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I. Space and Tridimensionality

1. Space has an “ eternally problematic”  character. This was 
said originally of the concepts of space running through the ages, 
but it would seem to apply equally well to the concept of space in 
the works of Emanuel Swedenborg. In the Writings, the concept 
seems simple enough: Space in the natural world, but no space in 
the spiritual world. But when this seemingly simple concept is 
applied to the doctrine of discrete degrees and the creation of the 
natural world, this concept of space becomes “ problematic” indeed; 
for how can space arise from a collection or heap of non-spatial 
substances ? How can spatial matters be created by the congre
gation or conglobation of substances which in themselves have no 
spatial qualities whatsoever? The more the non-spatial nature of 
the spiritual world is emphasized, the more serious is this difficulty.

2. Other philosophic systems have had this difficulty with the 
origin of space, and thinkers have pondered over this problem for 
two centuries. All have agreed that a collection or heap of non- 
spatial substances cannot produce a spatial body or entity. In fact, 
a system having this difficulty is said to be interminably incon
sistent. Either one or the other of the two postulates is not true: 
either the substances of the spiritual world are not strictly non- 
spatial, or the matters of the natural world are not formed from 
them by congregation or conglobation.

3. If we would avoid the uncomfortable feeling that Sweden
borg’s system might be inconsistent, we must modify our under
standing of one or the other of these two postulates. It is my 
purpose in these three papers to examine our concept of space, for 
space, as Prof. Albert Einstein has said, is of an “ eternally prob-
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lematic character”  (M ax Jammer, Concepts of Space, Albert Ein
stein, Foreword, p. xi, Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University 
Press. 1954). So we must ask the question: Do we understand 
what Swedenborg means by space? Surely no one will maintain 
that he must use this word “ space” with the same meaning which 
we give it today. Two centuries of discussion have passed since 
Swedenborg wrote. Is it possible that this word, space, along with 
several others, has changed its meaning during this time ?

4. It is my hope, in these papers, to show that the concept of space 
does have the “problematic character”  which Einstein has sug
gested ; that the word “ space” in this day and age does not signify 
the same concept which it has signified in other times; and espe
cially that the word “ space” today has not the same meaning which 
it has in Swedenborg’s works. In most instances today, space 
means tridimensionality. But space in other times, and in Sweden
borg’s, means something else. I shall adduce references and quo
tations to demonstrate this, selecting as many as time will permit 
from the seemingly endless discussions on this subject.

5. Of the numerous concepts of space that the history of philos
ophy records, some have included tridimensionality; others have 
a different meaning which will appear later. Each concept of space 
has been developed to fit the cosmology of a certain philosopher, but 
the concept of tridimensionality was developed by the geometers 
quite regardless of the consequences to philosophy. It is thus 
possible in certain philosophic systems to have tridimensionality 
without space.

6. I think that the solution of the problem of space lies in this 
explanation. Tridimensionality may exist in the spiritual world, 
while space does not.

7. It is important to note here the difficulty encountered in find
ing the right words to express these two meanings. “ Extense” 
supposedly would be the word needed, but this word also has 
several different meanings. The word “ tridimensionality,” or three 
dimensions, suffers from the fact that it sometimes involves meas
urements. But I have found no better word, and so I use it in 
this paper very definitely without the related meaning of measure
ments, just as a line in geometry is determined by two points, but 
is not measurable.
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II. Ancient Concepts of Space

8 . The Latin word for space is believed to have been derived 
from an ancient word meaning a race course. It is consequently 
believed that the first concept of space among primitive men was 
that of a marked off distance, or a circumscribed area. We still 
use this meaning of space on certain occasions, and our word 
“ stadium” comes from this same ancient word from which the Latin 
word “ Spatium” is derived (Harpers [Unabridged] Latin Dic
tionary under “ spatium”  ; American Book Co., New York, 1907).

9. Professor Einstein, in the foreword of the little book by Pro
fessor Max Jammer entitled Concepts of Space (pp. xiii), gives 
an excellent description of the origin of the concepts of space— two 
concepts of space in fact, which are indeed quite different. Ein
stein says:

“ Now as to the concept of space, it seems that this was preceded by the 
psychologically simpler concept of place. Place is first of all a (small) 
portion of the earth's surface identified by a name. The thing whose ‘place' 
is being specified is a ‘material object' or body. Simple analysis shows 
‘place' also to be a group of material objects. Does the word ‘place' have 
a meaning independent of this one? . . .  If one has to give a negative answer 
to this question then one is led to the view that space (or place) is a sort 
of order of material objects and nothing else. If the concept of space is 
formed and limited in this fashion, then to speak of empty space has no 
meaning.

“ It is also possible, however, to think in a different way. Into a certain 
box we can place a definite number of grains of rice or of cherries, etc. 
It is here a question of a property of the material object ‘box,' which property 
must be considered ‘real’ in the same sense as the box itself. One can call 
this property the ‘space' of the box. There may be other boxes which in 
this sense have an equally large ‘space.’ This concept ‘space’ thus achieves 
a meaning which is freed from any connection with a particular material 
object. In this way by a natural extension of ‘box space’ one can arrive 
at the concept of an independent (absolute) space, unlimited in extent, in 
which all material objects are contained. Then a material object not situated 
in space is simply inconceivable; on the other hand, in the framework of 
this concept formation it is quite conceivable that an empty space may exist.

“These two concepts of space may be contrasted as follows:
a) (The place concept). Space as positional quality of the world of material 
objects.
b) (The vacuum concept). Space as container of all material objects.
In case a) (the place concept) space without a material object is incon
ceivable. In case b) (the vacuum concept) a material object can only be
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conceived as existing in space; space then appears as a reality which in a 
certain sense is superior to the material world.”

10. Professor Einstein does not here discuss mere tridimension
ality as a concept of space. He refers to it only indirectly when 
he objects to the idea that his own Relativity is a mere four-dimen
sional vacuum concept. His is a place concept; there is no empty 
space because the electromagnetic field is everywhere.

11. According to Einstein’s analysis, “ space” may exist inde
pendently of anything else in the vacuum concept, but in the place 
concept “ space without a material object is inconceivable.” But 
tridimensionality may exist without material objects as well as in 
them.

12. Einstein’s analysis may be aptly applied to Swedenborg. It 
is, I believe, quite correct to say of Swedenborg’s space that it is 
an “ order of material objects and nothing else,”  and that when 
there are no material objects to have an order there can be no 
space. But to stop at this point would be to leave unsaid many 
things that are necessary to understand Swedenborg’s doctrine of 
space. For as Professor Jammer has said, “ space is the subject, 
especially in modern philosophy, of an extensive metaphysical and 
epistemological literature. From Descartes to Alexander and 
Whitehead almost every philosopher has made his theory of space 
one of the cornerstones of his system”  ( ibid., p. 1 ).

13. The place concept and the vacuum concept of space as Ein
stein explains them must have arisen many centuries ago; for the 
early Grecian philosophers were already entangled in these con
cepts of space when written philosophy began.

14. The earliest attempt to solve the riddle of space, as far as 
the records show, seems to have occurred in the Eleatic School, 
of which Zeno of Elea (490-430 B.C.) is the best known member. 
Material objects, motion, space, do not exist (Thilly, History of 
Philosophy, p. 29; Henry Holt, New York, 1927). The problem 
of space is not solved but its existence is denied; so that here, 
only a century or so after Thales (ca 600 B.C.), the existence of 
space has been denied and the concept known later as Idealism 
foreshadowed. Zeno attempted to prove the non-existence of space 
by showing the absurdity of motion. His paradox of Achilles 
and the tortoise, however, became more prominent as a mathe
matical theorem than as a proof of idealism (Bell, Development of
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Mathematics, p. 60; McGraw-Hill Book Co., New Y ork). Zeno 
is mentioned by Swedenborg, not in connection with idealism, but 
in describing the minute size of the Natural Point.

15. The second philosophic concept of space on record seems to 
be that of the early Grecian Atomists (Luicippus, dates unknown, 
his pupil Democritus, 460-370 B.C.), who held that atoms of mat
ter are imbedded in a boundless emptiness called space. The atoms 
are the only stuff of the universe, and space is simply nothing or 
emptiness, but nevertheless very real. As Democritus said: “ What 
is (i.e. bodies) is no more real than what is not” (Thilly, History 
of Philosophy, p. 37). So the second concept of space in history 
is the vacuum concept.

16. But this concept does violence to reason. How can that 
which “ is not” fill all the great stretches of the universe? So, a 
generation or two later, Aristotle (385-321) developed a more 
rational concept of space. The far stretches of the universe are 
filled with a transparent, intangible substance called ether, and 
solid bodies are imbedded in this ether. Material objects are 
not separated by empty space as Democritus supposed, but by this 
ether. Space is neither the material of which bodies are made, 
nor their form, nor the interval which separates them. Space is 
“ the limit between the surrounding and the surrounded body” 
(Weber, History of Philosophy, p. 119; Chas. Scribners, 1897). 
So Aristotle compares space to a vessel or a bottle (P . Wicksteed 
& F. M. Cornford, Aristotle, the Physics, IV, ii. 209 b. 30, p. 291; 
The Loeb Classical Library, G. P. Putnam’s Sons, New York). 
Aristotle’s new concept of space required a special selection of the 
words to give his meaning. He objected to the word KENON, 
used by Democritus to designate empty space, and used instead 
the word TOPOS, which means both space and place (Weber, 
History of Philosophy, p. 119). Aristotle thus discovered the 
place concept of space, the third to appear in the history sequence, 
and started the use of words with special definitions to express 
his meaning.

17. There is a surprising result of Aristotle’s concept of space. 
This is nicely explained by Thilly:

“Whatever is not bounded by another body, is not in space; thus there is 
no space beyond the fixed stars, because there is no body to limit them.
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When there are no more bodies, space ceases to exist. Hence there can be 
no infinite space, the world is finite; and it does not move as a whole, but 
only its parts suffer change. Since space cannot be conceived without 
motion, and God does not move, God is not in space” (Thilly, H isto ry  of 
Philosophy, p. 86).

This is the first example of a concept obviously tridimensional 
and yet not spatial.

18. It was not so long after Aristotle died that Euclid (dates 
unknown, but lived during the life of Ptolemy I, 323—285 B.C.) 
developed his Geometry with the laws of tridimensionality (F . 
Cajori, A History of Mathematics, p. 34; The Macmillan Co., Lon
don), which are responsible, it would seem, for the unnecessary 
identification of space and tridimensionality. Although this con
cept is admittedly quite different from the other three concepts, 
it is convenient to call it the fourth concept of space.

19. These four contrasting concepts, first proposed so many 
years ago, have come down through the ages with no fundamental 
change but with numerous minor variations. Only one other basic 
concept of space has appeared in modern times; Einstein’s rela
tivity and its related concepts.

III. Concepts of Space in the 17th and 18th Century

20. During the 17th and 18th Centuries the first three ancient 
concepts of space, that of place, that of the vacuum, and that of 
idealism, were revived in metaphysical thought. Three dimen
sions, in the study of geometry, was also developed. The first 
three were modified by Swedenborg’s time, but three dimensions 
was not changed till later.

2 1 . Descartes (1596-1650) revived the ancient place concept, 
with some similarities to Aristotle but with distinctive features of 
its own. Descartes denied the existence of any “ prima materia”  
which is commonly supposed to be molded into the forms of the 
material world, differing from Aristotle in this respect. Forms of 
extension alone are all that exist, there is no “ stuff” which is ex
tended. Thilly summarizes this concept as follows:

“The attribute of body is extension and nothing else; body and extension 
are identical. Extension is length, breadth, and thickness, hence extension 
and space are identical. Every body is a limited spatial magnitude. There
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is therefore no empty space or vacuum. Wherever there is space, there is 
body. Space is infinitely divisible, there are . . .  no atoms . . . nor can 
extension stop anywhere: the corporeal world is infinite” (Thilly, The 
H isto r y  o f Philosophy, p. 280.)

22. These space forms have no other character besides length, 
breadth and thickness. They have no activity of their own, they 
cannot move themselves. All motions of the universe are derived 
from God the Creator. All the forms of the natural world are 
passive (Thilly, History of Philosophy, p. 281). Descartes’ defi
nition of matter is then very simple: “ Matter is extension endowed 
with inertia.”  And since matter and space are identical, “ space is 
extension endowed with inertia.” Descartes’ concept of space or 
matter is entangled with another concept, that of mind or spirit. 
Mind or spirit is thought. It has no other characteristics; more 
especially, it has nothing in any way related to extension, because 
this would be matter.

23. Descartes’ influence on his own and on succeeding genera
tions was very great. Even those who differed with him “ built 
up their philosophies on his principles” (Calkins, The Persistent 
Problems of Philosophy, p. 71; The Macmillan Co., New Y ork). 
The words “ extense,” “ space,” and “ matter” were synonymous 
terms during this time, which lasted until Newton became para
mount. But I do not believe, as has been claimed (Arrhenius, 
The Life of the Universe, p. 110; Harper & Bros., New York), 
that Swedenborg was a Cartesian. His vortices have a similarity 
to those of Descartes, but beyond this, except for the meaning of 
words, I think his system is fundamentally different.

24. Henry Moore (1614-1687) and Isaac Borrow (1630-1677), 
the teacher and friend of Newton, attempted a great improvement 
on Descartes’ concept of spirit. They pointed out that there could 
be “ extension not endowed with inertia,”  and that very probably 
there is such extension. From this it is clear, they say, that if 
“ extension endowed with inertia is matter,”  then “ extension not 
endowed with inertia” is spirit, yes, even God (John Tull Baker, 
The Emergence of Space and Time in English Philosophy in 
Studies in the History of Ideas; Columbia Univ. Press, 1935). 
This is probably the clearest statement to be found that tridimen- 
tionality may exist without space.

25. Newton (1647-1727), a half century after Descartes, revived
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the second ancient concept of space, namely the vacuum concept. 
His mathematical theory of gravitation required the great spaces 
of the universe to be empty, because even the slightest obstruction 
would cause the planets to slow down and eventually crash into 
the sun. Consequently, all spaces not filled with matter must be 
absolutely empty. His concept of space was necessarily that of the 
vacuum. He had some qualms about this, however, because he 
thought that there should be some medium for the transmission of 
light (Jammer, ibid., p. x iv ). One group of his followers, the 
English Physicists, struggled for two centuries to find an ether 
which would convey waves with the speed of light, and yet offer no 
resistance to the motion of the planets. His system was really in
consistent in this matter, but his followers did not like to admit it.

26. Newton called his space absolute space, in contradistinction 
to the common ideas of space, which he called relative space. He 
says:

“Absolute space, in its own nature, without regard to anything external, 
remains always similar and immovable. Relative space is some movable 
dimension or measure of the absolute space.” (Newton, The Principia, 
Scolium II, Motte’s translation revised by Cajori, p. 6 ; Univ. of California 
Press, Berkeley, Calif.)

27. Newton’s vacuum or absolute space was not, however, the 
simple emptiness of the ancients. Because his space, as Einstein 
says, “ is assigned an absolute role in the whole causal structure 
of the theory (of gravity). This role is absolute in the sense that 
space (as an inertial system) acts on all material objects, while 
these do not in turn exert any reaction on space” (Jammer, Con
cepts of Space, Foreword, p. xiv.).

28. Newton’s concept of spirit and God is somewhat uncertain. 
Some think that he accepted the explanation of Borrow, that ex
tension not endowed with inertia is spirit and god, “ that space is 
an organ, which God makes use of to perceive things by” (Dun
can, The Philosophical Works of Leibnitz, p. 329 et sic; The Tuttle, 
Morehouse & Taylor Co., New Haven, Second Edition, 1908). 
Dr. Samuel Clarke defends this view in a lengthly correspondence 
with Leibnitz (ibid).

29. Newton’s influence on Swedenborg’s system of philosophy, 
I consider to have been nil. It is true that Swedenborg admired



Newton; and Swedenborg’s Principia shows some effort to adjust 
his vortices to Newton’s mathematics. But I believe the influence 
ends here. Swedenborg was absolutely and forever opposed to 
any idea of a vacuum (LJ post. 265).

IV . Leibnitz

30. Leibnitz (1646-1716) is usually accorded the honor of hav
ing developed the first great modern system of idealistic philosophy.

31. This philosophy has three outstanding tenets: the monads, 
or simple substances, innate ideas, and pre-established harmony. 
The monads are non-extended, non-spatial, metaphysical points, 
having the quality of souls— having, that is, ideas and appetites. 
The monads have no experiences arising from the sense world, and 
so their ideas and appetites are innate. Mental development is 
but the orderly unfolding of the inborn characters of the monad. 
The apparent interaction of mind and matter is due, not to physical 
action, but to the harmony established from the beginning among 
the unfolding monads, i.e., pre-established harmony. There are 
varieties of these monads accounting for the souls of men, of brutes, 
and of plants. But all classes of monads have soul qualities or 
something similar to them called entelechies. Now since the mon
ads are the only substances, Leibnitz’ system is one form of 
idealism.

32. This brief outline of Leibnitz’ philosophy, found in most texts 
and articles on Leibnitz, fits in not at all with what the Writings 
say about Leibnitz. Leibnitz, Swedenborg says, excelled in interior 
judgment (T C R  335). This is an exceptional approval accorded 
to no other philosopher. Swedenborg further reports that Leib
nitz, in the spiritual world, gave up his belief in pre-established 
harmony, innate ideas, and the indivisibility of his monad (LJ post 
262—4) ; but he says nothing about Leibnitz dropping his idealism. 
This leaves the astonishing circumstance that Swedenborg has 
greatly commended idealism. One cannot escape the question, 
was Leibnitz truly an idealist?

33. There is, as if in answer to this question, a non-idealist in
terpretation of Leibnitz’ philosophy. A  minority of the students 
of Leibnitz understand that the monad has a double character, that 
it is an animated body. Erdmann admits that there are grounds
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for this interpretation, and that Kuno Fisher has ably presented 
it. But he, Erdmann, prefers the view that Leibnitz is incon
sistent (A  History of Philosophy, Vol. II, modern, p. 189, trans
lation by Hough; Macmillan & Co., New York, Fourth Ed., 1897).

34. Bertrand Russell has the same opinion. He explains as 
follows: “ It would thus appear that Leibnitz, more or less uncon
sciously, had two theories of space and time; the one subjective, 
giving merely the relations among the perceptions of each monad, 
the other objective, giving to the relations among perceptions that 
counterpart in the objects of perception, which is one and the same 
for all monads” (Russell, The Philosophy of Leibnitz, p. 129, also 
122 , 126).

35. How these able commentators can differ so greatly with the 
common interpretation is explained by both Erdmann and Rus
sell. Erdmann says that the usual commentators “ omit, or at best 
pass lightly over, everything that does not accord with the view that 
bodies are merely phenomenal”  (ibid .); and Russell says: “ To 
please a prince, to refute a rival philosopher, to escape the censure 
of a theologian, he would take any pains. . . . But for the sole pur
pose of exposition, he seems to have cared little” (Bertrand Russell, 
A Critical Exposition of the Philosophy of Leibnitz, Geo. Allen 
Vol.; Unwin, Ltd., London).

36. A  further explanation of this puzzle is to be found in Leib
nitz’ occupation. Working for princes all his life, and dependent 
on their favor, he had little time for anything but their affairs. 
He wrote great numbers of letters to prominent men and women, 
but only a few treatises; and these, with one exception, were all 
short. His only attempt at a formal exposition of his system, the 
Monadology, is only 16 pages long (Duncan, The Philosophical 
Works of Leibnitz, pp. 308-323; The Tuttle, Morehouse & Taylor 
Co., New Haven, Second Edition, 1908). So that he made no 
serious attempt to explain the difficulties of his system of Philos
ophy.

37. This philosophy calls for a very real objective world. For 
Leibnitz admits that matters are real, that space and extense exist, 
that motions are changes of place in the external world, and that 
all things are accomplished mechanically (Duncan, ibid., pp. 44, 
265).

The objects of the material world—bodies, Leibnitz calls them—



are “ aggregates of simple substances,” so that every material ob
ject is not only divisible, but is actually divided into smaller sub
stances (Duncan, ibid., p. 39, 308: R. Latta, Leibnitz, The Mona- 
dology and other Philosophical writings, p. 255 note 10. At the 
Clarendon Press, Oxford 1898).

Leibnitz explains what he means by “ aggregates” when he calls 
them “ compounds” or “ collections.” He gives examples as fol
lows : The human body or cadaver is an aggregate, and so like
wise is a machine or a pile of stones. Aggregates are also to be 
found in a pond full of fishes, a flock of sheep, a community of 
people, an army, a society or a college (R . Latta, ibid., p. 98, 
note 1 ).

38. The true nature of the substances which form the aggre
gates, Leibnitz explains in this w ay: “ There must be simple sub
stances,” he says, “ since there are compounds; for a compound is 
only a collection or aggregation of simple substances” (Duncan, 
The Phil. Works of Leibnitz, p. 308). “ A  body is an aggregation 
of substances,” he says, “ and not properly speaking one substance. 
It must be, consequently, that everywhere in the body there are 
found indivisible substances . . . having something corresponding 
to souls” (Duncan, ibid., p. 39).

39. These indivisible substances which compose the aggregates 
are the monads; so that any part of matter can be divided again and 
again until, in the last analysis, the monad is reached. It is there
fore obvious that the correct interpretation of the monad is the 
crux of the whole philosophy. Is the monad tridimensional? If 
it is not, the objective world cannot exist. For if the monad, 
the only substances of the world, is non-extended and non-spatial—  
using these words with the common meaning— it is impossible to 
understand how a collection or aggregation can produce bodies 
which are in fact extended and spatial. This apparent internal 
inconsistency of Leibnitz’ writings has been recognized for many 
years and was first discussed by Euler the mathematician, 45 years 
after Leibnitz’ death (R. Latta, Leibnitz, The Monadology, etc., 
p. 217 note 3, 255 note 107; Montgomery, Leibnitz, Introduction, 
p. xviii).

40. But if the monad has even a trace of tridimensionality, then 
an objective material world composed of “ aggregates” is under
standable. This is Russell’s interpretation. He says of Leibnitz:
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“ When he was thinking of Dynamics, his belief in the actual in
finitesimal hindered him from discovering that the Calculus rests 
on the doctrine of limits, and made him regard his dx and dy as 
neither zero nor finite, nor mathematical fictions, but as really rep
resenting the units to which, in his philosophy, infinite division was 
supposed to lead” (see Mathematical Works, Gerhardt’s ed. vi, pp. 
235, 247, 252; Bertrand Russell, The Principles of Mathematics, 
Vol. I, p. 325).

41. But the difficulty is not so easily explained as might appear. 
Russell’s conclusions that the monad is the infinitesimal runs into 
trouble because Leibnitz says that the monad is non-spatial and 
non-extended. The Monadology begins with this explanation:
“ 1. The monad of which we shall here speak is merely a simple substance 
which enters into compounds; simple, that is to say, without parts.
“2. . . .
“3. Now where there are no parts, neither extensions, no figure, no divisi
bility is possible. And these monads are the true atoms of nature, and, in 
a word, the elements of all things” (Duncan, The Phil. W o r k s  of Leibnitz, 
p. 308 nos. 1-3 ) .

42. This statement in the Monadology would seem to preclude 
any idea of tridimensionality, and with it any possibility of an ob
jective material world; so that if Leibnitz believed in an objective 
world, he must have had some explanation. He did. This ex
planation depends on what Leibnitz means by “ extension” and by 
“ space” ; in other words, on his definitions.

43. While it may seem trivial to depend on the meaning of 
words, it must be remembered that philosophers, then as now, 
carefully explain their meanings. And it must also be recognized 
that since Leibnitz refused to accept the vacuum of Newton, or 
the dualism of Descartes, he had a perfect right to use those words 
which seemed to him best suited for his purpose, provided he ex
plains exactly what his words mean. This he does for “ extension” 
and for “ space.”

44. He defines extension and space in such a way that he avoids 
all possibility of the empty space of Newton and his followers. He 
says;

“Extension . . .  is nothing but a certain indefinite repetition of things in so 
far as they are similar to each other. . . . Just as number supposes numbered 
things, so extension supposes things that are repeated” (Duncan, ibid., p. 
265
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45. “ Space” is not the same as “ extension,” because, he says, 
“ things keep their extension, but they do not always keep their 
space” (Duncan, ibid., 357). Space to Leibnitz, then, is something 
merely relative. “ I hold it,”  he says, “ to be an order of coexist
ences. . . . For space denotes . . .  an order of things which exist 
at the same time, considered as existing together” (Duncan, ibid., 
p. 335).

46. Using these two definitions of “ extense” and “ space,”  it is ap
parent not only that there can be no such thing as empty space, 
but that it also necessarily follows that any real unit, in and by itself, 
is neither extended nor spatial, because no true and indivisible 
unit can be a “ repetition of things” or “  an order of coexistences.”

47. This explanation, many will say, is a mere play on words. 
But it is more than this. It is an effort on the part of Leibnitz to 
explain an idea which is difficult to comprehend and almost im
possible to express in words. It was rendered very serious by the 
presence of rival philosophers, theologians and prominent men who 
were ready and anxious to misconstrue his statements and con
demn him if possible. It is easy to answer questions about matters 
having a certain crude similarity to Leibnitz’ problems. Do you 
have a chain if you have only one link ? Can you have a fence with 
one post? Do you have a race course, if you have only the start
ing line ? The answer to these questions is not of any consequence. 
But the answer to Leibnitz’ puzzling question is of great moment. 
Is the point of Zeno truly extended, is it actually dimensional ?

48. If a given piece of matter, say one millimeter long, be divided 
again, and again and again, it will eventually become so small 
that it is almost zero. Mathematics says that it is approaching 
zero as a limit. If the limit could be reached, all space or ex
tension would have vanished. But it can never reach zero because 
an infinite number of divisions is not possible; only an indefinitely 
large number of divisions can actually exist. Now, after such an 
indefinitely large number of divisions, the point of matter (Zeno’s 
point) is just next to zero. Can it be said that this point has ex
tension? Is it not rather like the line which marks the beginning 
of a race course, or like that timeless instant called the present, 
which separates the future from the past ? Russell calls this “ hope
less confusions” (Russell, Leibnitz, p. 125).

49. But is it either confusion or hopeless ? After the jealousies
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and animosities have cooled for two centuries, may we not admit 
that the monad, in a strictly mathematical sense, like the point of 
Zeno, still retains a trace of dimensionality; and may we not say 
with Swedenborg, that it is not in space unless it be understood to 
have the space of the simple.

50. Leibnitz seems to recognize the difficulty arising from his 
postulate that extended bodies are formed by aggregation of non- 
extended points, for he attempts to explain this difficulty with 
words which avoid the vacuum. There are several places where 
this is shown; one quotation will suffice:

“A  simple substance, though it has no extension, has position, which is 
the foundation of extension, since extension is a simultaneous continuous 
repetition of position” (Russell, Leibnitz, p. 125).

51. By this device, that is, by these definitions, Leibnitz retained 
two concepts -which he seems to have deemed necessary. First, 
he retained the concept of the non-extended and non-spatial, which 
was necessary because the monads are thoughts and appetites; and 
second, he retained a trace of tridimensionality necessary for the 
existence of an objective world. So here we have an example of 
a world of thought and appetites which is neither spatial nor ex
tended and yet which has a trace of tridimensionality; an example 
which preceded Swedenborg by only a few years.

V . Leibnitz and Swedenborg

52. I have given more than the proportionate space to Leibnitz 
because I think that he had a great influence on Swedenborg.

53. What impresses me most is the likeness between the monad 
of Leibnitz and the natural point of Swedenborg. In their re
spective systems of cosmology, each is an exceedingly minute unit; 
each is active, and this activity is motion (Principia; Jammer, 
Concepts of Space, p. 118; Duncan, The Phil. Works of Leibnitz, 
pp. 60, 44, 76). Each forms matter by aggregation ( “ aggregation” 
is the word in Ontology, p. 28; other similar words are used 
throughout Swedenborg’s works). Each is pronounced non- 
extended and non-spatial; each has the problematic origin of the 
extended from the non-extended; each is neither zero nor finite nor 
a mathematical fiction. And most especially, each has soul-like 
qualities as well as three dimensions.
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54. But it would be a mistake to say that Swedenborg was a 
disciple of Leibnitz, for the fundamentals of the two systems of 
philosophy are entirely different. Swedenborg’s system is essen
tially monistic; Leibnitz’ is definitively pluralistic. Swedenborg’s 
monism solved the continuity problem, i.e. there is no empty space 
anywhere for the Infinite fills all space. Leibnitz failed to solve 
this problem, and this failure was probably responsible for the un
usual definitions of space and extense, and “ the hopeless confusion” 
they caused.

VI. W olff ( 1679-1754)

55. Christian W olff (1679-1754) was essentially a disciple of 
Leibnitz. How much he added of his own is a debatable question 
(Erdmann, History of Philosophy, Vol. I. Modern, 1897, p. 219). 
I will therefore quote the opinions of several authorities.

56. The Encyclopedia Britannica says of his system:

“ . . . It is essentially a common-sense adaptation or watering-down of the 
Leibnitzian system; or, as we can hardly speak of a system in connection 
with Leibnitz, W olff may be said to have methodized and reduced to dog
matic form the thoughts of his great predecessor, which often, however, lose 
the greater part of their suggestiveness in the process. . . .  It has been cus
tomary to dwell almost exclusively on its defects— the want of depth or 
freshness of insight, and the aridity of its neo-scholastic formalism, which 
tends to relapse into verbose platitudes. But this is to do injustice to 
W olff’s real merits. . . . The Wolffian system retains the determinism and 
optimism of Leibnitz, but the monadology recedes into the background, the 
monads falling asunder into souls or conscious beings on the one hand and 
mere atoms on the other. The doctrine of the pre-established harmony also 
loses its metaphysical significance.”

57. J. A. McWilliams says:

“Leibniz’ disciple, W olff (1754) exchanged the name of monads for that of 
‘simple entities’ and discarded all their powers except the mechanical forms 
of attraction and repulsion” ( C osm ology, p. 81, The Macmillan Co., 1928).

58. In the philosophic works Swedenborg mentions W olff and 
quotes from his works on numerous occasions. This is especially 
true of A Philosopher’s Note Book (1741-44) and the Ontology 
(1742). In the small work entitled Some Points Bearing on the 
First Principles of Natural Things, Swedenborg gives what has 
been called a polite approval of Wolff. In the Ontology he quotes
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Wolff at the head of all chapters except one, and then proceeds for 
the most part to criticize and modify the definitions found therein. 
One definition he quotes with disapproval on several occasions. 
“ An extense is that which has parts outside of parts, and is thus a 
united whole” ( Ont. 54, A.C. 446).

59. The Writings say that W olff’s simple substance, as he called 
his monad, is made out of nothing, and if divided falls into nothing 
(LJ post. 263); that W olff postulated this vacuum because he 
wanted to captivate the minds of the theologians (ibid .); that he 
really was an atheist (SD  4727-8); that his ideas were material
istic and shallow (EU  38) ; and that he did not excel in interior 
judgment (LJ post. 263).

VII. Summary

60. The concept of space, in several philosophies, is such that 
there may be three dimensions and yet no space. In consequence 
of this, the properly called non-spatial substances of the spiritual 
world may be grouped by conglobation into the spatial matters of 
the natural world.

61. According to Einstein, the concept of space among primitive 
men was a place concept, and from this later developed the vacuum 
concept. In the place concept, space is a relation between material 
objects and nothing else, so that there is no space if there be no 
material object.

62. Among the early Grecian philosophers, four concepts of 
space are to be found: The beginnings of idealism, which denies 
the existence of space; the vacuum concept, with empty space; the 
place concept, with filled space; and the tridimensionality of 
geometry. Aristotle’s place concept required that all spaces be 
surrounded by bodies; and hence, where there are no material ob
jects, there can be no space, as outside the sphere of the fixed stars, 
even though there are three dimensions here.

63. Descartes, in the 17th Century, identified extension and 
matter. Matter is extension and nothing more. Matter is ex
tension endowed with inertia. So, where there is space, there is 
inert matter; and where there is no inert matter, there is no space.

64. Henry Moore and Isaac Borrow held that if matter is ex
tension endowed with inertia, then extension not endowed with 
inertia is spirit and God, but still tridimensional.
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65. Newton, because of his mathematical theory of gravity, de
manded absolute empty space, although with some misgivings. 
He, or at least his followers, held that absolute empty space is the 
sensorium of God.

66. Leibnitz is considered by the majority to be the first great 
modern idealist, denying the existence of a spatial natural world. 
But this does not agree with what the Writings say about him, 
and so the minority view of his system must be the true one, 
namely, that the monad has body as well as soul. The monad is 
said by Leibnitz to be non-spatial and non-extended because of 
his own definition of these two words— definitions so devised that 
he avoids the necessity of empty space, yet retains the infinitesimal 
dimensions of the monad.

67. Much consideration is given Leibnitz because he is so obvi
ously the philosopher whom Swedenborg preferred above all others. 
Of the many similarities between their two systems, the chief is the 
combination of soul-like qualities and infinitesimal size in the “ first” 
of each system, the monad and the natural point. But nevertheless, 
the two systems are fundamentally different, because Swedenborg 
is a monist and Leibnitz a pluralist.

68. W olff, essentially a disciple of Leibnitz, was quoted and 
criticized by Swedenborg, especially for his definition of extense.

VIII. Conclusion

There are four important principles which have been demon
strated in this survey of the concepts of space. First, There are 
several quite distinct, and at times opposed, concepts of space. 
Second, The concept of tridimensionality is not identical with some 
of these concepts of space, and tridimensionality may exist with
out the space recognized by these concepts. Third, The place 
concept of space, which Swedenborg accepted, postulates that space 
is a certain relation between material objects and nothing else. 
And fourth, the conclusion that three dimensions in non-spatial 
substances will explain how spatial matter may arise from the con- 
globation or congregation of non-spatial substances.

( To be continued)
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