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Clarke's Extended Soul 

E Z I O  V A I L A T I  

DESCARTES NOTORIOUSLY d e n i e d  tha t  the  soul is e x t e n d e d ,  at least in the  same  
way in which  res extensa is, because  ex tens ion  a n d  t h o u g h t  a re  dis t inct  attr i-  
bu tes  b e l o n g i n g  to d i f f e r e n t  types  o f  substance ,  b o d y  and  mind .  His view was 
v igorous ly  a t t acked  by H e n r y  More ,  who,  to Descar tes ' s  claim tha t  the  soul  
cou ld  be c o n s i d e r e d  e x t e n d e d  on ly  in the sense tha t  its o p e r a t i o n s  can  af fec t  
the  body ,  r a t h e r  po in t ed ly  rep l ied  tha t  since the  o p e r a t i o n s  o f  a subs tance  a re  
n o t h i n g  bu t  its modi f ica t ions ,  spirits m u s t  be substant ial ly p r e s e n t  w h e r e  they  
opera te ,  and  c o n s e q u e n t l y  m u s t  be e x t e n d e d . '  

H o w e v e r ,  t he  claim tha t  the  soul  is e x t e n d e d  was a p p a r e n t l y  at o d d s  with 
the  t radi t ional  immater ia l i s t  view tha t  the  soul is indivisible. More ' s  difficulties 
were  indicat ive o f  the  p rob l em.  A t  times, he  s e e m e d  satisfied with m e r e l y  
c la iming  that  t h e r e  is no  con t r ad i c t i on  in the  no t ion  o f  a soul which  is bo th  
e x t e n d e d  and  indivisible,  i.e., such  tha t  its par t s  a re  so t ied t o g e t h e r  as to be 
inseparab le . '  At  o t h e r  t imes,  he  t r ied  to p r o v e  tha t  the  soul  is indivisible by 
d u b i o u s  a r g u m e n t s  r evo lv ing  a r o u n d  the  no t ion  o f  necessary  e m a n a t i o n  f r o m  
the  "Center o f  the Spirit, which  is no t  a Mathemat ica l  point ,  bu t  Subs tance ,  so 
little in m a g n i t u d e ,  tha t  it is indivisible."3 H o w e v e r ,  in spite o f  More ' s  p ro tes ta -  
t ions to the c o n t r a r y ,  it s e e m e d  c lear  tha t  the  infinite littleness o f  the  cen te r s  o f  
spirits cou ld  at m o s t  g u a r a n t e e  de facto indivisibility a n d  wou ld  fall sho r t  o f  the  
essential indivisibility which  was t radi t ional ly  a t t r ibu ted  to the  soul.4 

' See More's third letter to Descartes, in Henry More, Opera Omnia (London, a674-79; reprint 
Hildesheim, 1966), vol. II, tome 2, p. 255. Henceforth cited as More, followed by volume, tome, 
and page numbers. The same point is repeated, e.g., in Er~hiridium Metaphysicum, ch. 27, sec. 5, in 
More, II, l, 3o9, in the middle of a sustained attack against nullibilism, the position that the soul is 
not in space and which More associated most closely with Descartes, whom he called "nullibi- 
starum princeps" (ch. 27, sec. 2, in More, II, 1, 3o7). On Descartes's reception in England, see A. 
Pacchi, Cartesio in lnghilterra da More a Boyle (Bail, 1973). 

�9 More, Immortalitas Animae, bk. l, ch. 2, sec. a2, in More, II, 2,294-95. 
s More, lmmortalitas Animae, bk. i, ch. 6, sec. 1, in More, II, 2, 3o2. For his views on emanation, 

see sees. 2-3, in More II, 2,302-303. 
4 More, Immortalitas Animae, bk. t, ch. 6, sec. 3, in More, If, 2, 3o3 . For More, the soul enjoys 

"perfect indivisibility of the parts, although not an intellectual indivisibility" (lmmortalitas Animae, hk. 

[387] 
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A m o n g  t h e  p h i l o s o p h e r s  w h o  a g r e e d  w i t h  M o r e ' s  s u g g e s t i o n  t h a t  t h e  sou l  
is b o t h  e x t e n d e d  a n d  i n d i v i s i b l e  was S a m u e l  C la rke . s  H e  h e l d  t h a t  t h e  sou l  is 
an  essen t ia l  un i ty ,  a n d  c o n s e q u e n t l y  n e c e s s a r i l y  ind iv i s ib le ,  b e c a u s e  i t  is t h e  
sub jec t  in w h i c h  c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  i t s e l f  a n  es sen t i a l ly  u n i t a r y  p o w e r ,  i n h e r e s .  I n  
l igh t  o f  M o r e ' s  p r o b l e m s ,  it  s h o u l d  c o m e  as n o  s u r p r i s e  t h a t  C l a r k e ' s  thes is  t h a t  
t he  soul  is a n  essen t i a l  u n i t y  w h i c h  is a lso  e x t e n d e d  was r e p e a t e d l y  a t t a c k e d .  I n  
p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e  i ssue  o f  t h e  e x t e n s i o n  o f  t h e  sou l  p l a y e d  a s ign i f i can t  r o l e  in  t h e  
c o r r e s p o n d e n c e  b e t w e e n  C l a r k e  a n d  Le ibn iz .  W h a t  fo l lows  is a s t u d y  o f  
C l a r k e ' s  c l a im  tha t  t h e  sou l  is b o t h  es sen t i a l ly  ind iv i s ib l e  a n d  e x t e n d e d ,  a n d  o f  
t he  c h a l l e n g e s  p r e s e n t e d  to  i t  b y  two p h i l o s o p h e r s  e n g a g e d  in c o n t r o v e r s y  
wi th  h im,  n a m e l y ,  A n t h o n y  Co l l i n s  a n d  Le ibn iz .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  we  sha l l  b r i e f l y  
c o n s i d e r  two  ob j ec t i ons  w h i c h  a n  a n o n y m o u s  c o r r e s p o n d e n t  a i m e d  at  C l a r k e ' s  
c la ims  a b o u t  d i v i n e  i m m e n s i t y ,  b e c a u s e  C l a r k e ' s  r e p l i e s  will  p r o v e  r e l e v a n t  to  
t he  issue  o f  t h e  e x t e n s i o n  o f  t h e  soul .  T h e  m a t e r i a l  c o n s i d e r e d  was w r i t t e n  in  
t h e  p e r i o d  b e t w e e n  17o4 a n d  1716, C l a r k e ' s  p h i l o s o p h i c a l l y  m o s t  p r o d u c t i v e  
years .  

1. THE EXTENSION OF THE SOUL 

A c c o r d i n g  to  C l a r k e ,  w h i l e  G o d  is n o t  in  space ,  e v e r y t h i n g  else ,  i n c l u d i n g  
souls  a n d  t h o u g h t s ,  is. 6 N o t  o n l y  is t he  sou l  in  space ,  b u t  it  is in  a p a r t i c u l a r  
p lace ,  t h e  s e m o r i u m ,  w h i c h  a p a r t  o f  t h e  b r a i n  o c c u p i e s  (C. to  L.,  IV ,  37).  

I, ch. 6, sec. 3; see also sec. 5, in More II, 2,303). One might infer that for More God could split a 
soul, but such a conclusion would be wrong. He held that even material atoms, although intellectu- 
ally divisible because extended, cannot be divided by God because of their "real infinite littleness," 
even if, of course, God could annihilate them (Scbolium to sec. 3 of the Preface to Immortalitas 
Animae, in More, II, 2, 288). 

5Samuel Clarke 0675-1729) was one of the foremost defenders of Newtonian physics and 
almost Newton's philosophical alter ego. In a695, he translated into Latin Rohault's Cartesian 
textbook of physics, showing the superiority of the Newtonian theory through abundant notes to 
the text. In a7o6, Newton entrusted him with the translation into Latin of the Opticks. Clarke's 
philosophical reputation rests with his Boyle lectures of a 7o 4-17o5, his controversies with Collins 
on whether matter can think (17o6-17o8) and on freedom of the will (1716), his exchange with 
Butler on the nature of space and time (17 a 2-13) and, of course, his correspondence with Leibniz 
(1715-16). He was generally considered the foremost British philosopher of his generation. 

Anthony Collins (1676-x729), whose objections to Clarke we consider below, was a Deist, a 
free thinker and a somewhat loose follower of Locke, with whom he had established close per- 
sonal ties towards the end of Locke's life. For more on Clarke's life, see J. P. Ferguson, An 
Eighteenth-Century Heretic: Dr. Samuel Clarke (Kineton, 1976 ). For more on Collins, see J. 
O'Higgins, Determinism and Free Will (The Hague, 1976), which contains a reprint of Collins's work 
on free will and a very useful introduction. The Encyclopedia of Philosophy has entries for both 
Clarke and Collins. 

6See Clarke's fifth answer to Leibniz, secs. 79--8a, in Correspondanre Leibniz-Clarke pr~sent~e 
d'apr~s manuscrits originaux des bibliothkques de Hanovre et de Londres, A. Robinet, ed., (Paris, 1957). 
Further references to Leibniz's or Clarke's letters will be C. to L. (Clarke to Leibniz) or L. to C. 
(Leibniz to Clarke), followed by letter number and section. 
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Clarke inferred the presence of  the soul in the senaorium th rough  an a rgument  
reminiscent o f  More's. It  employed two independent  premises: first, that 
something can act only where it is substantially, and second, that the soul acts 
on the body. The  conclusion is that  the soul is substantially present  where (at 
least) a part  o f  the body is (C. to L., I I l ,  11--12). 

The  claim that  something can act only where it is substantially was clearly 
stated by Clarke in his third letter to Leibniz: 

How the soul of a seeing man, sees the images to which it is present, we know not: but 
we are sure it cannot  perceive what it is not present to; because nothing can act, or be 
acted upon, where it is not. 

God, being omnipresent ,  is really present to every thing essentially and substan- 
tially. His presence manifests it self indeed by operation, but  it could not operate if it 
were not there. (C. to L., III ,  11-a2) 

I n  sum,  for  Clarke ,  as fo r  N e w t o n ,  no t  even  God can  be p r e s e n t  s o m e w h e r e  
m e r e l y  by o p e r a t i o n :  

W h e t h e r  for  C la rke  the  b o d y  causal ly acts o n  the  m i n d  is no t  clear,  b u t  
t he r e  is a m p l e  e v i d e n c e  tha t  for  h i m  the  m i n d  does causal ly  affect  the  body.S 
T h e  e x p e r i e n t i a l  e v i d e n c e  tha t  we a re  e n d o w e d  with a p o w e r  o f  s e l f -mot ion  by 
v i r tue  o f  a p r i n c i p l e  which  allows us to m o v e  o u r  bodies  is so g rea t  tha t  o n e  
o u g h t  to  be  a s h a m e d  to d e n y  it (W, I I ,  558).9 F o r  Clarke ,  this p r inc ip l e  o f  self- 
m o t i o n  is the  soul  (W, I I I ,  898;  C. to L., IV, 32). I t  is t he  soul  which ac t ing  

~C. to L., IIl, 12, n o t e  (a); "[God] is omnipresent not virtually only but also substantially; for 
virtue cannot subsist without substance," I. Newton, Sir Isaac Newton's Mathematical Principles of 
Natural Philosophy and His System of the WorM, A. Motte and F. Cajori, trans., (Berkeley, 1947), 
General Scholium. For a similar point, but applied only to, the soul and not to God, see Locke's An 
Essay con~ervdng Human Understanding, P. H. Nidditch, ed. (Oxford, 1975), bk. II, chap. 23, secs. 
19-2 ~. E. Grant, Much Ado about Nothing (Cambridge, 1981 ), 146, a 57, points out how the princi- 
ple that action requires spatial contact between the agent and the patient was accepted by Aquinas 
(and Su;trez) as metaphysically necessary and consequently applicable to God as well as to crea- 
tures. By contrast, Grant points out that Scotus denied that it applies to God, whose will is 
sufficient to bring about the effect willed. Leibniz seems to have followed Scotus, Clarke Aquinas. 

s As an example of Clarke's apparent wobbling on the issue of whether the body causally 
affects the mind, see, among others, C. to L., II, 12; Samuel Clarke, The Works (London, 1738; 
reprint, New York, 1978), vol. II, pp. 545, 758; vol. Ill, p. 897. Henceforth cited as W, followed 
by volume and page. To my knowledge, Clarke's views on the mind-body relation, especially in 
connection with Occasionalism, have not been satisfactorily studied. On this, see J. E. Le 
Rossignol, The Ethical Philosophy of Sarauel Clarke (published doctoral dissertation, Leipzig, 1892 ), 
esp. 29-3o; J. P. Ferguson, The Philosophy of Dr. Samuel Clarke andlts Critics (New York, 1974), esp. 
244-45; H. M. Ducharme, The Moral Se~ Moral Knowledge and God: An Analysis of the Theory of 
Samuel Clarke (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Oriel College, 1984), esp. 49-5 o, where Ducharme 
takes the view that Clarke is a one-way interactionist. 

0See also W, III, 85o, 898; C. to L., III, 12; V, 11o-16 for further evidence that for Clarke 
the soul moves the body. On this issue, Newton agreed with Clarke: see Newton's letter to Conti, 
February 96, 17a6 , in Robinet, Correspondance Leibniz-Clarke, 63. 
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u p o n  the bra in  media te ly  br ings abou t  effects  in the  body  in accordance  with 
laws established by God  (C. to L., I I I ,  12). 

Moreover ,  there  a re  clear indicat ions that  for  Clarke  the capacity o f  the 
soul to affect  the body  causally is a consequence  o f  o u r  be ing  e n d o w e d  with 
liberty. He  chastized Leibniz for  deny ing  that  we can gene ra t e  new force,  e.g., 
move  o u r  bodies.  I f  we could not  move  o u r  bodies, then  we would not  be 
agents  but, ba r r ing  the view that  o u r  actions are supe rna tu ra l ,  we would be 
machines  like clocks and  ou r  actions, if  one  could call t hem so, would be ru led  
by de t e rmin i sm (C. to L., IV, 32, 33; V, 92, 93-95) .  But  fo r  Clarke,  who  was a 
strict l ibertarian,  de t e rmin i sm is incompat ib le  with f r e e d o m  (W, I I I ,  905). ~~ 
Hence ,  the consequence  o f  deny ing  that  o u r  souls move  o u r  bodies when  we 
intentionally move  t h e m  would be  disastrous,  since Clarke  was convinced that  
f r e e d o m  is a necessary condi t ion fo r  moral i ty  and  rel igion (W, I I I ,  905; IV, 
735). So, not  only did he  hold tha t  the  soul causally affects  the body,  but  this 
view was a very i m p o r t a n t  c o m p o n e n t  o f  his phi losophy.  In  sum,  since the soul 
opera tes  on the body  and  ope ra t ion  requires  substantial  presence ,  the soul 
mus t  be substantially p resen t  to the body.  

Saying that  the soul mus t  be  substantially p resen t  where  a par t  o f  the  bra in  
is does  not  fully d e t e r m i n e  how the soul is present .  I t  certainly rules out  m e r e  
opera t iona l  presence ,  but  it fails to d e t e r m i n e  whe the r  the soul 's p resence  is to 
be u n d e r s t o o d  in t e rms  o f  " h o l e n m e r i s m "  or  in t e rms  o f  m e r e  g a r d e n  variety 
extension.  ' '  However ,  there  is cumula t ive  evidence that  for  Clarke  the soul is 
mere ly  coex tended  with a par t  o f  the brain.  As we shall see, Clarke  used an 
analogy with space, which he took to be  both  ex t ended  and  indivisible, to 
expla in  how the soul could  be e x t e n d e d  and  indivisible; bu t  certainly holen-  
mer i sm does not  app ly  to space. H e  did not address  More ' s  cr i t ique o f  
ho lenmer i sm,  as one  would expec t  h im to do  had he a d o p t e d  it. H e  did not  
address  Leibniz's accusation that  the  extens ion  o f  the soul destroys its uni ty by 
appea l ing  to ho lenmer i sm;  ra ther ,  he  d e f e n d e d  the claim that,  as he  pu t  it, the 
soul "fills the sensor ium"  (C. to L., V, 98). Finally, Leibniz clearly a t t r ibu ted  to 
h im the view that  the soul is ex t ended .  Z* In  sum, Clarke  sided with More  
against  Descartes and  the Scholastics: the soul is a substance c o e x t e n d e d  with a 
pa r t  o f  the body.  

~o For a helpful discussion of Clarke's views on freedom, see W. L. Rowe, "Causality and Free 
Will in the Controversy between Collins and Clarke," Journal of the History of Philosophy 25 (t 987): 
51-67 . 

""Holenmerism" was the name More coined for the Scholastic view that the soul is in the 
body whole in every part and whole in the whole. Against this view, More launched a powerful 
attack; see, e.g., Euchiridium Maaphysicum, ch. 27, secs. l l -  15, in More, I I, 1, 312-15, and Grant's 
discussion, in Grant, Much Ado about Nothing, 223-25. Grant also points out that, mutat/s mutand/s, 
holenmerism had been taken to apply to God's substantial presence in the world. 

~, Leibniz to Caroline, Nov. 1715, in Robinet, Correspondance Leibniz-Clarke, 2 l, quoted below. 
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2. THE UNITY OF CONSCIOUSNESS AND THE CONTROVERSY WITH 
COLLINS 

I n  1706, H e n r y  Dodwel l  pub l i shed  a book  in which  he  d e f e n d e d  cond i t iona l  
immor ta l i ty :  o u r  souls are  na tu ra l ly  mor ta l  a n d  u p o n  the  d e a t h  o f  the  b o d y  
can  be kep t  in exis tence  only  by  divine  s u p e r n a t u r a l  in te rvent ion . '3  Since 
Dodwel l  was one  o f  the  m o s t  r e s p e c t e d  scholars  o f  his t ime, the  reac t ions  w e r e  
cons ide rab le  no t  on ly  in Eng land ,  b u t  on  the  C o n t i n e n t  as well.,4 Clarke ' s  was 
no t  late in coming .  H e  wro te  an  o p e n  let ter  to Dodwel l  c o m p l a i n i n g  tha t  he  
had  let wide  the  f loodgates  to L ibe r t in i sm by p r o v i d i n g  an  excuse  f o r  the  
wicked no t  to f ea r  e te rna l  p u n i s h m e n t  (W, I I I ,  721). H e  then  a r g u e d  tha t  the  
soul, be ing  immater ia l ,  is na tu ra l ly  immor t a l ,  by giving his own  vers ion o f  the  
t rad i t iona l  a r g u m e n t  f o r  the  immate r i a l i ty  o f  the  soul  f r o m  the  a l leged un i ty  
o f  consc iousness :  

That  the Soul cannot possibly be Mater ia / . . .  is demonstrable from the single consider- 
ation, even of  bare Sense or Consciousness it self. For Matter being a divisible Sub- 
stance, consisting always of  separable, nay actually separate and distinct parts, 'tis plain, 
that unless it were essentially Conscious, in which case every particle of  Matter must 
consist o f  innumerable separate and distinct Consciousnesses, no System of  it in any 
possible Composition or Division, can be any individual Conscious Being: For, suppose 
three or three hundred  Particles of  Matter, at a Mile or any given distance one from 
another; is it possible that all those separate parts should in that State be one individual 
Conscious Being? Suppose then all these particles brought together into one System, so 
as to touch one another;  will they thereby, or by any Motion or Composition whatso- 
ever, become any whir less truly distinct Beings, than they were when at the greatest 
distance? How can their being disposed in any possible System, make them one individ- 
ual conscious Being? I f  you will suppose God by his infinite Power superadding Con- 
sciousness to the united Particles, yet still those Particles being really and necessarily as 
distinct Beings as ever, cannot be themselves the Subject in which that individual 
Consciousness inheres, but the Consciousness can only be superadded by the addition 
of  Something, which in all the Particles must still it self be but one individual Being. 
The Soul therefore, whose Power of  thinking is undeniably one Individual Conscious- 
ness, cannot possibly be a Material Substance. (W, III ,  73o)*s 

~s H. Dodwell, An Epistola,) Discourse, proving, from the Scriptures and the First Fathers, that the 
Soul is a Principle naturally mortal; but immortalized actually by the Pleasure of God, to Punishment; or, to 
Reward, by its union with the Divine Baptismal Spirit. Wherein is proved, that none may have the power of 
giving this divine immortalizing Spirit, sinte the Apostles, but only the Bishops (London, 17o6 ). 

,4 For example, Leibniz knew, and probably read, Dodwelrs book. He wrote Smith, an En- 
glish divine, that he was surprised that a scholar like Dodwell could write such paradoxes on the 
nature of the soul: Leibniz to Smith, September a, 17o 7, in Leibniz-Briefwechsel 87a, fo. lo~, in 
Leibniz-Archiv, Nieders~ichsische Landesbibliothek, Hanover. 

,5 This sort of argument was quite old. Its history has been documented by B. L. Mijuskovic, 
The Achilles of Rationalist Arguments (The Hague, 1974). It is also the argument which Kant, after 
accepting it in the precritical period, allegedly destroyed in the Second Paralogism. See K. 
Ameriks, Kant's Theory of Mind (Oxford, 1982), ch. 2. To my knowledge, there is neither a 
satisfactory nor even a full-scale analysis of Clarke's version (or versions) of the argument from 
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This  was a very  ambi t ious  a r g u m e n t ,  as one  can see by compar i son  with o the r  
a r g u m e n t s  f r o m  consciousness to immater ial i ty ,  e.g., Locke's .  Locke ag reed  
that  ma t t e r  on  its own canno t  possibly p roduce  though t  e i ther  in itself o r  in 
anyth ing  else. T h e r e f o r e ,  f r o m  the fact that  we think, he concluded  that  God,  
ou r  maker ,  m u s t  be i m m a t e r i a D  8 However ,  Locke was r eady  to admi t  that  
God could s u p e r a d d  t h o u g h t  to mat te r ,  and  consequent ly  that  we could not  
exclude with metaphys ica l  cer ta inty  that  o u r  minds  a re  material . '7  By contrast ,  
Clarke 's  a r g u m e n t  a t t e m p t e d  to p rove  not  mere ly  that  ma t t e r  cannot  possibly 
p roduce  though t ,  but  also that  it would be  metaphysical ly  impossible for  mat -  
ter to be the subject o f  i nhe rence  o f  thought .  Not  only could ma t t e r  not  
possibly th ink  on  its own, but  not  even God  could make  it think,  since God  is 
bound  by the laws o f  logic and  metaphysics  (W, I I I ,  841). 

Clarke 's  a r g u m e n t  failed to convince A n t h o n y  Collins, whose in te rvent ion  
in defense  o f  Dodwell  s tar ted a p ro t r ac ted  controversy.  Collins was r eady  to 
accept Clarke 's  claim that  consciousness is an individual  power ,  namely,  that  it 
is not  an a g g r e g a t e  o f  consciousness (W, I I I ,  8oo, 784). However ,  he d isagreed  
with Clarke 's  claim that  an individual  power  such as consciousness cannot  but  
inhere  in an  individual  subject, namely ,  a be ing  which, as Clarke  pu t  it, is 
"essentially one,  i.e., such that  any  division in it des t roys  its essence" (W, I I I ,  
795). Consequent ly ,  he d i sagreed  with Clarke 's  conten t ion  that  only an individ- 
ual substance,  e.g., a soul, can be the subject o f  consciousness.  

In  par t icular ,  ColUins w o n d e r e d  how an immater ia l  substance  like the soul 
can be indivisible if  one  assumes,  as appa ren t l y  one  ought ,  that  it is ex t ended  
(W, I I I ,  758). T o  Collins's a p p a r e n t  surprise,  instead o f  re ject ing the view that  
the soul is ex t ended ,  Clarke  repl ied:  

the unity of consciousness. In addition to Mijuskovic, see H. Ducharme, "Personal Identity in 
Samuel Clarke,"Journa2 of the History of Philosophy 24 0986): 359-83, esp. 378-82; J. W. Yolton, 
Thinking Matter: Materialism in Eighteenth-Century Britain (Minneapolis, 1983), esp. 39-41; R. 
Attfield, "Clarke, Collins and Compounds," Journal of the History of Philosophy 15 (1977): 45-54. 
Although it would take too long to argue the point, I believe that Clarke's argument, minus bells 
and frills, revolves around three basic claims, namely: 
i. Necessarily consciousness is an individual power (W, III, 784). 
2. An individual power can only be produced by, or inhere in, an individual being (W, III, 76o; 

repeated, with respect to the brain at W, II1, 79o-91). 
3. Matter is not, and cannot possibly be, an individual being (W, III, 791). 
The conclusion is that consciousness cannot possibly be the product of, or inhere in, matter. Each 
of the three premises has problems of its own, but (x) and (2) are the most controversial and 
interesting. Collins accepted (1), wrongly in my opinion, was ready to concede (3) not with relation 
to matter per se, but to systems of matter, but categorically rejected (2). 

,e Locke, Essay, IV, ao, 16. See alsoJ. L. Mackie, The Mirade of Theism (Oxford, 1982 ), chap. 7; 
M. R. Ayers, "Mechanism, Superaddition, and the Proof of God's Existence in Locke's Essay," 
Philosophical Review 9 ~ (198a): 21o-51. 

,7 Locke, Essay, IV, 3, 6. 
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How far such lndisce~Tibi~ can be reconciled and be consistent with some kind of 
Expansion; that is, what unknown Properties are joined together with these known ones of 
Consciousness and Indiscerpibility; is another Question of considerable Difficulty, but 
of no Necessity to be resolved in the Present Argument. Only This: As the Parts of 
Space or Ex,pans/on itself, can demonstrably be proved to be absolutely Indiscernible; so it 
ought not to be reckoned an insuperable Difficulty, to imagine that all Immaterial 
Thinking Substances (upon Supposition that Expansion is not excluded out of their Idea,) 
may be so likewise. (W, III, 763) 

One can sympathize with Clarke's reply: on the one hand,  his views on freedom, 
with their  ties to morality and  religion, conjoined with his views on causality, 
pushed him towards the view that  the soul is extended.  On the other  hand,  he 
unders tood the problems involved in the claim that the soul is ex tended and is 
also an individual,  essentially indivisible, immaterial  being, and  consequently 
tried to separate the issue o f  immateriali ty f rom that o f  extension. 

Clarke's reference to space did  not  impress Collins. He still could not  see 
how an ex tended  substance could be essentially indivisible. All finite ex tended 
things, he claimed, must  "so far consist of  Parts, that the part  of  one side is not 
the part  of  the o ther  side . . . .  Suppose the substance o f  the soul to be four  
inches s q u a r e . . ,  it does not  appear  to me, that  an inch on one s i d e . . ,  is more 
dependent  on an inch on the o ther  side, as to each other 's  existence, than two 
sides o f  a perfectly solid Particle o f  mat ter  are" (W, III,  775). In Collins's eyes, 
Clarke's at t r ibution of  extension to the soul unde rmined  the a rgument  for its 
immateriality and  consequently r ende red  his own materialist position more 
attractive. T rue ,  space has parts and  yet it is indivisible, but  this, Collins 
claimed without  explaining, is due  to its infinity and to the fact that space is 
"mere Absence or  Place of  Bodies" (W, III ,  775). 

In his reply, Clarke reasserted that  the issue of  the extension of  the soul is 
logically independen t  o f  the a r g u m e n t  for the immateriality o f  the soul (W, 
III,  794). Fur thermore ,  he claimed, even if  the supposition that  imm;ateriality 
(and consequently indivisibility) and  extension are compatible entailed difficul- 
ties which one could not  clearly solve, the p roof  for the immateriality of  the 
soul would not  be weakened unless one could show that  the proof  itself is 
defective. The  reason is that  " there are many Demonstrat ions even in abstract 
Mathematicks themselves, which no Man who unders tands them can in the 
least doubt  of  the Certainty of, which yet are a t tended with difficult Conse- 
quences that  cannot  perfectly be cleared, T h e  infinite Divisibility o f  Quantity,  
is an instance o f  this kind" (W, I I l ,  794)- As fur ther  examples, Clarke cited 
divine eternity and  immensity,  which, a l though self-evident, involve consider- 
able difficulty. 

One can hardly  see the s t rength o f  Clarke's point, since there is no parity 
between the cases he discussed. For  him, it is demonstrable that  a geometrical 
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line is infinitely divisible, and, if we are sure of the proof, the difficulties 
surrounding the composition of  the continuum can be set aside. This position, 
I believe, is completely correct. Suppose, however, that the infinite divisibility 
of  a geometrical line were a mere hypothesis, as the extension of  the soul is 
allegedly taken to be by Clarke; then the difficulties surrounding it would be a 
good reason for rejecting it outright. Therefore, if the supposition of  the 
extension of  the soul involves one in difficulties, e.g., with respect to the soul's 
indivisibility, one should give it up--unless,  of  course, the claim that the soul is 
extended, far from being a mere supposition, is taken to be demonstrated. 
Clarke showed no sign of being ready to jettison the view that the soul is 
extended, although for strategic reasons he emphasized its independence of  
the proof for the soul's immateriality. The reason, I believe, was that he felt as 
certain of the soul's extension as of  its immateriality. The analogy with the 
infinite divisibility of  quantity worked not with respect to the position Clarke 
prudently put forth against Collins, but with respect to his true one. In this 
sense, his analogy betrayed his true views. 

Clarke continued by remarking that, at any rate, the difficulties surround- 
ing the ascription of extension to the soul are not so grave as those surround- 
ing the attribution of  infinite divisibility to quantity or eternity and immensity 
to God. Space, Clarke claimed, is not mere absence of  bodies; it is extended 
and yet indivisible because it is "an extension whose parts (improperly so 
called) depend on each other for their existence, not only because of its infin- 
ity, but because of  the contradiction which a separation of  them manifestly 
would imply" (W, III, 794). '8 All one has to do, Clarke continued, is to think of  
the soul as a substance whose parts depend on each other, like those of  space 
(W, III, 795)- This answer left Collins dissatisfied, and Clarke cut short this 
part of  the debate by refusing to discuss the issue further (W, III, 82a, 851). 
He had grown impatient with Collins, but perhaps he had also seen that his 
position was rather problematic. To see why, let us look at his claim that an 
individual power can only be produced by, or inhere in, an individual being, 
which, as we saw, was the main point of contention with Collins. 

Clarke's claim tries to transfer a feature of  a property (being individual) to 
the subject of  that property. Such a transfer seems quite plausible in some 
cases. For example, duration seems to be a transferable feature: while a prop- 
erty lasts, so must its subject. But counterexamples are easily found: inherence 
is not a transferable feature, because while a property inheres in something its 
subject need not. However, Clarke thought he had a powerful argument for 
the permissibility of  the transference at issue. Against Collins's ac~zusation that 

~8 C. to L., I1, 4- The  contradiction Clarke referred to arises, he thought,  because separating a 
part  of space from another  entails moving it, that is, taking it out  of itself; see C. to L., II, 4- 
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he had  s imply a s s u m e d  tha t  an  ind iv idua l  p o w e r  like consc iousness  cou ld  no t  
inhere  in a n o n i n d i v i d u a l  subject  like mat te r ,  Clarke  rep l ied :  

I think it is proved strongly, that Consciousness cannot reside in a Being that consists of  
a Multitude o f  separate and distinct Parts: Because if it could, it must necessarily 
follow, either that it would become a Multitude of  distinct Consciousnesses, contrary to 
the Supposition which you yourself allow; or else that an Individual Quality o f  each 
single Particle, would become the Individual Quality o f  every one of  the rest likewise, 
which is a Contradiction in Terms;  or  e!se, that Consciousness would be one Power 
resulting from the contributing Powers ofaU the several separate and distinct Particles; 
in which case, it would be, as I have before proved in enumerat ing the several kinds o f  
Powers, a mere abstract Name or  complex Notion and not a real Quality residing in any 
Subject at all. (W, III ,  791) 

While  no t  clear,  p r e s u m a b l y  Clarke ' s  a r g u m e n t  (let us  call it " the  un i ty  a rgu -  
ment")  can be  r e n d e r e d  as follows. I f  consc iousness  r e s ided  in a compos i t e  
be ing  C, then  e i t he r  it w o u l d  be cons t i tu t ed  by a m u l t i t u d e  o f  consc iousnesses  
o r  not.  I f  the  f o r m e r ,  t h e n  the  u n i t a r y  n a t u r e  o f  consc iousness  w o u l d  be lost. 
I f  the  latter,  t h e n  two cases wou ld  be  possible. I n  the first case, the  conscious-  
ness o f  C wou ld  be  the  consc iousness  o f  one  o f  its par ts  P. Bu t  this is impossi-  
ble because  t h e n  C, P, and ,  C la rke  s e e m e d  to hold,  all t he  par t s  o f  C wou ld  
have the  same  n u m e r i c a l  consc iousness ,  which  c o n t r a v e n e s  the  pr inc ip le  tha t  
the p roper t i e s  o r  p o w e r s  o f  d i f f e r e n t  subjects a re  numer i ca l ly  d i f fe ren t .  I n  the  
second  case, the  consc iousness  o f  C w o u l d  be a s u p e r v e n i e n t  fea tu re .  But  t hen  
that  consc iousness  w o u l d  n o t  be a p o w e r  in the  t rue  sense o f  the  t e rm,  tha t  is, a 
quali ty i n h e r i n g  in the  c o m p o s i t e  C.~9 T h e  r eason  is to be f o u n d  in a pr inc ip le  
we may  call " h o m o g e n e i t y " :  a p o w e r  can  real ly i nhe re  in a compos i t e  on ly  i f  it 
is o f  the  same k ind  as the  power s  o f  the  par ts  (W, I I I ,  759)- Fo r  example ,  a 
compos i t e  has we igh t  on ly  insofa r  as its par ts  do;  it can  have  shape  only  
insofar  as its pa r t s  do ,  etc. C la rke  h a d  an  a r g u m e n t  f o r  the  pr inc ip le  o f  
h o m o g e n e i t y  in the  case in which  the  p o w e r  o f  the  who le  is caused  by the  
powers  o f  the  par ts .  I f  s u p e r v e n i e n t  o r  n o n h o m o g e n e o u s  p o w e r s  cou ld  arise, 
then  " the  Effec t  w o u l d  con ta in  m o r e  than  it was in the  Cause; tha t  is, some-  

,9 Clarke claimed that all powers and qualities fall into three mutually exclusive classes. Either 
they inhere in the subjects to which they are ascribed; for example, size inheres in the particle of 
matter it is ascribed to. Or, they do not inhere in the subject they are usually ascribed to, but they 
inhere in another subject; for example, color does not inhere in the rose, but in the soul. Or, they 
are not powers or qualities at all, but effects of systems of matter; for example, "Magnet/sin, and 
Electrical Attractions, are not real Qualities at all, residing in any subject, but merely Abstract Names to 
express the Effects of some determinate motions of certain Streams of Matter" (W, III, 76o). Since 
consciousness cannot inhere in a composite like the brain, and the materialist does not want to 
claim that the motions in the brain produce thought in something else, he is left with what Clarke 
considered the obviously unacceptable conclusion that consciousness is not a mode of the brain, 
but merely the effect of the motions of the brain. 
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thing would without any Efficient [cause], be produced out of nothing" (W, 
III, 786). However, the principle of  homogeneity held in the case of  su- 
peraddition as well. I f  a power were superadded to a composite, then it would 
have to inhere proportionally in its parts because a composite is merely the 
sum of  its parts, and consequently its powers can only be the sum of  the 
powers of the parts (W, III, 759, 8~7). 

The unity argument revolves around two points: first, that the properties 
of  separable and distinct parts are numerically different; second, that a power 
can really inhere in a composite only if it is of  the same kind as the powers of  
the parts, that is, the principle of  homogeneity. But these two claims hold, if at 
all, not only of  separable and distinct parts, but of parts simpliciter. For, each 
distinct part of  a whole constitutes a different subject of  inherence, and differ- 
ent subjects of  inherence must have numerically distinct powers. To use 
Clarke's own example of  something whose parts are inseparable, the property 
a part of  space has of  being filled is not the same numerical property another 
part of  space has. I f  it were, it would be impossible for one of  the two parts to 
be filled while the other is not, which is absurd. Similarly, insofar as Clarke 
had an argument for the principle of  homogeneity, supervenient powers were 
excluded not because they would arise from separable parts, but because they 
would be uncaused or would entail that a composite is not made up of its 
parts. It follows, then, that the unity argument proves a stronger claim than 
Clarke thought. For it proves, if anything, not only that an individual power 
such as consciousness cannot be produced by, or inhere in, something that is 
divisible, but also that it cannot be produced by, or inhere in, something which 
has parts sirapliciter. But then the unity argument can be used against the view 
that the soul is extended because, as Leibniz was to point out, what is extended 
has distinct parts, be they separable or not. So it does not seem that the 
indivisibility of  the soul is sufficient to save its extension. 

3" AN A N O N Y M O U S  O P P O N E N T  

Around 1713, a few years after the exchange with Collins had come to an end, 
Clarke received a letter from an anonymous opponent who alleged that the 
immensity of  God, that is, divine extension, is incompatible with divine simplic- 
ity and "spirituality" (W, II, 753). '~ Clarke answered the accusation that sire- 

�9 "Clarke's views on divine omnipresence are notoriously difficult to make out, and any 
attempt to arrive at a crisp formulation of his position is likely to be frustrated by Clarke's own 
remark that we do not really unders tand how God is omnipresent  (W, II, 541). According to 
Grant, Clarke and Newton held that God is actually extended and dimensional (Grant, Much Ado 
about Nothing, s44). For an opposing view, according to which holenmerism applies to God, see J. 
E. McGuire, "Existence, Actuality and Necessity: Newton on Space and Time," Annals of Science 
(t978): 463-5o8.  Although McGuire's discussion is about Newton only, presumably the same 
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plicity and  spiri tuali ty a re  incompat ib le  with extension by accusing his inter-  
locutor  o f  Scholastic obscurant i sm,  a n d  by appea l ing  to the s y m m e t r y  be tween 
space and  t ime. A l though  the set t ing o f  the discussion was theological,  
Clarke 's  a r g u m e n t s  were  not,  and  consequent ly  they allow us to u n d e r s t a n d  
his view about  the  extens ion  o f  the soul be t te r  by point ing out  some  o f  Clarke 's  
reasons for  bel ieving that  be ing  e x t e n d e d  is not  incompat ible  with be ing sim- 
ple and  conscious. God ' s  immensi ty ,  Clarke  claimed, does not  des t roy divine 
simplicity because  " the  Immensity o f  Space, (it being t h r o u g h o u t  absoluteI? uni- 
form and  essentially indivisible,) is no  m o r e  inconsistent with Simplicity, than  the 
uniform successive flowing of the Parts of Duration, (as you most  r ightly observe,)  
are inconsistent  with Simplicity. T h e r e  is no difficulty at all in this point ,  but  a 
mere  Prejudice, and  a False Notion of Simplicity (W, I I ,  753). T h e  seam o f  the 
a r g u m e n t  consisted in c la iming par i ty  be tween t e m p o r a l  and  spatial exten-  
sion; since the f o r m e r  is no  p r o b l e m  for  the simplicity o f  a subject, ne i ther  is 
the latter. We do  not  possess the  reply  o f  Clarke 's  a n o n y m o u s  inter locutor .  
However ,  it mus t  be  admi t t ed  tha t  Clarke 's  point  was not  qui te  convincing 
because it s tated the  existence o f  a re levant  pari ty be tween  t e m p o r a l  and  
spatial extension r a t he r  than  p rov id ing  a satisfactory a r g u m e n t  for.it.  Worse,  
it is fa r  f r o m  clear that  such an a r g u m e n t  could be provided.  For,  consider  an 
object A s t re tching f r o m  one  side o f  a r o o m  to the o ther ;  then,  the middle  o f  
the r o o m  is occupied  by a pa r t  o f  A. By contrast ,  consider  A "s t re tching" f r o m  
noon  till midnight ;  then  what  is f o u n d  at f ou r  o'clock is not  pa r t  o f  A, but  the 
whole o f  A. T h e r e f o r e ,  the analogical  coun t e rpa r t  o f  a th ing  A s t re tching 
spatially is not  A "s t re tching"  t empora l ly ,  as Clarke would have  it, but  a collec- 
tion o f  A ' s . "  

T o  the accusation that  ex tens ion  destroys God's  spirituality, that  is, that  it 
makes  God mater ia l ,  Clarke  rep l ied  with an a r g u m e n t  p u r p o r t i n g  to show 
that  extension is compat ib le  with the  unity o f  consciousness: " T h e  individual  

point could be made about Clarke. For Grant's critique of McGuire, see Grant, Much Ado about 
Nothing, 416, note 42o. I broadly agree with Grant, since I find it hard to see why Clarke so 
vigorously denied Leibniz's charge that extension is incompatible with divine simplicity without 
making any reference to holenmerism, unless he was ready to think of divine omnipresence in 
terms of actual extension and dimensionality of the divine substance. Indeed, this is the position 
Leibniz attributed to him in Dec. t 715 in a letter to J. Bernoulli (Robinet, Correspondance Leibniz- 
Ctarh~, 45). 

"~ A similar, albeit ahistorical, point can be made by considering the "extension" in time of a 
simple object, e.g., an atom, in terms of atom-stages. At each instant there is one and only one 
atom-stage, and the existence of appropriate relations among the atom-stages determines the 
diachronic identity and simplicity of the atom. But for the analogy between spatial extension and 
temporal "extension" to hold, one ought to consider not the atom, but the set of atom-stages. That 
is, the temporal analog of the spatially extended atom is not the individual atom "stretching" in 
time, but the set of atom-stages. But while the atom is simple by hypothesis, the set of atom-stages 
is not. 
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Consciousness o f  One  Immen se  Being, is as truly One; as the  present  M o m e n t  
o f  T ime  is Individually One, in all Places at once. And the One  can no mo re  
proper ly  said to be an E / / o r  a Mile o f  Consciousness . . . .  than  the o the r  can be 
said to be an Ell or  a Mile o f  Time" (W, II, 753). While it is un fo r tuna te  that  we 
do not  have the letter o f  Clarke's anonymous  opponen t ,  p resumably  the objec- 
tion was that  i f  consciousness were ex tended ,  then it would be possible to 
consider  a (spatial) par t  o f  it as being itself conscious. But  this possibility shows 
that an ex t ended  consciousness is not  a unity because i f  a (spatial) par t  o f  
consciousness were a consciousness, then the whole consciousness would be a 
mult i tude o f  consciousnesses. 

As before ,  Clarke's reply invoked the symmetry  between space and  time. 
He  started by point ing out  that  an instant o f  time is the same everywhere .  T h e  
point  was strictly Newtonian;  in the General Scholium to the second edi t ion o f  
his Principia Newton stated that "every par t  o f  space is always, and every 
indivisible m o m e n t  o f  dura t ion  is everywhere." Space, Clarke claimed, is t empo-  
rally "ex tended"  and  t ime is spatially ex tended ,  since t ime exists in all places in 
the same way in which space exists at all times. But, Clarke thought ,  the spatial 
extension o f  one  instant o f  t ime does not  affect  its unity and  does not  just i fy 
the claim that one  instant o f  t ime stretches for,  say, one  mile. T h e  evidence for  
this conclusion, Clarke seemed to hold, is given by the fact that we do  not  
think, or  talk, about  t ime in terms of, say, miles. Similarly, he concluded,  f rom 
the fact that consciousness is ex tended ,  we should not  infer  that it is p r o p e r  to 
talk about  it in terms o f  miles. 

However ,  this a r g u m e n t  has problems o f  its own, a l though Clarke was so 
satisfied with it that  he told his in ter locutor  to give it par t icular  thought .  I f  one  
assumes that  an instant o f  t ime is infinitely ex tended ,  one  is implicitly assum- 
ing that it is ex t ended  for  at least one  mile. T h a t  is, i f  t ime is spatially ex- 
tended,  then  it is a four-d imensional  entity, embodying  a t empora l  coord ina te  
and three  spatial coordinates .  But  then,  why one should be allowed to apply 
metric considerat ions along one  coordinate  but  not  along the o ther  three  is far  
f rom clear. 

I f  the previous  analysis is correct ,  and if one assumes, as I think one  
should, that  Clarke was ready  to apply the previous lines o f  a rgumenta t ion  to 
the issue o f  the compatibili ty o f  the extension and uni tary  na ture  o f  the soul, 
one can conclude  that one  o f  the basic reasons behind Clarke's position was his 
belief that  spatial and t empora l  extension are relevantly equivalent.  But  this 
belief  was, o r  so I have a rgued ,  mistaken. 

4. THE CONTROVERSY WITH LEIBNIZ 

In spite o f  the fact that  the exchange  between Clarke and  Collins had been  
well known in England and  Clarke's side o f  the controversy,  which Le Clerc 
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had approvingly  summar ized  in his Biblioth~que Cho/s/e in 1713, had gone  
th rough  several editions, Leibniz seems to have paid little if any at tent ion to 
it... However ,  this state o f  affairs was to change  quite dramatically in the last 
year o f  Leibniz's life. In  October  1715, he received f rom Remond  some letters 
by Conti, a Leibnizian then  visiting England,  which briefly explained the 
positions o f  Newton  and  Clarke on the soul. Newton,  Conti  said, speaks o f  the 
soul and the body only in relat ion to phenomena ,  and by "soul" he u n d e r -  
stands that which "thinks, feels in us . . . .  He  [Newton] says that  he does not  
know more  about  it."ts However ,  Cont i  cont inued,  "Dr.  Clarke goes f u r t h e r  
and says that one  could not  prove that  the soul is something which belongs to 
the body. He re  is his a rgument :  one  can show that every body is divisible; but  
one knows f rom exper ience  [par les p h ~ a ~ s ]  that the thinking substance is 
something indivisible. Since these two proper t ies  are contradictory,  they can- 
not  be found  in the same subject. Consequent ly ,  one  cannot  prove  that  the 
soul and the body are  the same thing."'~ 

A month  later, Princess Caroline,  who was to be the in termediary  in the 
controversy between Clarke and Leibniz, sent Leibniz two works by Clarke 
who, she thought ,  might  translate the Theodicy.'s Amo n g  them were Clarke's 
letters to Dodwell and Collins. By Leibniz's own admission, at first he read  
them somewhat  cursorily,  but  by the end  o f  November  1715, af ter  the first 
exchange with Clarke had taken place, he was ready to give a prel iminary 
j u d g m e n t  of  his adversary 's  work: 

[Clarke] often says very good things, but he falls short of following or envisaging my 
principles. He is right in holding against Mr. Dodweil and against an anonymous 
opponent that the soul is immaterial because of its indivisibility, and that all that is 
composed of parts cannot have anything in it which is not in its parts. Given this, I 
cannot see how he can maintain that the soul is extended, since everywhere there is 
extension there are parts, unless one takes that word in an unusual sense, t6 

Obviously, even on  a first read ing  Leibniz was struck by Clarke's views on  the 
extension o f  the soul, and  his interest  was to grow even more  once they 
became one o f  the points o f  content ion  between him and Clarke. 

Leibniz's opposi t ion to the view that  the soul is ex tended  was both general  
and specific. For  one  thing, he could not  agree  with the motivation behind  
Clarke's a rgumen t  for  it. Clarke's principal  reason for  making the soul ex- 

t, T h e  cont roversy  be tween  Clarke a n d  Collins went  t h r o u g h  fou r  edit ions by 1711, was 
amply  discussed in Eng land ,  a nd  had  some  fol lowing on  the  Con t inen t  as well. For Le Clerc, who 
warmly approved  of  Clarke ' s  a r g u m e n t s ,  see his  Bib//oth~que Cho/s/e ~6 (l 713): 575 -411 .  

,s Robinet ,  Correspondance Leibniz-Clarke, 18. 
�9 4 Ibid., l 9. 
.s Carol ine to Leibniz,  N o v e m b e r  5, 1715, in Robinet ,  Correspondance Leibniz-Clarke, 21. 
�9 s Leibniz to Carol ine,  N o v e m b e r  1715, in Robinet ,  Correspondan~e Leibniz-Clarke, ~ 1. 
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tended was to guarantee the possibility of  its interaction with the body which 
both experience and piety demanded.  But for Leibniz this was a wrong- 
headed attempt, since he denied that any such interaction takes place. The 
relation between the mind and the body was not to be explained on the basis 
of  an unintelligible interaction, but by an appeal to their divinely ordained 
pre-established harmony.*7 

However, aside from this general metaphysical criticism, Leibniz had more 
specific ones. After telling Caroline that he could not see how one could 
maintain that something is extended and without parts, he presented Clarke 
with a puzzle: since the soul is indivisible, as Clarke himself showed, it must be 
present to the body at most at one point. Then, how can it perceive what goes 
on outside that point? (L. to C., II, 4). It is not easy to understand Leibniz's 
reasoning. Since for him anything extended is divisible, one can reasonably 
assume that he was not claiming that the soul can be both indivisible and 
extended. More likely, he was looking at Clarke's position in light of  More's 
views, such as they were, that the center of  a spirit is infinitesimally small and 
consequently, indivisible. But clearly, the heart of  Leibniz's objection consisted 
in the inference from indivisibility to lack of  extension. Clarke's answer was to 
the point: indivisibility does not exclude extension; for example, space is 
indivisible and yet extended (C. to L., II, 4-5).  

Leibniz was not satisfied. He  replied by focussing more sharply on the 
spatial relation between the soul and the body. Saying that the soul "is diffused 
through the body is to make it extended and divisible; saying that the whole of  
it is in each part of  the body is to make it divisible from itself. Attaching it to a 
point, spreading it out through several points, all these are nothing but abu- 
sive expressions,/do/a tr/bus" (L. to C., III, ~ 2). Leibniz's strategy was, then, to 
foreclose any possible interpretation of  the claim that the soul is extended by 
showing that all the traditional readings led to the divisibility of  the soul. In 
addition, the reference to the Baconian/do/a tr/bus was probably not too subtle 
a comment on what Leibniz took to be the deplorable English tendency, from 
More on, to think of  the soul as extended. In sum, giving extension to the soul 
or, worse, to God, amounted to destroying their unity. 

Clarke followed a two-pronged strategy in his replies. One showed some 
embarrassment at Leibniz's criticism. For, he began restricting the extension 
of  the soul, first by claiming that it is present not in the whole body but in 

,7Of course Clarke disagreed; like Newton, he showed litde patience with preestablished 
harmony. See Newton to Conti, February 26, 1716, in Robinet, Correspondanee Lei~iz-Clar~, 63; 
Clarke repeated the point to Leibniz: C. to L., V , ,  l o - , 6 .  As we saw, Clarke had already claimed 
that we know by experience that we move our  body (W, II, 558). From this he concluded that we 
would be justified in rejecting the claim that  we move our  bodies only if it involved a contradic- 
tion, which it does not. 
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the brain, and finally by saying that  it is not present  in the whole brain, but  
merely in a place where part  of  the brain is, the sensorium (C. to L., III ,  12; 
IV, 37)- His defense  looked very much  like a retreat,  and Leibniz was quick 
to indicate that  the problems sur round ing  Clarke's position did not depend  
on the amoun t  o f  the soul's extension, but on its extension simpliciter (L. to 
C., V, 98). In his last reply, Clarke repeated his main contention: " I f  the soul 
be a substance which fills the sensorium, or place wherein it perceives the 
images of  things conveyed to it; yet it does not  thence follow, that it must  
consist o f  corporeal  parts, (for the parts o f  the body are distinct substances 
independent  o f  each other;)  but  the whole soul sees, and the whole soul 
hears, and the whole soul thinks, as being essentially one individual" (C. to 
L., V, 98). 

Clarke's second strategy was, at least ltyr/ma fade, more  successful. He re- 
peated that Leibniz's criticisms were based on a misconception of  the nature  o f  
the soul which, he claimed, is like space in being both extended and indivisi- 
ble. In addition, Clarke made  a point  he had already hinted at in his replies to 
Collins: the parts o f  space are called "parts" improperly because they cannot  
be separated f rom each o ther  (C. to L., III ,  3; IV, 11-1~; W, III,  794). Again, 
Leibniz was not  convinced. He had already ment ioned  to Caroline his dissatis- 
faction with Clarke's use o f  the term 'part ' ,  and  he had also noticed that Clarke 
had told Collins on the one hand  that space has parts, and on the other that 
these parts are so called only improper ly  (L. to C., IV, 1 ~).,s The  issue was 
complicated by the fact that  Leibniz had a view of  space very di f ferent  f rom 
his interlocutor's. In the comments  written to his own four th  letter, Leibniz 
noted that it is certainly t rue that the parts o f  space are indivisible, but the 
reason is that space is an ens rat/on/s, not  an actually existing thing. I f  space 
were an actually existing thing, then  God could change it, presumably by 
transposing, and  hence separating, its parts.19 Indeed,  in his own copy of  
Clarke's letters to Collins, Leibniz showed how far he was ready to go in this 
direction by asking whether  God could not destroy a part  of  space. He also 
indirectly indicated what he considered Clarke's philosophical ancestry to be 
by pointing out  that  God could divide an extended point, very likely a refer- 
ence to More's centers o f  spirits.so However,  probably convinced that these 

,s W, IIl, 763, 794. 
,9 Robinet, Correspondance Le/bn/z-C/arkt, tol. 
s~ reacted to Clarke's claim at W, IIl, 794 that the separation of parts of space is 

contradictory by writing in the margin of Clarke's letter: "an Deus unam parte,n spatii destruere 
nequ/t." And he commented on Clarke's point that not even God could divide a soul by writing in 
the margin: "divisio puncti a Deo." Leibniz's own annotated copy of the exchange between Clarke 
and Collins (containing only Clarke's letters) is now at the Nieders~chsische Landesbibliothek in 
Hanover, call number T-A x243. 
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objections and  remarks  would have little impact on Clarke, he  never  sent 
them. 

Instead, Leibniz t r ied to show that  Clarke's view was problemat ic  on its 
own terms. He  claimed that  space, a l though indivisible, must  have parts, since 
a line or a surface divides it into distinct regions (L. to C., V, 5 l). Leibniz was 
right, and his point  was strategicallywell  taken. Clarke h imsel f  had, in effect,  
intimated that  space has dist inguishable parts by telling Leibniz that "d i f fe ren t  
spaces are really d i f f e ren t  or  distinct f rom one another ,  t hough  they be per-  
fectly alike" (C. to L., III ,  3; IV, 11-12).  But  if the soul has parts, then  one  
may well w o n d e r  whe the r  it can be really an essential unity as Clarke claimed.s, 
O f  course, afortiori the same point  could be made, and repea ted ly  was made,  
by Leibniz with respect  to God.  Moreover ,  Leibniz had correct ly taken Clarke 
to hold the principle o f  homogenei ty .s ,  Consequendy,  since the soul has parts,  
its consciousness, according to Clarke himself, must  be the aggregat ion o f  the 
consciousnesses o f  its parts, which is inconsistent with Clarke's principle o f  the 
unity o f  consciousness.s3 

Clarke's reply marked  a re t rea t  o f  sorts; it dist inguished the notion o f  par t  
f rom that o f  corporea l  part ,  making  explicit a point Clarke had already hinted 
at in his th i rd  reply (C. to L., III ,  3). T h a t  the soul, like space, is ex t ended  
might entail that  it has parts, bu t  not  that it has separable parts; the soul is 
essentially one  individual and  when it sees, hears, or thinks, it does so as a 
whole (C. to L., V, 98). Leibniz's death  put  an end  to the exchange,  but  
Clarke's reply,  as it stood, was hardly  satisfactory, since Leibniz's criticisms did 
not revolve a r o u n d  the assumpt ion  that for  Clarke the soul or  its parts  are  
material or,  for  what  matters ,  separable. We shall never  know what Clarke 
would have repl ied had  Leibniz pressed the point. 

Clarke held both  that  the soul is ex t ended  and that it is an essential unity. 
I f  the previous  analysis is correct ,  ultimately he was not  successful in rebuff ing  
the attacks o f  those phi losophers  who considered his view incoherent .  How- 
ever, Clarke's position can be r e n d e r e d  less problematic.  He  held that space is 
"absolutely indivisible, even so much  in thought ;  (to imagine its parts moved  
f rom each o ther ,  is to imagine them moved  out  of  themselves)" (C. to L., II ,  4). 
F rom the indivisibility o f  space he concluded that the parts o f  space are inter-  
dependen t ,  that  is, the  positing o f  one  entails the positing o f  all the  others,  and 
ultimately the positing o f  space as a whole (W, III,  794-795)-  Against Leibniz, 

s* That this point was on Leibniz's mind is clearly indicated by the fact that he commented on 
Clarke's claim to Collins that "the Consciousness of a Man, is not a Multitude of Consciousnesses, 
but One" (W, III, 790) by writing under the word "Consciousness" "6tendue" and "dur&6." 

s, Leibniz to Caroline, November 1715, in Robinet, Correspondance Leibniz-Clar~, 32. 
ss The point was made by Leibniz in the letter to Caroline referred to in note 26 and given in 

the text. 
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who was ready to admit that the parts of  space presuppose the whole of space 
because space is merely an ens rationis, Clarke consistently maintained both the 
priority of  space over its parts and its real existence.s4 Therefore,  pursuing the 
analogy between the soul and space, he could maintain that the soul is not 
merely indivisible, but  that it is a totality in which the whole is logically anteced- 
ent to the parts. Hence, at least some of  its powers as a whole could not 
depend on those of  its parts. Clarke could then claim that consciousness is one 
of  these powers, and consequently that the extension of  the soul is compatible 
with his argument for the soul's immortality. For the objection against their 
compatibility was based on the alleged dependence of  the composite subject's 
consciousness on the consciousnesses or powers of  the parts. Consequently, 
his system did have the resources to deal with the objections launched against 
it. Ultimately, then, Clarke's belief that the unity of  the soul is compatible with 
its extension stood on a stronger ground than his critics were ready to admit.35 

Southern Illinois University, Edwardsville 

s4 Leibniz's views on the issue are  clearly expressed  in his letter to Des Bosses o f  July 3 l,  17o9. 
See C. I. Gerhardt ,  ed., D/e Philosophische Schriften yon G. W. Le/bn/z (Berlin, 1875-9o),  vol. II, p. 
879. Clarke intimated a point  Kant  was to make  explicidy, namely, that  space is not a totum 
syntheticura, i.e., a totality which is logically d e p e n d e n t  on  its parts, but  a totum analTticum, namely, a 
totality whose parts p resuppose  it. 

s~ I wish to thank Albert  He inekamp  for conf i rming that the notes on the edition of  Clarke's 
leuers to Collins now at the  Nieders~ichsische Landesbibl iothek in Hanover  are in Leibniz's own 
hand.  I also thank Julie Ward ,  Marleen Rozemond,  Edwin Curley, Nicholas Jolley and  two 
anonymous  referees,  all o f  w h o m  have p rov ided  help  or  comments .  


