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Chapter 2

Leibniz’s two-pronged dialectic*
Marcelo Dascal

D’où vient l’union dans un même esprit de la hantise d’une philosophie entièrement mécanisée ou logicisée, où la discussion serait remplacée par le calcul, et d’une considération si attentive des opinions de tous?








Émile Bréhier (1946: 385)

1. Introduction

In a number of papers,
 I have argued that, in addition to the ‘hard’ rationality through which Leibniz’s rationalism is most familiar, it is imperative to acknowledge the existence and centrality in his thought of another form of rationality, which I proposed to dub ‘soft’. Several prominent Leibniz researchers – some of them present in the meeting from which the present book originates – have contested, on a variety of grounds, my suggestion, giving rise to an interesting and productive debate.
 The purpose of this chapter is not to respond directly to these criticisms. Its contribution to our ongoing discussion consists rather in scrutinizing an important instance of the hard-soft distinction in Leibniz’s work. Focusing on this instance will permit not only a better understanding of its seeming paradoxical nature but also, at the meta-level, to realize the rational power of softness as an argumentative strategy. I believe these two results will sharpen and deepen the debate and lead us together, if not to its solution, at least to clarifying the issues at stake. 

The central, and prima facie most problematic case, of Leibniz’s conception and use of rationality I will examine is his sui generis ‘dialectic’, which comprises what may be properly called his ‘art of controversies’. In the vast territory of rationality, Leibniz’s ‘art of controversies’ occupies a peculiar position. He conceives it sometimes as a calculus that decides rigorously and unquestionably which of the opposed positions is true and which is false, and sometimes as a negotiation strategy leading to a conciliation of the adversaries’ positions, which cannot therefore be logically contradictory. While the former is a typical ‘hard’ rationality approach, the latter is typically ‘soft’ in nature.

A question that immediately arises is why, instead of treating these two forms of handling controversies as two fundamentally different Leibnizian approaches to quite distinct kinds of debate-generating opposition, should one insist in subsuming them under one label. Doesn’t one thereby generate the alleged paradox one will have to struggle to solve, namely, how can hard and soft rationality live peacefully, conceptually united under the same roof? For, having pointed out this distinction and having stressed the profound character of the opposition in question, it is up to me, if I undertake to defend the one-dialectic thesis, to show what is actually shared by this dialectic’s so diverging manifestations. Furthermore, by defending such thesis, I am contributing to the suspicion about how radical and profound their opposition can be if they are in fact united at a deeper level – a suspicion it is also up to me to dispel. Why should I create with my own hands a situation that puts upon my shoulders such a heavy burden?

I confess that when I decided to analyze the particular case of Leibnizian dialectic in the context of the hard-soft debate I intended, through it, to shed light on the difference between these two kinds of rationality. That is, I sought thereby to further support my earlier arguments in favor of their distinction and hopefully also deepen their separation. Rather than giving up the alter and contenting myself with an etiam, as had been intimated by Schepers (2004), the contrast between the two dialectics would provide additional evidence in support of the irreducibility of Leibniz’s soft rationality to its hard counterpart, thus reinforcing my rejoinder to Schepers (Dascal 2004b).

To be sure, neither Schepers nor me contested the fact that both varieties of rationality somehow exist side by side in Leibniz, but we viewed this coexistence quite differently: Whereas his etiam was an unwilling concession, mine was an emphatic assertion; whereas for him it was to be accounted for by the different contexts of use of the one and only rationality – the hard or, as he put it, ‘radical’ one – admitted by Leibniz, for me its sources were to be found in the irreducible difference between his two fundamental metaphysical principles; consequently, whereas for him the unity of dialectic was hardly a problem, for we it was on the verge of the impossible. If I wanted to hold both, the full force of the otherness of soft rationality and the possibility of its coexistence and cooperation with its hard sister in one and the same rational task, it was clear that the burden of proof was on me. I would have to show that the one could not subsist without the other, and that togetherness ought to be given no less attention than otherness.

Once I realized this, I also realized why Bréhier’s quote struck me as the nearly perfect motto for this chapter. Choosing to commemorate Leibniz’s 300th birthday by focusing on his dialectic and especially on the inner conflict between its two trends, he highlighted perhaps the fundamental problem of Leibniz’s rationalism; asking “whence comes the union, in one and the same mind” of these opposed tendencies, he demanded an explanation for how can coherence be preserved in uniting what, on the face of it, is incommensurable – as a well known 20th century historian of science would put it.

Besides the intrinsic value of solving this puzzle, I further realized the windfall benefit that would ensue, as far as the aim of establishing the indispensable role of soft rationality in Leibniz’s thought is concerned, from achieving such a solution and thus discharging the above mentioned burden of proof. For it became clear to me that the only way to reconcile the hard and soft branches of Leibnizian dialectic required construing their opposition as soft, rather than hard, of course without thereby underestimating their deep differences. Consequently, answering Bréhier’s question about the coherence of Leibniz’s dialectic would – at one and the same time – show the need for dialectic’s soft component, demonstrate the effectiveness of this component in resolving an apparent but thorny incompatibility, and provide a paradigmatic example of its workings!
I am not sure that the textual evidence I present in this chapter provides a complete solution to the puzzle – an achievement upon which all the far-fetching consequences I mentioned rests, of course. But I am fairly well persuaded that this non-conclusive evidence convincingly shows that the rationality of Leibniz’s dialectic cannot be confined to the resources of calculative deductive procedures, even when what is at stake is the understanding of its own nature.
2. One dialectic?

First of all, one must ask whether lumping together in a presumed ‘dialectic’ components that are radically opposed in their aims and procedures, and allegedly stem from different strands of Leibniz’s rationalism, is justified. This is not a simple question, for it requires some criterion for discerning – in Leibnizian terms – what binds together different elements so as to form a ‘discipline’ or ‘field’ or even a ‘project’, endowing it with a distinguishable conceptual unity or ‘identity’. Choosing such a criterion is particularly difficult in the case of a philosopher that has been rightly described as a pluralist and who abides in each domain, as well as in his work as a whole, by a principle of continuity that abhors gaps. Obviously, the choice of a criterion is closely linked to the characterization of what is to be called ‘dialectic’ in a Leibnizian context and how does it differ from other endeavors or approaches in the history of thought that bear this name; it will also depend on the identification of its major components and their functions, of offshoots, spin-offs and other derivatives, as well as of the inter-relations between all of them.

Taken together, these tasks amount to no less than providing the expression Leibniz’s dialectic with a well-grounded definite meaning:
 at the very least, with a ‘nominal definition’, based on whatever ‘distinct knowledge’ of what it refers to is available; this should hopefully lead, in its turn, to a ‘real definition’, i.e., to a demonstrably non-contradictory complex concept; thereby its existence qua ‘idea’, rather than as a mere, possibly meaningless psychological compound (a ‘notion’), would be established.
 
Evidently, if we had to wait for the complete analysis and subsequent synthesis of this cluster of concepts, which would yield the fulfillment of the definitional requirements mentioned above, in order to begin our task, our inquiry would never take off, since each of these steps would surely involve fierce dispute. In fact, given the declared positions of the contenders in the hard-soft debate concerning the components of the presumed dialectic, the demand of a ‘real definition’ would mean forestalling that debate, either by begging the question or by obviating any alternative solution. So, in order to begin to discuss the nature of Leibniz’s dialectic without unduly prejudging or barring this or that solution, we should avoid over-demanding pre-conditions that would suppress rather than foster the debate. Instead, regardless of the suspicion that the present author is not exactly neutral in this debate, let us focus on the Art of Controversies, where the contrast between the two components is most explicit and dramatic, and examine in it whether and how the hard and soft varieties of dialectic differ, coexist, share some content, and are used within what seems to be a division of labor pattern.
3. Differemce

Let us recall first the distinction I have proposed between hard and soft rationality and observe how it is markedly reflected in two instances of Leibniz’s dialectic.

By ‘hard’ rationality I understand a conception of rationality that has standard logic and its application as its fundamental model. This conception views logical inconsistency as the paradigmatic expression of irrationality and regards certainty as the principal aim and sign of knowledge. Since mathematics is the most successful implementation of this ideal of rationality, hard rationality privileges what it takes to be the basic reasons of this success. Accordingly, it considers, as conditions of rational thinking and praxis or as their preferred manifestations, such parameters as: uncompromising obedience to the principle of contradiction; precise definitions formulated in terms of necessary and sufficient conditions; conclusive argumentation modeled upon deduction; formalization of this procedure by means of a symbolic notation; quantification and computability; axiomatization of domains of knowledge; and the like.
By ‘soft’ rationality I understand, broadly speaking, a conception of rationality that seeks to account for and develop the means to cope with the host of situations – theoretical as well as practical – where uncertainty and imprecision are the rule. Although acknowledging the applicability and usefulness of the high standards of hard rationality in certain fields, it rejects the identification as ‘irrational’ of all that falls short of them. It deals with the vast area of the ‘reasonable’, which lies between the hard rational and the irrational. The model underlying the idea of soft rationality is that of scales where reasons in favor and against (a position, a theory, a course of action, etc.) are put in the scales and weighed. But there is a deep difference between ‘weighing’ reasons and ‘computing’ them. For, except for a handful of cases, the weights of reasons are not precisely quantifiable and context-independent; hence, weighing them does not yield conclusive results whose negation would imply contradiction. Unlike deduction, weighing reasons in this ‘balance of reasons’, “inclines without necessitating” – in Leibniz’s felicitous phrase. Even so, if the weighing is properly performed, the resulting inclination toward one of the plates provides reasonable guidance in decision-making. Soft rationality’s logic is, thus, non-monotonic and cannot be reduced to standard deductive logic. It is the logic of presumptions that rationally justify conclusions without actually proving them, of the heuristics for problem-solving and for hypothesis generation, of pragmatic interpretation, of negotiation, and of countless other procedures we make use of in most spheres of our lives.
The best known instance of a hard rationality approach to dialectic by Leibniz is his project of applying the Characteristica Universalis to the definitive solution of disputes.
 He formulated and collected a large number of definitions of important concepts, which might have served as the raw material for the conceptual analysis required by the Characteristica; yet, he did not pursue the analysis systematically so as to yield a set of primitive concepts – which he called ‘the alphabet of human thoughts’ – that would form its rock bottom basis. Nor was the vast majority of the many drafts and fragments of logical calculus found in his manuscripts specifically formulated for use with such a conceptual ‘alphabet’.
  Furthermore, as far as I know, there are no attempts by Leibniz, even fragmentary, to apply the ‘hard’ project to the solution of actual controversies, although he heralded it as one of his top priorities. Perhaps it is the successful advertising that led later generations to view this project as emblematic of Leibniz’s conception of rationality and as his privileged, virtually sole method for dealing with controversies.
The key idea of this method is that of a calculus, which Leibniz defines as follows: “A calculation or operation consists in the production of relations by means of transformations of formulae, performed according to certain prescribed laws”.
 A formula is composed of one or more characters, which are “visible signs that represent thoughts”.
 The ars characteristica is the “art of forming and ordering characters in such a way that they refer to thoughts, i.e., so that the characters have among themselves the relation that the thoughts have among themselves”.
 This art thus ensures that a strict correspondence between the level of signs and that of thoughts is established. Therefore, once properly applied, the art guarantees that formulae, relations and operations at the former level represent so-to-speak transparently notions, statements, and syllogisms, at the latter.
 This in turn prevents the occurrence of mistakes or confusion, i.e., provides the certainty of the method based upon the ars characteristica, which Leibniz considers the “True Organon of the General Science”, applicable to “everything that falls under [the label] ‘human reasoning’”.
 And it is this method, of course, that Leibniz advertises as sufficient for the contenders in a debate to easily resolve their dispute by calculating:
We will present here, thus, a new and marvelous calculus, which occurs in all our reasonings and which is not less rigorous than arithmetic or algebra. Through this calculus, it is always possible to terminate that part of a controversy that can be determined from the data, by simply taking a pen, so that it will suffice for two debaters (leaving aside issues of agreement about words) to say to each other: Let us calculate! … In short what will be expounded is a method of disputing formally that is adequate for the treatment of questions, free of the tedium of scholastic syllogisms, and capable of overcoming those distinctions through which in the schools each party eludes the other.

But is this “new and marvelous calculus” the only appropriate way of dealing with, and eventually solving every dispute? The answer is clearly hinted at in the very texts we have just been quoting. Consider first the provisos in the preceding quotation: a) “that part of a controversy that can be determined from the data”; b) “leaving aside issues of agreement about words”. Both clearly refer to controversial issues to which the calculative method may not apply. Consider next the proviso following the claim that the calculative method applies to “everything that falls under [the label] ‘human reasoning’”, namely: “provided it is clothed with the continuous chain of demonstrations of an evident calculus … our Characteristic itself, i.e., the art of using signs by means of a certain kind of exact calculus”.
 Here it is emphasized that the hailed method applies only to reasoning that has already undergone the process of formalization. Consider, finally, the opening sentence of the text we have been quoting from, which states peremptorily: “All human reasoning is performed by means of certain signs or characters”.
 This is an expression of Leibniz’ semiotic credo, namely, the indispensable role of signs in thought (see Dascal 1978). While this credo does not limit the semiotic dependence of mental life to the case of reasoning alone, the present statement does not restrict the kind of semiotic means employed in human reasoning to those of a transparent calculus. Therefore, insofar as controversies of course comprise argumentative moves, the possibility that semiotic means other than calculative ones for conducting our reasoning in them is left open by Leibniz even in the opening statement of a text devoted to the foundations of a calculus for reasoning.
But there are more than indirect hints. In his annum mirabilis of 1686, characterized by great achievements in logic and other epistemological projects, in metaphysics, and in theology (see Dascal 2003: 132-152), Leibniz carefully indicates an important limitation – and this is not the only one – of an ars characteristica or standard logic inspired dialectic:
It must be noticed, however, that this language [i.e., the Universal Characteristic] can function as a judge of controversies, but only regarding natural matters and not revealed ones, because the terms of the mysteries of revealed theology cannot be subjected to an analysis up to the minimal details, for if they did they would be perfectly understood and there would be no mystery in them. In so far as it is necessary to make use ordinary words in matters of revelation, these words are endowed with another, superior meaning.
 

Let us turn now to a clear instance of Leibniz’s soft approach to dialectic. In Des controverses, written in 1680 (A IV 3 204-212; DA 201-208), Leibniz reports a conversation with Duke Johann Friedrich of Hanover, where he presents to his patron “a very peculiar method” of handling controversies, which would advance the cause of the reunification of the Church. This method, he boasts, “had two great advantages: first, it could not be disapproved by anyone; second, it would lead to the end, furnishing a sure means to reach a conclusion”.
 This brief advertisement, along with the reference in the immediately preceding lines to his earlier interrupted work concerned with “an exact discussion of some controversies”,
 and the following comparison with the method of “a Geometer who understands true analysis”,
 might suggest a rather ‘hard’ method endowed with universality, a decision procedure, and exactness. However, as Leibniz – prompted by the Duke’s skepticism vis-à-vis such marvels – unfolds the main features of the new method, it turns out that its peculiarity is quite far from the properties of the calculative model.
The visible sign that makes this method “one of a kind” is moderation:

… there is nothing that makes a dispute more commendable than the moderation of the disputants; … this moderation will be manifest here in a quite special and indisputable way … [for] the nature of the dispute forces people to speak moderately in spite of themselves.

Moderation is achieved, in Leibniz’s method, thanks to a moderator or expounder whose neutrality is apparent to all, someone who would “write down controversies in such a way that the reader cannot know which party is favored” by him. This would not be due to some property of the moderator’s character, but rather to the very “form of the undertaking” which, as “everyone would have to admit”, would “impose moderation” on the performance of his task.
 The presence and example of this figure restrains eruptions of emotion, irrelevant and ungrounded arguments, purely eristic moves and other forms of ill faith, and mistakes – though it will not eliminate them altogether. Specifically, Leibniz lists five common defects that plague disputes,
 and claims:
I dare say that the method that I purport to employ reduces these difficulties at once, and excludes them formally. For one will actually see a representation of the reasons of both sides which is so faithful that every reader will need only common sense in order to judge, without depending upon the moderator’s [expounder’s] expression of his inclination.

All of this is achieved by a moderator that operates according to a few rules and aiming not at judging, reconciling or taking sides in a controversy, but only at carefully reporting it – neutrally, orderly, concisely, unambiguously, taking into account all the relevant arguments of both sides, and in a way that is sufficient for “a man of common sense to make his judgment based on the report”.

It is quite evident that this method is concerned with removing or attenuating those factors that disturb the good will and the understanding, for, if the latter were universally shared, disputes would be prevented and the need for a method of solving them would be obviated.
 In this respect, it sets the stage for the eventual resolution of controversies, but does not actually purport to solve them – a task that the moderator is in fact barred from undertaking. This is a task left for the “man of common sense”, whose capacity of judging is, to be sure, helped by the moderator’s or expounder’ preparatory work, but certainly not replaced by an infallible decision procedure such as that allegedly provided by the ‘hard’, calculative method. Therefore, in terms of the parameters I have proposed to characterize ‘cognitive technologies’, the method adumbrated in Des controverses is a ‘partial’ rather than ‘integral’ cognitive technology (it provides only ‘helps’ for achieving a cognitive purpose), as well as a ‘weak’ rather than a ‘strong’ one (it does not provide a decision procedure yielding certainty).
 Taken together, these two parameters, along with the other features of the method, clearly characterize a ‘soft’ rationality approach to the handling of controversies.
It is important to stress that the method described in Des controverses was not the mere expression of a momentary enthusiasm with no sequel. Some of its key elements – e.g., the idea of the moderator or rapporteur – are elaborations of earlier ideas, such as that of a ‘director’ of a controversy, already present in the Vices of mingled disputes of the late 1680’s (A VI 2 387-389; DA 1-6); others, such as the very idea of moderation, were considerably developed in later writings’ elaboration of strategies of reconciliation (e.g., Methods of Reunion, 1687; A I 5 10-21; DA 247-262); and some – e.g., the idea of a visibly neutral report as capable of leading to an objective solution – were actually implemented in Leibniz’s dialectic praxis. A notorious example of the successful implementation of this idea and its corollaries is the Examination of the Christian Religion, one of Leibniz’s most ingenious efforts to mitigate the Catholic-Protestant doctrinal as well as political feud and thus to advance the irenic project.

The Examination opens with a clear statement of the neutral and objective stance of its not named author, which is worth quoting:
After having prayed much and at length for divine help, and leaving aside as much as humanly possible any partisanship, I have meditated about religious controversies as if I had just arrived from a new world, alien to all sects and uncommitted to any party. Everything considered, I have reached the conclusions I will expound, which I have decided to adopt because the Sacred Scripture, the authority of pious antiquity, right reason itself and the testimony of the facts appear to recommend every mind free of prejudice to believe in.

The fact that the author declares what are the conclusions of his careful weighing of the issues examined does not detract from the neutral and objective stance, for his conclusions do not amount to siding, overall, either with the Protestant or with the Catholic position. Quite on the contrary, the basic neutrality of the stance makes room for an evaluation of each particular controversial point on its own merits – which leads to particular conclusions that are sometimes palatable to one side and sometimes to the other. That is to say, such conclusions embody not one-directional concessions, but bi-directional ones. This not only confirms the rapporteur’s neutrality, but grants it the visibility it must have according to the Des controverses method. That in this particular text the method worked is demonstrated by the surprise and enthusiasm of the Catholic theologians who discovered and translated the text:
 upon seeing how far Leibniz the Lutheran was ready to concede many points held by the Catholics, including points adopted in controversial decisions of the Council of Trent, they wondered whether Leibniz had secretly converted to Catholicism and began to praise and trust him! 
4. Concomitance
A fact worth noticing is that Leibniz’s concern with controversies begins very early and continues during his whole life, until his very last days. Throughout all these years, the ‘soft’ and the ‘hard’ approaches coexist, sometimes within the same text, as viable ways of handling controversies – ways that he applies, theorizes about, and is constantly concerned to develop.

Leibniz’s first academic publication was his B.A. thesis, the Disputatio Metaphysica de Principio Individui (A VI 1 3-19), which he defended in December 1662 and published in May 1663 in Leipzig. Though the disputatio was at the time the standard form of writing and defending a dissertation for obtaining an academic degree, its subject matter was not necessarily a controversy. Nevertheless, the young Leibniz chose as his theme the “very difficult and prolix controversies” about the principle of individuation.
 As usual in the academic disputationes of the time, Leibniz begins by surveying the state of the issue (status quaestionis), by distinguishing between the various meanings attributed to the key terms in the controversy, and by identifying the main points of contention and the various positions held in the debate. Having complied with this formality, he soon takes sides, dismissing those positions that don’t satisfy the “general argument” that “every individual is individuated by its whole entity” – an opinion “held by the most serious scholars”.
 Among those who accept this axiom, neither Thomas Aquinas nor Duns Scotus are included; and Scotus, “known as an extreme realist because he put the true reality of universals outside the mind”,
 becomes the target of Leibniz’s critique in the rest of the text, where, leaning on nominalist counter-arguments, he refutes the arguments of Scotus himself and of several of his followers. The syllogistic form of the argumentation, typical of the genre disputatio, might suggest that this is strictly a ‘hard’ rationality text; nevertheless, it deals with a classical metaphysical debate in which disagreements usually handled by ‘soft’ rationality tools, such as questions of interpretation, basic assumptions and presumptions, and the very issues at stake have a fundamental role – a role the young Leibniz does not overlook.

The Specimen Quaestionum Philosophicarum ex Jure Collectarum (A VI 1 71-95) is a text written for a disputatio held in December 1664, in which the young Leibniz – bearing since February the title of Master of Philosophy – presides over the proceedings, the younger Johannes Matthaeus Menzelius being the respondent. It marks the beginning of Leibniz’s shift to juridical studies, while at the same time stressing the continuity between them and his philosophical interests. The text deals with a variety of questions, from logic to metaphysics, through the philosophy of mind, mathematics, physics, the liar paradox, and the nature of animals and humans. Of particular interest to our topic here is Question II (A VI 1 76-77), which deals with the issue of who bears the charge of the proof in a dialectical confrontation.

Leibniz points out the inconsistency between two rules, the one observed by philosophers, the other, he seems to imply, by jurists – respectively, “The person who affirms a thesis is responsible for proving it” and “The opponent is held responsible for proving his statements”.
 The solution to the conflict that may arise as to which of the rules to apply in a given case is solved by the presumption that the latter is more ‘natural’ than the former, whence follows the recommendation: “When in doubt, the second rule prevails”.
 This is justified by pointing to the ‘tacit contract’ between the participants in a disputation: Whoever has taken upon himself the role of respondent in a disputation has thereby only accepted the obligation of defending [his] thesis against the opponent’s objections, which must be proved by the latter.

Leibniz further argues that the ‘philosopher’s rule’ would render the phenomenon of debate unexplainable, since – he asks – “what is easier than to transmute a negative word into a positive one and vice-versa?” Such a move, he contends, “would virtually eliminate all disputes, since, before a dispute could begin, endless debates would be needed in order to establish whether a given proposition is, in itself, of an affirmative or of a negative nature”.
 It seems to me that he is clearly suggesting that the issue of who bears the charge of the proof in a dispute is neither a syntactic-morphological, nor a semantic-logical ‘hard’ issue, but a pragmatic one, having to do with the proper performance of the role of each disputant in each context.
He indeed insists on the context sensitivity and consequent ‘flexibility’ of the assignment of onus probandi. In a court of law, for example, the aim being to decide a case on the basis of true, reliable evidence, “it is necessary by all means to extract, from the deeds and from what has been proved, the truth, so as to be able to decide the matter at hand”; from which it follows – he argues – that “the charge of the proof must be imposed upon whoever can discharge it most ably, so as not to leave the matter without a decision”.
 Furthermore, “the same need to prevent that the inquiry of the truth be interrupted” mandates that the charge be transferred to the other contender, if the one that was presumed to discharge it is unable to do so. Ultimately, this flexibility is possible precisely because it is not a ‘hard’, but rather a ‘soft’ rule that guides the assignment of the charge of the proof:  “it is not universally established whether it is the plaintiff or the defendant that is required to prove, since neither a tacit contract concerning this matter obtains between the parties, nor – as happens in contemplative philosophy – it is possible to give up a sentence and a decision without damaging the other party”.

Leibniz’s next disputation, the Disputatio Juridica De Conditionibus, was defended in two installments, in July and August 1665 (A VI 1 98-150). In a brief Preface, he defends the conciseness of this very dense demonstrative structure of 160 definitions and 375 theorems, whose aim is to provide a general systematic account of the types and of the validity of conditional dispositions and contracts, especially in Roman law, by comparing his method to that of the Ancients, who made use of “very certain and almost mathematical demonstrations”.
 While my comment on this text would perhaps be to point out that it instantiates “hard rationality at its best”, Yvon Belaval would probably go further. In accordance with his stress on the central role of formalism’s in Leibniz’s thought (Belaval 1960), he might describe the De Conditionibus by emphatically repeating what he wrote about the Confessio Philosophi of 1673: “The love of formalism is not new: it is a constant in our philosopher. The most sublime method is the one that deduces from first principles. These principles? Definitions. As for the form of reasoning, it is taught to us by syllogistics, natural theology, and jurisprudence” (Belaval 1961: 18).
Pol Boucher, at least in part, would follow suit, for he discerns in the De Conditionibus’ attempt to put in logical form the informal demonstrations of the Justinian corpus a glimpse of “the project of reducing knowledge to a chain of definitions” (Boucher 2002: 11-12). As an outstanding connoisseur of this text, however, he warns that the kind of juridical rationality it actually displays is not that of the standard logical-mathematical model. Since it has to cope with a “polyphonic complexity” of sources and constraints (ibid., pp. 10, 19), its formalism at times violates ‘standard’ logical requirements. For example, the necessity of some propositions (e.g., theorems 264, 288, 298) “is not strictly logical even though their contraries imply contradiction”, because “in spite of their mathematical or logical components, their evidence depends first of all upon the acceptance of fundamental norms concerning the origin and the balance of rights” (ibid., pp. 19, 20).

The combination of independent and complex reasons in what Boucher calls a ‘composite logic’ yields the peculiar phenomenon of ‘apparently circular demonstrations’ (ibid., p. 47), i.e., demonstrations based on theorems posterior to the one being proved (see, for instance, the demonstrations of theorems 23 and 29). The solution Boucher proposes for this apparent breach of deductive linearity is based on the observation that the ‘circular’ theorems
 refer to legal properties of conditional dispositions “that are not consequences of a single fundamental norm but of several independent norms” (ibid., p. 56). The picture of this deductive text that emerges, therefore, is not that of a single linear logical thread, but rather that of a crisscrossing series of independent deductive chains, such that within each of them logical linearity is respected and at the nodes where two or more of them meet the resulting combination of the logically independent legal properties is validated by positive law (ibid., pp. 57-58). Regardless of whether a structure such as this is ‘hard’ or ‘soft’, its form is certainly not a conventional one – in either of these two types of rationality.

In the last of his formal disputations, which granted him the doctoral degree in November 1666, the Disputatio Inauguralis de Casibus Perplexis in Jure (A VI 1 233-256), Leibniz addresses one of the most difficult issues in legal theory and practice, the so-called ‘hard cases’. His opening exploration of the meaning of casus perplexus points to metaphors (Gordian knot, squaring of the circle, blind intestine), proverbs (for a hard knot a hard wedge), and concepts (doubt, problem, antinomy, impossibility, insolubility) that suggest conundrums for which a way out is indeed very hard to find, if at all. But he also points out that there are all sorts of knots, not all which are Gordian, and that etymologically ‘perplexity’, which derives from the verb plecto, a frequentative of plico (‘to fold’), refers to the pliability of things that are “simultaneously flexible and tenacious”,
 so that the entanglement of hard cases involves a peculiar mix of soft and hard properties. Nevertheless, after examining the contemporary attitudes of jurists towards how to decide these cases – attitudes including the refusal to decide, the appeal to lots, the granting of complete freedom of decision to the judge, and the restriction of such freedom through the reliance on non-juridical criteria (e.g., charity, equity, humanitarian considerations) – Leibniz adopts a rather strict position, according to which “all the cases can be decided by the law alone”.
 To those who, like Bachovius, argue that the interpretation of positive law is uncertain, he retorts by appealing to natural law and natural reason, upon which positive law, if it is to be reliable, must be grounded. In this way, he hopes perhaps to shuffle aside the problem of interpretation, as well as other ‘soft’ elements, such as the ‘natural’ presumptions he himself mentions, that challenge the certainty of the decision procedure for hard cases he is proposing.
 This casts doubt on the basis of the confidence he expresses in the capacity of the three rules he formulates (and whose use the rest of his dissertation illustrates) to decide at least all hard cases stricto sensu (A VI 1 255).

In discussing the above examples of Leibniz’s early work, especially those pieces explicitly defined as disputations, I have been trying to show that some of them are mostly ‘hard’ in nature, others rather ‘soft’ (at least in some of their parts), and others comprise both types of rationality. The effort I had to spend in putting together the evidence to argue this point would have been considerably reduced had I noticed before that Leibniz himself had already done it! In 1669, Leibniz compiles in one volume three of his disputations: De Conditionibus, De Casibus Perplexibus, and Quaestiones Philosophicae Ex Jure Collectae.
 The way he orders them and slightly modifies their titles in this volume indicate his own assessment of their ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ characteristics. This is neatly posted in the title page of the Specimina Juris (A VI 1 367-430):

INSERT FIGURE “FOR CHAPTER 02” HERE, PLEASE
Notice first that each of the pieces is presented as an example (specimen) of a different aspect of law: the fact that the law does involve serious practical and theoretical difficulties, the fact that its formulation and application is related to a broad range of knowledge in a variety of domains, and the possibility of formalizing it rigorously. Notice also that the order of presentation is not that of composition (which is II, III, I), and observe the different size of the font employed for each piece: It is as if, taken together, order and font indicate their relative importance – II and III being perhaps represented as illustrating the kinds of considerations or tools capable of contributing to eventually solving difficulties such as those discussed in I. And notice, finally, the addition of the word amoeniores (‘more pleasant’) in the title of II. This addition explicitly calls attention to the element of ‘softness’, whose presence we noticed in our analysis of the Second Question of text II.
 The ensemble of this carefully crafted composition shows Leibniz’s care in making explicit that his juridical work make use of both a hard, formal method and a soft, persuasive one and that it would be a grave mistake to consider the former as capable to solve all juridical problems and, therefore, as privileged over the latter.
Let us turn now to another domain in Leibniz’s early work, his writings on theological controversies, intended to advance his irenic views.
 Here too we find the concomitant presence of markedly different ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ approaches, as well as a certain ‘polyphony’ that reminds the one Boucher detects in the early juridical writings (see Section 4 in fine). The Catholic Demonstrations project is explicitly ‘hard’ – as indicated by its general title as well as by those of the pieces it comprises; the first part of the Short Commentary on the Judge of Controversies, with which the early theological production ends, is, as we will see, of a ‘soft’ nature.

The Catholic Demonstrations begins with a synoptic table of the demonstrations it planned to contain (Demonstrationum Catholicarum Conspectus, 1668-1669; A VI 1 494-500). It follows a quasi-axiomatic order, beginning with demonstrations of God’s existence and of the immortality and immateriality of the soul, followed by a long set of demonstrations of the possibility of the mysteries of the Christian faith and refutations of the alleged proofs of their impossibility, and ending with no less than demonstrations of the authority of the Catholic Church and of the Sacred Scriptures. The dialectic strategy of the part devoted to the mysteries, which includes actual refutations of various objections to their rationality, consists simply in: Let us decide this controversy by proving the possibility of the mysteries! This is clearly expressed, for example, in “On the demonstration of the possibility of the mysteries of the Eucharyst”:
… the vindication of the truth against the insults of atheists, infidels, and heretics in claiming the impossibility and contradiction [of the mysteries] demands not only denouncing but also exposing them, and nothing is more correct and deeper than doing this by means of a demonstration of possibility; for, as a single clear definition saves a thousand distinctions, so too a single clear demonstration saves a thousand responses. Once the possibility is thus clearly shown, it appears immediately that all the alleged impossibilities derive from using a false hypothesis and a contested sentence which is ill-understood and belongs to something else.
 


In the Short commentary, written roughly at the same time as the above quoted text, Leibniz’s strategy in theological controversies, especially those regarding the mysteries of faith, undergoes a remarkable shift. It is no longer through logical demonstration that he seeks to defend the Christian dogmas, but rather through scriptural hermeneutics. The “judge of controversies” in “questions of faith necessary for salvation” is not conceptual analysis and definition, but explicit textual presence in the Sacred Scripture: “Regarding these questions, no proposition is to be accepted as belonging to faith unless it is expressly contained in the Sacred Scripture, taken literally from the sources”.

This criterion, however, does not amount to a decision procedure, for one must believe not in the words, but in their meaning, which presence of the words in the Scripture still leaves to be determined:
But it remains a non-negligible difficulty. Since one has faith not in words, but in their meanings, it is not enough for us to believe that the person who uttered the sentence ‘This is my body’ said the truth unless we know also what he said. However, we do not know what he said if we only have the words and ignore their meaning.

But how to determine the appropriate meaning, if not through a process of interpretation that may involve a measure of arbitrariness, which might lead us far away from the proper or literal meaning? In order to avoid this danger and keep as close as possible to narrow ‘textualism’, Leibniz adopts a strange compromise. He goes as far as admitting that the content of a belief – even in “questions necessary for salvation” – need not be semantically determined and may consist in favoring one proposition, out of a set of available alternatives, albeit without having a precise criterion for justifying such a preference:
This is a very hard knot. But it can be solved. My reply is that it is not always necessary for faith to know that a particular sense of the words is true; [it suffices that] we understand that sense and reject it positively, but rather leave it under doubt even though we might be inclined towards some other [sense]. Furthermore, it is sufficient that we believe in the first place that whatever is contained in the meanings be true; this is clearly the case in those mysteries, where practice does not vary whatever the meaning turns out [finally] to be.

This largesse grants legitimacy to figurative interpretations too, provided these are not systematically favored at the expense of literal ones:
But what about the improper sense? In this case, I think that, upon listening to the words of the text, Christians have to take them as true under the proper sense. Yet [they should do so] with the pious candor that knows it can deceive itself and that perhaps the proposition is true in a figurative sense, thus acting in a surer way. This faith will be disjunctive, although it inclines towards one of its parts. And indeed this is what most Christians do in practice, if you look at it carefully.

Under the semantic conditions the passages quoted above describe, it is evident that a great deal of philological and historical knowledge, as well as hermeneutic skill are required for choosing the appropriate interpretation. This is, obviously, fertile ground for interpretative controversy, which the Short Commentary suggests to deal with by means such as the presumptions these passages spell out – e.g., that all the different meanings evoked by a Scriptural passage are true or that one should give priority to the literal sense over the figurative senses. Presumptions are typically ‘soft’ inferential devices, like all other appeals to the textual norm, since they only incline the balance of reason towards one of its scales without thereby providing the judge of controversies with logically compelling, unquestionable solutions.

This section has highlighted the concomitance of hard and soft dialectic strategies in Leibniz’s early writings pertaining to different domains. Boucher has pointed out, with respect to the relationship of the different approaches present in Leibniz’s early juridical writings, that neither can be viewed as either evolving from or reducible to the other, though there is an undeniable connection between them. He suggestively calls this non-linear and non-reductive link ‘fragmented continuity’ (Boucher 2002: 21). And, without giving up altogether the evolutionary perspective, he stresses both, the concomitance and the difference of approaches that range from a privileged focus on positive law to a quasi-axiomatic natural law based model.
 He refers to this state of affairs as a ‘polyphonic development’, where the intimacy of the presence of the “analytic, architectonic and natural law approaches” is so marked that “one can feel in each line the attenuated action of the two others” (Boucher 2002: 22).  A similar polyphony, though perhaps not as intimate and harmonious, characterizes most phases of the development of his thought, as far as the undeniable co-presence and mutual irreducibility of hard and soft rationality in general, and in the theory and practice of dialectic in particular, are concerned. 
5. Content sharing
It is now time to inquire whether, beyond the fact that the two kinds of dialectic appear concomitantly in Leibniz’s writings and play a virtually simultaneous role in the development of his thought in several domains, they also share some content. If they do, while at the same time preserving their profound differences, this may count as evidence in favor of the one dialectic thesis (see Section 2). Of course, for this to be the case the sharing ought not to be merely circumstantial or domain-dependent, but should rather consist in or be derived from essential features of his conception of dialectic, which manifest themselves, albeit differently, in its ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ dialectic branches. The concept of ‘form’ and its associates is a good example.
The opening paragraph of the “Vices of Mingled Disputes” (Vitia disputationis confusanae; A VI 2 387-389, DA 1-6), written at the end of the 1660’s, defines a confused dispute as “a dispute in which the form of reasoning is not respected”;
 the final paragraph of this sharp analysis of the types of disputations and their problems ends with a list of “firm and solid rules” that would put an end to endless disputes with a ban on informal inferences: “nothing should be said without proof and nothing should be inferred except formally”.
 Prima facie, these opening and closing lines should suffice for locating this writing in the category of ‘hard’ contributions to Leibniz’s meta-dialectic reflections, since it seems to insist clearly on formal logic as the means to put controversies in the right track.

On closer inspection, however, a rather different picture emerges. Except for the initial and final statements quoted in the preceding paragraph, there is virtually no trace of formal logic (or of mathematics) in the Vitia. Neither are mistakes in logical inference or other faults of reasoning singled out as causes of confusion in disputes, nor are the strictures of reasoning in forma specifically mentioned as the means of preventing and curing any of the confusions discussed in the text.
 And for good reason, since the causes – hence the treatment – of the type of confusions this text is concerned with are of an entirely different kind. They have to do not with how the contenders think but with how they argue with each other, not with the reasons they have but with when and how they are presented and what persuasive power they have, not with the validity of their reasonings but with the dialectical interaction that takes place in the dispute. Confusion arises in a dispute when the lack of a clear structure prevents participants and audience alike from keeping track of the argumentation lines, from reaching a conclusion, and from succeeding in their persuading efforts:
If one continues to reply, then either this is done through alternating turns of speech or through a continuous peroration. If the reply allows for alternation or permits interpolations by the other, the following problems arise: (a) each [participant] is not able to complete his line of reasoning; (b) we forget the preceding reasons when discussing the present one; … (d) the hearers of these disorganized repartees end up forgetting them [all] or becoming confused. In these ways it becomes hopeless both to convince the adversary – who can always jump from one topic to another, to elude the reasoner, and to pursue the matter ad infinitum – and to persuade an audience that has been confused or bored.

Overcoming this kind of problems cannot be achieved by intervening merely at the level of logical form. For Leibniz, it requires the introduction of a new factor at the level of dialectic interaction, which turns out to be our familiar moderator or rapporteur (see Section 3), who in the Vitia’s earlier impersonation is endowed with enough powers to bring the dispute to a successful end:

If there is a director, with the power to formulate questions adequately and to interrupt or terminate the dispute whenever appropriate, then, assuming that this director is prudent and good, the dispute may have a [successful] end. For the director either formulates from the beginning preliminary questions, or else he formulates them in view of the discrepancies between the parties. …  In this way, he can completely avoid leaving arguments without refutation … thus avoiding the omission of anything. Therefore, if such a good and smart director is available, there is hope that the majority [of disputes] can be handled correctly.

 
The introduction of the director no doubt contributes to reducing the danger of confusion, but it is not enough to yield a reliable structure to disputes. Directors, after all, are human beings: not all of them are clever and skillful as their function requires, and sometimes they make use of their power for nothing but advancing their personal interests;
 and the contenders too: their original reasons and beliefs “tend to remain tenaciously fixed in the mind, thereby escaping the power of the director and of any other person”.
 An additional element is therefore needed in order to reach a structure comparable to that of logical form, namely that set of “firm and solid rules” which contenders as well as directors must obey.
 Once this is provided, one can claim to be able to eradicate confused disputes thanks to a strict ‘dialectical form’ that, if enforced, will allow only for disputes that respect the ‘argumentative order’ their confused counterparts lack.

Notice, however, that such a form need not be instantiated by a version of ‘hard’ logical form (see Section 7). This is apparent in the Vitia where, in spite of Leibniz’s initial and closing statements, the “firm and solid rules” he proposes are nowhere near the rules of logical inference as far as their ‘hardness’ is concerned. This is due to the fact that the ‘dialectical form’ shared by the two branches of Leibnizian dialectic represents the general theoretical level of pragmatic organization of adversarial communication, whereas ‘logical form’ – in the context of the present analysis – refers to one of the available means for implementing such an organization – the one exemplified by the hard ‘Let us calculate!’ project. But dialectical form can as well be implemented by other, soft means, such as those instantiated by the Vitia’s Director or the Des Controverses’ Moderator (see also DA 66, 146). 
That these two levels – say, of theoretical meta-conceptualization and implementation of dialectical form – are indeed distinguished by Leibniz is shown by an attempted implementation of some of the dialectical principles that the Vitia formulates through the use of ‘hard’ looking numerical and semiotic means. In the mid-1680’s Method of Disputing until the Completion of the Subject Matter,
 Leibniz formulates a method for ensuring ‘dialectic relevance’ and preventing ‘dialectic redundancy’. The formalism employed consists in a tree-like diagram, where arguments, objections, replicas, retorts, etc. are represented numerically and displayed in such a way that one can easily see the relations between them. The structure, being purely syntactical, is formal precisely in the same sense as the symbolic representation of a Modus Ponens inference as ‘p ( q, p; ├ q’ is. And, in both cases alike, this is what is supposed to ensure the possibility of using this method in all sorts of disputation, regardless of their domain and content, as Leibniz correctly stresses.
 Nevertheless, whereas the syntactic hardness of the second formalism is a necessary consequence of the semantic hardness of the logical relations it expresses, this is not the case with the formalism that expresses dialectical relations, for these are not semantic but rather pragmatic in nature, and could also be expressed satisfactorily by softer means.
Just as ‘form’ is a theoretical meta-concept shared by both branches of Leibnizian dialectic, so too are other meta-concepts that are closely related to that of form, such as ‘order’, ‘rule’, ‘method’, and ‘proof’. It is this sharing that allows for the same text or neighboring ones to make claims or implement models based on both, the soft and the hard senses of these terms. The phenomenon is not limited to dialectic and extends to other domains where Leibniz employs the meta-concepts in question alternating between their two senses. For instance, when describing his plan of creating a German society of scholars whose task would be the systematization of research, Leibniz defines the “form or order” of this society’s objectives in terms of his cherished hard projects: “the conjunction of the two most important arts of discovery, the Analytic and the Combinatory”.
 However, the fourteen canons that are to spell out the conditions for the plan’s implementation specify soft rules concerning division of labor, how to thank the authors for their work, the discursive form and order of the written output, the use of definitions and experiments, etc.
 Another example, of particular interest for dialectic purposes, is the alternation between a hard, strict sense of ‘proof’ (probatio) virtually equivalent to demonstration, and softer senses of this term and its cognates. This softening of the meaning is sometimes expressed through quasi-synonyms or hedges of ‘proof’, which quite explicitly weaken the demonstrative force conveyed by its usual sense. For example, when something is said to be proved or determined “as far as permitted by the data” or when the degree of probability of a “proof or conjecture” is estimated, regardless of how precise the resulting estimation, it “cannot serve us for reaching certainty, which is impossible”, but only “for acting in the most reasonable way possible on the basis of the facts or knowledge available to us”.
 Hard and soft proofs can thus be lumped together, at a certain level of abstractness, in a scale of ‘degrees of proof’, which provide reasons with different weights, each corresponding to the ‘degree of hardness (or softness)’ of the proof that supports it – as Leibniz the jurist was well aware of.
 

Perhaps the most convincing textual evidence of content sharing between the two modalities of Leibnizian dialectic is revealed by following a terminological thread he himself provides: the fact that two key dialectical expressions – ‘judge of controversies’ and ‘balance’ – are employed by Leibniz for referring, alternatively, to the soft and to the hard dialectic projects of his.
As we have seen (section 4), Leibniz sides with the ‘textualists’ in claiming that the judge of substantive religious controversies must be the Biblical text itself (cf. Short Commentary, §§5, 34); yet, he admits that, since the meaning of the Scripture is not always determinable with certainty, this textual judge is not a hard, infallible one, but rather a softer one: its interpretive decisions are based on presumptions that incline the balance towards some meaning without necessitating, however, its choice (§§24, 32, 35). Nevertheless, as in §36 the Short Commentary moves from religious to secular controversies, both judge and balance undergo a radical shift in meaning and function. The former is now Right Reason (§52), rather than a text, however sacred it may be; the latter, a perfectly built and calibrated balance, whose precise mechanism prevents any mistakes (cf. §65a,b). To be sure, Leibniz points out, humans and social groups, influenced as they are by interests and passions, may deviate from reason and commit mistakes (cf. §§36-47); but this is not the case for “Right Reason abstractly taken”, which therefore – he concludes – “must be, in my opinion, the judge of controversies in the world”.
 The art of this judge, which Leibniz compares with the “fabulous science of making gold” (§60), is nothing but “the True logic, endowed with a certain exact and rigorous form of proceeding that excludes all sophisms”.
 The ideal judge and the ideal balance are thus in fact equivalent, at least when controversy arises about questions “amenable to calculation”. For, in this case,
there is no need for a judge, since if one numbers everything diligently and attentively, without omitting anything, the necessary conclusion emerges with maximum evidence … In such a way, it is clear that what is evidently demonstrable should be withdrawn from the judge’s decision and trusted to the balance of reason.
 
Obviously, we have landed in the hard domain of calculative dialectic, and the shift from the soft judge and balance to their hard counterparts has not required even a warning.


If such radical shifts are possible within one text, no wonder one can find them across texts written twenty years apart, such as the Short Commentary (1669) and the Exhortation (1688), which includes among the tasks of the General Science project, the development of a judge of controversies, which Leibniz describes as follows:
On the judge of human controversies or Method of infallibility; and on how it can be achieved that all our mistakes be no more than errors of calculation that can be corrected by an easy examination.

The only noticeable differences between this quote and the corresponding version in the Short Commentary are (a) the broader scope of the Exhortation judge, whose jurisdiction spans all human controversies and mistakes, rather than only those “amenable to calculation”, and (b) the omission of the image of the balance, which becomes redundant due to the extended scope.

6. Division of labor

In the light of the evidence so far presented, hard and soft dialectic hold a rather complex relationship of deep difference and radical separation along with concomitance and content sharing. While the evidence provides reasonable support for the one dialectic thesis, the question remains why this one dialectic should unfold into two markedly different branches along a hard/soft divide. In this concluding section, I will explore an answer to this question that seems to me to have a high degree of likelihood: division of labor.
6.1 Division of labor is obviously necessary when different domains of research and action intrinsically require different forms of rationality. In Dascal (2001), where my aim was to highlight the importance of soft rationality for Leibniz, I have stressed the essential role of this kind of rationality in fields such as law, politics, theology and church politics, science and scientific policy, epistemology, and metaphysics, arguing that no proper account of them is possible without acknowledging this role. In the present study of Leibniz’s two-pronged dialectic, however, what must be stressed are the diverse needs of different fields, which leads some of them to tend more towards hard means and others towards soft ones. For example, logic and mathematics, the paradigms of hard rationality, function also as a general paradigm of hard dialectic – although Leibniz surprisingly points out that even in mathematics a ‘blandior ratio tractandi’ is required.
 Leibnizian ethics, on the other hand, has clearly soft requirements, characteristic of the deliberations involved in deciding between the relative weight of conflicting values in specific situations. For example, a generally condemned action such as lying “ceases to be an evil by being used for the good”, provided “it cannot be proved, either by reason or by the authority of the sacred scriptures” that it is, “by its very nature, sinful” – which, according to Leibniz, indeed cannot be proved.
 Even in domains such as politics and legal practice, both inclined towards the soft branch of dialectic, marked differences between the strategies of argumentation employed are pointed out by Leibniz. For example, while in a court of law where to win the case is what matters most, “hardly anybody will shift from his own opinion to that of the other in public discussions”, in princely courts where political power depends upon alliances and broad support “interest itself demands at times that one abandon one’s opinion and cease to insist on it”.

6.2 Division of labor is also intimately connected with the basic non-confrontational attitude underlying Leibnizian dialectic. When his friend Vincent Placcius asks him to read and criticize a manuscript he is about to send to him, the polite but firm reply is:
… you should not doubt that I will be an eager and, as far as possible, a studious reader of whatever emanates from you. Nevertheless, to exercise criticism requires more work, and it should not be expected from me, for by nature and education I am prepared to look for, in the writings of others, what contributes to my own improvement rather than the others’ failure.

He stresses that this is no idiosyncratic attitude, nor an attempt to escape the burden of attentive reading required by criticism. It is rather a matter of policy, whose implementation demands even more attention and effort than criticism itself:
My long experience has taught me not to disdain anything easily. There are profound reflections in every kind of doctrine, each with its own usefulness, even though they are not so obvious. Therefore, what has been reflected upon in various kinds of interpretation, I usually consider as deserving applause for its precision, rather than contempt; in this way, I stimulate the learned to explore those deeper notions rather than being deterred by them.

This eclectic epistemological policy is mandatory once one realizes the multiplicity and variety of often contrary opinions on every possible subject matter. Metaphysically, this is a result of the different perspectives from which each monad reflects the whole universe.
 Consequently, knowledge cannot be built by solitary individuals as in the Cartesian paradigm, but only through a multi-perspective, cooperative strategy – for which dialectic turns out to be a fundamental tool:

There are comfortable and uncomfortable, good and bad aspects in all things, sacred and profane; this is what disturbs men, this is what gives rise to the diversity of opinions, everyone considering each thing from a particular side. There are only few persons who have the patience of making a tour around the thing, up to the point of putting themselves on the side of the adversary. That is to say, there are very few who undertake to examine the pro and the con with equal application, in the spirit of a disinterested judge, in order to see to which side the balance should incline.

The young Leibniz began very early to elaborate detailed plans for the institutional organization of the required cooperation, which at last culminated with the creation of the Academy of Sciences in Berlin. These plans, as we have seen (cf. Section 5), included specific rules for the social aspects of the division of labor; they also included provisions for coordinating the divided labor in order to yield results whose ‘hard’ status would thus be ensured – e.g., agreed upon definitions: “The definitions will be communicated to the members, who will establish them through joint deliberation; this will avoid the cause of confusion that consists in using, in the same encyclopedia, one word with various meanings”.

6.3 A non-confrontational dialectic implies an eclectic perspective and a cooperative division of labor, as we have just seen. Does it also imply the fusion between the two branches of Leibnizian dialectic? The temptation to answer “yes” is great, especially if one recalls that the satisfaction of the non-confrontational drive presupposes the possibility of conciliation between apparently contrary positions:
What will Leibniz do? Notice that he lives among scholars who believe in the incompatibility of the two methods. Will he reject the ancients’ method? Not at all; for such exclusion does not fit his method, which tends to conserve everything by reconciling things that seem to be contrary to each other (Boutroux 1948: 78-79).

This is however, a reply to a rather different question, which has to do not with the two branches of Leibnizian dialectic, but with two variants of one of them – the hard one. Leibniz’s dilemma, as presented by Boutroux (1948: 78), was whether to abandon entirely syllogistic logic once he realized the immense advantages of modern mathematics and the possibility of its generalization into a symbolic logic. But from the viewpoint of the hard-soft opposition, this is a false dilemma, as Boutroux himself promptly points out. Since syllogistic inferences can be brought to a degree of mathematical precision and validity not inferior to that of a logical calculus,
 there is no opposition between them in this respect; hence no need of conciliation.
Where there seems to be the need of some sort of ‘conciliation’ – be it in the form of division of labor or some other form of modus vivendi – is between the hard and soft modalities of dialectic, whatever their variants. But can such conciliation be achieved under the tutelage of the overarching ‘principle of conciliation’ Boutroux considers to be an essential piece of Leibniz’s method? I doubt it: if this is indeed a principle of Leibniz’s method – and I agree that it is a strrategy cherished by him – it must be a principle of soft dialectic (and rationality), rather than of dialectic (and rationality) tout court; for the simple reason that in hard dialectic exclusion is not ruled out, but quite on the contrary, is the ruling principle! To elevate the ‘principle of conciliation’ to the status of a governing dialectic principle would amount, therefore, to reducing the hard branch to the soft one, just as to place a formal ‘principle of calculability’ in the position of the overarching dialectic principle would amount to reducing soft to hard dialectic.
Instead of either of these blunders, the evidence we have been collecting suggests a non-reductive relationship between the horns of the two-pronged Leibnizian dialectic. It points to a coexistence and cooperation that preserve the difference between these horns because it is thanks to it that the work done by each of them complements that done by the other. Theirs is a harmony that must be itself dialectic – i.e., grounded not in the axiomatic similarity of siblings who stem from a single principle, but in the complementary talents of partners whose shared aims converge.
In a letter to Burnett of 1697, Leibniz describes a “Method of Establishments” for overcoming endless disputes and thereby contributing to the advancement of knowledge, which is perhaps the best illustration in his writings of this kind of complementary partnership. It brings together under the same roof two kinds of propositions: those that “can be demonstrated absolutely with metaphysical necessity” and those “that can be demonstrated morally, i.e., in a manner that provides moral certainty – as when we know that China or Peru exist, even though we have never seen them and have no absolute proof of it”;
 the co-habitation of these hard and soft kinds of truth in any given field, e.g. theology, requires a method capable to handle harmoniously a hodgepodge of disciplines as varied as, e.g., philosophy, history, hermeneutics, mathematics, jurisprudence, and others.
6.4 A complementarity of this kind between soft and hard dialectic is especially needed in cases such as metaphysics where the highest degree of certainty – which is the obvious desideratum – cannot be reached because the matter at hand does not admit it.
 Therefore, whenever the issue is such that the certainty of necessary truth – the highest possible degree of certainty – is unattainable, means softer than strict demonstration should be used in order to enable the inquiry to reach at least that degree of certainty it is capable of, rather than giving up the quest for certitude altogether. This is why in crucial paragraphs of the Discours de métaphysique, Leibniz appeals to soft notions such as reasonableness, presumption and moral necessity in order to justify metaphysical truths fundamental for his system. Important as they are, these truths involve contingency and thus cannot be proved by deductive methods alone; therefore, they must be supported by reasons that “incline without necessitating”, i.e., by reasons that are weaker than deductive proof.
 Even so, the support they provide to metaphysical truth is effective because these reasons occupy the highest rank in the continuum of soft reasons, namely ‘moral certainty’ or ‘moral necessity’, which – Leibniz stresses – is neither “based upon induction alone”
 nor is equivalent to “mere probability”.
 A physicist, on the other hand, can combine the hard means at his disposal with even softer means than those required by the metaphysician: 
[He] can account for experimental data by employing sometimes simpler experiments already performed and sometimes geometrical and mechanical demonstrations, with no need of general considerations, which belong to another sphere; and if he makes use of God’s help or of some soul, muse, or the like, he exaggerates as much as someone who, in an important practical deliberation, would wish to engage in grand reasonings about the nature of destiny and of our freedom …

6.5 It is well known that the task of the first of the Essais de Theodicée, titled “Preliminary Discourse on the Conformity of Faith and Reason”, is to establish a common ground between these two key domains in Leibniz’s thought. What has not been sufficiently noticed and emphasized, however, is that this task is performed by showing how hard and soft dialectic can and must work together in a non-reductive complementary way in order to achieve the desired conformity. A close look at a few paragraphs of the Discourse should suffice here as a reminder of this important fact.


In §30, he claims that good definitions and basic logic alone would be sufficient for determining precisely the borderline between reason and faith, thus resolving once and for all the debate about their respective territories:   

There wouldn’t be anything as easy as to terminate the disputes about the rights of faith and reason if men wanted to make use of the most vulgar rules of logic and to reason with the minimum of attention. Instead, they get mixed up by oblique and ambiguous expressions …
  


In §31 he continues this line of argument, stressing the sufficiency of standard logic for tackling issues that can be solved through necessary inferences. This logic, however, is insufficient in “important deliberations” on matters that need a logic that “goes beyond”, capable of performing such soft reasoning tasks as estimating probabilities:
Precision causes us discomfort and rules seem to us childish. This is why vulgar logic (which more or less suffices, however, for the examination of reasonings addressed towards certainty) is left for pupils; and we haven’t even noticed those rules that must govern the weight of probabilities, which would be so needed in important deliberations. The source of most of our mistakes lies in the disregard or imperfection of the art of thinking, for there is nothing more imperfect than our Logic, when one goes beyond necessary inferences; and the best philosophers of our time, such as the authors of the Art of thinking, of the Research of truth, and of the Essay on the understanding,
 are very far from having indicated the appropriate means for helping this faculty of weighing the estimations of truth and falsity…


Such an extension of logic to cover also non-necessary inferences is a sine qua non for deliberation in important matters, especially those discussed in “human tribunals, which are not always able to reach the truth, being often forced to rely upon clues and verisimilitudes, and above all upon presumptions or prejudgments”.
 Yet, although soft considerations of this kind are also needed in the discussion of metaphysical and theological issues such as whether God is an accomplice of the evil he allows for in the world he created, they cannot be automatically transferred to this more complex and subtle domain without further refinement – which Leibniz provides in §33. Here, he points out that, in addition to legitimizing the use of presumptions, their proper dialectic use must also take into account that they are not equal in ‘strength’ and that the possibility of finding reasons against them is not equally accessible for all presumptions. These nuances are what, ultimately, rescues God from the charge of complicity mentioned above. They also illustrate how sophisticated may have to be the logic and dialectic of soft rationality in order to be able to deliver its share in the division of labor discussed in this section. 
6.6 But the need for the division of dialectical labor goes deeper. Its source lies in fact in the great metaphysical divide between the necessary and the contingent, which is essential not only for Leibniz’s ontology, for his accounts of creation, of liberty, of truth and rationality, and for epistemology and logic. It is also essential for his practice as well as theory of dialectic. On the side of praxis, it is thanks to this divide that Leibniz can successfully refute the accusations of spinozistic determinism often leveled against him; furthermore, it is by resorting to the distinction between the two branches of dialectic that he can keep at bay the skeptics’ and rationalist theologians’ attacks against his way of conciliation between reason and faith. On the theoretical side, besides the fact that it provides the ground for the distinction between a soft and a hard dialectic, the necessary/contingent divide provides also the basis for their co-habitation and division of labor. It is worth taking a look, however brief, at this Leibnizian tour de force.

Recall first the dividing points. First, two separate realms correspond to the necessary vs. contingent divide: the set of all possible worlds vs. the one existing actual world. Second, two kinds of truth: the truths of reason and the truths of fact (Monadology §§33, 34). Third, two great principles upon which our reasonings are based: the Principle of Contradiction and the Principle of Sufficient Reason (§§ 31, 32). Fourth, two logics: “Just as the mathematicians have excelled above the other mortals, in the logic, i.e., the art of reason, of the necessary, so too the jurists did in the logic of the contingent”.
 And fifth, the split these distinctions build up seems to be so sharp that dialectic cannot escape it. This calls into question not only the possibility of cooperative division of labor between its two branches, but even the plausibility of the one-dialectic thesis.

However, in spite of the sharpness of the divide, it would be a mistake to think the two sides do not share a significant number of features. First, although contingent and necessary truths differ in kind, they must share a concept of truth, just as God and Creatures, being both existents, however different, must share a concept of existence.
 Second, although the PC’s jurisdiction is over necessary truths and it cannot account for contingent ones (otherwise they would all be necessary),
 and although without the PSR “there would be no principle of truth in contingent things”,
 both principles apply in fact to both realms. The contingent realm cannot contain true propositions that violate the PC, for they would be impossible and therefore necessarily false; furthermore, since the actual world is also a possible world, those truths – the necessary ones – that are true in all possible worlds are also true in it. The PSR, on the other hand, posits that every true proposition must have a reason – and this is precisely the concept of truth shared by necessary and contingent truths. It is “one of the first principles of all human reasoning and after the principle of contradiction it has the greatest use in all the sciences”.
 Third, the difference between the reason for the former is a demonstration that ‘necessitates’, whereas that for the latter merely ‘inclines’.
 This is what the difference between the “two logics” – the mathematician’s and the jurist’s – amounts to: a different kind of ‘validity’ of their inferences. 
We are thus back to the hard/soft rationality divide, that stresses the modus operandi of these two kinds of rationality as that which basically characterizes each of them. The impressive metaphysical, epistemological, and logical aura they acquired in this last leg of our corresponding dialectic tour no doubt deepens the significance of the divide, which is confirmed by Leibniz’s tracing it back to God’s own decision:
… just as God himself decided never to act unless he hast true reasons of knowledge, he created rational creatures so that they never act unless they have prevalent or inclining reasons.

Nevertheless, the deeper philosophical ground from which the two-pronged dialectics now is seen to flow does not broaden the gap between its soft and hard horns, as we have seen. Rather, it explains why they must be both, substantially different and capable of cooperating in covering the needs of that deepened and broadened ground.
7. Concluding remarks

Ultimately, I admit that this method of judging and weighing opposed reasons, as if in a balance, has not been elaborated by jurists in such a way as to render the new investigation here proposed superfluous.

This is but one of the many occasions in which Leibniz acknowledges that one of the “two logics” (see section 6.6), whose importance and need he had discerned, was far from having been satisfactorily developed. On other occasions, he laments the fact that he himself didn’t do his share in accomplishing this – a plan he had entertained since his youth, and still envisages achieving in his late years, time and health permitting:
… no one has as yet given us the scales that would serve to weigh the force of reasons. This is one of the greatest defects of our logic whose effect we indeed experience in the most important and serious matters of life … It is almost thirty years ago that I made these remarks publicly, and since then I have performed much research in order to lay the foundations of such an undertaking, but a thousand distractions have prevented me from spelling out the philosophical, juridical and theological elements I had planned. If God grants me further life and health, I will make it my main endeavor.


But his concern with the logic of the contingent, the soft logic the jurists ought to have developed and systematized, is only part of his concern with the creation of a comprehensive ‘new logic’. He expresses this desideratum already in a 1677, in a writing explicitly titled After so many logics, the logic I want has not yet been written.
 The topics the desired logic should contain, according to this text, form a mixed list, including themes treated in Scholastic as well as ‘modern’ treatises, traditional problems not yet satisfactorily handled, according to Leibniz (e.g., ‘oblique inferences’; cf. DA: chapter 31C), and also issues dealt with in the contemporary ‘dialectics’ literature (e.g., a variety of loci, including “argumentative loci, which can also be called ‘means of arguing”
). Other references, direct or indirect, to the needs of the new logic vary in content, usually mentioning probabilities (e.g., DA: chapter 23), methods for resolving controversies (e.g., DA: chapter 28), presumptions (e.g., DA: chapters 36, 38), juridical logic (e.g., DA: chapter 45), as well as formalization.
Formalization is no doubt his main objective in the impressive logical work he performs in the annum mirabilis of 1686 (e.g., the Elements of Reason, A VI 4 713-729; and especially the General Inquiries, A VI 4 739-788): “This is precisely what I am presently working at – to devise formulae or general laws applicable to all kinds of reasoning”; but the other targets in the expansion of logic are not forgotten, as Leibniz’s mentioning – immediately after the above statement – of our familiar balance, albeit in its hard version, shows: “as if we were to make use of an arithmetical calculus or to weigh the truth in a balance, with the help of an evaluative table”.
 Although stressing, in these writings, that correct form (recta forma) is that which is present in every reasoning whose conclusion is reached by the force of form (vis formae), Leibniz makes clear that this is not the case only in mathematical reasoning. Any kind of argumentation that is systematic enough to “prevent the mind from wandering and tottering”, including “the art of human language” as practiced by good orators, preserves form and ensures its conclusive power (ibid.).
It is tempting to extend this broadening of ‘form’ even more, making it cover also those cases where structure and order are methodically respected and prevent “wandering and tottering”, even though “the force of form” that yields the conclusion inclines without necessitating. This would be the case with at least some instances of ‘dialectical form’ (see Section 5). This move, perhaps barely hinted at in the Elements of Reason, might help to explain the wandering and tottering of Leibniz’s search for an encompassing new logic, sometimes separating and sometimes putting together hard and soft rationality, as well as for a unified one-dialectic with non-reducible-to-each-other hard and soft horns. “For ultimately”, he writes,
what is a judicial process if not the form of disputing transferred from the schools to life, purged of vacuousness and limited by public authority in such a way that it is illicit to wander about or to twist or to omit whatever can be shown to be relevant for the search of truth?

Leibniz, who depicts in a moving auto-biographical report (K 4 452-454; see DA i-ii) his main motivation for his studies of hard rationality as being his interest in the solution of controversies, particularly the theological ones, would presumably have agreed to the suggested move. He sincerely regretted not having developed neither a hard nor a soft dialectic, nor some combination of both, nor even a blueprint for his disciples to develop a sufficiently reach dialectic capable of achieving this major aim. At times he felt the irenic negotiations in which he so intensely participated were close to success, and he may have attributed their failure to the lack of method he himself might have avoided.
But he should not be so sad, after all. For, as someone who left so many writings unpublished entrusting to posterity the making of good use of them, he deserves to be acknowledged, as far as his contribution to rationality and dialectic is concerned, not as the author of this or that particular method, but rather as what Foucault calls a “fondateur de discursivité”. By these he means “authors who are not only the authors of their works, of their books. They have produced something more: the possibility and the rule of formation of other texts … they have established an infinite possibility of discourses” (1969: 832-833). In the case of Leibniz, the title ‘fondateur de discursivité’ is perhaps even more justified than in the cases of Freud or Marx, to whom Foucault attributes it. For the simple reason that the rule of possibility he proposes for the infinite set of discourses is a rationality and a dialectic of tolerance, not of exclusion, a readiness to attend to all discourses and to try to learn from them, and a varied set of means and reasons that permit one to do so. Leibniz’s thus opened dialectic of tolerance may be precisely the space of discursivité that we need in order to restore to a world where argument has given room to invective, threat and violence, the ethical and communicative basis through which we can find again a reasonable course. Having initiated this chapter with a motto by Bréhier, to which I hope to have done justice, permit me to conclude with the last words of his article, leaving for another occasion the special attention his pregnant sentence deserves:

… la discussion reste donc le seul moyen humain d’assurer la communication et finalement la communion des esprits; la raison n’est pas intolérante; la tolérance a, au contraire, un fondement rationnel (Bréhier 1946: 390).
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Notes
*  I wish to express my warm thanks to Varda Dascal, for the profound interest and patience she showed in listening to and discussing with me the interpretation of Leibniz’s texts, for making very useful suggestions, and for accompanying me with perseverance and unrestricted enthusiasm in completing the writing and preparation of this chapter for publication. 


�  See Dascal (2001, 2003, 2004b, 2005)


�  See Schepers (2004), Goldenbaum (2004), for example.


� I am referring to the titles of Schepers’ and Dascal’s papers, which indicate their respective stances in the debate, at that point in time.


� I am deliberately restricting in this chapter the term ‘dialectic’ to ‘art of controversies’, thereby focusing on a rather narrow part of the broad range of argumentation-related phenomena this term traditionally covered. Though Leibniz himself didn’t use this term for referring to controversy or other forms of debate, my terminological choice fits his more general concern with an ars inveniendi (‘art of discovery’) for the advancement of knowledge. Leibniz in fact extended considerably the Ciceronian and Renaissance Topics or Dialectics, conceived as an ‘art of finding arguments’, to a whole set of tools useful for discovery, ranging from mathematics and semiotics to museums and the encyclopedia, and arguably including the art of properly conducting disputes and solving controversies.


� The expressions in inverted commas in this paragraph are key notions in Leibniz’s important article “Meditationes de cognitione, veritatis et ideis”, of November 1684 (‘Meditations on knowledge, truth, and ideas’; A VI 4 585-592; L 291-295), to which he often refers.


�  For typical expositions of the project, see, e.g., chapters 14, 21, 28 and 30 of DA.


�  To be sure, some of the ‘numerical’ calculi (e.g., A VI 4 221-227; 228-236; 242-250), in which the validity of syllogistic as well as non-syllogistic inferences was checked by using numbers, might be adapted for this purpose with relative ease, by matching the ‘alphabet of human thoughts’ and its ‘syntax’ (once available) with numbers and arithmetical operations.


�  “Calculus vel operatio consistit in relationum productione facta per transmutationes formularum, secundum leges quasdam praescriptas factis” (Fundamenta calculi ratiocinatoris, 1688; A VI 4 921; English transl. in Dascal 1987: 183).


�  “Characterem voco, notam visibilem cogitationes repraesentantem” (De characteribus et de arte characteristica, 1688; A VI 4 916).


� “Ars characteristica est ars ita formandi atque ordinandi characteres, ut referant cogitationes, seu ut eam inter se habeant relationem, quam cogitationes inter se habent” (ibid.).


� “Patet igitur, formulas …, relationes, et operationes se habere ut notiones, enuntiationes, et syllogismos” (Fundamenta calculi ratiocinatoris, 1688; A VI 4 920; English transl. in Dascal 1987: 183).


�  “… Verum Organon Scientiae Generalis omnium quae sub humanam ratiocinationem cadunt” (Fundamenta calculi ratiocinatoris, 1688; A VI 4 920; English transl. in Dascal 1987: 182).


�  “Calculus quidam novus et mirificus, qui in omnibus nostris ratiocinationibus locum habet, et qui non minus accurate procedit, quam Arithmetica aut Algebra. Quo adhibito semper terminari possunt controversiae quantum ex datis eas determinari possibile est, manu tantum ad calamum admota; ut sufficiat duos disputantes omissis verborum concertationibus sibi invicem dicere: Calculemus. … Ostenditur etiam modus disputandi in forma, conveniens tractationi rerum, a taedio Scholasticorum syllogismorum vacuus, et supra distinctiones illas positus, quibus in scholis alter alterum eludit” (Synopsis libri cui titulus erit: Initia et Specimina Scientiae novae Generalis pro Instauratione et Augmentis Scientiarum ad Publicam Felicitatem, 1682; A VI 4 443; DA 216-217).


� “sed perpetuis calculi evidentis demonstrationibus vestitae contineatur … Characteristica nostra, seu ars signis exacto quodam calculi genere utendi” (Fundamenta calculi ratiocinatoris, 1688; A VI 4 920; English transl. in Dascal 1987: 181). 


�  “Omnis humana ratiocinatio signis quibusdam sive characteribus perficitur” (Fundamenta calculi ratiocinatoris, 1688; A VI 4 917; English transl. in Dascal 1987: 182).


� “Notandum autem est linguam hanc esse judicem controversiarum, sed tantum in naturalibus non vero in revelatis, quia Termini minuscule mysteriorum Theologiae revelatae non possunt recipere analysin, alioqui perfecte intelligerentur, nec ullum in illis esset mysterium. Et quoties vocabula communia ex necessitate quadam transferuntur ad revelata, alium quondam induunt sensum eminentiorem” (Analysis grammatica ad characteristicam seu linguam generalem condendam, 1686; A VI 4 800-801).


�  “Je m’etois proposé une methode tout à fait particuliere, qui avoit deux grandes avantages, premierement en ce qu’elle ne pouvoit estre desapprouvée de qui que ce soit, et en deuxième lieu, parce qu’elle conduisoit à la fin, et donnoit un moyen asseuré de conclure” (Des controverses, 1680; A IV 3 204-205; DA 202).


�  “La varieté d’études que j’ay esté oblige de cultiver, ayant interrumpu il y a longtemps le dessein que j’avois de travailler à une discussion exacte de quelques controverses” (ibid., p. 204). Presumably, this reference is to the series of papers belonging to the Demonstrationes Catholicae of the late 1660’s (A VI 1 489-559). See sections 6.3, 7.


�  “… un Geometre qui entend la vraye analyse …” (Des controverses, ibid., p. 205).


�  “…qu’il n’y a rien qui rende la dispute plus recommendable que la moderation de ceux qui disputent: or je pretends que cette moderation paroistra icy d’une maniere toute particuliere et incontestable ... parce qu’icy, dis-je, la nature de la dispute oblige les gens à parler moderement malgré eux” (ibid., p. 26).


�  “… je pretends en un mot d’ecrire des controverses en sorte que le lecteur ne puisse point juger quel party l’auteur peut avoir épousé. … On sera oblige de reconnoistre que la forme de mon dessein m’obligeoit à la moderation” (ibid., p. 206).


�  1. Each disputant chooses his own order and orders as he pleases both the adversary’s reasonings and his own; 2. disputes tend to thicken and inflate themselves; 3. disputants hide or weaken the adversary's arguments when they report them; 4. repetition of the reasons adduced, without taking into account the adversary's replies; 5. digression, as when one engages in a discussion of some lateral difficulty, where one believes one is able to obtain some advantage over the adversary (ibid., pp. 209-210).


�  “J’ose dire que la methode dont je pretends me server retranche tous ces embarrass à veue d’oeil et les exclut formellement. Car on verra une representation si fidele des raisons de part et d’autre, que tout lecteur n’aura besoin que de bon sens pour juger sans que le rapporteurs soit oblige de declarer son penchant” (ibid., p. 210).


�  “il sera ordinairement aisé à un homme de bon sens de juger sur le rapport qui a esté fait sans que le rapporteur ait besoin de se declarer” (ibid., p. 212).


�  “Si tous les hommes avoient la bonne volonté que j’ay, et si tous ceux qui ont de la bonne volonté avoient les lumieres penetrantes de Vostre Altesse, nous n’aurions pas besoin de Methode dans les disputes” (ibid., p. 208).


�  For this terminology and typology, see Dascal (2002: 160-161; 2004a: 40-41).


�  Examen Religionis Christianae (A VI 4 2355-2455). This long and detailed text, virtually complete, written in the anus mirabilis of 1686, remained unpublished until it was ‘discovered’ about a century later by Catholic theologians, who published and divulgated it under the title ‘Systema Theologicum’, along with a French translation. For some additional information and comments on its dialectical nature and strategy, see Dascal (2003: 134-137). 


� “Cum diu multumque invocato divino auxilio sepositique, quantum forte homini possibile est, partium studiis perinde ac si ex novo orbe neophytus nulli adhuc addicturs venirem controversias de religione versaverim; haec tandem mecum ipse statui, atque expensis omnibus sequenda putavi, quae et Scriptura sacra, et pia antiquitas, et ipsa recta ratio et rerum gestarum fides homini affectuum vacuo, commendare videntur” (Examen, ibid., pp. 2356-2357).


� The text (and the method) obviously did not and presumably would not work in the context of negotiation for which it was probably written a century earlier – which is presumably why Leibniz, aware of the fact that the minds in both sides were not yet mature for his approach, decided not to publish nor use it in that context, leaving its worthwhile ideas, like those of many others of his writings, for posterity.


�  This is how Jacob Thomasius describes the task his young pupil took upon himself, in the preface, titled “The origin of the controversy on the principle of individuation”, in which he is full of praise to the way Leibniz fulfilled his job of respondens and actually went beyond it. That Thomasius was absolutely right about the complexity of the medieval debate about individuation can be grasped from the excellent systematic analysis provided in Gracia (1988). Thomasius, by the way, published in 1670 an introduction to logic, which includes a treatise on the ‘process of disputation’, where – unlike Leibniz’s insistence on the importance of a ‘director’ or ‘moderator’ – he suggests that this third ‘agent’ in a disputation (the ‘president’) is perfectly dispensable, for his task can be performed by the Respondens; he also suggests that the ancient practice of ‘interrogation’ has been succesfully dispensed in modern disputations and replaced by the use of formal syllogisms (Thomasius 1670: 139-140). 


�  “… omne individuum suâ totâ Entitate individuatur” (Dissertatio Metaphysica de Principio Individui, 1663; A VI 1 11).


�  “Notum autem est Scotum fuisse Realium extremum, quia universaliaa veram extra mentem realitatem habere statuit …” (ibid.; A VI 1 16).


�  “Affirmanti incumbit probation, … opponens teneatur, ad probationem” (Specimen Quaestionum Philosophicarum ex Jure Collectarum, 1664; A VI 1 76).


� “In dubio igitur praevalere posterior debet; ex contract out ita dicam tacito” (ibid.).


�  Lest one would be tempted to say that the second rule is simply a particular case of the first, Leibniz points out that “if, contrary to the order of things, it were up to the one who affirms to prove, the Respondent would adduce proofs, which the Opponent would deny”; consequently, “since most theses are affirmative”, the Opponent would be not an affirmer but a denier, i.e., he would not abide by the first rule.


�  “Quid enim quàm facile mutatis vocibus negativa in affirmativam et contra transmutari potest? Hîc planè tolleretur omnis pene disputatio, et antequam inveniri posset, sitne aliqua proposition ex ipsa rei natura affirmative, an negative, infinitis litibus opus esset” (ibid.).


�  “Quare necesse est, quomodocumque licet, erui ex actis et probatis veritatem, ut decidi res possit. Ex hoc sequitur, ut ei imponatur onus probandi qui commodissimè potest, ne res sine probatione habeat (ibid.).


� “Apud partes verò in foro litigantes non est determinatum universaliter, Actor, an reus teneatur ad probationem, quoniam neque tacitus inter partes de eo contractus intercessit, neque etiam, ut apud Philosophos contemplantes, potest à sententia et decisione supersederi sine alterius parties praejudicio” (ibid.).


�  “… in certissimas ac penè mathematicas demonstrations” (Disputatio Juridica de Conditionibus, 1665; A VI 1 101).


�  Which abound in the De Conditionibus: Out of the 188 explicitly demonstrated theorems, 60 are of this sort, according to Boucher’s count.


�  “Perplexitas autem propriè dicitur de plicabilibus, quales sunt res flexiles simul et tenaces” (Disputatio Inauguralis de Casibus Perplexibus in Jure, 1666; A VI 1 236).


� Nos speramus ex mero jure decidi omnes casus posse (ibid.; A VI 1 239).


�  “If occasionally the interpretation is uncertain, one should employ natural reason’s rules of interpretation, and even though these rules and presumptions provide equal support for both parties, the decision should be against the one that relies on some positive law which, though instituted, cannot be sufficiently proved” (Quod si jam interpretatio incerta est, adhibendae regulae interpretandi rationis naturalis, et etsi pro utraque parte aequales regulae et praesumtiones militant, judicandum contra eum, qui se in Lege aliqua positive, quam tamen introductam satis probare non potest, fundat; ibid., A VI 1 240).


�  Of these, only the De Conditionibus was substantially revised and was published under the title Doctrina Conditionum, being reproduced in the Academy edition of the Specimina Juris. The revisions, for the most part minor corrections, of the other two disputations are indicated in footnotes of the Academy’s edition of their original editions (A VI 1 231-256; 69-95).  


� The picture in the title page, which I am not going to comment upon here, is also very rich in its allusions and deserves careful study. I should only mention that it is also a tool Leibniz uses for helping the reader to understand some of his points in text I, the De Casibus Perplexis (see A VI 1 243).


�  The questions treated in II may be also considered ‘more pleasant’ (i.e., less technical, hence more easily readable) than the difficulties of I and the chains of definitions and demonstrations of III. In any case, amenity refers to a kind of pleasantness that is related to softness and softness is related to precisely to this kind of pleasantness. Amenior, therefore, is here conveying roughly the same idea as blandior (‘softer’, ‘more caressing’) conveys in a text where Leibniz argues that the ‘asperity’ of mathematical demonstration which compels the mind should be mitigated by a ‘softer’ mode of treating problems that is also able to persuade (mathematicarum asperitas blandiore quadam ratione …mitiganda est; A VI 4 342; translated in DA 133). This parallel between two texts written ten years apart, both referring to the Leibnizian idea of encyclopaedia, and one of them deliberately highlighting softness seems to me far from casual. 


� Examples of Leibniz’s argumentation strategies in theological debates and Church politics other than the two instances discussed in this section can be found, e.g., in DA (Chapters 7, 8E, 27, 32-35, 40, 41). 


� For an analysis of the special position of this text among Leibniz’s argumentative strategies in theological controversies, see Dascal (1987: Chapter 6); for its epistemological dimension in the second part of the Short Commentaries, where the ‘balance of reason’ model becomes ‘hard’, see Dascal (2005). On the presence of two different interpretations of the balance metaphor in this text, see Section 5.


� “… ad vindicationem veritatis contra insultus Atheorum, infidelium, haereticorum quibus impossibilitates et implicatam contradictionem non crepantibus tantùm sed etiam exponentibus, neque rectius neque profundius occurri potest qvàm demonstratione possibilitatis; ut enim unica clara definitio compendium est mille distinctionum, ita unica clara demonstratio compendium est mille responsionum. Possibilitatis enim modo semel clarè exposito, apparet statim omnes objectas impossibilitates falsa hypothesi sententiaqve oppugnata non intellecta niti et aliorsum pertinere” (De demonstratione possibilitatis mysteriorum Eucharistiae, 1671; A VI 1 515).


�  “In his nulla proposition admittenda est tanquam sit de fide, quae non in terminis Scriptura Sacra ad verbum ex fontibus versa continetur” (Short Commentary on the Judge of Controversies, or the Balance of Reason and the Textual Norm, §12; A VI 1 549; DA 9).


� “Se superset non modica difficultas. Nam fides est sensûs, non vocum, non sufficit igitur nos credere verum locutum esse qui hanc propositionem dixit, hoc est corpus meum; nisi sciamus etiam quid dixerit. Non autem scimus quid dixerit si verba tantùm teneamus, ignorata vi et potestate” (ibid., §20; A VI 1 550; DA 11).  


�  “Durissimus hic nodus est. Sed solubilis tamen. Respondeo enim non semper esse opus ad fidem, ut sciamus quis sensus verborum sit verus, dummodo eum intelligamus, nec rejiciamus positive sed circa eum nos habeamus dubitative, etsi aliò inclinemus. Imò sufficit interdum quod credamus: quicunque in iis sensus contineatur eum esse verum, idque inprimis in mysteriis in quibus praxis non variat, quisquis tandem sit sensus” (ibid., §21; A VI 1 550; DA 11).


� “Sed quid de sensu improprio? Eo casu id officium Christiani puto: audiendo verba textus: ea arripere tanquam vera sub sensu proprio, cum pia tamen simplicitate, quae cogitet posse se falli, et fortasse veram esse propositionem sub sensu tropico, sed tamen sic tutius agree. Et ita fides ista erit disjunctive, inclinans tamen in unam partem. Et hoc revera si attendas in praxi plerique Christiani faciunt” (ibid., §24; A VI 1 551; DA 12).


�  I have italicized here expressions used either in the passages quoted above or in the title of the Short Commentary.


�  Compare, for example, the De Conditionibus of 1665 with the Elementa Juris Naturalis of 1669-1671 (A VI 1 431-485).


� “Confusanae disputatio est in qua forma ratiocinandi non servatur” (Vitia Disputationis Confusanae §1; A VI 2 387).


�  “nihil sine probatione dicatur et nihil nisi formaliter concludatur” (ibid., p. 389).


� When Leibniz wishes to emphasize the power and advantages of formal logic, he usually talks of reasoning ‘in forma’. See Dascal (1978: 212-214) and DA 19, 125, 180, 226, 379.


� “Si igitur huius rei causa replicatur tunc vel replicatur interruptis verbis vel continuis quasi perorationibus. Si replicatur interruptis verbis, seu interpellare alterum licet tunc haec mala sequuntur 1) quod non licet pertexere telam rationis suae, 2) quod obliviscimur aliarum rationum dum de hac altercamus, … 4) auditors in illa inordinate reciprocatione omnium hinc inde tandem obliviscuntur, aut confunduntur; et ita cessat fructus tum convincendi adversarium, qui ab uno ad aliud transsilire, eludereque ratiocinantem, et rem in infinitum protrahere licet; tum persuadendi caeteros confusos aut taedio affectos” (Vitia Disputationis Confusanae §8; A VI 2 388).


� “Si quis director adest, id est in cujus potestate est quaestiones formare ut lubet et disputationem interrumpere et finire ubi lubet (etiamsi autoritatem alios movendi non habeat, de hac enim nollo hic locui) tunc posito quod is director sit prudens et bonus, res exitum reperire possunt. Director enim vel ab ignitio format quaestiones praeliminares, vel eas format ex disceptationibus partium. … Et omnino cavere potest ne ulla ratio sine refutatione relinquatur … Si quis igitur detur director bonus et sagax, tunc spes est pleraque recte confici posse” (ibid. §11, p. 389).


�  “Sed directores plerumque sun parum sagaces et periti; interdum vero sagaces se mali, et utuntur arte illa formandi quaestiones … tantum in rebus sibi utilibus” (§11, ibid., p. 389).


� “Nam plerumque rationes aut ultimae aut primae aut peculiari quadam circumstantia prolatae solent potissimum animis infixae manere, et a directore aliisve arripi” (§12, ibid., p. 389).


�  These rules would, among other things, permit to conduct a dispute “without omitting or repeating anything, without there being a reason without a response nor a response without its reply, without shifting to another theme before concluding the preceding one, without anything being said without proof, and nothing being concluded except formally” (“… et nihil possit omitti, et nihil possit bis dici, et nulla ratio sine responsione, et nulla responsio si patitur sine replicatione praettermitatur, et a nulla re nisi confecta ad aliam transsiliatur, et nihil sine probatione dicatur, et nihil nisi formaliter concludatur”; ibid. §14, p. 389).


�  The manuscript of the Vitia contains in §1 another, erased definition of confused dispute, which has been replaced by the one with which we opened the present section. This erased definition says: “[Confusanea Disputatio est] in qua ordo argumentandi non est” (‘in which there is no order of argumentation’; §1, ibid., p. 387).


� Methodus disputandi usque ad exhaustionem materiae (A VI 4 576-578; DA 155-157). Leibniz made sure the dialectic element would not be overlooked by adding to the title the German Kunst ausszudisputieren ‘art of disputing’, as the proper way of understanding ‘methods disputandi’, thus stressing the difference between disputing with an adversary (ausszudisputieren) and merely disputing an issue (disputieren). I am grateful to Gerd Fritz for this philological information.


� “[This method will ensure] that no party can say anything that is not at least pertinent to the matter at hand or that has already been affirmed or refuted. The same method serves in every deliberation, in replying in judicial proceedings, in terminating philosophical or theological controversies, and, in general, wherever many things are said in a misleading way” (“Ut scilicet nihil amplius utrinque dici possit, quod non vel parum ad rem pertineat, vel jam sit dictum aut refutatum. Eadem Methodus prodest in omni deliberatione, in referendo ex Actis judicialibus, in finiendis controversiis philosophicis aut theologicis, et omnino ubicunque utrinque multa speciose proferuntur” (ibid., p. 577).


� “Forma sive ordo ipse consistet in conjunctione durarum maximarum inveniendi atrium, Analyticae et Combinatoriae” (Consultatio de naturae cognitione, ‘Advice on the knowledge of nature’, 1679; A IV 3 871).


� For example: “II. The work is divided among the members according to the preferences and commodity of each; … IV. The contribution of each member will be acknowledged publicly and privately by the society; … VII. Everyone collects the explored experiments pertinent to his topic; VIII. Everything is to be expressed not through dissertations or narratives, but through [concise] positions; … XIV. No experiment is to be reported that is not acknowledged as either performed by the writer himself or as communicated to the writer or to a friend of his by a reliable person” (“II. Labor inter socios pro gustu et commoditate cujusque dividatur; … IV. Quod quisque praestiterit, societas grata publice privatumque agnoscet; … VII. Unusquisque colligat experimenta explorata quae rem suam tangunt. VIII. Omnia exprimantur non per dissertations seu narrations, sed per positiones; … XIV. Nullum scribatur experimentum, quod non sit in confesso, aut factum ab ipso scribente, aut communicatum ab alio admodum fide digno, sive scriptore sive amico”; ibid., pp. 871-872).


� “… les logiciens n’ont pas encore exainé les degrés de probabilité ou de vraisemblance qu’il y a das les conjectures ou preuves qui ont pourtant leur estimation aussi asseurée que les nombres; cette estimation nous peut et doit server non pas pour venire à une certitude, ce qui est impossible, mais pour agir le plus raisonnablement qu’il se peut sur les faits ou connoissances qui nous sont données” (Nouvelles Ouvertures, 1686; A VI 4 688, DA 233).


�  See, for example, the concluding passage of On controversies on sacred matters of 1677: “Reasons are either proofs, or presumptions, or semi-proofs or probabilities. For them to provide a sensible sign, they must be arranged in a certain form so that the evidence of the truth becomes apparent. Above all one needs this form when what is in question is establishing the mute or oral authority of the judge himself. For the final judge regarding the judge is reason” (“Rationes sunt aut probationes, aut praesumptiones, aut semiprobationes seu probabilitates. Quae ut faciant notam sensibilem certa forma proponendae sunt; ut appareat evidentia veritatis. Et hac forma inprimis opus est, cum de ipso judice vel autoritate muta vel vocali stabilienda agiture. Ultimus enim de judice judex ratio est”; De controversiis sacris generalibus; A VI 4 2163-2167, DA 49-56; p. 2167).


� “ est ipsa Recta Ratio in abstracto sumta, hanc ego judicem controversiarum in mundo esse debere ajo” (Commentatiuncula de Iudice Controversiarum seu Trutinâ Rationis et normâ Textus, §52; A VI 1 555, DA 18). 


� “Ea autem Ars est vera Logica, et adhibita qvaedam forma procedendi plane exacta et rigorosa, omnia sophismata excludens” (ibid., §61; p. 556).


�  “ Nam cum qvaestio est de calculo subducendo, non est opus judice, qvia si tantùm diligenter id est attentè nihil transsiliendo numeretur, evidentissimè emergit necessaria conclusion … manifesto judicio ejusmodi evidenter demonstrabilia esse arbitrio judicis eximenda et relinqvenda trutinae rationis (ibid., §58; p. 556). In the second part of this quotation Leibniz is referring to judges in a law court, whose verdicts contradict the terms of the law and must, therefore, be ‘mechanically’ corrected.


� “De judice controversiarum humanarum seu Methodo infallibilitatis, et quomodo effici possit, ut omnes nostri errores sint tantum errores calculi, et per examina quaedam facile possint justificari” (Paraenesis de Scientia Generali Tradenda; A VI 4 975).


�  A few lines before the quotation above, a balance is mentioned: “On the degrees of probability, or the balance of verisimilar reasons” (“De gradibus probabilitatis, seu Libra rationum verisimilium”; ibid.). It is seems significant that, in different contexts, Leibniz makes use of different Latin words for ‘balance’, namely ‘trutina’, ‘statera’ (in DA: Chapter 5), and ‘libra’, as well as of a compound expression that seems to be a neologism of his own coinage, ‘logometric balance’ (DA 38). Although basically synonymous, each of the Latin terms, refers to different properties or conditions of use of a balance – respectively, general daily use; precision, as required by jewelers; instrument of measure.


� “… just as the other sciences have to access certainty following the example of mathematics, so too the asperity of mathematics must be mitigated by a softer mode of proceeding that follows the example of the other sciences …” (“… quemadmodum aliae scientiae exemplo mathematicarum ad certitudinem eniti debent, ita vicissim mathematicarum asperitas blandiore quadam tractandi ratione caeterarum exemplo mitiganda est …”; Project of a New Encyclopedia to be written following the method of invention, 1679; A VI 4 342, DA 133).


�  “… saepe mala esse cessant per usus bonos; … Omne autem falsiloquium sua natura esse peccaminosum neque ratione neque Sacrarum Scripturarum autoritate demonstrari potest” (Saying a falsity is not condemnable, 1700; GR 702, DA 152).


�  “… neque enim quisquam facile in publica ejusmodi collatione nisi accedant secretae rationes aut singularia insueta artificial ab opinione sua ad opinionem alterius transit, praesertim in juridicis; … quod secus plerumque est in deliberationibus politicis, ubi proprium interesse necessitate saepe ad deserendam opinionem suam et mittendam pertinaciam” (Vitia Disputationes Confusaneae §7; A VI 2 388, DA 3)


�  “… sim lecturus avidè, et, quantum licebit, studiosè, quidquid a te proficiscitur, dubitare non debes. Sed censuram exercere, majoris operae est, nec a me exspectandae, qui natura atque instituto ita comparatus sum, ut in aliorum scriptis potiùs quaeram profectus meos, quam defectus alienos” (Letter to Placcius, 17 April 1695; D VI 1 53, DA 297).


�  “Ego diuturno usu didici nihil facile spernere. Profundae illiae meditationes in omni doctrinarum genere habent et ipsae usus suos, etsi non tam obvios. Itaque quod de variis interpretationum generibus meditatus es, majore solito akribeia mihi applausus potiùs, quàm contemtum mereri videtur, excitandosque potiùs doctos ad notiones illas enucleatiores prosequendas, quàm deterrendos” (ibid.; p. 53).


�  None of these perspectives should be a priori discarded as worthless. This includes, contrary to the attitude of many of Leibniz’s ‘modern’ contemporaries, paying due attention to ancient books as sources of valuable knowledge. Locke, for example, manifests his satisfaction that, given the effort necessary “to find out the true meaning of ancient authors”, we need only to care about the ancient books that “contain either truths we are required to believe, or laws we are to obey”, so that “we may be less anxious about the sense of other authors” (Essay 3.9.10). To which Leibniz replies that, besides the fact that in order to understand the Sacred Scripture and Roman law many other books must be consulted, there is valuable knowledge on other matters and in other ancient sources as well: “Once the Latin, the Greeks, the Hebrews and the Arabs will have been used up”, ancient books of other cultures, e.g., Chinese, Persian, Armenian, Coptic, Indian, will be unearthed and be worth our curiosity and study (NE 3.9.9-10; A VI 6 336).


� On the combination of a cooperative and a dialectic approach to science, see Dascal (2006).


� “Il y a des commodités et des incommodités, des biens et des maux dans toutes les choses du monde sacrées et profanes, c’est ce qui trouble les hommes, c’est ce qui fait naistre cette diversité d’opinions, chacun envisageant les objets d’un certain costé: il n’y en a que tres peu qui ayent la patience de faire le tour de la chose jusqu’à se mettre du costé de leur adversaire; c’est à dire qui veuillent ave une application égale, et avec un esprit de juge desintéressé examiner et le pour, et le contre afin de voir de quell costé doit penser la balance” (Conversation du Marquis de Pianese et du Pere Emery Eremite, 1679-1681; A VI 4 2250, DA 173). See also Dascal (2000).


� “Definitiones communicentur sociis, ut communi deliberatione constituantur, vitandae confusionis causa, ne scilicet in eadem Encyclopaedia idem vocabulum diversimode sumatur” (Consultatio de naturae cognitione, 1677; A IV 3 873).


�  “Aristotle has reasoned with mathematical rigor in establishing his theory of the syllogism” (Boutroux 1948: 79).


�  “… les unes se peuvent demonstrer absolument par une necessité metaphysique et d’une maniere incontestable; les autres se peuvent demonstrer moralement, c’est à dire, d’une maniere qui donne ce qu’on appelle certitude morale, comme nous sçavons qu’il y a une Chine et un Perou, quoyque nous ne les ayons jamais vûs, et n’en ayons point de demonstration absolue” (Letter to Burnett, 1 February 1697; GP 3 193, DA 365).


� And this is the case because the degree of certainty achievable depends upon the object of inquiry, so that “only that degree of certainty is to be had which a given matter admits”(“Sola certitudinis ratio habenda est, quantam materia capit”; Preface to Nizolius, 1670; A VI 2 409, L 122).


�  Cf. Discours de métaphysique §§6, 7, 13, discussed in Dascal (2003: 137-140, 142-143; 2004: 142-143). See also Theodicée, Disc. Prel. §2 (GP 6 50) and.


�  “Sed haec moralis certitudo non fundata est in sola inductione” (ibid., p. 431).


� “… non tantum probabile, sed et certum est” (On how to distinguish real from imaginary phenomena, 1685-6; A VI 4 1501).


�  “De même un Physicien peut rendre raison des experiences se servant tantost des experiences plus simples déja faites, tantost des demonstrations geometriques et mechaniques, sans avoir besoin des considerations generales, qui sont d’une autre sphere; et s’il emplye le concours de Dieu ou bien quelque ame, Archée ou autre chose de cette nature, il extravague aussi bien que celuy qui dans une deliberation importante de practique voudroit entrer dans des grands raisonnemens sur la nature du destin et de nostre liberté …” (Discours de métaphysique, §10; A VI 4 1543-1544).


�  “Il n’y auroit rien de si aisé à terminer que ces disputes sur les droits de la foy et de la raison, si les homes vouloient se servir des regles les plus vulgaires de la Logique, et raisonner avec tant soit peu d’attention. Au lieu de cela, ils s’embrouillent par des expressions obliques et ambigues …”  (Theodicée, Disc. Prelim. §30; GP 6 68).


�  A. Arnauld and P. Nicole, La logique ou l’art de penser (1662); N. Malebranche, De la Recherche de la Vérité (1674); J. Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding (1689). 


�  “L’exactitude nous gêne, et les regles nous paroissent des puerilités. C’est pourquoy la Logique vulgaire (laquelle suffit pourtant à peu près pour l’examen des raisonnemens qui tendent à la certitude) est renvoyée aux ecoliers; et l’on ne s’est pas meme avisé de celle qui doit regler le poids des vraisemblances, et qui seroit si necessaire dans les deliberations d’importance. Tant il est vray que nos fautes pour la plupart viennent du mepris ou du defaut de l’art de penser; car il n’y a rien de plus imparfait que nostre Logique, lorsqu’on va au dela des argumens necessaires; et les plus excellens philosophes de nostre temps, tels que les Auteurs de l’Art de penser, de la Recherche de la verité, et de l’Essai sur l’entendement, ont eté for eloignés de nous marquer les vrais moyens propres à aider cette faculté qui nous doit faire peser le apparences du vray et du faux …” (Theodicée., Disc. Prelim. §31; GP 6 68).


� … dans les Tribunaux des hommes, qui ne sauroient tousjours penetrer jusqu’à la verité, on est souvent oblige de se regler sur les indices et sur les vraisemblances, et surtout sur les presomptions ou prejugés … (Theodicée., Disc. Prelim. §32; GP 6 69).


� “Ut Mathematicos in necessariis, sic Jurisconsultos in contingentibus Logicam, hoc est rationis artem, prae caeteris mortalibus optime exercuisse” (Towards a Balance of Law concerning the Degrees of Proofs and of Probabilities, 1676; C 211, DA 36; italics in original). Immediately following this statement there is a detailed list of typically soft dialectic tools that can be learned from jurists as ‘logicians of the contingent’.


� “Nihilominus, quia tam Deum quam Creaturas existere dicimus, et necessarias non minus quam contingentes propositiones dicimus esse veras, necesse est ut communis aliqua sit existentiae notio et veritatis” (On Contingency, 1686; GR 303).


� “Veritates contingentes non possunt reduci ad principium contradictionis, alioqui omnia forent necessaria …” (ibid.).


� “Nisi daretur tale principium, nullum daretur principium veritatis in rebus contingentibus, quia principium contradictionis utique in illis locum non habet” (ibid., p. 305).


�  “Et hoc est inter prima principia omnis ratiocinationis humanae, et post principium contradictionis, maximum habet usum in omnibus scientiis” (Introduction to a Secret Encyclopedia, 1683; A VI 4 529,  DA 222). 


� “Commune omni veritati mea sententia est ut semper propositionis reddi possit ratio, in necessariis necessitans, in contingentibus inclinans” (ibid., p. 303). 


� “Et quemadmodum Deus ipse decrevit nunquam agere, nisi secundum sapientiae rationes veras, ita sic creavit creaturas rationales, ut nunquam agant nisi secundum rationes praevalentes seu inclinantes” (ibid., p. 305).


� “Postremo fateor hanc quam ego profero dijudicandi, et ratione[s] inter se onfligentes velut in bilance expendendi methodum, nec apud Jurisconsultos in traditam esse, ut novo studio nostro non fuerit opus” (Towards a Balance of Law; C 214, DA 39).


�  “… personne ne nous a donné encor cette balance qui doit servir à peser la force des raisons. C’est un des plus grands defauts de nostre Logique, dont nous nous ressentons même dans les matieres les plus importantes et les plus serieuses de la vie … Il y a presque trente ans que j’ay fait ces remarques publiquement, et depuis ce temps j’ay fait quantité de recherches, pour jetter les fondemens de tels ouvrages; mais mille distractions m’ont empeché de mettre au net ces Elements Philosophiques, Juridiques et Theologiques que j’avois projetté. Si Dieu me donne encor de la vie et de la santé j’en feray ma principale affaire” (Letter to Burnett, 1 February 1697; GP 3 194, DA 366-367).


� Post tot logicas nondum logica qualem desidero scripta est (A VI 4 8-11).


�  “Loci dialectici sunt loci argumentorum, possunt et vocari media argumentandi” (ibid., p. 9).


�  “Atque hoc ipsum est, quod ego nunc agito, excogitare formulas quasdam sive leges generales, quibus omne ratiocinationis genus astringi possit, perinde ac si calculo arithmetico uteremus, aut tabula quadam aestimatoria, veritatem quasi in bilance expenderemus …” (Elements of Reason, 1686; A VI 4 719).


�  “Postremo quid aliquid est processus judiciariuss quam forma disputandi a scholis translata ad vitam, purgata ab inaniis, et autoritate publica ita circumscripta, ut ne divagari impune liceat, aut tergiversari, neve omittatur quodcunque ad veritatis indagationem facere videri possit” (Towards a Balance of Law; C 211, DA 36).





