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As in some of my former works (2001, 2002), I will analyse Leibniz’s Principle of Sufficient Reason (PSR), starting from those early formulations deriving it from the assumptions: (a) a thing cannot exist if all the requirements for its existence (requisita) are not posited; (b) viceversa, being all the requirements posited, the thing will exist and there is therefore something – i.e. the sum of the requirements – which is a sufficient reason for it (A, 6, 2, p. 483; A 6, 3, p. 118, p. 573, 584, 587; A, 6, 4, p. 1388).  

My analysis concerns the historical background of this grounding of PSR and includes four topics:

(i) Leibniz’s «requisitum» and the model of the sine qua non causality. Leibniz sees the notion of «cause sine qua non» as a forerunner of his requisitum (C., p. 471). This notion has a wide presence in the Scholastic tradition since XIIIth Century, but it was also criticized at the age of Leibniz by Francisco Suarez, Jakob Martini and other philosophers, who remarked that there is a deep difference between a «true» cause and a mere condition. It will be showed that Leibniz, even agreeing that conditions are not causes, sees the sine qua non model as the basis of causal imputation and develops it into his doctrine of «requirements» criticizing Suarez’s obscure definition of cause as «influx». 

(ii) The tranformation of the cause. A logical consequence of Leibniz’s approach is that there is no cause which is not a sine qua non cause, namely no matter of fact can have a different «way of producing» from the one it has  (the opposite position had been held by Ockham and his followers). The importance of this consequence for Leibniz’s Metaphysics can be catched in his Paris’ writings (for example, the Meditation on the Principle of Individuation, pp. 490-491) introducing the idea of a reciprocal involvement and mutual expression between the «full cause» and its «whole effect». 

(iii) The totality of the requirements, i.e. the reason. Even if Leibniz’s doctrine of requirements is quite original, the formula «positis omnibus requisitis» is not. The Schoolmen used it intensively in their discussions on natural necessity. «Positis omnibus requisitis» for a state of affairs, there is no possible impediment to it and therefore it will happen (see, for instance, Suarez, Disputationes metaphysicae, XIX, 1). But the same formulation («positis omnibus requisitis») is even used in the context of discussions concerning free will and here the Schoolmen point out that we have the power of avoiding an action even when «all the requirements» for it are given (see Molina’s Concordia and again Suarez, XIX, 4).  From Leibniz’s point of view, our will cannot stay undetermined when all the requirements for the deliberation’s coming to an end are given. Thus, Leibniz would seem only to enlarge to human action the model of natural necessity used by the Schoolmen for natural events. But since there are not only «external» requirements, but also «internal» ones, corrisponding to the Aristotelian formal and final causes, and since those requirements have a structuring function with regard to the other infinite «concomitant» requirements, it is not quite clear which kind of determinism and necessity derive from the substitution of the traditional «sufficient cause» with Leibniz’s «sufficient reason». 

(iv) The underlying difficulty: Time and Necessity. Therefore, I would suggest that there is a reason why the first formulation of the PSR vanishes away after 1680 in Leibniz’s writings (even if not completely: see for instance GP, VII, p. 383). In his more mature works, in fact, he often prefers to see his PSR as a consequence of his analytical doctrine of truth («each true proposition can be proved a priori»), applying it to propositions more than to events or states of affairs. In fact the formulation «all the requirements being posited» suggested that a contingent state of affairs becomes necessary thanks to the presence of its cause. But this is just that idea of «necessitation» which the more mature Leibniz tries to eliminate through the alternative model of the «inclination» and infinite analysis. Leibniz’s more mature approach supposes a properly logical necessity subsisting between the complete concept of some  individual and the truths deriving from it, but no dynamical necessitation between states of affairs. In other words, Leibniz’s first attempts with the PSR shows how deeply his Principle depends on the post-Ockham Scholastic discussions on causality and necessity, but it shows also how different were Leibniz’s final views with regard to his first ones.
