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sou��and�bod�?*

Andreas�B�ank

1. Introduction

In� a� we��-known� �assage� �rom� t�e� mid-1680s,� Leibniz� ��aims� t�at� w�at� is� rea��

in�bodies� is�on���t�e��or�e�o��a�ting�and�sufering�and�t�at,� t�ere�ore,� t�e�“sub-

stan�e�o��a�bod���onsists�in�t�is,�as�i��in�matter�and��orm”�(De modo distinguendi 

phaenomena realia ab imaginariis summer�1683�–�winter�1685/86;�A�VI�4�1504).�

Moreover,� �e� t�ere� e���ains� t�at� substan�es� “�ave� meta���si�a�� matter� or� �as-

sive� �oten��� inso�ar� as� t�e�� e��ress� somet�ing� �on�used��,� and� a�tive� �oten��,�

inso�ar� as� t�e�� e��ress� somet�ing� distin�t��”� (ibid.).� As� Pau�ine� P�emister� �as�

�ointed�out,�su���a�version�o�����emor��ism�is�no��onger�essentia����Aristote�ian�

(P�emister�2001:�79,�Note�41).�A��ording��,�s�e�as�ribes�to�Leibniz�t�e�view�t�at�a�

sim��e�substan�e�qua �ossessor�o���rimitive�a�tive�and��assive��or�e�“is�a�so,�w�en�

�reated”�a��or�orea��substan�e,�be�ause�t�e�e�tension�o��its�organi��bod��is,�“to�a�

�arge�e�tent”,�a�modii�ation�o��its��rimitive��assive��or�e�(P�emster�1999:�72–74).�

�e�issue�o���rimitive��assive��or�es�a�so�bears�on�t�e�ro�e�o��t�e�so-�a��ed�“�on�u-

sion�t�eor��o��bod�”.�Justin�Smit���as�re�ent���indi�ated�some��ara��e�s�between�

Leibniz�s�use�o��t�e�idea�o���on�used��er�e�tion�as�an�e���anation��or�t�e�origins�o��

“se�ondar��matter”�and�t�e�ro�e�o���on�used��er�e�tion�in�t�e�neo-P�atoni��ema-

nation�s��emes�deve�o�ed�b��P�otinus�and�Ni��o�as�o��Cusa�(Smit��2003:�49–56).�

A��ording�to��is�inter�retation,��on�used��er�e�tion,��or�Leibniz�as��or�P�otinus�

and�Ni��o�as,��as�t�e��un�tion�to�e���ain�t�e��arti�u�arit�,�mu�ti��i�it�,�and�im�er-

�e�tion�o���reated�minds�(P�otinus�1998:�VI�6,�1;�VI�9,�2;�VI�9,�4;�Ni��o�as�1988:�15).�

Moreover,�Smit��a�igns�Leibniz�s�view�o���on�used��er�e�tion�wit��Ni��o�as����aim�

t�at�substan�es�are�sim��e�and��om�osite�at�t�e�same�time,�be�ause�t�e�bod��is�t�e�

“un�o�ding�o��t�e�sou�”�(Smit��2003:�52;�Ni��o�as�1988:�27).
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�e� �ur�ose� o�� t�e� �resent� �a�er� is� to� argue� t�at� Leibniz�s� sma��� but� sig-

nii�ant� �ontrovers�� wit�� t�e� Fren��� O��asiona�ist� ��i�oso��er� François� Lam��

�oints�to�a�more��om��e��inter�retation�o��t�e�stru�ture�o���or�orea��substan�es.1�

In��is�res�onse�to�a��ong�review�o��t�e�irst�edition�o��Lam��s�De la Conoissance de 

soi-même,�as�we���as�in��is�re����to�Lam��s�e���i�it��ritique�o��t�e�s�stem�o���re-

estab�is�ed��armon��in�t�e�se�ond�edition�o��t�e�same�work,�Leibniz�de�ends�a�

�on�i�iator��a��roa���to�t�e�issue�o���or�orea��substan�es.�His�a��roa���tries�to�

�ombine�Aristote�ian,�Cartesian,�and�neo-P�atoni��as�e�ts�rat�er�t�an�to�redu�e�

t�e� t�eor�� o�� �or�orea�� substan�e� to� ideas� stemming� �rom� one� o�� t�ese� tradi-

tions.�In�a�broad���Aristote�ian��ers�e�tive,��e�obje�ts�to�Lam��t�at�t�e�s��o�asti��

t�eor�,�a��ording�to�w�i���sou��and�bod��are,�in�some�sense,�in�om��ete�wit�out�

ea���ot�er,�s�ou�d�not�be�reje�ted.�In��arti�u�ar,��on�used��er�e�tion��or�Leibniz�

��a�s� a� de�isive� ro�e� in� e���aining� w��� sou�s� �ou�d� not� �ave� t�e� qua�ities� t�e��

�ave�wit�out�t�e�qua�ities�o��t�eir�bodies,�and�vi�e�versa.�In�a�broad���Cartesian�

�ers�e�tive,��e�agrees�wit��Lam��s���aim�t�at��on�used��er�e�tions���a��a�de�i-

sive�ro�e�in�t�e�e���anation�o��t�e�union�o��sou��and�bod�.�In��arti�u�ar,�in�a�wa��

simi�ar�to�Lam�,�Leibniz�assigns�to�sou�s�a��o�ation�in�t�eir�bodies�on�t�e�basis�

o�� t�e� �un�tiona��de�enden�e�between��on�used��er�e�tions�and�bodi��� tra�es.�

�ese�Aristote�ian�and�Cartesian��om�onents�modi���a�neo-P�atoni��view�o���on-

�used��er�e�tions�as�t�e�origin�o��t�e�im�er�e�tion�and�materia�it��o��individua��

obje�ts:�be�ause�t�e�qua�itative�side�o��sou�s�and�bodies�are�in�om��ete�wit�out�

ea���ot�er,�and�be�ause�bodi���tra�es�and��on�used��er�e�tions�are��un�tiona����

de�endent�on�ea���ot�er,�an�organi��bod���an�never�be�t�e�modii�ation�o��t�e�

�assive�as�e�ts�o��a�sing�e�sim��e�substan�e�on���(or�main��).

Se�tion� 2� o�� t�e� �resent� �a�er� uses� t�e� issues� o�� �on�used� �er�e�tion� and�

in�om��ete�entities� to� i��ustrate��ow�a��on�i�iator��strateg��s�a�es�Leibniz�s�re-

s�onses�to�Lam�.��e�two�subsequent�se�tions�argue�t�at�t�e�strateg���ursued�in�

t�e��ontrovers��wit��Lam���as��ara��e�s�bot��in�Leibniz�s�ear�����i�oso����and�in�

writings��rom��is��ast��ears.�Se�tion�3�situates�t�e�deve�o�ment�o��Leibniz�s�view�

o��t�e�re�ation�o��sou��and�bod��in�t�e�ie�d�o��t�eoreti�a��o�tions�emerging��rom�

t�e� �ontrovers�� over� t�e� nature� o�� t�e� �o-e�tension� o�� sou�� and� bod�� in� ear���

modern�Aristote�ianism.�Se�tion�4�out�ines�some�o��t�e�wa�s�in�w�i���Leibniz�s�

�ontrovers��wit��Lam���as�inluen�ed�t�e��ormer�s��ater��orres�onden�e�wit��t�e�

Fren���P�atonist�Ni��o�as�Rémond.��

2. Lamy vs. Leibniz on incomplete entities and confused perception

In� t�e� �arts� o�� De la Conoissance de soi-même� t�at� attra�ted� Leibniz�s� interest,�

Lam��is��on�erned�wit��issues�t�at�are���ose�to�issues�t�at�are�o��im�ortan�e��or�
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Leibniz�s�meta���si�s,�in��arti�u�ar�t�e��rob�em�o���ow�sou��and�bod��are�united,�

w�at�ro�e��on�used��er�e�tion���a�s�in�t�is��onte�t,�and�in�w�i���sense�sou�s��an�

be�assigned�a���a�e�in�t�eir�bodies.�Leibniz�s�res�onse�to�an�e�tended�review�o��

t�e�irst�edition�o��Lam��s�work�in�t�e�Journal des Sçavans o��1698�is�an�interest-

ing��ombination�o���riti�a��remarks�and�remarks�t�at�em��asize�t�e�de�ensib�e�

as�e�ts�o��Lam��s�view�o��t�e�union�o��sou��and�bod�.�Interesting��,�Leibniz�s��riti-

�a��remarks�rat�er��on�ern�Lam��s�attem�t�to�e���ude�an�Aristote�ian�as�e�t��rom�

t�e�t�eor��o���iving�beings,�w�ereas��is�airmative�statements��on�ern�w�at��e�

regarded�to�be�tenab�e�in�a�broad���O��asiona�ist�t�eor��o��t�e�re�ation�o��sou��and�

bod�.�To��ut�it��arado�i�a���:�in��is�res�onse��to�Lam��Leibniz��uses�te��niques�

o���ontrovers��not�so�mu���to�e���ude�t�eoreti�a��o�tions�but�rat�er�to�de�end�a�

�on�i�iator��a��roa���to�t�e��rob�em�o���om�osite�entities.

�is�use�o���ontrovers��as�a�too��o��a��on�i�iator��a��roa����an��er�a�s�most�

im�ressive���be�observed�in�Leibniz�s�res�onse�to�Lam��s�view�t�at�t�e�S��o�asti��

t�eor��o��sou��and�bod��as�in�om��ete�entities�s�ou�d�be�t�rown�overboard.��e�

review�in�t�e�Journal des Sçavans��uts�Lam��s�view�t�us:

He�regards�it�as���imeri�a��to��retend�as�t�e��do�[s�.�t�e�S��o�asti����i�oso��ers]�

t�at�t�e�mind�&�t�e�bod��are�in�om��ete�beings�t�at��ave�a�natura��&�essentia��

re�ation�to�ea���ot�er.�…��at�one�suggests�t�at�t�e��are�in�om��ete�is�not�more�

reasonab�e,�i��b��t�is�one��retends�t�at�t�e�mind�wou�d�not��ave�a���t�at�is�needed�

�or�being�a�true�t�inking�substan�e�inde�endent���o��t�e�bod�,�or�t�at�t�e�bod��

wou�d�not��ave�inde�endent���o��t�e�mind�a���t�at�is�needed�to�be�a�true��uman�

bod�.� �(Journal des Sçavans�26�(1698):�664)

Leibniz� most� de�isive� atta�k� is� not� dire�ted� against� Lam��s� O��asiona�ism� but�

rat�er�against�t�is�reje�tion�o��an�Aristote�ian�t�eor��o���om�osite�substan�es:

�e�o�inion�o��t�e�S��o�asti�s�t�at�sou��and�matter��ave�somet�ing�in�om��ete�

is�not�as�absurd�as�one�t�inks.�Be�ause�matter�wit�out�sou�s�and��orms�or�en-

te�e��ies�is�not�ing�but��assive,�and�sou�s�wit�out�matter�wou�d�be�not�ing�but�

a�tive:� t�e��om��ete��or�orea��Substan�e,� tru���one,�w�i��� t�e�S��o�asti�s� �a���

Unum per se (in��ontrast�to�entities�b��means�o��aggregation),�as�it�must�resu�t�

�rom�t�e��rin�i��e�o��unit��w�i��� is�a�tive,�and��rom�t�e�mass� t�at�makes� t�e�

mu�titude� and� w�i��� wou�d� be� so�e��� �assive,� i�� it� wou�d� �ontain� not�ing� but�

�rime�matter.� Instead,� t�e�se�ondar��matter�or�mass� t�at�makes�our�bod���as�

ever�w�ere��arts,�w�i���are��om��ete�substan�es�t�emse�ves,�be�ause�t�e��are�

ot�er� anima�s� or� organi�� substan�es,� animated� or� a�tuated� se�arate��.� But� t�e�

�o��e�tion�o�� t�ese�organized��or�orea��substan�es� t�at��onstitutes�our�bod�� is�

not�united�wit��our�sou��but�t�roug��a�re�ation�t�at��o��ows��rom�t�e�order�o��

natura����enomena��or�ea���substan�e�se�arate��.�And�a���t�is�makes�visib�e��ow�

on�t�e�one��and,�one��an�sa��t�at�t�e�sou��and�t�e�bod��are�inde�endent��rom�
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ea���ot�er,�and�on�t�e�ot�er��and,�t�at�ea���o��t�em�is�in�om��ete�wit�out�t�e�

ot�er,�be�ause�natura����t�e�one�is�never�wit�out�t�e�ot�er.�

(Addition à l’Explication du système nouveau touchant l’union de l’ame et du 

corps, envoyee à Paris à l’occasion d’un livre intitule Conoissance de soi-même. 

GP�4�572–573)

As� I� �ave� argued� e�sew�ere� (B�ank� 2003),� t�e� su��essive� manus�ri�t� versions�

o��t�is��assage�as�we���as��assages��rom�t�e��ontem�orar���orres�onden�e�wit��

Jo�ann�Bernou��i�suggest�t�at�w�at�Leibniz��as�in�mind��ere�is�not�t�e�in�om-

��eteness�o��a�tive�and��assive�as�e�ts�interna��to�a�sim��e�substan�e�but�rat�er�

t�e�in�om��eteness�o��a�given��ortion�o���assive�mass�wit�out�an�a�tive�sim��e�

substan�e�(ibid.:�7–9).�Nevert�e�ess,�Leibniz�s�em��asis�on�t�e�ro�e�o��t�e��assive�

as�e�ts�o��sou�s��or�t�e�union�o��sou��and�bod���as���ose��ara��e�s�in�Lam��s�view�

o��t�e�ro�e�o���on�used��er�e�tion.��is�e���ains�w���in�t�e�remainder�o���is�re���,�

Leibniz�tries�to�make���ear�to�w�i���e�tent��e�agrees�wit��as�e�ts�o��Lam��s�O�-

�asiona�ism�rat�er�t�an�to�re�ute�t�e�t�eor��as�a�w�o�e.��e�Journal des Sçavans�

renders�Lam��s�view�o��t�e�union�o��sou��and�bod��as��o��ows:

�is�strateg��to�estab�is��in�t�e��on�used��er�e�tions�t�e�union�o��t�e�mind�and�

t�e�bod�,�&�to�make�known�to�t�e�mind�t�e�needs�o��t�e�bod�,�&�t�e�re�ations�t�e�

surrounding�bodies��ave�to�it,�a��ears�to�be�t�e�most�wise�to�our���i�oso��er.

� (Journal des Sçavans�26�(1698):�669)

To�su��ort�t�is���aim,�Lam��argues�t�at�to�know���ear���and�distin�t���t�e�ininite�

re�ations�t�e�surrounding�bodies��ave�to�mine�wou�d�require�a��onstant�efort�o��

t�e�mind,�w�ereas�t�e�“bare�sensation�o���ain�or�bitterness,�o����easure�or�dis�on-

tent,�is�a��roo��t�at�is�s�ort�&�se�ure�a�ike”�(ibid.:�670).�Moreover,��e�t�inks�t�at�

sensib�e�qua�ities��annot�be�modii�ations�o��e�tension�and,� t�ere�ore,�must�be�

modii�ations�o��t�e�mind.�At�t�e�same�time,�Lam��s�a��ount�o��t�e�nature�o��t�e�

union�o��sou��and�bod��a�so��as�as�e�ts�t�at�diverge�strong����rom�Leibniz�s.�For�

e�am��e,��rom�t�e�idea�t�at�sensib�e�qua�ities�are�modii�ations�o��t�e�mind�Lam��

draws�t�e��on��usion�t�at�bodies��annot��ave�an��simi�arities�to�t�e�sensations�

t�e��give�us�(ibid.:�672).�In��arti�u�ar,�t�is�im��ies�t�at�t�e��a�so��annot��ave�an��

simi�arit��to�t�e�bodi���tra�es�t�e��are�asso�iated�wit�:

�ese�ideas�do�not��ave�an��resemb�an�e�to�t�e�tra�es��rom�w�i���t�e��resu�t.�

A�so,�it� is�not�at�a���b��means�o���onsu�ting�t�ese�kinds�o����antoms�t�at�t�e�

sou���orms�its�ideas.��e�sou��inds�a���o��t�em��ormed,�&�God��resents�t�em�

to�t�e�sou��as�it���eases��im�on�t�e�o��asion�o��t�e�e��itation�o��t�ese�tra�es.�I�

sa�,�as it pleases him:�be�ause�a�t�oug��God�a�wa�s��onstant����o��ows�t�e�order�

�e��as�estab�is�ed�on�e�and��or�a��;�t�is�estab�is�ment��as�been�so��ree��or��im,�

t�at��e�wou�d��ave�been�ab�e�to�make�a��om��ete���diferent�one,�&�e.g.�atta���
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t�e�sensation�o��taste�to�t�e�tra�e�t�at�resu�ts�in�t�e�brain�on�t�e�o��asion�o��t�e�

e��itation�o��t�e�ear�…�� (ibid.:�674)

Lam���urt�er�e���i�ates�t�is�view�b����aiming�t�at�t�e��onne�tion�o��ideas�wit��

tra�es,�a�t�oug���ree� �or�God,� �or�us� is�nevert�e�ess�natura��and�ne�essar�,�and�

t�at,�in�addition�to�t�ese��onne�tions,�we��ave��ree�ones,�w�i����e��a��s�“a�quired 

�onne�tions”�(ibid.).�Fina���,��e��o�ds�t�e�view�t�at�t�e��onne�tions�between�tra�-

es�e���ain�t�e��onne�tions�between�ideas:

�e��onne�tion�t�e�tra�es��ave�among�t�emse�ves��onsists�in�t�e�easiness�wit��

w�i���t�e���an�be�mutua����retra�ed,�t�at�is�to�sa��in��ase�t�e���ave�been��ormed�

at�t�e�same�time�in�t�e�brain,�it�is��ra�ti�a����im�ossib�e�to�retra�e�t�e�ones�wit�-

out�t�e�ot�ers,�be�ause�inding�o�en���anne�s�o���ommuni�ation�between�t�em,�

t�e�s�irits�t�at��ave�retra�ed�one�o��t�em,��an�more�easi����ontinue�t�eir��at��in�

t�e�routes�w�i����ead�t�em�to�a���t�e�ot�er�routes�t�an�make�new�ones��or�t�em-

se�ves.�So�t�at,�be�ause�t�ere�is�a��onne�tion�between�t�e�ideas�o��t�ese�tra�es,�in�

t�e�same�wa��as�between�tra�es,�t�e�renewing�o��one�sing�e�idea�o��a��ong�s�ene�is�

�a�ab�e�to�re�a���t�e�ideas�o��a���t�e��ir�umstan�es.� �(ibid.:�675)

Interesting��,�in��is�res�onse�Leibniz�tries�to�a��ommodate�as�man��as��ossib�e�

o��Lam��s�views.�Most�im�ortant��,��e�a��e�ts�Lam��s�basi��idea�about�t�e�ro�e�o��

�on�used��er�e�tion��or�t�e�union�o��sou��and�bod�:�

Ordinari��,� one� �on�eives� o�� confused thoughts as� a� kind� �om��ete��� diferent�

�rom�distinct t�oug�ts,�and�our�aut�or�judges�t�at�t�e�mind�is�more�united�wit��

t�e�bod��t�roug���on�used�t�oug�ts�t�an�t�roug��distin�t�ones.� �(GP�4�574)

At�t�is���a�e,�Leibniz�gives�to�t�is�idea�a�turn,�w�i���integrates�it�into�t�e�neo-

�P�atoni��view�o���on�used��er�e�tion�as� t�e�origin�o�� im�er�e�tion�and��arti-

�u�arit�:

�is�is�not�wit�out��oundation,�be�ause�t�e��on�used�t�oug�ts�mark�our�im�er-

�e�tion,�our��assions,�and�our�de�enden�e�on�t�e��o��e�tion�o��e�terna�� t�ings�

or�on�matter,�w�ereas�t�e��er�e�tion,��or�e,��ower,��ibert��and�a�tion�o��t�e�sou��

�onsist��rimari���in�our�distin�t�t�oug�ts.� �(ibid.)

Moreover,�Leibniz�tries� to�re�on�i�e�Lam��s� insig�t��on�erning�t�e�ro�e�o���on-

�used��er�e�tion�wit��a�not�s�e�ii�a����O��asiona�ist�view�o��Divine��ausation.�

As�Leibniz��oints�out,�i��e��ressing�t�e�states�o��its�own�bod��is��onstitutive��or�

t�e�sou�,� t�en�even� �rom�t�e��oint�o��view�o��Divine�a�tion�sou��and�bod��are�

natura����non-se�arab�e:
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It�is�true�t�at�God does not need the body,�abso�ute���s�eaking, to give the soul the 

sensations it has,�but�God�needs�it�to�a�t�in�t�e�order�o��nature�s�e��as�estab�is�ed,�

�aving�given�to�t�e�sou��and�on�e�and��or�a���t�is��or�e�or�tenden���w�i����auses�

it�to�e��ress�its�bod�.� �(GP�4�574)

For�t�is�reason,�Leibniz�a��e�ts�a�version�o��a�t�eor��o��emanative��ausation�t�at�

e���ains�t�e�u�timate�origin�o��minds�and�sensations�wit�out�assuming�an�imme-

diate�Divine�intervention:�“One�agrees�t�at�t�ese�sensations��annot��ome�origi-

na����but��rom�God,�but�not�immediate��,�e��e�t�in�t�is�genera��manner,�in�w�i���

a���rea�ities�emanate��ontinua�����rom�God”�(ibid.:�573).�Fina���,�anot�er�res�e�t�in�

w�i���Leibniz�attem�ts�to�a��ommodate�Lam��s�view�o��t�e�re�ation�o��sou��and�

bod��wit�in�t�e��ramework�o���is�own�onto�og��is�t�e�issue�o��t�e��o�ation�o��t�e�

sou�.�Lam���uts��ort��t�e�t�esis�t�at�t�e�sou���as�a��o�ation�on���in�t�e�sense�t�at�

t�ere�are��arts�o��t�e�bod��in�w�i���it�immediate����er�orms�its��un�tions.��e�

review�in�t�e�Journal des Sçavans�renders�it�t�us:

He�begins�b��remarking�t�at�t�e�sou�,�be�ause�it��as�no�e�tension,�t�ere��an�be�

no�wa��to�ind�a��o�a��residen�e��or�it;�t�at�it�is�neit�er�out�o��nor�in�t�e�bod�;�t�at�

e�a�t���s�eaking,�t�e�minds�are�now�ere;�&�t�at�it�is�on���a�question�to�know�in�

w�i����art�o��t�e�bod��t�e�sou���er�orms�its��un�tions.

� He��retends� t�at� t�is� is��arti�u�ar��� in� t�e��art�o�� t�e�brain,�w�i��� is� t�e�

sour�e�o��t�e�nerves.�It�is�t�ere�w�ere��ike�in�its�seat�it�gives�its�orders�to�a���t�e�

�arts� o�� t�e� bod�,� &� w�ere� t�roug�� intermission� o�� nerves� rea��ing� out� �rom�

t�ere�to�t�e�most�remote��arts�o��t�e�bod�,�it�re�eives�in�an�instant�news�o��a���t�at�

t�ere��a��ens.� �(Journal des�Sçavans�26�(1698):�667–668)

Leibniz�basi�a����a��e�ts�t�e���aim�t�at�t�e�sou��is��o�ated�b��means�o��t�e��un�-

tiona��de�enden�e�o��bodi���states�on�t�e�states�o��t�e�sou�,�on���adding�an�im�or-

tant�qua�ii�ation:�“It�seems�a�so�more exact to�sa��t�at�t�e�s�irits�are�w�ere�t�e��

o�erate�immediate��,�rat�er�t�an�to�sa�,�as�one�does��ere,�that they are nowhere”�

(GP�4�574).

�e�rea��disagreements�wit��Lam���on�ern�issues�t�at��ave�to�do�wit��t�e�

reje�tion� o�� t�e� S��o�asti�� t�eor�� o�� in�om��ete� entities.� Contrar�� to� Lam�,��

Leibniz�de�ends�t�e�view�t�at�bot��wit��res�e�t�to�distin�t�t�oug�ts�and�to��on-

�used��er�e�tions,�t�e�states�o��t�e�sou��de�end�on�t�e�states�o��its�bod�.�Wit��

res�e�t�to�distin�t�t�oug�t,�Leibniz�reje�ts�Lam��s���aim�t�at�abstra�t�t�oug�ts�

�an�o��ur�inde�endent���o���ro�esses�in�t�e�organi��bod�:

But�it�seems�t�at�t�e�bod��senses�a�so�our�abstra�t�t�oug�t,�and�e��erien�e�s�ows�

t�at�t�e�meditations�are��a�ab�e�o���urting�it:�be�ause�t�e�most�abstra�t�t�oug�ts�

use�a�wa�s�some�signs,�w�i���tou���t�e�imagination,�in�addition�to�t�e�attention�

w�i���binds�t�e�ibers�o��t�e�brain.� �(GP�4�574)
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Wit��res�e�t�to��on�used��er�e�tions,�Leibniz�reje�ts�t�e�view�t�at�t�ere�are�no�

stru�tura��simi�arities�between�bodi���states�and�sensations:

�ese��on�used�sensations�are�a�so�not�arbitrary,�and�one�does�not�at�a���agree�

wit��t�e�o�inion�a��e�ted�now�b��severa��t�inkers,�and��o��owed�b��our�aut�or,�

a��ording�to�w�i���t�ere�is�no�resemb�an�e�or�re�ation�between�our�sensations�

and�t�e�bodi���tra�es.�It�rat�er�seems�t�at�our�sensations�re�resent�and�e��ress�

t�em��er�e�t��.�Someone�ma���er�a�s�sa��t�at�t�e�sensation�o���eat�does�not�

resemb�e�movement:�Yes,�wit�out�doubt,�it�does�not�resemb�e�a�sensib�e�move-

ment,�su���as�t�at�o��a�driving��oa��,�but�it�resemb�es�t�e��o��e�tion�o��sma���

movements�o��ire�and�t�e�organs�w�i���are�t�e��ause�o��t�e�sensation,�or�rat�er�

t�e� sensation� is� not�ing� but� t�eir� re�resentation.� �is� is� �ike� �ow� w�iteness�

does�not�resemb�e�a�s��eri�a���onve��mirror,�t�oug��it�is�not�ing�but�t�e��o��e�-

tion�o��man��sma����onve��mirrors�su���as�one�sees�in��oam�w�en�one�regards�it�

�rom���ose�u�.� �(GP�4�576)

�us,�just�as�w�iteness��as�t�e�same�interna��stru�ture�as�t�e��ig�t�rele�ted��rom�

a��o��e�tion�o��man��sma���mirrors,�sensations��ave�t�e�same�interna��stru�ture�as�

t�e�movements�t�e��re�resent.�In�t�is�wa�,�b��stressing�t�e�im�ortan�e�o��stru�-

tura��simi�arities,�Leibniz�tries�to�revive�t�e�idea�t�at�t�ere�is�a�simi�arit��between�

movements�in�t�e�e�terna��wor�d,�in�t�e�tra�es�o��t�e�sensor��organs,�and�in�t�e�

sensations.��is�is�turn�gives��ontent�to�t�e�idea�t�at��er�e�tions�in�t�e�sou���ou�d�

not�natura����be�as�t�e��are�inde�endent���o��t�e��ro�esses�in�t�e�sensor��organs.�

Rat�er,�t�eir�re�resentative�nature�de�ends�on�t�e�e�isten�e�o��stru�tura��resem-

b�an�es�between��er�e�tions,��ro�esses�in�t�e�sensor��organs,�and��ro�esses�in�

t�e�e�terna��wor�d�re�resented�indire�t���b��means�o���ro�esses�in�t�e�sensor��or-

gans.�And�it�is�t�e�de�enden�e�o��t�e�qua�itative�side�o��t�e�sou��on�t�e�qua�itative�

side�o��t�e�organi��bod��t�at�makes�t�e�essen�e�o��t�e�sou��an�in�om��ete�essen�e�

and�t�e�sou��“somet�ing�in�om��ete”.

Simi�ar��onsiderations�in��avor�o��a��on�i�iator��a��roa���to�t�e��rob�em�o��

�om�osite�substan�es���a��a�ro�e�in�Leibniz�s�res�onse�to�t�e�e���i�it��ritique�o��

t�e�s�stem�o���re-estab�is�ed��armon��in�t�e�se�ond�edition�o��Lam��s�De la Co-

noissance de soi-même (1699/1701).2 One�o��Lam��s�obje�tions�t�ere�is�t�at�sim��e�

substan�es�eit�er�are�made� �or�ea���ot�er,�or� t�e��are�not.� In� t�e�irst��ase,��e�

argues,�t�e�t�eor��o���re-estab�is�ed��armon���oin�ides�wit��t�e�s�stem�o��O�-

�asiona�ism:�

be�ause� in� t�is�wa��God,�on� t�e�o��asion�o�� t�e� series�o��motions,�w�i����e�

�as��oreseen�wi���take���a�e�to�t�e�bod��as�a��onsequen�e�o��t�e��aws�o��nature�

t�at��e��as�given�to�it,��as�destined�a�diferent�nature�to�t�e�sou�,��rom�t�e��aws�

o��w�i���must�arise�as�man��diverse�t�oug�ts�to�res�ond�to�t�e�diverse�move-

ments�o��t�e�bod�.�A���t�e�diferen�e�t�ere�is,�t�us,�between�t�is�s�stem�and�t�e�
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s�stem�o��o��asiona���auses,�wou�d�be�t�at�God,�w�en��e��o��ows�t�e�o��asions�

o��t�e�modes�o��one�o��t�ese�two�substan�es,��rodu�es�immediate���t�e�im�res-

sions�in�t�e�ot�er:�w�ereas�in�t�e�new�s�stem,�God��rodu�es�t�ese�im�ressions�

on���mediate���b��endowing�t�ese�substan�es�wit��virtues�&��or�es�a��ro�riate�

to��rodu�e�t�em��rom�t�eir�own�interior.

� �(Lam��1701,�Traité Second,�Vo�.�II:�231–232;�Leibniz Review�11�(2001):�81–82)

In�t�e�se�ond��ase,�Lam��argues,��re-estab�is�ed��armon��wou�d�be�a�resu�t�o��an�

arbitrar��de�ision�o��God.�Later�in�t�e�te�t,��e�adds�an�argument�t�at��ur�orts�to�

s�eak�against�t�e�s�stem�o���re-estab�is�ed��armon��and�in��avor�o��t�e�s�stem�

o��o��asiona���auses:

Be�ause,�e.g.,�w�en�a�man�re�eives�a�b�ow;�I�wis��t�at�one�wou�d�be�ab�e�to�sa��

t�at�it�is�not�due�to�t�is�b�ow,�nor�on�its�o��asion�t�at�t�e�sou��senses��ain;�but�as�a�

�onsequen�e�o��its�own��aws,�it�wou�d��ave��ad�t�e�same�sensation�i��t�ere�wou�d�

�ave�been�on���God�and�it;��owever,��an�one�in�t�e�same�wa��sa�,�w�en�a�man�

gets�mad,�t�at�t�is�is�not�due�to�t�e�reversa��w�i���takes���a�e�in��is�brain�t�at��is�

mind�gets�e�travagant?�����(Lam��1701,�Vo�.�II:�236;�Leibniz Review�11�(2001):�86)

Leibniz�s� res�onse� to� t�e� se�ond� edition� o�� Lam��s� work,� dated� 30� November�

1702,�is�to�a��arge�e�tent��on�erned�wit��w�at�Leibniz��er�eives�as�outrig�t�mis-

understandings�on�Lam��s��art.��is�renders��is�res�onse��ess�i��uminating�t�an,�

e.g.,��is��ontem�orar��re��ies� to�Pierre�Ba��e�s�Dictionnaire Critique.�Nevert�e-

�ess,� t�ere� are� some� �assages� t�at� are� o�� interest� �or� t�e� �resent� issues.� At� t�e�

beginning�o���is�res�onse,�Leibniz��uts��ort��t�e���aim�t�at�t�e�union�o��sou��and�

bod��is�distinguis�ed��rom�t�e�universa���armon��among�a���substan�es�on���b��a�

diferen�e�in�t�e�degrees�o��indire�tness�o��re�resentation:

I�res�ond�t�at�t�ere�is�no�room��or�doubt�about�w�i���side�I�wou�d���oose,�and�

t�at�I��ave�a�read��de��ared�m�se���in��avor�o��t�e�irst�one:�t�ere�ore,�one�s�ou�d�

not� see�an��dii�u�t���ere,�be�ause� it� seems� t�at�one�agrees� t�at� t�e�dii�u�t��

disa��ears�in��ase�m��s�stem��annot�a��ommodate�w�at�it�does�not��ave�in��om-

mon�wit��t�e�s�stem�o��o��asiona���auses.��Be�ause�I��o�d�t�at�not�on���t�e�sou��

and�t�e�bod�,�but�a�so�a���t�e�ot�er��reated�substan�es�o��t�e�universe�are�made�

�or�ea���ot�er,�and�e��ress�t�emse�ves�mutua���,�a�t�oug��one�re�ates�itse���more�

or��ess�mediate���to�t�e�ot�er�a��ording�to�t�e�degree�o��t�e�re�ation.��(GP�4�578)

Moreover,��ater�in�t�e�te�t��e�re�eats��is��onstitutivit��t�esis,�a��ording�to�w�i���

t�e�e��ression�o��t�e�bod��is��onstitutive�o��t�e�sou�:�“I�res�ond�t�at�I��an�quite�

we���sa��t�at�t�e�sou��gets�e�travagant�be�ause�o��t�e�bod�,�as�in�t�e�ot�er�s�stems,�

be�ause�its�nature�is�to�e��ress�its�bod�,�and�to�be�in�a��ord�wit��it�…”�(GP�4�580).�

Seen�on�t�e�ba�kground�o��t�e���aim�t�at�sou��and�bod��are�re�ated�to�ea���ot�er�

on���b��means�o��a��ess�indire�t�wa��o��re�resentation�t�an�ot�er�substan�es�in�t�e�
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wor�d,�t�is�t�esis�invo�ves�two�as�e�ts:�First,�it�s�ares�wit��Lam��s�t�eor��o��t�e�

re�ation�o��sou��and�bod��t�e�view�t�at�ever�t�ing�t�at��an�e���ains�t�e�union�o��

sou��and�bod��is�a�matter�o���un�tiona��de�enden�e.�Se�ond,�in��ontrast�to�Lam��s�

view,�it�em��asizes�t�e��a�t�t�at��un�tiona��de�enden�e�at�t�e�same�time�invo�ves�

interde�enden�e�on�t�e�qua�itative�side.�In�t�is�wa�,�t�e�res�onse�to�t�e�se�ond�

edition�o��De la Conoissance de soi-même on�e�more�indi�ates�t�at�it�is�t�e��onsti-

tutive�ro�e�o��t�e�e��ression�o��bodies�in�sou�s�t�at�motivates�Leibniz�s�re-a��raisa��

o��t�e�S��o�asti��t�eor��o��in�om��ete�entities.

3.  Leibniz and the controversy over the co-extension of soul  

and body in early modern Aristotelianism

�e�idea�o��t�e�in�om��eteness�o��sou��and�matter�is�we���do�umented�in�Leibniz�s�

writings�between�1698�and�1704.3�Nevert�e�ess,�a�t�oug��Leibniz�uses�t�e�S��o-

�asti��term�“unum��er�se”�in�severa��ear�ier�writings�(e.g.,�A�VI�1�503–505;�A�VI�

3�513;�A�VI�4�401),�t�e�idea�o��in�om��ete�entities�does�not�o��ur�be�ore�t�e��on-

trovers��wit��Lam�.�Moreover,�ater�1704�t�e�t�eor��o��in�om��ete�entities�seems�

to�disa��ear�again.��us,�it��ooks�as�i��t�e�idea�o��in�om��ete�entities�is�not�we���

integrated�into�Leibniz�s���i�oso��i�a��deve�o�ment.�However,�t�is�im�ression�is�

mis�eading,�as�t�is�and�t�e��o��owing�se�tion�wi���argue.��e��resent�se�tion�ba�ks�

u�� a� �ontinuit�� t�esis� b�� ��a�ing� some� o�� Leibniz�s� ear��� statements� about� t�e�

union�o��t�e�sou��and�t�e�bod��in�t�e��onte�t�o��t�e��ontrovers��about�t�e�nature�

o���o-e�tension�o��sou��and�bod��in�ear���modern�Aristote�ianism,�in��arti�u�ar�in�

t�e�work�o��Ju�ius�Caesar�S�a�iger,�Fortunio�Li�eti,�and�Danie��Sennert.

In� a� �etter� to� Jakob� �omasius� dating� �rom� 1669,� Leibniz� mentions� bot���

S�a�iger� and� Sennert� as� �rede�essors� in� a� tradition� t�at� attem�ts� to� re�on�i�e��

Aristote�ian���i�oso����o��nature�wit��modern�me��anism�–�a�tradition�in�w�i���

Leibniz�e���i�it����o�ates��is�own�ear���meta���si�s�o��nature.�In��arti�u�ar,��e�

mentions�S�a�iger�and�Sennert�s�eforts�to��ormu�ate�a�t�eor��o��anima��genera-

tion�t�at�at�t�e�same�time�in�or�orates��om�onents�stemming��rom�Aristote�ian�

and� �or�us�u�arian� views� o�� �or�orea�� substan�es.4� It� is� true� t�at� t�ere� is� no�

eviden�e�t�at�Leibniz��ad�irst-�and�a�quaintan�e�wit��Li�eti�s�writings�on�t�e�

stru�ture�o���iving�beings.�However,�in�t�e��ourt���art�o��t�e�Physical Remarks 

(1632)�Sennert�dis�usses�Li�eti�s�views�in�e�tensive�detai�.�A�t�oug��it�t�ere�ore�

seems���ausib�e�to�assume�t�at�Leibniz�was�aware�o��t�e�out�ines�o��Li�eti�s�t�eo-

r�,�not�ing�de�ends�on�t�is��oint��or�t�e��resent��ur�ose.��e�aim�o��t�is�se�tion�

is�not�to�estab�is��te�tua���inks,�but�rat�er�to�make���ear�some�o��t�e�t�eoreti�a��

a�ternatives�avai�ab�e�wit�in�t�e��ramework�o��me��anisti��Aristote�ianism,�and�

to���a�e�Leibniz�s�ear���views�on�t�e�union�o��sou��and�bod��in�t�e��onte�t�o��
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t�ese�a�ternatives.�Moreover,��o��owing�t�is�inter�retive�a��roa���s�ows�t�e�wa��

Leibniz�s�Aristote�ianism�modiies��is�P�atonist��earnings�ear���on.

In�On the Co-extension of Souls and the Body (1616),�Li�eti�bases��is�view�o��

t�e� �o�ation�o��vegetative� sou�s�on�a�version�o�� a�me��anisti�� inter�retation�o��

Aristot�e�s�t�eor��o��t�e�o�eration�o��sou�s:

�at�it�is��o-e�tensive�wit��t�e�w�o�e�bod��o���erbs,�and�not��ontained�in�a�sing�e�

�art�on���…,�irst�o��a���is�taug�t�b��nutrition;��or�ne�essari���t�e�substan�e�o��t�e�

sou��is�w�ere�t�e�o�eration�is�dis��a�ed,�o��w�i���t�e�sou��is�t�e��rimar��ei�ient�

�ause;�sin�e��or�Aristot�e�t�ere��annot��a��en�an��o�eration�or�motion�wit�out�

t�e��rimar��agent,�and�in�t�e��resen�e�o��t�e��rimar��agent;�be�ause�a������si�a��

a�tion�is�b���onta�t;5�but�as�t�e�nutrition�o��a��erb�is�an�a�tion,�&�a����si�a��mu-

tation,�w�i����ro�eeds��rom�t�e�vegetative�sou�,��ike��rom�a��rin�i��e,�b��means�

o��w�i���irst�o��a���t�e���ant�is�nouris�ed:�and�as�ever�t�ing�t�at�is�nouris�ed,�

a��ording�to�Aristot�e�s�observation,�is�nouris�ed�wit��res�e�t�to�even�t�e�sma��-

est��art�o��its�bod��…�it�is�ne�essar��to��on�ess�t�at�t�e�vegetative�sou��o����ants�is�

not��ontained�in�on���a��art�o��t�e��erb,�but�difused�ever�w�ere�t�roug�out�t�e�

w�o�e�bod��…�� (Li�eti�1616:�2)

Li�eti�deve�o�s�ana�ogous�arguments��or�t�e�sensitive�sou��dominating�t�e�veg-

etative� sou�� (ibid.:�24),� and� �or� t�e� rationa�� sou�� dominating� t�e� sensitive� sou��

(ibid.:�27).�Moreover,��e�understands�t�e�idea�o��an�a�tion�b���ontiguit��and��on-

ta�t�as�a�me��anisti��re�ormu�ation�o��t�e�idea�t�at�t�e�sou��is�t�e��orma���ause�o��

t�e�bo�Li�eti�deve�o�s�ana�ogous�arguments��or�t�e�sensitive�sou��dominating�t�e�

vegetative�sou��d��(ibid.:�4).

Sennert� e���i�it��� reje�ts� Li�eti�s� t�eor�� b�� taking� u�� an� idea� �ormu�ated� in�

S�a�iger�s�Exoteric Exercises (1557).�A��ording�to�S�a�iger,�sou�s�o��ange�s�are�“e�-

tended�wit�out�a��redi�ab�e�quantit��&�are�not�moved�b���or�orea��motions,�but�

b��t�e�motion�o��an�in�or�orea��e�tended�t�ing,�b����anging�t�e��w�ere�”�(S�a�iger�

1557:�e�er�itatio�359,�se�t.�12).�More�genera���,�S�a�iger�writes,�“�e�sou��is�not�in�a�

��a�e,�be�ause�it�is�not�a�quantit�.�Sin�e�a�quantum��annot�be�in�a����arts�o��a�quan-

tum�as�a�w�o�e.�But�t�e�sou��is�in�ea����art�o��t�e�bod�,�w�i���is�a�quantum”�(ibid.:�

e�er�itatio�309,� se�t.�13).�Sennert�s� t�eor��o�� t�e��o-e�tension�o�� sou��and�bod��

�an�be�understood�as�an�e���i�ation�o��t�is�view:�“t�e��orm�&�sou���er�se�is�not�a�

quantum,�&�and�t�ere�ore�it�i��s�out�&��enetrates�t�e�w�o�e�bod�,�it�is��er�se�indi-

visib�e,�but�nevert�e�ess�wit�out�quantit��is��o-e�tensive�wit��t�e�bod�”�(Sennert�

1676:�132–133).��ere�ore,�Sennert� �om�ares� t�e� re�ation�o�� sou�s� to���a�e�wit��

t�e� re�ation� o�� ra�s� o�� �ig�t� to� s�a�e:� a�so� t�e� �resen�e� o�� one� ra�� o�� �ig�t� does�

not�im�ede�t�e��resen�e�o��a�diferent�ra��o���ig�t�at�t�e�same���a�e�at�t�e�same�

time,�and�an�ana�ogous�observation��an�be�made�wit��res�e�t�to�s�adows.�He�a�so�

�om�ares� t�e� re�ation�o�� sou�s� to���a�e�wit�� t�at� sensib�e� s�e�ies��ave� to���a�e:�
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not�on����an�more�t�an�one�sensib�e�s�e�ies�o��u���t�e�same���a�e�at�t�e�same�

time�as�ot�er�sensib�e�s�e�ies.��e��a�so��an�be�at�t�e�same�time�in�t�e�minds�o��

diferent��er�eivers;�in�t�is�sense�t�e���an�be�at�diferent���a�es�at�t�e�same�time,�

and,�in�addition,��ave�t�e��a�a�it��to�mu�ti����t�emse�ves�(ibid.:�133).�Moreover,�

Sennert�takes�u��S�a�iger�s�view�a��ording�to�w�i���t�e�sou��is�e�tended�wit�out�a�

�redi�ab�e�quantit�:

Here�one��as�to�distinguis��between�e�tension�in�t�e��ro�er�sense;�&�e�tension�

understood�on���ana�ogous��.�E�tension�in�t�e��ro�er�sense�be�ongs�to�quantit��

&�and�bodies,�w�i����ave��arts�t�at�are�dis�osed�in�wa��t�at�w�ere�t�e�one�is,�

t�e�ot�er�is�not�…�However,�t�ere�is�not�one��art�o��t�e�sou��in�t�e�e�e,�anot�er�

in�t�e��oot,�nor�is�t�e�sou��bigger�in�t�e�man�t�an�in�t�e���i�d;�but�as�t�e�im-

mense�&�ininite�God�is�ever�w�ere,�not��aving��arts�e�terna��to��arts;�a�so�t�e�

sou��in�its�own�wa��i��s�out�t�e�w�o�e�bod��wit�out��aving��arts�e�terna��to�

�arts.� (ibid.)

Leibniz�s� ear��� view� o�� t�e� re�ation� o�� sou�� and� bod�� seems� to� �ome� ��oser� to�

S�a�iger�s�view�t�at�t�e�sou��is�on���in�ana�ogi�a��sense��o-e�tensive�to�its�bod��

t�an�to�Li�eti�s�view�t�at�t�e�sou��is��resent�b���onta�t�and��ontiguit�.�It�is�true�

t�at�in�t�e�Dissertation on the Art of Combinations (1666),��e�e���ores�a�t�eor��

o��substantia�� �orm�in��ure���geometri�a�� terms.��ere,��e��uts��ort��t�e�view�

t�at� substantia�� �orms� understood� as� geometri�a�� igures� are� indivisib�e,� and�

t�us�dis��a��a�stru�tura���eature�traditiona����asso�iated�wit��t�e��orma��as�e�t�

o��individua��substan�es.�At�t�e�same�time,�t�e�Dissertation on the Art of Combi-

nations embra�es�a�neo-P�atoni��emanation�s��eme�t�at��eads�to�t�e��on��usion:�

“God� is� substan�e,� a� �reature�an�a��ident”� (Dissertatio de Arte Combinatoria,�

1666,�Coro��aria,�II,�2;�A�VI�1�229).�More�s�e�ii�a���,�in�On Transsubstantiation 

(1668–1669)�Leibniz��ormu�ates�a�view�as�to�t�e�ro�e�o���assive�as�e�ts�o��sub-

stan�es�t�at�wit��a�view�to�t�e��ater�e���i�ation�o���assive��oten���as��on�used�

�er�e�tion��an�we���be�understood�as�a�version�o��a��on�usion�t�eor��o��bod�:�

“In�t�e�idea�t�ere�is�idea�����ontained�bot��t�e��assive�and�t�e�a�tive��oten��,�

t�e�a�tive�and��assive� inte��e�t.� Inso�ar�as� t�e��assive� inte��e�t��on�urs,� in� t�e�

idea�t�ere�is�matter;�inso�ar�as�t�e�a�tive�inte��e�t��on�urs,�t�ere�is��orm”�(A�VI�

1�512).�Ver��ear���on,�Leibniz�s�onto�og��a�so�adds�to�materia��obje�ts�dis��a�ing�

geometri�a��igure�anot�er�kind�o��entities,�w�i���due�to�t�eir�immateria��nature�

and� d�nami�a�� �ro�erties� are� ��ara�terized� as� mind-�ike� substan�es.� A�read��

in�On Transsubstantiation, Leibniz�regards�t�e�e�isten�e�o���uman�minds�or�a�

Divine�mind�as�a�ne�essar���ondition��or�t�e�individuation,�and�t�ere�ore�t�e�

rea�it�,�o��materia��obje�ts:
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W�atever�i���onsidered�wit��a��on�urrent�mind�is�a�substan�e,�i��de�rived�o��a�

mind�is�an�a��ident.�A�substan�e�is�t�e�union�wit��a�mind.��us,�t�e�substan�e�

o��t�e��uman�bod��is�t�e�union�wit��t�e��uman�mind;�t�e�substan�e�o��bodies�

�a�king�reason�is�t�e�union�wit��t�e�universa��mind�or�God;�an�idea�is�t�e�union�

o��God�wit��a��reature.� �(A�VI�1�508–509)

Leibniz�at�t�is���a�e���ara�terizes�bot��t�e�Divine�and�t�e��uman�mind�as�a�“�rin-

�i��e�o��motion”�e�terna��to�t�e�bod�.��e�view�o��minds�as�immateria���rin�i��es�

o�� motion� �as� t�e� �onsequen�e� t�at� t�e� re�ation� o�� minds� to� s�a�e� is� diferent�

�rom�t�at�o��materia��obje�ts.�In�On Transsubstantiation��e��onstru�ts�t�e��o��ow-

ing�argument�to�su��ort�t�e��omisti��view�a��ording�to�w�i���minds�are�re�ated�

to�s�a�e�on���t�roug��t�eir�o�erations:�

A���mind��a�ks�e�tension.

W�atever��a�ks�e�tension,�is�not��o-e�tensive�wit��s�a�e.

W�atever�is�not��o-e�tensive�wit��s�a�e�is�not�at�a���a�e��er�se.

�ere�ore,�mind�is�not�at�a���a�e��er�se.

�e�mind�o�erates�on�t�e�bod�,�w�i���is�in�s�a�e.

In�t�is�sense,�t�ere�ore,�it��an�be�said�t�at�t�e�mind�is�in�s�a�e�t�roug���

its�o�eration.� �(A�VI�1�509–510)

In�addition,�t�e��ontem�orar��Outline of Catholic Demonstrations� (1668–1669)�

distinguis�es�t�e�wa���uman�minds��an�be�assigned�a���a�e�in�t�eir�bodies��rom�

t�e�wa��t�e�Divine�mind�is�re�ated�to�s�a�e.��ere,�t�e�envisaged�to�i��o����a�ter�

4�o��t�e�t�ird��art�is���ara�terized�as�“t�e�mode�o��t�e�omni�resen�e�o��GOD�and�

t�e�mu�ti�resen�e�o��ea���ot�er�mind,�against�Conrad�Vorstius,�and�t�e�S��o�as-

ti��t�eor��o��t�e�im��etive,��ir�ums�ri�tive,�and�deinitive��w�ere�”�(Demonstra-

tionum catholicarum conspectus;�A�VI�1�495).�

Ear��� in� t�e� 1670s,� Leibniz� makes� t�e� view� o�� t�e� mu�ti��e� �o�ation� o�� t�e�

�uman�sou��more�s�e�ii��b��introdu�ing�t�e�idea�t�at�in�organi��bodies�t�ere�is�

some�subt�e�matter,�w�i����e��a��s�a�“kerne��o��substan�e”�(Letter�to�Duke�Jo�ann�

Friedri��,�21�Ma��1671;�A�II�1�108–109).�About�t�is�subt�e�matter,��e�writes�t�at�

it�is�difused�t�roug�out�t�e�bod�,�t�at�it�is�w�at�a��ounts��or�t�e�regeneration�o��

��ants,�and�t�at�it�remains�united�to�a�sou��even�i��t�e�“gross”�matter��onstitut-

ing�an�organi��bod�� is�destro�ed�(De ressurectione corporum;�A� II�1�116–117).�

In�t�e�Paris��ears,�Leibniz��omes�ba�k�to�t�is�issue�in�a�s�ort�res�onse�to�Robert�

Bo��e�s�a���emi�a����ins�ired�t�eor��o��t�e�resurre�tion�(Bo��e�1675).��ere,��e�

em��asizes��is�basi��agreement�wit��Bo��e�s�views�and�identiies�t�em�wit���is�

own�view�t�at�a��erennia��“lower�o��substan�e”�is�w�at�a�tua�����onstitutes�our�

bod�.�In�addition�to�being�difused�t�roug�out�t�e��ess�subt�e��arts�o��t�e�organi��

bod�,�it�a�so�is�des�ribed�as�“�ontaining�a�one�in�some�wa��t�e��orm�[o��t�e�bod�].”�

Moreover,� t�e�on���addendum�Leibniz�wants�to�make�to�t�e�t�eor��o��Bo��e� is�
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t�e���aim�t�at�t�e�sou��is�irm���im��anted�in�t�e�“lower�o��substan�e”�(De sede 

animae,�Februar��1676;�A�VI�3�478–479).��at�at�t�is���a�e�t�e�los is�said�to�be�

“our�bod�”� seems� to� im���� t�at� it� is� somet�ing�e�tended�and�materia�� (Brown�

1998:�582–584).�At�t�e�same�time,��aving�a��orma��as�e�t�distinguis�es�t�e�subt�e�

matter�Leibniz��as�in�mind��ere��rom��rime�matter�(w�i���at�anot�er���a�e�a�so�

is��a��ed�“subt�e�matter”�(De material prima�(�a.�1670–1671);�A�VI�2�279–280).�

Moreover,�in�On the Union of the Soul and the Body,�written��ossib���at�t�e�same�

time�as�t�e�res�onse�to�Bo��e,�Leibniz�a���ies�t�e�idea�o��a�subt�e�“lower�o��sub-

stan�e”�to�t�e��rob�em�o��t�e�seat�o��t�e�sou�:

I��ave�be�ieved�t�at�t�ere�is�some�luid�or,�i���ou��ike,�an�et�erea��substan�e,�di�-

�used�in�t�e�w�o�e�bod�,�and��ontinuous;�b��w�i���t�e�sou��senses;�w�i���inlates�

t�e�nerves,�w�i����ontra�ts�itse��,�and�w�i���e���odes.�…�But�t�at�t�e�sou��itse���

agitates�a�vorte�,�is�true�wonder.�Nevert�e�ess,�it�does�do�t�is,�sin�e�we�a�t�not�

sim����me��ani�a���,�b��out�o��t�ose�rele�tions,�or�a�tions�on�ourse�ves.

� �(De unione animae et corporis,�Februar��1676;�A�VI�3�480)

�us,�a��ording�to�Leibniz,�subt�e�matter��as�a��ertain��ausa��ro�e�in�t�e�work-

ing�o��t�e�nervous�s�stem�and�t�ereb���un�tions�as�t�e�instrument�b��means�o��

w�i���t�e�sou���as�sensations.�Subt�e�matter� is��o-e�tensive� to� t�e�bod�� in� t�e�

sense�t�at�it�is��ontiguous�wit��ea����art�o��t�e�bod�.�Leibniz�even���ara�terizes�

t�is�subt�e�matter�using�t�e�termino�og��o��“�orm”.��is�im��ies�t�at�t�ere�is�some�

me��ani�a���orma���ause�in�organi��beings.�Nevert�e�ess,��or�Leibniz�t�is�materia��

�orma���ause�is�not�identi�a��wit��t�e�sou�.��e�sou��is�an�immateria���rin�i��e�o��

�or�e�t�at��as�mu�ti��e��o�ation�in�t�e�sense�t�at,�b��means�o��subt�e�matter,�it�a�ts�

ever�w�ere�in�t�e�bodies.��is�amounts�to�t�e�view�t�at�t�e�sou��is��o-e�tensive�

wit�� its�bod��on��� in�an�ana�ogi�a�� sense:� t�e�sou��does�not�a�t�ever�w�ere�b��

�onta�t,�but�b��a�ting�(in�a�wa���et� to�be�e���ained)�on�subt�e�matter�t�at�a�ts�

ever�w�ere� b�� �onta�t.� Moreover,� being� �o-e�tensive� in� t�is� wa�� �resu��oses�

t�e� e�isten�e� o�� entities� diferent� �rom� t�e� sou�� and� its� modii�ations.� For� t�is�

reason,�understanding�t�e��o-e�tension�o��sou�s�and�bodies�in�t�e�wa��out�ined�

b��S�a�iger�and�Sennert� �eads� to�a� t�eor��o��organi��entities� t�at�are�genuine���

�om�osite.�Moreover,�mind-�ike�entities�are�seen�as�t�e��ondition��or�t�e�rea�it��

o��materia��obje�ts.�In�t�is�sense,�materia��obje�ts�ver��ear���on�are���ara�terized�

as�somet�ing�t�at��annot�e�ist� inde�endent���o��mind-�ike�entities.�Fina���,� t�e�

idea�o��a�subt�e�matter�a�ting�as�t�e�instrument�o��t�e�sou��im��ies�t�at�t�e�wa��

sou�s��er�eive�t�e�wor�d��annot�be�e���ained�inde�endent����rom�t�e�nature�o��

bodi���tra�es.
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4.  Incomplete entities and confused perception in Leibniz’s 

correspondence with Rémond

Leibniz�s� ��aimt�at� sou�� and�bod�,� in� some� sense,� are� in�om��ete�wit�out� ea���

ot�er��an�be�seen�as�a���arii�ation�and�e�tension�o��ideas�t�at�were��resent�ver��

ear���on�in��is���i�oso��i�a��deve�o�ment.��is�makes�it�even�more��uzz�ing�w���

�e�did�not�make�more�use�o��t�is�strateg��in��is��ater�writings.�One��ossib�e�e���a-

nation�o��t�is�ma��be�t�at�Leibniz�at�some�time�gave�u��t�e�view�t�at��re-estab-

�is�ed��armon��is�sui�ient�as�an�e���anation�o��t�e�meta���si�a��union�o��sou��

and�bod��(Rozemond�1997:�174–178;�Woo��ouse�2000:�164–170).�Su���an�inter-

�retation��an�be���ausib���motivated�b��t�e�res�onse�to�obje�tions��ut��ort��b��de�

Tournemine,�w�ere�Leibniz�admits�t�at��re-estab�is�ed��armon��does�not�bring�

about�a�“true�union”�or�“meta���si�a��union”�but�on���gives�a�natura��e���anation�

�or�t�e���enomena�(GP�6�595–596).�On�t�e�ot�er��and,�t�e�vinculum substantiale 

t�eor���ater�deve�o�ed�in�t�e��orres�onden�e�wit��des�Bosses�e���ores�a�stronger�

t�eor�� o�� a� meta���si�a�� union� invo�ving� more� t�an� �re-estab�is�ed� �armon�.�

Nevert�e�ess,�t�ere�is�at��east�one�signii�ant�train�o��t�oug�t,�w�i����as���ose�a�-

inities�to��is�ear�ier�t�eor��o��in�om��ete�entities.�Moreover,�Leibniz�in�t�is��on-

te�t��o�ds�on�to�a��on�i�iator��strateg��t�at��ombines�Aristote�ian,�P�atoni�,�and�

Cartesian� �om�onents.� �is� be�omes� �arti�u�ar��� ��ear� in� �is� �orres�onden�e�

wit��t�e�Fren���P�atonist�Ni��o�as�Rémond�in�t�e��ears�1714–1715.

In�an�undated��etter�to�Rémond�[1714],�Leibniz�o�ens�t�e�e���ange�wit��a�

statement�o���is�view�o��t�e�ro�e�o��sim��e�substan�es��or�t�e��onstitution�o��t�e�

wor�d:

One��ou�d�not�even��on�eive�t�at�it�wou�d��ave�an�t�ing�but�t�is�in�t�e�sim��e�

substan�es�and��onsequent��� in� t�e�w�o�e�nature.��e��o��e�tions�are�w�at�we�

�a���bodies.�In�t�is�mass�one��a��s�matter�or�rat�er��assive��or�e�or��rimitive�resis-

tan�e�w�at�one��onsiders�in�bodies�as�w�at�is��assive�and�ever�w�ere�uni�orm;�

but�t�e��rimitive�a�tive��or�e�is�w�at�one��ou�d��a���Ente�e���,�and�in�t�is�mass�is�

var�ing.� �(GP�3�622)

Moreover,�at�t�is���a�e�Leibniz�em��asizes��is�agreement�wit��P�ato�s�view�t�at�

bodies�are�rea��on���in�a��imited�sense�(GP�3�623).�However,�t�is�does�not�amount�

to�a�redu�tion�o��t�e�t�eor��o��sim��e�substan�es�to�a�P�atoni��version�o��idea�ism.�

Rat�er,�in�one�o��t�e�subsequent��etters�to�Rémond�(1715),�Leibniz�integrates�into�

a� P�atoni�� �ramework� t�e� Aristote�ian� as�e�ts� o�� �is� t�eor�� o�� �om�osite� sub-

stan�es.��ere,��e�argues�t�at�t�e�transition�o��a�sou���rom�one�organi��bod��to�

anot�er�wou�d�be�in�om�atib�e�wit��t�e�order�o��nature,�w�i���requires�inte��i-

gib�e�e���anations�and�e���udes��ea�s�–�two��riteria�t�at�are�vio�ated�b��t�e�t�eor��
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o��metem�s���osis.�He�a�so�out�ines��is�a�ternative�view�o��t�e�deve�o�ment�o��

�iving�beings:

Be�ause�one��an��on�eive�on���t�e�deve�o�ment�and���ange�o��matter,�t�e�ma-

��ine�w�i����onstitutes�t�e�bod��o��a�s�ermati��anima���an�be�ome�a�ma��ine�o��

t�e�sort�required�to��orm�t�e�organi��bod��o��a��uman�being:�at�t�e�same�time�t�e�

mere���sensitive�sou��must��ave�be�ome�reasonab�e,�due�to�t�e��er�e�t��armon��

between�t�e�sou��and�t�e�ma��ine.� �(GP�3�635)

�us,� even� at� t�is� �ate� stage� o�� Leibniz�s� ��i�oso��i�a�� �areer� anima�s� are� seen�

as�genuine����om�osite�entities:�t�ere�is�not�on���a�universa���armon��between�

sim��e�substan�es,�but�a�so�t�e�re�ation�between�a�sim��e�substan�e�and�its�bod��

is�seen�as�a�s�e�ia���ase�o��t�is�universa���armon�.��e��re-estab�is�ed��armon��

between�t�e�sou��and�its�organi��bod��is�more�t�an��an�be�e���ained�b��means�

o��t�e�modii�ations�o��t�e��assive�as�e�ts�in�erent�in�t�e�sou��itse��.�At�t�e�same�

time,�Leibniz�integrates�a�Neo-��atoni��t�eor��o��t�e�origin�o��t�e��assive�as�e�ts�

o��materia��obje�ts�into�t�is�broad���Aristote�ian�t�eor��o���om�osite�substan�es:��

As�to�t�e�inertia�o��matter,�be�ause�matter�itse���is�not�ing�but�a���enomenon,�

a�t�oug��a�we��-�ounded�one,�resu�ting��rom�monads,�t�e�same�is�t�e��ase�wit��

inertia,� w�i��� is� a� �ro�ert�� o�� t�is� ��enomenon.� …� But� in� interior� o�� t�ings,�

be�ause�t�e�abso�ute�rea�it��is�on���in�t�e�monads�and�t�eir��er�e�tions,�it�must�

be�t�e��ase�t�at�t�ese��er�e�tions�are�we���ordered,�t�at�is�to�sa�,�t�at�t�e�ru�es�o��

�armon��are�observed�t�ere,�su���as�t�at�w�i���orders�t�at�t�e�efe�t�must�not�

e��eed� t�e��ause.�…�[B]e�ause�monads�are� subje�t� to��assions� (e��e�t� �or� t�e�

�rimitive�one),�t�e��are�not��ure��or�es;�t�e��are�t�e��oundation�not�on���o��a�-

tions,�but�a�so�o��resistan�e�or��assivit�,�and�t�eir��assions�are�in�t�eir��on�used�

�er�e�tions.��is�is�w�at�invo�ves�matter�or�t�e�ininite�in�number.� (GP�3�636)

At�t�is���a�e,�Leibniz�embra�es�a�neo-P�atoni��view�a��ording�to�w�i���bot��t�e�

materia�it�� and� t�e� mu�ti��i�it�� o�� individua�� obje�ts� derive� �rom� t�e� �on�used�

�er�e�tions�in�mind-�ike�substan�es.�However,�at�t�e�same�time��e��o�ds�su���a�

t�eor��to�be��om�atib�e�wit��an�Aristote�ian�t�eor��o���om�osite�substan�e.��e�

wa��to�re�on�i�e�t�e�one�wit��t�e�ot�er�is�quite�straig�t�orward:�t�e�(se�ondar�)�

matter�asso�iated�wit��a�given�sim��e�substan�e�is�not�on���a�modii�ation�o��t�e�

�assive�as�e�ts�o��t�is�substan�e,�but�a�modii�ation�o��t�e��assive�as�e�ts�o��man��

sim��e�substan�es�standing�in�re�ations�o���re-estab�is�ed��armon��to�ea���ot�er.

�e�issue�o���rimar��and�se�ondar��matter�is�e���i�it����ombined�wit��t�e�

t�eor��o��in�om��ete�entities�in�one�o��t�e��ast��etters�to�Rémond,�dated�4�No-

vember�1715:�
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I�be�ieve�to��ave��roven�t�at�ea���substan�e�is�a�tive,�and�t�e�sou��above�a��.�

�is�is�a�so�t�e�idea�t�e�An�ients�and�t�e�Moderns��ad�o��it,�and�Aristot�e�s�ent-

e�e���,�w�i����as�made�so�mu���noise,�is�not�ing�but�t�e��or�e�or�a�tivit��…�But�

�ure�primary matter�taken�wit�out�sou�s�or��ives�t�at�are�united�to�it�is��ure���

�assive:�moreover,�to�s�eak��ro�er���it�is�not�a�substan�e,�but�somet�ing�in�om-

��ete.�And�secondary matter (su���as,�e.g.,�t�e�organi��bod�)�is�not�a�substan�e,�

but��or�anot�er�reason;�name��,�t�at�it�is�a��o��e�tion�o��severa��substan�es,��ike�a�

�ond��u���o��is�es,�or��ike�a��erd�o��s�ee�,�and��onsequent���it�is�w�at�one��a��s�

an�Unum per accidens,�in�a�word,�a���enomenon.�A�true�substan�e�(su���as�an�

anima�)�is��om�osed�o��an�immateria��sou��and�an�organi��bod�,�and�it�is�t�e�

�om�osite�o��bot��t�at�one��a��s�an�Unum per se.  (GP�3�657)

A�t�oug��t�is�does�not�amount�to�a�view�o��sou��and�bod��as��orm�and�matter�in�

a�genuine���Aristote�ian�sense,�Leibniz�tries�to��o�d�on�to�a�genuine���Aristote�ian�

notion�o��ente�e����and�t�e�resu�ting�view�o��a��iving�being�as�an�organi��bod��

endowed�wit��an�a�tive��rin�i��e.�Interesting��,�it�is�e�a�t���t�is�side�o��t�e�Ar-

istote�ian�t�eor��o���om�osite�substan�e,�w�i���Leibniz�t�inks�to�be��om�atib�e�

wit��t�e���i�oso����o��t�e�Moderns.�Moreover,�Leibniz�e���i�it���reairms�w�at�

�e��ad�doubted�in�t�e�res�onse�to�de�Tournemine,�viz.,�t�at��re-estab�is�ed��ar-

mon���an�e���ain�t�e�meta���si�a��union�between�sou��and�bod�:

�at�is�w���se�ondar���auses�a�t�tru��,�but�wit�out�an��inluen�e�o��a��reated�

sim��e�substan�e�on�anot�er�one;�and�t�e�sou�s�mat���wit��t�e�bodies�and�wit��

ea���ot�er�due�to�t�e��re-estab�is�ed��armon�,�and�not�at�a���t�roug��a�mutua��

���si�a��inluen�e,�e��e�t��or�t�e�meta���si�a��union�o��t�e�sou��and�its�bod�,�

w�i���makes�t�em��om�ose�an�unum per se,�an�anima�,�a��iving�being.

� �(GP�3�657–658)

Again,�Leibniz��ombines�t�is�broad���Aristote�ian�t�eor��o���om�osite�substan�es�

wit��a�Cartesian�t�eor��o��ideas�in�t�e��uman�mind�and�a�Neo-��atoni��a��ount�

o��t�e�emanation�o���reated�beings��rom�t�e�ideas�in�t�e�Divine�mind:

It�sui�es�to��onsider�ideas�as��on�e�ts,�i.e.�as�modii�ations�o��our�sou�.��is�

is��ow�t�e�S��o�asti�s,�Monsieur�Des�artes�and�Monsieur�Arnau�d�understand�

t�em.�But�be�ause�God�is�t�e�sour�e�o���ossibi�ities�and,��onsequent��,�o��ideas,�

one��an�e��use�or�even��raise�t�is�Fat�er�to��ave���anged�t�e�terms�and�to��ave�

given�ideas�a��ig�er�signii�ation�b��distinguis�ing�t�em��rom��on�e�ts�and�b��

taking�t�em�as��er�e�tion�w�i���are�in�God,�and�in�w�i���we�are��arti�i�ating�

in�our�know�edge.� �(GP�3�659)

In�t�is�sense,�Leibniz��an��o�d�t�e�view�t�at�not�on���in�t�e�s�stem�o��O��asion-

a�ism�but�a�so�in��is�own�s�stem�“God�is�t�e�on���immediate�e�terna��obje�t�o��

sou�s,�w�i����as�a�rea��inluen�e�on�t�em”�(GP�3�660).�Fina���,��e��oints�out�t�at�
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a�t�oug��t�e� t�ere� is�a��ommon����e�d� t�eor��o���ausa�� inluen�e�b��means�o��

s�e�ies�wit�in�t�e�S��o�asti��tradition,�t�e�S��o�asti�s�nevert�e�ess�“a�know�edge�

t�at�a���our��er�e�tions�are�a��ontinuous�git��rom�God,�and�a��imited��arti�i�a-

tion�in��is�ininite��er�e�tion.�W�i���sui�es�to�judge�t�at�a�so�w�at�is�true�and�

good�in�our�know�edge�is�an�emanation�o��t�e��ig�t�o��God�…”�(GP�3�659–660).�

�us,��o�ding�a�broad���Aristote�ian�t�eor��o���om�osite�substan�es,�in�t�e�

e�es�o��Leibniz,�is��om�atib�e�wit��a�Neo-��atoni��emanation�s��eme,�as�we���as�

wit��as�e�ts�o��t�e�Cartesian�tradition.�Leibniz�s�reairmation�o��t�e�t�eor��o��

bod��and�sou��as�in�om��ete�entities�in�t�e��orres�onden�e�wit��Rémond,�t�ere-

�ore,�s�ou�d�not�be���ara�terized�as�an�attem�t�to�redu�e�t�e�t�eor��o���om�osite�

substan�e�to�a�s�e�ii�a����s��o�asti��t�eor�.�Rat�er,�it�is�an�attem�t�at�integrating�

one��arti�u�ar as�e�t�o��t�e�s��o�asti��t�eor��into�a�view�o��t�e�nature�o���iving�

being�t�at�re�on�i�es�e�ements�o��diverse�origins.�To�t�ese�be�ongs�t�e�idea�o��a�

�ierar����o��being,�in�w�i���t�e��ess��er�e�t�beings�difer��rom�t�e�Divine�mind�

b��t�eir��on�used��er�e�tions.�In�t�is�sense,�t�e��rimitive��assive��or�e�in�sim��e�

substan�es��eading�to��on�used��er�e�tions��an�be�inter�reted�as�a��rin�i��e�o��

�arti�u�arit�� and� materia�it�.� At� t�e� same� time,� �owever,� Leibniz� de�ends� t�e�

idea�t�at��on�used��er�e�tions�are�somet�ing�b��means�o��w�i���sou�s�are�unit-

ed�to�t�eir�bodies.�In�t�is�sense,��on�used��er�e�tions��an�be�seen�as�a��eature�o��

inite�sou�s�t�at�makes�t�em�in�om��ete�wit�out�t�eir�organi��bodies.��us,��on-

�used��er�e�tion��or�Leibniz�not�on���e���ains�t�e��arti�u�arit��and�materia�it��

o��individua��t�ings�in�t�e�wor�d,�it�a�so��ontributes�to�e���aining�t�e��un�tiona��

de�enden�e�between�t�e�states�o��a���ura�it��o��sim��e�substan�es��onstituting�a�

�iving�being.

Notes

* Initia��resear����or�t�is��a�er�was��ondu�ted�at�t�e�Center��or�P�i�oso����o��S�ien�e�o��t�e�

Universit��o��Pittsburg��during�m��time�as�a�Visiting�Fe��ow�in�t�e�a�ademi���ear�2002–2003.�

�e�s�e�ia���o��e�tions�o��t�e�Hi�man�Librar��o��t�e�Universit��o��Pittsburg��and�t�e�Staatsbib-

�iot�ek�Ber�in��rovided�me�wit��rare��rinted�sour�es.�Ear�ier�versions�o��t�is��a�er�were�read�

at�t�e�De�artment�o��P�i�oso����at�t�e�Humbo�dt�Universit��o��Ber�in�in�Januar��2004,�and�at�

t�e�Annua��Con�eren�e�o��t�e�New�Israe�i�P�i�oso��i�a��Asso�iation�at�t�e�Hebrew�Universit�,�

Jerusa�em,�in�Februar��2004.�I�wou�d��ike�to�t�ank�Ursu�a�Go�denbaum,�O�ad�Na��tom�,�and�

Pau�ine�P�emister��or�t�eir��e���u���omments.

1. For�t�e��istor��o��t�e�editions�o��Lam��s�work�and�Leibniz�s�res�onses,�see�Woo��ouse�and�

Fran�ks�(1994),�Woo��ouse�(2001).��e��arts�o��t�e�review�o��t�e�irst�edition�to�w�i���Leibniz�

res�onded�were��ub�is�ed�in�t�e�Journal des Sçavans 26�(1698):�660–668�and�669–679.
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2. François� Lam�,� De la Connoissance de soi-même,� 2nd� ed.,� 6� vo�s.,� Paris� 1699;� re�rinted�

Paris,�1701.��e��assages�re�ating�to�Leibniz��rom�t�e�1701�edition�are�re�rinted�in�t�e�Leibniz 

Review 11�(2001):�73–100.

3. In�addition�to�Leibniz�s�res�onse�to�Lam�,�see�Leibniz�to�Jo�ann�Bernou��i,�August�or�Se�-

tember�1698;�GM�3�537;�Leibniz�to�Jo�ann�Bernou��i,�20/30�Se�tember�1698;�GM�3�541–542;�

Leibniz�to�Jo�ann�Bernou��i,�17�De�ember�1698;�GM�3�560;�Leibniz�to�Damaris�Mas�am,�Se�-

tember�1704;�GP�3�363.

4. Leibniz�to�Jakob��omasius,�20/30�A�ri��1669;�A�II�1�14.

5. Li�eti� re�ers� t�e� reader� to� Aristot�e,� Phys.,� 7,� 10–12;� 8,� 33;� De an.,� 2,� 3;� 2,� 24;� 2,� 47;��

De gen.,�1,�35.
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