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Summary

1. NATURAL LAWas EUROPEAN PARTI CULARI TY: (1) As Troel t schoncesai d, Nat ural
Lawis a noral ideal arisenin Stoics, flowed into Christian theol ogy, then
found path into the early nodern Europe. (2) This marks the European
particularity in the fact it sees the “rationality of the nature” and the
“rationality of humanity” identical. (3) This has hel ped, after the wani ng
of God, to make a bi zarre concept which holds the rationality of the universe
is based actually on human rationality.

2. MERIT of LEIBNIZ'S COSMOLOGY: (1) Starting his study fromw thin the
tradition of Natural Law, Leibniz for thefirst tine put theend mark tothis
idea. (2) Being the nost distinguished anong any ot her contenporaries, he
has mai ntai nedthat the “rati onal ity of theuniverse” issonmethingtobetrusted
upon fromthe | ong hi story of human experience. Thisis exactly what i s nmeant
by hi s “har nony of reasonandfaith”. (3) Al though schol ars, incl udi ng Bertrand
Russel |, tookthisasnerelyatheological idea, itisdefinitelynotinreality.
This is the very foundation of his CQultural Pluralism

3. UNITQUENESS of LEIBNIZ'S ETHICS: (1) Even after him the European
spiritual culture did not cease to see the above two different orders of
rationality identical. (2) This has resulted inthe a universalismphilia
whi ch assunes human rationality the sole criterion of therationality of the
uni verse at large. (3) Vicious habit it left to humanity sciences istheidea
of history as progress in which human society is in the process of incessant
rationalization. (4) Leibniz's ethical position has Cultural Pluralism
definitely different fromthis. Heinekanp's study renmains as the only one
ever toremndit. (5) Leibniz's pluralismeven anticipates |ater concept
of evol ution.

4, REEVALUATI ON of LEI BNl ZI AN METAPHYSI CS: Thi s began wi th Mandel brot’s
fractal geonetry in 1970s. Regretfully, human sci ences incl udi ng soci ol ogy
have fai ntest idea yet.



For ewor d:

So far | have published three treatises on Leibniz in Japanese,
the I ast two of which have been granted research funds fromthe Japan
M nistry of Education, Science, Sports and Culture, 1994-6". The
following is the presentation of mainresults of the study carried out
with the Grant, in continuation fromthe previous studi es’.

| amalso witing this inthe hope that many scientists cone to
realizethat thecultural universalism prevalent inscientificstudies
for nearly two centuries, is not the only choice even in the European
intellectual tradition, nor is it without possible fallacy.

It is generally believed that science should be based on
universalisticlogic. | will admt it is true; but this does not nean

t hat i ts out cones and concl usi ons al ways have no ot her way t hant o becone
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uni versalistic. Especiallyinthe studies of human society, torealize
thisisoftencrucial. Wth afewexceptions|ike Franz Boas, Thorstein
Veblen, difford Geertz, or particularly C aude Lévi-Strauss,
scientists on human soci ety have been often unaware or negligent of
it. They are apt to believe that studi es based on | ogi c have t o becone
uni versal istic of necessity. O sonetines even worse, particularistic
views are often thought to be wong fromits own nature.

It has been this particularismphobia, or in other words this
unusual universalismphilia, whichhasintheendcost the humansociety
at large to get rapidly noderni zed, westernized and to becone all too
uni f or m ever ywher e.

C. Lévi-Strauss in his nonograph Tristes Tropi ques reported one
pai nful exanple fromthe Amazon as early in 1950s. The native Bororo
people of the area used to live in villages each with a particular

residential formation.

“...The circul ar arrangenent of the huts around the nen’s house is so
inportant in their social and religious life that the Salesian
nm ssionaries in the Rio das Garcas region were quick to realize that
the surest way to convert the Bororo was to nake them abandon it in
favor of one with the houses set out in parallel rows”(Lévi-Strauss

1955; cit. Wightmans' transl. 1973: 221).

No one woul d doubt t hat the Sal esi anfathersdidthi stotheAmazoni an
gentiles fromgood will, as well as fromthe firmbelief in their
catholicity, that is in their universality. Today we are very often

doi ng the sane as these Sal esian fathers, fromthe belief inso called



science and in logic all over the world. Is our logic rational, and
i n what nmeani ng? |s scienceinevitably true because it is based on our
socalledrationalisn? Canthefact that scientistspaynonoreattention
t o t hese net aphysi cal questions be call ed a “progress” as August e Cont e
mght call it? W Leibniz was a great Western intell ectual who proved
to us that the pinnacl e of | ogic appliedto hunman societies should | ead
to cultural pluralismrather than universalism Following is the

anal ysis of his course of |ogical reasoning in mnute detail.

1. Natural Law as European Particularity

My concernto G W Leibniz first began when | was undert aki ng
aconparativestudyonuniquedi fferenceintheinplicationoftheconcept
of “rationality” or “rationalisn inthewesternandtheeastern(nostly
Confucian) spiritual tradition; ny intention therein was to take
advant age of Japan’s historical as well as geographical position|ong
at the crossroad of the easternandthe western, and | ater t he Aneri can,
cultures. Inthe West, the concept of rationality has hadalonghistory
sincethe fornul ati on of the probl emback i nthe days of the Stoi c School
as that of the relationship between physics and human ethics(Gsler:
1991). Therel ationshipcontainedalreadyin Stoics astrange m ngling
up of the natureitself surroundi ng humanity and the spiritual capacity
wi thin humans; the peculiar character evolved even nore distinct as
it found path into the Christian theol ogy founded basically by Saint
Augustine; the main aimof the theol ogy being to seek and prove the

di vi ne grace i nthe uni verse whi ch was t hought to be the God’ s creation



together with humanity itself. Later on, the probl emhas becone known
by t he nane of Natural Lawor the “State of Nature”, after the systematic
Summae of Sai nt Thonas Aqui nas( Aqui nas 1980, |1 I : 475-), whonadei nt ensi ve
efforts, successfully as it seened, to prove that the nature being
rational and the nankind being rational should be synonynous and
identical inprinciple. Upto quite recent tines, the sane effort to
prove this synonyny or identity has conti nued to be nmade, until at | ast
people take this precarious identity alnmpost for granted. It was
sonmewhere around this time, that Auguste Conte, coningright after the
Enli ghtennment, thought he could blithely declare that the days of
net aphysi cs wer e over, andt he days of socall ed positivi smwere al ready
t here.

Anmong soci ol ogi sts, it was Ernst Troeltsch, in his sociol ogy of
religion(Troeltsch1925: 156-190), whopaidattentiontothetheoretical
i nportance of this concept: Natural Law, but after himvirtually very

few so far. Troeltsch correctly described the concept as being

originated in Stoics who contenplated that an “indivi dual’s” ethical
duty consistedinleadinghislife “rationally” soasit conformedw th
therational order of thenature; i nother words, it wastheveryconformty
of ethical laws with physical |aws that an individual was obliged to
seek. Troeltsch further discussed that the Christians received this
idea from Stoics in order to formrationally their ethical ideals;
afterwards the Protestanti smal so becane the heir of the ideals. As
he has appropriately witnessed, these ideals could be sunmarized as:
“t he essence of the churchly cultural noral is the stepw se progress

fromthenaturetothegrace”(ibid.: 179), wherein “grati apraesupponit

ac perfecit naturanf becanme to function as the ultinate notto.



Already at this point, two serious questions are latent init:
Firstly, canthefact that all different peoplesontheearth, especially
bef ore t he noder n days and out si de the Christian Church, livedintheir
own ways of lifedifferingnoreor | ess fromeach ot her cont ai n anyt hi ng
“rational” init? Secondly, can there be any possibility of fallacy
to use the sane word in the same sense to physical objects or even to
theuniverseat | arge, andto humanet hi cs? ThewesternChristiancul ture
tended to put negative answers to the both questions, thus all ow ng
the idea on synonyny of natural and human rationality to becone
irresistibly domnant. It should be noted thus, that the concept of
Nat ural Lawinfluenced the westernintellectual history in sonme grave
points. It contributedinmakinganideathat man’srationalityisitself
equi val ent to, or sonetines even the proof of, therationality of the
whol euni verse. It alsocontributedinfornm nganideathat every peopl e,
no matter where they lived, should live in one only righteous way of
life that was to be called rational. The latter idea was already
inplicated in the forner as long as the |l aws natural and human were
consideredidentical. So, | will rather not hesitateto call this the
Eur opeanparticul aritywhi chhadhistoricallyfl owedout fromtheconcept
of Natural Law. The essential inplication of the concept renmined
unaltered or, as we will see | ater, even nade worse even after it had
becone secul ari zed and evol ved i nt o what Troeltsch call ed t he“profane
Nat urrecht”.

Havi ng t hi s concept of Natural Lawandtheidea of identity between
natural and human rationality at the beginning of the intellectual
hi st ory of t he West was so uni quel y Eur opeanasoneisentirelyinpossible

tofindany counterpart of it intheintellectual tradition of the East,



especi al ly Chi nese, or el sewhere outside of Europe. The United States
of America were relatively inmmune fromthis type of idea until sone
poor apprentices of Europe |ike Tal cott Parsons have brought it there.
| hold that this is one of the nmain reasons that forced us to forma
sort of universalismphilia as C. Lévi-Strauss described inthe above
citation, notwithstanding the fact that, paradoxically, this also
contributed in fornming an intellectual institution we usually call
“science”. It is probably the reason too, that this latter, science,
has forned in this century an awesone institutional conplex, in
combi nati on with technol ogy and | arge scal e organi zati on, which could
very often be powerful enough to plunder the nature.

Regretfully, | have to omit here the eastern side of the story,
but during that conparative study of nmine, | have cone to realize the
cruci al inmportance of Lei bnizi an netaphysics to us, together with his
contribution to various areas of study, even if npost of themhas been
ignorednearlythreecenturies. Recently, scholarsfromvariousfields,
al t hough not yet many i n nunber, fromtinmetotine expresstheir concern
on Lei bni z as wel |l as on hi s nmetaphysics. Interestingly, sone of these
recent studi es onLeibniz happento cast |ight on our need to reexani ne
t he 1 ong undoubt ed concept of synonyny and identity between natural
and human rationality. Anyway, it isinportant for ustoseethat, anong
t he schol ars who worked through the line of Natural Law, Leibniz was
thefirst, andvirtuallythelast, whopositivelyrejectedthisidentity
on the firmnetaphysical ground; and it was in his physics as well as
inethics that he did so as early inthe |l ate seventeenth century. It
i's our concern to see exactly on what | ogical ground Lei bni z rejected

it. Inorder toexam ne the pointsindetail, wew Il first beginwith



a mat hemati ci an, Benoit Mandel brot, who explicitly says he received

i nspiration from Lei bni z.

2. From Lei bni z to Mandel br ot

Benoi t Mandel brot, i nhi snmonunment al The Fract al Geonet ry of Nat ure,

wr ot e:

“...TosanpleLeibniz scientificwrksis asoberingexperience. Next
tocal cul us, andtoot her t hought st hat havebeencarri edout toconpl eti on,
t he nunber and vari ety of premonitory thrusts is overwhel ning. W saw
exanmples in “packing,”... My Leibniz mania is further reinforced by
finding that for one nonent its hero attached i nportance to geonetric
scaling. In“EuclidisProta”..., whichisanattenpttotightenEuclid's
axi ons, he states,...: “l have diverse definitions for the straight
line. The straight line is a curve, any part of which is sinmlar to
the whole, and it alone has this property, not only anpbng curves but

anong sets.” This claimcan be proved today” (Mandel brot 1977: 419).

Mandel br ot received inspiration fromLei bni z while he, as an | BM
fellow, was trying to conplete his ingenious fractal geonetry. Anpbng
t he genius ideas of Leibniz, it was that of self simlarity, together
with the principle of continuity: “natura non facit saltus”, that
i nspi red Mandel brot nost. As Mandel brot adm tshere, Lei bni z, foll ow ng
hi s nmetaphysical |line, actually heral ded the begi nning of topology.

As for the above mentioned “packing”, Leibniz told to his friend de



Bosses toimagine acircle, thentoinscribewithinit three congruent
circleswithmxi numradius; thelatter smaller circles couldbefilled
with three even smaller circles by the sanme procedure. This process
canbecontinuedinfinitely, thusgivingagoodinmageof selfsinlarity.
Li kewi se, Leibniz's inprovenent of Euclid s axi omcontains the sane
concept. The statenent that “the straight line is a curve, any part
of whichissinmlar tothe whole...” was really an i dea whi ch preceded
the birth of topol ogy well over two centuries. All these episodes tell
us that with how keen interest Leibniz sawthe wonder of the nature’s
infinity. And what astoni shes us nore was t hat he who knewt he nature’s
infinity and its self sinilarity better than anyone, was at the sane
time the man who frankly held that we had t o be hunbl e enough to admi t,
as we will see later, that our reason naturally fell always short of
this nature’s infinity, and that the confidence that the nature was
rational in the sense it had a priori | awwas sonet hi ng al ways for us

to believe in.

3. Mathematica and Physica

Anyone faniliar with the work of Mandel brot woul d agree that his
maj or ai mi s to make nmat hemati cs only one nore step cl oser tothe nature
itself. ToMandel brot, self-sinilarityisaninportant cluethenature
reveal s to mat hematics. Mandel brot’s book contains very interesting
record of an experinent once given by an English statistician, L. F.
Ri chardson, on neasuring various coast lines’ lengths. It would seem

that their | engths di ffer accordingtothe neasure one scal esthemwi t h;
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finer the measure nearer to the true value of length. It is true as
| ong as one suffices with rough approximation, as this true value is
never actually reachable. But inthis experinent, Ri chardson found an
i npressive case of “error” in scaling the nature.

Two countries sharing a coormonborder |ine, |i ke Spai nand Port ugal
claimdifferent lengthstotheir “commonborder”. |sthis an accidental
error renovable i f one uses finer and finer neasure in scaling? O to
put it theoretically, can one get as accurate |length one desires as
one uses aninfinitely m nute neasure? Cbviously not; for thus doing,
onewouldendupwithinfinitelylongcoast or border | ength. The probl em
liesinone sneasureusedinscaling. Usingastraight |ineasaneasure
is not suitable in scaling a natural configuration |ike coast |ine or
| and surface. On the contrary, this nmethod of using a straight |ine
for a neasure works well when one scales an “artificial” object like
the length of the enmbanknent of the river Thanmes or the acreage of a
stadi um thus revealingthe sharp opposition betweenthe natureitself
and man’s factitious artificiality.

Thi s was the starting point for Mandel brot to articul ate fractal
geonetry which tried to generalize non-integer as well as integer
di mensions. A straight line with dinmension one is not altogether
appropriateinneasuringtheconfigurationscreatedbythenatureitself.
Mandel brot’s attenpt itself makes us realize the i nperfection of our
mat hemat i cal know edge, which is often supposed to be t he nost perfect
and exenpl ar humans can ever acqui re. The above exanpl e shows that we
can have a good reason to believe that Mandel brot is in the opinion
that mathematics is not at once an al mighty tool to grasp the nature,

much | ess equivalent to the nature itself.
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Equal ly in physics, it was a German physicist, Herbert Breger,
who f ound anot her i nportant i nplicationinLeibnizianphilosophy. Above
all, he also stressed on the inportance of Leibnizian netaphysical
concept of “infinity” aswell as of “possibility” tonatural scientists

and their theory buil ding:

“...In der Tat konstatiert Leibniz, dalR die Physik inihrer Gesantheit
ni emal s ei ne vol | komene W ssenschaft sei werde. Danit ist aber nur
genmeint, daR sich nicht alle Erfahrungen von der Natur in
wi ssenschaftlichen Gesetzen fassen |assen. Die CGesetzlichkeit der
Phanonene i st nach Lei bni z das Unt er pf ang daf tr, dafl di e Phanonene kei n
bl oBer Traum sind. Die Lésung des Dilenmas von |ndividualitat und
Cesetzlichkeit der Natur wird durch zwei Begriffe erreicht, die bei
Lei bni z verschi edentlich eine Schl isselrolle spielen: Unendlichkeit

und Miglichkeit” (Wi zsacker et. al.: 1989: 81).

In other words, the nature is in its every aspect a uni que whol e by
Lei bni z, and natural sciences will never be able to cease their effort
to bridge the gap between observed facts and their theorized | aws. As
| ong as the observed facts exist, they can serve as a sure ground ( das
Unt er pf ang) to bel i eve t hat such phenonena are not nmere illusions. But
t hi s does not neant hat humans can obt ai nfromt hemt he natural scientific
| aws al | at once. Breger arguesthat “error factors(di e Storfaktoren)”
and their “contaninating effects(di e Dreckeffekte)” intrinsicinevery
observation or experinment shoul d be taken as the essential separating
line which marks the real mof the“possible”, to which mat hemati cs and

physi cs al i ke bel ong, and t he uni queness, that is“perfection”, of the
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nature itself.

Isn’t thisacritically inportant statenent also to those inthe
soci al and human sci ences? It is generally believed that theselatter
can be sciences so long as they conply with the exenplar of natural
sci ences, which in their turn have been believed the npbst exact and
once for all wuniversal law giver. No doubt Breger too believes
nmat hemati cs or physics and the nature itself are two different things;
and the fornmer sciences again, as long as we have to consider
“infinity(Unendlichkeit)” of the nature, should be thought as exact
as possi bl e approxi mati on of the nature which a given age coul d have
reached. Anot her aspect of Lei bniz’' s contributionwhichBreger pointed
out: the“possibility (Miglichkeit)” is sonewhat hardto deal with here
yet. It will bedealt | ater as one of the nost cruci al concepts of Lei bniz
i nconsidering humansocieties. Wewi ||l confineourselvesfor the nmonent
to the difference between nat henati cs or physics on one hand, and t he
natureitself ontheother. | will add herethat Breger continuesfurther
that he believes strongly that Leibniz had in mnd the uni queness of
“l'ife” or “organism’, or “entelechy” to use Aristotelian term when
he wote his fanmpbus work: Monadol ogy(GP, VI: 607-23). As | discuss
Lei bnizianethicslater, thisissonmethinginportant tobe kept in nind.

Simlarly, Donenico B. Meli’'s |l atest work on t he Equi val ence and
Priority: Newton versus Leibniz is the npbst recent and el aborate
exani nati on concerni ng the question at issue. As for the matching up
bet ween these two giants, it has been rather linmted to the priority
whi ch of t hemcanclai mtobethefirst inventor of differential cal cul us.
Meli shows us that their difference does not lie in the date of the

i nvention, but rather intheways, i ntheir nmetaphysi cs exact!ly speaki ng,
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they saworbital notion or the nature at |arge. Whereas Newt on never
doubt ed his mat hemati cal nodel in hisPrincipiato bethe once for all
true nodel of the universe, Lei bniz believed, as Meli nmai ntains, “that
nmat hemati cal or | ogi cal principlesalonearenot sufficient”(Mli 1993:
25). After exami ning the manuscriptslLeibniz | eft andtheir relations
with the astrononical tradition from the sixteenth century, Meli
concl udes t hat Lei bni z di d not take for grantedtherel ati onshi p bet ween
mat hemati cal representati on and natural phil osophy, and conti nued t he
effort to clearly state the probleminherent in their rel ationship.
In fact, Leibniz hinmself expressed distinctly and logically his own
position in his Nouveaux Essais sur |’ Entendenment (GP V. 42-) which we
will see later.

The position of Leibniz di scussed so far does not of course nean
that he was a man of some mysticism neither does it nean that he was
just a father of German | dealist Philosophy, as Ernst Troeltsch after
Kant once nistook himto be(Troeltsch 1925: 488-). |In this respect,
W O. Col eman’ s point inhisstudy intothe originof econoni cs(Col eman
1995: 13-31) isveryuseful. Heiscorrect toseeinlLeibnizanexenplary
rationalist who believed in the existence of a priori lawinherent in
theouter world, incontrast toJohn Locke who hel d human sense experi ence
as the sole criteria of our recognition, and i n whom Col eman sees an

anti-rationalist.

4. Rationalismin Logic and Reality

Rat i onal i smhas becone one of the nbst cruci al keywords ever since

thedaythewesterncivilizationfelt the Gotterdanmerung (God’ s wani ng)
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aninevitablefact. Many westernphil osophersandscientistsalikehave,
and still are, engaged thenselves in sonehow finding the reason for
us to be convinced of therationality of our reason. Putting asidethe
vari ety innethods and out conmes of these efforts and observe t he probl em
logically, rationality could be understood in several different
nmeani ngs: it could meaneither that 1): the order of thingsisrational,
or that 2): man, with his reason and words(l ogos), is rational; if we
add to these the other logically possible positions that 3): both are
equal ly rational andthat 4): bothare not, we canattainfour different
types of propositionsonrationality. Let “TH NGS' betheorder of things,

“ ”

“LOG0S” man with his logic, and use signs “+” and to designate
affirmati on and negation of their having a priori rationality, then

t hey could be shown as bel ow.

RELI VANT TARGET THI NGS LOGOS
case a) + +
case b) + -
case c) - +
case d) - -

Although we have to spare here to enunerate the exanples
representative of each of the four, it is easy to see that those who
t hi nk t hensel ves ont he side of rationalismusuallytendtoadopt either
the cases a) or c).

Anong these, a), whenliterally taken, seens as if admitting the

belief that they are both rational because the God has created them
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that way. Perhaps this was one of the reasons why many phil osophers
since the secul arization of the European society have inclined nore
or less to the case c). But, interestingly enough, Leibniz did not
hesitate to take this position a); and this fact makes it clear that
Lei bni z at | east made hi s start fromwithintheverytraditionof Natural
Law.

Of course, sidingwiththe positiona) | eaves ani nportant question
unanswered: |If we let again for THINGS to be rational be designated
as “TR’, while for LOGOS to be rational “LR’, then, are “TR’ and “LR’
synonynous and equi val ent? Thi s questionis exactly the sane as | have
beenaski ngi nconnectionwi thNatural Law. | f we presupposethe Creator,
it is easy to answer to this questioninthe affirmative, that TR and
LR are equivalent, for we can attribute the predicate “rational” all
to Hm Sonmehow by the sane token, alnost all of those in the |line of
Nat ural Law had answered in the affirnmative, until at |ast they cane
to face with God' s non-exi stence. Yet, strangely enough, even those
inthe days well after the secul arization of Natural Law continued to
answer in the same way, and finally, as | said earlier, it has cone
toformacomon pl ace i dea el sewhere, on whi ch our sci ences are supposed
to be founded. It will be easy to i magi ne that, when we can no | onger
be sure enough in presupposing the Creator, we are no longer able to
prevent the proposition: that “TR’ and “LR’' are equivalent from
deteriorating gradually intothe case c) of the above matrix. The sole
exceptiontothisdeteriorationwas, | repeat, Lei bniz, whostayedfirmy
on a), and yet put definite negationtothevitally inportant question:
if “TR” and “LR’ are identical.

Thegeneral historical fact wast hat, begi nni ngfromRené Descart es,

16



almost all the early nodern and nodern western phil osophers and
scientistsindeeddidhesitatetotakea); thustheynoreor | essinclined
towards c) inthe end; that is to say, the proposition that the world
isrational as long as man is rational. It has been in this way that
rationali smwent hand i n hand withuniversalism or toput it in other
way, i f manisrational, heni ght aswel | beuniversalistic. | nnyopinion,
thisshift of positionvirtually deprivedfromthe westernintellectual
tradition of the opportunity to confront seriously with the perilous
identification of two orders of rationality |ong hidden under the
concept: Natural Law. W can think of many exanpl es i n whi ch t he West
t hought other culturesirrational or, at | east not quiterational. There
coul d be no doubt that the Sal esi an mi ssi onari es descri bed earlier only
fol |l owed nmany ot her precedents.

However, whether manis rational or not inthis senseis naturally
an extrenely delicatequestion; for we have to recount all the variety
different cultures showtous. Inorder toalleviatethis difficulty,
t he nodern western phil osophy and soci ol ogy, foll owi ng the precedent
of Kant, have coi ned, sotospeak, concept: val ue. Thi s way of conproni se
has ari sen, somewhere at the end of the ei ghteenth century, again out
of that Europeanparticularityitself. Valueis supposedtobesonething
in man that lies outside of logic, being neither rational nor non-
rational. It is as much alike as to adnmit that “two and two nake four”
and “| believeinsuchandsuchgod” aredifferent statenents; theforner
is logical, hence universalistic, as against the latter which is
non-logical, but at the sane tine not irrational. This latter
proposition lies barely a step away froma statenent |like: “l believe

in such and such good because | believe it is good”. Although nmany

17



soci ol ogi sts today are conveniently benefited by this concept, this
has surely hel ped them elude, or sonetines purposely neglect, the
f undament al questi on how can we be justified to hold a certain val ue.

Thi ngs were not that sinple, however, for arationalist scholar
i ke Max Weber who contri buted nuchtothedi ssen nati onof thisconcept.
However, even for Max Weber, the reason to discrininate Wrt (val ue)
fromzZweck( end) was not much di fferent; hethus sought away toreconcile
human cul tural variety and rationalism But once he becane aware of
this cultural variety, he thought he was obl i gedto answer howone coul d
be consistent with his being rational and at the sane tine having a
certain value; that is, howa rational being could be consistent with
his belief. He answered with his concept: value-rationality. Being a
faithful Protestant as well as a strenuous sociol ogi st, he concl uded
that for aman to be abl e to stay consi stent, he had to presuppose hunan
worl d was i nthe process of beconi ng “universally” rational everywhere.
H s well known notion of “rationalization” thus haunted himlike an
obsession; where this rationalization in fact was roughly equal to
noder ni zati on or westernization. So, the concept of val ue was not at
all a solution as many sociol ogists today took it for granted. The
i nvention of the concept value is fundanentally confession that the
probl em which had originally stemmed out of that tradition of the
Eur opean Natural Law, was still there grow ng serious. Yet, we have
hardly any better notion of goodness, except only perhaps to accept
sonet hi ng to be good because it just happens i n an excl usively manmade
relation called market. 1t should be noted that to take this sort of
mannade system “natural”, as it very often the case in sociology as

well as in economics, is in no way a solution.
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5. Leibniz against Descartes and Hobbes

It was Bertrand Russell, who actual |y redi scovered t he i nportance
of Leibniz at the very beginning of the twentieth century, after nore
than two centuries’ ignorance. Russell sawin Leibniz a phil osopher
“whose | ogical skill was suprenme” (Russell 1946: 608); but he thought
that Leibniz s |ogical nmerit was not yet well systematized in his own
writings; so Russell made ingenious attenpt to conplete it(Russell
1992=1900). He thus laid the foundation of so called synbolic |ogic
of this century. Although Russell himself proved to be an eninent
rationalist philosopher, he and his foll owers had to becone gradual |y
aware of the fact that for man to think the world logically, and to
live inthat world actually, in Alltéaglichkeit (everydayness) to use
M Hei degger’ sword, weretwo di fferent things. Russell’slogical effort
as wel |l as his successinit, perhapscontrarytohisinitial intention,
servedtow tnessthat thewest ernphil osophy’ spreferencetorationalism
coul d have had sonet hi ng defectiveinits essential ground. This |ead
hi mand his followers, including L. Wttgenstein, to the study of so
called “ordinary |anguage”, which has been continued until today,
i nvol ving not only philosophy but al so sociol ogy.

Armongt hei deas of Lei bni z, t heconcept of “pre-establishedharnony”,
t oget her with that of “conpossibilité(co-possibility)” and
“contingence”, was that which Russell found difficulty to agree with
hi s adnired predecessor. He even refuted these i deas of Lei bni z being

nmerely a “fantasy”. 1In fact, these were the ideas Leibniz clained to
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be his best in his Di scours de Mét aphysi que(GP I V: 427-463) and in his
much negl ected nasterpiece: Monadol ogy. We can well understand
Russell’s refutation, because Leibniz nore than often nade recourse
tot he exi stence of Godwhenever he proposedhi s noti onof pre-established
harnony. It was in his Essais de Théodi cée(GP VI: 21-), which he wote
incriticismto a French Protestant, Pierre Bayle, who held religious
faith had nothing to do with rational reason, that Lei bniz npst often
didso. Inthis |long Essais de Théodicée, witten in French instead
of Latin, that i stosayi nnoreacceptabl el anguage, Lei bni zt ook vehenent
effort in opposition to Bayle, stressing that reason and faith should
not be consi dered separabl e; the uni on of these was exactly that which
enabl ed peopl eto see “I’ harnoni e préétablie”. Mst of today’ s readers
nm ght certainlyagreewi thBayl e spositionwhichKarl Marx| at er adm red
in the mddle of the nineteenth century.

The controversy around this problemhas still | onger story. For
one exanpl e, Voltaire, who was not nuch better than an adm rer of John
Locke in France, caricatured the concept of pre-established harnony
in a novel -1ike piece Candi de, thus acquiring popularity everywhere
i n Eur ope, whi ch enabl ed hi mt o be hai | ed ent husi astically as the father
of the Enlightennent during the next century. Voltaire thus servedin
re-separationof reasonfromfaithsonewhat onapopul ar basi st hroughout
Eur ope. W might well be abl e to call hi manot her father of the western
uni versal i smphilianext toDescartes and John Locke. Although Russell
expressed no opinion on Pierre Bayl e nor on Voltaire concerning this
matter, we feel, as a rationalist he could have shared opinion with
Bayl e too.

Bef orewe get tot hecoreof thisawkwardproblem wehavetorenenber
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1): that Leibniz, as Russell appreciated, never in his|life ceasedto
be a phi |l osopher of suprene | ogical nmerit, and al so 2): sonething t hat
Leibniz called the God was not necessarily the one that the western
peopl e al one were faniliar with. |ndeed, Lei bniz was well known as an
i ntell ectual who not only planned but actually carried out, half way,
the reunion or the reconciliation of Catholicismand Protestantism
and for that sake was oft en doubt ed as an i nfi del fromboth sides. Paul
Hazar d was very ri ght when he saidthat Lei bniz“connait | es prétentions
des deux partis; il alonguenent pratiqué |les |livres de controverse,
et sait mérme qu’ en général ils necontiennent riende bon”(Hazard 1961:
203). Anybody who reads Lei bni z, especially hisimuacul ate historical
summary of the whole Christian theology up to his day in his Essais
de Théodi cée, nmight agree with Hazard that it mi ght have been really
very easy for Leibniz to get well inforned of “the pretensions of the
two parties, and knew in general that they contained nothing good”.
We are not suggesting that Leibniz was not serious about the Schism
On the contrary, we are suggesting that, for Leibniz, it night have
been rather the political outconme of the Schismthan the religious
di scordance to be seriously worried about. So, concerning the Schism
we i ght bepermittedtostatethat Lei bnizthought the God was i nport ant
so |l ong as He could mai ntai n peace anong peopl es and the order anobng
themof the day. Leibniz, for his part, was thus equal |y and conpl etely
rational, even on Deity; al though, as we see |l ater, the God for Lei bni z
i ndeed was sonet hing to be consi dered on fromnet aphysi cal reason, as
well as frompolitical reason.

Thr oughout the witings of Lei bniz, we neet great vari ety of nanes

of hi sday; but anongthemwefindtwoparticul ar names he nost obstinately
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repeated for criticism They were René Descartes and Thomas Hobbes.
It could well be said that Leibniz found in these two, if we excl ude
John Locke whomhe was actually infornmed of in detail only a fewyears
bef ore hi s deat h, sonmet hi ng gravel y i nportant to hi s anxi ety concerning
his own age. Above all, it was the idea of deternini smwhich tended,
i nvariousways, toseetheworldinterns of blindnecessitythat Leibniz
deni ed nost; Lei bnizwoteinsonme placethat we were permttedto speak
not of “necessity”, but only of “hypothetical necessity”(GP VI: 390).
As for thefornmer, Leibnizstronglyrefused Cartesi an at oni smin physics
as bei ng absurd; thus negatingthe entire viewthat man can fully grasp
every physical existence in the nature. As for the latter, Hobbes,
Lei bni z' s concernwas rather norein ethics thanin physics. Ferdi nand
Tonni es was probably the first sociol ogist, asearlyin1887, who showed
interest in Leibnizian view on Hobbes by nmaki ng public of aletter of
Lei bni z addressed to Hobbes, with brief comment (Ténni es 1887: 557).
Inthis letter, dated 1670, Lei bniz wote his hope that Hobbes shoul d
desi st fromabusi ng physical theory of notion which Leibniz said was
wrongitsel f, fromwhi ch Hobbes i ntendedtodeduce histheory of Civitas.

In this letter Leibniz says that:

“...Simliter si quisTuadeCivitatevel Republicadenonstrata, ommi bus
coetibus qui vulgo ita appellantur; Tua summae potestatis attributa
ommi bus Regi s, Pri nci pi s, Monar chae, Maj estatis nonmen si bi

vi ndi canti bus; Tuadesunmai nstatunaturali |licentiaomi busdiversarum
Rerum publicarum civibus negotia aliqua inter se tractantibus
accommdaverit, is si quid conjicio, etiamTua sententia nmagnopere

falletur...”(ibid.; see Akadenie: I1-1, 56).
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That is: Leibniz is against 1): Hobbes' theory of state or republic
because the termis applicable to all human assenbl ages; he i s agai nst
2): Hobbes’ theory of sovereignty because it alsois applicableto all
ki ngdons, | ordshi ps, nonarchi es, magi straci es alike; heis against 3):
Hobbes’ theory of “natural state” becauseit would arbitrarily include
al | and vari ous ki nds of conmonweal th activitiesinit. This was atotal
negati oni ndeed. However, what Lei bnizreall ywantedtoconveytoHobbes
remai ns our problemto be sought; for, as this |letter was an exanpl e,
it is alnobst certain that Leibniz truly wanted to di scuss sonet hi ng
wi t h Hobbes. Andit ni ght not be necessarytorenindthat Lei bni z, though
bei ng t he nost di stingui shed phil osopher of the day, was not a nan of
ner e schol asti c concern, for we have al ready found t he essenti al nature

of his deep concern with the God.

6. The Energence of a Sovereign State

Lei bni z, on declining an offer to professorship, chose to spend
nost of his tinme as an official apologist and historian at the House
of the Electorate of Hanover. He served to this duty nore than
enthusiastic; and as a matter of fact, his concern to his tinme was
distinctly political as well as distinctly intellectual. This was not
only true as for his concernonthe Christian Schi smbut al so for al nost
everything he comritted hinself to. Inthis sense, Leibniz was on the

opposite pole conpared to Descartes who fromthe begi nni ng decl ared
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a sort of non cormitnent tothe political and religious affairs of his
day. Bertrand Russell once felt regretful about this political
i nvol venent of Leibniz, saying that had he not had committed hinself
tosomany activitiesandkept hinsel f toobusy, he had had wel | conpl et ed
hi s Opera Magna whi ch coul d have benefitedthe later centuries greatly.
Al t hough we can understand Russell’s sentinent, opinions mght vary,
for it was to the nost inportant turn of the total European political
systemthat Leibniz saww th great anxiety; nanely the enmergence and
devel opmrent of a Sovereign State in France.

Political sciencestoday generallyinclinetoaffirmthe energence
of sovereign state as one of the sure steps toward t he devel opnent of
the nodern political system It was for themthe tyranny of |’ ancien
régi me t hat was t o be bl aned, but not the form ng of t he soverei gnstate,
whi ch, through the French Revol ution, had contributed, so they think,
inthe end to the establishment of the nodern nation states. A Gernman
political scientist, Mchael Stolleis, who has conpil ed a book on the
German political thinkers inthe seventeenth and ei ghteenth centuries
i ncl udi ngLei bni z, seenstobeinthesaneopinion(Stolleis1995: 13-28).
He also seens to attribute Leibniz's politically retarded, as he
under st ands, position to the political status quo of Gernany at that
time. Asis well known, the political status quo of Gernany at the tine
was characteri zed by t he mul tiple coexi st ence of
| ordshi ps(Furstentimer) nominally under the Holly Roman Enpire, and
Wi t hout one central dom nating power |ike Bourbon Dynasty under Louis
XI'V; under whomt he Dynasty becane to cl ai mto be the sol e Soverei gnty
inFrance. GCenerally speaking, nost Gernmanintellectuals, until quite

recently, felt sorry for this state of their country, regarding this
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disintegration, as they sawit, the main reason for Gernmany to be | eft
behi nd underdevel oped wi t hi n Europe, while France, and | at er Engl and
per haps, enjoyedpolitical hegenony aswel | as econoni ¢c success. However,
Leibniz was radically different fromthis view

To Leibniz, it was the energence of this French Sovereign State
that was the nost harnful to the peace and stability all over Europe.
As it becane stronger, hesaw, it viol atedthe peacei n Europe, depriving
of all peoples of Europe possibilities tolive in the centuries old
historical tranquillity. Not only did he recognize the emergence of
t he sovereign state politically harnful to Europe, but he al so t hought
it the mai n reason of religi ous uneasi ness t hroughout Europe. His | ong
and strenuous effort to bring the Christian Schismto reconciliation
was itself intended to put this growi ng superpower to sone yoke. As
his intentioninreality being ainmed to this, it had to bel’ Aigle de
Meaux hinmsel f, Jacques B. Bossuet, whomhe had finally to agree with.

He mi ght have seen the French Gallican Church, which Bossuet
presi ded upon, as noreapolitical creaturethanareligiousbody. This,
i ndeed, was the very occasioninthe history of Europeinwhichreligion
becane deeply i nvol vedinthestrugglefor political doni nion; and si nce
that tinme, many sane exanpl es we are experiencing all over the world
one after another up until present day. And at this critical occasion,
it was so call ed sovereign state and its inevitabl e expansi oni smt hat
pl ayed as agitatingaroleasthat of trigger rodinahuge chainreactor
named Europe. Had Lei bniz been successful in coning to an agreenent
with Bossuet, the superpower of that tinme, France, would have | ost
consi derable political influence over the vast European popul ation;

that i stosay, Bossuet onthe ot her sidem ght havefelt strongpolitical
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pressure on hi mwhich certainly m ght have nade Bossuet feel very hard
togivein. During the long years of the talk, Leibniz eventriedto
gai nsupport fromJesuit fathers, andsucceededtosone extent ingetting
t hei r synpat hy; however, t heir synpat hy was not very hel pful i nreaching
to the agreenent he ai nmed, despite it enabl edLei bniz to get very well
i nformed fromthese fathers on the matters of Asia; thus beconing one
of the npbst acquainted intellectuals in Europe of his day on China.
Anyhow, the tal k betweenthe two figures finally ended wi thout success.
We see the effort was very nmuch |i ke t he peace tal k on Pal esti ne today;
it woul d have nade nobody a wi nner, even if it had succeeded; and it
had to be carried out by sonmebody sonetine, even if it failed.

We have so far refrained fromciting the testinony of Leibniz
concerning this matter; and it woul d be rather easier to i magi ne t hat
Lei bni z m ght not have very nmuch freedomto wite ill, for exanple,
of Gllican Church while naking effort to cone to agreenent with it.
However, in a political panphlet witten in 1684 entitled Mars
Christianissinmus... ou Apol ogi e des Arnmes du Roy Trés-Chrétien contre
| esChrétiens, theaut hor di dnot evenpretendtohi det hat hewas of f endi ng
Louis XIV. 1In this panphlet, Leibniz accused the king and its enpire
as being the eneny against virtually all the world(“quasi tout le
monde”) (F IIl: 15). Hi s accusation did not seemto condone, at this
occasion, even the Gllican Church itself, stating that the freedom
the Gallican Church felt to enjoy against the Pope and the Catholic
Church was “véritabl ement un esclavage a |’ égard du Roy”(ibid.: 19),
“slavery to the King”; peopl e today nmight want to call it ensl avenent
of religion to politics.

Furthernore, Leibniz | eft several inportant as well as fanous,
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t hough only anong Lei bni zi an scholars, witings concerning his view
on t he energence of the French sovereign state. As nost of thembeing
inLatinandsoneinFrench, itisverynoteworthycontributionof Patrick
Riley in his handsone coll ection of Leibnizian political witings to
put into English several selected parts of them W wll see a passage
fromit for sone | ength, where Leibniz was referring to the repeated
breach of peace treaties by France, and, strangely at first sight,
expressed even synpathy toward his |life | ong contender, the author of

El ementa de Ci ve, Thomas Hobbes:

“...That one break treaties through thoughtlessness or cupidity is
sonet hi ngwhi chisjustlycondemmed: soneti nmes, however, it i s not wong
for good men to do it, when one has good reason to suspect the good
faith of others, and when acauti o dammi i nfecti cannot be count ed on.
Fromwhi ch t he subt | e aut hor of the El enmenta de Ci ve drewt he concl usi on
that between different states and peoples there is a perpetual war;
a concl usi on i ndeed, whichis not altogether absurd, providedit refers
not toaright todo harm but to take proper precautions. Thus it is
t hat peacewi t hapowerful eneny canbenot hi ngel set hanabreat hi ng-space
of two gl adi ators, and sonetines does not even have the character of
a truce. This much was shown recently by the al nost ridicul ous fact
that atruce was establishedalittle after a peacetreaty, in contrast
t o what ought to happen; it isnot difficult tojudge what sort of peace
it rust bewhi chneededatruce. Neitherisit doubtful that theinposition
of unfair conditions stinulates the shame of the vanqui shed and, on
t he ot her hand, i ncreasesthe appetiteof thevictor... This, therefore,

is the state of human society, and it often happens that, because of
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the geographical or historical situation, a prince nust fight
continuously, and al nost constantlytreat of peaceandalliances...”(R

166) .

Thiswas wittenas aprefacetothe historical docunent he conpil ed
oninternational affairs, entitl ed Codex Juris Gentium in 1693; sone
years after thetal k with Bossuet was practically abandonedinfailure,
and Lei bni z was probably in distress. W are sonetinmes i nduced to the
illusion as if, apart fromthe date he wote, Leibniz was referring
to the political state in our century, where peace between wars, be
they with | eads or glitters, has been really |ike a “breathing-space
of gladiators”. Anyway, the state of political affairs in Europe was
exactly as Lei bni z descri bed above; and he adnitted what forcedHobbes
t ohol d per pet ual st ateof war i nhi swor kwas not wi t hout causeconsi deri ng
thi s situationof Europe. He however di d not forget toaddthat Hobbesi an
view woul d be admitted right, provided it was understood as referring
only “to take proper precautions”. Reading the above, together with
t he judgment fromnany ot her Leibnizian witings, makes us recognize
what Leibnizreallywantedtoconveyto Hobbes wasthefact that proni ses
or covenants anmpong those who pretended to be almghty, be it state,
peopl e or individual, were never to be counted upon; and within the
political status quo at that tine, Hobbesi an position on sovereignty
coul d even enhance t he vi ci ous threat of al ready too strong a political
power within human social life at large. Although Leibniz adnitted
geni us of Hobbes probably nore than Descartes and his disciples, and
even shared wi t h Hobbes anxi ety onthe political status of their tine,

he was particul arly agai nst Hobbesi an soci al contract theory; Lei bniz
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in fact had a good reason in never trusting a peace based upon power,
nor upon pact or covenant bet weent hose who t hought t hensel ves power ful .

Inthat preface to Codex Juris Gentium Leibniz expressed sone
nore interesting points(R 170-):

1) He expressed positive hope that the archive he had conpil ed
be made public so that “those who deal with public affairs” could
“under stand t he nost inportant events of the past” and | earn that “in
truth, we are readi ng about the deeds of nen, not of Gods; and it is
sufficient for their gloryandtherecords of posteritythat thererenmain
many actions carried out with wi sdom courage and circunspection”; in
short, to learn fromhistory.

Her e Lei bni z was al so expressi ng hope that his archivewith easier
public access could serveto inprove the ability of all who dealt with
public affairs by | earning fromthe hi story of human deeds. W are even
surprised to find in his idea what today’s reader night call freedom
of informational disclosureinpolitical affairs. W knowLei bni z was
a man who proposed the establishment of German Acadeny. But we have
better knowthat he proposed it hoping that it would serve as a center
of information on the public affairs as well as, inportantly, on the
hi storical traditions of European ethnicity even reaching far back to
the Celtic origins. He in fact left a huge collection of the Celtic
and Teutonic linguistic sources, which J. G Eccard made public
post hunously(E I & I1).

2) Inthat preface, he al so argued that political as well as soci al
life had to be based on Natural Law.

| will not repeat the historical discussionl made earlier on Natural

Law, but as it is well known, Natural Law(jus naturalis) had been a
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key word of the tine, sonewhat a counterpart of today's Wl fare or
Sust ai nabl e G ow h; so, various witers of the day, begi nning fromHugo
Grotius, usedthewordwithavarietyof inplicationsinorder tomintain
their idea of the righteous social order. Roughly, there were two main
lines of inplication: firstly of the so called positive | awschool who
mai ntai ned that a | egal systemwas the essential in order to secure
justice and peace anpng nati ons; that the systemof | awshoul d be deened
as Natural Law because it was based on uni versal human reason; aside
from Gotius who heralded this school about half a century earlier,
Sarmmuel Pufendorf was known anpng contenporaries of Leibniz; secondly
it was Thomas Hobbes who added to this terma newinplication, arguing
that at histinme peoplehadtothinkastate of permanent struggl e bet ween
i ndividual rights as “natural state”; and he further held that people
were forced, |lead by reason theoretically, to create an artificial
appar at us of sovereignty in order to cease this struggle; although he
seenmed rat her pessimistic as he chose to give this apparatus an ugly
name Levi at han, his was usually consi dered al so as one of the vari ous
i deas stemring from Natural Law.

However, what Lei bniz wanted to express by the termNatural Law
was fundanmental ly different fromeither of these. W have nowcone to
deal with this problem that is, with his ethics; and after that we
will be able to discuss that in Leibniz for the first tinme the term
“natural” as well as Natural Law regai ned proper ability to mean such

human orders as the nature itself demanded to exi st.

7. Leibniz on Ethica
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In Riley's collection, we find a short fragment of Leibniz's
manuscript, to which Riley, as well as Guhrauer, appropriately put a
title: On Natural Law. Followingits passages allows us to acquirethe
noti on what Leibniz thought Natural Law should be I|iKke.

It begins with a statenent that: “Justice is a social duty, or
aduty whichpreserves society”; andtothis, Lei bnizaddedthefoll ow ng

statements(R 77; G |: 414-5):

“A society is a union of different men for a common purpose.

“A natural society is one which is demanded by nature.

“The signs by which one can concl ude that nature demands sonet hing,
are that nature has gi ven us a desire and the powers or forceto fulfill
it: for nature does nothing in vain.

“Above al |, whenthe matter i nvol ves a necessity or apernmanent utility:
for nature everywhere achi eves the best.

“The nost perfect societyisthat whose purposei sthegeneral andsuprene
happi ness.

“Natural law is that which preserves or pronotes natural society.

Lei bniz continued to enunerate what were to be thought as natural
societies; firstly it was man and wife; secondly it was parents and
children; thirdlyit was master and servant; fourthly it was househol d;
fifthly it was civil society which ranged froma city, a province, to
a ki ngdomor doni ni on accordingtoits size; and all of whi ch he t hought
were“toattainhappinessfortobesecureinit... Itspurposeistenporal
wel fare”. The sixth natural soci ety was t he Church of God, “whi ch woul d

probably have existed anbng nmen even wi thout revelation, and been
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preserved and spread by pious and holy nen. |Its purpose is eternal
happi ness...no wander that | call it a natural society, since there
isanatural religionandadesirefor inmrtality plantedinus”(italic
nm ne) .

To this manuscript Ri |l ey added a comment that this shows “hownuch
sone of Leibniz's political views remined nedieval”(R 77). Very
recently, an interesting study has been published i n which t he aut hor
exani nes phi | osophi cal |l yt he persi stence of pre-nodernideasinlLeibniz
sonmewhat favorabl y(MCul | ough 1996). But if we stay back and exam ne
t he above manuscript carefully, be it nedieval or not, we find that
sone very inportant points are clear init. As is shown earlier, the
i deaof Natural Law, fornmedbyt he St oi cs, thendevel opedbyt he Schol asti c,
Thomas Aquinas, in order to refer to universally valid hunman soci al
order; t hi swas supposedtoberational becauseit wasfoundedon God-gi ven
reason; and as such, Natural Law should be at | east different, if not
agai nst, fromwhat Aquinas calledjuris gentium(folk laws). Soit was
mai ntai ned t hat the forner, Natural Law, shoul d hol d superi or and hence
supervi sory position upon the latter.

Most of the | ater nodern thi nkers, consciously or unconsci ously,
sacred or secular, evidently followed this precedence; those in the
seventeenth century held they were concerned with naki ng a uni versal
| egal systemso that peopl es could inprove their own orders; those in
t heei ghteenthcentury, i nother wordsthose of t he Enl i ght ennent School ,
hel d they were speaking for the sake of natural |aw or natural state
of order because they were speaking for the sake of universal reason
and agai nst ol dregi nmes; eventhoseinthel ai ssez-faireschool denanded

t hey were speaki ng for the sake of Natural State, whichinreality was
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no better than a penny-w se paradise coined in justification of the
expandi ng mar ket economny. Thi s tendency has even been carried on until
t oday, when many sociol ogists do not refrain from saying that they
undert ake sociol ogy as social science, for they have right to claim
so because they are studyi ng our society as being natural in the sense
it is consisted of rational individuals, and because they stick to the
si de of universalisticscientificview Sofar, nothinghasbeenchanged
since the seventeenth century, or even, since the day of the School.
We are thus conpelled to see that this tendency has been one of the
true sources in creating many tragedies in the nodern tines.

Clearly, Lei bni z was a phi | osopher who st ood ont he opposite place
tothis view As we have seen a little earlier, it was exactly juris
gentiumthensel ves for hi mthat were to be call ed natural and deserved
to bereferred as Natural Law(s); and by t he sanme token, it was exactly
the ways of living various peoples inherited that were to be called
nat ural societies. Even nore, what he call ed the sixth natural society
i sinmportant for he evidentlyrecognizedthat peoplelivinginanatural
soci ety were pious “even without revelation”. 1In a natural society,
“there is a natural religion”, exactly as the Bororo people had one
of their owmn. No doubt, the fact that Lei bniz, throughout hislife and
t hr oughout the vari ous fi el ds of his concern, inspiteof all the adverse
spiritual tendenci es of his day, never deviated from nor contradicted
to this positionis really sonething to be noted with surprise. How
Lei bniz was able toreachtothis conclusionand tomaintainit, while
staying as the phil osopher of supreme logic, is our next issue.

In order to exam ne this, we have better tolisten first to the

excel | ent anal ysi s of Lei bni zi an et hi cs undert aken by a Ger man schol ar,
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Al bert Hei nekanp, i nhisveryvolum noustreatise: Das Probl emdes Gut en
bei Lei bniz. Al thoughwe have sone nore recent and conpr ehensi ve st udi es
onlLeibnizianethicsinrelationtohislogiconuniverse(cf. Rutherford
1995), | believe Heinekanp’s work still remains, after thirty years,
one of the best andt he bri ght est anongthe studi esdealingwithLeibniz's
position on human society. W will cite here the crucially inportant

part of Hei nekanp’ s di scussionfor | engthandthenexam neit indetail:

“...Ei nebestimte Geset zesordnung oder besti mt es birgerliches Gesetz
i st daher nicht netaphysisch notwendig, sondern (ahnlich wie die
Nat ur geset ze) konti ngent und gehért zu den Tat sachenwahrheit. Ahnlich
wie in der Naturw ssenschaft gibt es daher fir Leibniz auch in der
Recht swi ssenschaft zwei Erkenntnisquellen: die Erfahrung und die
Vernunft: ‘sensus rationi sque stabilinmenta’'. |ndiesemSinne schrei bt
Lei bni z, ‘quodin Nat urae cognitione experinentasunt, idinhoc negotio

esse | eges, utrobi que eni msensus, facit, historiaeres agitur, et quod

illic sunt abstractae, a solis definitionibus pedentes...id hoc |oco
esse invictas, atque onmmi Exceptione mai ores...regulas ac
ratiocinationesjuris aequistatisque... naturalis’. Der Gund fur die

Konti ngenz der birgerlichen Gesetze ist in der Tatsache zur suchen,
dal auch andere Rechtssystenme noglich, d.h. nit dem Naturrecht
vertraglich sind. Die verschiedenen noglichen Rechtssysteme sind
j edoch nicht gl ei chwertig, sondern si e unterschei den sich u.a. dadurch
von einander, dal sie einer bestimten historischen Situation in
ver schi edenemG ade angenessen si nd. Daher missen bei der Geset zgebung
die jeweiligen historischen Verhdaltnisse berlcksichtigt werden:

“Itaquel egumhuj usrmodi princi pi apet endasunt ex geographi aet historia,
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i.e. ex locorum tenporungue coghitione’'. Die burgerlichen Gesetze
kénnen darumni cht abgel ei t et und begrindet werdenw e z. B. di e Geset ze
der Geonetrie, sondern es bedarf zu i hrer Begrindung ei ner besonderen
Logi k, namich der Wahrscheinlich-keitslogik: ‘Je suis de vostre
sentiment,’ schreibt Leibniz anBurnett, ‘quelanoraleet |apolitique
pourroient estre établies d une mani ére solide et incontestable; nais
pour |’ appliquer al’usage, il faudroit une nouvell e espece del ogi que
toute différente de celles qu on a jusqu'icy; c' est ce qui nmahque
princi pal enent dans ces sciences de pratique...”(Heinekanp 1969:
128-9).

Ast heabovebeingvitallyinportant i nunderstandi nglLei bnizian | ogi cal

position on human society, we will restate it one by one foll ow ng the

sequence.
1) Any particul ar I egal order or civil | awshoul d not be t hought
“met aphysi cal l y necessary”. It rather bel ongstothe sphere of factual

truth, and as such it isnot different fromnatural | aws whi ch natural
science deals with.

2) Exactly as in natural science, the sources of recognition for
sci ence of | awar e experi ence andreasoni ng. And as Hei nekanp’ scitation
in Latin reads: “as cognition of nature is experinental, sois it in
| aw. On one si de are senses, facts, historical events, and on t he ot her
si de, concepts on which conclusionsrest. It is at this stage that any
| aw can be said conpliant to natural |aw'.

3) Anycivil lawis only“contingent”, inthe sense “dald auch andere
Recht ssystenme noglich, d.h. mt demNaturrecht vertraglich sind (that
thereareal soot her different | egal systens possi bl ewhi charei nharnony

with natural |aw)”.

35



4) Different | egal systens, which do not seemsinilar toeach ot her,

“

are only differentiated because they reflect different “geographical
or historical” backgrounds; in other words, they have to be consi dered
with respect to their “place and tine”.

5) Contrary to geonetry, “which can be true apart frompl ace or
time”, science of law and order, exactly |like any other sciences on
factual truths(e.g. physical or ethical sciences), should be founded
onadi fferent groundfromgeonetry; that i sonthel ogi cof “possibility”.

6) Lei bniz wote toBurnett that he believed noral and political
sci ences which dealt with | aw and order were able to be established
solidly; but to make themin usage, it needed an entirely different
sort of logic hitherto unknown; which, however, we do principally
lack(GP: I11: 183).

Regretfully, the sixth point seens to be still true in today’'s
noral and political science, that i sespeciallysociology. Intheabove,
we have to see at | east two i nportant notions of Lei bniz which shoul d
be fully grasped: “contingence” and “possibility”. As we have al ready
seen, Leibniz had solid belief inrationality of human | ogic as well
asinrationalityof theuniverse. Reader ni ght bereni ndedof thematrix
of rationality we forrmul ated earlier, where we put Lei bni z on case a).
However, what is the npst inportant begins right at this point. For
Lei bniz, what is logically true or non contradi ctory on one hand, and
what is really existing fromhunman recognition on the other, are two
utterly different matters, regardl ess of whether it is in physics or
in humanity. We are very often negligent of this difference, taking
for granted that what is scientificallytrue couldbe, as well as should

be, carried out to reality. Leibniz denanded his concepts of the
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“possi ble” and the“contingent” inorder toclearly discrimnatethese
two different orders of the matter.

Lei bni z hol ds anything that is | ogically noncontradictory should
be called logically “possible”. This constitutes the | argest group,
or an infinite set mathematically speaking. But what we recognize
exi stenceareonlyverylintednunber of physi cal or cul tural phenonena;
and we do not, and probably can not, know every reason exhaustively
why t hese phenonena al one have cone to exist. For a sinple exanple,
it islogically “possible” for us to inmgine aworld nade of el ectrons
chargedpositiveandprotonsnegative; or li kewi se, matrilineal kinship,
sel f sufficient nomadiclivelihood, etc. “possible”. But the fact that
these are not logically contradi ctory does not at once nmean t hat such
shoul d exi st el sewhere. And only when we can acknow edge t hat we know
sonethingislogically®“possible”, andat thesanmetinme knowevery reason
this sonmething came to exist, Leibniz calls this notion of ours
“compl ete(acconpli)”; which he sonetines refers to as “perfect”.
However, with Lei bniz, we have to agree that we usually have only very
smal | nunber of conplete notions; and to t he phenonenon our notion of
whi ch i s not conpl ete, but sonehowwe knowt hat this phenonenon exi sts,
Leibniz attributes to it the adjective: “contingent”. Thus, for a
phenonenon to be contingent does not nean that it is against |ogic,
nor logically contradictory; our notion of acontingent phenonenonis
compl etely logical, and yet we still do not know every reason why it
has conetoexist. Only at this point does Leibniz attributethereason
a conti ngent phenonenon coni ng to exi stence to what he t hought t he nost
perfect: the God.

Any reader is free, of course, to find in Leibnizian notion of
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the God the proof of his being religiously faithful; indeed, sone
Lei bni zi an schol ars prefer to nake controversy onthis aspect; probably
too much so that it works in a way as a stunbling rock especially in

t he study of Lei bnizian ethics. Fromthe purely nmetaphysical point of

vi ew, however, | feel onethingis clear and worthnoting: that Leibniz
hel d t he concept of “contingence” inportant in order not to fall into
the notion of “blind necessity”. By discrimnating what is logically

rational and what really exists, he could neatly avoid fromrushing
into conclusion that what hunmans recognize theoretically true can
“naturally” claimright to be realized i mediately. |ndeed, whenever
factual phenomenon, be it physical or ethical, is concerned, Leibniz
is very careful saying that it is only “hypothetical necessity”, not
“necessity” itself, that one is allowed to take into consideration.
Lei bni z had frequently towarn it to his contenporaries; to Cartesi ans
as well as to Hobbes, not to nention Pufendorf. As this point is of
t he ut nost cosnol ogi cal i nportance, we will later conme back toit, and

nmake nore generalized formulati on of these concepts in Chapter 9.

8. Conpletely Rational Cultural Pluralism

Two points are already made clear: Firstly, this notion of the
God, as we have already adnitted, is quite |logical and even the nost
rational; no doubt, this notion of Deity is nothing other than what
we call the universe today. In refuting Pierre Bayle’'s notion of the
God as being nerely an object of worship, Leibniz did in fact argue

i ndef ense of human under st andi ngwhi chhestrongl y bel i evedtobel ogi cal
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and rational ; perhaps as strongly as he believedinawpriori rationality
of the universe. Yet, he never m stook these two orders of rationality
the same. Leibniz nmade warning el sewhere in his Essais de Théodi cée
t hat Bayl e’ s positionwouldenduptoseeinGodjust analmghtytyrant;
and he stressed that the only way to avoid it was to see faith only
in harmony with reason. Secondly, we have seen that the Leibnizian
concept of “contingence” was that which careful ly avoi ded det erni ni sm
and, inethics, guaranteed his cultural pluralism As we have al ready
confirned that, inLeibniz, while what are |l ogically not contradictory

“

are “possible” toexist, still we have to take very careful precaution
by adm tting that those which we are able surely to observe fully the
reason of their existence are rat her exceptional; and at the sane ti ne
t hat Lei bni z thought there has to be certainly the reason this or that
really exists, despite our not knowi ng why. For an easy instance, if
certain culture or habit exists for along time in the Bororo people,
it is certainly within our power to exam ne our notion of it is not
| ogically contradictory, w th“geography and hi story” consi dered; but
it is naturally not within our power to deternine whether it should
be al l owed to exist or not, because it is usually very hard for us to
exhaust the reasons, which no doubt include each and every detail of
their adaptationto their honel and as a group, why it has cone to exi st.
As Hei nekanp has marvel ously witnessed, this is what the idea of
“contingence” nmeans in Leibnizian ethics, demanding our precaution
especi al | y when hurman et hi cs are concerned. | nother words, for Lei bni z,
what are conti ngent nake a smal | subset whi chwe recogni zeits existence,

out of theinfinitelylarger set of what arelogically“possible”. This

nmust surely be the reason too, why, as Donenico Meli has made cl ear
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in physics earlier, Leibniz, against Newton, did not suffice to see
t he uni verse only fromwhat we observed and t heori zed; or i n ot her words
Lei bni z t ook so nuch cauti onnot totake our observati onandtheori zation
mrroring the whole true universe itself.

Thus the ideas of “possibility” and “contingence” served in
Lei bni zi an et hics, as Hei nekanp has distinctly shown, to adnit plural
exi stence of human | awand or der t hat had t o be account ed “ ex geogr aphi a
et historia, i.e. ex |ocorumtenporunmue”. In contrast to this, the
nodern wor |l d has, especially since the Enlightennent School, acquired
bi zarre habit of seeingethical or cultural plurality. Wenever it sees
human plurality, it only does so in terns of superiority-inferiority
scale; and as nodernization gradually becones equivalent of
rationalization, peoplefinallydonot evenhesitatetothinkthat there
are soci etieswhichareonly pre-nodernandhenceirrational. Thisidea
has even | eft an adverse effect on our idea of history which often sees
in human history a nere stepladder ascending fromthe irrational to
therational, that is, i nternms of progress and devel opnent; t hus forging
anot her formof historical unversalismphilia. The above nodern idea
is as absurd as to think that manmal is nore rational than reptile,
or animal nore clever than plant. Despite the fact that in Leibniz's
days the el aborate i dea of today’'s evolution and ecol ogy was not yet
known, Leibniz definitely believed that what was irrational coul d not
have existed at all in this universe. Breger, by citing Leibnizian
experi nental observation on dynamics: “estque (ut ita dicam) totain
toto, et tota in qualibet parte, ut Philosophi |oqui solent de anim
(GMVI: 449)", attenpted to see that Leibniz all the way sustained his

concern on the sort of phenonenon where any small part reflected the
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whol e uni verse; until it finallyresultedin his Mnadol ogy, mani festly
expressing his deep concernto“life” itself(Wizsacker 1989: 82). As
we know, but often only faintly yet, any culture is a sort of organic
being whichis to be characterized asreflecting“totaintoto, et tota
in qualibet parte”, or in short having “ani na”.

All in all, having the concept “contingence” at the core of his
net aphysi cs, Lei bniz marked the pinnacle of logic for all these three
centuries, from where he could hold conpletely rational cultural
pl ural i smi nsight; which, however, becane soon negl ect ed as John Lockean
enpiricismand the Enlightennent cane to prevail in Europe. It took
again an anthropologist in the twentieth century, Lévi-Strauss, to
redi scover that so-call ed“l apenséesauvage” isnolessstrictlyl ogical
and rational as our scienceitself is. Although!| do not very nuch feel
mysel f to share Russell’s regret that Leibniz should have to be nore
diligent toconplete his OperaMagnainlogic, | dosonetines feel that,
had Leibniz had tinme to engage hinself nuch in the study of fol kways
and nores, or in the study of human sciences, these latter coul d have
flourished frommuch earlier days.

However, what is nore i nportant to our present concernis, that
Lei bni z recogni zed very distinctly that it was whether altruism or
self-interest that had to be taken i nto serious consi derati on whenever
man dealt with Natural Law. As early in the end of 1660s, that is in
his twenties, Leibniz wote in his brief manuscript entitledEl ementa

Juris Naturali:

“H Got. proleg. (Hugo Grotius' Prolegonena) introduit Carneadem

asserentemjustitiamaut nullamaut summam esse stultitiam quoniam
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si bi noceant alienis commbdis consulens. G otius negat stultumesse
al i eni s commpdi s suo dammo consul ere. Ego non dubito quin hoc stultum
sit, adeout nisi hocsit stultumnihil sit stultum Quidest eni mobsecro
stultitia nisi negligentia (namet qui ignorat, negligit; et qui scit
nec in agendo adhibet) propriae utilitatis. Rectius Cicero negat
utilitatemabhonestatesejungi debere(AVI-i: 431; wordsi nparent heses

nmne)”.

Her e Lei bni z approved Grotius’ refusal of Carneades’ thesis: “justice
is great stupidity for it is giving goodto others at the cost of one’s
own |l oss”; and also citing Cicero, he stressed his belief that giving
good to others was never absurdity nor negligence. I n anot her
fragnent ary manuscri pt which dated t he sane year, he wote as fol | ows:
“Unjust is nmy good that causes harmto others; unjust is ny causing
harmto others that causes no harmto ne; unjust is it to do what is
nothing to ne whil e does no good to others”(AVI-i : 433 ;translation
nne) .

It is evensurprisingtofindthat, aquarter of acentury | ater,
Lei bni z posi ti onwas not changed but greatlyreinforced. Inthat preface

to Codex Juris Gentiumof 1693 which we saw earlier, he stated:

“...it will be useful to say somethi ng nore about the use of this work

for international |aw and about [the relation of] natural lawto that

of nations ... Thedoctrine of | aw, takenfromnature' s strict confi nes,
presents an i mense field for human study ... Right is a kind of noral
possibility, and obligation a noral necessity. By noral | nean that

whi chi sequival ent to“natural ” for agoodnan: for asaRomanj uri sconsul t
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has wel | sai d, we ought to believethat we are i ncapabl e of doi ng thi ngs
whi ch are contrary togoodnorals. Agoodnanis one whol oves everybody,
insofar asreasonpernits. Justice, then, whichisthevirtueregul ates
that affection which the Greeks called philanthropy, will be nost
conveniently defined, if | amnot inerror, as the charity of the w se
man, that is, charity which follows the dictates of wisdom So that
assertion which is attributed to Carneades, that justice is suprene
folly, because it commands us to consider theinterests of others while
we negl ect our own, is born of ignorance of the definition of justice

(DIV-iii: 294-5; cit. R: 170-71)".

From t he above, Leibniz derived three degrees of natural right(jus
naturae): 1): strict right in commutative justice, 2): equity in
distributive justice, and finally 3): piety in universal justice;
Lei bni z paraphrased these three as “to injure no one, to give to each
his due, and to |live honestly(R :172)".

It is very noteworthy that for Leibniz a natural human society
is natural exactly because people for a very | ong duration of tinme get
used to it; and as such, it is exactly that which the nature wants to
have; sohewote: “Einenatirliche Genei nschaft i st, sodi e Nat ur haben
will”(Gl: 414). W haveto admit that it is the conclusion on ethical
andcul tural pluralismderivedexpresslyfromhismetaphysics. Likew se
for hi mthe conmon features of natural | awand natural justice, virtues
i n other words, are those the vari ous groups of humanity have | ong been
accustomed and cherished in various different forns within their own
comrunities typically based on their respective geographical and

historical situations. These virtues are also typically those which
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peopl e do whenever they want to give to others as nuch as they can,
rather thanto deprive fromot hers as nuch; that i sto say, thosevirtues
are altruistic as agai nst self-interest. Frankly speaking, virtues of
the latter kind seemto be the only ethic we the nodern people, as the
heir of the particularity of the nodern European political, economc
and social “rationalisn and“universality”, know. Anyhow, it istrue
that thel ongconfusedtermthe “nature” reacquiresinlLeibnizitsproper
nmeani ng as t he uni verse wherein hunmans are pernmitted to live. Regret
i sthat hisphilosophical andscientificviewrenainedal nost i noblivion

for three centuries.

9. Leibniz on John Locke s Enpiricism

As for the difference between Lei bni z and Locke, we al ready have
sone studi es by phil osophers, anpbng which N cholas Jolly's careful
work(Jolly 1984) is a useful exanple. This, however, is too
phi | osophical so to speak, we will rather focus on the cosnol ogi cal
implicationof theirideas. Gettingstraight tothepoint, for instance,
t he f amous di sput e over whet her hunans have “t hei nnat e noti on(l anotion
i nnée)” or not, or better known as that of whether the Lockean notion
of “tabula rasa” of human mind is true or not, which of course Jolly
el aborately triestoclarify its bearings interns of recognition, is
al soto be seensociologicallythedisputeover theinfluence of culture
on hunmans as well. The disputein questionis as nuch as to ask whet her
t he naked self exists, then cones the collection of these individual

sel ves cal |l ed society or not. Leibniz naturally put definite negation
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tothis, while Locke, by excludingtheinnate notion, actuallyinclined
to affirmit.

We will deal withthis antagoni smfromanot her aspect here, nanely
what di d Lei bni zintendtonmeanby anotionbeingconpleteor inconplete
perfect or contingent, as well as by his idea of the possible and the
i npossible. 1In his volum nous and exhaustive book, which he refrain
frompubl i shi ng because of his antagoni st’ s deat h: Nouveaux Essai s sur
| Entenderment (GP V: 39-), Leibniz vehenently refuted John Locke's so
call edenpiricism sayingthat Locke' snotionof conpl eteandinconplete
i deas were not altogether convincing because Locke resorted to human
sense as the foundation of the conpl eteness of an idea, holding that
all sinple ideas were conpl ete as “whiteness or sweet ness of sugar”,
for mncansinplysenseit conpl ete. Wewoul d probabl y beabl etoprospect
Lei bni z's notion of conpl eteness and of possibility quite well; and
at the sanme ti ne we see what was wrong and perilousinLockeanenpiricism
fromLei bni z’' s eyes. Althoughthis book of Leibniz can be exani ned from
avariety of angles, we will nowexcerpt one of the nost essential parts
for our present purposefor sonelength, put it intoEnglish, thenexam ne

its significance thoroughly:

“...adistinct idea which al so contains the definition and the marks
of an object, still can be i nconpl ete unl ess we do not know the marks
or t heingredi ents of that obj ect conpl etelyanddistinctly; for exanpl e,
that gold is a sort of netal that can resist cupellation and nitric
acid is a distinct idea for it gives the nmarks of, or definition of
it(gold). But it isstill not conplete, for the nature of cupellation

and the operation of nitric acid is not very well known to us...(The
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sane is trueinconplex ideas)... And it isindifferent to the nature
of ani dea, whet her it was i nvent ed bef ore our experi ence or was acqui red
after perceiving the conbination nature did to us. That conbi nation
makes upt he nodal i deas, whi charenot al t oget her vol untarynor arbitrary,
unl ess we do not nix up those i nconpati bl e i deas as soneone does when
he cl ai mt o have di scover ed per petual notion nmachi nes; instead, we can
findthe good and execut abl e i deas whi ch are for us the archetypeitself
of the ideas by the Inventor, and at the same tine are the archetype
of thepossibilityof things; thatistosaytheideaof thebDivine...Thus,
an i dea, whether it is of the nodes or of the substantial object, can
be conplete or inconplete according to the extent we have acquired
t hor ough know edge of the parti al i deas whi chconstitutethewhol eidea:
andthisisthenmark of aconpleteideafor it |let us knowthe possibility

of the object perfectly”(GP V. 247-8; words in parentheses m ne).

In the above citation, his explanation using the definition of
gold as an exanple, is very convincing as well as enpirically true,
notwi t hst andi ng we have eventually cone to accunulate a little nore
know edge on gold than in his day. Let us try to put its inplication
in a nore general way. Suppose an object(substance) nanmed “0O,"(e.g.
gold), of which we can nmake two true statenents, that 1): “O, is Xy;"

(e.g. gold can endure cupellation), and 2): “O, is X32" (e.g. gold can

resist nitric acid); where “x;;” and “x,,” are what we call predicate.
These two statenents could be called definitions or ideas of “O".
Al t hough both statements are true, they are not altogether conplete
i deas or notions, unless, firstly, the object “0O” can be exhausted

by these two statenents al one, and secondly we can | ogically deduce
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the statenent 2) fromthe statenent 1) or vise versa; statenents could
be sonetinmes nore than precarious if these two requirenents are not
fulfilled; in other words, we do not yet have enough reason to refute
if these statenents aretrue nerely in appearance; thisis exactly what
was neant by “sensus rationisque stabilinenta”. But these logically

“

true statenents assure that this “0O” (e.g. gold) exists inreality,
not in fantasy. A thing, either physical or ethical, is“possible” to
exist if it allows us to nake true statenents, either fromobservati on
or fromdeduction. As for deduction, we coul d get anot her nore general
statement 3): gold has | ess ionization tendency than zinc. Yet, the
possi bl e noti ons of a certain object are not conpl ete, unl ess we know
the essential statement concerning this object(e.g. gold): why this
has cone to exist. Leibniz requires that a notion, especially for any
factual object, is*“conplete”, only when we know each and every reason
of its existence; it is clear that to neet this requirenment actually
demands us every knowl edgei neverydetail concerningthecosm c genesis.
Wewi |l proceedfurther withthe above exanpl e. Frankly, to suppose
an obj ect which can be exhausted by only two or three statenents, in
ot her words by two or three predicates, is usually unrealistic. So,

“

l et “x;” represent all the predicates of “O": “Xj11, X12, X131« .. Xgj...";
then this “x;,” nmust be aninfinite set perhaps for any ordi nary obj ect
i n our experience. Leibniz maintainedthat we can cl ai mour notion of

“0O) is “conmplete” or “perfect”, provided we are able to deduce the

whol e “x,", including those pertaining to its existence, fromany one

X1i Leibniz adnmits that this could be only nearly achievable in
mat hemati cs; which means of course that, on the contrary, in physics

or ethics, it is extrenely hard for us to acquire conpl ete noti on out
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of thisinfinity. Thisis why, as Leibniz held, that we have to be very
careful not to misunderstand that our know edge i s the sol e reason of
sonethingtoexist. | will note herethat Lei bniz’ s decisive abstention
fromthe tricky tradition of Natural Law is so renarkabl e, although
thetraditiondidnot ceasetocontinueinthewesternworldeventhough
it came to stunble on various sorts of difficulty one after another.

I norder to continue our reasoning still further, let again*“G”
represent anot her substance, while “x,” the set of its predicates: “Xj,
X292, X23,...Xs...". And thus doing, let “U" represent the set of all
subst ances: “Ou(X1), OG(X2), O(Xx3),...,Q(x;)...", with which we neet
i n our experience or experinment. Then, this“U” nust surely neanthis
uni verse which we live in. This is not, Leibniz says, all we have to
consider. There could al so be an object naned “P,” where “y,” is the
set of its predicates, and of which object we can think logically
“possi bl e”, but do not even knowif it really exists. As we are aware,
thisisveryoftenthecasewhenwedi scover sonet hi ng, say, i nastronony,

bi ol ogy, etc.. Likew se, wecanthinkof, thoughonlylogically: anot her

object “Py(y,)”. Following this |ine, we can obtain another set “UW":
“Pi(y1), PaAy2), Pa(ys),...Pi(yi)...”; and possibly “U": “Q(z1),
Q(z2),...". The whol e ensenbl e of these universes: “U;, W, Us..” is

what Leibniz calls, especially in his Essais de Théodicée, the
“conpossi bl e(co-possi ble)”; while“U"” al one, of whichat agiven period
we know that it exists, is called to be “contingent”. 1In fact, this
is the npost exact idea of Leibnizian “contingence”. Perhaps because
this being rather peculiar tothe westernintellectual tradition, even
t he great admirer of Lei bniz at the begi nning of thetwentiethcentury,

Bertrand Russel |, who eval uat ed t he i dea of Lei bni zi an predi cate | ogi c
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very highly, seened sonmewhat reluctant to admit the i nportance of this
i dea of “contingence” he found in Leibniz(Russell 1900=1992).

As it is easier toseethat “U;” al one canobviously makeaninfinite
set of second order at least, it would be appropriate for us to | et
mat hematics handleit literally. However, as we are nowready t o expect,
Lei bni z equally demanded t he above consideration on hunman | egal or
political systenms. It nmight be able for us torealize it well, once
we take “U;” as the western order whereas “U,” as, for instance, that
of Bororo people; thus, different people can have different forms of
| egal or political systemas well as their cosnol ogy, provided they
are possi bl e and non-contradi ctory. They m ght |ook quite different,
but they are both “konti ngent(contingent)” cultures as Hei nekanp has
argued, as well as they are in the state of “conpossibilité(co-
possibility)”. It would be quite appropriate here to reconfirmthat
for Leibniz, science on physical objects and sci ence on hunanity were
of one and t he sane. And equal ly, we haveto adnit that t he above notion
of contingence has been sonewhat the nost difficult to berealizedin
our western intellectual tradition; no doubt, it was exactly because
of this fact that he wote to Burnett “il faudroit une nouvel |l e espéce
de logique toute différente de celles qu'on a jusqu'icy; c’est ce qui
manque princi pal enent dans ces sciences de pratique (it would need a
newtype of logic entirely different fromwhat we have known until now,
and which i s exactly what we |l ack i nthese sci ences on humanlife).” (GP:
[11: 183)

Now, however peculiar it mght seemto the nodern scholars, we
have to adnit that Lei bnizian thesis is very reasonabl e and rational,

only if we conpletely understand his position that | aw and order of
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things, beit material or spiritual, have its own foundati on on t hi ngs
t hensel ves; rat her t han on hunan sense and recognition. |f anyone woul d
ever protest that this position renmains uncertain unless hunans can
confirmit to be correct, we would willingly agree with Lei bniz that
this is something to be trusted on fromthe very long history of the
entire hunan experience. Thus, we are ready to understand too, that
Lei bni zi an concept of the God is identical for us to adnmit that our
| ogi cal knowl edge is inperfect, eventhoughit is inportant itself as
Il ong as we can see its inperfection none other than by this ability
of ours. Likew se, thisis what convinced Lei bniz of hisless popularly
under st ood concept of the “pre-established harnony”. It is al nost
synonynmoustoadm t t hat, despitethei nperfect nat ureof humanknow edge,
things including human natural society can exist thanks to the
pre-existing a priori rationality in our universe; and that we have
toholdfaithinit. It is alsoveryrenarkablethat Leibniz does never
doubt thi s pre-existenceof rationalitywhichisimmnent intheuniverse
apart fromhuman under st andi ng; and yet, at the sane ti ne he never gi ves
up havi ngconfi dencei nhumanabilitytoexerci seor inproveour know edge,
al t hough bel i evi ng, as Breger, Meli, Col eman and ot hers earli er pointed
out, thisis aninfinite process toward “perfection”. For him it is
properlyinthisway, that our knowi ngcoul d, and at t he saneti ne shoul d,
go handinhandwi thour sense of gratitudethat weliveinthisuniverse.
Leibniz is al so known to have used the expression that we live in“the
best of all possible world” in his Essais de Théodicée(GP VI: 232-
3), which is alnpbst an identical statenment to his “pre-established
harnony”. Certainlythe best, weadnit, i f we eval uateincredi blylong,

deli cate geographical and historical process of human cultural
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adaptation better than an arbitrary idea of rationality, which is
actuallynonorethananarrogant artificiality. Al thingsconsidered
itisalsoveryrenarkabl ethat hislogical positionstronglyanticipates
even the later day’'s notion of “evolution” instead of “progress”.
Onething nmight needalittlefurther clarification: when Lei bniz
believed both in the existence of rationality within nature and in
rationality withinhumanity, he believedinthe fornmer especially while
he was studying factual phenonena in physics and ethics, whereas he
believedinthel atter especially, but not entirely, whil ehewas studyi ng
mat hemati cs. However, as an em nent as well as careful and realistic
phi | osopher, he has found these two sorts of rationality to becone
i dentical should be considered very rare, if not entirely inpossible.
Thus, we can nowstep back to his criticismon John Locke: Nouveaux
Essais sur |'Entendenent. For him it mght have been outrageously
perilous as well as ridiculous to hold Lockean position |ike: “These
two, | say, viz. External, Material things, asthe Obj ects of SENSATI ON,;
and the Operations of our M nds within, as the Objects of REFLECTI ON,
are, to ne, the only Originals, fromwhence all our |deas take their
begi nnings...”(Locke 1975: 105); and to proceed toward the negation
of “innate” practical principles; in other words, to hold carel essly
t hat t he abovetwo orders of rationality, natural and human, coul deasily
beti edupbyoneparticul ar operati onal agent cal | edhurmanunder st andi ng.
Thi s was sonet hi ng even nade worse of Cartesian atomism and it would
not be difficult to see that this tying together echoes all too anply
t he bearings of Natural Law as the European particularity; and as we
have dealt, this | atter has been the very origin of the vice of nodern

uni versalismphilia; and to which many of the |l ater nodern schol ars
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or scientists, including those in our time, consciously or not, have
maderecoursetoinestablishingsocall ednethodol ogi cal i ndi vidualism
evenw t hout knowi ngthat t heyarethustouchingandtanperingthevitally
i nportant core of netaphysics.

Of course, i f weoncesidewi ththepositionof Lockeani ndi vi dualism
Lei bniz's position becones totally inconprehensible, and sonetines
sounds as nerel y nedi eval ; whi ch nost schol ars until today seemto have
hel d. And thus hol di ng, the nodern soci ety has cone to be founded on
what Lei bni z mi ght have war ned as al toget her i nconpl ete notions. The
nodern society is a society which has chosen in favor of Lockean
i ndividualism that is in favor of the factitiously artificial, hence
i nperfect, notion and judgnent; leaving all laws and norns of our
societies contaninated by this artificiality and inperfection; and
finally, it seens that nowadays humans are brought to the point where
there seens very thinexit left. However, as we have so far di scussed,
what | i ed at t he poi nt of departurewererather verysinplealternatives:
it was either on one hand to be convinced of the rationality of order
of things as well as of human rationality, while hunbly admitting
i nperfection of our noti ons and knowl edge, or on t he ot her hand rashly
to hold that thereis nothing el sethan human know edge whi ch can cl ai m
to be rational and universal. At this historical breaking point, our
Lei bni z, whose proni nence exceeded any of his contenporaries in any

field of science, has chosen definitely the forner.

10. Modern Concept of Rationality:
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A Typical Distortion

Those who t hi nk t hensel ves on the side of rationality and hence
onuniversality today are often quite thoughtl ess of a matter of utnost
i nportance for us: they never seemtotakeintoconsiderationwhat should
be neant by the word “rational” any nore. W will not refrain from
repeating the point i nquestiononce again. As we have shown i n Chapt er
3, toadnit that 1): what t hi nks(das Denkendes), whichi s nman, i srational
isonething; and to admit 2): what exi sts(das Sei endes), whichis the
whol ewor | dt hat i ncl udes physi cal and hunan phenonenaal i ke, i srati onal
i s another. Then, the next question should be whether these 1) and 2)
are identical or not. Perhaps, only theoretically, there could exi st
two possible positions: firstly to admt that they are not identical,
and secondly to hold that they are only sinilar and identical. But,
isn"t it lesslikely that they are simlar? Isn't it rather arrogant
if we think they are? Strangely enough, as we have been di scussi ng,
t he mai nstream of the European phil osophical tradition thought they
were simlar. This marked the begi nning of the tragedy of the nodern
worl d, evenif many didnot noticeit. Towards the endof the seventeenth
century, scholars beganto think that humanrationality was everything
that couldclaimtoberational. Intheseventeenthcentury, thecentury
of the great Schismwith the enmergence of a sovereign state agitating
its adverse ef fect seriously, the century in which Paul Hazard sawt he
time of “the crisis of the European consciousness(la crise de la
consci ence européenne)”, phil osophers and scientists, beginning from
Spi noza, Descartes or Hobbes, were in fact trying to reestablish the

concept of what was rational, usually, though not unani nous i n net hod,
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in favor of the idea that these two orders of rationality were, and
shoul d be, identical. This bizarre idea was typically the spiritua
response of the West as it faced the Gotterdammerung.

Then, it was finally John Locke, who, as we have seen, convi nced
t he next century, the Enlightennent, that human understandi ng was t he
sol e basi s of what was rational; hol ding without reservation that the
i ndi vi dual who sensed and t hought was t he only assurance of rationality
of the universe. Although, in order to do justice to himand not to
i mpute himtoo nuch, we have to add that it was not John Locke al one
but the growt h and expansi on of mar ket econony wi th econoni sts serving
as |l oud apostles in the followi ng centuries, that actually exhausted
hope. Al of the above streanms nerged into atorrent to crash the door
open and to pour towards the nodern concept of rationalismtypically
based on i ndividualism until it has becone for us very hard to bring
our i magi nation centuries back and ret hi nk the whol e matters; very hard
especially to frankly find ourselves tainted in the mdst of what we
have hitherto called universalismphilia. Especially for sociol ogy,
which came to birth clainming that it would, or even it could, redress
the distortion of our society caused by too excessive individualism
arising frommarket economny, this recognition should have been nore
grave. It had hadtorealizethat human soci eties all over are seriously
tainted by the bizarre and awful idea of universality as well as by
human artificiality.

Lei bni z, exactly because he was a phil osopher of suprene | ogic,
naturally didnot mingle hinself lost inthistorrent. Hedidnot fail
toargue strongly that thetwo orders of rationality were not al together

i denti cal sayi ng, as we have seenin Chapter 7, that “nat ure does not hi ng
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invain”; thus he made sol erm br eakaway f romt hat Eur opean particularity
that we have dealt with. The only vol um nous book he hi nsel f wanted
to publish, Essais de Théodi cée, has to be seen how eagerly Leibniz
attenpted to argue the inportance to know the difference between the
nat ure being rational and the humans being rational. In spite of the
fact that this work of Lei bni z has often been taken, even by Lei bni zi an
scholars, as a sonewhat odd book which only deals with religious
controversy on Creation and Evil, this is in fact the npst inportant
of Lei bni zi ancontri butionwhichsharply focuses onthispoint atissue.
And as such, it contains very noteworthy stat enents everywhere, of which

the foll owi ng remark concerning “the part” and“t he whol e” i s only one:

“...Cequi tronpeencettenmati ére, est, comrej’ay déj arenarqué, qu’ on
se trouve porté a croire que ce qui est le nmeilleur dans |e tout,
est leneil |l eur aussi qui soit possi bl e dans chaque partie. Onraisonne
ainsi en Géonetrie, quandil s'agit de naxims et mnins...(But the
sane is not true when we deal with sonething outside of geonetry or
guantity, but with quality)...Cette différence entre |la quantité et
laqualité paroit aussi dans nostre cas. La partie duplus court chemn
entredeux extrénités est aussi | epluscourt cheminentrelesextrémtés
decettepartie: miislapartieduneilleur Tout n’ est pas nécessai r nent
leneilleur qgu onpouvoit fairedecettepartie; puisquelapartied une
bell e chose n’ est pas tousjours belle, pouvant étre tirée du tout, ou
prise dans le tout, d une maniere irréguliere...”(GP VI: 245; words

i n parentheses nine).

Here he says that, evenif geonetrically the shortest path between the
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two extrenes is at the same tine the shortest path between the other
two extrenes inherent in this whole, the sane case is not true when

wet hi nk of somethingqualitative. Apart takenfromthe best or beauti ful

whol e i s not necessarily the best nor beautiful, “because the part can
possi bly be torn or taken off irregularly”. There will be no need to
rem nd that humanity, or an individual, is just “the part” while the

uni verse “t hewhol e”; whichideal feel quitecertainthat Lei bnizhinself
had in m nd when he wote the above. Al the nore, he argues al nost
in every page of it that we should feel pious for the fact that what
exi sted being rational, whereas we, while thinkingrationally, should
as wel |l be hunbl e toward t he worl d: the universe; thus maki ng us aware
of our i nperfectionwhenever we speak of therational andthe uni versal.
Interestingly as well as inportantly, this Essais de Théodi cée was
written by exactly the same scientist who successfully fornul ated t he
fanous ideas concerning differential calculus and whom Mandel br ot
adm red that “next to calculus, and to other thoughts that have been
carriedout toconpletion, thenunber andvari ety of premonitory thrusts

is overwhel m ng” in nmathenatical science.

Concl usi on

So far | have dealt with the npst inportant aspect of Leibniz,
who, departing fromthe very |long history of the European concept of
Natural Law, had finally put to an end the very ni sl eadi hg synonyny
bet ween human reason on one hand and t he nature being rational on the
other. This is truly the gem of his npbst distinguished theory of

net aphysi cs. W have seen that he thus succeededinderivinglogically
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the essential insight into hunman cultural plurality for the first tine
in the whole intellectual history of Europe; and at the sane tine
ascertai nedthe essential need of “une nouvel | e espece de | ogi que toute
différente decelles qu' on ajusqu’'icy” in studying human society. In
this nmeaning, it had to be primarily soci ol ogi sts who coul d have been
benefited nost by the study of Leibnizian cosnology. Sonme em nent
schol arsonhunmanity, |i ke Ferdi nand Tonni es, Geor ge Fri ednann or Cl aude
Lévi - Strauss, didcertainlyexpresstheir occasi onal concernonlLei bni z;
but it has still been far fromsufficient for us to acquire the genius
of his phil osophy. Paul Schrecker back in 1937, just afewyears before
t he out break of the great war of the twentieth century, spoke in his
eul ogiumto Leibniz: “la pui ssancedes vérités de rai sonparait | e plus

mani festement | a ot el l es sont négligées, par | 'absurdité durésultat.

Pareill enent | a pui ssance de |’ i dées souvraine de justice est telle,
gu elle |’enporte encore dans l|les cas de sa plus flagrante
violation...”(Schrecker 1937: 210); and nmde el oquent appeal on

ret hi nki ng of the i nportance of Lei bnizian phil osophy on t he harnony
of reasonandjusticeaswell ashiscaritassapientis(charityof wi sdom.

If we, nore than half a century |l ater, are not altogether i mmune from
even greater negligence of truths of reason nor from nore flagrant

violation of justice, need we not to share this Schrecker’s senti nent

even nore today?

As we have hitherto shown, Leibniz is indeed a phil osopher and
scientist who, as early inthe seventeenth century and fromt he hi ghest
Eur opean pi nnacl eof trul y st out uni versal | ogic, showswithirresistible
persuasi onthat thinki ngthoroughlyl ogical ontheuniverseisnecessary

when we t hi nk of our ethics and virtues. He al so convi nces us that t hus
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t hi nking should in the end | ead us definitely to the road towards our
under st andi ng of human cultural plurality. Leibniz wouldfindtoday’s
concept of rationality and of universality as m srepresentations
resulting fromfatally defective |l ogic and reasoni ng. For one thing,
as we have noticed earlier, Leibnizian phil osophyisthat which al ready
antici pates the present notion of evolution and ecol ogy rather than
progress or devel opnment. Inthisrespect too, Lei bnizexceedsthelater
novemnent of sci encewel | over centuri esnot onlyinnat hemati csor physi cs,
but in human soci al and cultural science. Leibniz is certainly one of
t he nost i nmportant figures in our heritage of science on humanity from
whomwe haveto |l earn many nore. Heis the scientist we should not | eave
ever out of our mind in order to recogni ze to what extent our notions
of rationality and universality are defective. (1997/03/15).

(M nor reinforcenent and correction are added on 01/01/2000.)***
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Techni cal Note on Docunent Format, Online Availability, etc.
| have two known troubl es of code set totacklewithwhen!| intend this
di ssertation to be browsed or downl oaded on the Internet database.
1): Japanese characters utilize a particul ar code set in 2-byte which can not
go along with single byte set. Thisis nmainly why | refrain fromlisting up
sone i mportant works in Japanese. M apol ogy.
2): Although there are proposals on PDF, none of themseens to be de facto
standard at the nonent. | choose M5-Wird sinply because it's the only one
| have. But this will help. The fileis tested for M5-Wrd v.6 or higher.
(Thanks to Adobe, things have changed and PDF i s nmade quite popul ar these
days. | t ook advant age of it andaddedonet ony downl oadr epertory— 01/ 01/ 2000.)

The URL is: <http://prof.m.tama. hosei.ac.jp/~hhirano/>
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