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Abstract

According to Leibniz’s infinite-analysis account@dntingency, any derivative truth is contingent if
and only if it does not admit of a finite proof.lleeving a tradition that goes back at least asatar
Bertrand Russell, several interpreters have beaptedl to explain this biconditional in terms of
two other principles: first, that a derivative triug contingent if and only if it contains infiniye
complex concepts and, second, that a derivatitke tontains infinitely complex concepts if and
only if it does not admit of a finite proof. A cagtguence of this interpretation is that Leibniz’s
infinite-analysis account of contingency falls pteyRobert Adams’®roblem of Lucky Proot

will argue that this interpretation is mistaken dhdt, once it is properly understood how the idea
of an infinite proof fits into Leibniz’s circle ahodal notions, the problem of lucky proof simply

disappears.

0. Overview

According to Leibniz’s infinite-analysis accounta@dntingency, any derivative truth is contingent if
and only if it does not admit of a finite proof.pdpular interpretation of Leibniz’s views on these
matters explains this biconditional in terms of t@ther principles: first, that a derivative trugh i

contingent if and only if it contains infinitely ogplex concepts and, second, that a derivative truth



contains infinitely complex concepts if and onlytiloes not admit of a finite proof. | will argue
that this interpretation is mistaken. Anyone whoegats the second principle is confronted with
what Robert Adams called ‘the problem lucky prodéfs for the first principle, there is ample
textual evidence that some truths involving infhytcomplex concepts were not regarded by
Leibniz as contingent and that some truths regabgedeibniz as contingent involve no infinitely
complex concepts. In the light of these difficudtié will propose to look at Leibniz’s infinite-
analysis account from a different angle: contindgauths require an infinite analysis not because of
their inherent complexity, but because they arth&rgoncerning existence. Their proof is infinitely
long because it involves an infinitely long compan, whose aim is to show that what exists is

more perfect than anything else which is incompatath it.

1. Infinite Analysis: The Basics

| will start by laying down and discussing two temeoncerning what Leibniz called ‘derivative
truths’ or ‘truths not knowiper s&

(i) Every derivative truth admits of an a prioropf.

(if) A derivative truth is contingent if and onlyit does not admit of a finite a priori proof.
As Leibniz explains ifPrimary Truths a truth is derivative when it does not “asseetshme thing
of itself or deny the opposite of its opposite” (8B)2 My focus in this paper will be primarily on
derivative truths: for simplicity, | will call thersimply ‘truths’ and reserve the term ‘identitiést
non-derivative or primary truths. Truth is a featof propositions,so | will use ‘truths’ and ‘true
propositions’ interchangeably. In this context, then ‘propositions’ refers to entities of which we
can say- among other things- that they are simpt®mplex, affirmative or negative, universal or
particular? In other words, it refers to entities that resesrg@ntences in having a syntactic

structure, but have concepts (rather than word#)asconstituents. As we shall see, the prod of



proposition p proceeds by carrying out certaindfarmations on p. Since these transformation alter
the structure of the proposition, they have tonmeight of as preserving something like the
meaningor thecontentexpressed by the proposition, not the propositeeifi (I mention these

subtle distinctions mainly to avoid confusion: vehileibniz was not completely unaware of them,
he was not always overly careful in putting thenptactice)

According to Leibniz’s Predicate-In-Subject theofytruth, every true proposition of the form ‘A
is B’ rests on “a certain real connection betwdengredicate and the subject” (A6.4.806).
Following Aristotle, Leibniz conceived of this cagttion as a form afontainmenof the predicate
‘B’ in the subject ‘A’® The texts are adamant that every true propositiavhich the Predicate-in-
Subject doctrine applies admits of an a priori p{@oesumably, the same holds of any truth that
can be formed by conjoining and disjoining progosis of the form ‘A is B’)’ In principle, this
would seem to be perfectly compatible with theifglsf (i), the general thesis thaverytruth
admits of an a priori proof. It is clear, howeuat Leibniz endorsed the general thesis asiwell.
Indeed, there is robust evidence that he regaijlad {ust an alternative formulation of the
Principle of Sufficient Reason, whose scope of i@ppbn is not restricted to any specific class of
truths? This is not surprising, given two facts. The fissthat, according to Leibniany simple
derivative proposition- whether essential or exisé, affirmative or negative, universal or
particular- can be transformed into an propositbthe canonical form ‘A is B’. Here are some of
the relevant transformations:

Every A is B« A-not-B is not-entity
Some A is not B—4r A-not-B is entity
No A is B« AB is not-entity
Some A is Besger AB is entity®
The second fact is that, as the symBel,f signals, these transformations are preciselykihé of

definitional equivalences that we are allowed te wken we carry out the proof of a true



proposition. All this suggests that, ultimatelye tAristotelian doctrine that ‘the predicate ishie t
subject’ is pretty much all we need to explain lrez's commitment to (i).

Semantically, the procedure by which we can prboeetituth of a proposition a priori consists in
an analysisgnalysig or resolution esolutig or explication éxplicatig of the concepts involved in
the propositiort! Formally, a proof can be seen as a particularessrpiprogressio of steps, each
step being sanctioned by the rule that we can sutestefinitions for the term they define (C
258) 12 Substitution after substitution, “all [true] pragtions, even contingent ones, are resolved
into identities” (A6.4.1449). But this ‘resolutionto identities’ need not be finite, and the
distinction between finite and infinite a prioriqafs is the key to Leibniz’s ‘infinite analysis’
account of contingency (ii) is the central tenet of this account: it affis that a truth is contingent
if and only if it does not admit of a finite a prigroof (hereafter, more simply: finite proof)t.i$
not difficult to find explicit support for both dictions of this biconditional. IiftheSource of
Contingent Truthafter explaining that the truth of a proposit@an be shown “by giving reasons
through the analysis of both terms into commonamsi, Leibniz affirms that “if [the analysis] is
finite, it is said to be a demonstration and tlhtis necessary” (AG 98-99). This entails that if
truth is contingent, it does not admit of a finw®of* That the converse is also true can be seen as
follows. Given (i), if a truth does not admit ofiaite proof, it admits of an infinite one. But Liiz
says that “if the analysis proceeds to infinity an@der attains completion, then the truth is
contingent” (ibid.). Thus, if a truth does not atlofi a finite proof, it is contingent.

When the analysis or resolution is finite, Leibspeaks of a ‘demonstratiordémonstratip or
‘reduction’ (reductig of the truth to identitie¥. So one could say that contingent truths are al an
only theindemonstrable®nes. Importantly, this does not mean that coetihdyuths contradict (i):
like any other truths, contingent truths can bevpdoa priori, but they admit of rfmite proof, that
is, of no ‘demonstration’ or ‘reduction’ to ideriis *°

(if) will be my focus for the rest of the papern&e it constitutes the cornerstone of Leibniz’s

‘infinite analysis’ account, | will hereafter refey it as the Core Thesis.



2. Infinite Analysis and Infinite Complexity

Clearly, Leibniz did not regard the Core Thesistgsulativeof what it is for a truth to require an
infinite analysis (or for it to be contingent). Naid he take the truth of the Core Thesis to expees
brutefact about contingency. The question, therefore, nlyuaaises: why did he think that every
contingent truth requires an infinite analysis amahversely, that every truth requiring an infinite
analysis is contingent? The challenge is to exgiaiw the Core Thesis and the idea of infinite
proof fit into Leibniz’s circle of modal notions.

One might attempt to deal with this challenge in steps. First, it might be supposed that,
according to Leibniz, it is a distinctive featurfiecontingent truths vis-a-vis necessary ones tey t
involve infinite complexity:

[Complexity] A truth is contingent iff it containafinitely complex concepts.
Bertrand Russell must have had in mind somethkegthis thesis when he ascribed to Leibniz “the
view that infinite complexity is the defining prape of the contingent” (1903, 183) and thatét
world of contingents is characterized [...] by thetfdnat everything in it involves infinity by its
infinite complexity” (1992, 72). These suggesti@ns not at all unmotivated and have been
embraced by many contemporary schotasster all, Leibniz’s preferred examples of contingent
truths are singular propositions like ‘Adam sins*@eter denies Christ’. And on at least one
occasion he speaks as if the expressions “contingehs”, “truths of fact” and “truths about
individual things” could be used interchangeably2@4). But the concept of any individual is
infinitely complex®® So if any contingent truth is a truth about indival things, any contingent
truth will involve at least one infinitely compleoncept. On the other hand, it seems plausible to
think that no concepts other than the conceptadi¥idual substances are infinitely compléx.
Plausibly, then, every truth involving infinitelpmplex concepts is a truth about individual things-

that is, a contingent truth. This simple reasommght have led Leibniz to endorse Complexity.



Complexity brings us relatively close to explainicgjbniz’s commitment to the Core Thesis. Al
we need is some thesis like:

[Decomposition] A truth does not admit of a fingmoof iff it contains infinitely complex concepts.
Together with Complexity, Decomposition would pr&ius with a key to understanding Leibniz’s
infinite analysis account of contingency: continggand indemonstrability go hand in hand
because contingent truths are all and only thésrabout individual things and these latter are all
and only the truths whose resolution is infinitllgg, depending on the decomposition of infinitely
complex concepts.

Unfortunately, there are well known problems wittddmposition. Robert Adams observes that
“even if infinitely many properties are containedtihe complete concept of Peter, at least one of
them will be proved in the first step of any an&y$Adams 1994, 34). Imagine, for instance, that
we need to prove the true proposition ‘Peter déns#sce the concept ‘Peter’ is infinitely complex,
it resolves into infinitely many simple or primigyositive concepts. Suppose, for good measure,
that ‘denies’ is one such simple or primitive pesitconcept. Then the probability of hitting upon
the concept ‘denies’ in the first step of the asslywill be at least as little as the probability o
drawing the marble marked with the number ‘2’ frarbag containing a marble for each and every
natural number. The problem is that, however littke probability, one might always be lucky and
hit upon the concept ‘denies’ after a finite numbksteps. This has become known asRheblem
of Lucky Proof Rodriguez-Pereyra and Lodge (2011) have recangiyed that the problem is not
just one of luck:

Even if we are unlucky and it takes a long tim@ngover a particular predicate in the
definition of the subject, it will always be uncogd in some finite number of steps. The
point can be seen more clearly if we associate eaelof the infinitely many concepts
constituting Peter's concept with a natural nundet we imagine that our analysis
uncovers those constituent concepts accordingetorther of natural numbers. Then no

matter what number the concept ‘denier of Chrstissociated with, it will take only a



finite — but probably very large — number of stepseach this concept from the beginning

of our analysis. (223)
I am not entirely convinced that things for the @chte of Decomposition are as bad as Rodriguez-
Pereyra and Lodge suggest. Think again of a baticamg infinitely many marbles, each
numbered with a different natural number. Sure ghowe can imagine a sequence of draws in
which marble number ‘2’ is hit upon after finitatyany attempts (here is one such sequence: 1, 3,
7,11,2, 34,...). But of course there are vastly many ‘ukiisequences as well: think of any
sequence going from marble number ‘150’ onward.rigoeéz-Pereyra and Lodge invite us to
“imagine that our analysis uncovers [the] constitumncepts according to the order of natural
numbers”. Now, sure enough, if our analysis unfeldsording to the order of natural numbers,
concept number ‘56’ will be hit upon after 56 stefpat the point is precisely that whether or not
our analysis unfolds according to the order of radtnumbers is a matter hfck there are vastly
many ‘unlucky’ analyses that evolve randomly arcttmfinitely long detours (lottery addicts will
be especially familiar with this phenomenon). Sereif there is a problem of lucky proof, | do not
think this problem generalizes into a problengoéranteedroof?

Still, the problem of lucky proof is bad enoughdirail our attempt to explain the Core Thesis by
appeal to Complexity and Decomposition. One migigehto bypass the problem by placing further
constraints on what should count as a correct yaiglor ‘resolution’ of a proposition. This is
precisely the solution Rodriguez-Pereyra and Lqugpose. Their suggestion is that the analysis of
a propositiorp is not complete (or indeed cannot even start) ang has carried out a ‘consistency
check’ by fully decomposing each of the conceptwived inp and showing that it contains no
hidden contradiction. Since individual conceptsiafiitely complex and cannot be decomposed
and shown to be consistent in a finite number @bstthe suggestion entails that all propositions
about individuals require infinite steps to be oy

The idea that in order to prove ‘A is B’ one ne&alsstablish that the relevant concepts are

consistent by fully decomposing them is not withtextual support. But this support is not



exceedingly strorfgand- perhaps more revealingly- it comes at leaphit from passages in which
Leibniz does not talk explicitly about infinite dysis. It should also be observed that over thesyea
Leibniz became increasingly sceptical of the gdrerailability of a priori proofs of possibility
based on consistency cheékwhile he remained stably committed to the a pioavability of

every true proposition. This seems to suggestitbatas not overly confident in the idea that the
analysis of every proposition requires a consistaheck of its component concepts. | will return
to this delicate point towards the end of this pgdBeb).

Even setting these exegetical worries aside, howéve hard not to find some consequences of
Rodriguez-Pereyra and Lodge’s proposal highly mwolaltic. It is a familiar point-and one that the
authors of the proposal explicitly acknowledge+ tharoving a proposition about Peter requires a
full decomposition of the concept ‘Peter’, then ooty the proposition ‘Peter denies Christ’ but
also propositions like ‘Peter is possible’ or ‘RéagePeter’ will require an infinite analysi$So both
these propositions will have to be classified agtiogent, on pain of contradicting the Core Thesis.
This is surely an unfortunate result. Perhaps thsreeasons to think that Leibniz did not take
propositions like ‘Peter is Peter’ to be neces$amaybe he worried about the existential import of
these propositions and thought that they wouldtéalle true in a world where Peter does not exist.
But what about the contingency of ‘Peter is pogstAs is well known, Leibniz’s treatment of
iterated modalities raises delicate isstidsjt the claim that the proposition ‘Peter is polssiis
necessary finds at least indirect support in tResté-or instance, in a 1707 letter to Burnettpbei
affirms that, although the actual world is a pradafcGod’s decrees, “the idea of this world as
possible does not cease to be eternal and necegSdiy 315). | take this to mean that, although
the existence of this world is contingent, its flodisy is necessary. More likely than not,
something similar is true of created individualssicontingent that Caesar exist, but not that he
could have existed. This should not come as aisergdfor Leibniz, the possibility of something
coincides with its clear and distinct conceivabpilly the infinite intellect of God. Since the

conceivability or inconceivability of somethingnst at the disposal of God’s free will, there does



not seem to be room for contingency when it coragkée very possibility or impossibility of a
certain created individual. So the proposition @Pé$ possible’ is not contingent, but necessary.
Careful reflection on these problems can’t buttea reconsideration of Complexity, and not just
of Decomposition. For Complexity affirms that evémnyth involving infinitely complex concepts is
contingent and this is already sufficient to yithd perplexing conclusion that ‘Peter is Peter’ and

‘Peter is possible’ are contingent, no matter wbatomposition and the Core Thesis jointly imply.

3. Against Complexity

Complexity has highly implausible consequencesttustis not the only reason to think that
Leibniz did not endorse it. There is textual evicethat some propositions involving infinitely
complex concepts were not regarded by Leibniz asirggent and that some propositions regarded
by Leibniz as contingent do not involve infinitelgmplex concepts.

Let us begin with the former kind of counterexamspleecessary propositions involving infinitely
complex concepts. At the forefront of this class aropositions like ‘God exists’ and ‘God loves
himself'. Along with many of his contemporaries, i@z regarded the first as a necessary truth (in
fact, he famously offered an explicit and, obvigusihite proof of God’s necessary existentels
for the proposition ‘God loves himself’, one texintrasts it with ‘God chooses what is best’ as an
example of a necessary truth that can be demoedtfiatm the definition of Godl.Notice that both
propositions involve an infinitely complex concepamely the concept ‘God’. Although, in some
early writings?® Leibniz ventured the idea that the only truly gtive concepts are those of God
and Nothingness, this can hardly be regarded asfficgal position. In fact, there are at least two
compelling reasons for thinking that the concepidGs infinitely complex. The first is that God is
an individual substance- the individual substapee,excellenceand Leibniz affirms that “each

and every individual substance contains the wheldes of things in its complete notion and
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harmonizes with everything else, and to that extentains something of the infinite” (AG 108).
The second is that, if there are any infinitely gbem concepts, then the concept of God must be
one of them. For a concept is infinitely compleanfd only if it resolves into infinitely many singpl
or primitive positive concepts. But we know thag gimple or primitive positive concepts that enter
into any complex concepts are all and only the hibsattributes of Goéf. So, to the extent that
any concept is infinitely complex, the absoluteilatites of God must be infinitely many and, since
they are all contained in the concept of God, threcept of God, far from being primitive or simple,
must be infinitely complex, too. But- as any frieofdComplexity will readily acknowledge- it is
clear that there are infinitely complex concepts.example, the complete individual concept of
Peter. Hence, the concept of God is infinitely ctemp

It might be suggested that God is the exceptiohghaves the rule. Never mind, because there are
at least two more counterexamples to the thesisathaecessary propositions involve only finitely
complex concepts. We find them in tNew Essayghe propositions ‘I shall be what | shall be’ and
‘I have written what | have written’ (NE 180). Th@wlus, Leibniz’salter egoin the dialogue,
characterizes these propositions as “primary tratheason” and calls them “identities”, putting
them on a par with ‘A is A’ or ‘An equilateral reatgle is an equilateral rectangle’. So he clearly
regards both of them as necessary. We know thanlztook the proposition ‘I exist’ to be only
contingently true! so it must be presumed that the relevant readitigsball be what | shall be’
and ‘I have written what | have written’ is onewhich neither of them has any existential import.
One possibility is to interpret them as roughlyieglent to ‘If | shall be something, | shall be wwha
| shall be’ and ‘If | have written something, | llawritten what | have written’. In any case, the
main point to note here is that these necessauéygropositions violate Complexity. For it's
entirely unclear on what ground one could arguéttieconcept ‘I' featuring in them is only
finitely complex, given that the referent of ‘I’ & infinitely complex individua¥ (Let it be noted
in passing that, given the close similarity betwtgenproposition ‘Peter is Peter’ and the

proposition ‘I shall be what | shall be’, the fdloait Leibniz explicitly characterized the latter as



11

necessary tells strongly against the hypothesigtioreed above, that he might have regarded the
former as contingent).

The propositions considered so far seem to me iplausounterexamples to the thesis that any
proposition containing infinitely complex concescontingent. There is even ampler textual
evidence against the converse of that thesis:|#u® ¢that any contingent proposition contains
infinitely complex concepts.

One can start from the true proposition ‘No pentagrists’. According to Leibniz, this truth is
contingent, “for the pentagon is not absolutely asgble [...] even if it follows from the harmony
of things that a pentagon can find no place ameafjthings” (AG 21)2 This is certainly a valid
counterexample to Complexity, because the congepitagon’ is not infinitely complex. There is,
however, some leeway to object to the relevandhisfcounterexample. For ‘No pentagon exists’
IS a negative proposition and it might be urged itrenot clear how Leibniz’s infinite analysis
account of contingency deals with negative propoosst

This objection is entirely unconvincing, for, as’'veeseen in 8 1, we can easily translate a
negative proposition like ‘No pentagon exists’ iatgimple affirmative proposition of the form ‘A
is B'. Moreover, this can be done without introdgcany infinitely complex concepts in a
proposition that contains noffEBut, once again, we can rely on more direct caextmples.
Consider the propositions ‘There are bodies inneatiat actually appear to have right angles’ and
‘Every man is liable to sin’. Neither of these pospions involve any infinitely complex concept.
Yet Leibniz described both as contingé&hitlore to the point, he did so in passages where the
salience of the infinite analysis account is beyqudstion.

It will be objected that Leibniz’s recognition thithese propositions are contingent is in tension
with his inclination to identify contingent trutles ‘truths of fact’ with ‘truths about individual
things’: on the face of it, neither ‘There are lesdin nature that actually appear to have right
angles’ nor ‘Every man is liable to sin’ are trudisout individual things. One might be tempted to

explain away this tension by supposing that Leibvimild analyze propositions of this kind as
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complex conjunctions or disjunctions of proposii@bout individual things. In support of this
hypothesis, one might cite a text from 1690 in WwHieibniz wrote that “Every man is an animal’
is the same asdem est quddMan A is an animal’, ‘Man B is an animal’, ‘Ma@ is an animal’,
and so on” (G VII 212; P 116). Coherently with thgerpretation, one could devise a version of
Complexity that applies not only to propositiongatving infinitely complex concepts, but also to
propositions that are definitionally equivalenpt@positions involving infinitely complex concepts.
| find this way of dealing with the problem unséditory. There are good reasons to think that
Leibniz would deny that, in analyzing the propasitiEvery man is an animal’, one is free to
replace it with a long conjunction of propositi@mmicerning man A, man B, man C,...etc. Maybe
he was attracted by the idea that ‘Every man isramal’ does not express afact over and above
the facts jointly expressed by ‘Man A is an animdlflan B is an animal’,...etc. Indeed, it is not too
much of a stretch to read this idea into Leibn&&m that the proposition ‘Every man is an
animal’is the same a@n Latin: “idem estor “nihil aliud dicit”) the conjunction of ‘Man A is an
animal’, ‘Man B is an animal’,...etc. In any cakstrongly doubt that Leibniz would take ‘Every
man is an animal’ to baefinitionally equivalentvith a long conjunction of singular propositions.
He did not even remotely suggest that a corredysisaof a universal proposition of the form
‘Every A is B’ should or could proceed by analyzihg individual concepts of all the As. In fact,
he explicitly suggested the opposite: the contamtraennection is supposed to be observable
directly at the level of the concepts ‘A’ and ‘B.¢. ‘man’ and ‘animal’), without any need to carry
out an analysis of the individual concepts of eafcthe individuals that fall under ‘A* This lends
clear support to the view that neither the propmsitEvery A is B’ nor any proposition
definitionally equivalent to it contain those inalual concepts. So, to go back to our initial
example, the contingency of the propositions ‘Evean is liable to sin’ and ‘There are bodies in

nature that actually appear to have right anglesstitutes further evidence against Complexity.
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4. Infinite Analysis and Existence

A Complexity-based explanation of why Leibniz ers#at the Core Thesis is unlikely to succeed.
On the one hand, such an explanation would haappeal to some principle like Decomposition
and, as we’'ve seen, Decomposition is problemadteretis no fully satisfactory answer to why a
proposition containing infinitely complex conceptsould not be provable in finitely many steps.
On the other hand, Leibniz’s writings contain saleounterexamples to Complexity, not to
mention the fact that Complexity has the implawesiaind unLeibnizian) consequence that
propositions like ‘Peter is Peter’ and ‘Peter isgble’ are contingent.

If Complexity-based explanations fail, how are weartake sense of the correlation posited by
Leibniz between contingent and indemonstrable sraitily proposal is to replace Complexity and
Decomposition with the following two principles:

[Existence] A truth is contingent iff it concernsigence.
[Comparison] A truth does not admit of a finite pfdf it concerns existence.
It is obvious how Existence and Comparison wouidtfp explain the truth of the Core ThesdisSo
let me move directly to explaining why I think Leilz would endorse both these principles.
There are good textual and philosophical reasottsin& that Leibniz would endorse Existence. |

begin with the textual evidence:

Propositions of fact involve existence. The notbexistence is such that what exists is

the state of the universe that pleases God. (A®49)1

All contingent propositions have reasons to bewasg rather than another [...] But [...]
these reasons are based only on the principlerging@ncy or therinciple of existence of
things that is, based on what is or appear to be beshgreeveral equally possible things.

(AG 46, my emphasis)
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All existential propositions, though true, are netessary, for they cannot be proved
unless an infinity of propositions is used, i.eless an analysis is carried to infinity. (C

376; P 66)

There are propositions that concern the essendegtaers that concern the existence of
things. The essential ones are clearly those #rabe demonstrated through the resolution
of terms [...]. Totally different from these aretexistential or contingent ones
[existentiales sive contingentewhose truth is understo@dpriori only by an infinite

intellect and cannot be demonstrated by any arsal{Si18)

The first two excerpts militate in favour of thdtleo-right direction of Existence. The third arieet
fourth (this latter in conjunction with the Coreddis) yield the right-to-left direction.

Leibniz was well aware that not all contingent mrsiions wear their existential nature on their
sleeve. ‘Peter denies’, ‘Adam sins’ and ‘Every @aoan suffers’ do not immediately strike us as
propositions about existence. Here, however, thfiaiienal equivalences introduced in 8§ 1
become, once again, relevant. Take, for instaoeery pious man suffers’. By the first
equivalence, this gets transformed into ‘Pious-mafasuffering is not-entity’. But ‘is not-entity’
here cannot mean ‘is not possible’ or ‘is not covedale’, otherwise the proposition would not be
true: it simply means that a pious-man-not-suffgisinot existent Thus, the contingent
proposition ‘Every pious man suffers’ is equivalemtPious man not suffering is not an existent’,
which clearly concerns existence (A6.4.1631). Bytshme token, ‘Peter denies’ and ‘Adam sins’
are equivalent, respectively, to ‘Peter-denyingexiand ‘Adam-sinning exists’ (C 37%).

The way in which Leibniz sponsored the idea ofradicorrelation between existence and
contingency is somewhat perplexing, given thatdo the proposition ‘God exists’ to be

necessarily true. One’s perplexity deepens as eailezes that the problem is not confined to
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propositions concerning God’s existence. For sutteyconditional ‘If God exists, something
exists’ is necessarily true. From this and the s&itg of ‘God exists’, one obtains the necessary
truth of ‘Something exists’ (the inference is valdany system of modal logic containing the K-
axiom). And doesn’t the proposition ‘Something &Xisoncern existence? Another puzzling case
is the proposition ‘A pentagon with six sides is¢ an existent’: on the face of it, it closely
resembles ‘Pious man not suffering is not an exi§tbut surely it is necessarily, not contingently
true. These obvious difficulties argues for a diedireading of Existence. When he talks about
existential propositions being contingent, Leibcamnot have in mind just any proposition
containing the concept ‘existence’. So what projpmss are ‘existential’, in the relevant sense?

| submit that a proposition is ‘existential’ whemevt entails that some kind of possibilia (i.e.
possible individuals or possible worlds) exist atiders don’t. For instance, ‘Peter denies’ is
existential because it entails that Peter-denyxigt®and that any world (or ‘state of the univarse
in which Peter-denying is missing doesn’t. ‘Evergys man suffers’ rules out the existence of any
world containing non-suffering pious men and (gileait there must exist something) it entails the
existence of a world free of non-suffering piousnim@onsider, by contrast, ‘God exists’. The only
scenario whose existence is ruled out by the wit&od exists’ would be one in which God
doesn’t exist. Buthere is no such possible scenatitence, according to the criterion above, ‘God
exists’ is not existential. By the same token, #nfagon with six sides is not an existent’ is not
existential, because it doesn’t rule out the eristeof any possible individual or possible world.

This interpretation, while perhaps not mandatethleytexts, is naturally suggested by Leibniz’s
remark that the principle of existence of thing%igsed on what is or appears b&siong several
equally possible thinggAG 46, my emphasis): the scenario in which Gaeidts isnot one among
several equally possible scenarios, for there angassible scenarios alternative to it. It is also
important to keep in mind that Leibniz’s main otygood reason to posit a correlation between
existence and contingency is his idea that, attbment of creation, God freely chose to bring into

existence some kind of possibilia and not oth&8n the only version of Existence he had good
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reasons to endorse is one on which a propositimmcerns existence’ in the sense that it entails the
existence of some kind of possibilia and not otherepositions that concern existence in this sense
are contingent because their truth reflects Gadtgl choice as to which series of individuals
should be actualized. Conversely, if a true prapmsidoes not entail an existence-based
discrimination among possibilia (as in the cas&aid exists’, ‘A pentangon with six sides is not

an existent’ or ‘Something exists’), that propasitinust be necessaty.

It will be objected that Existence is false evedenthe qualified reading I've just sketched, for,
strictly speaking, naall contingent propositions reflect God’s choice teate one series of
individuals rather than another. Arguably, the @®ipon ‘God chooses what is best’ is contingent,
but it does not directly concern the actualizaborreation of a given series of individual. My
response to this worry is twofold. First, | agreghwhdams that “there seems to have been more
vacillation and uncertainty in Leibniz's mind abatether it is necessary or contingent that God
chooses what is best than about any other maige issihe problem of contingency” (1994, 36).
While it is relatively clear that Leibniz deniecethecessitgle reof God’s giving to the world the
form it actually has, a plausible case could be made that he adntite necessitye dictoof God’s
choosingwhateveris best. But the contingency of the propositiond®&hooses what is best’ under
thede rereading is not incompatible with Existence, faattproposition (under that reading) means
nothing else than that God chdbes world or, equivalently, thahis series of individuals exists.
Second, and perhaps more interestingly, on theofmasions where Leibniz denied the necessity of
‘God chooses what is best’ readdesdictg he by and large refrained from explaining the
contingency of that proposition (under that reajlingerms of infinite analysi& So even if I'm
wrong about the modal status of ‘God chooses vehiagst’ under thde dictoreading, this would
constitute no decisive evidence against the coresstof my interpretation of Leibniz’s infinite
analysis account of contingency.

All'in all, there’s far more evidence in favourtbe hypothesis that Leibniz endorsed (a qualified

version of) Existence than there is against it. Yateut Comparison? Did Leibniz think that
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existential truths are all and only the indemordaanes? Once again, let us begin with the textual
evidence.
On Freedom and Contingen¢}684) contains one illuminating passage concegrthie analysis or
resolution of existential truths:
All existences, except God’s existence, are coertihglhe reason why some particular
contingent exists rather than others should natdoght in its definition alonepn petitur
ex sola ipsius definitiofebut in a comparison with other things. For sitloere are an
infinity of possible things which, nevertheless, i exist, the reason why these exist rather
than those should not be sought in their definiffon then nonexistence would imply a
contradiction, and these others would not be ptessibntrary to our hypothesis) but from
an extrinsic source, from the fact that the onasdo exist are more perfect that the others.
(AG 19)
In this passage, Leibniz affirms that in orderitalfthe reason for the truth of a particular
existential claim, one cannot look only at the nigfn of the particular thing which is said to i
One has also to engage in a comparison betweehitigewhich is said to exist and all the
possibilia that could have existed in its placeti®othat the process of looking for the reason why
a certain truth is true is the very process of I\@ig’ or ‘resolution’ of the truth in question. Fthe
reason why a certain truth is true is, of cours¢hing else than the fact that the predicate is
contained in the subjettSo the passage above says that the analysisoduties of an existential
proposition requires a comparison between the shirfgpse existence the proposition affirms and
all the things that might have existed in theircplal will return to this apparently puzzling resul
shortly.
In the following passage, Leibniz is even more expihat the proof of an existential proposition
somehow proceeds by way of a comparison betweeactnal and the merely possible:
All propositions involving existence and time aisgolve the entire series of things. [...]

Whence the fact that these propositions do nowdibs a demonstration, i.e. of a finite
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resolution from which their truth would be made agmt. [...] And even if one could know
the entire series of things, one could not giveason for itjf not by comparing it with all
the other possibilitiesWhence it appears clear why it is not possiblignid any
demonstration of a contingent proposition, howdaerve push the resolution of the notions
involved. (C 19, my emphasis)
The reasoning here goes as follows. Given thedaterection of all existents, the reason why a
particular existential claim is true cannot be geakif not “by a perfect cognition of every portion
of the universe” (ibid.). But suppose one is grdritee most complete knowledge of the
interconnected series of individuals that inhaté actual world. This would still not allow one to
see whythis series exist rather than another. What is neeslaccomparison between the actual
series and all the possible alternative seriess, Ti@ibniz concludes, is what explains why
existential propositions cannot be demonstratedresolved into identities in a finite number of
steps.

Notice that the explanation Leibniz sketches irs¢hpassages of the indemonstrability of
existential truths works equally well for infinijeénd finitely complex propositions. The
proposition ‘There are bodies that actually appedrave right angles’ is, I've argued, only finytel
complex. But it is contingent and, therefore, adoay to Leibniz, existential (by the fourth
definitional equivalence, we can transform it ifBody-appearing-to-have-right-angles is an
existent’, which entails the non-existence of amyld/free of bodies that appear to have right
angles). So in order to prove its truth a priom, meed to engage in a comparison between the
worlds where some bodies appear to have right aragld the worlds where no bodies appear to
have right angles. Presumably, what we need toepiothat at least one world of the former sort is
more perfect than any world of the latter sorts thould explain why God did not choose to bring
into existence any of the worlds of the latter sdrisurprisingly, the task of accomplishing this

comparison is infinite: it requires us to go thrbugfinitely many possible series of individuals,
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each of which may well include an infinite numbérdinitely complex members. No wonder one
has to “continue the analysis to infinity througlasons for reasons” (AG 28).

At this point, however, a doubt may be raised: wénge told that the ‘analysis’ or ‘resolution’ of
a proposition proceeds simply by substituting daéins for the analysanda? And so isn’t Leibniz
changing the topic when he explains the indemobiditsaof existential truths in terms of the idea
of an infinitely long comparison? Well yes, butrihegain no. Analysing an existential proposition
of the form ‘AB is an existent’ is tantamount tacélng the concept of ‘existence’ from the concept
‘AB’. So, for instance, the contingent propositi®eter denies’ is equivalent to ‘Peter denyingnis a
existent’ and proving the truth of ‘Peter denyis@n existent’ is tantamount to eliciting the cqice
‘existence’ from the concept ‘Peter denying’. Ndhe first thing to notice is that the concept
‘existence’ gives the analysis of existential preipons a somewhat unexpected comparative twist.
The reason is, quite simply, that Leibniz thoughexistence as a comparative notion.dééined
‘existens’ as “that which isompatible with more things thamything else which is incompatible
with it” (C 376; P 51, my emphasis). Even more exhy he suggested that:

Existence is the difference between the degreeadity of each thing and the degree of
reality of its opposite, that is to say, what isreperfect than all the mutual incompatible
alternatives exists and, conversely, what existsase perfect than everything else. So [...]
it is not true that existence is itself a perfectifor it consists only in some sort of mutual
comparison among perfectiorgupedam perfectionum inter se compargt{6.4.1354)
So the idea that the ‘analysis’ or ‘resolution’anf existential proposition requires a comparison
between possibilia is not an arbitrary additiom.éibniz’s account of what the ‘analysis’ or
‘resolution’ of a proposition consists in. It issehow connected with the way Leibniz glossed the
notion of ‘existens’.

Still, one would expect to hear more about thisneation. For the worry remains that the reasons

cited by Leibniz in the two passages above for Wigyproof of an existential proposition is

infinitely long are somewhat extraneous to thearotf analysis we started out with (8 1). When, at
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some stage in the analysis of a proposition, wkacepghedefiniensis compatible with more things
than anything else which is incompatible with df thedefinienduniexists’, the subsequent stages
of the analysis can beterpreted ar likened toa very long comparison between the subject of
‘exists’ and anything else which is incompatibleBtit, strictly speaking, an analysisnist a
comparison and, for reasons that should be fanfitian 8§ 3, even if one can substitute ‘is
compatible with more things than anything else Wwhecincompatible with it’ for ‘is an existent’, it
iIs notas if one can then go on to substitute infinitalgny individual concepts for the expression
‘anything else which is incompatible with it’ (juas one cannot substitute ‘Man A is an animal’,
‘Man B is an animal’,...etc. for ‘Every man is an auail’).

To understand Leibniz’s ultimate reasons for endgr€omparison, we have to do some reading
between the lines. A closer look at the two passafeve reveals that what makes the analysis of
‘Peter denying is an existent’ infinite is not sach the difficulty of carrying out a comparison
between Peter and his (infinitely many) competitorghe race for existence as the fact that the
predicate ‘is compatible with more things than &mg else which is incompatible with him’ met
one that applies to Petessentiallyor by definition** Leibniz puts us on the right track when, in the
first of the two passages, he admits that “theareaghy some particular contingent exists rather
than others should not be sought in its definiatome pon petitur ex sola ipsius definitiofie
Even more revealingly, he writes that “[he] useéfg term ‘contingent’, as do others, for that whose
essence does not include existence” (A6.4.177%erGGihat substituting definitions for the terms
they define is all we are allowed to do in the gsial of a proposition, these remarks can be seen as
providing a deeper or more rigorous explanatiowloy, in the analysis of contingent propositions,
there is no hope of arriving at a primitive trutthe end of the resolutiaioes not exisind what we
are left with, at every stage, is a more and modrained comparison between Peter and
‘anything else which is incompatible with him’, otieat gives us more and more reasons, but no
demonstration, of the fact that Peter had to bateck It is not difficult to see that, given thet,

the problem of a ‘lucky proof’ simply disappears.
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What has been said so far supports the claim teay eexistential proposition requires an
infinitely long proof. What about the converse laditt claim? Are all truths requiring an infinitely
long proof existential truths? To my knowledge,ldrez never explicitly said so. Nevertheless, the
evidence collected so far points heavily in threction. We know for sure that Leibniz endorsed
the Core Thesis. And I've argued and provided @x¢widence that he also endorsed Existence.
The Core Thesis and Existence jointly entail Conspar, which says that a truth cannot be
analyzed in a finite number of stepsifd only ifit concerns existence. As we've just seen, the
right-to-left direction of this biconditional findadependent textual support in Leibniz’s writings
and fits very well with Leibniz’s general conceptiof what it is for something to have ‘existence’.
Overall, the hypothesis that Leibniz’s infinite &s#s account of contingency rests on the
combination of Existence and Comparison seems toamgelling. | will conclude by considering

some further possible objections to this hypothesis

5. Objections & Replies

Objection 1 Consider an uncreated substance Caesar*. Thegtignm ‘Caesar* is less perfect than
infinitely many possible substances’ is either 1ggegy or contingent. Suppose it is necessary. Then
it has to admit of a finite proof. But arguably shiog that Caesar* is less perfect than infinitely
many possible substances requires us to go thrauagfinitely long comparison. So infinitely long
comparisons are not synonymous with infinitely l@amglyses. Suppose, on the other hand, that
‘Caesar* is less perfect than infinitely many pbksisubstances’ is contingent. Then we have a
counterexample to Existence: a proposition thatireq an infinitely long comparison, but does not

seem to concern existence.
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Reply The proposition ‘Caesar* is less perfect thamitdly many possible substances’ must be

contingent. This follows from three very plausiaksumptions, namely:

(i) God could have created a world containing dbaesar*;

(i) Necessarily, if there are infinitely many pdse substances more perfect that x, then there
are infinitely many possible worlds more perfe@rtla world containing only x.

(i) Necessarily, if there are infinitely many slsle worlds more perfect than a world

containing only x, then God does not create a woolitaining only x.

| submit Leibniz would have accepted (i). For chegarworld containing only Caesar* is possible
and how could it be possible if it were impossitaleGod to create it? (i) seems very plausible:
any world containing only one substance and suahtkiat substance is more perfect than x would
be better than a world containing only x. And | stlined to think that (iii) is true, because it
follows from God's nature that God creates whate/best’® But it can easily be seen that, given
(i) and (iii), if it is necessary that Caesartess perfect than infinitely many substances, thiean
necessary that God did not create a world contgiomy Caesar* (the inference relies, once again,
on the K-axiom). This contradicts (i). So, by retinc'Caesar* is less perfect than infinitely many
substances’ is contingettt.

Is this a counterexample to Existence? Not re&lty.‘Caesar* is less perfect than infinitely many
possible substancedbesconcern existence. In particular, its truth esttilat a world containing
only Caesar* does not exist. And notice that threesaan be said of any true proposition to the
effect that Caesar* is less perfect than anothssipte substance Caesar** (if Caesar* is less
perfect than Caesar**, then a world containing dbesar* does not exist). So ‘Caesar* is less
perfect than Caesar**' is, at most, contingentlyetrThis is just what we should expect, for even
the resolution of ‘Caesar* is less perfect thandgaa#’ is bound to take the form of an infinitely

long comparison between Caesar*'s and Caesar*fisifaly many perceptions, attributes,...étc.
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Objection 2 Consider the proposition ‘Caesar* is shorter timfimitely many possible substances’.
Arguably, its truth requires an infinitely long cparison. But surely it is not contingent! And
suppose, per absurdum, that it is contingent. Tweehave another counterexample to Existence,

for surely ‘Caesar* is shorter than infinitely masiybstances’ does not concern existence.

Reply The truth of ‘Caesar* is shorter than infinitehany possible substances’ doedsrequire an
infinitely long comparison and isot contingent. It is a necessary truth concernings@ee For no
matter how tall Caesar* is, he must be finitely. But then, necessarily, there is a possible
substance that is ever so slightly taller than first as, necessatrily, for every body moving at a
finite speed, there is a body moving ever so didiaster than itf® And if there is one substance
ever so slightly taller than Caesar*, there araitdly many substances taller than him (for every

substance taller than Caesar* we can find a sheutestance that is still taller than him,...).

Objection 3 What about ‘Caesar* has more perceptions asesfrgthan Caesar**'? How could we
establish the truth of this proposition, if not @@ infinitely long comparison of all of Caesar&ed

Caesar**’s perceptions?

Reply ‘Caesar* has more perceptions as of green thas&&"’ is necessarily true, if true at all. If
Caesar* has more perceptions as of green than €gdbas follows from thedefinition of Caesar*
and Caesar** (which, of course, does not meanvieatouldn’'t have decided to use the names
‘Caesar* and ‘Caesar** to talk about two possilslgbstances that do not stand in the relevant
relation). So the proposition ‘Caesar* has more@etion as of green than Caesar**’ is reducible

to a primitive truth in a finite number of step<erd the difference with existential propositions
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couldn’t be more evident: it is only because thedprate ‘is an existent’ is not included into the
definition of any substance other than God thattmaysis of any particular truth concerning

existence ends up taking the form of an infinitelyg comparison.

Objection 4 Comparison affirms thainly existential propositions require infinitely longopfs.
But occasionally Leibniz suggests that “the podisytjiof something] cannot be demonstrated,
unless we resolve it into [its] primitive requistfisi resolutio in requisita primitiva facta
(A6.4.277). It seems to follow that it would take an infinite number of steps to prove the

proposition ‘Peter is possible’, for the concept®’ has infinitely many primitive requisites.

Reply I concede that it is somewhat puzzling why Leziaid not realize that showing the
consistency of an infinitely complex concept wotdkle us an infinite amount of steps, if nothing
less than a full decomposition of the concept weggiired to accomplish the task. | also concede
that, according to what several texts suggestcaneonly prove the consistency of a concept by
fully decomposing it. Yet | simply cannot believeat Leibniz would have classified ‘Peter is
possible’ as contingent. Leibniz’'s commitment te @ore Thesis being beyond question, | have no
choice other than to conclude that the texts irctviproofs of possibility are said tequire a full
decomposition of the concept should be distrustedtdhe very least, taken with a grain of salt.
This does not seem to me an unbearable cost. leathory, I've already noted that over the years
Leibniz became increasingly sceptical of the gdrerailability of a priori proofs of possibility
based on consistency checks. For another, thetexseimplying that the full decomposition of a
concept imotthe only a priori method for showing its consisterAnother a priori method

consists of giving what Leibniz calls a ‘causalidigion’, a definition by which we “understand

how the thing [defined] can be produced” (G IV 4%5¥or instance we define a circle as the figure

described by the motion of a straight line abofited end (A6.4.541). Third, and perhaps more
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important, Leibnizdid give a finite a priori proof of the consistencyaof infinitely complex

concept, for he showed that the concept ‘God’ isient. It's not quite clear what to make of this
Maybe we should conclude that in some cases aHhessfull decomposition is sufficient to
establish the consistency of a conc&@r maybe we should not exclude the possibility tha
complete notion of a certain individual might beeamable to a finitely long decomposition even if
that notion is ‘infinitely complex’ in the sensaattit ‘involves the whole series of thintf A full

assessment of these alternatives falls well bejlomdcope of this paper.
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% In addition to the abbreviations for Leibniz's Wwerstandardly used in this journal, I will use fBt G. W. Leibniz,
Logical Papers: A Selectiordited by G.H.R. Parkinson. (Oxford: 1966).

® A6.6.396-398.

“ Leibniz borrowed these distinctions from the Sebtit tradition. For an early exposition, see AB&.

® But see A6.2.480.

® Some of the most explicit passages are L 236;-C71& VII 300, 309. The view is ascribed to Ariftoat C 518-
519.

"“There is no [true] proposition in which therenig connection between the subject and the prediteteis, no [true]
proposition which cannot be proved a priovdh probari possit a prioff (AG 19); “The predicate or consequent is
always in the subject or antecedent and the nafureth in general or the connection between #nms of a [true]
statement consists in this very thing. [...] A pridémonstration rests on this.” (AG 31). That coggint truths are no
exception to this rule appears clear from this pgsgrom theédiscourse on Metaphysic$All contingent propositions
[...] have a priori proofs of their truth which remdbem certain and which show that the connectetween subject
and predicate of these propositions has its bagtsei natures of both” (AG 46).

8In general, every true proposition that is natritical or true by itself can be proved a prioyi,fbeans of axioms (or

propositions that are true by themselves) and tiefirs (or ideas)” (A6.4.805).
% “The principle that a reason must be given is: tiiat every true proposition not known per sedras priori proof, or

that a reason can be given for every truth, ois aammonly said, everything has a cause” (G VB)30
G VIl 212; A6.4.780.

" The three terms are used interchangeably: seadiance, A6.4.935.

2t is true, however, that when giving an actuareple of a proof, Leibniz freely uses the Aristiatelsyllogisms (AG
96). The point is made by Velasco (Ms).

13 AG 98-99; A6.4.862. finite proofof a given proposition p consists in a finite seaee of steps having p as its first
element and a primitive truth as its last elem&he notion of arinfinite proofis, of course, more problematic. We
know that an infinite proof of a given propositigns an infinite sequence of steps having q a##iselement. But
obviously not jusanyinfinite sequence of steps having q as its filstnent counts as a proof of g and, since “the end
of the resolution does not exist” when the resohuis infinite (A6.4.1653), there is no intuitiversse in which certain
infinite resolutions as opposed to others can libtedeadto identities. Leibniz must have been well awdrthe
problem: his idea was that an infinite sequencgteayis having g as its first element counts as af mfog only if it
obeys a certain kind of ‘lawl€x progressionis The details here are somewhat tentative, bugémeral idea is that it
has to appear “from the law of the sequermcerggula progressionjighat the reduction has reached a point at which
the difference between what should coincide istless any given difference” (A6.4.761) or that “fluether we push
the resolution, the closest we get to identitiesugh we never reach them” (A6.4.776). Of couttsis,dne thing to say
that an infinite resolution of q has to obey aa@ertlaw’ in order to count as a proof of g and #ev to say that a finite
mind can find out whether or not g admits of aimiié resolution of the relevant type. The factttthee latter claim is
explicitly denied inNecessary and Contingent Trui#6.4.1516) does not immediately entail that L&hmas not
consistent with himself on the former point.

144In contingent truths, even though the predicatmithe subject, this can never be demonstrateshgnstrai’
(A6.4.1653); “In contingent propositions one con#s the analysis to infinity through reasons fasoms, so that one

never has a complete demonstration” (AG 28). Se® Ab.4.776.
5 AG 98-99. This use, however, is not always coasist

16 Confusion on this point led Blumenfield to defimentingent propositions as propositions that cabegtroved a
priori (1985, 488). This is a mistake: Leibniz denthat contingent propositions can be ‘demonstiabeit he does not
deny that contingent propositions can be provedaip

" Rodriguez-Pereyra and Lodge explicitly endorseritjiat-to-left direction of the thesis | called Cplexity (2011,

235). Blumenfield ascribes to Leibniz the view thter denies’ is contingent because “the conBeris infinitely
complex and [...] no finite analysis will suffice glicit the concepdenialfrom it” (1985, 495). Sleigh (1982, 227-228)
takes the thesis that there are concepts whosgsasare infinite to be the cornerstone of Leitmiafinite-analysis
account of contingency. Lodge and Puryear (200672G8ke it that an essential requisite of thenitd-analysis
account is that “the concepts of many things weallst conceive are composed of other concepts fadtiorm” (189).
8“Each and every individual substance containsathele series of things in its complete notion aadhonizes with
everything else, and to that extent contains somgibf the infinite” (AG 100); “Every singular sutasce involves the



whole universe in its perfect notion” (C 521). $¢s0 C 375. Russell argues for the infinite comiyeaf the concept
of any individual substance as follows: “Every dabse is infinitely complex, for it has relatiomsédvery other, and
there are no purely extrinsic denominations, sbékary relation involves a predicate of each efrlated terms”
(1992, xvi). Moreover, according to Russell, “[tleatery substance has an infinite number of preelstas evident from
the mere fact that every substance must have &pteatorresponding to every moment of time” (198D),

¥ One relevant issue here is whether merely possibleiduals have infinitely complex concepts. &f, ®ven truths
about them will come out contingent, as Russellseifipointed out. But Ishiguro argues that “onlg thdividuals in
this world can be logically treated as individualgl have corresponding individual concepts, and'fPegasus" or
"Zeus" expresses only a general concept” (1972). Bt a discussion, see Mates (1986, 66).

2 A possible rejoinder is that, if the analysis afomcept obeys a certainder and is not allowed to evolve randomly in
the way | suggest, the problem of guaranteed peostored. But things are more complicated th& For suppose
that the order in question densefor any two steps x and y in the analysis of Peioncept, there is a step z (distinct
from x and y) which comeafter x andbeforey according to such order. If its steps are sulifea dense ordering, a
proper analysis of Peter’'s concept will have tdlgough infinitely many steps before hitting upay garticular
constituent concept (there will be literafip first step in the analysis, just as there is mohsa thing as the first
positive rational number after 0). Notice that thisuld be possible even if the steps in questienriinitely, but
countably many (the obvious comparison is withrdtenals, which are both dense and countablefoOfse, Leibniz
would owe us an explanation of why the analysisesfain concepts obeys a dense order. But the paimins that,
given how little the texts say on the topic, thedan of the proof of showing that the ordendt dense rests with the
proponent of the problem of guaranteed proof

1 Rodriguez-Pereyra and Lodge cite four main passmgiavour of their interpretation: two passagesfthe
General InquirieqA6.4.760 and A6.4.746), one from tBeitical Thoughts on the General part of the Pripleis of
DescarteqG Il, 359) and one from thdeditations on Knowledge, Truth and Id€&$.4.588). In the latter two,
Leibniz says that whenever we use definitions famdng conclusions, the definitions we use calldaronsistency
check. But it's not clear to me that using defoniis in a process of analysis is to use definitiomdraw a conclusion’.
Nor is it obvious that the particuldefinitionsone substitute for ‘Peter’ during the analysig.(¢he definition ‘the
denier of Christ’) cannot be shown to be consisiet finite number of steps, notwithstanding timpassibility of
showing, in a finite humber of steps, that ith@ividual conceptPeter’ is consistent. As for the two passagemftbe
General Inquiries Rodriguez-Pereyra and Lodge readily acknowletigethe first (A6.4.760) is not totally suggestive
of their interpretation. | shall add that the pggsaight not be immediately relevant, for it comsepropositions that
can be demonstratedgmonstrarj and, as we've seen, contingent propositions &bhiz are not among these.

22 See Parkinson (1966, XxXxv).

% The point is made, among others, by HawthorneGmger (2000).

2 See Rodriguez-Pereyra and Lodge (2011, 229-232).

% See Lenzen (2004) for a discussion.

% AG 235-240.

27 Gr 288. See also G VI 256. On the modal stati§oél chooses what is best’, see below.

8| am thinking, in particular, of thBe Organo Sive Arte Magna Cogitar(#i6.4.156-160).

» See footnote 16 above.

%G IV 425 (AG 26) and G VII 310.

$LAG 193.

% One is immediately tempted to say that ‘I’ iswitély complex (or perhaps even simple) concemrrifg to an
infinitely complex individual. But this temptaticeflects a picture of the meaning of ‘I’ that does square with
Leibniz’s Predicate-in-Subject theory of truth. Mover, it should be noted that if ‘I' is not aniifely complex
concept, Leibniz’s claim that “it is a contingenith that | exist” (AG 193) will constitute a coenéxample to the
thesis that only propositions involving infinitetpmplex concepts are contingent. So whichever ppiiee chooses,
Complexity appears to be in trouble

¥ As Leibniz points out, further complications arfsem the fact that, although a pentagon couldteitisould only
exist “abstracted from time” (ibid.). For the sakesimplicity, | set these complications aside.

* Notice, in particular, that the concept ‘existeénseaot infinitely complex: in a 1677 letter to Aeld Eckhard Leibniz
gives ‘existence’ as motio incomplexa sive irresolubilidhis remark cannot be trusted completely, fobbé did
provide us with what looks like an analysis of deacept ‘existence’ (see § 4). However, it seenng uglikely that he
would have characterized agesolubilis a concept that admits of no finite analysis.

% AG 193, A6.4.779.



% “When | say ‘All pious are happy’ | mean by thislpthat the connection between piety and happirgessch that
whoever understands the nature of piety perfecilysee that the nature of happiness is involvei'i(L 236).

" n this context, | use the term ‘explain’ ratheosely: | do not mean to suggest that, besidesrsimgothese
principles, Leibniz took them to be more explanitdundamental than the Core Thesis. More playsibé regarded
Existence, Comparison and the Core Thesis as thudeally illuminating analyticities.

% See Mates (1986, 55) for a discussion of the anityigf the copula in Leibniz.

% Let it be noted in passing that all this fits guiicely with Leibniz’s famous doctrine that thalrguestion for God
when he created the world was not whether Adamsldhee allowed to sin but whether or not Adam-wies should
be admitted to existence: “God can be understoattesmining not whether Adam should sin, but wlethe series
of individuals including the Adam whose perfectiindual notion involves sin should nonetheless kefgrred to other
series” (A6.4.1619).

0 Notice that the existence of a certain kind ofgilnitia is tightly linked to the non-existence dhers, for “whatever is
possible has, by itself, a tendency to exist, &iedet are no other reasons why something possilelendaexist than
those which arise from the joint reasons of thatexice [of other kind of possibilia]” (A6.4.1635).

41«And the eternal truths are those that not only éld until the world exists, but that would halreld even if God

had created the world otherwi§&6.4.1517). Notice that | am not committing myselfsaying that things could have
been differenbecauseésod could have chosen otherwise. A good case dmutdade that the explanation goes the
other way around: God could have chosen otherbésausehings might have been different. All | am commigt
myself to is the existence of a correlation betwienlogical space of possible worlds and the mgpate of God’s
possible choices.

“21t is not easy to find passages in which ‘God cesowhat is best’ is both characterized as comnirgyed

unequivocally construed de dicto. To my knowledbe,main places to look at are fhieeodicy(G VI 256; G VI 284)
andOn Freedom and Contingen¢n particular, A6.4.1447): here, as well as at338, the emphasis lies on the
voluntariness and freedom of God’s actions, moaa tn the indemonstrability of the relevant profiosi One
notable exception is Gr 288.

“ Incidentally, this is why Leibniz so often equatgs Principle of Sufficient Reason with the thekiat every truth
can be proved a priori. See, for example, G VIl 386 A6.4.806.

4 Unlike Mates (1986, 74f and 112f), | dotthink that certain true predications involving &s existent’ or ‘is
compatible with more things that anything else Wwhgincompatible with it’ represent an exceptioritte Aristotelian
doctrine that the predicate is in the subject: evkan they do not apply to a teeasentiallyor by definition these
predicates are contained in every subject of wthiely can be truly predicated. At A6.6.358 Leibrizkplicit about
this: “When it is said that something exists [..Hjistexistence itself is the predicate; that is,rtb8on of existence is
linked with the idea in question, and there is anetion between these two notions”. | simply faisee any tension
between this thesis and the claim that, in actinglian individual concept, God does not chang€& iv/(l, 390).

4 See Adams (1994, 36-42) and Rescher (2002).

4% |_eibniz himself comes very close to providing agument very similar to the one | use to estaltlist ‘Caesar* is
less perfect than infinitely many substances’ isticgent. It is in ‘On Freedom and Possibility’ (AB). Part of what
Leibniz argues in that passage is that from thessty of the hypothesis ‘A is more perfect thanig’ get the
necessity of ‘B doesn’t exist’ (given the startegsumption that either A or B exists and that 4 Brare
incompossible). But Leibniz wants to rescue theiaggion that Bcould have existed. So (he seems to suggest) we
should deny the necessity of ‘A is more perfechtBa

“7C 19, C 375.

8 AG 238. Note that the argument I'm giving does rely on the assumption that, necessarily, ther® ispper bound
to tallness. It only relies on the principle thagcessarily, for any property P other than petdectif x has P to a finite
degree, then there is some possible substance WagR to a higher degree. Presumably, this ptexgpplies also to
properties which are moral perfections and, theegfoave an upper (albeit, presumably, infinitejifmb (AG 35). So it
also rescues the necessity of ‘Caesar* is less laulgeable/courageous/good/... than infinitely marystances’.

49 That the two methods of proof are distinct issflg suggested in § 24 of tiiscourse on Metaphysi¢AG 57).

% Here one might appeal to the notiorle{ progressionigcf. footnote 11 above). At A6.4.757, Leibniz sagts that
one can demonstrate “from the way the resolutiotceedsé¢x ipsa progressione resolutioh@ from some general
relation between each step of the resolution anslutcessor that a contradiction will never ansematter how far we
push the resolution”. He then goes on to pointtioat ‘this is certainly remarkable, for in this way wenoaften free
ourselves from a long iteratidrfimy emphasis).

®1 The idea might be that a concept C which haselipitnany atomic constituents is nonetheless suathothe can know
infinitely many truths of the form ‘C is F’ just byirtue of understanding C. C would ‘contain’ dkse truths in the



sense that all these truths would be knowableaipAnd nevertheless a full decomposition of C ldooe of finite
length.



