about 311 members of a particular c¢lass, when we use the
words matter and form to describe any specific thing we
have {in mind the distinction between what scmething is
made of and what it is made into. Aristotle agrgues that we
never £ind such a thing as matter without form., For
example, the sculptor who is about to make a status of
VYenus out of marble, he will never £ind 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
plece in which form and matter are already combined,



The matter of a body is what it is made of, and
80 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 f6rm. 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, Who feels and thinks., Man's form is thus

everything that makes man a living organism,

Since Aristdtle is interested in a science of
substance, he is primarily interested in the idea of sub-
stantiality in general. Aristotle does not want a mere
list of substances like trees, tables and so on but he
wants a definition or explanation of substance in general.
in the study of substantiality, there are different
interpretations of substance. The materialists_axgue

that substance is material because the house we plan to
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tuild does not exist until i{t has actually materialized.
Independent existence of a thing is a relative notion,
for example, 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 emdamplc
wood is more permanent than the table. If we break the
table it ceases to be a table but it remains 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. Therefore, the material
elements out of which the wood and table are composed is
uttimately 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

te11“3§ that it is a table = is the idea we have of a

—

—

table, Idea is the only permanent thing, we can destmoy




the table but we cannot destpoy the idea of a table;
Therefore, pPlato is of the view that ideas of tablehood,’
treehood and so on could exist on their own and are the
utimately real things im the universe., But Aristotle
criticises this view of pPlato. According to him, the
objects in this world can be sensed by our sense organs
and for us they are more real than the idea of treehood,
tablehood and so on. If the ideas are completely indepen-
dent, self contained and unchanging, them why should
anything but these ideas exist ? 1f they are so stable
and permanent things why should this table, tree and
other objects come into existence ? Dreaming of a million
doll@rs does not make one a wealthy man. Therefore,
according to Aristotle, no one alone can completely explain
what makes an individual thing the particular thing it is.
Aristotle helds the view that substance is a combination
of both matter and form. Here, one point can be raised
that the matter-form theorv can explain why this thing is
a table, but it cannot expliain why it is this particular
- table, Cah this theory account for the difference between
me and othexs 7 My matter that is flesh and bones is the

same kind of matter as others and my form that is human
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nature is the same as othess, Ye}, we are not same persons,
we are different people. Aristotle tries to answer this
problem by saying that what differentiates two persons {s
not the matter out of which they are directly composed but
because of primitive matter with which all human beings

are made out of flesh and bones, flesh and bones are
themselves matde out of still more primitive matter and so
on and this primitive matter is diffefent and this is what
differentiates us from one anothexr, This pure matter cannot
be known or understood. If this is the case, then it is
difficult to explain how we know and differentiate indivi-
dual things and distinguish them from imaginary ones. How
we can account for the knowledge of them ? Most traditional
philosophers rely on notion of intuition. But by intuition
I can only know something as a certain kind of thing as a
member of an identifiable class or group, that is, in
general, not in particular, What Aristotle wished to say
waé that substance was always concfete 1, individusl,
physical and sensible. According to him, essence is really
said to belong to a thing making it the particular thing

it i':So
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Degscartes makes a distinction between an absclute
substance and socondary substances. According to him, what
ever depends for its nature and existence on mehicther
existent 1s absolute substance and nothing but God has
this complete existential independence, Besides God, a
plurality of 'seb#EE anid-a world of bodies exist and they

\Nw
are called pscondary substances’s Though each of them

exists‘ ndependently yet their existence depends on the
existeice of that substance whose existence is absoclute,
To say that God is unchangeable and eternal, that God
does not behave or have a histeory is to s@y that the
determinable attributes of Ged are never determined into
modes while the history and behaviour of each kind of

secondary substances are being continuously manifested

by some’other modes of that determinable attribute,

Descartes is of the view that to be a thinking
thing does not itself prove that my body exists because

my thinking self is entirely and absolutely distinct from
my body and can exist without it., If this is the case,
then how can I know that my body and other physical thing

exist ? According to Descartes, we receive sense impressions

of sight, sound and touch, frequently even against our
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will end these lead ds to believe that they ceme from bodies
other than our own. He says that there are two kinds of
substances in nature and a substance is always known by

its attributes and since we know clearly and distinctly

two different kinds of attributes, therefore, according to

him, there are two different substances. One is spritual
substance, that is, mind and other one is corporeal or
material substance, that is body. Descartes defines a

substance as ©an ex;;;;nt thing which requires nothing
éyﬁ%{?;elf to exist®®, Therefore, mind and body are both
;ﬁéépendent, and to understnad one we need not refer to

otherw If they are so distinct and separate how can one account
for living things ? Descartgg_ggswer is that living bodies par-
take of extension therefore, they are part of material world

and they operate according to the seme mechanical and mathe-

matical laws that govern(’) other things in the material avokld.
Let us take the example of animalse We generally think that
animals think because we see them act as humans do

on certain occassions énd assume that when animals
perform human-like acts, their physical movement is

caused by their mental powers. But according to Descartes,
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the motion and action of animals are not mental but mecha-
nical, since it is nature which acts in them according to
the disposition of their organs like the clock which is only

composed of wheels and weights. Descartes also pointed out
that some of the activities of human boay are also mechani-

cal such as respiration, circulation of blood, digestion etc.

Therefore, the working of human bodies can be said to be
physical e According to him, the movement of human body could
not originate in the human mind or soul, the soul could only

affect or alter the direction of the motion of the body. The
soul does not move the various parts of the body directly
but having its principal seats in the brain in the pinesl
gland comes first of all in contact with the vital spirits

and through these the soul interacts with the body. From the
above discussions it is clear that Descartes tried to give
human body a mechanfical explanation and at the same time
preserve the possibility of the soul'’s influence, through

the activity of will, upon hgman behaviour.

Descartes helds the view that eacgéggéén soul is a pure
form without matter, capable of full existence without body.
According to him animals and plants are completely
devoid of consciousness an3 they are s3dd to be natural

machinesn All their physiological and their biolo-
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gical characteristics can be and should be fully accounted

for mechanically in terms of their structure and the

general laws of motionf

on the other hand, 2 human body is as much a
machine as the body of an irrational animal or a planti’
All its physiological and biclogical characteristics are to
be accounted for mechanically’ 1In spite of this mechanical
process there is a temporary and (Jvery mysterious connexion
between each living human body and a certain human soull
Certain processes in the human body produce gensaticns,
images and emotions in the soul, and volitions in the human
soul, produce certain effects in the body> These effects in
the soul{] end body are very limited because there is only
one point in a human bedy at which the soul is said to have
scme effects, namely a certain part of the brain called the
¢ pipneal glana%; .

Descartes . strict duslism made it @ifficult for
him to describe how the mind and body could interact upcen
each other’, He tried to locate the mind in the pineal gland
where the technical problem of interaction remains, for if

there is interaction there would have to be contact and so
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mind would have to be extended;, It can be said that human
being is a unity where mind is the form and body is the

matter and without one there could not be other.

In modern philosophy; the problem of substance
takes the form of the question whether there exist both
mental and corporeal substances or whether only one of
these kinds of substance exists., In other words, the
problem can be said to be the problem of soul and body |
The question that can be raised about soul and body is the
question of what kinds of substances exist in nature, The
main types of answer to this question (gppear unider the
names of dualism, materialism, spiritualism and the monism

theory .

According to dualism, both spiritual and corporeal
substances exist, that is; both sould and bodies exist|,

Bodies are the basis of physical phencmena, bodies move,’
change tempersture; change in shape but bodies do not think,
do not feel, do not suffer and do not experience joy. These
latter phencmena are known to us from inner experiencel,
This inner egperience is called soul which thinks, feels,

rejoices, suffers etcy
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According to Descartes, God is the only genuine
substance’, He csays that it is a mistake to think that mind

or a bedy is first created by God @1 d thereafter continues
to exist witheut any further action on Ged's part, On the
other hand, he thinks that unless God actively intervenes
at every moment to maintain it, any created thing would at
once cease to existh God is the only existent which does not
need to be kept in existence from outside itself and therew

fore, he is the only genuine su-bstancesl

Spinoza defines substance as ® what vhich is in
itself and is conveeived through itself, I mean that the
conception of which &es not depend on the conception of
another thing from which it must be formed® F!‘ _Substa\r‘ic‘:e.
therefore, has the cause of itself within itself, that \:ig
it is self-caused, The very idea of substance includes its
existence because existence belongs t o substance, According \\
to Spinoza, the utltimate nature of reality is a single substanc\e
but this substance has infinite attributés*. Byt attributes

we can understand the essence of substance. He says that
if God is defined as a substance consisting of infinite

1. EBthics Part I, translated by R.H.M. Elwes’,
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attributes, then God wor\nd possess infinite essence’, Thoudgh
there are infinite number of :attributes, according to
Spinoza, we can know only two attributes of substance ,
namely thought and extension, But Descgrtes thought these
two attributes are two different substances there by
leading him to affimm the Aualism of mind aad body. But
according to Spinoza, these are the two attributes of a
single substance and this single substance is God, who
possesses infinite thought andgiﬁnﬂniée extension, Being

infinite, Ged contains everythings According to Spinoza,
the word Sod is interchangeable, w ith the word MNature?

But Spinoza does distinguish between two
agpects of nature and for this purpose he uses two e ..
expressions natura naturans and natura naturata, God

inssoffar as He is considered to act by the regquirements
of His own nature is known by natura naturans’ On the

other hand, by natura naturata he means, © everything
vhich follows from the necessity of the nature of Ged,
or of anyone of God's attributes”, According to Spinoza,
the world is the modes of God's attributes, therefore,

everything in the world acts in accordance with necessity
that is, everything is determined. Spinoza gives us

a picture of tight urliverse for in the nature of things
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nothing contingent 1is granted, but all things are
determined by the necessity of divine nature for
existing and working in a certain way, Even ma is not
free for he is determined to exist and behave accorde-

ing to God, of whose attributes man is a mode. All

the things we experience are nothing else than modifice
ations of the attributes of God or néturél According to
Spinoza, everything is intimately connected, the infinite
substance of God providing a continuity throuch all

" things',

One question can be :asked why can there be
only one substance, not three as Descartes hag suggested ?
Spinoza is of the view that if there were several substances
they would limit each other by encroaching upon each other
and this would result in the negation of their independence,
Therefore, according to Spinoza, the concept of plural
swstances is logically contradictory. According to him,
God or Nature is the only substance. God is the immanent
cause of the universe but not its creator, We cannot say
Ged is good or evili, The wuniverse of Spinoza is beyond
good and evil, beyond humbn desires and predication,
Therefore, we cannot speak about absolute moral values,

absolute good, absolute beauty or absolute ugliness. The
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same can be applicable to God, we cannbt attribute to Him
e
any human characteristic, We commit a grave mistake: when

we try to attribute finite traits to infinite.

Leibniz is not satisfied with the views of
Degcartes and Spinoza as regards the concept of substance,
Descartes says that there are two 1ndependent~substances,
thought and extension, But if this is so, how do these
two substances could interact as a mind aad body either in

man of in Godi Spinoza, on the other hand, tried to solve

thés problem by saying that there is only one substance
with two knowdble attributes, thought and extension’, But
to reduce all reality to a single substance is to less
the distinction between the various elements in nature.

Spinoza spoke of the world as consisting of many modes, in

which the attributes of thought and extension appears

lLeibniz challenged the definition of subsgtance
of both Descartes and Spinoza, Both qf them assumed that
extension refers to a materisl substance, that is, extended
in spece and is not divisible into something more primary.
Extension means actual shape and size. Leibniz does not
agree with the view that extension is an irreducible

attribute, The bodies or things we see with our senses
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are divigible into smaller parts’, Therefore, Leibniz
says that why can we not assume that all things are
compounds or aggregates ? There must be simple substance
ctherwise there cannot be compound substances because
compound is the only collection of simple substances,
It seems that there is nothing new in this assumption
because Democritus and Epicurus had 'zam@im_;gﬁ centuries
before that all things consists of small atams and
these atoms are ext:end;ad bodies, But Leibniz rejected
this notion of atomh He argued that truly simple
substances are monads and monads are the elements of
thingsh The monads differ from atoms in the sense that

atoms were viewed as extended bodies whereas Leibpiz

described the monad as being force or energy’. Therefore,
according to him, matter is not primary ingredient of
things but that monads with their element of force
constitute the essential substance of thingsf

How c¢an we understand the nature of reality 7
Leibniz's answer is that we cannot understand it through
empirical analysis becsuse it gives us only appearsance
of things®, What about human being ? What characterizes
every human being ? It is the force, activity and energy’
according to Leibniz, this energy is not detemined by



anything outside, it is autonomous, Only force remains
constant in this universe’, This force is what according
to Leibniz is monad. Only monad or spiritual force centre

is real’, According to Leibniz, in this universe there is

no absolute rest or absolute motion, rest and motion aie
only phenomenal manifestations., Extension is only pheno-

menal aspect of the universe. Space and time do not have
absolute reality, they are only relative, Space depends on
co=existence and time on succession and both are said to

have their prigin in subjective notions.

The meaning which Leibnig attached to the
word ‘substance! wgs different from that which his predece-
ssors had attached to it and this change of meaning was one

of the main sources of his philosophy®

The Cartesians have defined substance as thet
which needs for its existence only God's union. Although

they admitted two substances, mind and matter, yet whene
ever{] they took God seriously, they deny the substantiality

of everything except God. For Spinoza, substance is causa
sui, that is, the self caused or that which is itself and

is conceived through itselfl, According to Spinoza, exten-
sion and thought did not constitute separate gubstances,

but attribute of one substance, Both Descartes and Spinoza
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held the view that the notion of substance is not an
uttimate simple notion, but a notion dependent upon the

purely logical notion of subject and predicate. The

attributes of a gubstance is the predicate of a subject
and it is true that without the subject the predicate can=
not exist but the subject can exist without them, there-

fore, the subject becomes that vhose existence does not

depend upon any other existent’,

The distinctive feature of substance is the belief

that certain terms are only and essentially subjects, When
several predicates can be attributed to a subject and this

in turn cannot be attributed to any other subject, then
this subject is called an individual substance, For &=
exafnple, when we say' ' two is a number! or ! red is 2
colour® here number and colour et\c. can be attributed

to others and therefore are not aubstances., ©On the other
hand, the term'lI' appears incapable of attribution to any
cther term, °‘I* haw/re many predicates but am not in turn

a predicate of anything() else. Substance them, is that
which can only be subject and not predicate, which has
many predicates and survive through change. The different
attributes of a substance are said to be the predicates
of that substance’ Therefore, the substance is the seme

subject at all times and have always the same predicates
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because according to Leibniz, predicates are always
contained in the subject, From this it can be said

that all my states and their connection are contained
in the subject which is *I* e, all my states are
involved in the notion of me, Since all my predicates
have always belonged to me, it follows that my develope
ment in time is a mere consequence of my notion and

connot depend upon any other substance’;

There is a very simple a nd uncorniroversial
common belief thet only the real and important features

of world are human beings and physical objects suchas
stones, trees, tables etc, each one of these exist
independently of the others in spite of the changes that

affect it which never ceases to remain the same thing
for as long as it exists| This common sense belie€ can
be said to be the starting point for the philosophers
like Aristotle, Descartes and Locke’, On the one handg,
we have individual entities such as human beings,
stones, plants etc. and on the cother hang, there are
certain properties n{hich change or disappear altogether

without the change of individual entities’: The notion
of individual entities and their attributes may lead
to arguments about the existence and nature of individual

substance’s
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Plato says,

® The ultimate reality consists of forms,
i.e, certain timeless entities or

immutable archetypes of things, which exist
tapart' from the world as we know it and

are each of them at once individual and
universal® 2 ’

Spinoza who thought that there is just one

substance, the alln inclusive whole which he called God or
nature, Leibniz postulated his monads as constituting

true realityf,

There are so many questions that can be a sked
about substance, One of thege is ‘What things are
substances?' to which the traditional answer was, for
instence, *God or minds'® or altemmatively ‘stars’,
'stones!, ‘animals! etc. This answer can be understood
by referring to individual things separetely or in generzl
colle ctively i,e. any mind, star, stone or minds, stars,
or animals etc, Another question is ' what elements or
characteristicg in individual things or within a class

of things a2re so essential as to makie them substance 2°

Possible answer to this question are *mental activity?®,

¢ the quantitative and measurable characteristics of

2, Aristotle, Metzphysics, bk.M.Ch, IX, 1086a, 32-4



things*, the ultimate constituents of material

things and underlying causes responsible for the diff-
erent and changing properties of a thing, The third
type of question is *what if any is the purpcse or
function of substance®” ? Hepe, the answer is that

substance gives a lasting structure, unity and indep-~

endence of a thind’,

The concept substance is meant to indicate

that a thingUmust be distinct €rom its attributes

that is, an underlying entity is required in vhich attri-
butes can 'inhére‘ or by which they are supported. While

a substance is dependentJupon nothing else or its exist-
ence, a quality like red or hard cernot egist unless a
substance exists to which ig belongs i.e. whose property
it is’., But it is very difficult to conceive of a perfectly
isclated substance, one that exists on its own W thout
possessing any determinate attributgs& According to some
modern philoscrhers, such as Russell that a thing comp -
osed of the properties is said to have and is nothing

more than a2 buvndle or cluster of such co-existing or succe-

essive qualities as roundness, redness etc.

A substance or thing is that which is permanent
ia midst of changes, that is, vwhich remains essentially

the same throuchout all the successive changes of state
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wnich it undergoes in course of time and subtains
and holds these changes together, gives them a certain

continuity, connection and unity, Therefore, a subste

ance or thing is that fundamental reality which manifests

and realizes in and throudh successive changes commonly
called attributes, but remains essentially identicel
through them all, Permanance and c¢hange are complementary

~

aspects of & thing or substance., @here can be permanence

—

without change but there cannot be change without perman-

"énce". Qualities change dbut the underiving substance
spersisi':s;'. A substance which is regarded as a permanent
entity Innspite of all changes implies also the notion
that it is a centre of effort, energy and activity'.

But substance we mean the permanent principle of identity

in the midst of change and difference. Qualities aa d
activities exist in it.

A substance is sald to have an essence and

manifestation or pouer of revelation. A substance is
revealed through itz qualities. Without qualities it is
mearingless essence just as without substance qualities
are meaningless. A substance is the inner core or essence
of its qualities and qualities are the expressions or

manifestations or revealations of & substance., A substance
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does not exist behind and bepisnd the qualities nor is

it 2 mere aggregate of qualities or attributes. Buoth
substance and qualities are real and correlative to each
other, In other words,we can say that a substance is eg-
pressed in its qualities’., Qualities are meaningless apart
from substance. They are manifestations of substance,

Let us take the following example. A flower is not a
mysterious unknowable substence behind its extension,
size, shape, softness, colour, smell and beauty, Nor

it is an aggregate of these attributes without substance.
It is a concrkete unity of both substance and qualities),
Thinghocd or substance and attribute or quality are

camplete category. One thing we can say about substance
is that substance or things have powers and capacities

They have powers of acting on other things. For example,

whter can moisten or wet the soil and fire can burn.
Crmme O = 2 (Og=

From the above discussion we can say that a

substance is the permanent principle of unity in the midst
of changes. Changes are possible only in relation to a

permanent substance that does not itself change.

Now, I want to discuss some views regarding

the origin of the idea of substance. According to
realist, we derive the idea of substance from direct

perception, that is, from intemal and external. We know
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the mental substance or mind or self through intermal
perception and material substance through externél

perception,

According to Locke, we cannot perceive a
substance in the extemal world, we perceive only the

pridiary qualities of matter but these qualities canpnbdt

be conceived to exist by themselves. Therefore, we are
bound to suppose a substratum as their basis, which is
unknown and unknowable,

According to Berkeley, there is no material siub-

stanece, According to him, though in our experience we £ind
certain sensations of touch and sight etc, are always
presented together, they are not produced by material
substance. The notion of material substance is & contr-

adiction ir tems.He holds thetoming as thWedonly substance.

ki
Y0 too e

According to Hume, there is neither a material
substance,nor a mental substance, The notion of substance
is only a figment of the imagination. When we experience
a cluster of sensations always together, they are  grouped
and associated in the mind, and this repetition of
experience and asgociation produces in us the belief in

a substance,
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According to Kant, the idea of substance is neither
an cbjective entity nor merely a cluster of sensation and
4deas’, but it is an Qg?;riori category of understanding,
which is involved and presupposed in our experience of
change’, We candit understand chenges, unless we refer them
to permanent substance which itself does not change. Hence,
the nétiocn of substance is an g;ﬁiori category of the under=
standing, according to which the mind interprets sensations
and its ideas’,

The world contains many things or substances, These

Substances undergo changes in the form of events. Change
can occur only to things or substances. Things change i.e.
they now have one chearacteristic and now another but events

are simply followed by one another. For example, the green

leaf changes into a red one but an event suchas a thundere

clap is follovwed by silence or anocther thunder-clap, Each
substance has many different properties or characteristics’

Gold has a certain colour, melting point, weight per unit
of volume and so on. 1f it were no longer vellow, it would
still be samething whether or not we continue to use the
word 'gold' to refer to it., Lét us suppose another case if
we removell all the properties including extension, mass and
shape, then it woculd not only no longer be gold but also
it wov;zld not be anything. We generally think that gold is

one thing" and its properties are something else. For the
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properties of gold to exist, gold must exist, From this
we can say that substance is prior to its properties.

But this is not s Substances are sum total of their
properties’. The word 'gold* is simply the name we give to
to co-existing collection of properties. We admit that
things are logically prior to their properties, Here the
question arises, can we show one thing without properites ?
The answer here is ‘no'.Bvery substance has some properties
or other, But this does not mean that things are not
distinct £rom properties. We can not show & shape without
size or colour without shape but this does not mean that
shape is same as size or colour, They are distinguishable
but not separable, Same is the case with substance and

properties,

A substancCe canot be merely a grow of qualities’,
Suppose we have two identical things of gold, that is, they
have the same size, same wight, same colour, and so on.

Now what is that which distinguishes this two pleces of gold?
Feamthe point of view of quality we cannot dQistinguish

)them because they have the same qualities, We can distingudish
them by their spacial location that means by pointing out
thet here is the one and there is the other, From the above

discussion we can gay that thing or substance is the
principle of individuation’

The esscntial points which Yeibniz makes in

Digscourséide metaphysics is that +*he predicate of every true
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affirmative proposition is contéined either explicitly or
implicitly in its subject’, If the predicate is contained
explicitly that means clearly in the subject, then the
proposition is ' analytic* but if it is contained implicitly,

the proposition is $gynthetic’. If anyone had a complete
notion of anindividual substance then he could infer from

it 2ll the predicates down to the minutest detail and
remotest future, which will ever belong to that substance,
Let us take the example of Alexandér the Great. No ma1 can
fully and distinctly uhderstand the notion of any individual
substance, Men have to depend on experience or on hearsay ir:
for their‘knowledge of many of the facts about individuals,

In case of Alexander we can say that God sees in it the reason

< e,
— e

for every predicate which can ever be truly ascribed to him,
That means God has angpriori knowledge whether he would die
by wounds or by disease ér'by old age, But men who died
before Alexander's death never knew how he would die, his
contemporaries had to wait and see and his successors knew
only by their eye witnesses. Leibniz says that in order to
know that the same individual who was in Paris last week is
in Germany this week, We must depend on reason spriori. This

apriori reason is possible only when we connect the successive
sprloz- I° ‘ 3



and separated events of that individual notion, In this

connection Leibniz says -

“In every true proposition, necessary or
contingent, universal or singular, the
notion of the predicate is contained in
some vay in the subject, If not, I do

not know what truth is % 3

The philosophy of Leibniz can be said to follow
fron 2 small number of premisesy These premises can be

shown as follows s
a) Every proposition has a subject and a predicate

b) A subject may have predicates which are quali-

tiem existing at various times ( Such a subject is called

substance ).

c) True propositions not asserting existence at

particular times are necessary and analytic but propositions
asserting existence at particular times are contingent and

synthetid;

d) Ego is & substance’,

e) Perception yields knowledge of an external

world, 1.e, of existence other than myself and my statest

~ - -

"
2

3, G.IY. 56 Laemker, 337,
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I shall discuss the sbove premises one by one. In
the first premise unless actual existence is asserted, the
predicate forms part of the notion of the subject. Except
in case of God's existence, other existential propositions
are synthetic and therefore, there would be no contradiction
if the suwject which actually do exist did not exist’

When many predicates can be attributed to one and
the same subject and the subject cannot be made predicate of
any other subject then this subject is ‘called individual
substance, Such subject involves a reference to existence
and time, In order to say that I am the same person as I was
I require not merely some internal experience but also some
other reasons and these reasons can only be that I am the
same subject and that my past and present attributes all
belong to me, that is, one and the s ame gubstance, The
attributes which congist at different times must be conuveived
as the attribute of cne and the same subject, Notion of mine
involves all my states and theirlconnections‘. When I say
that my states are involved in the notion of me, it implies

that predicate is in the subject. One question an beiraised



here, are all propésifion reducible to subject-predicate
form 2 This subje’ct"predicate £ orm ﬁhéﬁher .‘this is uni_versal
demands close attentien not enly in coﬂnectioh_with Leibniz
but‘ also in connection with the most modern pbiloséphyf;'
Mathematical ideas such as ° tliére aré three men® cannot be
reducible to 'SubjeCt‘prediCatewform'. Such proposition can
be regarded as @ mere sul of shbject i:fedicaﬁe’ propositions, \
because i:he number only_,‘results f‘mn_th_e, -singlemsss of the
propositions, ihﬂ.i;ecu‘ne cases relations“ between subjects €
relations of position, of gbéater and lesg, of whole ad
part are irredugibié‘l “This éan ke better nnéerstood from

Leibniz passage’,
—

“Thc ratio or proportion between two lines
L and M may be conceived three several
ways; as @ ratio of the greater L to the
lesser My as a ratiol of the lesser M to
the greater L and lastly as something gbs-
tracted .from both, that is as the ratio
between L and M, without considering
which is the antecedent or which thecon-
sequent; which the subject and which the
object ... In the first way of conside-
ring them, L the greater isthes ubject,

in the second M the lesser is the subject
of thqt accident which philoscphers call
relation or ratio. But which of t hem will
be the subject, in the third .way of c onsi-
dering them ? It cannot be said that both
of them L and M together are the subjeéct
of such an accident; for it seo, we should
have an accident in two subgects, with
one leg in one, and the other in the other,
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which is contrary to the notion of acci-
dents® Therefore we must say that his
relation, in this third way of considering

it, is indeed out of the subjects; but
' Being neither a substance,nor an accident

in must be a mere ideal thing, the consi-

deration of which is nevertheless useful®, 4

As reoar'és:é?OPositions, é’xosertinqotﬁtb.érs. ‘Leibniz
is of the opinion that aggregates to be the only phencomens,
they are what 'h_e calls ‘semi-mental activities" The unity
of number can.be ass’etted by the very fact of their being

" preceived at one time,

' There are certain propositions such as «~ one

cannot be in bwo different places at the same time, whatever

has shape has size. etc, which must be true. We need not even
,bother to examine whether they are true or not because they

‘ 'are necessarily true tbat means they would be true in all
possible worlds.. Again there -are certain propositions such
as - ‘there sresix pedple in this room, ' some dogs are

‘ white' etc. These propositions are called contingent pro-
positxons. There is no necessity about them. Their truth

is contingent on what the universe happens to be 1ike, Why

we call a truth necessary ? Because they are knowidble

apriori, - In other lwords, ‘we can say that necessary | Cruth

% (DyPP. 266 =7, di VII, 401 )
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and knowdble apriori are interchangeable expression.

They are epriori because they necessarily hold true

of all cases of today, tomorrow or a million years from

now, What makes a statement apriori and necessary is
/'_\_

not the structure of t he gtatement itself as with

analytic statement but because it is true of all cases

of today, tamorrow and to remote future’,

Any statement that we do have to test to see whether
it holds for future cases is a contingent statement knowable
a posteriori. The statements about uniformities of nature

first secem e teo be necessarily true, But it is not s o, We

can not guarantee that_iniformity that held yesterday and
today will continue to hold tomorrow and forever after,

The >test of further experience showed that it did not hold

true ag it was originally stated. If we have to dbserve nature
further to discover vwhether the uniformity continues to hold,

thus the sstatement in question is contingent, not necessaryh

We can ask one question here, ‘'Are therec synthetic

necessary- statements ?' Here, we can say that there are

necessary statements knowable apriori but they areall

analytic-statements or tautologies, that means denial of
any of them would result in a self._contrpdiction. For exampls,
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‘A ds A, (one' canot be here and not here at the same time’

Are there any a priori statements that are also synthetic

necessarily true yet not analytic ? This is one of the most
controversial problems in the history of modern philosophy
Most of the synthetic statements we hear and utter are
contingent - ‘the desk is brown®, ‘there are six cars in
the driveway %, Those who declare that there are no synth-
etic a:_apriori i1 truths are called empiricists, According
to them, there cannot be synthetic a priori statement, If
it is synthetic thaen it cannot be 3prior1 and if it is

)
apriori then it canmnot be aynthetic. On the other hand,

those who declare that there are synthetic apriori truths

Ws. They have given socme examples of
synthetic gpriori statements - ' 2 plus 2 equals 4!, 'every
M:}t has a cause®, ‘'parallel lines never meet' etc. But

Are empiricist holds the view that none of these propositions

'O~
¥ s synthetic ggiori proposition, If they are synthetic then

they c¢annot be /agrior:l and if they are apriori then they

cannot be synthetic, Rationalist holds the view that

we derive certaln concepts from experience and after deriving
them we gee that they necessarily go together., Throuch our
sense exrerience we understand what it is to be coloured
and to be extended, we see that what has the first property

mist also have the second, This is simply because of power
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of mind which grasps certain necessary truths of reality.

According to Kant, the synthetic apriori truth is possible

becouse of the nature of mind, Here we will discuss the
examples given by Kant, Suppose someone is f£ishing int he
sea with nets and interstices of the net areall one inch
apart‘:. 1¢ this is so then any fish that are less than

an inch long will slip through the net. If he knew nothing

about the nature of the net then after some time he will

come to the conclusion that there are no fish ‘in the

sea less than one inch long';

According to Knat, our synthetic a priori knowledge
has its source in a similar condition. There is 2 real
world - a noumenal world was many features that we
cannot imagine', ’Baéause of structure of mind we do not
know them just as fish, less than cane inch long are ndver
caucght in the net|, We have no knowledge of noumenal world
as it exists apart from mind but we can know only what comes
to us in the net, nothing of what slips through’, As long

as fisherman sticks to his net and knows only what the net
vields him, it is an a priori truth that he will never catch

any fish less than an inch long, Similarly, our mingd is



so constituted that every datum it presents to us is

always seem throuch certain forms of the intuition, that

is, space znd time and forms of undemt;nd:l.ng, that {is,’
substance and causality’. Since everything non.spatial
nonh-temporal will slip thmﬁgh the net, certain fundamental
truthe asbout space and time can be known apriori, for example,
that time moves in one direction only, that if a precedes B,
B precedes C then A precedes C and so on’ These hold true
only of the world as known by the mind, that is , phenanenal

world - not the noumenal world orworld as it is in itgelf

According to Kamt, all the propositions of arithmetic
and geometry are synthetic, i.,e. not analytic, In all these

propositions, no analysis of the subject will reveal the
predicate, Héds stock instance is the proposition 745 = 12,

He pointed out that 7 and S5 have to be put together to give 12
The idea of 12 is not ocontained in them, When we 2dd 7 + 5
then it must be 12 it cannot be cther number., But we will get
' 12 by adding number also such as 6+6, 8¢4 etc, 12 does not
L/%bntain in 7 + 5 only. Therefore, though the proposition

/7 + 5 = 12 is aspriori &t cannot be analytic. It is synthetic

/ggriox:i proposition,.

-

But there are s ome difficulties, If time is not real
but only a form of the intuition thaeh ther=is ' really*® no

before and after and the real world contains no events and

processes, since these occur in time and same with regards
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to space; in the real world nothing can be to the left

of anything else, since in the real world no spatial

categories apply.

HowSigen we know that there is a real wofld and
that it is unknowable ? If the phenomenal world is a
function of structure of the human mind; how do we know
that the structure of the mind won't change ? can we no

know this apriori ? If not then we do not have synthetic

a priori knowledge even of the phenomenal world.

According to leibniz, when a subject-predicate
propcsition is true, the predicate is said to be included
in the subject that means the concept of predicate is
always followed from the concept of subject. This can be
applied to propositions whether it is contingently true or

necessarily true., Leibniz says -

® My idea of a true proposition is such
that every predicate, necessary or
contingent, past,present or future, is 5
included in the idea of the subject ..."

In asserting that in all true subject-predicate

propositions the predicate is included in the subject,

5. *Identity in Individuals and True proposition' in

letters to Hessin Rhienfels, May 1686 Gerharat
Phill II, p.37%
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Leibniz certainly did not mean to imply that all subject-

predicate propositions were necegssary, The predicate in the

subject does not mean that all truths are analytic.

Leibniz himself used the expressions ‘*analytic® and
'synthetic' but in a guite different sense from that of Kantl
Leibniz uses the ‘anglytic' to mean ‘practical' and the word
‘synthetic' to mean ‘theoretical ¥, According to Leibniz, in
case of subject-predicate proposition if the subject is an
infinitely complexdse., the concept of an individual cbject
of which many predicates are true then one would not always
automatically know of any given predicate whether it is
included in the subject or not. Leibniz says that if the
predicate of a propositi6n expresses the specles to which the

subject belongs them the proposition is true.

Cne guestion ¢ an be raised here whether Leibiiz's
definition of truth for subject predicate proposition is

canpatible with the distinctions between necessary and

contingent truths,

He wrote =

¢ There is some thing which has perplexed me
for a long time I did not understand how
the predicate could be in the subject,

witheult“ the proposition thereby becoming



NEecessary ..... But the knowledge of geome=
trical things are especially that of ine
finite analysis showed me lidht, so that I
cane to understand what it is for concepts

to be resolvable in infinity", 6

According to leibniz, a contingent truth is trve in
the actual world whereas necessary truths are true inall

possible worlds’: A possible world is a world which God could
have created. As He only created the actual world for ours,

all other possible worlds exist only as ideas that is Lo say

they are imaginary world., Truths of reason hold in every

conceivable or imaginary world and therefore necessaryii
Necessary truths hold good for all possible world. But why

are truths of fact contingent ? leibniz gives an example of

a contingent truth, the truth that Caesar crossed the

Ribicen. To say that this proposition is true implies that
the concept ‘crossed the Rubincon'® is included in the concept
of Caesar, Can the opposite of the proposition * Caesar did nct
eross the ii'ubican, be possible ? What :[eibniz meant by

saying that the opposite of * Ceesar crossed the Rubicon'! is
possible, 1s thet there could have been in a dififerent

world a nperson like Caegar in all respect except that of
crossing the Rubicon. But he could not be Caesar in this
World., So it is not the case that ' Caesar did not cross the
Rubiceh?! could be true. But it is possible for there to be ano=-
ther complex concept which contains almost all the predicates
of Caesar, but vhich containg *did not crogs the Rubiconﬂ'

instead of ‘crossed the Rubicon', We cannot say that there
¢ Conturat ©oFI P. 4% o




«9Em

are instantiations of the individual concept ‘Ceesar’
Qﬂw’ in other world which did not cross the Rabicon, The

e sponding propesition that is true in other worlds

\/(L’ What about the propositions like ‘Pegasus fliemx¥ 2

*GK,}/{ccording to Leibniz, any senténce which has a name that
%/k }ﬂ does not denote an individual in this world as subject is:

‘%Zl false. Leibniz believed that all singular propositions
Kﬁ:f/ could also be treated as universal propositions, According
S to Leibniz, the siggular proposition ' the apostle St Peter
X\I‘J&\ é\g‘k"'\Aéha?n:tes his Magter states that who ever was St, Peter the
NS
M ‘\ ' Leibniz makes a distinction between essential pro-
\BW positions, and existential propositions. According to Leibn:lz,

w ostle denied his master*y

to say AB is a thing or AB exists, could mean either possible
existence i.e. AB exists in some possible world or actual
existence i.e. "AB exists in this world. An existentid
proposition is contingent and is possible only in thig
world.5 "y In an essential proposition like that of the
trilateral having three angles one is making a claim about
trilateral in any possible world., To say that particular
affirmative propositions carry existential import is to
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say thet particular affimmative proposition ! . Some A is B!

is the same proposition as *'AB exist', Exist’ here means
it cen be conveived!, it can be understood' and that the
existence ascribed is 'possible or actual depending on
whether the proposition is essential or existential’,

According to leibniz, it is the nature of indivie
dual substances to have complete individual concepts
corresponding to the particular thisness of the individuall,
But we canqdr get at the ‘thisness' of things which exist
in other possiblew orlds.

Leibniz says -

s The concept of an individual substance is
such that from it a reason can be given

for all the predicates of the subject to
wvhich th is concept can be attributed®. 7

For example, the concept of Alexander the Great is

a full individual concept even if we do not know the full
details of all that is true of Alexander, sincew e know whom

i is of and hence that every predicate that is true of him
is a component of thglt cecncept’, But the concept of Pegasus

({ winged horse) is not fullydetermined in this sense.

=
According to é..eibniz*, an(/ abstraction that is an idea does

not have complete conceptf

7 (_o'nhurat) OF1 , P 403
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Conclusion «

In this chapter, I have discussed the concept
of gubstance in great detail’ It is a truism ctosay that

this problem originates in Greek philoscphy in general and
in Aristotle‘'s philosophy in particular. Therefore, I have
given a prominent place to Aristotle's concept of substancel
It is a well known fact that Aris?otle rejects Plato's
explanations that the forms exist: independent of particule-
ars. He 8130 reacts againat the essentialism of Plato, He
holds the view that substance is a combination of both matter

and form. I have raised an objection a gainst this matter- fg:@!

theory, that is, though the matter form theory can explain
why this thing is _a table, it cannot explain why it & this
particular table’,

While discussing the concept of substance Degcartes®
view with tegerd to it cannot be ignored. I have, therefore,
discussed the Cartesian notion of substance in gome detad{h:.
Descertes® view is not free from -difficulties, which I ha\;é'
highlighted. Spinoza accepts the Certesian definition of
stbstance but he comesto a different conclusion. He rejects
dualism and advocates monism, He is of the view that monism
is a logical outcome of Cartesiam definition of subspancé,
Spinozats position too imvolves certain difficulties, such as

determinism and pantheism.
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Leibniz rejects the Cartesian definition of sub=
stance. Both Descartes and Spinoza defines substance in térms

if independent existence, while Leibniz @efines substance in
terms of independent a_ctioh‘l" Thié~v&ew of Leibniz leads to
pluralism and monadism. Since Leibniz is the focal pdint of
my- dissveirtaﬁion I will be éiscussing thediffic,ultieé of

monadism in next chapter’,

i have discgssea the viewé of Locké,lBerkeley and
Hume with regard to notion of sﬁb’stance aJ;bei—t in a perfuntory
way's I,. have also discussed the view of K§nt regarding the cate-
- aory. of rgubstance“‘.: He is of the view that we cannct 'un&erst§_
and “ ¢hanjest, unless we refer to them»to per_r‘nanent‘ substance
which itself does not change’, The notion of substé.ﬁé:,e for
him, therefore, is én ‘apriori category of understanding

according to which mind interpretes sensations and 1ts ideas.

Credit must be given to Leibniz for making ai
distinction between ti‘uths of reason and truths of fact
for this-distinction is the precursor ( prior) of the modern
distinction betweeri analytic and synthetic proposition, Accor-
ding to leibniz, a necessary truth is a proposition true of
a1l possikle world and a contingént proposition is t_rué of
only the acthalvwcrldii I have .also discussed Leib@iz's
distinction bete#een esser;tiabl‘ propositioh and- existential



«-99-

i
proposition, I believe that this distinction would go ac
long way to understand the distinction between truths of

reason and thuths of fact!, There is no gain saying that
Leibniz's logig is limited to a great extent by his subject-
predicate logic, He bases this distinction only on logic

of subject and predicate, since he was not-aware of any

other logic such as relational logic etc
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Leibniz and Monad -

Leibniz challenges the views of substance of both
Descartes and Spinoza, Both are of the opinion that
extension implies actual size and shape’, For Descartes

extension refers to a material substance, that is, extended
ir space and is not divisible into something more primary’
For Spinoza extension is an irreducible material attribute

of God or nature, But Leibniz rejected both the views of
Descartes and Spinoza% For Leibniz all things .are campounds

or aggregates because the bodles or things iwe see with our
senses are divisible into smaller parts, Therefore, he is
of the cpinion that there must be simple substances, since
there are compound substances, for the compound is only a
collection of gogregatum of simple substances, Scme may
aggue that this view of leibniz is not an original oney
Because, for Democritus and Epicurus have already argued
centuries before that all things consist(} of small atoms%

I would@ like to argue that his view is different from the
view of both Democritus and Epicurus and thus his view is

an original one for the following reason’ Leibniz rejected
this notion of stoms because for both Democritus and ’

Epicurus, these atoms are extended bodies, as irreducible
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bits of matter, Such matter is considered to be lifeless
and would have to get its motion from something outside
itselfs But according to Leibniz, matter cannot be the
primary object of thing or substance. For Leibniz, the only
simple substances are monads and those are “'the true ==
@foms’- 5 vature. , the elements of things.® The monads
differ from atomsin that, atoms were viewed as extended
bodies, whereas Leibniz described the monad as being force
or energywe 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
thingsw» For leibniz, Monad 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
lgrge clusters But monad, the simple substance is capable
of actione Leibniz says that compound substance is the
collection of monadswe Monad is a Greek word which signifies
unity or that which is one Clggqjgj simple substance, lives,

souls, spirits are unities. Consequently all nature is full

of lifew



The word ‘'monad* priginallf was used to denote
the unit of arithmetic, the monad, the dyad that means the
nunber two or group of two, the triad that means gbe group
of three etc, Yet even in the ancient philesphy 1t was
scmetlmes used to mean simply the individual, scomething
which like the atam of Democritus was by definition
individible, Leibniz means by it living being, using it . »
to denotec the individual which is really indivisible as
distinguished from & mathematical unit individual or ataom,

which is only individual by definition and cannot be

iddicated in any real existent’,

For Leibniz, monads cannot be extended in space*“
because they have no shape and size, HMonads are scmething
like force or energy. If we reduce physical particiies then
we will ¢et enerqy or that particles are a special forn of
enerqy’., Therefere, according to ieibniz. monads are
lociczlly prier to Corporeal fomms. Thus for leibniz, true
stbstances are monads, Each monad is independent o‘;’ other
monads and monadé do not have any causal > relation to each
other, Mcnads are not onlvidependent and different but
they 2lso contain the gource efﬂggeir activity or energy
within themselves|, Thoﬁéh all monads are different f£rom

each cther yet there must be some relation between all the

monads which make up the universe, some explanation, for
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their orderly action, This explanation Leibmiz £inds in
his fdoa of pree-established harmony,. Even though each
moned i isclated from the other, their geparate purposes
fommn @ Gewocle hormony. Monads are said to be like
ocks,. Though there are several clocks, all strike the

gtme hour because there is a harmony or other wise thoy kecp
2ot time,

Leibniz commares all these monads to ~ several
differcnt bands of musicians and choirs, playing their
parts separately and placed that khey de not sce or even
hear one another «xbh ré‘fertheless ( they) kecp perfectly to-
gethor, by eech follewling thelir own notes, in such a way
that he who hears them all finds in them a harmony thit is
venderiul end mugh more surprising than 1€ there had been
any cormnecticn bDCtween them . This fect of universal
harmony of 11 monads is said to be the result of God's
activity, vhereby this harmony is pre-established, This
perfect hamony of ac many substences which have no corminie

cation with each other provided a new point to Leibniz thet
is, the cuistence of God, because a hamony of many winde

cwless substsnces can orly came from 2 commen causel



The monadology of Leibniz is cn eample of
spiritucl pluralisme #According| to him, these monéds
are particular, indcpendent ang self -gufficient, ultimste
substenee, They are partless indivigidble, Each monad
hag its oun individual existence, In Leibniz's monadalogy
God is the soul” of immumerable monads im the universe and

in every living being there argl self -conscicus soul:
governing the inpumerzble mona:fks. Bach monad is independent
of other monads. All idees, according to Leibniz, are
innate, Therefere, 21l our knouledge is self-development.

There is no intercomunication) between different monads

f
A question arises ?ﬁ'ere that if monads are
sbaolutely independent of ezac:!'z‘l other, how €0 we experience

because meonads are windowlesst

e camron universe ? If the monads do not receive any

imprecsion: fran outgide how s.[i’nall we explain the nmutual

behaviour of Qifferent indivic?uals ? Bach monad, according
to Leibriz, is individual andjmique. Each hag its own
pergpective whidch is differen%: £rom t hat of others. They
arc the minute representative%a of the universe. In the
world of such moneds, how is se that there 15 interaction
betucen the body andé mind and among different {ndividuals 7
Leibniz brings in the law of pre-established harmony to

retain the unlqueness of monel&s. secording to this law,

|
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W chief monad, the Monad monadum, God, esteblishes

a,?amcmy among the monads while creating them, According
¢ creerang e ¢

M M
j
N\lf?ﬁﬁi ‘q‘wJ{o Yoibniz, in ea¢h monad the past, present and future

thelr conscious level and along with it thetr knowledge

becomes more and more clear,

For Leibniz, monad is nothing but 2 simple

substance and according to him, there mist be cimple
suhstonces since there arecompounds, for atompound iz

nothing put a colleoction or agorsgation of simple
things, If the 'simple things' are like the Monads, NODR=
cquentitative,etn we attach any intelligible meaning to
‘cormound?, which is o mere agaregate of them ? Docs not
an aggregate always imply clements vhich are quantities,
however small ? Leidbniz is of the opinion that rothing
quintitative can ever be absgoluvtely simple, that is,
without parts and thus there seems & weakness in his
reasoning at this point, According to Leibniz, tonads have
neither extensiorn fior form nor figure nor divisibility,
Theze ronads are the raeal nature or the elements of ‘
things', ordivary physiczl atows have form and extension
and theoudgh they may not be physically divigible, yet they
must bBe idenlly divisible and thus £for Leibniz all merely

physical atoms are unreal, Since simple subgtance cannct

be formed by the combination of parts, there is no
cencelvable way in which a gimple substance can came into

being by natural means. Accerding to leibniz, a thing is



preduced by nature only when it comes into being gradually,
that means bit by bit or slovly. But the monads, having no
parts, Canmot came into being by the adding of part o

part. Yot it may be pointed out that every monad has anp
internal development Which is gradual,. Since monad is

simple, it can only come into being or come to an end all at

once, while thot vwhich is compound comes into being or comes
to zn end by perts, Now the question arises how & monad can

be altered in qualiey or intermally changsd ? Since it is

impossible to chenge the place of enything in 4t or to

concalve in it aty internal motion which could be precudceed,
increaced or diminishein monads, although all theso are

vossible in cagse of conpound which has parts. According te
Leibniz, motlon is simplyjchange of position. 1t is not 2
positive quality belonoing to a moving body, but motion and
rest are entirely relative to one another. Again rest is
merely an infinitely small degree of motion, mothing in

the world is absolutely at rest. Therefore, nobody begins

to meve frem a state of abzseclute rest, but from a8 state
3
vhich 1s to be coneeivse os alveady one.motion, how

ever zmell in amowpt, Actual motion 18 not something added



1072

to 3. body but it is a gradual growth or increiment of a
motion which is a2lready there. The intrinsic tendency or
potentiality of moticn is called by Leibniz forceChanges

i» monad 1/8_ possible, because it contains within itself

P

the cause of the change, the foree or activity which
preduces the motion, Leibniz says =

“The nocticn of foree is ag clear as that
of activity and of passivity, for it

is that from which activity follows ,
vhen nothing prevents it. It is efforts,
congtusy and while motion is successive
things, which consequently never exist/.

tny more than time, because all its
parts never exist( fogether -while, I

e

say, that is so, force or efforts, en
the other hand, exists quite completely
at every instent and must be gomething
gtnuine and real’.. And, as nature has to
do rather with the real thgn with that
wiich does not completely exist except
in our mind, it sppears ( in consequence)
T ey

-
fev—
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of what  have shown ) that it 4s the

scme gquantity of motion, that is pre-

served in nature®s?

thy did Leibniz hold that there is a plurality

of substancesgifistoed of holding, like Spinoza, that there iso

enly one genuine substance 7 According to some philjosophers,

for example, C,D. Board, Leibniz's main reasons for O

pluralism are the follewing }@.

1) He understands by the term *substance’ a

continuant which -hag cccurrents or statesg, that is, medes,
but 4o not itself an occurent in or a state of -anythind,
It seoms odbvious to him thot his own mind wag a continuant,
having various experiences ss occurrents in it, He did

not Qoubt that there are other finite minds besides hig
om and according to him there is no reason why he ghould
be in privilege position of being the only substance

actually created,

2) Passing to ostensibly material objects, we have
to account for the fact thot they appear ¢o be extended

-

1. { Letters to M, Pelisson ( No date, probably 1691)
dutens, i. 7197 Foucher de cargdl, 3, 157)
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and cndlescly divisible into co-axisting parts., Leibniz
has no cdjection to infinity but what he cbjects to is &
coampound whose compenents ayxe themselves compunnds and go
on without end, His geolution 3is to suppogme thet any

ostensibly exterded substance, no matter how small it may
apperr to he is in faoct an oggregate of an infinite number

of simple unextended sWrstances, It can bg sald that
Leibniz hag given good reason for thinking that there

is =n infinite number of substances, ench of which is
simple in the sense that it Goes not conoist of co-oxisting
parts and thorofore, fs not emtended .

The key notions associated €ith Lelbniels neme

ere monadism, the pro-established hammony, the principle of
sufficiont reascn and the identity of fAdiscemibles.

A trus gubstanceg, he argued, must be a witaxy thing and
therefore, not only unaxtended and indivisgible, but also
organdc. This is why he comes to the conclusion that it
must be an immaterial centre of enerygy, immune from external
influsnces, lLeoibniz arrived at this conclusion of multitude
of individual substances partly as a result of his intorest
in methomatics and biology, and pazxtly &8s a result of two
mistoken essumptions’y The €irst assumption that all
stotements can be properly expressed in the subject -
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predicate form, which Implied that all existential and
relational propositions are concemed with predicatts or
preperties, But in f£act no existential propositions are
reducible te the subject-predicate form, because it would
be wrong to regard existence as a predicate or to say

thnt in existential propositions existence is predicated
of a subject term, Nor ik 18 true that relations are

properties of 3ubjects or that relationidpropositicns can

be put into the fom 'S is P'. This mistake can de gshown
by ccmparing a statement cbout & common property of twe
objucts with one about a relation between them, For exampde,
the . statement that A and B are heavy is grommatically of
the seme form as the stetement that A and B are similar,
Though these two statanents are gremmatically of the scome
form their logicel form is different and thus c¢ne cannot
be reducible to another. It is possible to say that A is
heavier than B or perticularly heavy but it is verxy

ebsurd to say that A 4z more similar to B than B 45 to A
or that 2 particularly Wﬁ The gecond erronecus
agsumption is that the predicete of any trus affirmative
stetement 1is inecluded in the concept of the aubject, so
thet all true propositions, including factusl or contingent
ones, bectme analytic or l_’feyfif:i‘. The two agsumptions in

conjunction are sald to explain the view of Leibniz that
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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 unit of substance cannot
be quantity because quantity is always divisible, For
indivisibility of unit of substance it must be quality,
Thattmneans unit of substance must be intensive rathem than
extensive, One question regarding the whole and parts can
be raised here, that is, whether whole is prior to parts
or parts?frior 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
from the primary parts. In contrast with this view there
is the other view of qualitative doctrine, which regards
the relatton of whole and parts as mseparable., The whole
ls etpresged and symbolized and therefore in some way
included ih each parte Therefore, the parts are not
determined or characterized without reference to the whole
and the whole is not a mere vague aggregate of independent
parts, In some sense @ach part must contain the whole

within itself, each unit must include an infinite manifold,
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We can say that the whole :: expresses itself through
parts, Here one question can arise, what must be the nature
of a part which can in some way contain or express the
whole within itself ? Now the answer is that the part
cannot contain the whole within itself actually and fully
because then the distinction betwgen whole and part would
vanish, Therefore, the 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 phtdg
containing and things cop;ained. but rather as a relation
of symbolized and symbols, sign and signified, That is to
say, the part:must be a representation of the whele from
some particular point of view, a symbol or edpression of
the whole in such a way that the whole might be unfolded:
entirely from within it.

Thus the part must have a certain spontaneity or
power of acting from within its€lf 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, i£ it had4p£qpéptxon

alone, the part would merely represent one'aecept of the

whole.‘1£ke an unchansing picture, It 43 because of this
appetition that the part is able to realize the life of the

whole,

Monads have propertdes such as perception, tthlought
consciousness which are spiritual and internal change of
these properties wﬁi&h also must be spiritual is called

appetition,

i

Like mtgt‘othet metaphysicians, Leibniz assumed
that a substance must be something tregiy independent, that
is,something éxisting in its own right, without the need
of outside support. He sees:s the problem of substance in
the light of the problem of individuation, The only way in
which Leibniz thought he could explain both the independence
of substances and the truely individual nature of each was
to aggue(a) that substances must be simple (monads)j
(b) that they cannot consist of ﬁatter or be extended in
spacé: (c) that they are windowless and (d) that there is
sufficient reason why every fact or event should be as it

is and not otherwise,
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Monads, that means simplep for Yeibbiz] are
simﬁie in the strictest possibleusenée. In oxrder to be
t¥uely individible they must have neither parts; nor
shape, nor extensione. This means that monads are neither
materiallynor spatially characterized, From 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 Yiew leibniz, is of the opinion that
~monads neither came into being nor)perish in the way in
which material objects, that is,the compounds of monads-
come into being or are dissolved, So for as monads are
concerned, Leibniz says that they bef@iin by an act of
creation and end by annihilation,

From the above argument of plurality of monads and
their immaterial 'nature, lLeibniz must now answer two
crucial question namely (1) how are monads related to

one another ? and (P) what exactly is each monad made of 2



The answer to be first question is that monads being
independent égggz;nces must be wholly unrelaéed to one
another., By assuming that the nature of monads aré immaeterial
and enextended , leibniz effectively eliminated the concept
of physical interaction between wonads, Monads are not
provided with anything that could affect them from outside,
Ieibniz argued that if monads have mental experiences,
states of conciousness or sense-pe}ceptions guch gsseeing
a tree, these are in some way self-induced and do not

result from anything external otothemselves, Since monads
have no spatial characteristics, no meaning can be
attached to the phrase ‘outside g;};monadaascording to
L2ibniz, monads:are ‘windowless', The relatéanship between
monads myst 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 it follows from lLeibniz's main thesis that a monad's
properties are neither physical,nor spatial, it remains

for him to indicate in what way it is characterized.

Leibniz's description of monads can be sad to
be”two-fold.\Fizst. if monads are to be spiritual substances,
théir ptopert&es must themselves be spiritual. To qualify
mgnads,in this way is to say that they have differenet
deé;ees cflconsciousness and more or less cleat ideas,

4cegtions or thoughts. Secondly, if ﬁonads are to be
/;ndiwidualusubstances. any change in thei: attributes must be
b%ged ‘on some internal principle, which in tutn must be

s
ik 1."’,--1

apirtualﬁin gg&ggg:, leibniz calls this 1nterna1 principle

Vi
ﬂﬁf action ,or change from one idea to another as(:appetition(j

The/action of internal principle which causes the change,

t

’ﬁhe passage frcm one perception to anothar. may beﬁballed
/ag@etitﬂbna it 15 true, the desire cannot always completely
If&ain to every perception to which 1t tends. but it always

s ’ ’\ “ f
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attain to samething thercof, amnd arrives at new
poerceptions’

leibniz followg Descartes in regerding clearmess
and distinctness as the merks of perfection in ideas or
perceptions but he does not limit or draw a gharp line
botwesn ideas which 2re perfectly clear apd distinct and
ail those which are confused or cbscure, All percepticns,
according to Leibniz, are more or less perfect roproschite
aticng of objects but they vary in thelr degrees of
distinctness or confusednesshi Confusedness is simply
a tow degreec of distinctness that 1s, the more perfect
> any perfection or repregsentation is, the more clear
or distinct 14 is and on the other hand while the
legs perfect it is, the more 34 it confused.

Thus the differences among the monads consist

entirely in the various degrees of perfection or distinct-
rpess with which they perceive or represent the universe,
Since cach monad seems to coptain the vhele more or less
confusedly within itself therefore, with the help of its
appetition it may rise to & more perféct statel
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Leibniz has roughly distinguished created monads
into three main classs = (1) Unconscious monadss; (2) Con-
scious monads and ( 3) rational or self-conscious monads,
All simple substances or created monads might be called
Entelechies, for they have in them a certain perfection or
completeness in them. They have a certain self-sufficiency
which makes them £he sources of their internal activities
and so to speak, 1ncorpérea1 automata. That is to sag§e not
megely machines, sych as those made by man, but entirely
self-moving machines which contain within themselves the ,
ground or principle of all their states or conditions.

Monads in this sense can be sald to be automata.

Conscious sensation or feeling, accompanied by the
simple forms of memory, clearly marks gg_gertain monads
from those which have merely unconscious or confused
perfection. To the former class the name ‘*souls’ may be

specially applied while for the latter the general name



Bntelechias can be applied. Again there are higher monads
which have self-consdousness- and season or thought

proper, in addition to unconscious and conscious perception
and memor&. we may call these ‘rational souls'® dr ‘spirits‘,
The class of rational souls or spirits includes men and
higher Antelligences. The intermediate *'soul’ class is

that of animals and the_%*ass of gntelechies are said to
include all real beings ghat have not reached the stage of
consciousness. Each 0of the two higher classes of monads
possess, in addition to its éwn wpecific qualities, the
characteristics of the inferior monads., Thus both animals
apd men have unconscious as well as conscious perceptions ,
for example, when they f£all into faint or have profound

and dreamless sleep, for we experience in ourselves a
condition in which we remember nothing and have no distin-
guishable perception. In this state the sculd) does not
perceptibly, differ from a bare monad, but as we find that

this state is not a lasting one and the sould comes out of
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it, therecfore scul can be said to be something more than
a bare Monad or unéonscious monad, In such a case that
means, in case of dreamless slecp or in case of faint)
menads or simple substances are not entirely devoid of

perceptions, for monas cannot exist without (= 7 7
perception of some ¥ind, The changes of the monads are
entirely from within, so that vhen the man or animal
awakeng out of a sleep or trace his conscious perceptions
must have unfolded themselves out of immediately
preceding perceptions of am unconscious mind, Since every
present state of & simple sudbstance is naturally a

consequence of its preceding gtate, it can be sgaid that
ity present is big with itg future’

Since on awaking from an unconscious state, wo
are cenocious of our perceptions, we must have had percep-

tions irmediatcly before we Swake, although we werc not at
all conscicus of them because one porception can in a

natural way come only from another perception, as a motion
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can in a natural way came only from a motion. Here, I want
to say a fqg_liggg\about the laws of motion. By this laws
we mean that the total quantity of motion in the universe
is constant, that it dis 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 hdght 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, heat, 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, which can be
nothing but another perception and if the antacedent
perception did not immediately precede the consequent,
there would be asbreak of continuity in the existence of
soul, Mod¥ions are themselves perception, but they are
conéused perceptions, of such a kind that their relations
to one another can be stated according to mechanical laws

which however are abstract and pre-supposed,
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Again, men share with animals both senseepercep-
tion and the empirical sequence of remory. HMHemory provides
the soul with a kind of consecutiveness or sequence of
peccaeption or what Leibniz calls association of ideas.

For example, we see that when animals have a perception of
something which strikes them and of which they have formerly
had a similar perception, they are led, by means of repre-:
-gentation in their memory combined the things with the
previous percsption and they come to have feelings similar
to those they had on the former occasion.,For\bﬁtance,
when a stick is shown to a dog, he remembers the pain it
had caused to him and howl and run away. And the strength
of the mental image which impresses and moves him comes
from the numbex of the preceding p@#rceptions, In so £ar as
the sequence of perceptions arxe due to the principle of
memory alone men act like the lower animals. In our every
day life most of our works and beliefs are seem to be of
empirical kind._lpxgptee fourth of our actions we are
nothing but emperics; For instance, when we expect that
there will ba day light tomorrow, we do so empirically,

beczuse 4t has always so happened until now,
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While discussing self-consciousness, it is very
important to refer to Descartes, According to Descartes,
the rational soul is the mind and its reality comes only
from self-consciousness. This means that without self=-
consciousness there is no mind or soul. Animals have no
self=consciousness, Therefore, they have no mind, they are
mere machines but anfimals have sensations snd impulses
and consequently sensation and impulses are not functions
of self-consciouseness or acts of soul., But these sensations
and impulses are purely physical’Mechanical process whether

A
3

they occur in man or in lower animals. Descartes sharptﬁy

vy draws the line between consciousness and uncongsciousness

kﬂﬁg@ﬁ/ghe one side,and self-consciousness on the other side

gy

and the complete independence of self-consciousness is the
;oot 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
g3SS2EEiSEE_EEEEZEEXLLQ§‘2£E§~?Bd the opposition between
mind and body is said to be:a difference, not of a kind but
ofadegree, In the certainty of self-~consciousness
Descartes involved the certainty of God, the perfect Being,
and from this he éroceeds to the certainty of the external

world and to the principle that clear and distinct ideas



-124~

are characteristicsof self-consciousness and with_the help
of this clear and distinct ideas, the reality of sabjects
can be drawn, For Leibniz, on the other hand, the Ego is
not a pure subject, whose essence is immediate selfeconsci-

ousness.,

1eibniz says -

“Not only is it immediately clear to me

that I think, but {t is quite as clear

to me that I have different thoughts;

that now I think of A, now of B and so

one These two things I regaré as mutually
independent of another and as equally
originales There are two absolute truths,
that is to say, general truths which

speak of the actual existence of things:
thel) one is that we think, the other that
there-is a great variety in our thoughts,
From the first it follows that we are, from
the second it follows that there is scme-
thing’) 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 {s as unquestionable, as independent
as the other, and Descartes, having in
order of his meditations takenaccount only
of the first of Fhem. has falled to reach

the perfection he set before himself“.2

Self-consciousness cannot be the ground of
exigstence of an Ego, but a difference in degree of quality
between it and other substances, To say * I think* therefore
Iam (I exist} is not stgﬁgglz__to prove existence by
thought, since to think and to be thirking are the same
thing and to say I am thinking is already to say I ame Selfe
conscious monad is one which has developed its perceptive
nature more fully than those of animals and unconscious
monads. The knowledge of necesgary and eternal truths
distinguishes us, that is, self-conscious monads from mere
animals and gives reason and sciences, raising usbthe

knowledge of ourselves and of God, The necessayy and

2, { Nouvezux Essais, bke iVeche2 1(E 341 a; g.v. 348)
Gedve327. also letters to Foucher 1676 gei, 370).
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enternal truths are the first principles of all rational
knowledge. They are innate in use. They are infact the
very principles of our nature or universe, Thus the
consciousness or knowledge of these truths are knowledge
of ourselves and it is ak the same time wnowledge

of God, who is the final reason ofsdl things. This

reasoning in us is called the rational socul or mind,

Our reascning are grounded upon two great
principles, that of contragdiction and of sufficient reason,
leibniz sometimes distinguishes between the principle of
contradiction and that of identity (a=a) . But %k he recoge

nizes that they are ultimately ones The principle of contradice

tion is in general, a proposition is either true or false
that means it cannot ;;“;;;;—;;;;k;nd falgse 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 reasong why

it should ks so -and not otherwise, although these reasons
usually cannot be known by us, lLeibniz sometimes éaiis the

sufficient feason the determining reason, meaning the

reason which determinesa the existence of this or that out
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of a number of poséibiliaes. ‘@each of which involves no
self-contradiction. The suffiéiént 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 kinds of truths - namely truths

of téésohland'ttuths'6f'fact. Truths of réasoning are
necessary and their opposite is impossible, and truths of

fact are éontingent and their opposite is pogsible. Leibniz

says -

. “Bbth principles must apply not only to
- A‘ nécéésary. but also to contingent truths
 and indeed, that which has no sufficient
reason Qust necessarily be nonfexisteﬁt.
for it may in a manner be sgid ghat;these
Ewékprinciples are included in the
| definition of the true and the false,
Nevertheiess wher Bj analysing a
suggested truth, we see that ik depends -
‘qpon truths whose épposite involves a
contrédiction, we can say that it is |
ébsolﬁtely necessarye. But when, carfying

our analysis as far as we like, we can
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never reach such elements of the given
truth it must be said to be contingent,
and to have its origin in a prevailing
reasong which inclines without necessi-

tating®, 3

But on the other hand, at a later date, Leibniz

writes to Clérke =

“The principle of contradiction is by 4tself
sufficient for the demonstration of the
whole 64 Arithmetic and Geometry, that

is, to say, of all mathematicai princi-
ples. But in order to pass from Mathema-
tics to pPhysics, another principle also

is needed the principle of suificient

v 4
reasong

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 reductible to the other. There are certain

3. Theodicee entitled Remargnes sun le livre de M King,
Bo ‘,641 b: g. Vi. 414. hd

a4, (1™ Ecrit de Leibniz, E 748 a; g. vii, 355 )
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eternal and necessary truths which are independent of the
will of God, existing in His understanding alone, and
these are subject to the principle of contradiction but

the reality of all individual substauces and their chaanges

is dependent on the will as well as understanding of God
and they are all subject to the principle of sufficient
reason, Each 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 15~Ebnsistent or opposed in character not

e

wiith itselt but with the system of which it is a part,

The dufficient reason of the existance of the
universe cannot be found in the sequence of coptingent
things, that is to say, of bodies and their representations
in souls, because the motion which i3 at preseqt in matter
or in bodies somes frdm‘thé preceeding motion,andthat
again from another preceeding motion, we are no farther
forward, how far we go, for the sam’e question always
remains. Thus the sufficient reason must be outside of

this sequence of contingent things and it must be in as
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substance which is the cause of this sequence otherwise we
should not yet have a sufficient reason 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 indiscernibles,

According to leibniz, reasoning is based on two
types of laws, namely law of contradiction and the law of
sufficient reascn, The law of contradiction states that a
proposition and its opposite cannot beth be true. The law
of sufficéent reason states that,®” no fact can be real and
no proposition can be true unless there is a sufficient
reason, why it should be thus and not otherwise, even though
in most cases these reasons cannot be known to ust, In
accordance with these twe principles of law of contradice-
tion and sufficient reason lLeibniz is able to distin@uish
two kinds of truths, nam@ly *truths of reason'and
‘truths of fact'’. According to him, truths of reason is
a proposition the opposite or denial of which is impossi-

ble and therefore necessarily true. He defines a truth
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of foct as @& proposition the copposite of which is not
contragictory; but possible or logically conceiveble and
therefore, they are said to be contingently true’, Herd,
Wwe ¢an say that truths of fact and (%“gnttngent propositicn
are based cn the law of mzzc:g mt reasen In oréer to
undergtand necCessary and contingent fact we will have

to Giscuss his two ascumptionst He holdsda) that 4in its

basic form overy true affirmative statement digplays a
connection of & swbject tetm with a predicate term and

(b) the noticn of a gubstance is that of a subject in a
propesition, in which predicates inhere; that means
substonce becones definabie in terms of the total of its
predicate’, Therefore] according to Ledbniz, all true
affirmative proposition, vhether contingent er
necessary one can be defined as analytic, that means,
their predicate terms are contained in their subject
terms, Leibniz's éefinition of truth in temms of the
‘contairment® of predicates in the sudbjects of propogie
ticus secems to eliminate the distincetion botween *cnoe
lytict ané ‘synthetic*® propositions as well as that
between necesseYy end contingent cnest Leibniz's ebject-
tion to this criticism is that & necessary proposition
is onc in which the inclusion of the predicate in the
subject can be damonstrated in a finite number of stepsy
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where?3. in the case of a contingent proposition an
dinfinite number of steps would be required, which is

humanly impossible, though possible for God,

The two ledding ideas of Leibniz can be stated
as (a) the logical premise that the subject term of a
true affirmative propositifdn must always include its
predicate termg It follows this that anyone who understand
the notion of the subject term would then also judge
' that predicate terms belongl) to it or inherss 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 lLeibniz cohc%udeslthat the
nature of any individual substance contains once and
for all everything that can ever happen ©b it, so that a
full’definition of it consists in a complete description
of all its predicates, past, present and future. leibniz,
bbalieves that the possiblities of the future are
inherent in the present cannot be ruled out. He wrote
that every present condition of the monadiis the
invariable or natural result of its paSt state,in 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 argue on the one hand,
that the hature of an individual substance contains f£rom
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 aeonnections holding in geometry.

Leibniz is of the opinion that monads have no
windows, through which anythiang could come in orxr got Butu
But then also monad must have some qualities, otherwise.
they would not even be existing thinge § being without
quality is indistinguishable from nothinge. 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 wicnad is a part or element of the
universe, because each represents it or reflaects it uas
in a mirror from scme particular angle, therefore, the

whole must be the infinite totality of ﬁonads. No two
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mondds can be exactly the same. The monadsdiffer: from

one another in quality only, This is the doctrine of

leibniz which is usually called the *'Identity of Indise
cernibles®, The difference is only?ﬁuality not of

gquantity because monad is individible so/" ) the

question of quantigy does not arise, Monads are infinite

in number and every monad differs in quality from every other
and monad might be considered as a series each member

of which differs from the next by an infinitely

small degree of quality.

According to Leibniz, each monad must be
different from egery other, This can besaid to be his
famousy principle of the ‘identity of indiscernibles‘',
There cannot be seweral things exactly the same, for in
that case there would not be aeveral things, but the same
thing iiéelf. All things must necessarily differ f£rom 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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motiion etc, that means such as round, square etcs, while
extrinsic qualities are those which arise from their
relations to other things, e.g. theilr being preceived,
desired that means as loved, seen, desired etc, Again,
there~ 438 a constant change in created substances 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, BEverything 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 autom tends to change its
place, the soul to change its thought : each changes of
itself in the simplest and most uniféem 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



line at a uniform speed) * and so much variety in the

changes of the soul ? The reason is that the ataom ( as
it is supposed to be,for there is mo such thing in

nature)’, althoudh it has parts, has nothing which causes
any variety in its tendency, because it is supposed that
these parts do not change their relaticnss while on the
other hand the soul; thouch it is perfectly indivigible,

has a composite tendency, that is to say, it contains a
multitude of present thoughts, of which each tends to a

particular change, according to nsture of its centent,’
and which all are present together in the soul, in virtue
of the soul's essential relation to all the other things
in the world. It is because they do not have this relae-
tion that the atoms of Epicurus have no existence in
nature, For there is no individual thing,’ which is not to
be regarded as expressing all others; and consequently the
soul, in regard to the variety of its modifications,
ought to be linkened to the universe, which it represents
according to its point of view, and even in a way to God,

whose infinity it represents €initely; because of its
confused and imperfect perfection of the infinite, rather
than to a material atom®® 5

k4

5, ( C£%, Repanse aux Rieflexions de Bayle ( 1702)
( E, 186 by G.Y% 4vE 562 )
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The principle of identity of indiscernible can
be stated tbat, there is no such thing as t¥#o individuals
indiscernible from each otheri) I1£ there are two alleded:
objects or particulars which a;e perfectly alike, that
is, had all their properties im common, place and date
included, then there would in effect no longer be two
particulars but only one, That is to say, instead of
asserting that, if whateve; 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 R s
true of Y. However, there is yet another way of formula=-
ting the principle. This is to assert that if, and only
iff 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 Of by what should
regard as their spatio-temporal characteristics, but’also
by some kind or degree of qualitative or instrinsic
dissimilarity, According to Léibniz, since monads are not”

spatially qualifiable, position in space in g;dinary
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sense can not be atfributed to them and therefore are
meaningless in relation to the nature of ulttimate reality.
Again, if two objects are to differ in respect of their
position in spgce only, they must, on Leibniz‘'s view,
differ with regard to their internal qualities and theree

fore, be qualitatively discernible as well,

slIdentity of indiscernibles is a famous
principle of lLeibniz‘*s, He recognizes two kinds oif \
difference, namely, numerical diversity and qualitative
dissimilarity or unlikeness, The principle can be stated
as, whenever there is (fumerical diversity there must be
qualitative dissimilarity or put it quite simply, 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) That fﬁg} 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

Ieibniz, it would be contrary to God's wisdom to create
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two such bodies and ({hberefore, we can be certain that
thefe ) are not two such bodies., As Clarke points out,
Leibniz seems now to say one thing and now the other,

Some times ILeibniz appeals to the empirical fact that,
however much alike two things may seem at first sight,

we will always find a qualitative diiffferences between them
if we look more carefully, use a microscope etc. The
agrument 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 agpparently
exactly similar things are really cases of dissimilarity
concealed by our imperfect powers of discrimination. But
according to Clarke, Leibniz would not expect to prove a

fhndamental metaphysical 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 indiscernibles, the basis of
the philosophy of Leibniz. Monad§differ because they exist
at diiferent 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 referred to as one rather than as two.
This is what Leibniz calls the law of identity of indis-
cernibles, 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 Leibniz‘'s view
of causal properties of objects, since Leibniz is often
believes to have been a metaphysician who denied causal

interaction, His claim in the Discoumseof Metaphysics, that

each substance Ois like a world aparc, independent of
everything but Godl and his claim that Umonads have no
windowstd have led some to believe that ieibniz's vision of
the world was unscientific- a vision in which nothing
causally affects or is affected by anything else, Leibniz's
denial cf the philosophical doctring of causal interaction
was raised first as a reaction against causal views about

the mind~bcdy prcblem.
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According to leibniz, things do affect each other,

but not by further fhings going out of one and going
into another, If'§ affects 'bi¥ is not as if there

are windows in'a’ and b through which further thingsc and
'd go in and out, Leibniz's solution to this problem is
the hypothesis of the pree-established hgrmony i.e. that

YT the nature of‘a and of B, is such that, following the
A‘ .

&&.CPJA}VIEWS of nsture, the change }n one does correspond to

e

, : : change in the other. According to Leibniz, to say that
NQ”JyMVA *_

-

P
T % nature and natural laws of the world is not to say that
QﬁTbo a~ things behave as if they were not connected to other
¢
QLSNJ”( things, According to him, everything is like a mirror

x o

car~ th,relation between himself and some other objeat as thus -

i
%LENJKA 2 My carlier state of existence contains

whith reflects the whole universe, He describes the

? /w-p 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

things ....“6

6, (Initia Rerum Mathematlcarum Metaphysics;
Gerhardt, Math, VII, p 172 Weiner, P 201)
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Leibniz believed that the necessity of such laws of
nature resided in the nature of each individual
substance, For esample, it is in the nature of every piece
of iron, that-it-will.bé.drawn to-a magnet. The Cane
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 happen to the plece of
iron in the vicinity of the magnet, That is why Leibniz
bebieved in the Prinéiple of Sufficient reason, which
he formulates as' ,... all truths - eoven the most
contingent - have an f,?%ﬂ@f?iproéf' 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
without a reason'.7 These laws of nature detemine
how each individual thing behaves in various situation,
BEach individual thing is a thing of a certain kind,
for example a particular metal of a particular shape,
And all these fac§§>§etermini§23he nature of the
individual, Ancluding how it aects or reacts in
correspondence with other objects given any actual

situation, One of the ‘basic features of the universe

7 ( untitled manuscript, Gerhardt, phil., 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 everything arises
in it from its own internal nature through a perfect
spontangity relative to itself, and .yet with perfect

conformity to external things“?

From 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 c¢reated mind, According to some critic, this
view leads to a strange inconsistency., For if the set of
predicates which makes up the description of an indivie
dual concept includes relational predicates, then these
predicates would not be true of that individual in a uni-
verse in which there wergﬂggﬁigg_gfcept that individual
substance and Gode, To say of a substance that it per=-
ceives, or mirrors or pepresents, another object:, pre=

supposes that monad stands in a certain connection toother

8., ('Systeme mouveau de le nature et de la communica=-
tion des sabstances', Journal des savans, June

1965, Erdwmann P 127; Wiener, P 144 )
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object. Perception, intellectual knowledge, animal
feeling are all, Leibniz says, species of expressions or
representationst Therefore, to say of a substance that

it ppreceived the universe from its point of view is to say

that there is a relation between what can be saild of that
stbgtance and what can be said of all the other cbjects
in the universe?y Thus one would be ascribing a perceptual
state to an individusl monad falsely if there were

nothing else in the universe for the monad to perceivel,

According to Leibniz, independence of subsgtance

does not lessen the interconnection between the substances|’
Leibniz asserted against the occasionalists that, although

men owe their origin to God, they do not need God's
intervention in order to perceive material cbjects.

cur mind is such that with its own power it perceives

the world around it. Buk if G rot) be said Wal_perceiving is
nothing but thinkind. If the correspondence or connection
with objects external to it were not an essential

property of perception}’ then Leibniz ‘s
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thebries about perceptionweuld become” inconsistent,

Leibniz claimed against locke 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 raalise 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

and it ,then would there be any distinction between
————

perception and apperception ? How could we have uncone

scious perceptions in the world in which there were no
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external objects ? What is the difference between
unconsciously perceiving one's own desires and merely
by having such desires without being aware that one had
such desires ? There are many dirfficulties involved in
maintaining leibniz's theory of unconscious perception

in a solipsistic world.

Leibniz's philosophy can be said to ke spiri=-
tualistic pluralism. leibniz's spiritualistic
pluralism is theistic. 1t is theistiec because monadism

beliaves in God, Therefore it is theistic pluralism,. He

says ® The ultimate reason of things must lie in a
necessary substance cr Gode This Supreme Substance is
unigue, universal and necessary has nothing outéide
Himself independent of Himself, and must contain as much
reality as is possible -... God alone is primary Unity,
origanal simple substance, from which all monads created
and derived are produced, and are born, 8o to speak, by

continual fulgurations of the Di.vi.n;lty"’.9

9, Monadology, pp. 190-11 ( E.M.L.)
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Monads are spiritual in natufe, Monadism

denies the existence of matter. But to deny its

—

existence is to deny the facts of experience. Subject

and obgect, mind and matter both are real. Knowledge
presupposes the duality of subject and object. Againg
manadism is a form of pluralism. It cannot explain

how self-existent and independent monads came into
connection with one another to form this world system,
It zan be =sald that astomism beiieves in blind chance
and in the theory of intewgaction améng the atoms, In
other words, monadism brings in the conception of God
or Monad of wonads who pre-adiusted the monads to one
another at the time of creation, But it seoms to be the

same as the theory of interacticn. God is a monad. How

can He act upon other mofads ? A monad can never act

upon cother monads,

Leibniz believes that monsds are independent
and winfswless, Each quality of a particular monad is
peculiar to it and is daveloped £rom within it. But if
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the development, at the same time is the result of
pre-established harmong’/, then how can monad be said
to be independent ?

Again God, according to leibniz, is the |
supreme monad. But then is He, too, not subjéét to
the principle of pre-established harmoney anq;deteéﬁined
by itl If this is true then God cannot be 1nﬁep9ﬁdent
and 1f£ this 4is not so then God cannot be monaq If God
is not a monad, then lLeibniz‘®s conception cf/ﬁhe
relation between God and pre-establishaé'hh;mcny‘does
not appear to be satisfactory. According to; sope |
critics, in actual fact his philosophy canp%ﬁ provide
anéy acceptable and logically t&ana§}e e%bléngégog/of

/ .

the relation between these two concepts.ﬁ

I }
’

- A\
, /
Strawson maintains that we think of the \\\"*
world as containing particular things some " of - which
are independent of ourselves, Accor@fngnqb‘strawsoh. in

H § .
the most famildar uses, historical “oécurrences, mat§;1a1
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objects, people and their shedows are all particulars,
where as qualities and properties, numbers are not. The
phrase ‘indentification of 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 speaker, refers to or mantions some particularsor
other. The other one,that means, the hearer knows what
or which, particular the speaker is talking about, but
sometimes 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 which
the speaker use to make references to particulars and
which the hearer able to identify are expressions include
some’proper names, some g&i}pronnuns. some discriptive
phfases beginning with the definite article., Strawson
§?5ys that when a speaker uses such an expression to
rﬁfer to a particular, he makes an identifying reference
to,a particular. In this case, ome thing is not clear
;hat[the speaker making en identify;ng reference to a

!
par?iculaz; hearer does .in fact identify that particular
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or not. But when a speaker makes an identifying reference
to a3 particular and his hearer does, on the streangth of
it, identify the particular referred to, then the
speaker not only makes an identifying reference to.lbut
also identified, that particular, So we have a hearer's
sense and a speaker's sense of ddentify. One question can
be rdised here - what are the tests for hearer's identi-
fication ?2 A suffic;ent. but nyt necessary condition of
the full requirements being satisfied is that the hearer
can pick out by sight or hearing or touch or can other-
wise sensibly discriminate, the particular being referaed
to, When the hearer §s able directly to locate the
particular reggggghfo 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, Dpfferent sections of the scene may be very
loke each other. For example, it is easy to mistake in
applying such déscriptions as ‘the twelfth man from the

10

left &n the fifteenth roew from the top'. But éne thing

is clear in demonstrative identification namely the

1

10. 1Individuals - P.F. Strawson
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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 whexe the particular
to be identified cannot be directly located, its identi-
faction must rest ultimately on description and this is
known as the non-demonstraltive]] identification of particu-

lars.,

Now, I want to discuss Strawson's view about
the monad of leibniz. According to Strawson, in orxrderx
to discuss lLeibniz'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 particue
lars rest ultimately on the use of expressions with some
‘demonistrative or egocentric or taken refleXHdve that

means sign or symbol, force. According to Strawson, in
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order to solve the identification problem for the spatio-
temporal world, demonstratives must have a sSpatial as

well as a temporal force. No system which does not allow
for spatial or temporal entities can be a system which
allows for particulars at all, or at least can be
understood by us as such. Kant is said to be makiag() the
same point in saying that space and time are our only
forms of 1ntuitiqn. In other wordg,identifying thought
about particulars necessarily 1nc;:porates 3 demonstrative

element,

leibniz*s thesis seems to run counter to tﬁis,
for the individuals of the system i.e, for monads, a
certain form of the doctrine of the identify of'Indiscern-
ibles is said to hold., According to this doctrine, it is
necessar{ily true that there exists, for every individual,
some description in purely universal or general terms,
such that only that individual answers to that description,
one might think it impossible to specify any type of
purely general description which gauranteed 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 guestion but not
that he could actually give * any such description, for
only God could do that. A description of this type was
what he sometimes called a ‘complete notion' of an

individual.

The basic individuals of Leibniz's system are
not material, they have no spatial parts; they are in
fact, consciocusness, 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 we
employ. for historical Leibniz, only a sub-class of
monads are said to be conscious and only a sub-class of
states of comscious monads are conscious states and monads
being non-spatial entities are non-temporal too. But for
Strawson the model for a monad is a mind., All(} that is
real ia the leibnizian system is just the monads and
their states, There is no common spatial world for

them to mirror, there is just a certain corxrespondance
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between their states of consciousness. There arxe
private spaces, but no public space. Since monsds are
not spatially related to each otherx, since there is no
common spatial world to which they belong, there is no
possibility of there being two positions in suéh a
world from which two different monads might have indig-

tinguishable views. Space is internal to monad.

80 one objection tO the doctrine that indivi-
Guation can be secured in a way compatible with the .
principle of identity of indiscernibleg falls to the

ground as f£ar as the system of Leibniz is concerned,

According to Strawson, Leibniz's theory of
monad can not be said to be dn logical. oneg, for it is
based on a mere theological assurance. Becsuse, for
Leibniz there is no common spatial world for monad.
Monad is not in space, Therefore, according to Strawson,
it can never bz called a genulne ontology of particulars,
it can only b2 an ontology of particulars by courtesy.
Por the idea 0of a particular which is in fact non-
temporal and non-spatial is scarcely one that we can

understand,
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Conclusion -~

In this thixd chapter, I have discussed
throughly lLeibniz‘'s doctrine of monads, which is one of
leibniz’s central theses, Leibniz is of the view that
there must be simple substances since there are compund
substances. This means that the notion of substances
can not be explicated without the help of notion of
simple substance, Some might argue that this view of
letbniz is not original cne because of thefict that
much before Leibniz two ancient Greek philosorhers,
namely, Democritus and Epicurus had alreedy expressed
the same view, I have tried to aggue that the éoaition
of leibniz is isfideed an original one for the/following

reasons,

f

(.l‘
Democritus and Epicurus believes that all’

o k%

things consists of small atoms, anrd that thesp aﬁ?ms are’
/ |

axtended bodies and irreducible parts of matter. ﬁore%

over, they hold thac matter is lifeless without motion\
and that this being so, matter gets motions ﬁggfﬁrom
within itself but f£rom cutside itself, It must ge
emphasixed here that in the Leibniziawn: scheﬁg&ég things,"

matter can not be object of thing or substéncquﬁ?ibniz
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asserts that the monads differ from atoms in being not

extended and but in being of force or energy.

What is monad ? The word 'monad® originally
denotes the unit f arithmatic, 'Monad'! was used to
refer to the individual in the ancient philosophy which
was similar to indivisible atoms of Democritus., Leibniz
devegtes £rom all thésemeaning and gives 'monad‘’ a new
meaning. For Eeibniz, ‘monad® i3 a living being which -
is indivisible but distinguishable from mathematical
unit or atom. He believes that accondipg to Democritus
and ancient philosophers ‘'monad’ is an individual only
by definition, not by any real existence. Moreover
according to ieibniz monads are logically prior to any
corporeal forms. leibniz describes the manads ounly in
qualitative terms. If the monads are taken to be none
guantitative, is it possible to make the meaning of a
compound, which is a mere aggregate of monads, intelli-
gible! But an aggregate -*'! necessarily implies elements
which are quantities, however small they may be. This

position seems to make the theses of leibniz a weak one.
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Leibniz is of the view that changes in monad is possible,’
because it contains within itself the cause of change,

force of activity which produces the motion’,

I have broadly indicated Leibniz's main reasons
for advocating pluralism instead of dualism or monism,

vﬁf”"{f I am of the view that Leibniz has given valid reasons
| . T
% \1 WJHEor holding that there is an infinite number of simple
Q;Ki? /¢  subsgtances, The crucial concepts in Leibniz's philosophy

)

W% are monadism, the pre-~established harmony, the principle

R &‘M Y of sufficient reagons and identity of indiscerniblest I
-~ ) W

%}V‘Mq‘ have made a critical assessments of all these cancepts

WW in this chapter, Astrue substance, Leibniz argues, must

N

\’:&e a unitary thing and therefore,not only unextended and
i

e O
wﬁ,ﬁﬁ&

ndivisible but also organic, This is why he comesto the
B\;‘ﬁf’ﬁ/ﬁ,ﬂ/emdusicn that it must be animmaterial centre of energy
X /WQN,& ’
N o” dmmme from all external influences., Leibniz cames to thig
W&iom on the basis of twoO reasons namely « (1) his
J | . Wry%ﬁterest in mathematics and bislogy, (2) his subjectepredie
6\@1 >&J— cate logic, I have indicated the limitations of his

‘ subject-predicate logics
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1Leibniz rejectg Dboth matter and extension asg the
attribute of substance., This mesns that Leibniz is commie
ted to the vicw that the basie nature of everything is
spiritual’, Leibniz points out thet the monads come into
being in the act of creation and come to &n end by means
of anihilotion?

ietbniz emphagized the plurality of monads and
their Smmaterial neture., Therefore, the onus or responsie

bi1ity is on Leibniz to answer the following two questions,
nemely - (1) how are monads related to one ancther 2 (2)
vhat exaetly is each monad mede of 7 Leibnliz anguers the
former,the following wey’. A mobad being independent
\ substenee nust be canpletely vnrelated to one another
! being immaterial and unextended, This is how Leibnic
e ) mubcopsfully eliméngtés sny kind of physicol interaction

As M Bﬂj"'i‘:;:wecn monads’, Fe ansvers the la;m:.aa follows, He says
) s * v
M that eVery monad has ap 1ntemal principle of action,
‘ 7 which he ealls ™ appetition®”,
f

A f e»»/‘“

1Leibniz inherites f£rom Degscartes clearness and

ness as the makke of perfection in ideas and pers
N ceptial, However, he fails to draw a sharp distinction

@%MM e
I }MM
e




between ideas which are perfectly distinct and cleer apd
those uhich are not, He holds the view that though all
perceptions are more or less perfect representation of
objects, these representations differ 4n their clearmess
and distinctness in degroes only’s

Leibniz sometimes mekes a8 digtinction between the
principle of contrsdiction and principle of identity.

However, according to him, ultimately these two principles

are cne and the samnd’, According to Leidnig, & principle of con-
tradiction and the principle of gufficient reason cannot be
reduced to ocne another’, He is of the view that oach prine

ciple cspresses @ necesoity but neceassity of /different xind,
The principle of contradicticn is sald to be a metaphysical
necessity, vhose gpposite is impossible, vwhile the principle

of sufficficnt recson 4s relative, morsl necessity whose
opposite io not impossidble but inconsistent or opposed in T 1 =.Q
‘l ;" ¢

character not With itself but with the gystem of vhich it
is a parth

According to leibniz, all affimmative propositions,

am———

vhether contingent or necessery can be defined as analytic,
The critics pointed out that: Leibniz 15 quilty of removing
the distinction between analytic and synthetic propositicnsh
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Leibniz answers thdsecritics in the€ ollowing way =

A necessary proposition is one in which the
inclusion of the predicate in the subject can be
demonstrated in a finite number ofsteps, where as in
case of contingent propositions as infinite number is

required which is humanly impossible, though possible

fof God,

Leibnizz maintains that individuation of monads

is possible, that is, the monads can be identified :rd
re-identified? This amounts to claim that numerical
identity is 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 ing guality only'’s

This doctrine is called ‘'identity of indiscermibles®,
However, there is a difficulty here, which, I think)

cannot be overcome by leibniz, The diffbculty is this;
if the monads differ in quality only, we can have only

SP;SEZLC identity but not numerical identity%
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Strawson claims that monads cannot be identifyingly
refered to and that will lack individuation? In the fourth
chapter entitled "Monads™ of the part one "Particulard of
his book * Individuals® Strawson discusses this point. It is
obvious that Leibniz's theses runs coyté to the theses of

Stgawson, Strawson claims that the theory of monads cannot
be a logical one but it can be only theclogical oneg, Strave
son aggues that since there is no common spatial worlé for
monads, lLeibniz's system can never be a genuine ontology of

particular but only @ ontology of particulars by courtesy®

Strawson's rosition is g highly debatable one;
I am of the opinion that Leibniz has sucessfully established
the individuality of monads on the basis of his prine

ciples of the law of identity, law of contradiction, the

law of sufficient reasons, the law of pre-established harmony
and principle of identity of ifdiscernibles.
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Jiva, Ajiva and Monad

In this chapter entitled 'Jiva, Ajiva and Monad®
I would like to connect the pluralism of Jainism with that
of leibniz. But first 6f all I would like to discuss briefly
the Jaina philosophy in géneral.

The schools or systems of Indian Philosophy are
divided into two broad groups, namely, orthodox ( astika)
and heteroddx ( nastika). To the first group belongs the six
chief philosophical systems ( popularly known as sad-darsana),
namely, Mimamsa, Vedanta, Sankhya, Yoga, Nyaya and Vaisesika,
These are pegarded as orthodox ( astika), not because they
believe in God, but because they accepted the authority of
Vedas., Under the other group of heterodox systems, the )
chief three are the schools of materialists like the Carvakas,
the Jainas and the BaudBihas, They are called heterodox
(nastika) because they do not believe in the authority of
Vedas. In modern Indian languages, ‘astika' and ‘nastika’

generally mean ‘'theist®' and ‘atheist', respectively. But in
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Sanskrit philosophical 1literature, ‘astika’ means ‘one who
believes in the authority of theU vedas', or ‘one who believes
in life after death',’'Nastika‘’ means the opposite of these,

In the scond sense, even the Jaina and Bauddha schools are
‘astika®’ as they believe in life after death. The six orthodox
schools are 'aatika:and‘the €arvaka is ‘'nastika' i{n both

the senses,

The woxrd Jainism goes back to Jina, which derived from
the Sanskrit root UjiC 'to conquer' means ¢victorf that is,
one Eggg_pas successfully subduedl his passions and obtained

mastery over himself,

‘

The Jainasbelieve that their's is the oldest religion,
the ideas and practices of their were developed in the hands

of twenty four Tirthamkaras. According to Jaina beiief, it
was Rsabhadeva, the first Tirthamkara, who taught mess seventy-

two arts and women sixty four, and also initiated them inte
the Jainaway of life, His example was followed by other Tir-
thamkaras. In the hands of the last two Tirthakkaras, Parsva

and Mahavira, the tdaditional kﬁbwledge derived from tﬁeir
spiritual,aqceétors assumes new foirm and colour. None of them
claimed to be the founder of any system, They were great re-
formers who modified tha 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 came f£rom Vaisali near Patna in
Bihar. After 12 years of meditation, he attained (Jomniscience
and the assurance of release, He died in that has to become
the ideal saintly manner, by self starvation, Vardhamana'‘'s
followers at an early stage split into two sects, the 3ve§gg

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 Digambara monks believe in nudism
as a sign of their interdependence from worldly customs and

attachments, The Jaina canaon, 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.
ik

* Reality' as the key concept in msetaphysics includes
in it a general philcsoply of life and a definite view of the
universe, Because the metaphysical aspects of any philosophi-
cal system reflects the world view of life., According to
Jainism, a proper understanding of reality consists in
understanding consciousness and matter because they both exist,
Jainism identifies reality with existence, According to
Jainism, reaiity is existence and existence is real. Both

the conscious and non-conscious aspects of Reality that means
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Jiva and Ajiva, they both exisi. poiﬁts to the fact that the
individual soul, matter, space, time and principles of motion
and rest found in the universe are all real. According to
Jairism, the universe has neither any beginning nor any end,
The entire universe is composed of substances of different
kinds and these substances are btbaaly classified into two
groups - extended ( astikaya) and non-extended( anastikaya).
Every substance of the former kind exists ( asti) like a
body ( kaya) possessing extension, There is only one subSe
tance, namely time ( kala) which is devoid of extension and

§

hence falls intond Anastikaya group.

Astik3aya substances are again divided into two kinds-
living (jiva) and non-living ( Ajiva), Jiva is of two kinds,
emancipated or mukta jiva and fettere& or bind that is baddha
jiva, The baddha jiva again is of t@o kinds - mbving and
non-moving. The moving jivas are again classified into £five
sensed e.g. men. four sensed e.g. bees,’ three sensed e.g.&ﬁi}%ig
Igégg way Ajiva is divided into four categories namely
akasa ( space), dharma ( conditions of movement), adharma

(conditions of rest) and pudgala ( matter).
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The motion of Jiva in ggééral corresponds to that
of atman or parusa of the ather school of Indian thought.

»

But etymologically the cqacept ‘jiva' means ‘*what lives

or is animate' - the coné%pt seems to have been arrived at
first by observing the characteristics of life and not
through metaphysical principle undﬁ%y&ng individual exise
tence. 7Thus the word in the original sense stood for the
vital principle rather tﬁén for the soul, Later on, however,

the question of consciousness was emphasised and jivas were

theoritically arranged according to thae degrees of conscious-

ness. The perfect souls that had overcome all karmas were
placed on the top 0f 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,
v
all being alike and eternal. 1n their empirical fgwm they are

classified in various ways such as those that hzve one sense,
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two senses and 8o forth, But with the development of the
idealistic 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 sought to be proved in that of congciousness

itself, Jiva was supposed to know thkings, perform activities,
enjoy pleasure, suffer pain, illumine itself and other objects.,
It can also be said that the existence, function and behaviour

! .o ©Of jivas were conceived in accordance with those of a human

Eé;;giij;Q,”“%ﬂﬁeing. The jiva i3 capable of expansion and contraction
2?0 2

c@~0C)::E: .2 according to the dimensions of the physical body with which

A&AK¢V' oﬁV&t 15 associated for the time being. it can be said to become

aﬁh”k coextensive with the body. Though the jiva has no form, it

‘N | d%ﬂ*\zAt'acquires. just like a lamp which remaining the same, illumines
CU\'-M

5 A~
Xﬁﬁgw{5 the whole of the space enclosed in a small or a big room in

f

'S

Xﬂﬁ&iﬂg which it happens to be placed, the size and form of the body

!
NJ&r < A-022 where in it lives, Therefore, jiva though formless is seid to
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occupy apqce‘o; possess extension, its non-gpatial character
thus being affected by it3 associatizn with mater. Jiva
suffers and enjoys the fruits of its deeds and then in
consequence of its Rarma it has acquired, goes through the
succession of xébirths ané finally obtains liberation through

the destruction of 4its Kazma.

7,

It is very difficult to understand how a soullD can
possess both consciousness and extension - qualities are
diametrically opposed, according ta(lDesceartes. Extension,
Descartes thinks, is the exclusive quality of material
substances and consciousness is the exclusive quali%y of the
sonl,' But the soul, as proved by Descartes, is essentially
‘a thinking being® and * thought'® seews to have no connection
vith space and matter, Bgt the Jains conceive the soul
primarily as a living being or jiva. Consciousness is found
in every part of a living body and if consciousness be the
character of the sculg the soul should be admitted to be

present in every part of the body and therefore, to occupy
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space’, It should be noted that soul ‘s occupying space simply
means its presence in the different parts of space and not

£i11ing space like a material body:. A material body fills a
part of space in such @ way that while it is there, no other
matter can occupy it%; But a soul's presence in a particular

speace does not prevent another soul 's presence there| Two

S P—-

| souls may be present at the same place, the Jains point out,

jJust as two lights car 1llumine the same ared’,

]: The soul or jiva is an eternal spiritual substance.
It is immaterial end @ifferent from body or sense organs’,
But it is co-extensive with the body it occupies. Congition,
feeling and co-natfion are its or in other words it can be
said that it is the knower, enjoyer and active agent’

Consciousness is not the accidentzl quality of the soul, but
it is the essence of the soul. Soul is the enjoyer of its

actiong in the form of pleasure and pain. It is active and
fred, It can freely do right actions or wrong actions and
according t_. Jaina philosophy, the soul freely enters into
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bondage and freely liberates itoelf from bondage. fhe soul
which 1s possessor ochonscioasness also said Eg_ggffffffé_———
of the five sense organs, séreugth. duration of life,
inspi{ration and expiration or death or end. The ffve sense
organs and body are the accidental qnalities of soul, but
consciousness 1; not the accidenia; quality of soul., The
soul manifesg,itself through consciousness. According to

et
Jaina philosophy, in the state of bendage the soul or Jiva

s

is the agent of its own action and the enjoyer of its

RN

fruitse Because of its 1gnoranée it has the bondage to Karma
matter and roams about in the wrld of birth and death. But
the soul is said to liberate itself from bondage by adopting
the path of right faith, right knowledge and right conduct.,
The destiny of each jiva is entirely self-determined. Know-
ledye s not the ddvencitious quality that means happening

§§7chance or accidental quality but 4t is an intrinsic

quality of selif or soul or jiva. Infinite knowledge, infi-
nite perception, infinite bliss and infinite power for right
action are innate in the soul. These are not well known or
not clearly known because of Rarma matter in the Sate of
bondzge, but the soul realizes omniscience, eternal bliss

and infinite power when soul becomes completely free from
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Karma matter. Though ihe soul is a spiritual substance and
thought to be unextended, yet it is sonsidered to be an
extensive substance bacausa it illuminza the whole body
with its consciousness, For exsmple, just as a plece of
red ruby placed in a cup of milk givea its brightness to
the milk, so the soul residing 1n a body imparts or gives
its consciousness to the uhale bodyar Though it appears to
be idnetigal with th: body when it functions in it yet

it 4s distisct f£rcam body., Perception and knowledge are
said to be essential characteristics of soul.

CKff;¢X&“ According to Jaipa philosophy, the jivas are either
A0 )
™ ﬂjyﬁfggboﬂied or diszmboudied. The ewbodied souls are either
mkw.e 2>~ moving or pon~moving. ¥irth, water, f£ire and air are endowed

!
&pufwﬁ;a*%> with souls ., Earth souls, water souils, £ire souls and air

i;#: («ﬁ*’%) souls have one sense organ namcly touch. Plants also are
bxiba' endowed with souls. They have the sense of touch only.
Though the nonemoving souls have no mential modes, yet they
are not nncvggcﬁous. They are sub-comscious like a foetus
%ﬂ»ﬂA in an egg, or an embryo in a womd or a man in a senseless
stage., They hava dozqggg\goaaciousness that means they are
not active but they are in a sleeping stage, Some enson%ggj

organism for example, sea:snail, conch sheil, pearl and
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earth worm have two senses agé ;ggg_ggg:tcuch and taste,
They are wmoving sculs., Again tb,ewionsa‘ the ant, the scor-
pion other insects ham&fﬂhééé senmses namely touch,

teste and smell. Ths mosquito, %he fly, the bee, the black
bee, the moth.and the like h?vé four senses namely touch,
taste, smell and sight .;Hiéher animals\living on land and
in wgter and birds have.}fVe-aenaes and they are touch,
taste, smell, sight and hearing. Some souls have a mind

Oor reason. Human souls have the power of reasoning, they

can distinguish between right and wrong., They are rational.

Jaina philosophers have discussed the nine attri-

bﬁtes of soul or iiva. It can be mentioned as follows :=-
1. 1It i5 a conscicus entity. Here the self is
conceivad as distinct from matter,
2. It i3 €full of Kuowledge and understanding.

3. It is an 4irptangible entity that means it is

not perceived by touch.
4. It is the agent of action,

5. It is co-extensive with body which is animated
by it,that means soul gives life td the body.

6. It is the enjoyer of the fruit of its actions.

&\,@,5 e /17 It pas s23 tarough births and deaths.

L\w

L)
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8. It gets liberations.
9., It has a natural petentiziity of upward

" motion.

'According to Jaina tﬁ;nkefs; the differences in various
schools of thought regaxdng the problem of self are not ethi=-
cally 8o importarnt, Séms,tbipkers are of the opinion that
there is'a clear distinction between empirical self and trans-
cendental seif. From empirical point of view, the self is the
agent of zctions and it undergoes such estperisnces like pain
and pleasure, From transcendental point‘of view, self i{s pure,
free from material object. Jainism tekes into consideration
both the views of self. It is not pessible to classify transe
cendental self into any categories, while empirical self is
classified into many categories from different-ﬁbints of
view., From the polnt of view of intellect or manas or mind,
the Jivas are of ¢two typose having a mind ané having no
mind. The Jivas of formexr type are possessed of a faculty
of éistiaguishing between right and w:ong,SEEQ:QEEEDCZJEfiED
'E2§£jgivas having one to four senses as also scme Of the
five sensed Jivas are included in the latter category that

is categoxy having no minde-
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From th» peint of view of bilology -~ the jivaa

are of two types (a) mobile 224 (P) immobile. Earth-bodied,
water bodieq, fire bodied and ait;bmdied are said to include
in the 1m§g§égagroupm All these immobiie jivas have only
one sense of touch. Explicitely these jivas do not show any
sign of life, but since they have  the tendency to grow and
decay, they are supposad 1o be possessed of life. The Jaina
doctrine ¢f aon=violerce is nout only applicable to men and

animals but also te these mute that means to these speechless

immobile jivas also.

7

The mobiléﬂsouls have two to five senses, The one
sensed souls or eken@riya Jivas have four pEannas or vitalities
or principles of life namely, touch, power ofaggg;.age and
respiration. The two sensed souls have six pranas. In
agdition tc above four they have the sense of taste and power
of speech. The three aensed soculs have one more principle

that is of small. The four semsed souls add to the above

sever, have gense of sight. The five sensed souls have one

more in addition to above eight, the sense of hearing,
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where as the rational five sensed souls have one more prana,
the power of mind. From empirical point of view, all souls
ve in degrees of pranase.

%Z_

Ajiva is classified into rupa ( those with form,
as pudgala or matter) and arupa ( those without fc:m; as
dharma or motion, adharma or rest, Kala or time and akagaa
or space). These five categories constitute the world or loka
and beyond is the immeasurable infinite called aloka. Now

I want to discuss the five categories in a very brief way.

Matter, in Jain philosophy is called pudgala, which
etymologically means ' that which is liable to integration
and disintegration'. Material substances can combine together

to formm larger and larger wholes and can also break up tnto

smaller and smaller parts. The smallest parts of matter
which cannot be further divided are called atoms (anu).

Two or more such atoms may combine together to form compounds
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and our bodies and the objects of nature are such compounds
of material atoms. Mind ( manas), speech and breath are also
products of mattere.Matter is said to possess colour, smell,
taste and io:mi}ahﬁhis perceptible to touch. It is
characterised by five colours (black, green or blue, red,
white and yellow), two smells ( pleasing and upleasing), five
flavours ( pungent, bitter, astringent, sour, sweet), five
shapes ( circular, gloublar, triangular, square, pblong) and
eight touches ( light, heavy, hot, cold, rough, smaoth, wet
and dry).

N

d\f N
et ) The Jains were probably the earliest thinkers in
i e 5
A India to formulate the atomic theory. This theory was'.

formulated in ancient gGreece by Democritus and others. \E:be”
Sanskrit equivalent of the term atom is anu. The Jain
doctrine of atomism may be summarised as follows -

the matter of pudgala has certain inalienable
features, but inspite of this, the transmula=-
tion of the elements like earth, water, fipe
and air is quite possible. Bach of these
elements has a structure and they are divisible
into atoms, The atoms are all of the same kind,
but they can give rise to infinite variety of
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e things. matter produced by the combination or
compounds of atoms are called Skandha to which
, cateQOrY 3ll

also products gf mstter and hence constituted
by the atoms,

{

It is stated that the atam is etexnal as is tne _

substance of which it.is the ultimate particle. There are

~ two grade of atoms, smooth and :ough. One smooth‘atdm can

not. combine with another of the same grade but 1t_can“he}

‘combined with a rough one, Bnt in case of rough atsm. pﬁei‘
can combine with each other belonging to ‘the same gtaﬁe. M?s 3
oumber of stsms are 1n£int1te. Thexe are eight Kinds of\\b

Sy

combiaation thrcngh skl uhich the substances are shaped.ﬂ

l

The qualities of toncho smsll taste or colonr which
characterise a material substance are possessed by the aé%ms.

P

r

The matter or materialwworld‘*s’nOt "ftgment of
1magination' but 1s real. :ea%;independent oi,perceiving
mind. The realistic aspect of” any phmlosphical system is .

@attaVaﬁthadhigama - sutra - 19



178

its corception of matter, This realistic aspect ‘can be
gbated as whether the world really exists or not, Here one
question can be raised Ydoes the world outside us that is,
outside our perceiving mind exist or not ? If the answer -
is yes, then it indicates a realistic view and if the
answer is no, then it indicates an Uidealistic conception.
The basic definition of pudgala which stands fo:,matteiiin
Jainism is, Gthat which can‘be experienced by fivé sense
organs®, Knowledge derived by sense organs is of tﬁe }\\
outside world. The five sense organs make awaranesnxof the
different aspects of the worid possible for example. :he &
visual organ conveys information about the colour and shaga
of the objects constituting the external world, At is in
the light of this that the temm ‘experienced by the sense
organs' should be understocd, Since experience establishéé
contact with the outside world and matter is the object oﬁ‘
experience reveals the nature tu the perceiver, the Jainaj
defimation of makter makes the reuhlistic pesition clear .

Another deéfinition of matter is arrived at £rom the-

etymology of the compound word pudgala. The term ‘'pud® refers

to the process of combination and “gala’ stands for

dissBciation, In determining the ultimate constituents of
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matter, the method of division 13 helpful. W“hen any object
is divided. the parts obtainsd by division can be further
divided but the process~o§£§ivision itself dannot be
indifinitely continued becauéa.in fhg process a position is
reached when no further division is possible, This is truely
the ultimate const;tﬁent of matter referred to bﬁ the term
anu or paramanu or -atom in Jaina philosophy. This atom is
not produced by the combination of smaller constituents.

The atoms are produced only by division of matter, not by

~ the process of uuioa or cembinat&on. The ptocess of combina~-
t&on of the atoms glves rise to the" uoiecnles and combination
of molocules As reapansible fo: the different types of
lobjects or mmttet. The diiference between atom and molecule

| -,13 that the former are mot further divisible and are only
.capable of cpmbinipg to p:oduce the latter, Zhe molecules
bossess five chargcteriséicé namely touph, taste, small
sound and colour. Because of these characteristics we

’ percelve the variocus qualities. The atoms themselves are not
“qnalitatively different.

Space gives fcom for extension.. Scul, mattei.

- dharma and adharma all edist in space. "Substances which are
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o+

extended can have extengion oniy in somz place and that is
called akasa or space. ‘hough, to be extended is the very
nature of some substances and no sybstance which lacks that
nature can be made extended by space, yvet it is also true
that, to be extended, a substance requires space, as a
necessary condition,

Substances- are those that occupy or pervade and
space is that which is occupigﬂ or pervaded., Space i3 not
the same as extension, but it is the locus of extension.
The Jaina distinguishes two kinds riof space, the space
containing the world where souls and other substances live
( lokakasa) and empty space beyond such world ( alokakasa).

Time is the necessary condi§1on of duration,
change, moton, newness and ¢ldness of substances. wi&h-(
out time a thing cannot endure or continue to exist.
Modification or change of states also cannot be concesived
without time, A mango can be gteen{and ripe only succeagively
i.es at different moments of time and without the suppoél%ion

of time digtinctions we cannot understand how a thing cen
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possess such 1ncombatible characters. Li&é:;iée. movement
which implies the assumption of successive states by an
object can be conceived only with the sqpposition of time,
iastly,- thae aistipction between the old.;nd the new, the
earlier and the later cannot be explained without time,
Time is one individible substance. One and the same time is
present everywhere in the world, Jaina thinkers sometimes
distinguishes between real timeand empirical time.

. cont.tnuitgu or dutation i3 the mark of real t.itie. where as
chaﬁges of all kinds are marks of empirical time. This
empirical time is divided into moments, hours etc, and is
limited by beginning and an end. But real time is eternal.

Dharma and Adharma produce all possible conditions
of movablility and its oppositey The Jaina aggues that just
as the movement of a £ish in the river, though initiated
by the‘flap\itaelf. would not be possible without the
medium Sf water, which is, therefore, a necé@ssary condition,
similarly:-the movement of a soul or a material thing requires
some auxilary condition, without which(lits motion would not

1 ~
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be possible, Such a condition i3 the substance called dharma.
Dharma can only favour or help the moticn of moving objects,
it cannot make a non-moving object move,. just as water can

not make a f£ish move but it helps the motican of a £ish
‘adharma, on the other hand, is the substauce that helps the
restful state of immobility of objects, just as the shade of a
treé helps a traveller to rest or the earth supports things
that rest on it. It cannot arrest ths movement of any moving
object. Dharma and adharma, though thus opposed, aré also similar

pecausetrboth anelc eherwaliand {ormiless o,

Matter, motion, rést, space and time arxre called
non-soul or ajiva. Matter is either an atcm or an aggeegate

of atoms,

Now I want to discuss the view of substance given
by Leibniz. Por Leibniz all things or substancesare compounds
or aggregatfs; because the bodies or things or substances we
see withour senses are divisible into smaller parts. There=
fore, he is of the opinion that there must be simple

substances, since there are compound substances for , the
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compound is only a collaction or aggregatum of simple
substances, Onégmay argue that this vi§w of leibniz is not
an original one, bécause’canturie; before Democritus and
Egicurus haveaagned that all things consis:C7nf small atoms,

12ibniz rejected this view because the stoms of Ieibniz axe

not extended bodies. For Leibniz the only simple substances
are monads and these are Gthe true atoms of thingsU. Monads
differ from atoms because atoms ﬁnre wdewed as extended.
bodies, where as Leibniz desc;ibed ﬁhe m5naﬁ as beoi{ng foice
or energy. Therefore, ' according to Leibniz, matter is not
the primary ingredieht of things but that monads with their

elements of force constitute the essential nature of thinga

I3

The substance of Leibniz contains life or a
dynamic force with ite 3ut for Jainism, atoms havgglto
depend upon cutside thself in order to nmove or become a past

— —~

of a large cluster. But monad or simple gubgtance is & fl;:;vgf

capable of action, For leibniz, monad cannot be extended in
space because they have no shape and size, Monads are something

like force or energy. 1f we reduce jhysical particiles then
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we will get energy or that particdes are a special form of
energye. Therefore, aecording to leibaiz, moﬁads are logically
prior £o corporaal forms, Bach monad is independent of other
monads and monads do not have any causal relatienﬁggiaadh
other, Honzda aze aet~on1y‘1nﬂepééaaat and different_bnt

they also contain the source of their activity or ‘energy

within themselves,

Though 2.1 monads are different f£rom eaéh other
yet there must be some relation Qetween all the monads
which make up the universe, some explanation, foi their
orderly action. This explanation is known as pre-established
harmony. According to leibniz, monads have neither extension
nor figure nor divisibili;y. These monads are real nature
or elements of things. Ordinary physical atuss have form
and extension arnd though they may not be physically divisible,
yet they must be idenlly divisible and thué for leibniz all
Jgggglg_ghysical atoms @ars unreal.

The Jains metaphysics is called Anekantavaégﬂg:

e

the doctrine of the manyness of reality or Jainism may be:
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sald to be éptrituél glmxaliéﬁa Accoxding to Jainism, there

~are infinite material atoms and infinite individuel souls
which are all separstely and individually real, Again each
atom and each soul said to have‘poégessea inoumepeble |
aspects of its own; Like Jainism, the monadology cf Leibniz
is an example of spiritual plix:gnsm_. Like soul, monads are
also spiritual in nature, Accoiding'to.Laibnié;'théSeiﬁgnads
are‘particnlar. independent'and selffsufflcient;xultiﬂate
suhstance. They are partiess and 1nmiv135b1e, Bach monad:
has its own individual exzstenca. In Jaina philosophy al»
things censists of small atoms. and that these atoms are
extended bodies and 1rreduc1ble patts of matter. ﬂcwever.
they hold that matter is 11feless without motion and that
this being so. matter gets motions ‘not from wtthing itsalf

/_—

but from outaide 1tself. 11-. .can pe. noted C\hez:ewthat in
am

. Laihwﬁx&an philoSOphy matter cannc“ beaobjpﬁt of thing ‘

ot substance,. Lexbniz asserts that.the ronads differ £rcm

- atoms in being not extended and but in being of force or
eEftho
The souls or jivas5o£ Ja;nism?aﬂe!di§iaed into two
types that means.'into‘thosefwho are Iiberated'or Mukta and

those who ar@ bound Ot*baddha. ‘The bound souls or Baddha
Jivas are agaln divided into mobile -and 1nmob11e. fhe

£ .



immoble sculs or Jivas live in the atoms of each, water,
fire, ailr and in ihe veéetable kingdom and have only one
sense that of touch‘. The /@g;g souls are again classiféed
as those who have two senses é.g. worms, three senses'e;.g.
ants, four senses e.g. bees and five senses e.g. higher
animals and men, Every soul or Jiva f£rom the lowest to the

highest possesses consciousness because consciousness is

C D \__”’;J@ 577 e Accozd.tng to Jainism, the

degrees of consciousness may vary because of the obgtacles

of Karmas. It appears to us that lgwest souls which inhabit
material uétoms are lifeless and unconscious but infact |
life and consciousness are present in them in a dormant form..
The socul or Jiva is like a light. Just as the light f£ills

the space wher2 ig is burning and at the samé time many
lights may remain in the same place without coming into
coaflic/t/s,ﬂ with one another so also the scul fills the space.
and many souls may remaln tcgether without any conflict,

The soul or jiva is formless but it takesthe form of the

body which 1£ dlluminates,

It should be noted that in jivas of Jainism there

is a verying degree of consciousness, like wise in monads

also there is a varying degrees cf Zonsciouspess., Leibniz
has roughly distinguished created monads into three main
classes - '1) yUnconscious monads (2) Conscious monads and

(3) Rational or self~Ccnscious monads. All simple substances
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or created monads might be called Entelechies* for they

have in them a certain perfection or compieteness in them.
They have a certain self-sufficiency which makes them the
saurces 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 confused 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. The intermediate

soul class is that of animals and the class of Entelechies

* Entelechy in Aristotile®s philosophy and sd@glasticism
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 both() animals and men have unconscious as well as

conscious perceptions.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I have made an attempt to decaw
a pargllel between pluralism of Jainism and that of Leibniz,
In order to deo this I have discussed briefly the fundamene

tul principles of these two shorts of pluralisme
"g_——\

Pluralism of Jainism may be termed as spiritual.

The game may be applied to Leibniz's pluralisme The Jaina
metaphysics is called Anekantavada or the doctrine of
manyness of reality. Leibniz also believes ir the manyness
of reality. But there is a marked difference betWeen‘these
two shorts of plurallisme Jainism believes in the existence
of i;;;;;te number of material atoms and infinite number
of individual sculse;While Leibniz believes only in the

existence of infinite number of individual monads, which
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are considered to be spiritual in nature. Both Jainism and
Leibnizism hold that the atoms are particular independent

and self sufficient ultimate substances. According to
Jainism, proper understanding of reality consists in under=
standing of consciousness and matter because they both
exisg§: It identifies reality with existence, It believes

in tﬁgf;wo way entailment bstween reslity and existence, that
is, reality entails existence and existence entalls reality.
Cn theliotner hand, according to Leibniz, the reality consists
of self-active mcocnads. This view of reality is baéed on
Leibniz's visw of substance. He defines substance in terms
&f independent action thus he differs f£rom Lescartes and
Spinsza. 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

the() ;Lher hand, bslieves in the existence ¢f conscious

and noneconscious aspects of reality, that is existence of
jiva and ajiva. According to Jainism, the entire universe

is composed of substances of different kinds and these
substances are brozdly classified inte two groups, namely,

extended { astikaya )and ncne~cxtended (anastikays)e. It holds

that every substance of the former kind, that is, astikaya
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exists like a body ( kaya) possessing extension, It points
out that there is only one substance, namely time ( kala)
which is bereft of extension and thus falls under the
category of anastikaya. L.eibniz holds quite a contrary view,
According to himy all substances are non-extended because
they are only in time, According to Jainism, a jiva_posse=-

sses both consciousness and extensione Now the question

aris;g as to how jiva poifggg_ghese two contradictory quali-

e

ties. It is universally accepted that if a thing is coﬁscious
it cannot be extended and if a thing is extended then it
connot be conscious, It seems that Jainism infringes the

law of contradiction or the law of non-contradiction.

Hovwever, Jainism does not infringegD) or violate the

Pt idnd.

law of contradiction or the law of non-contradiction.

When Jainism talks about j¥va being extended it

uses the term extension in avw{, 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 space like a material bodye A material body
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fills a part of space in such a way that while it is

there no other matter can occupy it. This means that

the body has the quality of 1mpene§£§§£§! but a soul's
Sprash

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 énother points

of dissimilarity between the pluralism of jainism and

Leibniz may be pointed out, Jainism holds that jivas are

either embodied or disembodied when Leibniz holds that all

the gpiritual monads are disembodied. Jainism advocates the

varying degrees of consciousness as follows. The souls or

jivas of Jainism are divided into two types, (Onamely, 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 oné sense and that of touch, The mobile souls are again

classified as those who have two senses, those who have



threefenses. those who have four genseg and these 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 is Jiva of jivas while Leibniz believes in the

existence of God or Monad of monads,

In passing I would like to say that it is
interesting to note that Jainism makes a distinction
between empirical self and trangcendental self which
reminds one of Kant's distinction between these two sgel¥ss.
According to Jainism, from empirical point of view, the
self is the agent of actions and it undergoes such expe=-
riences like pain afidlpleasure, From transcendental point
of viaw, self ig pure ,~free from material object., Jainism
takes into consideration both the views of gself. It is

not possible to classify the transcendental self into
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any categories, while empirical self is clagssified into
many categories from different pointsof view. From the
point of view of intellect or mind, the jivas are of two
types - having a mind and having no mind. From the point
of view of biology, the jivag are also of two types =

mobile and immobhile.

Kant seems to maintain a similar position.
According to Kant, the empirical self is an appearance or
a(J phenomenon. It is an object of experience theerefore,
the categories of understanding can be applied to
empirical self., Kant maintainsg, on the other hand the
transcendental self as a thing in itselfor noumenon, It isnﬁ;
an object of experience. Therefore, the categories of

understanding cannot be applied to transcendental gelf,
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