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Abstract. In some remarks from his later years, Leibniz connects Averroes’s views on a unique active intellect with Spinoza’s substance monism. The present article discusses the question of whether Averroes’s notion of a unique active intellect could be understood as one of the sources of Leibniz’s early substance monism. It will be argued that the early Leibniz was familiar with a variety of diverging interpretations of Averroes. Some of these ascribe individuation to a plurality of substantial forms and analyze the dependence of human intellectual activities on the active intellect in terms of ‘assisting’ causation. Other interpretations do imply versions of substance monism, either with respect to human minds or generally with respect to natural particulars. However, these versions of substance monism are compatible with versions of substance pluralism, either because a plurality of animal minds with activities of their own is acknowledged or because the notion of substance is regarded as an equivocal concept, corresponding to the different degrees in which created beings participate in the divine being. Considering the possible impact of these diverging interpretations on the early Leibniz will point towards the relevance of distinguishing the notions of substance as active being and of substance as independent being.
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1. Leibniz, Averroes, and the Question of Substance Monism
How is the substance monism that Leibniz embraced for a short time during the end of his Paris years connected with his understanding of Averroes? This is one of the fascinating but little-explored questions that Leibniz’s 
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early philosophy raises.
 That such a connection may exist is suggested by a series of Leibniz’s remarks: one remark from the time preceding his Paris years, and several remarks from the time after his Paris years. In an early remark from On Transubstantiation (1668–69), Leibniz integrates Averroes into his own conciliatory approach to individuation:

Our philosophical views by no means diverge from received philosophy. Even for Aristotle, nature is the principle of motion and rest. But for him, substantial form is properly nature. Therefore, also Averroes and Angelo Mercenario and Jacopo Zabarella claim that substantial form is the principle of individuation … What more? Plato himself propagates in the Timaeus a world soul; Aristotle in the Metaphysics and the Physics an all-pervading active intellect; the Stoics claim that God is the substance of the world; Averroes propagates ………… Aristotle’s intellect; Fracastoro and Fernel an origin of forms …………. All this, I think, is explicated in a way that, I have no doubt, through the careful reading of the recent philosophers is accessible to proof.

Unfortunately, the manuscript is marred by two lacunae, marked here by the long series of dots. This why it is unclear what exactly Leibniz said in the second sentence about Averroes. But the mention of the “all-pervading active intellect” immediately before this sentence and the mention of “Aristotle’s intellect” indicate that Leibniz had in mind Averroes’s interpretation of the active intellect. Moreover, the issue of substance monism comes up through Leibniz’s understanding that the Stoics hold a conception of God as the “substance of the world” and the suggestion that such a conception is compatible with the variety of other philosophical points of view mentioned in this passage. 

Perhaps the most interesting later remark about Averroes is found in the Considerations on the Doctrine of a Universal Unique Mind (1702), where Leibniz establishes a connection between Spinoza’s metaphysics and Averroism: “Spinoza, who admits only a single substance, does not recede far from the doctrine of a unique universal mind.”
 Here, Leibniz does not flatly equate the doctrine of the universal active intellect with Spinoza’s substance monism. He only says that the two positions are close to each other, thus leaving room for divergences. In fact, he is explicit about one such point of divergence when he notes that Averroes “believed that there is in us an intellectus agens or an active intellect and likewise an intellectus patiens or a passive intellect; the first, coming from outside, was supposed to be eternal and universal for all; the passive intellect proper to each was supposed to be extinguished at the death of this human being.”
 Still, this passage indicates that Leibniz saw a connection between Averroism and substance monism. What is more, several similar passages from Leibniz’s later years reinforce this conclusion.
 If so, his early project of a conciliatory approach to individuation seems to offer an explanation for the presence of a monistic strand of thought in writings from Leibniz’s Paris years.

This is the textual ground that renders highly plausible Mogens Laerke’s suggestion that the doctrine of a universal active intellect could be understood as one of the sources of inspiration for Leibniz’s conception of a single, divine substance.
 If one understands substance monism from a Spinozistic point of view, as Laerke does, it is natural to take substance monism to imply the denial of substantiality to any singular being in the world. In fact, Leibniz in one place writes:

It can easily be demonstrated that all things are distinguished, not as substances (i.e., radically), but as modes. This can be demonstrated from the fact that, of those things which are radically distinct, one can be perfectly understood without another; that is, all the requisites of the one can be understood without all the requisites of the other being understood.
 
However, other passages from the same period seem to imply a commitment to substance pluralism. This commitment derives from the connection that Leibniz establishes between self-reflection and identity over time:

In our mind there is a perception or sense of itself, as of a certain particular thing. This is always in us, for as often as we use a word, we recognize that immediately. As often as we wish, we recognize that we perceive our thoughts; that is, we recognize that we thought a short time ago. Therefore intellectual memory consists in this: not what we have perceived, but that we have perceived—that we are those who have sensed.

I have not yet explained satisfactorily how there come about these different beats of the mind, with that constantly reciprocated reflection [...]. They seem to occur by the distinguishing awareness of the corporeal intention; but, if you observe carefully, that beat only brings it about that you remember that you had this—namely, the reflection of a reflection—in the mind a little before, [...]

This temporal structure of consciousness, in turn, is the basis for the claim that a mind cannot perish as long as consciousness persists, and—because consciousness always persists—minds cannot perish at all: “[...] the perception of a perception to infinity is perpetually in the mind, and in that there consists its existence per se, and the necessity of the continuation.”
 Taken together, these passages seem to imply that Leibniz regarded for some time substance monism to be compatible with substance pluralism—a puzzling stance for which some explanation needs to be given. 

Let me begin by saying that I find intriguing Laerke’s suggestion that Leibniz’s early substance monism may be partly inspired by the Averroistic tradition. But I have qualms about Laerke’s suggestion that Leibniz’s understanding of Averroes excludes a conception of singular beings as substances. My qualms take their origin from what Leibniz says in the passage from On Transubstantiation. Clearly, Leibniz aligns Averroes not only with an interpretation of the active intellect equivalent to the theory of a single, all-pervading divine substance. He also aligns Averroes with the theory that form is the principle of individuation and, hence, with a position that allows for a plurality of individual substances. In an earlier paper, I have explored such a reading of Averroes further in the work of another thinker who is aligned with Averroes in the passage from On Transubstantiation: Arcangelo Mercenario (d. 1585). In fact, Mercenario’s Dilucidationes in plurima Aristotelis perobscura, et nonnulla Averrois loca (1574) presents a detailed discussion of controversial points in the Aristotelian and Averroistic tradition, and Leibniz consulted the work extensively for his Dissertatio de principio individui (1663).
 In particular, Mercenario offers careful expositions of the interpretations of Averroes’s views on individuation in works by the Renaissance Averroists Alessandro Achillini (1463–1512)
 and Marcantonio Zimara (ca. 1470–1532).
 Thereby, Mercenario documents in considerable detail two diverging ways of ascribing substance pluralism to Averroes.
 

This indicates that the influence of the Averroistic tradition on Leibniz may have been more complex than Laerke suggests: Not only the monistic strand of thought in Leibniz’s Paris years may have been inspired by the Averroistic tradition, but also Leibniz’s view that some version of a theory of a unique active intellect is compatible with some version of substance pluralism may reflect such an influence. Still, one point remains puzzling: Nothing of what Leibniz would have been able to find in Mercenario seems to suggest an interpretation of Averroes’s conception of the active intellect as implying substance monism at all. Furthermore, Zabarella’s remarks about Averroes’s views on individuation, which Leibniz could have consulted, do not point towards such an interpretation, either.
 Likewise, a short text on the active intellect by Leibniz’s teacher Jacob Thomasius of 1662 offers a schematic classification of theories of the active intellect. Thomasius distinguishes between theories that analyse the active intellect as a faculty inherent in the human mind and theories that analyse the active intellect as an entity that is external to the human mind and plays the role of an assisting form.
 Clearly, characterising the various versions of theories of a single active intellect in terms of an assisting form does not imply substance monism. Hence, the question becomes pressing of whether there are any precedents to Leibniz’s monistic interpretation of Averroes’s theory of the active intellect. This is the question that the present article tries to answer. 

I will suggest that there are in fact some precedents in two texts with which Leibniz was familiar and which he thought highly of: Julius Caesar Scaliger’s Exotericae Exercitationes (1557)
 and Nicolaus Taurellus’s Alpes Caesae (1597).
 In terms of literary form, both works are strikingly similar: Scaliger’s book is a 1000-page reply to Girolamo Cardano’s De subtilitate (1550);
 Taurellus’s book is a 1000-page reply to Andrea Cesalpino’s Quaestiones peripateticae (1593).
 Leibniz was aware of the similarity of the two works when he gave to Taurellus the epithet of “the Scaliger of the Germans”
—no small compliment given the fact that the young Leibniz regarded Scaliger as one of his models for an eclectic, conciliatory approach to philosophy.
 Moreover, he mentions Cesalpino as one of the Italian Averroists to whom he ascribes the view that individual souls are like “drops” that will return into the “ocean” of a single active soul.
 Even if Leibniz may never have read Cardano and Cesalpino, from the extensive quotations and paraphrases contained in Scaliger’s and Taurellus’s works he would have been able to gain an accurate impression of their respective views concerning individuation and the active intellect. Among the views that were represented in detail by Scaliger and Taurellus are the monistic implications that Cardano and Cesalpino connected with the notion of active intellect, and both Scaliger and Taurellus devote some dense passages to the refutation of these consequences. It will soon become clear that examining some aspects of these sixteenth-century controversies will help to make some features of Leibniz’s monistic phase more salient than they would otherwise be.

2. Cardano, Scaliger, and the Question of Substance Monism
Let me begin with the monistic aspects of Cardano’s view of the mind that Scaliger brings out clearly before he criticizes them. In fact, Scaliger is very explicit as to the argumentative grounds of Cardano’s monism about the mind. Scaliger makes clear that the first premise of Cardano’s argument is based on an interpretation of Aristotle’s claim that the mind “becomes” what it understands. Cardano interprets Aristotle’s claim as an identity claim—the claim that when the mind understands an intelligible form, it becomes this form.
 The second premise of Cardano’s argument, also mentioned by Scaliger, is that intelligible forms are eternal.
 From these premises, Cardano derives the conclusion that when the human mind understands an intelligible form, it becomes identical with an eternal form. And, as Cardano argues, if the mind is identical with an eternal form, then the form of the mind itself is eternal.
 Scaliger objects that Cardano’s line of argument, if fully thought through, would lend support to the conclusion that the human intellect has to be understood as kind of accident:

This is the perpetuity, but not the eternity of each intellect [...]. For here you openly hold that the intellect is no substance at all but rather some accident. For it is not eternal through the transmission of timelessness but rather perpetual due to the series of acts of intellection. Since before you understand, you do not have intellect; but when you understand, the intellect accedes from without.

Moreover, Scaliger ascribes to Cardano the view that the intellective acts in all human beings are due to a single active intellect. This is indicated when he summarizes Cardano’s argument as follows: “If the secondary intelligence understands together with the first intelligence, it becomes the first intelligence. Hence, it would be one.”
 In fairness to Cardano, it should be pointed out that both the question of whether the human intellect can be understood as being identical with the unique active intellect and the question of whether the human intellect can be understood as an accident are discussed in great detail in Cardano’s De immortalitate animorum (1545). 
 Moreover, in that text Cardano feels confident about having found good arguments for answering both questions to the negative. 
 What matter for present purposes, however, is not so much the exegetic accuracy of Scaliger’s reading of Cardano but rather the fact that Scaliger transmitted to his readers a particular impression of the implications of Cardano’s position. And in Scaliger, we encounter a clear formulation of the idea that Cardano’s Averroism carries with it a threat of substance monism with respect to the human mind.

Scaliger is not satisfied with the line of argument that he ascribes to Cardano. He points out that Averroes understands talk about the mind’s “becoming” an intelligible form or “species” only with respect to similarity and reception.
 Here, Scaliger alludes to two characteristics that were ascribed to intelligible species: their capacity to represent properties of objects outside the mind (hence, similarity) and their function as intentional objects (hence, reception). But clearly, if they are intentional objects that represent features of the external world, they are constitutive of thoughts without thereby changing the substance of the mind. What is most pertinent for present concerns, Scaliger presents this objection as an interpretation of Averroes, thus signalizing that Cardano’s monistic interpretation is by no means the only interpretation available. Rather, according to Scaliger’s reading, Averroes’s views concerning the mind’s “becoming” its objects are fully compatible with a plurality of minds that can count as substances. What is more, Scaliger’s reading of Averroes corresponds to interpretations of Averroes in other Renaissance Aristotelians. For example, Arcangelo Mercenario, whom Leibniz mentions in a single breath with Averroes in the passage that I cited at the beginning, is explicit that the “composition” between active intellect and human intellect that Averroes has in mind cannot be understood as a composition “according to real being” (secundum esse reale) but must be understood as a composition “according to intentional being” (secundum esse intentionale).
 And, as Mercenario makes clear, composition “according to intentional being” means that the intelligible forms in the unique active intellect become the object of human intellection without thereby changing the substance of the human mind.
 

So far, Scaliger’s objections are directed against some specific weaknesses of Cardano’s notions of intellection and eternity and against some of Cardano’s interpretive claims. Still, these objections cannot count as a refutation of Cardano’s central contention, namely, that human insight into intelligible forms should be ascribed to the agency of a single active intellect. However, Scaliger presents a direct argument against this contention, and his argument is based on an analysis of the mind’s reflexive activities:
 

The mind knows about itself in two ways: first, it is known by itself and knows that it knows itself and is known by itself. Second, it knows both itself and that it has the power of knowing, by which reflection it does not disjoin itself as it were, but rather turns itself into twins.
 
As Scaliger argues, the reflexive acts of the mind indicate that not all intellective states are passive. While he thinks that the initial reception of concepts from sensible species is a passive process, he argues that the intellect divides, composes, and deduces other concepts from these first concepts.
 Scaliger holds that things become objects of cognition by means of intelligible species.
 Intelligible species themselves are objects of cognition in two ways: in so far as things are represented by them, and in so far as they are species; but then, Scaliger argues, in both ways species are known not by means of other species but by being present to the intellect.
 Scaliger maintains that the intellect can have cognition without the help of species in two ways. One way is when the intellect knows the intelligible species itself.
 The other way is when the intellect knows itself by means of reflection “insofar as it is present to itself” (quoad ipse sibi praesens sit).

The soul must perform its operations due to its own dignity, and put its capacities to work without the intervention or help of any accident or inherent quality; rather, it puts them to work without any intermediary, immediately by means of its essence. This essence, without any real disjunction of capacities, is a principle that is autarkic by itself: that is, it is self-sufficient to produce its own effects […].

Since reflexive self-knowledge does not involve higher-order species that represent mental operations, this kind of knowledge cannot be a matter of receiving an impression of the self in a passive way. Rather, self-knowledge is the result of an activity of the intellect that has its origin in the essence of the intellect itself. According to Scaliger, the intellect is a simple being in the sense that it is a principle of self-induced activity.
Before moving on to the discussion of substance monism in Taurellus’s polemics against Cesalpino, it may be useful to note that Scaliger’s refutation of substance monism concerning the human mind has been influential in the immediate intellectual context of Taurellus. Scaliger’s Exotericae exercitationes was widely used as a textbook in the curriculum at sixteenth-century Protestant universities,
 and Taurellus’s friend, the Marburg-based philosopher Rudolph Goclenius (1547-1628), devoted two short books to the exposition and discussion of some of Scaliger’s views.
 Although Goclenius was critical of much that Scaliger had to say, he adopted Scaliger’s views on reflection. In one of his commentaries, Goclenius notes that, for Scaliger, the capacity of reflection gives a clue regarding the substantiality of the mind. He gives the following interpretation of Scaliger’s view:

The intellect knows things or material being by means of species […] it knows itself, however, by means of reflection, that is, when it knows itself, it is not moved by species but becomes present to itself by means of reflection. However, it cannot know itself independent of knowing other species, or, unless it is led to itself by means of other external things. From hence it knows that these are known by means of its intellective acts and, consequently, that it is intelligent and something substantial […].
  
The notion that self-induced activity is central to the mind’s substantiality is echoed in Goclenius’s work. According to him, understanding the mind’s substantiality is crucial for answering the question of whether all dependent beings receive their essence formally from another being. In Conciliator philosophicus (1609), he writes:

The being of the soul is not the being of the soul as a receptacle, even less as a first receptacle. Intellectual
life […] is the being of the intelligent soul. Hence, intellectual life […] is not the life of the soul as a receptacle, even less as a first receptacle, and this kind of life is not an accidental characteristic of the soul or passivity, but rather it is substance.

According to Goclenius, intellectual souls possess a kind of activity that makes it impossible to understand the kind of life that is characteristic of them as being received from another being since any kind of life that is received from another being would be a form of passivity. The presence of this Scaligerian line of thought in the immediate intellectual context of Taurellus is interesting because it is exactly the idea that the analysis of reflection could provide an argument against substance monism about the human mind that is challenged by Cesalpino. 

3. Cesalpino, Taurellus, and the Question of Substance Monism
During the last decade of the sixteenth century, the philosophy of Andrea Cesalpino (1524/25–1603) became influential in Protestant metaphysics at the University of Altdorf, and Taurellus’s Alpes Caesae (1598) was written as a reaction to the reception of Cesalpino’s philosophy north of the Alps.
 In fact, Cesalpino’s defense of a version of substance monism is what triggered some of the most interesting parts of Taurellus’s polemical response. In the preface, Taurellus makes clear that one of his main targets of criticism is Cesalpino’s conception of God. As Taurellus points out there, in a crucial respect Cesalpino goes beyond Averroes: 
What [Averroes] said about the assisting intellect, Cesalpino extends to the souls of humans and of the other animals, and of the entire world, for he asserts a single soul that exists by itself and is multiplied according to the bodies of living beings. And through participating in it, the bodies are animated and substances.

Taurellus is clear that such a conception implies that God is not separated from matter and also not an efficient cause of things; rather, God is understood as a constituent cause.
 What is more, Cesalpino’s conception of God seems to imply substance monism not only with respect to all animate beings but also with respect to the world as a whole. 


In fact, substance monism seems to be an implication of a combination of views held by Cesalpino (and noted by Taurellus): (1) the view that the active intellect is a substance that is capable of self-reflection; (2) the view that the active intellect “perfects everything”; and (3) the view that the active intellect “implants into things a striving for perfection insofar as it is intellection.”
 Thus, the substantiality of the active intellect is characterized as being due to its capability of self-reflection, and it is this specific activity that is understood as the origin of the activity of natural things, not only of minds. Due to the relation between the unique active intellect and a plurality of natural things, Cesalpino holds that there is more than one sense in which unity is the origin of multiplicity:

Nature therefore is intellect, insofar as only one exists, and at the same time it belongs to many, while by itself  it belongs to a single disposition, as [color] belongs to whiteness and [at the same time] to blackness insofar as it is the removal of whiteness. […] Hence, from what has been said it is clear how a single intelligence contains all the acts of understanding things, for it is like the measure of all things. However, it is evident that things relate to each other as acts of understanding do; hence, it is not impossible that a multiplicity arises from the one. This also becomes clear from the reduction of entities to the one and from the way in which the kinds of substances are described according to addition and subtraction […]. Hence, insofar as it is simply and is described with respect to the subtraction of all matter, there is a unique and simple substance.
 
Thus, one sense in which multiplicity arises from the one has to with the dependence of things on the divine understanding. A plurality of things comes about because there is a plurality of divine acts of understanding, to which the things correspond. Another sense in which multiplicity arises from the one has to do with the role of matter in bringing about plurality. This is the sense in which Cesalpino speaks of “addition” and “subtraction”: “adding” matter to the single incorporeal substance leads to a plurality of natural beings, “subtracting” matter from the plurality of natural beings leads to the single incorporeal substance. Taurellus summarizes this aspect of Cesalpino’s thought succinctly:

Because Aristotle taught that all the multitude of things arise from matter, Cesalpino has put down this great doctrine, namely, that there is a unique incorporeal substance. Because he neither wanted to make souls corporeal nor to admit their multitude, he maintained that they are parts of a unique incorporeal substance and stand in relation to multitude only with respect to their underlying matter.

We will have to come back to the question of the sense in which Cesalpino speaks of different “kinds of substances” that arise through the addition of matter. For the time being, it suffices to note that Cesalpino embraces substance monism with respect to incorporeal substance, and Taurellus is clearly aware of this fact. What is more, Cesalpino ascribes not only the intellectual activities of the human mind but also the strivings of all natural beings towards perfection to the workings of this unique substance, thereby suggesting that the unique incorporeal substance should be regarded as the only active principle in the universe. 

This is not the only respect in which Cesalpino goes beyond Cardano. Cesalpino also presents some intriguing considerations that shed doubt on the cogency of Scaliger’s objection that the reflexive activities of human minds could specify a sense in which there is a plurality of substances. As we will see presently, Cesalpino agrees that there is a sense in which the theory of the active intellect as the unique substance is compatible with a theory of a plurality of natural beings that, through participation in the active intellect, are substances, as well. However, he rejects the view that an argument for a plurality of substances could be based on human self-reflection. His argument invokes the possibility of a temporary split in the self-consciousness of the active intellect—the possibility that during the life-time of a living being the part of the active intellect that animates this living being undergoes a stream of acts of self-reflection that are isolated from the stream of acts of self-reflection that other parts of the active intellect undergo at the same time: 

While the soul is alive, all of its instruments are active in their own function, not in a function foreign to them; likewise, while the intelligence understands itself, its single parts […] understand only themselves. But in this way, intelligences are included in a unique intelligence as parts are contained in a whole or as a smaller number is contained in a larger number […].

Clearly, insisting on the presence of reflexive acts in the human mind is not enough to exclude the possibility that these reflexive acts are due to parts of the active intellect. 

One of the most interesting criticisms that Taurellus levels against Cesalpino concerns exactly this issue. As Taurellus argues, the claim that these activities are due to parts of the active intellect could be construed in two ways. The first way would be to understand the relation between the activities of the parts of the active intellect and the activities of the active intellect as a whole as analogous to the relation between the activities of the parts of a stone in motion and the activity of the whole stone in motion. Here, the activities of the parts of the moving stone are of the same kind as the activities of the moving stone as a whole: self-motion. If this were the relevant analogy, Taurellus argues, the activities of the parts of the active intellect would be of the same nature as the activities of the active intellect as a whole.
 Evidently, this is contrary to the assumption that Cesalpino makes, namely, that one part of the active intellect does not have reflexive access to the activities of any other part of the active intellect. By contrast, the second way of understanding the relation between the parts of the active intellect and the active intellect as a whole would be to use the analogy of the relation between the parts of a clock and the clock as a whole. Here, we have in fact different kinds of activities. But, as Taurellus argues, the difference between the activities of the parts of a clock is exactly what justifies regarding them as separate entities of a different kind. Analogously, what speaks in favor of regarding human minds as separate substances is not just the fact that reflexive acts occur in the human mind but also that these reflexive acts have different contents.


Clearly, Taurellus’s argument is meant to save the relevance of the phenomenon of reflection for a defense of substance pluralism with respect to human minds. Still, while their respective views concerning the analysis of reflection diverge, the consequences of Taurellus’s insistence on the importance of substance pluralism may not be as contrary to Cesalpino’s views concerning the concept of substance as one may expect. This is so because Cesalpino maintains that the concept of substance is an equivocal concept—a concept that allows for several compatible meanings.
 Taurellus did not overlook this aspect of Cesalpino’s thought. In fact, Taurellus’s defense of the view that the concept of substance is a univocal concept—a concept allowing only a single meaning—is based on some deep layers of his own metaphysics. In Alpes Caesae, he only alludes rather cryptically to these deep layers. One his allusions concerns his view that, if matter and form are understood to be complementary entities that cannot exist without each other, then there is no reason to regard them as substances.
 A second allusion concerns a consequence that, in his view, follows from this consideration, namely, that matter should not be understood as a constituent of natural things but should rather be thought of as the “nothing” out of which creation (in the sense of creatio ex nihilo) took place.
 These are fascinating ideas that Taurellus developed in much detail in his earlier Philosophiae triumphus (1573). Since in Alpes Caesae he refers the reader back to these earlier considerations, it will suffice here to note that his view that substance can univocally be defined as “a being that continues to exist by itself” is grounded in these considerations. Interestingly, this concept of substance allows for creation dependence—natural things would not exist if a divine act of creation did not take place—but also allows for activity independence—natural things are active without the influence of any continued divine agency—and for persistence independence—natural things do not need any divine agency in order to persist in being.


By contrast, for Cesalpino the equivocal nature of the concept of substance has to do with stronger dependence relations between the active intellect and natural things. Generally, Cesalpino remarks that the different ways in which things are distinguished from each other depend on the different ways in which things “participate in being”, that is, on the different ways in which things “descend from a unique substance.”
 Accordingly, he claims that substance is not a “univocal genus” but rather allows for equivocations. In fact, he argues that such equivocations occur in more than one sense. The first sense is the following: “[B]oth what something is and what its parts are said to be its substances …”
 Here Cesalpino takes up the thought from Aristotle’s Metaphysics VII.7 that not only form-matter composites, but also singular portions of matter and singular forms can be called substances. As Cesalpino explicates, the difference between these different senses of “substance” is that even if neither matter nor the composite are unities, they are directed towards something that is a unity, namely, form: matter is substance because it is form potentially, and the composite is substance because is possesses form.
 Thus, according to the first way of disambiguating the notion of substance, there is a sense of substance that is derivative on the substantiality of forms—a sense of substantiality that denotes certain relations between other beings and forms. Moreover, disambiguating the notion of substance in this way allows for a plurality of substances, even if it should turn out that the number of substantial of forms is exactly one. 

This possibility is taken seriously in Cesalpino’s explication of the second sense in which substances do not constitute a univocal genus. Here, Cesalpino takes up the thought from Aristotle’s Metaphysics XII.5 and XII.29 that there are three kinds of substances: two natural, one immobile; two eternal, one capable of being generated and undergoing corruption. As Cesalpino understands it, the distinction is between the divine substance, mathematical substances, and physical substances.
 Moreover, he explains the sense in which all these different kinds of beings can be understood as kinds of substances as follows:
[T]hese three genera of substances are proportional to each other. For all of them underlie certain affections, and always the substance is prior and the cause of the others. For this reason, they come together in an analogous genus.

This is the second sense in which, in Cesalpino’s eyes, natural beings can count as substances, even if they owe their being to a single, divine substance: Once they have been individuated through the composition of a singular portion of matter and a part of the active, divine intellect, they become bearers of qualities and relations of their own. In these two ways, well documented through extended quotations in Taurellus’s Alpes Caesae, Cesalpino uses insights from Aristotle’s Metaphysics to explicate how disambiguating the notion of substance allows reconciling the view that the active, divine intellect is a unique substance with the view that nevertheless there is a plurality of natural substances. Surprising as it may be, a conciliatory approach to the question of substance monism and substance pluralism thus seems to one of the theoretical options developed within Renaissance Averroism. 

4. Reconsidering Leibniz
What can we learn from these sixteenth-century controversies about substance monism for the interpretation of Leibniz’s attitude towards the Averroistic tradition? I think that three observations could be made. The first is this. No doubt, even if Leibniz never seems to have studied the Latin translations of Averroes’s writings or any of the original texts by the Renaissance Averroists, he was familiar with several works by Renaissance philosophers—Mercenario, Zabarella, Scaliger, and Taurellus—that turn out to be highly informative about the diverging possibilities of interpreting the Averroistic doctrine of the active intellect. Not all of the interpretations available—notably those developed by Achillini and Zimara, as far as they are reported by Mercenario—contain any tendency towards substance monism. But some of the interpretations—the one developed by Cardano and discussed by Scaliger (at least with respect to the human mind), and the one developed by Cesalpino and discussed by Taurellus—do contain a tendency towards substance monism. This tension between pluralistic and monistic readings of Averroes is faithfully reflected by the disjunctive structure of Leibniz’s characterization of the similarity between Spinoza and Averroes. In the opening passage of Considerations on the Doctrine of a Universal Unique Mind he says that the universal intellect is understood to bring about the “effects” of singular souls, thus suggesting an interpretation according to which singular souls themselves are not needed to explain mental phenomena.
 This would closely correspond to a monistic reading of Averroes. But later in the text Leibniz proposes a disjunctive reading of the Averroistic doctrine, indicated by the phrase “or at least” that connects the two parts of the following statement: “If one goes as far as to claim that this universal mind is unique and there are no singular souls or singular minds, or at least that these singular souls are not of permanent duration, I believe that one thereby transcends the limits of reason.”
 This passage indicates that Leibniz seems to have been aware that there are two plausible interpretations of the Averroistic doctrine of the universal active intellect: One interpretation (“If one goes as far as to claim ...”) is based on the idea that the active intellect produces all the mental phenomena that we are inclined to ascribe to the operation of singular souls. This interpretation corresponds closely to the interpretation suggested by Laerke. The other interpretation (“or at least that ...”) is based on the idea that souls are singular substances, even if they belong to the realm of corruptible beings. 

A similarly disjunctive characterization of the implications of the doctrine of a single active intellect is found in Leibniz’s Theodicy (1710). According to one reading, “the souls, that is, the forms of organic bodies, must perish with the bodies, or at least this must happen to the passive understanding that belongs to each one individually. Thus there will only remain the active understanding common to all men, which according to Aristotle comes from outside, and which must work wheresoever the organs are suitably disposed; even as the wind produces a kind of music when it is blown into properly adjusted organ pipes.”
 Evidently, such a reading is compatible with an interpretation of the active intellect as an assisting form that does not exclude a plurality of substantial forms. This is exactly what is excluded by the second reading: “[O]thers who adhered less to Aristotle went so far as to advocate a universal soul forming the ocean of all individual souls, and believed this universal soul alone capable of subsisting, whilst individual souls are born and die.”
 Leibniz characterizes only the latter reading as the one defended by “monopsychites” and aligns Spinoza’s monism only with this position.
 Leibniz’s remarks thus indicate that he did not take the implications of Averroes’s theory of the active intellect to be unambiguous, and this exactly corresponds to the diverging strands in Renaissance readings of Averroes.


The second observation is that the analysis of self-reflection is a well-developed and well-entrenched strategy of defending substance pluralism against the threat of substance monism that arises from Averroism—a strategy developed by Scaliger and then taken up and defended by leading sixteenth-century Protestant metaphysicians such as Goclenius and Taurellus. Leibniz’s use of the notion of reflection is prominent in his Paris years, and he uses the notion to defend a kind of self-induced activity during the very years in which he adopted a version of substance monism.
 Reading his considerations concerning the role of self-reflection for the diachronic identity of minds against the background of sixteenth-century controversies about substance monism makes it clear that Leibniz here uses an established pattern of thought, and it cannot have eluded him that one of the purposes of this pattern of thought was to defend substance pluralism. Hence, contextualising Leibniz in the way suggested here makes the role of this line of argument during his Paris years more salient. If so, Leibniz’s project can well be understood as an attempt at reconciling substance monism with substance pluralism.


The third observation to be made is perhaps the most surprising. As Taurellus documents in detail, Cesalpino maintains that the notion of substance is not a univocal concept. For Cesalpino, there is a sense in which there is only a single substance, namely, the divine substance that would remain when all matter is abstracted from all animate beings. But, as Cesalpino argues, there are also two senses in which there is a plurality of substances: once parts of the active intellect are singled out through their composition with singular portions of matter, then both matter and the composite acquire substantiality in a derivative sense. If we use these notions of substantiality, Cesalpino’s version of substance monism turns out to be compatible with a version of substance pluralism. And this view, I believe, has striking parallels in the thought of Leibniz. In an earlier article, I have argued that a strategy of disambiguating the notion of substance is also at work during Leibniz’s Paris years.
 In this period, Leibniz characterizes human minds as active beings and uses the notion of active being to explicate the notion of substance.
 My earlier suggestion was to use a strategy of disambiguating the concept of substance (a strategy that is found in Descartes, who believes that “substance” cannot be said in the same sense of God and created beings
). In fact, Leibniz uses not only the concept of active being to explicate the notion of substance but also the concept of independent being.
 This opens up the possibility of reading Leibniz as claiming that there is only one substance in the sense of an independent being and that there are many substances in the sense of active beings. Having Cesalpino’s arguments for disambiguating the notion of substance in mind throws new light on this suggestion. The presence of multiple notions of substantiality in Cesalpino shows that Leibniz’s conciliatory approach to substance monism and substance pluralism should not be seen as being opposed to the Averroistic tradition. Rather, it exemplifies a strategy that is present within the Averroistic tradition itself.
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