WoosuK PARK

HAECCEITAS AND INDIVIDUAL ESSENCE IN LEIBNIZ

In recent years we have witnessed an extraordinary degree of
concern with the problem of individuation among philosophers. In this
somewhat unexpecled development, Jorge Gracia’s work has a
prominent place. Hc has provided us not only with an excellent
framework to distinguish the various issues that can be raised in
relation to individuation but also a birdeye view of most of the various
historical accounts!. Further, against this background, he challenged
the historians of philosophy with a question that is directly relevant to
the general theme of our conference: «How far has the epistemological
tendency characteristic of modern philosophy invaded metaphysics in
general and the formulation and selution to the problem of
individuation in particularT»2.

In this paper, I would like to meet Gracia's challenge partially by
studying the relations between Duns Scotus's and Leibniz's theories of
individuation. My thesis is that Leibniz’s criticism of Duns Scotus’s
haecceitas theory, together with his own theory of individuation by
entitas tota, is responsible to a great extent for the subsequent,
erroneous conceplion of Scotus’s haecceitas as an individual essence.
The epistemological tendency in the discussion of individvation by
modern philosophers is most salient in the conflation of the ontological

V11E. Gracia, fnereduction to the Prablem of Individuation in the Early Middle
Ages, 2nd rev, ad. Munich and Vienna, Philosophia Verlag, 1988 Individualite: An
Essay on the Foundation of Metaphysics, Albany, State University of New York
Press, 1988; Sparez on Mndividuation. Milwaukee, Marquette University Press, 1982,
Gracta {fed,y, Individugiion in Schelasiicizm: The Later Middie Apey and the Conunser-
Reformarion, 1150-1650. Albany, State University of New York Press, 1994;
K.F. Barner and IILE. Gracta (eds,), Tndividuation and fdentity in Early Modern
Philozophy, Albany, State University of New York Press, [994,

2 Gracia, «Christian Walff on Individuations, in Baksce and Gracia (eds.), ap.
cit, p. 220,
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problem of individuation with the epistemological problem of the
discernibility of individuals. If so, the task of tracing the origin of
misunderstanding haecceitas as an individual essence to Leibniz can
shed considerable light on the intriguing relation between medieval and
modern treatments of individuation.

There is no doubt that Duns Scotus's haecceitas theory 1s one of the
most subtle and profound theories of individuation in the history of
medieval philosophy. Both philosophically and historically, his theory
deserves extensive and carceful discussion. Indeed, we now have not
only a new edition of Scotus's treatise on individuation, but also at
least one recent book devoted to the notion of haecceity?d.
Unfortunately, however, haecceitas is still too frequently, if not
invariably, misunderstood as an individual essencet, As 1 iricd o show
elsewhere, haecceitas cannot be an individual essence for Scotus?, for
he rejected the nominalistic theory according to which a material
substance is by nature singular and individual. Furthermore, if we
substitute «individual essences for «individual difference (haecceitas)s
in Scotus’s triple analogy between a specific difference and an
individual difference, absurdities follow. Consequently, it becomes

3 Toum Duns Scorus, Lectura in tibrom secundum Sententiarun, d. 3, pars I, qq. 1-
6. (foannis Duns Scoti O.F.M. opera omnia, vol, 18], Clvitas Vaticana, Typis
Polvglottis Yaticanis, 1982; Duns Svetuws” Early Oxford Lecture on Individuation,
Latin Text and English Translation by A.B. Worter. Santa Barbara, Old Mission,
1992: (3.5, RosenkranTz, Haeccelny: An Ontological Essay. Boston, Kluwer, 1993,

4 For example, A, PLantiuga, «The Bocthian Campromises, Amerfcan Philoso-
phical Quarterly, 15 (1978), p. 132; RM, Cusnowm, «Possibility without Haecceity»,
in P.A, Trexcn et al, (eds.), Studier in Essentialism: Midwest Studies in Philosophy
XI. Minneapolis, University of Minnesota Press, 1986, p. 180, M. Losowsky,
sIndividual Essences, American Philosophical Quarterly, 24 (1987), p. 253;
M, RescHrr, Leibniz's Metaphysics of Nanire, Dordrechit, Holland, Do Reidel, 1981,
p. 102; F. Monpanort, «Reference, Essentialism, and Modality in Leibniz’s
Metaphysicss, in B8, WooLnouse, Gottfricd Withelm Leibniz: Critical Assesyments,
Vol 1, pp. 232, 234 G. Brrosmany, Logic and Reality, pp. 160, 165, 287: BERGMANY,
Meaning and Existence, pp. 167, 199, 204, 222 ROSENKRANTE, ap. cil.

3%, Park, «Haecceitas and the Bare Particulars, eview of Melaphysics, 46
(1990), pp. 375-398. A, Wootex agrees with my interpretation in this regard,
Cf. His «lntroductions to Dueay Scones' Early Oxford Lecture on Individuation,
HAWIIT-XX.
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extremely important to raise the question as to how haecceitas has been
misunderstood and distorted.

1 propose to use Leibniz's discussion of individuation as a vantage
point in tracing the origin of the distortion of the notion of haecceitas.
Even if Leibniz is not primarily to blame for the recurrent distortion
and misunderstanding of haeccedtas as an individual essence, T believe
that it might be most fruitful to start with him as a significant cause of
it. There are several reasons for this surmise. First, in contemporary
analytic discussions of modal metaphysics and individuation, the
notion of «individual essence» is usually attributed to Leibniz®.
Secondly, in Leibniz we find an incisive criticism of Scotus’s theory of
individuation”. TFinally, since Scotism was still influential in the
seventeenth century («Scoti schola numerosior est allis simul
sumptis»), Leibniz's criticism is more important — at least [or our
purpose — than any earlier attacks on haecceitas®,

Fortunately, L. McCullough and I. Angelelli have provided us with
some recent studies of Leibniz's early discussion of individuation in his
Disputatio metaphysica de principio individui (1663), which can serve
as an excellent point of departure®, For, as noted by McCullough, «it is
in this text that Leibniz sets oul and defends his principle of
individuation in a level of detail not to be found elsewhere in his
works10, As far as Leibniz's criticism of Scotus’s haecceitas theory is

O OF PLA, Frenct ot al, [eds. ), op, off,

T G.W, Lemrz, Disputatio metaphysica de principio, in C.J, Gernaror (od.), Die
phitosaphizche Schriften von Goufried Wilhelm Leibniz, Bd, 4, Weidmannsche
Buchhandlung, 1580, I shall use PV, Spani’s translation, which is available from
University of Oklahoma Translation Clearing House.

8 M. Dr Wurr, Histery of Mediaeval Philosophy, Vol.2, trans. by
E.C. MessencEr. London, Longmans, 1926, . 297,

¥ LB. McCutoucn, «Leibniz's Principle of Individuation in His Disputatio
mietaphysica de principio fmdividud of 1663, in Barner and Gracia (eds. ), op, ot
pp. 201-218; The Early Philosophy of Leibniz on Individuation: A Study of the
Disputatio metaphysica de principic individui, Ph, D, Dissertation, University of
Texas at Austin 1975; 1. Anceomal, «The Scholastic Background of Modern
Philosophy: Entitas and Individuation in Leibnizs, in Graces (ed.), frdivideation in
Seholasticiss, pp. 535-342,

1 MeCuLLovon [1994], p. 201,
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concerned, we have here (1) the argument against faecceitas, (2) the
argument against a common nature, (3) the argument against the formal
distinction, and (4) the argument related to the nature of individuail
accidents. As for the young Leibniz's positive theory of individuation
by whole entity, we have (1) the argument from entity to unity, (2) the
argument from the likeness between the singular and universal, and (3)
the argument from the intrinsic determination of nature!l.

My strategy for substantiating the thesis that Leibniz is responsible
for the frequent distortion of fAoecceitas as an individual essence is as
follows. In section 1, I shall try to defend Scotus’s haecceitas theory
by confronting directly some of Leibniz’s criticisms of Scotus. In
section 2, 1 shall criticize some of the young Leibniz’s arguments in
favor of his theory of individuation by whole entity. In section 3, by
combining the two previous points, T shall argue that it was inconsistent
for Leibniz to hold both his criticism of Scotus’s theory and his positive
theory of individuation by whole entity. While making these points, 1
shall add some comments on Leibniz’s views on individuation in his
mature philosophy.

1. In Defence of Scotus’s Theory of Individuation

Apart from the Disputatio’s indebtedness to Scetus for the
arguments it presents against several theories of individuation, the text
reveals interesting parallels with Scotus’s work on individuation, First,
hoth authors understood the intention of «individoals 1o signify
indivisibility and distinction, thereby leading them to deal with the
same problem in their search for the principle of individuation!=.

1 McCuiiouss [1975], Che 5 and Ch, 6.

12 MeCuiiovon [1994], p. 20%; W, Park, «The Problem of Individuation for
Scotus: A Principle of Indivisibility or a Principle of Distinetion?s, Franciscan
Studics, 48 (1988), pp. 105-123. But we have to note that Scotus and Leibniz had
entirely different understandings of indivisibility, Since there is no common nature
for Leibniz, indivisibility cannot mean incommunicability, as it does for Scotus,
Also, we may note that Leibniz tended to emphasize distinction more than
indivisibility. For example, in New Exsays, we read: «The principle of individuation
reduces itself, in the case of individuals, to the principle of distinction... If two
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Secondly, both were searching for the principle of individuation
applicable to all individuals, i.e., both material and spiritual
substances'®. Finally, even a cursory look at the Disputatio would be
enough to show that it must have been a formidable task for the young
Leibniz to overcome the influence of Scotus as he criticized the latter’s
theory of individuation. Let us examine some of his criticisms.

{a) On Leibniz s Argument against Haecceltas

Leibniz’s argument against haecceitas is basically as follows:

If genus and difference are distinguished only by reason. then there is no
individual difference. But the former is true. Therefore, [the latter is true
E_u”_I.

Leibniz counted the major premise as obvious, and tried to prove the
minor by two sub-arguments adopted from Soncinas.

The first sub-argument reads:

Things that are different prior to [any] operation of the mind are separable,
But genus and difference cannot be separated! 3

Leibniz did not bother to comment on the myjor premise. In order to
support the minor premise against what he believes to be Scotus’s
claim that God can bring it about that universals exist besides singulars,
Leibniz tried 1o prove the claim to be absurd.

I prove that this is absurd: For there would be no adequate division [of the
wenus]. There would be an animal [that is] neither rational nor irralional,
and there would be 3 motion that was neither forward nor sideways!®.

As is clear, the disagreement between Scotus and Leibniz amounts
to how they understand the separability of the common nature and the

individuals are perfectly similar and equal and. in short, indistinguishable in
themselves, there would be no principle of individuations, New Essays on Hirtan
[nderstunding, translated and cdited by P. Revwant and T, Bennert. Cambridge,
Cambridge Universily Press, 1981

13 Gerparor, p. 17,

|4 GerpARDT, o cif, po 24,

'3 Ibid,

' jbid., pp. 24-25.
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individual difference {haecceitas). And that depends, at least partially,
on how to understand the ontological status of a common nature, [
surmise that the only possible way of accusing Scotus of the absurdity
to which Leibniz refers is by equivocating on «common natures». The
consequence that «there would be an animal [that is] neither rational
nor irrationals is absurd only if we consider the common nature
«animal» as an individuated common nature, that is, as «an animal», It
is by no means absurd to say that the common nature itself (e.g.,
animality itself) is neither rational nor irrational. In other words, what
Scotus claimed to be separable were the common nature itself and
haecceitas, not an individuated commaon nature and haecceias!?.

Of course, Leibniz might object by saying that such a position,
considered together with the major premise that those things which
differ prior to the operation of the mind are separable, would yield the
conclusion that the individuated common nature and haecceitas do not
differ prior to the operation of the mind. But such a consequence does
nol prove that Scotus’s position is wrong. Rather, it indicates the need
to qualify his major premmse by restricting its application to a real
distinction. Again, Leibniz might object by saying that there is no such
thing as a formal distinction. But this means that the success of
Leibniz’s argument against haecceitas also depends on the viability of
his argument against the formal distinction (see ¢ below).

(b) On Leibaiz's Argranent against o Common Nature

Leibniz’s second argument against Scotus’s theory is the argument
that attacks the Scetistic common nature:

If there are no universals prior to the operation of the mand, [then| there is
no composition of the universal with what individueates it prior to the
operation of the mind, For there is no real composition the ingredients of

IT Elsewhere 1 have shown that, contrary to a common misunderstanding,
haecceitas is not formally distinet from the common nature itself, but only from the
individuated comman nature. Cf. W, Park, «Common Nature and Hazgeceitags,
Fronziskaniseke Stueien, T1 {1989, pp. 188-192.
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which are not all real. But the former is true, Therefore, [the latter is true
EEE.

It is interesting to note that, apparently, Leibniz had a hard time
justifying this argument. Indeed, the text immediately following the
argument is so hopelessly obscure that it is almost impossible to see
what Leibniz was trying to do there, For example, even though
Gerhardt’s edition reads «minors — which means that we are supposed
to find a prool of the minor premise in the passuge, we have grounds (o
believe that the reading should be «majors — Spade believes that
«majors 1s intended here because the minor is proven in the next
paragraph.

If Spade’s interpretation is right, Leibniz tried to prove the major as
follows:

Everylhing that is really different from something else prior to [any]
operation of the mind, in such a way that neither one, either in whole or in
part, 15 a part ol the other, can be separated from the other, For among
things that are adequately different, neither needs the other in order to exist.
Henece, it can be separated [from the other] by the abselute power of God,
And a part is simply inseparable from its whole only in the sense that [the
whole] should [be required o] remain |after such a separation] L9

However, Spade counts the content ol this paragraph to be totally
irrelevant 10 both the major and the minor premise.

Instead of struggling with this obscure argument, I would rather find
fault with the minor premise. Leibniz tried to prove the minor as
follows:

The minor is proved prosyllogistically. For there would exist a ling tha
was really neither steaight nor curved, which s most absurd 20,

Meither Spade nor 1 know what a «prosyllogism» might be. But the
idea presented is exactly like one we saw earlier in Leibniz’s argument
against fraecceitas. As he tried to prove that genus and difference are
distinguished only by reason, here he is trying (o prove that there are no
universals prior to the operation of the mind. If so, we may use the

18 fhig p. 25
19 ppid.
20 ppie.
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same tactic in countering Leibniz by pointing out that there is nothing
absurd in characterizing linearity itself as neither straight nor curved.
And the fact that Leibniz used the same pattern of argument in both his
argument against haecceitas and in his argument against the common
nature, indicates that Leibniz committed a fallacy of eircular reasoning.

(c) On Leibniz’s Argument against the Formal Distinction

Leibniz's argument against the formal distinction, which seems to be
the crux of the matter, is as tollows:

If there is no formal distinction, haeceeity is destroyed. But the former is
- ¥
true. Therefore, [the Tatter is trug toal?l.

After having reviewed some Scotists’ conception of the formal
distinction, Leibniz accused them of being «strangely confused and
inconsistent when they apply these matters in actual fact»22, He aptly
pointed out that, in order for haecceitas to be prior to the intellect,
haecceitas must be different from the species in some other respect
than that it is apt to move the intellect in a distinet way, But he claimed
that

whatever it is, it is absurd. For as soon as [hacceeity and the species| differ
apar! from the intellect, they are not identified with one another [in the
subject] 22,

In order 1o see whether Leibniz was doing justice to Scolus’s formal
distinction, let us use Mark Jordan's definition of the formal
distinetion:

Two things are formally distinet if and only ift (1) They are found in a
single {non-composite) thing, or in a simple component of a compaosite
thing, {2) They are really identical. (3) They differ formally anie
operationem mtellectus. (3} is expressed in the following alternate ways:
{a) The formal nature (rario) of one is not the fermal nature {ratic) of the

21 i,
22 phid,
23 fhid,
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other. (k) If they were definable, [al least] one would not occur in the
definition of the other®

Leibniz's criticism is nothing other than the accusation that condition
(3) and condition {2} are incompatible,

But it is not that difficult to show that there might be a case in which
both conditions are satisfied. For example, van Fraassen once wrote
about the possibility that the distinction between being a trilateral and
being a triangle is a formal distinction?®, They are hoth extensionally
and intensionally identical. Still, they are different in comprehension,
They are formally distinct.

Let us now turn to the case of haecceitas and the individuated
comman nature.  Since one of the terms of the distinction, 1.e.,
haecceitas, 15 not definable, condition (3b) is pertinent: If both the
commaon nature and fnecceitas were definable, [at least] one would not
occur in the definition of the other, Now the guestion is whether the
common nature and haecceitas could be really identical even if they are
of such a nature that if both were definable, [at least] one would not
occur in the definition of the other. Now 1 think that it is at least
cerlain that if haecceifas were detinable, the individuated common
nature would not oceur in the definition of haecceitas. And it is guile
certain that haecceitas and the individuated common nature are really
identical. In other words, it is by no means absurd thal they are
formally distinct,

24 34 Jompan, Duns Seotus on the Formal Distinction. Ph. D, dissertation, The
State University of New Jerscy [Rutgers], 1978, pp. 55-36, Cf. also, M. Apams,
wlickham on Identity and Distinctions, Franciscan Studies, 36 (1976), p. 35. The
textual basis may be found in his Oxford Lectures, Bk 11, dist, 3, pars 1, q. 6, n. ITL
«A% there are diverse formal perfections or formal entities, then, in one and the same
thing (such as whiteness) from which a generic intention can be derived (such as the
intention of color), and another formal entity from which the intention of the
difference (white) 15 derived - as we said in Bk 1 [Lectura d, 3] - so too In the same
thing there is a positive enity Tormally other from which the specific nature is derived,
une which is completely a «thiss, to which any sort of division is abhorrents, I added
«lat least]s since without this qualification Jordan's formulation would be too sirong.

LIB.C. Van Frasssed, «Extension, Intension, and Comprehensions, in
MUK, Musnz (ed.), Legic and Omology. Mew York, New York University Press,
1973, pp. 103, 113,
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2. Criticism of the Young Leibniz’s Arguments for His Theory of
Individuation

The young Leibniz claimed that every individual is individuated by
its whole entity. And he claimed that such a theory is held by most
distinguished men and takes away all difficulties. He gathered five
arguments usually given in favor of the theory. And, following
McCullough, they can be categorized into three groups: (1) the
argument from entity (o unity; (2) the argument from the likeness of a
singular and a universal; and (3) the argument from the intrinsic
determination of the nature. Let me comment on the second and the
third groups of arguments, which are more relevant to our present
concern, i.e., haecceitas and an individual essence.

{a) Against the Argument from the Likeness of the Singular and the
Universal

Leibniz's second and third arguments for the theory of
individuation by whole entity are characterized together by
McCullough as the argument from the likeness of singular and
universal. Here is the second argument.

Thase [principles] that are universal principles of being in a universal are
its singular principles in a singular. But the whole entity is the universal
principle of being in o universal, Therefore, [the whale entity 15 also the

singular principle of being in a singular|26,

Apparently, this is an argument by analogy. And we can criticize its
weakness by pointing out that there is a serious disanalogy between the
terms being compared. For, whereas the universal principle of being in
the universal must have communicability, the singular principle of
being in the singular must have incommunicability. So, even if the
whole entity is the universal principle of heing in the universal, it is not
likely that the whole entity is the principle of being in the singular.

26 fhid,, p. 19,
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The third argument is this.

-, the universal and the singular are not really different. Therefore, thoy
have the same principles,  Therefore, the whole emtity, which is the
principle of universality, will be [the principle| of singularity too?7,

Insofar as the universal and the singular do not differ really, «the
universals must denote the individuated common nature. So, il may be
the case that the individuated common nature and the singular have the
same principle, 1.e., the same principle of being in the singular. But,
then, the final conclusion does not follow, For there could be
something other than the whele entity that is both the principle of the
individuated common nature and the principle of the singular, It seems
all too natural to exclude the whole entily, since that was assumed by
Leibniz to be the principle of universality.

ib) Apainst the Argument from the Intrinsic Determination of Naiure

McCullogh counts Leibniz’s fourth and fifth arguments as
variations of a single theme: the consequences of denying that whole
entity is the principle of individuation. The fourth argument goes as
follomws:

There exists in Socrates, for example, 2 nature intrinsically determined to
him ouwtside the understanding, Soncinas concedes this. T be denied it
there would be a complete universal among real things, contrary 1o the
Thomists..Is there a further nature too in Socrates? If not, it 15 clear that the
nature of Socrates individuates itself, -1 there is one, [then] there will be a
sdifferents and an jndifferent human nature in Socrates at the same time 25,

At first blush, this argument seems 1o pose a formidable dilemma.
But we can grasp the first horn without any regret. For, even if there is
na nature in Socrates that is inditferent, it does not necessarily follow
that Socrates individuates itself. In Socrates, there is only the
individuated nature, say this human being, that is an individual. Scotus
can consistently claim that haecceitas is that which individuates the
common nature itself (humanity) into this (this human being). In other

27 ipid,
28 Ibid., pp. 19-20.
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words, Leibniz cannot launch this argument against Scotus without
begging the question as to the status of the common nature itsell.

What is important is that here we scem lo have a clue to
understanding how Leibniz viewed haecceitas. He asked «Is there a
further nature too in Socrates?» Apparently, he considered haecceitas
as a sort of nature. But, as [ pointed out elsewhere, haecceitas cannol
be a nature at least for Scotus2®, In other words, Leibniz was begging
the guestion when he assumed that if there is something other than the
individuated nature (this humanity) in Socrates, that must be a kind of
naluire,

Another important thing to note is that the young Leibniz did not
quite distinguish between an individual essence and the whole entity of
an individual, Only then does it make sense to say that if there is no
further nature in Socrates, then it is clear that the nature of Socrates
individuates itself. At this stage, Leibniz had not introduced the monad
as @ principle of individuation. The monad was distinguished from the
whole entity of an individual, In other words, his position was still a
kind of nominalism, according to which there is no need for a principle
of individuation because the nature of an individual individuates itself.

The [ifth argument is as follows:

Either some essence — for example, the humanity of Socrates — differs
from the humanity of Plato if we prescind from what is added to the nature
from outside i, or else not. I {there s one that] differs in number
intrinsically, [then] it individuates itselll 1F not, it follows that in itsclf the
humanity of Plate and [the humanity of] of Socrates are numerically the
same Y,

29w, Pagy, «Haccceitas and the Bare Particulars, 1t is very important to note
that there has been an attempt to Jefend a formal conception of haecceifas, See
R, Woon, alndividual Forms: Richard Rufus to John Duns Scotuss, in
L. HosnereLoes, B, Woon, M, Drever (eds.), Jokn Duns Scotus. Metaphysics and
Frhics, Leiden, EJ, Brill, 1996, pp. 251-273. But. in the same volume, Gracis
convincingly argued that, at least in the Opuey oxaniense, deccelfas cannol bes a form.
Gracia, «Individuality and the Individuating Entity in Scotus’ Ordinatio; An
Ontological Characterization with a Speculative Postseript on Antecedentss, pp. 229-
250,

30 fhid, p. 20.
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Again, in order to confront the dilemma launched by Leibniz, we grasp
the first horn. The humanity of Socrates and the humanity of Plato are
intrinsically different in number, But what individuates Socrates is not
the individuated nature (of Socrates); rather, the haeceeitas of Socrates
contracts the common nature itsell (humanityv) into Socrates (this
human being). Leibniz must have thought that if one grasps the first
horn, then because individual essences (1.¢., lhe humanity of Socrates
and the humanity of Plato) are already different, and thereby
individuate themselves, there is no room for fnecceitas. But he was
wrong insolar as individual essences, or individuated natures, are
different only because haecceitas contracts the common nature lo this
or that.

3. Haecceitas, Entitas tota, and Individual Essence

{a) Entitas tota

We examined above the voung Leibniz's arguments in favor of his
theory of individuation by the whole entity. These arguments are
siriking in that they lurgely depend on Leibniz’s criticism of Scolus’s
theory of haecceitas. We do not witness any serious and sustained
effort by Leibniz to explain the notion of eatitas tota. What is the so-
called entitas tota, after all? And why should that be the principle of
individuation of individuals? As Angelelli points out, the central
problem of the Disputatio must be the understanding of the term
«entitass.

In order to solve this problem, Angelelli starts by making some
preliminary points thal «emtitas» occurs in the grammatical
construction «entitas of», and that somehow it has parts®2. And the
lesson from some of the passages we discussed above is, according to
him, that «we learn that anything falling short of the whaole entity of x,
any proper part of the entity of x, will not do as a principle of

3 AnceLELL, op. cit., p. 535.
32 Ibid.
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individuation of x»}. Ultimately, he makes an interesting analogy
between the question «what is the entifas of a thing?» and the typical
mathematical question about the definition of a function: «Given x as
input, what is f{x)7» And his conjecture is that «the entitas of x» is, to
continue with the mathematical terminology, just the identity function,
namely, the enritas of x=x34.

[ think that Angelelli’s discussion of the term «enfitass 1s of utmost
importance. However, the outcome is rather disappointing. If the
entitas of x is identical with x, what is the point of introducing the
function «is the entitas of»? Did Leibniz distinguish between the
entitas tota of x and the individual x? If so, what kind of distinction
would it be? A formal distinction? If they were identical in every
sense, then Leibniz would turn out 1o be a nominalist*3. If not, Leibniz
was introducing the formal distinction through the back door.

Of course, we may gather some interesting picces of information
about how the young Leibniz viewed the whole entity from his
Disputatio. For example, he explicitly claimed that

it is wrong to separate those who say that an individual individuates itself
and those who say that matter and form are respansible for this, For what is
matter and form when united, if not the whole entity of the composite??©

But such information is not useful for understanding the relation
between an individual, Its whole entity, its individual essence, and its
faecceitas,

(b)) How Leibniz distorted Haecceitas

Here is an argument to show that Leibniz distorted Scotus’s notion
of haecceitas, Leibniz considered faecceitas either (1) as an individual
essence or (2) as an individual difference (i.e., as haecceitas proper). 1f
he considered it as an individual essence, then he misinterpreted it, and
it should be possible for him not to identify the whole entity with an

3 1bid., p. 538.

M phid., pp. 538-539,

33 pecording to AncELELLL many historians of philosophy have already expressed
a complaint similar to mine. CE ifid,, pp, 539-540,

36 Germarot, p. 18,
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individual essence. But this way out was not open to the young Leibniz
because he identified the whole entity with the individual essence. If
he considered it as an individual difference (haecceitas), then there are
two different possibilities. Either (2a) he distinguished between the
whole entity (or the individual essence) and Lhe individual, or (2b1 he
identified all of them, i.e., the whole entity, the individual essence, and
the individual, as one and the same thing.

If {2a) 1% the case, then Leibniz must have assumed the formal
distinction all over again. But it is obvious that he could not concede
that, Nullifying all his criticisms against Scotus’s formal distinction
seems to be too high a price to pay.

If {21y} is the case. then Leibniz turns out to be a nominalist,

And, 1t seems likely that the young Leibniz would have been most
willing to take this last horn, thercby inadvertently adopting a
nominalist position. One may even say that there is nothing wrong in
this, because in fact Leibniz was a sworn nominalist, For example,
McCullogh writes:

It is in response to the Scotists that Leibaiz’s nominalistic commitments are
fully displayved in the Dispuatio and, | believe, cemented unalterably in
place for the rest of his life37,

There are, however, al least two problems with this interpretation.
First, that Leibniz rejected what he considered to be an extreme realism
does not make him a nominalist. Secondly, and more importantly, it
does not necessarily make sense for a sworn nominalist to be searching
for a principle of individuation. Rather, we seem to have enough
ground (o believe that he wanted to distance himself from the
nominalist camp.

It seems to me that no matter which horn of the trilemma Leibniz
would have taken, he was bound to face an uncomfortable
consequence. If 50, we may conclude that it was inconsistent for the
young Leibniz both to criticize Scotus’s haecceitas and to hold on to a
theory of individuation by entitas teta simultaneously.

37 MeCuLLoucH (1994), p. 209.
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Finally, here is a wild speculation of how the mature Leibniz tried to
find a way out of the trilemma. I believe that, throughout his life,
Leibniz was serious in searching for the principle of individuation. In
other words, he was never a true nominalist. Nor was he ever willing to
accept the formal distinction, So, the mature Leibniz must have taken
the first horn, It was probably not very difficult for him to misinterpret
haecceitas since it had been regularly misinterpreted by the disciples of
Scotus themselves, as well as by his medieval opponents. Moreover,
Leibnizian texts confirm that sometimes he equated haecceitas and an
individual essence. For example, he wrote:

God, on the contrary, in sesing the individual notion or =haecceity» of
Alexander, sees in it at the same time the basis and the reason for all the
predicates which can be truly affirmed of him3%,

Probably, the initial step for such a distortion was already taken by the
young Leibniz in his characterization of haecceitas as a formal
principle. He wrote:
[ pass over the fact that hasceeity would instead be a form, For il contracts
and a.E::m.:a:mmwa.

Since there is neither such an entity as Aaecceitas nor a COMMoN nalure
to he contracted, the individual essence instead deserves to be called
haecceitas. Anyhow, it is the individual essence that distinguishes,

The only burden Leibniz had to bear was to figure out a way Lo
distinguish between the whole entity (or the individual} and the
individual essence. And this was not a difficult task for him. By
reintroducing haecceitic traits in individual essences, he successtully
distinguished between an individual that is nothing but a bundle of
characteristics and an individuul essence that is self-individuated. That
is what we find in Leibniz’s mature theory of individuation, according
to which the whole entity of a monad, which is self-individuated
appetition and self-individuated inseparable perceptions, is the
principle of individuation?.

3% LoeMues, p. 308,
3 Gerianot, p. 23,
40 MoCuLLous (1994), p 212
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It is simnply impossible for me to grant a fair hearing to the mature
Leibniz’s theory of individuation here. But if my assessmnet of the
voung Leibniz’s criticism of haecceiras and his own theory of
individuation by entitas tota 1s sound, and if Leibniz indeed distorted
the notion of fraecceitas, then at least we have found a clue to the
tangle of mysterics involved in his modadology. Further, insofar as
Leibniz's notorious principle of the identity of indiscernibles, his
claims pertinent to the problems of transworld identity, and his
marvelous 1deas about compossibility are amenable to epistemological
interpretations, Leibniz's distortion of haecceifas as an individual
essence must have far-reaching implications for the intriguing relations
between the medieval and modern treatments of the problem of
individuation.
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