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18. On Body, Space and the Continuum (Selections)    Aiii71, 74 

 (i) On Truths, the Mind, God and the Universe (excerpts)1   Aiii71 

508 15 April 16762  
 ...   

509  ... So what I believe is this: that the solidity, or unity, of body is due to mind, that 
there are as many minds as vortices, and as many vortices as solid bodies;3 that body 

510  resists (that is, it resists what endeavours to divide it), and that this resistance is 
sensation. Sensation is a kind of reaction. Body is as incorruptible as mind, but the 
various organs around it are changed in various ways... . 

512  ... Still, it is clear enough from this4 that space differs from God, in that there 
could be many spaces and yet one God, the immensity of God being the same in all of 
them.5 But since each space is in continuous change, and since in each of two spaces 
something persists, do these two persisting things differ from each other? or is it 

513 really the same idea, as it were, i.e. universal nature, in each space? I think it is. And this 
nature brings it about that God is just as present to that world as to this, since there 
could be another law of nature in that world. 

 This especially needs to be considered: if we suppose that any body we please is 
actually resolved into still smaller bodies —i.e. if some worlds are always supposed 
within others— would it thereby be divided into minimum parts? Thus being divided 

                                                
1 LH IV 3, 9: leaf 8; 1 sheet of folio, 2 pages; written on the back of this sheet in parts over figures and 
calculations. Previously translated in part by Loemker, L 161-162; and rendered in its entirety in Latin 
and English by Parkinson in DSR 21-33 —to which I refer the reader for the passages not given here. 
2 The Akademie editors note that Leibniz probably added the date after writing the piece. 
3 Cf. the discussion of the equinumerousness of minds, solid bodies, and the vortices they stir up, in 
Aiii36: 393 above. 
4 Leibniz had argued that on the supposition that “the more our sensation is scrutinized, the more 
consistent it will be,” and given that “our sensation has always been consistent,” it follows that space and 
the world are infinite, and the world is eternal. “So the thesis of the eternity and infinity of the world 
depends upon the probability of the perpetual consistency of things for us; in other words, on the 
probability of our always being able to discover and agree upon their cause, providing we have enough 
time to inquire into it.” Yet there could be “another world or other minds that are consistent with each 
other in another way, yet not consistent with us.” This notion of consistency (congruentia) of perceptions 
as “the mark of existence” is a recurrent theme of the Paris notes (see Aiii60: 474); and this notion, as well 
as the conception of space as “that which brings it about that several perceptions cohere with each other 
at the same time,” is taken up again later in this piece (DSR 62-65). 
5 Cf. Leibniz's remarks about space being only a consequence of God's immensity, and also about its 
undergoing continuous change, in Aiii36: 391 above. 
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without end is different from being divided into minima, in that [in such an unending 
division] there will be no last part, just as in an unbounded line there is no last point. 
For instance, if we suppose a body to be divided into as many parts as there are feet in 
an unbounded line, it will not thereby be divided into minima: for it would be divided 
into more parts if it were divided into as many parts as there are inches in the same 
unbounded line. But if motion were to begin in a homogeneous liquid, it would be 
divided absolutely into minima, since there would be no reason why it should not be 
divided into smaller parts.6 

 That a body's being a unity in itself constitutes hardness was perhaps not 
incompatible with Descartes's view.7 

 

(ii) On the Origin of Things from Forms8     Aiii74 

[Second half (?) April 1676]9 

 ... 
519  Our mind differs from God as the absolute extended, which is a maximum and 

indivisible, differs from space or place; that is, as that which is extended in itself differs 
from place. Space is the whole of place. Space has parts, but that which is extended in 
itself has no parts, although it does have some modes. Space, by the very fact that it is 
dissected into parts, is changeable, and variously dissected; indeed, it is continuously 
one thing after another. But the basis of space, that which is extended in itself, is 
indivisible, and remains during changes; it does not change, since it pervades 
everything. Therefore place is not a part of it, but a modification of it arising from the 
addition of matter, i.e. something resulting from it and matter. Plainly in the same way 
the divine mind is to ours as the space they call imaginary (when it is most assuredly 
                                                
6 Here Leibniz wrote and crossed out “Ideo praeter liquidum et”: perhaps “Therefore besides liquid 
<there must> also <be space> ... .” 
7 Descartes's account of the cohesiveness of bodies is considered by Leibniz in “On the Cohesiveness of 
Bodies” (Aiii4) above. 
8 LH IV 3, 9: leaf 9; 1 leaf of folio, _ pages on both sides of the sheet; also on this sheet are Aiii37, 
Exemplum obtrectationis (“An Instance of Spiteful Treatment”); and Aiii75, De Formis Simplicibus (“On 
Simple Forms; DSR 82-85). Previously translated in part by Loemker, L 163 ff.; and rendered in its entirety 
in Latin and English by Parkinson as DSR 74-83, to which I refer the reader for the passages not given 
here. 
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real, for it is God himself insofar as he is considered to be everywhere i.e. immense) is to 
place, and to the various shapes that are produced in that immense thing. Accordingly, 
it is best that I should call it ‘the Immensum’,10 in order to distinguish it from space. 
And so it is the immensum which persists during continuous change of space; therefore 
it does not have and cannot have bounds, and is one and indivisible. You might also call 
it ‘the expanded’.11 From this it is sufficiently clear that the immensum is not an 
interval, nor is it a place, nor is it changeable; its modifications occur not by any change 
in it, but by the superaddition of something else, namely of bulk, i.e. mass; from the 
addition of bulk and mass, there result spaces, places and intervals, whose aggregates 
give Universal Space. But this universal space is an entity by aggregation, and is 
continuously variable; in other words, it is a composite of spaces empty and full, like a 
net, and this net continuously receives another form, and thus changes; but what 
persists through this change is the immensum itself.12 But the immensum itself is God 
insofar as he is thought to be everywhere, i.e. insofar as he contains that perfection or 
absolute affirmative form which is attributed to things when they are said to be 
somewhere. 

 ... 

520  There can be no such thing as a fastest motion, nor a greatest number. For 
number is something discrete, where the whole is not prior to the parts, but the 
converse. There cannot be a fastest motion, since motion is a modification, and is the 
translation of a certain thing in a certain time —in short, just as there cannot be a 
greatest shape. There cannot be one motion of the whole; but there can be a kind of 
thought of everything. Whenever the whole is prior to the parts, then it is a maximum, 
as for example in space and in the continuum. If matter, like shape, is that which makes 
a modification, then it seems that there is not a whole of matter, either. 

                                                                                                                                                       
9 This is on the same sheet as Aiii75, “On Simple Forms,” which continues the same themes, and is dated 
by Leibniz April 1676. 
10 Leibniz had already called it this in “On the Secrets of the Sublime” (Aiii60: 475) above. Cf. also Aiii36: 
391, and Aiii71 above. 
11 Cf. Leibniz's remarks on the motion of a body as an “expansion,” and on the equivalence of 
conservation of motion and conservation of matter, in “On Matter, Motion and the Continuum” (Aiii58: 
469) above. 
12 This metaphor of the net presages that of the “folds of matter” outlined in the Pacidius Philalethi later 
in the year. For a fascinating exploration of Leibniz in terms of this metaphor see Gilles Deleuze, Le Pli: 
Leibniz et le baroque (full reference at n. 12 of the Introduction). 
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 ... 

521  ... Moreover, Universal Space is as much an entity by aggregation as the 
Universal Republic, or Society of all Minds. There is one difference between them, that 
place or interval is destroyed —for when that which has a place is eliminated, so is its 
place— but the soul which proportionally corresponds to it cannot be destroyed. 
Whatever acts cannot be destroyed, for it at least endures as long as it acts, and 
therefore it will endure forever. Whatever is acted upon and does not act can be 
destroyed, as, for example, can place and shape. Every aggregated body can be 
destroyed. There seem to be elements, i.e. indestructible bodies, because there is a mind 
in them. As there is already a shape in the Immensum before it is designated, so there is 
already an idea, i.e. a differentia of thoughts, in the primary Intelligence. As the shape is 
in space; so the idea is in our mind. There is no World Soul because a continuum cannot 
be composed of minds, as it can of spaces. No, you will say, it can too, in a certain way, 
insofar as minds perceive one another. I say in reply that the soul is not an entity by 
aggregation, but that universal space is an entity by aggregation. Hence it is no wonder 
that there is no soul of the universe. 
 ...   
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