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THE MONADOLOGY® 1714

PREFATORY NOTE.

THE Monadology is one of the latest of the works of Leibniz,
having been written at Vienna in 1714, two years before his
death. On this last visit of his to Vienna he had met the
noldier prince Eugene of Savoy, who (probably through Queen
Sophia Charlotte of Prussia) had heard of the one great work
Leibniz had hitherto published, the Théodicée, which appeared
in 1710. Baving read the Théodicée, Prince Eugene begged
Leibniz to write for him a condensed statement of the main
principles of his philosophy, and having obtained this, in the
forn either of what we now call the Monadology or of the
Principles of Nature and of Grace, he was so delighted with it
that he kept it like a jewel in a case, so that his friend, Count
Bonneval, wrote to Leibniz, perhaps with a touch of humorous
oxaggeration :—* He keeps your writing as the priests at Naples
keep the blood of St. Januarius; he lets me kiss it and imme-
diately shuts it up again in its casket.” (Guhrauer, ii. 287.)

The Monadology was written in French; but it was not
published in its original form until 1840, when Erdmann,
who had discovered the MS. in the Royal Library at Hanover,
printed it in his edition of the philosophical works of Leibnix.
(Gorman and Latin translations of it appeared in 1720 and 1721,
and it was for a long time combined with the Principles of

' Erdmann gave the name ¢ La Monadologie’ to this work when he
published it in 1840. Kohler published a German version of it in
1720, under the title: Lehrsdtze iiber die Monadologie, &c. Dutens
gtlvow a Latin translation of the German and entitles it: Principia
philosophiae sew lheses in gratiam Principis Eugenii. The original
MBH. have no title.
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216 THE MONADOLOGY

Natiwre and of Grace, there being some doubt as to which of the
two was the treatise written for Prince Eugene. The two
writings are similar in scope and intention, and were probably
written about the same time. Gerhardt holds that the work
written for Prince Eugene was not the Monadology but the
Principles of Nature and of Grace. (See G. vi. 483 and prefatory
note to the Principles of Nuture and of Grace in this edition.)
The Principles of Nature and of Grace certainly appears to be
the earlier of the two. . -

As to its contents, ue.ifewmdnlogy ix t0: be egmeded neks

risiisdustiente: the-hilassphe-of:keihnisyds "
R wand expounded, after a somewhat desultory
fashion, in the Théodicée. Leibniz himself indicated this fact
by putting on the margin of his manuscript of the Monadology
a series of references to sections of the Théodicée in which his
views are more fully expressed. Thus, as Erdmann says, the
Monadology is (in the German sense) an ‘Encyclopaedia’ of
the philosophy of Leibniz, and the full understanding of it
presupposes some general knowledge of his thinking. It is dot
possible rightly to understand it at a first reading.

it
may for convenience be regarded as consisting of Aeeaadin

"i Il‘lﬂi“«'i Bt 5 oniniomicl

inimaviisnymuimelronindi ; ;
A §§ 1 to 48 make up the first of these divisions, the
" second consisting of §§ 49 to go. In the first division three
principal parts may be discriminated; (@) §§ 1-18, in which
tionestuseairirentodsdiownde®is cxplained ; (b) §§ 19-30, in
which Abasswesabalnanat Gaenied:dissndusee discriminated ;
and () §§ 31-48, isisinloirensibionivmatndmesutiocnghon

i e The second division of the
Monadology, in which the mutual relations of substances are
more fully explained, may also be subdivided into three prin-

cipal parts: (a) §§ 49-60, npeundiag-thegonevshprinvipie;
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of the inter-relation of substances through the hypothesis of
the Pre-established Harmony and the doctrine of *the best
of all possible worlde®; (b) §§ 61-82, explaining in more detail
the relations of particular classes of substances to one another,
and dealing with questions-of organism-and of the relations of
soul and body, including birth and death; &e. ; and (¢) §§ 83-90,
in which the whole system of relations is brought to unity in
God, the distinction and harmony between efficient and final
4amme (which had been found to be the basis of the distinction!
between body and soul), being supplemented by an analogous
distinetion and harmony between the ¢ physical realm of nature
and the moral realm of grace, that is to say, between God,
considered as' Architect of the machine of the universe and
God considered as Monarch of the divine City of spirits! This
brief analysis is to be taken merely as a suggestion of the line
of thought in the Monadology; the texture of the work ix
80 close that it is impossible to make perfectly satisfuctory
divisions in it. .

The translation is made from the text given by M. Boutroux.
who has collated the MSS. at Hanover and corrected some
errors of Erdmann. The Monadology is given in E. 705 sqq.;
G, vi. 607 sqq. ;

1. The Monad, of which we shall here speak, is nothing
but a simple substance, which enters into compounds.
By ‘simple’ is meant ‘ without parts.’ (Z%¢od. 10.) :

2. And there must be simple substances, since there
are compounds; for a compound? is nothing but a
collection or aggregatury of simple things® »

* There is a slight but interesting difference between this and
the corresponding passage in the Principles of Nature and of Grace (see
P. 406). Leibniz speaks here of ‘a compound’in general (e com-
posd) : in the other passage he uses the expression ¢ compound
wubstance ’ (la composés). In both cases he must be understood to
mean ‘body,” which, he elsewhere tells us, is not a substance.
wtriotly speaking (Introduction, Part iil pp. 96 and rir). Accord-
Ingly, the expression here is more exact than that in the Principles
o/ Naturs and of Grace; but the difference illustrates the looseners
of Lolbniz’s terminology in this connexion. "

* If the ‘simple things’ are, like the Monads, non-quantitative,
¢an we attach any intelligible meaning to ¢ compounds,’ which are
mere aggregates of them ?
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3. Now where there are no parts*, there can be neither
extension nor form { figure] nordivisibility. These Monads
are theirealiatoms of nature and;-in.a-word; the:elements
of things?®.

4. No dissolution of these elements need be feared,
and there is no conceivable way in which a simple sub-
stance can be destroyed by natural means:: (Théod. 89.)

5. For the same reason there is no conceivable way. in
which asimple substance can come into being: by natural
means, since it cannot be formed by the combination of
parts [composition]®.

' elomonts which:are quantities, however'small ? Leibniz.elsewhere

anakes. it. perfectly clear. that. nothing quantitative can ever be
absolutely simple; and thus there seems a weakness in his reasoning
atithis'point. The difficulty is fundamental and affects the whole
of Leibniz’s system : it is, indeed. the crux of every Individualist
or Atomist philosophy. Leibniz's hypothesis of a ‘living [ formel]
atom,” a ¢ fertile simplicity,” a ‘centre which expresses (or repre-
sents) an infinite circumference’ (Réponse aux Réflexions de Bayle,
1702, E. 187a; G. iv. 562), is the suggestion of a way out of
Atomism ; but it does not take us entirely out of the wood. We
have still, in the spirit of much of Leibniz’s philosophizing, to
ask ourselves the question—‘Arernot:* simple” and.‘‘compound "
purely relative terms, so that to search for an absolutely simple
thing is to explore blind'alleys®’ Kant shows us the blind alleys in
his second Antinomy { Critigus of Pure Reason, Meiklejobn’s Tr., p. a71).
See also the interesting analysis and criticism of Kant’s arguments
in Hegel’s Wissenschaft der Logik, bk. i. div. 3, ch. i. sect. A, note. Cf.
Hegel's Geschichte der Philosophie, vol. iii. p. 525 (Eng. Tr., p. 449).

* j, e. where there are no spatial distinctions.

3 Cf. New System, § 3. Ordinary physical atoms have form and
extension ; and, though they may not be physically divisible, yet
they must be ideally divisible ad infinitum, inasmuch as they
occupy space. Thus for Leibniz -all-merely.physical atoms. are
unreal:» Cf. Lange's History of Maierialism, bk. i. sect. 4, ch. iv.
(Eng. Tr., vol. il. pp. 124 89q.). ‘- L

¢.Aocording to Leibniz a thing is produced by nature only when
it/ eomes into being gradually, bit by bit:;» But ¢ite Monads, haviag
no parts, cannot come into being by the adding. of part to paxt:
Yot it may be pointed. out. that every. Monad has an. inlfemal
development, which is: gradual. It is- not-born perfeet, fully
realized. Why, then, should it not come into being by natural

means? 3
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- 6. T%ms it may be said that a Monad can only come
E-nto being or come to an end all at once j that is to say.
it can come into being only by-ereation and come to an
end only by annihilation; while that which is compound
comes into being or comes to an end by parts”. ‘i¢. -
7. Further, there is: no way of explaining how a
Monad can be altered in quality or internally changed”
by any other created thing; since it is impossible
to ?hange the place of anything in it or to conceive
in it any internal motion which could be produced,
difecbed, increased or diminished therein, although all
this is possible in the case of compounds, in which
there are changes among the parts®, The Monads
huve no windows, through which anything could come
In or go out. Accidents cannot separate themselves
from substances nor go about outside of them, as the
"sonsible species’ of the Scholastics used to do'. Thus

' Consider, by way of analogy and contrast, what Spinoza says
rogarding the eternity of the human mind, Ethics, v. prop. 23.
Hpinoza dispenses with the idea of creation. But according “to"
Loibniz there are ereated Monads, whose creation is, nevertheless,
not an ovent in time, for time and space have to do merely with
phenomena, and the Monads are not in time and space, but con-
nlilln? them. Cf. § 47 and Introduction, Part iii. p. 10I. 4

' The meaning is that by other things the Monad can neither
bo nltored as to its nature, i.e. changed into something else, nor
oven affected in those changes of state which it can und’argo
without a change of nature.

* It is implied that all changes in bodies are reducible to trans-
position of parts, and ultimately to changes in the amount and
direction of motion. See Introd uction, Part iii. pp. 89 sqq.

o ¥ leibniz seems here to have in view partly the doetrines of
Ihomas Aquinas and partly the scholastic theories which were
hawod on the system of Democritus, The ‘species’ are images. or
'Ir‘mnurr-rinl representations of material qualities. According to
Fhomns Aquinas, the accidents of things are known to us by
muann of sensible species, or particular images, while we know
the ewsonces of things by means of intelligible species or general
Imagon. The scholastic theory in general may be said to be that
tho wonnible or intelligible ‘species’ in us have something in
vommon with the accidents or essences in things, though there
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neither substance nor accident can come into a Monad
from outside !

8. Yet the Monads must have some qualities, otherwise
they would not even be existing things ?. Andiif simple
substances: did net differ in quality, there would be

is a considerable variety of more or less vague opinion as to the
nature of the relation. .Leibniz'is‘evidently thinking of a'theory
(not that of Thomas Aquinas),-accordingto'which'sense-pereeption
means: that.particles are detached from the body: perceived-amd
passiintorthe. percipient, in:whom: they are reconstructed-into
images: or representations’ of qualities in the thing perceived.
Images of this kind were called eidwAa by Democritus. Cf, Ritter
and Preller, Historia Philosophiae Graccae, § 155. Atomists felt bound
to explain the action of body upon soul by the suggestion of some
kind of influxus physicus. Descartes has a parallel passage to this
of Leibniz, in which he says that he ¢ desires to rid people’s minds
of all these little images, flying through the air, called intentional
species, which give so much work to the imagination of philo-
sophers.” Dioptrique, Discours I. Cf. other passages quoted by Veitch
in his Translation of Descartes's Method and Meditations, note 2—* Idea.’

1 Kant pointed out that a thing may have ‘intensive’ as well
as ‘extensive’ quantity, i.e. quantity which is not divisible into
spatial parts as well as quantity which is so divisible. A stone
descending from a height loses a certain ‘intensive quantity’
without losing any of its spatial parts. And thus a simple sub-
stance may, in a certain sense, lose and receive quality. Cf.
Oritique of Pure Reason (Hlartenstein, ii. 178 ; Rosenkranz, ii. 145;

“Meiklejohn's Tr., p. 125). Kant argues that the simplicity of the
soul (i.e. the absence of parts in it) does not necessarily prove its
indestructibility, for, though it has no parts, it may lose con-
sciousness and the rest of its essential qualities (Hartenstein, ii.
318 ; Rosenkranz, ii. 793; Meiklejohn’s Tr., p. 245). Compare
Kant’'s ‘intensive quantity’ Wxth Leibniz’s degrees of Perception
and Appetition.

12 After this sentence Lelbmz orlgmally wrote, and then deleted,
these words : ¢ And if simple substances were nonentities [rzens],
compounds also would be reduced to nothing.’ This emphasizes
the point that .a:being without quality is indistinguishable from
nothingj; cf. Hegel's Logic, Wallace’s Tr., pp. 158 sqq. Quantity
always presupposes quality ; see Introduction, Part ii. pp. 27 sqq.
Leibniz seems also to imply that each Monad must have mere
than one quality. On the other hand, Herbart (1776-1841), whose
Monadology owes much to that of Leibniz, and who calls his
Monads ‘primary qualities’ (Urqualzlaten), holds that a substance
cannot be perfeetly simple unless 1t has only one ultimate quality.

£,

m—
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abeolutely no means: of perceiving: any change in'things:
For what is in the compound can come only from the
simple elements it contains, and the-Monads;.if they had
no'qualities, would beindistinguishable from oneanother,
since they do not differ in quantity . Consequently,
space being a plenum, each part of space would always
roceive, in any motion, exactly the equivalent of what it
already had, and no one state of things Would be dis-
cornible from another™. ... .

b

* Kant would say that they may differ in ¢ intensive quantity’ ;
noo note 11. Leibniz makes the distinetion between quality and
quantity as sharp as the Aristotelian distinction between woiov

und néoov. Yet in some respects his Law of Continuity suggests

n different view. .

' E. reads ‘one state of things would be mdlstmgmshable from
nnother.” Cf. Epistola ad Des Bosses (1706) (G. ii. 295) : ‘If we were
to admit, as the Cartesians desire, the plenum and the uniformity
of matter, adding to these motion alone, it would follow that
nothing would ever take place among things but a substitution of
oquivalents, as if the whole universe were reduced to the motion
of a perfectly uniform wheel about its axis or, again, to the revolu-
tions of concentric circles, each made of exactly the same materials.
The result of this would be that it would not be possible, even for
nn angel, to distinguish the state of things at one moment from
their state at another. For there could be no variety in the phe-
nomona. Accordingly, in: addition te figure; size, and:motion; we
must/allow certain Forms, whence there arisesia distinction among
the phenomena of matter ; and. I do not.see:whence:these.Forms
arei to be taken, if they.are.to.be.intelligible, unless.it.be.from
Mntelechies’ To avoid a possible misunderstanding, it should be
notod that for Leibniz, the. Monads. are. not in space; which is#a
tolation between phenomena'; see Introduction, Part iii. p. 1or. Cf,
Epiatole ad Des Bosses (1712) (E. 682b; G.ii. 450): “Spacevis the
ordar of co-existing phenomena; as time:is the order-of successive
phenomena. - There is no nearness or distance, whether. spatial.or
absolute, among Monads, and to;say thattheyarecollected together
{n'one point or dispersed throughout space, isto:makeuse of certain
flations of our mind, by which we try to represent.to.ourselveswin
imagination what cannot be imagined -but-onlyunderstood.’ Kant,
mislod by the position of Wolff, does not rightly interpret Leibniz’s
viaw of space, which he discusses in the Oritigue of Pure Reason,
Hartonstoin, ii. 256 sqq. ; Rosenkranz, ii. 216 sqq.; Meiklejohn’s

‘I'v., pp. 191 8qq. especially p. 199. Cf. Introduction, Part iv.

Py, 108 Bqq.
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9. Indeed, each Monad must be different from every
other, For in natuve there are never two beings which
are perfectly alike'and in which it is not possible to find
an internal difference, or at least a difference founded
upon an intrinsic quality [dénomination)™.

1o. I assume also as admitted that every created
being, and consequently the created Monad, is subject
to change; and further that this change is continuous
in each’®.

* This is the principle of the “idantity of indiscernibles”’; tee
Introduction, Partii. p. 36. Cf. Nouveaux Essais, bk. ii. c¢h. xxvii.
§ 3 (E.277b; G.v. 214). For Kant’s criticism see Critiqus of Pure
Reason, Hartenstein, ii. 267; Rosenkranz, ii. 229 ; Meiklejohn's Tr.,
p. 202, Probably the first statement of the principle is to be found
in the writings of dielkelas of Cusa (1401-1464). He says that
*there cannot be several things exactly the same [asqualia), for in
that caso there would not be several things, but the same thing
itself. Therefore all things both agree with and differ from one
another.” (De Venatione Sapicntiae, 23.) Cf. De docta ignoramtia, iii. 1:
¢All things must of necessity differ from one another, Among
several individuals of the same species there is necessarily a
diversity of degrees of perfection. There is nothing in the universe
which does not enjoy a certain singularity, which is to be found in
no other thing.” His theories are full of suggestions of Leibniz. Of.
Falckenberg, History of Modern Philosophy, English Tr., PP. 20 sqq.
Reference may also be made to a very interesting article by Zimmer-
mann, Nicolaus Cusanus als Vorlaufer Leibnitzens \ Wien. Akad. Sitzungs-
berichte, vol. 8, p. 306). There is no mention of Nicholas of Cusa in
any of Leibniz’s philosophical writings; but in a letter to the Acta
Eruditorum (1697) Leibniz refers to him as a mathematician (cf.
Dutens, iii. 345).—Jutrinsic qualities are those which things have
in themselves, e.g. figure, motion, &e,, while extrinsic qualities are
those which arise from their relations to other things, e,g, their
being perceived, desired, &e. Cf. Fort-Royal Logic, part i, ch. ii.
(Baynes’s Tr., p. 37) : “ There are some modes which may be called
internal, because they are conceived to be in the substance, as round,
square ; and others which may be called external, because they are
taken from something which is not in the substance, as loved, seen,
desired, which are names taken from the actions of another—and
this is what is called in the schools external denomination.’

!* There is constant change in created substances, even though
there may appear to be no change. What appears tn us as absence
of changeis really.a very small degree of change. We have here
an application of the Law of Continuity,
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11. It follows from what has just been said, that the
natural'” changes of the Monads come from an intcrnal
principle,; since an external cause can have no influence
upon their inner being. (Tkéod. 396, 400.) i,

12", But, besides the principle of the change, there
must be a particular series of changes[un détail de ce qui
change), which constitutes, so to speak, the specific nature
and variety of the simple: substances:

13. This particular series of changes should involve a
multiplicity in the unit |unit¢] or in that which is'simple:
For, as every natural change takes place gradually,
something changes and something remains unchanged'?;
and consequently a simple substance must be affected and
related in many ways; although it has no parts*®. .

¥ i.e. other than miraculous changes or than such change as may
bo implied in the creation or annihilation of a Monad.

" At the beginning of § 12 Leibniz originally wrote: ‘And gener-
nlly it may be said that force is nothing but the principle of the
change’ Ho seems afterwards to have felt that force was not a deep
onovugh notion to be an adequate expression of the principle which,
in §§ 14 and 15, he describes under the names of Perception and
Appetition.

¥ The Law of Continuity. ~Everything is continually changing,
and inevery part-of this'change there is both a pormanent and a
varyingelement. That is to say, at any moment everything both
“is* and ‘is not,’ everything is becoming something else—some-
thing which is; nevertheless, not entirely ‘other.’

# In illustration of this and the following sections, cf. Réponse aux
Réflexions de Bayle (1703) (E. 186 b; G. iv. 563) : ‘The state of the
soul, as of the atom, is a state of change, &/té_ndepci,\ The atom
tends to change its place, the soul to change its thought: each -
changes of itself in the simplest and most uniform way, that its
stato allows. Whence comes it, then (I shall be asked), that there
in wo much simplicity in the change of the atom’ [which is taken
us being always motion in a straight line at a uniform speed] ‘and
#0 much variety in the changes of the soul? The reason is that the,
atom (as it is supposed to be, for there is no such thing in nature;,
although it has parts, has nothing which causes any variety in its
tondency, because it is supposed that these parts do not change
their relations; while on the other hand the soul, though it is
porfectly indivisible, has a composite tendency, that is to say, it
contains a multitude of present thoughts, of which each tends to
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A2

s

‘14. The passing condition, which involves and repre

M sents a multiplicity in the unit' [uwité] or in the simple
substance, is nothing but what is called Perception®;

which is to be .distinguished from Apperception or
Consciousness, as will afterwards appear. * In this matter
the Cartesian view is extremely defective, for it treats as
. non-existent those perceptions of which we are not
_consciously aware®, This has also led them to believe
that minds [esprifs] alone are Monads, and that there are
no souls of animals nor other Entelechies. Thus, 1ike the
crowd, they have failed to distinguish between a prolonged
unconsciousness and absolute death?, which has made
a particular change, according to the nature of its content, and
which all are present together in the soul, in virtue of the soul’s
essential relation to all the other things in the world. Itisbecause

i/they do not have this relation that the atoms of Epicurus have no
existence in nature. For there.isinorindividualuthing, which is

notitorbe regarded as expressing all others; and.consequently.the .-
soul, in'regard to the variety of its modifications, ougbt.toibelikened

to.the universe; which, it, represents according touits,pointyof.view,
and even in away to God, whose infinity it represents finitely; because
of its confused and imperfect perception of the infinite, rather than
to a material afom.” Cf., Appendix F, p. 272. .

" Cf. Epistola ad Des Bosses (1706) (E. 438 a; G. ii. 311): “Since
perception isinothing-elsesthansthe-expression.of many-thingssin
one; all’Entelechies or-Monads must. necessarily. beiendowed with
perception.” Also Lettre & Arnauld (1687) (G. ii. 112): ‘Because of
the continuity and divisibility of all matter, the least motion has
its effect upon neighbouring bodies, and consequently upon one
body after another ad infinitum, in a gradually lessening degree ;
and thus oursbody must.in,some way be affected:by-the'changessin
all.other bodies: Nowyitosall.the.motions:of-oursbodystherescorre=
spond; cortain.more.or.less.confused.perceptions, of .our«souly-and
accordingly our:soul.also,will have somethought.of.all-the:motions
initheiuniverse; and. in. my. opinion.every.other:soulsor.substance
will have some perception.orexpression of them.’ See Introduction,
Part ii. p. 33.

“* Cf, Method, Part 5, and Meditations, 2 and 6. See also Principia
Philosophiag, i. 48, and cf. Introduction, Part iii. p. 126. The Car-
tesian view is that animals and plants are purely mechanical
structures or living automata, parts of extension, entirely separate
from thought,

® ¢Sleep;«which.is,an.image of.death; trances, the burying of
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them fall again into the Scholastic prejudice of souls
ontirely separate [from bodies], and has even confirmed
ill-balanced® minds in the opinion that souls are mortal®.

a silkworm in its cocoon, the resuscitation of drowned flies by
moans of a dry powder sprinkled upon them (when they would
remain quite dead, if this were not done), the resuscitation of
swanllows which make their winter quarters among the reeds,
where they are found without any appearance of life, the cases of
men frozen to death, drowned, or strangled, who have been brought
to life again . . . all these things serve to confirm my opinion that
these-different.conditions.differ-only.in.degree, and.if we.have not
the. means. of bringing. about; resuscitation, from, death, in.other
forms; it'is either because'we do not know what ought to.be: done
or because; though'we do knowit; our - hands; our, instruments; and
ours remedies; cannot. accomplish' it, ‘especially when dissolution
tukos place too quickly and has gone too far. Accordingly we
must not content ourselves with the notions which the common
people may have about life and death, when we have both analogies
and (what is more) solid arguments which prove the contrary.
Lettre & Arnauld (1687) (G. ii. 123).

M T, reads mal louchés ; G. and Boutroux, mal tournés.

3 Pescartes regards the immortality of the soul as ultimately
dopendent on the will of God. See the 4brégé prefixed to the
Miditations [Synopsis in Veitch's translation]. Cf. Reponses aur
Deuzxicmes Objections, 7. Leibniz thus criticizes the view of Descartes:
*The immortality of the soul, as it is established by Descartes, is
of no use and can give us no kind of consolation. TFor, granting
that the soul is a substance and that no substance perishes, the
soul then will not be lost, as, indeed, nothing is lost in nature; but,
like matter, the soul will change in appearance and, as the matter
of which a man is made has at other times belonged to plants and
animals, in the same way the soul may be immortal, indeed, but
it will pass through innumerable changes and will have no re-
collection of its former states. But thissmimmortality without
recollection.is-ethically-quite.useless;-for-it-is-inconsistentiwith
reward-and-punishment. What good, sir, would it do you to
bocome king of China, on condition that you forget what you have
been? Would it not be the same as if God, at the moment He
destroyed you, were to create a king in China?’ (G. iv. p. 300.)
I'rom his own point of view, however, Descartes can say: ‘Al-
though all the accidents of the mind be changed—although, for
oxample, it think certain things, will others, and perceive others,
tho mind itself does not vary with these changes: while, on the
contrary, the human body is no longer the same if a change take
place in the form of any of its parts.” Abrégé des Méditations. It
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15. The activity of ‘the internal prineiple which pro-
duces change or passage from one perception to another
may be called Appetition, 1t is true that desire | Pappétit |
cannct always fully attain to the whole perception at
which it aims, but it always obtains some of it and
attains to new perceptions?,

) zt.S. We have in ourselves experience of a multiplicity
in simple substance, when we find that the least thought
of which we are conscious involves variety in its object 7.
Thus all those who admit that the soul is a simple
substance should admit this multiplicity in the Monad ;
and M. Bayle® ought not to have found any difficulty

see.ms‘to me not improbable that in the last words of this section
Leibniz may have in view, among others, the wandering Irishman
John. Toland (1670-1722), author of Christianity not Mysterious, whc:
was in Berlin in 1702 and had a brief correspondence with Leibniz
in .W]'l.lc]l the question of the immortality of the soul is referred t0:
I.aelbmz writes to the Princess Sophia Charlotte with something
like a kjndly contempt of Toland’s readiness to take either side of
& question. 8ee G. vi. pp. 508 sqq. Cf. Principles of Nature and of
Grace, § 4.

** See Introduction, Part ii. p. 33. Cf. Principles of Nature and of Grace
§ 2. Inumanyof.hiswritings. Leibniz uses the word ¢ tendencios.
(tendances) for appetitions. Forece is a form of appetition or
tendency, i.e, it is not merely what actually appears as motion, &e,
but it inoludas something potential. And it is not really, but only
fdnﬂy, an mﬂl!anmnf one substance upon another. ©f appetition,
ln’:'espect of likeness and difference, with Spinoza’s Conatus.

. G_f. Nouveaux Essais, bk, ii. ch. 2 (E. 227a; G. v. 109).

Pierre Bayle, the son of a Protestant clergyman, was born at
Carlat in Languedoe, in 1647. He was educated at the University
of Toulouse, where, under the influence of Jesuit tenchers, he
became & Roman Catholic. But his Roman Catholicism waa,nol.
lasting and, having returned to his original faith, he avoided the
censures of the Church by going to Geneva, After some years of
wandering he became a Professor of Philosophy in the University
of Sedan ({615}. But owing to the ‘ free-thinking’ of Bayle and
others Louis XIV summarily suppressed this Protestant University
in 1681, and Bayle went, as Professor of History and Philosophy, to
8 newly established institution at Rotterdam. In 1684 he foumied
the Nom-eufa de iz République des Lettres, a monthly review of new books
&e., to which there is frequent reference in the writings of Leibniz:
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in this, as he has done in his Dictionary, article ‘ Rora-

rius ' %,

17. Moreover, it must be confessed that perception and
that:which depends upon it are inexplicable on mechanical

In 1693, ostensibly on political as well as theological grounds, he
was deprived of his professorship, and he afterwards devoted him-
welf to his Diclionnaire Historique et Critique (1695-96), which was the
precursor of the Encyclopaedias and the Encyclopaedist movement
in the following century. Among other writings he also published
n tract ngainst religious persecution and a roply to Maimbourg's
libels upon Calvinism. He'died in 1706. The Théodicée of Lieibniz
is tora large extent devoted toanswering the argumentsiof Bayle,
who'maintained the impossibility of reconciling faith with reason.
There is much difference of opinion as to whether Bayle was
sincere in his combination of philosophical scepticism with an
appeal to faith in matters of religion. Probably in this regard he
mennt to follow the example of Descartes. Leibniz seems to have
believed in the sincerity of Bayle’s religious faith. He always
writes of Bayle with the greatest respect, saying of him (Théod.
§ 174): ‘ Ubi lene, nemo melius,” and again, after his death: ‘We
must believe that Bayle is now enlightened with that light, which
is refused to earth, since, according to all appearance, he has
always been a man of good will’

» Like the greater part of Bayle’s Dictionary, the article
‘Rorarius’ may be said to consist mostly of foot-notes. Jerome
Rorarius (1485-1566), an Italian, was Papal Nuncio at the Court
of Ferdinand of Hungary. He was so great an admirer of the
Emporor Charles V that, on hearing a learned man speak of him
as inferior to Otho and to Frederick Barbarossa, he was moved to
write a treatise maintaining that men are less rational than the
lower animals. This treatizre (Quod animalia brula ratione ulantur
melius homine) was not published until about 100 years after it was
writton, when Descartes's views regarding the souls of animals
were under discussion. Bayle accordingly makes the name of
Rorarius the oceasion of a full consideration of the question, in the
courso of which he expounds and ecriticizes the opinlons of Leibniz,
Buyle thinks it a pity that the position of Descartes is so difficult [
to maintain and so unlikely to be true; for otherwise it would be
very helpful to the true fuith. That is to say, the Cartesian view
is regarded as confirming belief in the immortality of the soul by
making a very great distinction between man and ‘the brutes. |
which perish.’ But it seems to Bayle that Leibniz (whom he calls
* one of the grentest minds in Europe ') hass'made some suggestions
(in regard to the solution of the general problem)which are worthy
of being developed. These suggestions are contained in the New
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grounds, that is to say, by means of figures and motions.
And supposing there were a machine, so constructed as to
!:hink, feel, and have perception, it might be conceived as
increased in size, while keeping the same proportions, so
that one might go into it as into a mill. That being so,
wa_ahould, on examining its interior, find only parts
whfch work one upon another, and never anything by
which to explain a perception®. Thus it is in a simple
substance, and not in a compound or iu a machine, that
Pa.rc'eption must be sought for”. Further, nothing but
f.}ns_ (I_m:nely, perceptions and their changes) ean be found
in a simple substance. It is also in this alone that all

System, which was published in the Journal des Savans of June a7
1695 {‘the year before the second vol. of Bayle's Dhctionary upprm.rp_d)r
Bayle's criticism is directed mainly against the pm—asfm.hliahu(i
harmony and the spontaneous development of all their states by
m::ipln substances. Of. Appendix F. p. 272.

That is to say, even if we had microscopes powerful enough to
reveal tous, on a lurge seale, all the intricacies of nerve-cell and
n:anteoﬂhre in'the brain, we should still never get beyond figures and
motions. ; Cf. Commentatio de Anima Brutorum (1710) (E. 4634 ; G. vii
328): 'Ifin that which is organic there is nothing but mechsni;m .t]mc.
is, b:}re matter, having differences of place, magnitude and ﬁ}:-;ura 5
notlng can be deduced and explained from it, except meohunism,
that is, except such differences as I have Just mentioned. -I"o;!
from anything taken by itself nothing can be deduced and ex-
Plained, except differences of the attributes which consbitute it.
Hence we may readily conclude that in no mill or elock as such is
!.here to be found any principle which perceives what takes place
::1 it ; fmd it matters not whether the things contained in the

machine ” are solid or fluid or made up of both. Furtherwe know
that there is no essentinl difference between coarse and fine bodies
but only a difference of magnitude. Whenee it follows that, i 5t
is inconceivable how perception arises in any coarse “mawl;-i'ne,”
whether it be made up of fiuids or solids, it is equally inconovivable
how perception can arise from a finer “machine™: for if our
senses. were finer, it would be the same as if we wer:s perceiving
4 coarse ‘.' machine," as we do.at present.’ See also Nuw Essays

:t;rnductwq, D. 400, (G. V. 50; E.z2032a) 3
' Mechanism always means parfes extra partes.  This is characters
ﬁu of all e:::pqunds,d thl:uh-not of any simple substaneces. 'Thus it

n never sai t matter thinks. Matter pre-su; poses
thmkmsoratlanta_*pemeiﬂn;'pdwple. i \ g
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tho inlernal activities of simple substances can consist.
(Théod. Préf. [E. 4745 G, vi. 37].)

18. All simple substances or created Monads might be
enlled Entelechies™, for they have in them a certain per-
[etion(&yova 1o évrelés) ; theyhave a certain self-sufficiency
(aimdpxera) which makes them the sources of their internal
nelivitios and, so to speak, incorporeal automata . (Théod.

87.)

" jyrehdyaa is probably derived from év réxe Exew, to be complete i
or absolute. Leibniz's use of the term differs considerably from |
(hit of Aristotle. évreréyea in Aristotle is the state of perfection
or renlization in which &vépyea, as a process, ends. rodvoua tvépyeaa
Ayerar nard 70 Epyov, kal quvrelver mpds Ty évTeNéxeav. Meloph. ©, 8,
1o50® 22. But the distinction between é&vreréxea and &répyen in
Aristotlo is not by any means a sharp one. Thus he defines the soul
(Buxh) 08 dvrerdyea ) Tpdry adparos puoucon Suvdue (omp Exovros. Do
Aniima, ii. 1. But elsewhere he calls it olgia xal dvépyea gwpards
rivos,  Metaph, H, 3, 1043" 35. First entelechy is related to second
snfolochy as dmoriuy (implicit) is related to Bewpeiv (explicit).
Thus the soul is defined as first or implieit entelechy because it
axisly in sleep as well as awake. The entelechy of Leibniz, how-
avor, is to be understood as an individual substance or foree,
aontaining within itself the principle of its own changes. It is
anlled ontelechy, not hecause it is a state of perfect realization,
bul bocause it contains in'germ an infinity of perfections, whicii
it tends to develop, It-is thus not so much the final developed
pondition of a thing, opposed to its potentiality (8ivamus or iAn), but
it rather implies tlie tendeney or virtuality, of which Leibniz
wponks as something intermediate between the hare potency(puis-
wince) wnd the fully developed activity (acte) of the Scholastics.
¢f, Introduction, Part iii. pp. o1, 105. ‘The Forms of the Ancients
or Entelochies are nothing but forces,' Leftre au Pére Bouvet, E. 146 a.
¢f. ‘Lrondelenburg, De Anima, pp. 295, 320. In the eighth book of
Arvistotle’s Metaphysics there is a remark of mnuch interest, when
connidered in relation to Leibniz: # oboia & obrws, dAX" oby ds
Adyovoi Twes ofov povds Tis oboa f oTiypd, dAN tvredéyeta xal ¢uois Tis

dwaory. H, 3, T044" 7. povés is, of course, used here in its original
Ly

sanse of a unit,
“ That is to say, not merely machines, such as those made by
min, bub entirely selfsmoving machines or machi which contain

within themselves the ground or primeiple of all their states ov
sondlitions, in as complete independence of all else as if there were
nothing in the universe but God and themselves. Monads alone
are nutomata in this sense. Corporeal automata, in so far as they
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19. If we are to give the name of Soul to everything
which has perceptions and desires [appetits] in the general
sense which I have explained, then all simple substances
or created Monads might be called souls; but as feeling
[le sentiment) is something more than a bare perception,
I think it right that the general name of Monads or
Entelechies should suffice for simple substances which
have perception only, and that thernamerof Souls should
be given ronly to those in which perception is more
distinet, and is accompanied by memory *

20. For we experience in ourselves a condition in which
we remember nothing and have no distinguishable per-
ception ; as when we fall into a swoon or when we are
overcome with a profound dreamless sleep. In this state
the soul does not perceptibly differ from a bare Monad d
but as this state is not lasting, and the soul comes out of
it, the soul is something more than a bare Monad.
(Théod. 64.)

21. And it does not follow that in this state the simple
substance is  without any perception. That, indeed,
cannot be, for the reasons already given ; for it cannot
perish, and it cannot continue to exist without being
aftected in some way, and this affection * is nothing but
its perception. But when there is a great multitude of
little perceptions, in which there is nothing distinet, one
is stunned ; as when one turns continuously round in the

are corporeal, cannot be said to have this avrépreac. Cf, § 64.
Spinoza speaks of the soul as ‘acting aceording to certain laws and
as if it were a kind of spiritual automaton.’ De Intellectus Emenda-
tione, 85 ; Bruder’s ed., ii. 34.

** Memory is thus the sign of consciousness as distinet from
unconseious perception. This is in harmony with the view, em-
phasized by modern writers, that conseious sensation pre-supposes
memory, because we can know one sensation only when it has
been brought into comparison with others. Iecibniz in one of his
early writings suggestively remarks that body is ‘momentary
mind, i.e. mind without memory’ (mens momentanea, sew carens
recordations).  Theoria Motus Abstracti ( 1671) (@G, iv. 230).

* Leibniz originally wrote * variation.’
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mmo way sevoral times in succession, whence comes a
giddiness which may make us swoon, and which ke_eps
un from distinguishing anything *. Death can for a time
pul animals into this condition *. .

22, And ss every present state of asimple sukfstance is
naturally a consequence of its. preceding state; in such &
wivy that its present is big with its future®; (le‘od._ 3 30.).

23. And as, on waking from stupor, w¢ arc.('onsr":ous of
our; perceptions, we must have had perceptions imme-
diately before we awoke, although we were not at all
sonscious of them ; for one perception can in a natural
way come only from another perception, as a motion
con in a natural way come only from a motion . (Z'dod.
101-403.) .

24. It thus appears that if we had in our perce;')tmns
wothing marked and, so to speak, striking and highly-
flavoured, we should alwaysibe in a state of stupor: And
(his is the state in which the bare Monads are.

25. Wo see also that nature has given heightened
pocceptions: to animals, from the care she has taken to
provide them with organs, which collect numerous rays
of light, or numerous undulations of the air, in order, by
uniting them, to make them have greater effect .  Some-

* Lioibniz's point isthat in such states as these we are stiil mani-
fowtly in certain: peculiar relations to the external world, a]t.hough
connclousness has, for the time, become so slight as to be imper-
oaptible.

"’ Cf. Monadology, § 14, note 23. 3% Cf, §§ 78 and 70. )

" Juy virtue of the principlé of sufficient reason, every pel‘ceptl'.on
miust have a cause, which can be nothing: but a_nother Perceptlon
(roo § 17); and if the antecedent. perception. did not m.;rrw:.hahjly
procedo the consequent, there would be a breach of continuity in
tho oxistence of the soul. Ultimately, of course, motions are them-
wolvos porceptions ; but they arve confused perceptions, of Sll("].l a
kind that their relations to one another can be stated according
to mechanical Inws, which, however, are abstract and pro-suppose,
for their full explanation, the system of final causes or the lnws of
porveaption in general. . \

# Cf. Hehnholtz, Popular Scientific Lectyres, vol. i. p. 186, Sec also
Ivocgles of Nature and of Grace, § 4.

Q

fote et
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thing similar to this takes place in smell, in taste and in
touch, and perhaps in a number of other senses, which
are unknown to us*. And I will explain presently ** how
that which takes place in the soul represents what happens
invthe bodily organs.

26. Memory: provides:the soul withia kind:of consecu:

tiveness*swhichiresembles:[émite]-xeason;but:whichuis:to
be distinguished from it. Thus we see that when animals
have a perception of something which strikes them and
of which they have formerly had a similar perception.
they are led, by means of representation in their memory.
to expect what was combined with the thing in this pre-
vious perception, and they come to have feelings similar
to those they had on the former occasion. For instance,
when a stick is shown to dogs, they remember the pain
it has caused them, and howl and run away*. (Thcod.
Discours de la Conformité, &e., § 65.)
""" 27. And the strength of the mental image which im
presses and moves them comes either from the magnitude
or the number of the preceding perceptions. For often
a strong impression produces all at once the same effect
as a long-formed habit, or as many and oft-repeated
ordinary perceptions %,

# Cf. Lubbock, Anfs, Bees and Wasps, ch. 8, especially pp. 220
and 22j.

1 See §§ 61 and 62.

8 Consecutio, woncatenation or sequence of perceptions. Teibniz
is referring to what would now be called association..of. ideas.
Cf. Nowveaux Essais, bk. ii. ch. 11, § 11 (E. 237 b; G. v. 130), and
bk. ii. eh. 33 (E. 296 a; G. v. 252). In the latter of these chapters
(*On the Association of Ideas') he is thinking mainly of a ‘non-
natural connexion of ideas,” as in the case of strange prejudices or
superstitions,

#* Does Leibniz in this section, as some critica maintain, over-
look his ¢ Pre-established Harmony ' and unconsciously adopt the
ordinury point of view, which implies that substances do really
net upon one another and are not each the cause of all its own
experiences ?

v Cf. Nouveanx Essals, bk. ii. ch. 33 (E. 296 a; G. v. 352). ‘And
as the reasons’ [of the connexion of things] ¢are often unknown to
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28, [nvso'far'asithe concatenation of-their-perceptions
nidueito the principlerof memory alone; men-actlike:the
lower. animals, resembling the empirical physicians*,
whose thethods are:these of miere practice withott theory:
Indeod, in threefourths of our actions we are nothing
bul ampirics. For instance, when we expect that there
will be daylight to-morrow, we do so empirically, because
It has always so happened until now. It is only the
mtronomer who thinks it on rational grounds Y.

29, But'it is the knowledge of necessary and-eternal.
truths that distinguishes us from the mere animals and
piven us fleason and the sciences, raising us to the know-
ludlge of ourselves and of God*. And it is this in us
thit in eallod the rational soul or mind [esprit}.
um, wo must attend fo particular instances in proportion to their
froquoncy ; for then the expectation or recollection of another
puwroeption, usually connected with the pereception we are ex-
pevloncing, is reasonable ; especially in cases where we have to
take proonutions. But as the violence [téhémence] of a very powerful

Impression often produces all at onee as much effect as the fre-
quanoy aud repetition of several moderate impressions could have

done In the long-run, it happens that this violence engraves in the
fanoy an image as deep and as vivid as long experience could have
dong, Whonco it comes that a chance but violent impression

sambines in our memory two idens, which were already together
there, nnd givos us the same inclination to connect them and to
oxpoct the one after the other, as if long custom had verified their
eonnoxion. Thus association produces the same effect, though the
samin ronson does not exist. Authority and’custom: produceralso
e same affect as experience and:reason, and.itris not-easy torfree
oneseit from: these inclinations.” Cf. New Essays, Introduction,
I 304

* Until the time of Galen (circa 150 A.D.), there were various
sooln of physicians, One of these was the sect of the Empirics.
who Inid stross upon observation of the ¢visible’ antecedents of
linanweo, &e.  In later times the name of empiric fell into disrepute
sl was givon to physicians who despised theoretical study and
truntad to tradition and to their own individual experience.

' Cf. New Essays, Introduction, p. 365, note 39.

‘" ‘Uhe necossary and: eternalitruths:are:the first prineiples;of.al
mtlonal . knowledge. ~They are innate in"us:They are;~in-faci;
the very principles of our natusreyas-of-the universe, becausevituis
af our essence to represent the ~vhole universe.. Thus:consciouss

Petan
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3o. It is; also through the knowledge: of necessary
truths, and through their abstract expression, that we
rise to acts of reflexion, which make us think of what is
called I, and observe that this or that is within us:
and thus, thinking of ourselves, we think of being, of
substance, of the simple and the compound, of the
immaterial, and of God Himself, conceiving that what is
limited in us is in Him without limits. And these acts of
reflexion furnish the chief objects: of our reasonings*.
(Théod. Préf. (E. 469 ; G. vi. 27).)

ness or knowledge of these truths is knowledge of ourselves, and
it is at the same time knowledge of God, who is the final reasoniof
all things. Cf. Nouveaux Essais, bk.i. ch. 1, § 4 (E. 207b; G. v.
72). ‘A pretty general agreement among men is an indication
and not a demonstration of an innale principle ; but the exact and
decisive proof of these principles consists in showing that their
certainty comes only from what is in us.. . . It may be said that
all Arithmetic and all Geometry are innate and are in us in a
virtual manner, so that we could find them by attentively con-
sidering and arranging what is already in our mind, without
making use of any truth learned by experience or by external
tradition, as Plato has shown in a dialogue’ [Meno, 82 sqq.] ‘in
which he introduces Socrates leading a child to abstruse truths
by questions alone, without giving him any information.’ Cf.
Principles of Nalure and of Grace, § 5.

* Thus consciousness becomes: self-consciousness (reflective con-
sciousness) whan we realize the eternal truths as eternal, that-is
to say, as the innate principles of our being and of the whele
world.: -Substance is always a soul of some kind, because it must
be something analogous to what we find in ourselves. Cf Nowveauz
Egsais, bk. i. ch, 1, § 21 (E. 211 b; G.v. 70). ‘Veryoften know-
ledge. of the nature of things is nothing but knowledge of the
nature of our'mind [esprit] and of thoso innate ideas, which there
is no need to look for outside of it.” Cf. also § 23 (E. 212 b; G. v.
71): ‘Intellectual ideas or ideas of reflexion are dorived from our
mind; and I should like very much to know how we could have
the iden of being, were it not that we ourselves are beings and thus
find boing in ourselves’ We sce here (in however imperfect
a form) the germ of the Kantian transition from ¢substance’ to
‘subject’ as the ultimate metaphysical reality. Cf.p. 1g0.

Boutroux finds in this passage the indication of a succession of
stages in the progress of self-conscious reflexion, The nature
of God is the truth or ultimate reality of our nature. Thusm
‘reflexiom, that is to say, in the return of the being towards its
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31. Our reasonings are grounded upon fwo great princi-
mles, that of contradiction, in virtue of which we judge
Jfalve that which involves a contradiction, and true that
which is opposed or contradictory to the false* ; (ZL%éod.
44, 109.)

32. And that of sufficient reason, in virtue of which
wo hold that there can be no fact resl or existing, no
statement true, unless there be a sufficient reason, why
it'should be so and not otherwise, although these reasons
usunlly cannot be known by us®. (Théod. 44, 196.)

33. 'There are also two kinds of ¢ruths, those of reason-

aource, which is God . . . we'first-of all.come upon the ego, or-the,
heing whichiis in us, in so far as it is limited and distinct from
other boings, and then upon being, substance and the immaterial,
anming ever nearver to the Divine Essence itself. And finally,
through perception which has thus become reflective and conscious,
wo rench the Infinite Being, whom, from the first, created beings
aro weeking confusedly and unwittingly. Then the circle, so to
apank, closes upon itself: the created. being. identifies itself with

the Greator in so far as He is in it; the finite has done all that its -

natnre allowed in the way. of repreducing the infinite.” (Edition
of La Monadologic, p. 156.)

W (f. Introduction, Part ii. pp. 58 sqq. Leibniz sometimes
dintinguishes between the principle of contradiction and that of
idontity (A = A). But he recognizes that they are ultimately one.

Of. Nowveaux Essais, bK. iv. ch, 2, § 1 (E. 339 a; G. v. 343 ‘The

principle of contradiction is in general : « proposition. is either true or
fulse. 'This contains two true statements; (1) that the true and the
fulwo are not compatible in the same proposition or that a proposition
winnol be true and false at the same time; (2) that the opposites or
negntions of the true and the false are not compatible, or that
thore is no middle term between the true and the false, or rather
that it i3 impossible for @ proposition to be neither true nor false” See
Atintotle, Metaph. T, 3, 1005° 19 and 7, To11® 23.

M In his eavlier writings Leibniz calls the sufficient reason the
doleriining reason, meaning the reason which determines the exis-
taneo of this or that out of a number of possibilities, each of which
involvon no self-contradiction. As synonymous with the ¢ principle
of wufliciont reason,’ he also sometimes uses the phrase, ‘prineciple
ol (itneus [oonvenancs) or of harmony.” He thus suggests that the
sufticiont reason of a thing is always to be found in. its relations to
wshar things, its place in the general system. Wegive the sufficient
reason of anything when we show. its ¢ compossibility ’ with. other

e ———
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img and those of fact*>, Truths of reasoning are necessary
and their opposite is impossible: truths of faet are con-
tingent and their opposite is possible®. When a truth is
necessary, its reason can be found by analysis, resolving
it into more simple ideas and truths, until we come to
those which ave primary*. (ZLhéod. 170, 154, 189, 280~
282, 367. Abriégé, Object. 3.)

things in addition to its abstract “possibility.’ The-principle of
sufficient reason is the principle of final cause, Leibniz’s adoption
of the word ‘sufficient’ is supposed to have been suggested by its
use in Mathematics in a sense similar to that in which we say that
a certain magnitude ‘satisfies’ a particular equation.

% Cf. the Scholastic ratio cognoscendi and ratio essendi.

3 Cf. Thiodicée, § 174 (E. 557 b; G. vi. 217). ‘It may be said of
M. Bayle: Ubi bene, nemo melins, though it could not be said of him,
as it was said of Origen: Ubi male, nemo pejus. . . . Yet M. Bayle adds
at the erd’ |of a passage, quoted by Leibniz in the previous section |
‘words which somewhat spoil what he has so justly remarked.
“ Now what contradiction would there have been if Spinoza had
died at Leyden? Would nature have been less perfect, less wise,
less powerful?”  He here confounds what is impossible, because it
involves a contradiction, with what cannot happen, because it is
not well fitted to be chosen. It is true that there would have been
no contradiction in the supposition that Spinoza had died at
Leyden and not at the Hague : it was perfectly possible. Accord-
ingly, as.regards. the.power of God, the matter was indifferent.
But-it-must-not be imagined that any event, however insignificant,
ean: ber regarded as.indifferent in relation to-God's wisdom and
goodness.”

™ Jeibuiz does not give us a very clear idea of the relations of
the two: principles: torthe two kinds of truths. This is probably
due to his hesitancy regarding the relations of the two principles
to one another. In the Appendix to the Thiodicéc entitled Remarques
sur le livre de M. King, Leibniz says (E. 641 b; G. vi. 414): ‘Both
principles must apply not only to necessary, but also to contingent
truths, and, indeed, that which has no sufficient reason must
uecessarily be non-existent. For it may in a manner be said that
these two principles are included in the definition of the true and
the false, Nevertheless when, by analyzing a suggested truth, we
see that it depends upon truths whose opposite involves a contra-
diction, we can say that it is absolutely necessary. ‘But when,
earrying our analysis as far as we like, we c¢an never reach such
elements of the given truth, it must be said to be' contingent, and
to have its origin in a prevailing reason, which inclines without
necessitating” But on the other hand, at a later date, Leibniz
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34. It is thus that in Mathematics speculative T'heorems
and practical Canons are reduced by analysis to Definitions,
A.wioms and Postulates.

15. In short, theresaressimplesideas, of whichmo:defini-
tioniewn'be given'® ; theresare.also-axioms:and:postulates,

wnsword; primary-principles; “whichecannot. be. proved,

snduindeed-have no need of proof; and these are identicul

propositions®’; whose opposite involves an express contra-
deation. (T'céod. 36, 37, 44, 45, 49, 52, 12I-122, 337,
MO-344.)

10. Butithere must also be a sufficient reason tor con'
tingent truths or truths of fuct®, that is to say, for the
suquencer or' connexion of the things which are dispersed
throughout the universe of created beings, in which the
annlyzing into particular reasons might go on into endless
daotnil, because of the immense variety of things in nature
and the infinite division of bodies*. There is an infinity

writon to Clarke (IIne Eerit de Leibniz, E. 748 a; G. vii. 355): ‘The
principle of contradiction is by itself sufficient for the demon-
steation of the whole of Arithmetic and Geometry, that is to say,
uf wll mathematical principles. But invorderstospassfrom Mathe-
ssation to Rhysics; another principle also is needed, the principle
alimntlisiont renson.”  See Introduction, Part ii. pp. 66 sqq. In the
Monadalogy, Leibniz's position is the same as in the ecarlier of
s pssages quoted.

* ‘Phoidofinition of.an idea is, for Leibniz, therstatement of the
slapsntn which o completeranalysis reveals init.  Cf. Meditationes
e Cogpitione, Veritate of Ideis (1684) (E. 79 b; G, iv. 423). ‘Whesn
sverpbhing which is un element in a distinet ideay is du its turn
shistiintly known, or when analysis has been completely made,
bonswludpe s adegueate. I know not whether human knowledge
Gl supply a perfect instance of this: the knowledge of numbers,
howevor, approaches it

* Lolliniz uses the word énonciation for enunciatio, which is the
el Lntin translation of Aristotle’s dwdparas, or Adyos dnogavrinds.

Peuthin of rensoning have their sufficient reason in the self-
evidoni ddentionl traths to which they may be reduced by analysis.
Uvssiha of faet can find a sufficicnt reason only in God.

YOt Lotze, Microcosmus, bk, iil. ch. 5, § 1 (Eng. Tr., i. 372,.
toibinlz snys “infinite division’ instead of ‘infinite divisibility,
v wune bodiosave infinitely divisible only as phenomena bene fundata
aavdd avnd uww ronl beings, A real thing or substance saust. be indi-
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of present and past forms and motions which go to make
up the efficient cause of my present writing ; andthevesis
an-infinity of minute tendencies and dispositions of my
soul, which go to make its final cause**.

37. And as all this defail again involves other prior or
more detailed contingent things, each of which still needs
a similar analysis to yield its reason, we are no further
forward : and thessufficient.or final reason must be out-
side of lhe sequence or series of particular contingent
things, however infinite this series may be®.

38. Thus the final reason of things must be in a neces-
sary substance, in which the variety of particular changes
exists only eminently ®, as in its source; and this sub-
stance we ecall God. ' (Théod. 7.)

visible: it, cannot consist of partes extra partes. And the ‘infinite
division” of bodies is merely another way of describing the in-
finite number of particular substances or Monads,

% See Introduction, Part iii. p. 107. Cf. § 61. Here, in another
form, arises the difficulty as to the relation of Leibniz's ‘principles’
to one another. Apparvently the efficient and the finul ecause
wombined make up the sufficient reason, neither by itself being
onough. Yet elsewhere Leibniz represents efficient causes as
ultimately depending on final causes. And efficient causes are by
Leibniz ususlly identified with mechunieal eauses, whose principle
isthat of contradiction. See also Appendix F, p. 272

% This is an argument on the same lines as that by means of
which Aristotle infers a ‘prime mover." It depends on his prin-
ciple, dvdyxn orfvai, i.e. we must come to a stop somewhere in the
regress of causes or conditions. Cf. Phys. 5, 6,237°3; @, 1, 251° 17
®, 5§, 256" 13. Also Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, Transcendental
Dialectic, bk. ii. ch. 2 and 3.

8. Iminenfly in contrast with formally. The terms are Scholastic
and they were adopted by Descartes. Thomas Aquinas expresses
the difference thus: ‘Whatever perfection is in the effect must
also appear in the cause, after the same manner if the agent and
the effect are of the same kind (univocal) (thus man begets man), or
in a more eminent;that.is to say excellent, way, if the agent is of
another kind (equivocal).” Descartes says: ‘ By the objective reality
of an idea, I mean the entity or being of the thing represented by
the idea, in so far as this entity is in the idea; and in the same way
we may speak of an objective perfection or an objective design, &e.
For all that we conceive as being in the objects of ideas is objectively
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39. Now as this substance is a sufficient reason of all
this variety of particulars, which are also connected
togother throughout ; there isronly one-God; and: this God
19 sufficient . to 1l ey of “A peatrec Lo,

10. We may also hold that this supremersubstance,
which is unique, universal® and necessary, nothing out:

o1 by ropresentation in the ideas themselves. The same things are
wald toibe formally in the objects of the ideas, when they exist in
the objects just as we conceive them to exist; and they are said
ta be eminently in the objects, when they do not really exist.as we
aoneelve them, but when they are so great that their cxcellence
muokes up for this defect.’ Riponses aux Deuxiémes Objections.
Kuinons qui prouvent Uexistence de Dieu, iii. and iv., ef. note on this
dintinetion in Veitch’s Translation of Descartes. ¢ Formally' as opposed
Lo *objectively’ is almost equivalent to our objectively’ (as opposed to
“anbjectively’) or ‘really’ (as opposed to ‘in idea’). As opposed
Lo eminently, formally is secundum eandem formam et rationem, while
moumty is gradu or modo eminentiori.

" That is to say, alliparticular things are connected together
tn one systemn, which implies one principle, one necessary
sibstunce, one God. The argument is; not merely from the
axlntonce of order in the world to the existence of an intelligence
which produces this order, but from the faet:that the whole forms
mo aystem to the existence of ong ultimate sufficient reason of the
whola:  Otherwise there might be various ¢ orders’ or ‘disorders’
in conflict with one another, each pre-supposing its own first
principle or ‘God.” This is Leibniz’s form of the Cosmological
proof of the existence of God.

* Universal’ in the sense of being equally the cause or first
prinaiple of all things., The whole spirit of Leibniz’s philosvphy is
apposed. to.the supposition of a universal substance or spirit, of
‘whish all particular substances are merely modes. Thus in the
Consididrations sur la Doctrine d'un Esprit Universel (1702) he endeavours
to rofute tho view that ¢ there is but one spirit, which is universal
and which animates the whole universe and all its parts, each
necordlog to its structure and according to the organs it possesses,
ua the snme blast of wind produces a variety of sounds from
difforont organ-pipes’ or that ¢ the universal spirit is like an ocean
somposed of an infinite number of drops, which are separated from
W whaen they animate some particular organic body and which are
rounifed with their ocean after the destruction of the organism.’
This is ‘the view of Spinoza and of other similar authors, who will
linve it that there is only one substance, viz. God, who thinks,
Lislievon and wills one thing in me, and who thinks, believes and
witls quite the opposite in some one else—an opinion the absurdity
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240 THE MONADOLOGY

siderof it being independent of “it;—this substance, which
is a puressequence of possible being, must be illimitable
and must contain as much reality as is possible®’.

41. Whence it follows that Ged israbsolutely perfects
for perfection is nothing but amount-of positive reality,
in the strict sense, leaving out of account the limits or
bounds in things which are limited. And where there
are no bounds, that is to say in God, perfection is abso-
lutely infinite. (I'héod. 22, Préf. [E. 469 a; G. vi. 27].)

42. It follows also that ereated heings derive their
perfections from the influence of God, “but that their
imperfections come from their own nature, which is
incapable of being without limits. For it is in this that
they differ from God®. An instance of this original
umperfection of created beings may be seen in the natural
inertia of bodies®™. (Thiod. 20, 27-30, 153, 167, 377 sqq.)

of which M. Bayle has well shown in several places in his
dictionary’ (E. 178 a, 181 b, 182 a; G. vi. 529, 535, 537)-

# As God is the sufficient reagon of all, nothing is independent
of Him. But if His possibility were in any way limited, it must
be by some possibility outside and independent of Him. Con-
sequently His possibility cannot be limited. And unlimited possi-
bility means unlimited reality and unlimited existence. Tor that
which is possible must be real, unless there is something else with
which it is not compossible, that is to say, unless there is some other
possible thing, whose nature limits it. Cf. § 54 and Introduction,
Part ii. p. 63. The argument in this and the following sections
will become clear if we keep in view the idea which Leibniz secks
constantly to emphasize in every department of thought, namely
that possibility or potentiality is never & mere empty capacity,
a tabula rasa, a potentia nuda, but always, in however small a degree,
a tendency to realization, which is kept back only by other similar
tendencies. Thisiswhatismeant by the ‘claims’ and ‘aspirations’
of the Monads, mentioned in §§ 51 and 54.

® Created beings must be essentially limited ; otherwise they
would not be created, but would be identicaliwith-God. In the
Théodicée Leibniz (following the Scholastic principle, bonum habet
causam efficientem, malum autem deficieniem), uses this as a hypothesis
by which to remove from: God the responsibility for the existence
ofevil. The origin of evil is the essential imperfection of created
substances ; and God is the cause only of the perfection or positive
reality of created things.

¢ This sentence is not given by E. It secms to have been added
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43. It is farther true that in*God there'is not only the
source’of existences but also that ‘of-essences, in so far as
they are real, that is to say, the source of what is real in
the possible®. For the understanding of God is. the
region of eternal truths ‘or of the ideas on which they
depend®; and without:Him_there would be nothing real
in the possibilities of things, and not only would there
be nothing in existence, but“nothing would even be
possible. (Z'héod. 20.)

by Loibniz in revising the first copy of the Monadology. G. gives it
in a foot-note. /The natural inertia of a body is its passivity or
that in it which limits its activity. So far as the passivity of the
hody is real (i.e. not a mere appearance to us), it consists of confused
porcoption. But God is actus purus, entirely without passivity, and
His porceptions are all perfectly clear and distinct.

" That is to say, Godisnot only theisource of all actual existence;
but also the source of all potential existence, of all that fends to
oxist. ‘What is real in the possible’ is its tendency to exist. In
« sense, ‘essences’ or ‘possible’ things are independent of God.
o does not create them as essences. They are the objects of His
understanding, and ‘He is not the author of His own under-
standing’ (Théodicée, § 380; E. 614 b; G. vi. 341°. The nature of
wnmaneas or possibilities is determined solely by the principle of
vontradiction.  And yet, in another sense, they may be said to be
dopendent upon God, inasmuch as they are all expressions of His
nature in one or another aspect or with particular limitations.
His freedom, however, extends only to a choice of those which
shall actually exist, and this choice is determined by His wisdom
and His goodness, having regard to the nature of the ‘essences’
themselves. ¢Without Him there would be nothing in existence,”
tor ‘the existence of things is the result of His will, His choice.
* Without Him nothing would be possidle,” for all that is possible
in the object of His understanding, and as His understanding is
porfoct (i.e. entirely free from confusion in its perceptions), its
abjoct must be the ultimate nature of things, that is, the very
wimenceo of God Himself. Thus in § 44 Leibniz practically identifies
‘onsencos’ or ‘possibilities’ with ‘eternal truths.’ Cf. Introduction,
I'nrt ii. p. 66.

™ Leibniz connects this part of his system with Plato’s world
of idens, He mentions as one of the ‘many most excellent doctrines
af Plato’ that ‘there is in the Divine mind an intelligible world.
which I also am wont to call the region of ideas.” Epistola ad
Hanschium (1707), E. 445 b.
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44. For® if there is a reality in essences or possibilities,
or rather in eternal truths, this reality must needs be
founded in something existing and actual, and conse-
quently in the existence of the necessary Being, in whom
essence involves existence, or in whom to be possible is
to be actual™. (Théod. 184-189, 335.)

45. Thus God alone (or the necessary Being) has this
prerogative that He must necessarily exist, if He is pos-
sible. And as nothing can interfere with the possibility
of that which involves no limits, no negation and conse-
quently no contradiction, this [His possibility] is sufficient
of itself to make known the existence of God a priori
We have thus proved it, through the reality ‘of eternal
truths. But a little while ago ™ we proved it also a poste-
riori, since there exist contingent beings, which can have
their final or sufficient reason only in the necessary Being,
which has the reason of its existence in itself,

46. We must not, however, imagine, as some do, that
eternal truths, being dependent on God, are arbitrary
and depend on His will, as Descartes , and afterwards

® @. reads car, E. cevendant.

™ See Appendix @, p. 274. " §§ 36-30.

"3 Cf. Descartes, Lettre au Pire Mersenne (Cousin’s ed., vol. vi.
p. 109). ‘The metaphysical truths which you call eternal have been
established by God and are entirely dependent upon Him, like
all other created things. Indeed, to say that these truths are
independent of God is to speak of (God as a J upiter or a Saturn and
to subject Him to Styx and the Fates. . .. God has established
these laws in nature, just as a king establishes laws in his
kingdom.” Cf. loc. ¢it., p. 103. ¢We cannot without blasphemy say
that the truth of anything precedes the knowledge which God has
of it, for in God willing and knowing are one.’ Elsewhere he says
that God was perfectly free to make it untrue that the three angles
of a triangle should be equal to two right-angles. As early as 1671,
in a letter to Honoratus Fabri, Leibniz writes: ‘If truths and the
natures of things are dependent on the choice of God, I do not see
how knowledge [scientia] or even will can be attributed to Him.
For will certainly presupposes some understanding, since no one
can will except in view of some good [sub ratione boni]. But under-
standing presupposes something that can be understood, that is
to say, some nature. But if all natures are the result of will,
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M. Poiret™, appear to have held. That is true only of
contingent truths, of which the principle is fitness [con-
venance] ™ or choice of the best, whereas necessary truths
depend solely on His understanding and are its inner
object. (Théod. 180~184, 185, 335, 351, 380.)

47. Thus God alone is the primary unity or original
simple substance, of which all created or derivative
Monads are products and have their birth, so to spesk,
through continual fulgurations™ of the Divinity from

understanding also will be the result of will. How, then, does
will presuppose understanding?’ (G. iv. 259). The point was
much discussed by the Scholastics, with special reference to the
quostion whether or not the moral law is independent of the will
of God, Descartes’s view is in harmony with that of Duns Scotus,
while Leibniz follows Thomas Aquinas. For Descartes, the Divine
und the human understanding differ in kind: for Leibniz they
diffor merely in. degree.

™ Pierre Poiret (1646-1719), a Calvinist minister, who held
n charge in the Duchy of Zweibriicken, in the Rhine Palatinate.
Ho way at first a Cartesian and published a book, Cogitation:s
ratimales de Deo, Anima et Malo, which Bayle attacked. Afterwards
he came under the influence of Antoinette Bourignon, the Dutch
roligious enthusiast, whose life he wrote and whose views he-
oxpounded at very great length. This influence led him to
nttnck Cartesianism with much fervour, and he is now remembered
un it mystic rather than as a philosopher.

" By convenance is meant mutual conformity, of such a kind that
things * fit into’ one another in the most perfect way. Thus the
principle of convenance or of the best is what we should now call
tho idea of system. With Leibniz it is the same as the principle
of wufficiont reason, which is the principle of conditioned, as distinct
fronr unconditional reality or truth. Cf. note 85,

'* That is to say, ‘ flashings’ or ‘sudden emanations.” ‘God is the
primary centre from which all else emanates’ (G. iv. 553). Cf. the
Hiolo 7évos which Cleanthes calls a ‘stroke of fire’ (wAnys mvpéds),
feng. 76. The relation of God to the other Monads is the crux of
Isibniz's philosophy. He wishes to maintain both the individuality
of the Monads and their essential unity with God. Thus he seems
lo take fulguration as a middle term between cteation and emana-
tlon, ! Creation’ would mean too complete a severance between God
and tho other Monads; ¢ emanation’ would mean too complete an
ldantity botween them. ¢ Fulguration’ means that the Monad is
not abwolutely created out of mothing nor, on the other hand,
maraly 0 mode or an absolutely necessary product of the Divine
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moment to moment, limited by the receptivity of the
created being, of whose essence it is to have limits. (Théod.
382-391, 398, 395.)

48. In God there is Power, which is the source of all,
also Knowledge, whose content is the variety of the ideas,
and finally Will, which makes changes or products
according to the principle of the best™. (Théod. 7, 149,

nature, but that it is a possibility tending to realize itself, yet
requiring the assistance, choice or will of God to set it free from
the counteracting influence of opposite possibilities. As a possibility
it has essential limits (i. e. it is not entirely perfect, actus purus);
but it is ready to spring or ‘flash’ into being, at the will of God.
If there were no choice of God, possibilities would simply counteract
one another. But His choice means no more than the removal of
hindrances to development, in the case of certain ‘elect’ possi-
bilities. Creation adds no new being to the universe, and yet it
is not emanation, in the sense of a mere modification of the one
Eternal Being. Thus the ‘continual fulgurations’ of Leibniz
are to be distinguished from the ¢ continual creation ’ of Descartes.
According to Leibniz, conservation is not, as with Descartes,
a miraculous renewal of the existence of things from moment
to moment, an absolute re-creation constantly repeated ; but it is
the continuance of the activity, choice or will of God, by which
certain possible things were set free to exist and through which
alone they can persist. The successive states of any being are
neither completely independent of one another, so that at each
moment there is a new creation (Descartes), nor are they so
absolutely dependent on one another that each proceeds from its
predecessor by a logical or mathematical necessity (Spinoza), but
they are connected together in a sequence which has its ground
in the nature of the being, so that each is automatically unfolded
from its predecessor according to a regular law, provided that God
chooses to allow this unfolding. The ¢ continual fulgurations’ are
the continual exercise of God’s will in allowing the Monads of the
actual world to unfold or develop their ngture. Cf. On the uitimate
Origination of Things, p. 344.

™. In the Théodicée (§ 150; E. 549 a; G. vi. 199) Leibniz hints at
a connexion between this characterization of God’s nature and the
doctrine of the Trinity. ‘Some have even thought that there is in
these three perfections of God a hidden reference to the Holy
Trinity : that power has reference to the Father, that is to say, to
the Godhead [Divinité] ; wisdom to the eternal Word, which is
called Adyos by the most sublime of the evangelists ; and will or
love to the Holy Spirit.’
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150.) These characteristics correspond to what in the
cronted Monads forms the ground or basis 7, to the faculty
of Perception and to the faculty of Appetition. Butin God
these attributes are absolutely infinite or perfect ; and in
tho created Monads or the Entelechies (or perfectihabiae.
w4 Ilermolaus Barbarus translated the word ™) there are
only imitations of these attributes, according to the degree
of porfection of the Monad. (Théod. 87.)

49. A created thing is said to act outwardly ™ in so far
s it has perfectién, and to suffer [or be passive, patir] in
volution to another, in so far as it is imperfect. Thus
actinity | action] is attributed to a Monad, in so far asit has
distinet perceptions, and passivity [passion] in so far as its
porceptions are confused.  (Théod. 32, 66, 386.)

fo. And one created thing is more perfect than another,
in this, that there is found in the more perfect that which
marvos to explain @ priori what takes place in the less
perfoct, and it is on this account that the former is said to
not upon the latter ®,

" Leibniz does not elsewhere discriminate three elements in the
orented Monad, and we must not suppose that the ‘ground or
banis' is anything in itself, apart from the two ‘faculties.” Leibniz
winhew to emphasize the view that the Monad, whether ereated
or uneroated, is essentially force or activity, manifesting itself in
peronption and appetition.

™ Perfectinabia (from perfecte and habeo) was formed.-to correspond
to dvredixaa (from évredds and éxew). Cf. note 32. Hermolaus
Barbarus or Ermolao Barbaro (1454-1493) was an Italian scholar
who endeavoured, by means of translations of Aristotle and of the
Arvistotelian commentaries of Themistius, to make known the true
Aristotelian doctrine as against the degenerate forms which
Moholuntiolsm had given it. He came of a Venetian family and
win Professor of Philosophy at Padua, where he lectured om
Aristotlo’s Ethics.

* Of oourse, no Monad really does act outside itself. This is
merely Leibniz's explanation of what we mean when we speak of
outward action, just as the Copernican system explains what we
monn whon we speak of ‘sunrise’ and ‘sunset,” though the sun
naithor ‘rives’ nor ‘sets.’

* Thuw the explanation or reason of an event is its actual cause,
Thin connects itself with Leibniz's view that the existence ot
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51. But in simple substances the influence of one
Monad upon another is only ideal, and it can have its
offect only through the mediation of God, in so far as in
the ideas of God any Monad rightly claims that God, in
regulating the others from the beginning of things, should
have regard to it. For since one created Monad cannot
have any physical influence upon the inner being of
another, it is only by this means that the one can be
dependent upon the other . (T'héod. 9, 54, 65, 66, 201.
Abrégé, Object. 3.)

52. Accordingly, among created things, activities and
passivities are mutual. For God, comparing two simple
substances, finds in each reasons which oblige Him to
adapt the other to it®, and consequently what is active in
certain respects is passive from another point of view ® ;

a thing arises solely from the liberating of its essential activities,
and that the Monads claim existence in proportion to their per-
fection, that is to say, to the distinctness of their perceptxons
Cause and effect are relative : every created Monad is both at
once. God alone is pure cause or reason (actus purus). Cause =
relative activity = relative distinctness of perception. This may
instructively be compared and contrasted with the views of
Berkeley and Hume regarding cause and . necessary connexion.’
See Introduction, Part iii, p. r05. Cf. also Spinoza, Ethics, Part iii.
Def. 1 and 2, and Prop. 1, 2 and 3.

# We have here the principle of the Pre-established Harmony
(further referred to in §§ 8o and 81). It is a harmony or mutus.tl
compatibility in the very nature of things, anterior to their
creation. Iis perfection in the actual world is the ground of God’s
choice of that world ; and thus it is not in any sense a created
harmony. In this respect it differs from every form of Occa-
sionalism. See Introduction, Part ii. pp. 39 sqq.

8 No two simple substances are exactly the same, yet all represent
the same universe. Therefore a perception which is comparatively
distinet in one must be comparatively confused in another or
others, and whatever changes take pluce in one must be accom-
panied by corresponding changes in the others. Thus each fits
into the others..

® Leibniz's expression here is point de considération. But he
generally uses the phrase point de vus, which he introduced as
a regular term in philosophical literature. It need hardly be
remarked that the term has a peculiar importance in Leibniz’s
philosophy.
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aotive in so far as what we distinctly know in it serves to
oxplain [rendre raison de] what takes place in another, and
passive in so far as the explanation [raison] of what takes
placo in it is to be found in that which is distinetly known
In nnother. (Théod. 66.)

3. Now, as in the Ideas of God there is an infinite
number of possible universes, and as only one of them
oot bo actual, there must be a sufficient reason for the
ahoico of God, which leads Him to decide upon one rather
than another®, (Théod. 8, 10, 44, 1973, 196 sqq., 223,
414-416.)

fi4. And this reason can be found only in the fitress
|romwvonance], or in the degrees of perfection, that these
worlds possess *, since each possible thing has the right
to wapire to existence in proportion to the amount of per-
fuotion it contains in germ *. (Zhéod. 74, 167, 350, 201,
139, 363, 345 #q9., 354.)

* Muo Introduction, Part ii. p. 65.

% Mus Monadology, note 74. God is not compelled by an absolute,
melaphysical necessity, but ‘inclined’ by a moral necessity to create
the world which, as one harmonious system, is the best. The
distinotlon between moral necessity and absolute compulsion is of
Baholastio origin, ¢Possible things are those which do not involve
# nontradiotion, Actual things are nothing but the possible things
whioh, all things considered, are the best. Therefore things which
@ Jomn perfeot are not on that account impossible ; for we must
disdnguiah between the things which God can do and those He
willa to do. He can do everything, He wills to do the best.’
Bisbls ad Nernowdlivm (1699), (G. Math. iii. 574).

™ his anplration to existemce is the tendency to pass into
edlatence nnd to proceed from confused to distinct perceptions,
whish mukes tho ‘possible’ things of Leibniz real essences as
diatinol from purely indeterminate capacities. Possibilities, accord-
ing b0 Lasibnir, are never quite empty : they are always realities in
gerim. O notos 64 and 67.  ‘ From the very fact that there exists
soething rathor than nothing, we must recognize that in possible
thitigs; or In posuibility or essence itself, there is a certain need of
e imtann | srigmtiam existentias] or (so to speak) a certain aspiration
#1 nalal, and, in a word, that essence by itself tends to existence,
Whenee (L furthor follows that all possible things, i, e. things
(1] alng smwonce or possible reality, tend with equal right to
calstonsa In proportion to the quantity of essence or reality they

R
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55. Thus the actual existence of the best that wisdom
makes known to God is due to this, that His goodness
makes Him choose it, and His power makes Him produce
it¥. (Théod. 8, 78, 8o, 84, 119, 204, 206, 208, .Abrége,
Object. 1 and 8.)

56. Now this connexion or adaptation of all created
things to each and of each to all, means that each simple
substance has relations which express all the others, and,
consequently, that it is a perpetual living mirror of the
universe ®. (Théod. 130, 360.) 1

5%7. And as the same town, looked at from various sides,
appears quite different and becomes as it were numerous
in aspeets [perspectivement]; even so, as a result of the
infinite number of simple substances, it is as if there
were so many different universes, which, nevertheless are
nothing but aspects [perspectives] of a single universe,
according to the special point of view of each Monad ®.
(Théod. 147.) -

contain or to their degree of perfection ; for perfection is nothing
but quantity of essence.” Ultimnale Origination of Things, p. 340.

& 'This section states briefly the prineciples of Leibniz’s Optimism,
which are fully expounded and defended in the Théodice. A world
entirely free from evil would be indistinguishable from Geod
Himself. The evil of the world arises entirely from the essential

- limitations of created things—their limitations as essences or
possibilities, Consequently evil is not created by God ; but He
creates the universe in which there is the least amount of evil that
is possible in any system of things. '

% Cf, Nicholas of Cusa, Dialogi de ludo globi (1454-59), i. 157 a :
¢The whole is reflected in all the parts; all things keep their own
relation [kabitudo] and proportion to the universe.” Also De doctu
ignorantia (1440), i. 11: ¢ Visible things are images of the invisible,
and the Creator can be seen and known by the creatures as in
a mirror darkly [guasi in speculo 6t aenigmate).’

% The ¢ point of view’ of each Monad is its body. But we must
not give a spatial meaning to the expression, as if the Monad’s
point of view depended on its having this or that position in
space, For the Monad is absolutely non-spatial, and the nature of
its body depends on the degree of confusedness (or distinctness)
of its perceptions. Thus to say that the body is the point of view
of the soul means simply that the particular way in which the soul
represents or perceives the universe is determined by the degree
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68. And by this means there is obtained as great
varioty as possible, along with the greatest possible order;

that is to say, it is the way to get as much perfection aa:
possible ™.  (Théod. 120, 124, 241 8qq., 214, 243, 275.)
59. Besides, no hypothesis but this (which I venture to
ounll proved) fittingly exalts the greatness of God; and
this Monsieur Bayle recognized when, in his Dictionary
(article Rorarius™), he raised objections to it, in which

of distinetness of its perceptions. Cf. Théodicds, § 357 (E. 607 b;
. vl. 3a7). ¢ The projections of perspective, which, in the case of
kho oirole, are the same as the Conie Sections, show that one and
tho snme circle can be represented by an ellipse, by a parabola
and by a hyperbola, and even by another cirele, by a straight line
and by a point. Nothing seems more different, nothing more
unlike, than these figures; and yet there is an exact relation
bwtwoon them, point for point. Thus it must be recognized that
waoh woul represents to itself the universe, according to its point of
vlow and by a relation peculiar to itself; but in this there always
duntinues to be a perfect harmony.’

* For Leibniz the highest perfection is the most complete unity
ur order in the greatest variety. The Monads have the most
sumpleto unity, because the essence of each consists in reprosenting
the same universe, while they have the greatest variety, because
tho points of view from which they represent it are infinitely
¥arlous, ‘For a world to be possible, it is enough that it should
have intelligibility ; but in order to exist it must have a pre-
sininenoce [prévalencs] in intelligibility or order ; for there is order in
proportion as there is much to distinguish in a manifold [multitude).’
Lattra & Bourguet (1712 ?) (E. 718b; G. iii, 558).

" Hoo note ag. Bayle compares Leihniz's theory to the sup-
position that a ship might be constructed of such a kind that
snbirely by itself, without captain or crew, it eould sail from place
4 plave for years on end, accommodating itself to varying winds,
avolding shoals, casting and weighing anchor, seeking a haven
whon neoossary and doing all that a normal ship can. He admits
thist the omnipotence of God eould give such a power to a ship, but
ho maintains that the nature of the ship would make it impossible
for It to receive such & power, And *‘however infinite be the
knowlodge and power of God, He cannot, by means of a machine
whish lnoks a certain part, do that which requires the help of that
pwrl"  Thus Bayle argues against the possibility of complete
#pontanolty in the Monads, and consequently maintains that the
Pvws a0 maching is involved in Leibniz’s Pre-established Harmony
Wille an much as in Oceasionalism,
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indeed he was inclined to think that I was attributing too
much to God—more than it is possible to attribute. But
he was unable to give any reason which could sh?w the
impossibility of this universal harmony, according to
which every substance exactly expresses all others through
the relations it has with them.

6o. Further, in what I have just said there may be
seen the reasons @ priori why things could not be other-
wise than they are. For God in regulating the whole has
had regard ** to each part, and in particular to each Mor.md,
whose nature being to represent, nothing ean confine 1-1: t-o
the representing of only one part of things; though it is
true that this representation is merely confusb.ecl as regards
the variety of particular things [le détail] in the whole
universe, and can be distinet only as regards a small part
of things, namely, those which are either nearest or
greatest * in relation to each of the Monads; 0therw1£fe
each Monad would be a deity. It is not as regar:da their
object, but as regards the different ways in which they
have knowledge of their object, that the Monads are
limited . In a confused way they all strive a.fter
{vont &) the infinite, the whole*; but they are ll.m}ted
and differentiated through the degrees of their distinct
perceptions. )

61. And compounds are in this respect analqgous with

% 8o @, E. reads  has a regard’ [a un égard]. .

¥ If the Monads are non-spatial, how can we speak of anything
being nearest or greatest in relation to a Monad? Evary‘Monnd
has a body of some kind and this body is confusedly pamewei‘i as
spatial in itself and in relation to other bodies, though really it is
nothing but an aggregate of non-spatial Monads. \Yhen the;nrefore
it is said that certain things are mear or great in 1:elaf.10n. to
# Monad, what is meant is that they are near or great in relation
to the body of the Monad.

9 That is to say, thought in the widest sense, oonsci::us or un-
conseious; is limited only by itself: there can be nothing that.l is
not an object of thought, more or less adequate. . Contrast with
this the position of Kant., See Introduction, Part iv, pp- 178 sqq.

® Of, Nicholas of Cusa, Dialogus de Genesi {:447)' 72b: ‘All
things seek the same, which is something absolute,
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[ symbolisent avec®] simple substances. For all is a plenum
(and thus all matter is connected together) and in the
plenum every motion has an effect upon distant bodies in
proportion to their distance, so that each body not only is
nffected by those which are in contact with it and in some
way feels the effect of everything that happens to them,
but also is mediately affected by bodies adjoining .those
with which it itself is in immediate contact. Wherefore
it follows that this inter-communication of things extends
to any distance, however great. And consequently every
body feels the effect of all that takes place in the uni-
vorse, so that he who sees all might read in each what is
happening everywhere, and even what has happened or
shall happen, observing in the present that which is
fur off as well in time as in place : slumvora wdvra, as
Hippocrates said . But a soul can read in itself only

* Tho expression ‘symbolize’ suggests the ¢ caleculus’ idea which
i 8o continually in Leibniz’s mind. As numbers are symbols of
the things numbered, and we make accurate caleulations without
roforring at every step to the particular things for which our
symbols stand, so in general unanalyzed thoughts may be symbols
of thoir simple elements. In the same way compound things are
aymbols of the simple substances which compose them. What is
parootved confusedly in compounds is not a mere iliusion but an
imporfoct representation or symbol of the real characteristics of
nlinplo substances. Thus, in this section, Leibniz would say that
{hie wpatial or material plenum (which is a confused perception of
ourn) s a symbol of the infinite (or perfectly complete) series of
Moiwnds, which has no gaps, since the Monads differ from one
anothoer by infinitely small degrees. Similarly, the material action
and ro-action throughout the universe, such that a change at any
ane polnt affects every other, is a symbol of the Pre-established
Harmony among the Monads. And, again, the fact that every-
thing that happens, has happened or shall happen in the universe
might be read in any one body is a symbol of the representative
charaotor of each Monad as ideally containing the whole within
limalf. Tt is because they are thus symbolie that the phenomena
of the material world are ph bene fundat

* Nipnvoia (the noun) is probably a corruption from odumvoa (the
uiljootlve), ¢ in agreement,’ lit. ‘breathing together,” conspirantia.
Loibniz makes the same quotation in the New Essays, Introduction,
1+ #13. 1lo there translates the phrase by the words ‘fout est
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that which is there represented distinetly ; it cannot all at
once unroll everything that is enfolded in it*, for its
complexity is infinite *. '

conspirant,’ The mistake may be due to an imperfect recollection
of the phrase in Hippocrates: {dppoia pia, fdumvoa pia, fvumadéa
wmavra, (De Alimento, 4, Littré, ®uvres d’Hippocrate, vol. ix. p. 106).
Cf. Plutarch, De fato, 574 E: 70 ¢voa diowkeicBar 7évde 7dv xéopov
aoumvovy, ral cupmabil, adrdv atrd dvra, For a later statement of the
same position, see Fichte, Werke, ii. 178 sqq. ‘In every moment
of her duration, nature is one connected whole : in every moment
each part must be what it is, because all the others are what they
are. . . . You cannot conceive even the position of a grain of sand
other than it is in the present without being compelled to conceive
the whole indefinite past as having been other than it has been,
and the whole indefinite future other than it will be. . . . I am
what I am because in this conjuncture of the great whole of nature
only such, and no other, was possible ; and a spirit who could look
through the secrets of nature would, from knowing one single man,
be able distinctly to declare what men had formerly existed and
what men would exist at any future moment ; in one individual he
would cognize all real individuals. My connexion, then, with the
whole of nature is that which determines what I have been, am,
and shall be, and the same spirit would be able, from any possible
moment of my existence, to discover infallibly what I had been
and what I was to become.’ [Trans. by Prof. Adamson, Philosophy
of Kant, p. 2a1.]

9 E. reads ses régles: G. reads ses replis. The latter phrase is used
in the Principles of Nature and of Grace, § 13.

9 Cf. Leibnitiana, Dutens, vol. vi. Part i. p. 332. ‘I admit that
after death we do not at first remember what we were, for this is
neither naturally right nor in accordance with the fitness of things
[ni propre ni bienséant dans la nature). Nevertheless I believe that
whatever has once happened to the soul is eternally imprinted
upon it, although it does not at all times come back to us in
memory ; just as we know a number of things which we do not
always recollect, unless something suggests thcm and makes us
think about them. For who can remember all things? But since
in nature nothing is futile and nothing is lost, but everything
tends to perfection and maturity, each image our soul receives will
ultimately become one [un tout] with the things which are to come,
so that we shall be able to see all as in a mirror and thence to
derive that which we shall find to be more fitted to satisfy us.
‘Whence it follows that the more virtuous we have been and the
more good deeds we have done, the more shall we have of joy and
satisfaction.’
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62. Thus, although each created Monad represents the
wholo universe, it represents more distinctly the body
which specially pertains to it, and of which it is the
antolochy '; and as this body expresses the whole uni-
vorso through the connexion of all matter in the plenum,
tlio woul also represents the whole universe in representing
this body, which belongs to it in a special way. (Théod.
490.)

03. The body belonging to a Monad (which is its
untolochy or its soul) constitutes along with the ente-
leohy what may be called a living being, and along with
the woul what is called an animal'. Now this body of
® living being or of an animal is always organic ; for, as
wvery Monad is, in its own way, a mirror of the universe,
and ns the universe is ruled according to a perfect order,
there must also be order in that which represents it, i. e.
in tho perceptions of the soul, and consequently there
must bo order in the body, through which the universe
in roprosented in the soul ', (Théod. 403.)

" Neo note 32. The entelechy or soul is at once the final cause
of the body and the power which controls it or the force which
autw through it. As dominant Monad, the soul has more clearly
the porooptions which are relatively confused in the Monads
impllod by the body. The soul is thus relatively the perfection of
the body. And similarly, in the soul is to be read the reason
(1. @, tho distinct perception) of what takes place in the body, and
It in thorefore the activity or force of the body. Cf. Introduction
Pari HIf. p. 110, 1

¥ Hoo § 19. Leibniz uses the term living being not as including
all bolngs which have life, but specifically with reference only to
Hione whose dominant Monad is unconscious, while in the animal
(an distinet from the living being) the dominant Monad has con-
solousnows and memory.

"* Thus order and organism are conceived by Leibniz under the
e of an infinite series of elements, each differing from its
Wolghbour to an infinitely small extent. The Monad-series of the
nilverno, oxtending from God t6 the lowest of Monads, is reflected
i the wtructire of the individual organism, extending from the
duminant Monad downwards, and that again is reflected in the
surlow of perceptions within each Monad itself, extending from

s mont distinet perceptions to which it has attained down to the
maal obueure,
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64. ‘Thus the organic body of each living being is a kind
of divine machine or natural automaton, which infinitely
surpasses all artificial automata. For a machine made by
the skill of man ‘is not a machine'” in each of its parts.
For instance, the tooth of a brass wheel has parts or
fragments which for us are not artificial products, and
which do not have the special characteristics of the
machine, for they give no indication of the use for which
the wheel was intended. But the machines of nature,
namely, living bodies, are still machines in their smallest
parts ad infinitum . It is this that constitutes the dif-

13 i, e. not a machine made by man. From another point of view,
as a product of nature, it is (as this section says) a machine in itx
smallest parts, for in reality all bodies are livingbodies. Thus the
words ¢ for us’ in the next sentence of this section were added by
Leibniz in a revision of his original manuscript, evidently in order
to suggest that while the fragments of the wheel are not products
of ¢ human art,” they are yet products of ‘divine art.’

W4 Of. Lethre & M. U'Evique de Meaux (Bossuet) (1692), (Foucher de
Careil, i. 277; Dutens, i. 531). ‘The machines of nature are
machines throughout, however small a part of them we take ; or
rather the least part is itself an infinite world, which even
expresses in its own way all that there is in the rest of the
universe. That passes our imagination, yet we know that it must
be so ; and all that infinitely infinite variety is animated in all its
parts by a constructive (archilectonique] wisdom that is more than
infinite. It may be said that there is Harmony, Geometry, Meta-
physics, and, so to speak, Ethics [morale] everywhere, and (what
is surprising) in one sense each substance acts spontaneously as
independent of all other created things, while in another sense, all
others compel it to adapt itself to them ; so that it may be said
that all nature is full of miracles, but miracles of reason, miracles
which become miracles in virtue of their being rational, in a way
which amazes us. For the reasons of things follow one another in
an infinite succession [s'y pousse & un progrés infini], so that our
mind while it sees that things must be so, cannot follow so as to
comprehend. Formerly people admired nature without in any
way understanding it, and that was supposed to be the right
thing to do. Latterly they have begun to think nature so easy to
understand that they have developed a contempt for it, and some
of the new philosophers even encourage themselves in idleness by
imagining that they know enough about nature already.” See also
Introduction, Part iii. p. 108.
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farence between nature and art, that is to say, between the
divine art and ours'®, (Théod. 134, 146, 194, 403.)

65. And the Author of nature has been able to employ
thin divine and infinitely wonderful power of art, because
sach portion of matter is not only infinitely divisible, as
the ancients observed '™, but is also actually subdivided
without end'”, each part into further parts, of which

% Of. Nicholas of Cusa, Idiolae Libri qualuor, iii. 2, 82a. ‘Humanae
wriea imagines Divinae artis.

% Beo Aristotle, Phys., Z, 9, 239® 5. OP ydp ovyrerar 8 xpdvos éx
by vlv ddiaipbrar, Goncp o8’ dANo péyebos odBév. Cf. Phys., Z, 1, ag1®
18| K, 4 (10 88 peraBdrAov &ray dvéyrn Buperdy elvar) ; De Caclo, T, 1,
098" 33. See also Bayle's Dictionary, article * Zeno,” notes F and G.

W Of. Réponse & la lsttre de M. Foucher (1693), (E. 118 b.; G. i.
418). ‘There is no part of matter which is not, I do not say
divisible, but actually divided; and consequently the smallest

rtlole must be considered as a world filled with an infinity of

IMsrent creatures’ The paradox in such statements as these
Arlaen from the way in which Leibniz speaks of matter as composed
of non-apatial elements, Leibniz regards matter as a mere aggregate
ahd an thorefore not itself a real substance. But he never explains
what he moans by an aggregate of Monads, each of which is non-
Quantitative, Again it may be asked whether a real whole can
sonalnt of an infinite number of real parts? Does not infinite
dlvisibility meap that it is impossible to bring to an end the
spuineration of parts, because the relation of whole to parts is so
Indafinite that we have no means of determining what exactly
is & part? Thus the term ‘infinite’ here means that the process
#f dlvision in one which can never be completed. Consequently
it asamin aolf-contradictory to speak of things as ‘actually sub-
dlvidat without end’ or infinitely. (Cf Kant’s Crifique of Pure
Neaswr, I'list and Second Antinomies. See also Bosanquet’s ZLogic,
vol. b pp. 1792 8qq.) It was Euler, the mathematician, who first
krought thia oriticism against Leibniz, saying that the existence
@l unlts in the shape of Monads implies the finite divisibility of
abter, while Leibniz at the same time maintains its infinite
Aivialhility. (Lettres & une Princesss d’Allemagne (1761), Brewster’s
Frana, vol. Il. pp. 308qq.) Euler's argument is directed mainly
againal the Wolfian adaptation of Leibniz’s position. Leibniz
might reply that matter as infinitely divisible, is a mere pheno-
menon, resulting from an actual infinity of real Monads. But
aven In this explanation the idea of ¢ infinite’ seems to be used in
bwu upponite senses (1) as equivalent to ‘incapable of completion,’
(%) aa aquivalont to ‘absolutely complete.’
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each has some motion of its own ; otherwise it would be
impossible for each portion of matter to express the whole
universe ', (Théod. Prélim., Disc. de la Conform. 70, and

195.)

66. Whence it appears that in the smallest particle of
matter there is a world of creatures, living beings, animals,
entelechies, souls,

647. Each portion of matter may be conceived as like
a garden full of plants and like a pond full of fishes. But
each branch of every plant, each member of every animal,
each drop of its liquid parts is also some such garden or
pond.

68. And though the earth and the air which are between
the plants of the garden, or the water which is between
the fish of the pond, be neither plant nor fish ; yet they
also contain plants and fishes, but mostly so minute as to
be imperceptible to us'®.

’

18 The ¢portions of matter,” of which Leibniz here speaks, are
ultimately Monads, each of which must ideally contain the whole
universe. The Monads are infinite in number, and each, as it
ideally contains all, must therefore contain an infinity of ¢ parts.’
Or the argument which Leibniz implies may be otherwise put
thus : If the ‘portions of matter’ are not actually subdivided
without end, there must be ultimate undivided atoms. But such
atoms necessarily imply a void ; they are inconsistent with a plenum.
And unless there is a plenum it is impossible for each portion of
matter to ‘express’ or be affected by all the rest.

1% Teibniz had a deep interest in the remarkable development
of microscopic investigation, which took place during his lifetime.
He frequently refers to the work of Leuwenhoek, the discoverer of
spermatozoa, Swammerdam, the entomologist, and Malpighi, who,
among many other works, made a microscopic study of the physio-
logy of animals and plants. In a Meditation sur la notion communs de
w Justice (Mollat, p. 66), Leibniz says: ‘It is very necessary to
advance our microscopical knowledge. Scarce ten men in the world
are earnestly devoted to it; and though there were a hundred
thousand, they would not be too many for the discovery of the
important wonders of this new world which is the inside of the
world we know and which is capable of making our knowledge
a hundred thousand times as extensive as it is. For this reason
I have often wished that great princes might be led to make
arrangements for this and to support people who would devote
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#9. Thus thereis nothing fallow, nothing sterile, nothing
dead In the universe, no chaos, no confusion save in
Appearance ''°, somewhat as it might appear to be in apond
#b a distance, in which one would see a confused move-
ment and, as it were, a swarming of fish in the pond,
without separately distinguishing the fish themselves,
(YAdod. Préf. (E. 475 b; 477 b; G. vi. 40, 44].)

70. Hence it appears that each living body has a domi-
Bant entelechy, which in an animal is the soul ; but the
moembers of this living body are full of other living beings,
plants, animals, each of which has also its dominant
#htelechy or soul .,

Hismnolvon to it The view of Leibniz also suggests the cell-
Ilisury of modern physiology ; but the analogy must not be pushed
{ui fay. However numerous, for instance, may be the cells in any
{tion of an organism, they are not, like Leibniz’s ‘portions of
Whtler,’ infinitely subdivided in their turn. In fact, the cell-
Lhsury has in many ways a closer relation to the mechanical view
ol Wiinge than to the position of Leibniz. See Sandeman, Problems

W glhv. pp. 53 894
Of. Kpisola ad Bernoullium (1699) (G. Math. iii. 565) : ‘God, out
Wl the Infinite number of possible things, chooses by His wisdom
b whioh Is most fitting. But it is evident that if there were
4 $asuum (and similarly if there were atoms) there would remain
#letiin and fallow places, in which, nevertheless, without prejudice
r #ny other things, something might have been produced. But
8 ned consistent with wisdom that such places should remain.
sl 3 think that. there is nothing sterile and fallow in nature,
Ahigh many things appear to us to be so.’
¢ Iles Introduction, Part iii. p. 111, May not the whole world,
, b# donoelved as one body, whose dominant soul is God, the
windl of Monads?
tAll are but parts of one stupendous whole,
Whose body nature is and God the soul.’
Pope, Essay on Man, Epistle i, 267.

ol Leibnin maintains that God has no body, Cf. Monadology, § 72.

'hi difisulty Is n fundamental one. Leibniz repeatedly disclaims
e doatrine of » ‘world-soul,’ if it is understood as in any way
sesbiuying the Indopendence of individual souls. ¢Although a soul
Wins havs a hody composed of parts, each of which has a soul of its
S04, tha moul or form of the whole is not composed of the souls
W Buvans of the parts.’  Lettre & Arnauld (1687) (G. ii. 100).
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71. But it must not be imagined, as has been done by
some who have misunderstood my thought, that each soul
has a quantity or portion of matter belonging exclusively
to itself or attached to it for ever'? and that it conse-
quently owns other inferior living beings, which are
devoted for ever to its service. For all bodies are in a
perpetual flux like rivers ', and parts are entering into
them and passing out of them continually.

72. Thus the soul changes its body only by degrees,
little by little, so that it is never all at once deprived of
all its organs; and there is often metamorphosis in
animals, but never metempsychosis or transmigration of
souls ; nor are there souls entirely separate [from

"2 The misunderstanding probably arose from a confusion -of
materia prima, the passive element in the individual created Monad,
which is inseparable from the active or soul element, with materia
secunda, the changing body of a compound substance, which is
phenomenal and not perfectly real, although it is founded upon
reality. Cf. Introduction, Part. iii. pp. 95 sqq.

413 The phrase is as old as Heraclitus, who, according to Plato,
‘likened things to the flowing of a river,’ Cratylus, 402 A. Cf,
Aristotle, Metaph., A, 6, 987 32. See also Burnet, Early Greek Philo-
sophy, p. 149. .

114 While soul and body are quite distinet from one another,
their union is of the closest possible kind. Changes in the one
correspond to changes in the other. But as the perceptions of the
soul are clearer and more distinet than those of the body, the
changes in the soul cause or explain the changes in the body.
Transmigration of souls is inconsistent with this, because it means
that the body remains the same, though the soul is changed.
Accordingly, in Leibniz's view, the identity of amny individual
substance means ‘the preservation of the same soul.” Nouveaus
Essais, bk. ii. ch. 27, § 6. (E. 378 b; G. v. 216.) He argues against
Locke that identity is not fixed by time and place, and that the
identity of plant, animal, and man does not consist in the possession
of the same organic body. Thus, according to Leibniz, every soul
or entelechy, whether conscious or not, has what he calls ‘real and
physieal identity® (i.e. not a derived identity, but an identity
belonging to its own nature, ¢vois), and is, in virtue of this, ime
perishable (incessable), while the self-conscious soul has in addition
a ‘peérsonal’ or ‘moral’ identity, in virtue of which it is immortal.
Neither continued consciousness nor meinory is essential to the
maintenance of this ‘ moral * identity. ¢If I were to forget all the
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bedles) nor unembodied spirits [génies sams corps]. God

alone Is completely without body . (Théod. 9o, 124.)
78 It also follows from this that there never is absolute
birth | génération] nor complete death, in the strict sense,
@ohalsting in the separation of the soul from the body.
What wo call births [générations) are developments and
the, while what we call deaths are envelopments and

inutions.
94. Philosophers have been much perplexed about the
orlgin of forms ', entelechies, or souls; but nowadays

i, if 1 had even to be taught anew my own name and how to
1ol and write, I could always learn from other people my life in
St inur times, just as I should still retain my rights, so that it would
#ul be nucensary to divide me into two people and to make me my
wwii helr, No more is required to maintain the moral identity, which
sutisbiluton the same person’ (loc. cit., § 9; E. 280 b; G. v. 219).
' Al llmmaterial being or a mind [esprit] cannot be deprived of all

piion of its past existence. It retains impressions of all that
furmurly happened to it; but these feelings are usually too
il so he arpable of being distinguished and of being consciously
ivsid, although they may perhaps be developed some day.

14 sontinuing and connexion of perceptions makes the being really

same indlvidual, but apperceptions—that is to say, when one is
Sulisnloun [o'aperpoit] of past feelings—prove also a moral identity

make the real identity apparent’ (loc. cit, § 14; E. 281 b;
:‘h 8es). Of. New Essays, Introduction, p. 373 ,

M1 A suul without body (in the sense of materia secunda) would be
& sl without any relation to other Monads. For a compound

lslnnen (1. o, soul and body) consists ultimately in the relation

» dominant Monad to subordinate Monads. ¢Creatures free or

from mattor would at the same time be separated from the
Wiivsisnl aonnexion of things, and, as it were, deserters from the
+al order.’ Considérations sur les Principes de Vie (1705) (E. 432 b ;
¥l §48), Agnin,a soul without body (in the sense of materia prima)
wunlil be a Monad without passivity or confused perception, i. e. it
wiiilil b mofus purus or God. Kirchmann (Eridulerungen zu Leibnis’
+1hn) dismissen Leibniz's statement as ¢ a mere assertion, which
i dues not necessarily follow from Leibniz’s own principles.’
AiMenity is the same as that mentioned in note 111,
1% Phe form Is the life or vital principle in any organic being,
Lodive & Arnauld (1687) (G. ii. 116): ‘I proceed to the question
#orms or souls, which T hold to be indivisible and indestructible.
ohiden (of whom Plato speaks with veneration), as well as
maintained that there is no generation nor corruption
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it has become known, through careful studies of plants,
insects, and animals, that the organic bodies of nature are
never produets of chaos or putrefaction, but always come
from seeds, in which there was undoubtedly some pre-
Jormation'"; and it is held that not only the organic

except in appearance: Aristotle mentions this (De Caelo, bk. iii.
ch. a.). And the author of the Ds Digela, bk. i. (which is attributhd
to Hippocrates), expressly says that an animal cannot be engendered
absolutely [tout de nouveau] nor completely [tout & fait] destroyed.
Alber_tus Magnus and John Bacon seem to have thought that sub-
stantial forms were already hidden in matter from the beginning
of time. Fernel makes them descend from heaven, to say nothing
of those who regard them as taken off from the soul of the world.
"I‘hey have all seen a part of the truth ; but they have not developed
1?. Several have believed in transmigration, others in the traduc-
tion of souls’ [i.e. in the soul of the offspring being as it were
begotten of the soul of the parent) ¢instead of transmigration and
th? transformation of an animal already formed. dthers, not
being able to explain otherwise the origin of forms, have admitted
that .they begin in :a real creation, but while I allow that this
creation takes place in time only in respect of the rational soul,
al}d hold that all forms which do not think were created élong
with the world, they believe that this creation takes place every
day when the smallest worm is begotten.” Cf. New System, notes
43 and 44.

i ‘ The living [anémeée] and organic seed is as old as the world.’
Lfters @ la Reine Sophie Charlotte (G. vi. 517)%. Immediately before the
time of Leibniz, the origin of life in the individual plant, animal,
or man was explained either by a theory of traduction or by
a theory of eduction. According to the theory of traduection, the
:form " of the offspring comes from the parental ‘form’ or ‘forms’
in the same way as the body of the offspring comes from the parental
body or bodies, According to the theory of eduction, on the other
hand, life comes from inorganic matter, from ‘chaos or putrefaction.’
Edi'.mtion thus corresponds to what we now eall ¢ spontaneous gene-
mtllon.’ According to the theory of preformation, adopted by
Le-lbniz, the germ contains in miniature the whole plant or animal
point for point, and accordingly the ‘form ' of the plant or nnimai
exists in the spermatozoon in a contracted or ‘enveloped’ state, and
it has existed since the beginning of time. For, as we have seen
(§ 65), there is no limit to the smallness of things, and even a sper-
mn‘tozoon may contain an indefinite number of other living beings.
';[‘h:s theory of preformation, which was based on the mieroscopic
investigations of Malpighi and Leuwenhoek, has now been entirely
abandoned, as the result of more thorough observations. Cf. Sande-
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body was already there before conception, but also a soul
in this body, and, in short, the animal itself; and that by
means of conception this animal has merely been prepared
for the great transformation involved in its becoming an
animal of another kind. Something like this is indeed
seen apart from birth [génération), as when worms become
flies and caterpillars become butterflies. (T'héod. 86, 89.
Préf. [E. 475b; G. vi. 408q4.]; 99, 187, 188, 403, 86, 397.)

75. The animals, of which some are raised by means of
conception to the rank of larger animals, may be called
spermatic, but those among them which are not so raised
but remain in their own kind (that is, the majority) are
born, multiply, and are destroyed ' like the large animals,
and it is only a few chosen ones [¢lus] that pass to a greater

theatre.
76. But this is only half of the truth '*, and accordingly

man, Problems of Biology, p. 92. While rejecting traduction in its
ordinary form, Leibniz recognizes its affinity to his own view, which
he describes as ‘a kind of traduction, more satisfactory [traitable]
than that which is commonly taught.’ Théodicée, § 397 (E. 618 b;
G. vi. 352).

ug According to Leibniz, they are mot entirely, but only ap-
parently destroyed. The statement is made in the form in which
scientific observers of Leibniz’s time would have put it, and it is
subject to the qualification made in § 76. Leibniz's point is that,
just as there is a visible world of larger organisms, so there is
a mieroscopic world of spermatozos, undergoing in miniature all
the changes which take place in the larger visible world. The
larger organisms of the visible world are certain elect members of
the spermatic-world which, by means of conception,” have been
enabled to grow from microscopic minuteness to visibility,

118 The scientific observers have only stated half of the truth;
but Leibniz thinks that they would have no objection to the other
half. ‘I think that if this opinion had occurred to them, they
would not have found it absurd, and there is nothing more natural
than to believe that what does not begin does not perish.” Lettre &
Arnadd (1687) (G. ii. 123). Of. Plato, Phaedrus, 245 D : "Enadi 5
dybmrév tam, wal ABidpfopoy abrd dvéykn elvar, Leibniz elsewhere
speaks of the view of Plato ‘ that the object of wisdom is Td Byros
&vra, that is, simple substances, which are called by me’ [Leibniz]
 Monads, and which once existing always continue to exist, wpiiTa
dexrikd s (whs, that is, God and souls, and of these the chief are
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T hold that if an animal never comes into being by natural
means [naturellement), no more does it come to an end by
natural means ; and that not only will there be no birth
| génération], but also no complete destruction or death in
the strict sense ”°. And these reasonings, made a posterior:
and drawn from experience are in perfect agreement with
my principles deduced a priori, as above **'. (Théod. go.)

4. Thus it may be said that not only the soul (mirror
of an indestructible universe) is indestructible, but also
the animal itself '*, though its mechanism [machine] may
often perish in part and take off or put on an organic
slough [des dépouilles organiques].

78. These principles have given me a way of explaining
naturally " the union or rather the mutual agreement
[conformité] of the soul and the organic body. The soul
follows its own laws, and the body likewise follows its
own laws ; and they agree with each other in virtue of

minds, images of the Deity, prt;dueed by God.” Epistola ad Hanschium
(If7oP'i)t(E. ;34@5 b). hThis last passage involves a misunderstanding
o ato’s 18éa:, which are universals, not Monads. D i
calls his atoms 78 &. ] ; o
120 ¢ There is always going on in the animal what goes on in it at
the. present moment ; that is, its body is in a continual change, like
a river; ?nd what we call generation or death is onlya greater and
more 'rapld change than usual, such as would be the leap or cataract
of a river. Bu.t these leaps are not absolute and such as I have
refused to admit, as would be that of a body which should go from
one place to another without going through intervening places
[s(::lls passer par le miliew)." Letire & Remond (1715) (E. 724 a; G. iii. 635).
Monado.log'.y, '§§ 3, 4, and 5. This endeavour to show the agree-
mentlof a priori .thh a posteriori conelusions is specially characteristic
of-Lelbmz. It illustrates his belief in the harmony of the physical
;;ntl; the metaphysical, the mechanical with the dynamical or
nal.
y a2 Bec.ause the soul must always have a body of some kind, which
itself ultimately coneists of imperishable Monads. Animals, how-
ever, are not immortal. Immortality belongs only t i
or self-conscious Monads. ¥ oot rll 4 Frid
133 ¢ As a snake casts its old skin.” Lettre & la Pri ;
G & la Princesse Sophie (1696)
13 That is, in contrast to the Occasionalist th whi
i t is, in eory, which accord-
ing to Leibniz implies an endless series of miraele? i ok
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the pre-established harmony between all substances, since
they are all representations of one and the same uni-
verse ', (Préf. [E. 475 a; G. vi. 39]; Theéod. 340, 352,

353, 358.)
79. Souls act according to the laws of final causes

through appetitions, ends, and means. Bodies act
according to the laws of efficient causes or motions. And
the two realms, that of efficient causes and that of final
causes, are in harmony with one another 2ty

R0. Descartes recognized that souls cannot impart any
force to bodies, because there is always the same quantity

135 That is to say, the problem of the connexion between soul and
body is a special case of the wider problem as to the relation of
any one simple substance or Monad to another.

126 They are in harmony, because ultimately the one is reducible
to the other. When it is said that ¢souls act,” what is meant is
that they pass from one perception to another, i. e. that they have
appetition. When it is said that ‘bodies act,” what is meant is
that they change their state or their relation to other bodies, i. e.
that they have motion. What we call the ¢ state’ of a body and its
¢ pelations to other bodies’ ought in strictness to be ecalled the
(unconscious) perceptions of the Monads which constitute the body.
And similarly, the ‘motion’ of the body is really the (uncon:cious)
appetition of its constituent Monads. Thus the difference between
officiont and final causes, like that between the unconscious and
the conseious, is merely a differenceo of degree. Cf. Principles of
Nature and of Grace, § 11. Froma psychological point of view,
Leibniz describes the parallelism of soul and body thus : ‘I have
carefully examined this matter and I have shown that there are
really in the soul some materials of thought or objects of the
understanding, which the external senses do not supply, namely,
the soul itself and its functions (nihil est in intellectn quod non fuerit in
sensu, nisi ipse intelloctus) . . . but I find nevertheless, that there is
never an abstract thought which is not accompanied by some
material images or marks [traces), and 1 have made out a perfect
parallelism between what passes in the soul and what takes place
in matter, having shown that the soul, with its functions, is some-
thing distinet from matter but yet is always accompanied by
material organs, and also that the functions of the soul are always
accompanied by functions of its organs, which must correspond to
them, and that this is and always will be reciprocal.” Considérations
wur la Doclrine d’un Esprit Universel unique (1702) (E. 180 a; G. vi.
533).

S
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of force in matter. Nevertheless he was of opinion that
the soul could change the direction of bodies. But that
is because in his time it was not known that there is
a law of nature which affirms also the conservation of the
same total direction in matter . Had Descartes noticed
this he would have éome upon my system of pre-estab-
lished harmony '®, (Préf.[E. 477 a; G. vi. 44]; Théod.
22, 59, 60, 61, 63, 66, 345, 346 5qd., 354, 355-)

81. According to this system bodies act as if (to
suppose the impossible) there were no souls, and souls
act as if there were no bodies, and both act as if each

influenced the other '#,

W See Introduction, Part iii. p. 8. Descartes ‘ believed he had
found a law of nature, to the effect that the same quantity of
motion is conserved in bodies. He did not think it possible for
the influence of the soul to break this law of bodies ; but he thought
that the soul might nevertheless have the power of changing the
direction of the motions which take place in the body; somewhat
as a horseman, although he does not give any force to the horse he
rides, nevertheless guides it by directing its force in the way that
he thinks right. As this is done by means of bridle, bit, spurs,
and other material aids, we see how it can take place; but there
are no instruments which the soul could employ for this purpose
—nothing in soul or in body, that is to say, in thought or in mass,
which could serve to explain this change of one by the other.’
Théodicée, § 60 (E. 519 b; G. vi. 135).

12 That is to say, Descartes would have seen that neither soul
nor body has any influence whatever upon the other, and that they
must therefore be regarded as acting merely in harmony.

19 ¢ A]] that ambition or any other passion brings to pass in the
soul of Caesar is also represented in his body, and all the motions
of these passions come from the impressions of objects combined
with internal motions. And the body is so constituted that the
soul never makes any resolution without the motions of the body
agreeing with it. This applies even to the most abstract reasonings,
hecause of the characters which represent them to the imagination.
In a word, everything takes place in bodies, as regards the par-
ticular series [détail] of their phenomena, as if the evil doctrine of
those who, like Epicurus and Hobbes, believe that the soul is
material, were true; or as if man himself were only a body or an
automaton. . . . Those who show-the Cartesians that their way of
proving that the lower animals are only automata amounts to
justifying him who should say that all men, except himself, are
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82. As rogards minds [esprits] or rational souls, though
I.find th.at what I have just been saying is true of all
living -bemgs and animals (namely that animals and souls
come into being when the world begins and no more
come-to. an end than the world does), yet there is this
pet':ulla.nty in rational animals, that their spermatic
animaleules, so long as they are only spermatic, have
merely ordinary or sensuous [sensitive] souls; but when
those which are chosen [¢lus], so to speak, attain to human
nature? through an actual conception, their sensuous souls
are raised to the rank of reason and to the prerogative of
minds [esprits '],  (Theod. 91, 397.)

also mere automata, have said exactly what I need for that half of
my 'hypot‘hesis which concerns body. But, apart from the prin-
ciples which make it certain that there are Monads, of which com-
pound 3uh:{tanm are only the results, the Epicurean doctrine is
t\afute_d by inner experience, by our consciousness of the Ego which
conscmusl?' perceives the things which take place in the body ; and
as perception cannot be explained by figures and motions, the ]other
half of my hypothesis is established, and we are obliged to recognize
that thenf is in us an indivisible substance, which must be itself th‘u
;ource of its phe.non-{ena. Consequently, according to this second
alf of my hypothesis, everything takes place in the soul as if there
were no body ; just as, according to the first half, everything takes
place in !:he body as if there were no soul. . . . Whatever of guoci
there is in the hypotheses of Epicurus and of Plato, of the greatest
Matar}ahs‘rts and the greatest Idealists, is combined here.” Reéponse
mci Rqﬂe._nom de Bayle (1702) (E. 185 ; G. iv. 559). '
0 Th:s_ elevation of the merely sensuous soul to the rank of
reason might, says Leibniz, ‘be attributed to the extmm'diﬁnry
operation of God." But he ‘prefers to dispense with miracle in the
E;enemtlon of man as in that of the other animals,” and says that
among the great number of souls and animals (or at least living
organie bodies) which are in the seed, only those souls which are
destx’ned some dny to attain to human nature contain in germ
enveloppent | the 1 which will some day appear in them, and
tl_lat only the organie bodies of these souls are preformed and’ pre-
clmposet_:] to h}ke the human form some day, the other animaleules
or aerf:anal living beings, in which nothing of this kind is pre-
aatablwhed,_baing essentially different from them and containing
only what is lower." Théodicée, § 397 (E. 618 & ; G. vi. 352). This
quautl_on ?f _\‘.he relation of rational to sub-rational souls is treated
by Leibniz in & very unsatisfactory way. If we follow out Leibniz's
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83. Among other differences which exist between
»ordinary souls and minds [esprits], some of which
differences 1 have already noted'!, there is also this:
that souls in general are living mirrors or images of the
universe of created things, but that minds are also images
of the Deity or Author of nature Himself, capable of
knowing the system of the universe ', and to some
extent of imitating it through architectonic ensamples
| échantillons ™), each mind being like a small divinity in
its own sphere. (Théod. 147.)

84. It is this that enables spirits [or minds—esprits] to
enter into a kind of fellowship with God, and brings it
ahout that in relation to them He is not only what an
inventor is to his machine (which is the relation of God
to other created things), but also what a prince is to his
subjects, and, indeed, what a father is to his children .

main principles, it ought to be impossible to draw a sharp line
between these two classes of souls. Yet, while not regarding as
absolute the distinction between the rational and the merely sen-
suous, Leibniz is afraid of minimizing this distinction and of thus
putting in jeopardy the pre-eminence of man and the immortality
of the soul. In the draft of a letter to Arnauld (1686) he speaks of
this question as ‘a special point [une particularité] about which
1 have not light enough’ (G. ii. 73). Cf. Introduction, Part iii,
p. 116. i

* §§ 19-30.

132 (The difference between intelligent substances and those which
are not so, is as great as the difference there is between a mirror
and him who looks therein.” Paper without a title (1686) (&, iv.
460).

133 That is, subsidiary creations or imitative constructions. Man
can not merely express in himself the ‘machine’ of the universe,
but he can also make for himself small ¢ machines,’ constructed on
similar principles. Cf. § 64; also Principles of Nature and of Grace,
§ 14. An dpxirérrev is literally a ¢ master of works.”

13+ {Concerning the human soul I dare not assert anything as to
its origin nor as to its state after death, because raticnal or intelli-
gent souls, such as ours is, having been so fashioned that they have
a peculiar relation to the image of God, are governed by very dif-
ferent laws from those to which souls without understanding are
subject.” Epistola ad Bernoullium (1699) (G. Math. iii. 565). *Spirits
[esprits] alone are made in His image, and are, as it were, of His
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85. Whence it is easy to conclude that the totality
[ assemblage] of all spirits [esprits] must compose the City
of God ', that is to say, the most perfect State that is
possible, under the most perfect of Monarchs. (Zhéod.
146 ; Abrégé, Object. 2.)

86. This City of God, this truly universal monarchy,
is a moral world in the natural world, and is the most
exalted and most divine among the works of God '*¢; and
it is in it that the glory of God really consists, for He
would have no glory were not His greatness and His
goodness known and admired by spirits [esprits™]. Tt is

race or like children of the house, since they alone can serve Him
freely and act with knowledge, in imitation of the Divine nature :
one single spirit [esprit] is worth a whole world, since it not only
expresses the world but also knows it and governs itself in the
world [’y gouverne] after the manner of God.” Paper without title
(1686) (G. iv. 461).

135 The reference is to the civitas Dei of St. Augustine; but the
difference of meaning is very great. St. Augustine's civitas Dei is
the Christian Church as opposed to the civitas terrenn or earthly
state. Leibniz’'s City of God, on the other hand, is not set in
opposition to an earthly state, but is the moral order of the
universe, as distinct from its natural order. The City of God,
according to Leibniz, includes not Christians alone, but all men.

1% Cf. Fichte, Darstellung der Wissenschaftslehre (Werke, ii. 35):
‘The ground of the universe is.. . spirit itself. .. a kingdom of
spirits and absolutely nothing else.” Also Werke, v. 188: ‘It is
in no way doubtful, or rather it is the most certain of all things,
and indeed the foundation of all certitude, the solc absolutely
indisputable objective reality, that there is a moral order in the
universe ; that each rational individual has his definite place in
this universal order, a place indicated by his special work; that
each of the accidents of his existenee, in so far as it does not
result from his personal conduct, is a consequence of this general
plan; that, oxcept in conformity with this plan, not a hair can
fall from his head, any more than a sparrow from its roof ; that
every truly good action succeeds, every bad action fails; and
that all things necessarily work for the greatest good of those whe
only rightly love the good.’ See Introduction, Part iv. p. 180
note.

137 Cf. Nicholas of Cusa, Cribratio Alchoran, 16: ‘God cronted
all things for the manifestation of Iis glory ; an unknown king is
wanting in honour and in beneficence.” Cf. also Excilationes et
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also in relation to this divine City that God specially
has goodness™®, while His wisdom and His power are
manifested everywhere. (Théod. 146 ; Abrégé, Object. 2.)

87. As we have shown above that there is a perfect
harmony between the two realms in nature, one of efficient,
and the other of final causes, we should here notice also
another harmony between the physical realm of nature
and the moral realm of grace '™, that is to say, between
God, considered as Architect of the mechanism [machine]
of the universe and God considered as Monarch of the
divine City of spirits [esprits). (Théod. 62, 74, 118, 248,
112, 130, 247.)

Sermonibus, vi. 112a: ‘God desired to manifest the riches of His
glory, and on this account He created the rational or intellectual
creature, that He might manifest to him the riches of His glory ;
for this creature alone can perceive the glory of God with in-
tellectual appreciation [intellectuali gusti]; but these riches [of the
glory of God] are eternal life.” ¢God wishes to be known, and
hence on this account all things are’ (lc. cif., 104 a). Cf. also
Schiller’s ¢Freundlos war der grosse Weltenmeister,” &e. (Die
Freundschaft).

1 Because moral distinctions and moral qualities belong specially
to the moral order, i. e. to the society of rational souls.

1% The question of the relation between the realm of mnature
and that of grace is, in one form or another, perennial. Leibniz
seeks to apply the principles of his philesophy in a reconeiling
spirit to the seventeenth-century discussion of the question in its
theological form. The harmony, of which Leibniz speaks, must
not be taken as meaning (like the harmony between the Monads)
that the two realms of nature and of grace are entirely exclusive
of one another. The realm of final causes, for instance, does not
belong entirely to nature: the realm of grace is the realm of
final causes in its highest form. The relation between nature
and grace is analogous to that between body and soul. Just as
body, considered as an aggregate, is merely phenomenal and there-
fore quite distinet from soul or real substance, while yet it is
a ph bens fundatum and its reality is that of its component
Monads or souls; so nature, considered as subject to the law of
efficient causes, is quite distinet from grace, while yet, since
efficient causes, even in nature itself, derive their meaning and
force from final causes, nature finds its perfection in grace,
which is the highest expression of final cause. §§ 88 and 89
illustrate this. Of. Principles of Nature and of Grace, § 15.
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88. A result of this harmony is that things lead to
grace by the very ways of nature, and that this globe,
for instance, must be destroyed and renewed by natural
means at the very time when the government of spirits
requires it, for the punishment of some and the reward of
others. (Théod. 18 sqq., 110, 244, 245, 340.)

89. It may also be said that God as Architect satisfies
in all respects God as Lawgiver !, and thus that sins
must bear their penalty with them, through the order of
nature, and even in virtue of the mechanical structure (.>f
things ; and similarly that noble actions will attain their
rewards by ways which, on the bodily side, are mechanical,
although this cannot and ought not always to happen
immediately ‘.

go. Finally, under this perfect government no good
action would be unrewarded and no bad one unpunished,
and all should issue in the well-being of the good, that is
to say, of those who are not malcontents in this great
state, but who trust in Providence, after having done
their duty, and who love and imitate, as is meet, the
Author of all good, finding pleasure in the contemplation
of His perfections, as is the way of genuine ‘ pure love %’

1 That is to say, the world is built on a plan which perfectly
harmonizes with the moral government of its inhabitants.

¥t Leibniz regards sin as seeking one’s own good in an imperfect,
unenlightened way, without regard to the moral law or order,
which is the only way of securing the highest possible good of all
and of each. Thus sin brings punishment as inevitably as neglect
or defiance of natural laws brings disease and pain. But owing to
the harmony (above explained) between spirit and body, the moral
and the natural worlds, the punishment of sin is not merely
gpiritual : the bedily or natural has a share in it. Similgr{y
virtue has its reward, both spiritual and natural, because it is
enlightened action in accordance with the ultimate law of the
whole universe, the principle of the highest good. [

12 That is to say, disinterested love, as distinct from mterest.;ed
or selfish love. One of the great subjects of theological dim:usslou
in the seventeenth century was the question whether there is such
a thing as purely disinterested love. About this a long pamphlet
controversy (lasting from 1694 to 1699) took place between Bossuet



270 THE MONADOLOGY

which takes pleasure in the happiness of the beloved.
This it is which leads wise and virtuous people to devote
their energies to everything which appears in harmony
with the presumptive or antecedent will of God, and yet
makes them content with what God actually brings to
pass by His secret, consequent and positive [décisive]
will ", recognizing that if we could sufficiently under-

and Fénelon. Fénelon (partly in defence of Mme. Guyon) main-
tained the possibility of a disinterested love of God, that is, a love
which has no regard to rewards and punishments. Ultimately,
however, Pope Innocent XIT condemned the views of Fénelon, at
the samo time censuring the controversial methods of Bossuet.
The view of Leibniz is more fully given in his Preface, On the
Notivns of Right and Justice (1693), p. 285 ; cf. Butler, Sermons xi,
xiii, and xiv,

¥ The distinction between the antecedent and the consequént
will of God is duc to Thomas Aquinas, He says: *This dis-
tinction is not founded upon the Divine will itself, for in it there
is ncither before nor after; but it is founded upon the objects of
His will. . . . A thing may be considered either in itself, absolutoly,
or with some particular circumstance, which forms a subsequent,
consideration. For instance it is good in itself that man should
live and bad that he should be killed, considering the matter
absolutely ; but if we add, with regard to some particular man
that he is a murderer or that his living is a source of danger t(;
a large number of people, in this ease it will be good that the man
should be killed, and bad that he should live. Accordingly it may
be said that a judge wills with an antecedent will that every man
should continue to live, but wills with a consequent will that
a murdaercr should be hanged.” Summa Theol. i. Qu. 19, Art. 6 ad
primum. Cf. De Veritufe, Qu. 23, Art. 2. Leibniz brings this into
relation with his own hypothesis regarding the region of possible
things and the actual, existing world. *In a general sense it may
be said that will consists in the inelination to do something in
proportion to the good it contains, This will is called antecsdent,
when it is separate [difachde] and has regard to each good by itself,
in so far as it is good, In this sense it may be said that God tends
to all good in so far as it is good, ad perfectionem simpliciter simplicem,
in Scholastic language, and that by an antecedent will. Mo has,;
an earnest inclination to sanctify and save all men, to do away
with sin and to prevent damnation. It mayeven be said that this
will is efficacious in itself (per se), that is to say, so that the cffect
would follow, were there not some stronger reason which prevents
it ; for this will does not go to the extreme of effort (ad summum
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stand the order of the universe, we should find that it
exceeds all the desires of the wisest men, and that it is
impossible to make it better than it is™*, not only as a
whole and in general but also for ourselves in particular,
if we are attached, as we ought to be, to the Author of
all, not only as to the architect and efficient cause of our
being, but as to our master and to the final cause, which
ought to be the whole aim of our will, and which can
alone make our happiness. (Théod. 134, 278. Préf. [E.
469 ; G. vi. 27, 28].)

conatum), otherwise it would never fail to produce its full effect,
sinee God is master of all things. Complete and infallible success
belongs only to consequent will, as it is called. It is complete, and
this rule applies to it, namely, that we never fail to do what we
will, when we can. Now this consequent, final and decisive will
results from the contlict of all the antecedent volitions [ wills’ |,
hoth those which tend towards good and those which oppose evil,
and it is from the concurrence of all these partienlar volitions
that the total volition comes: as in mechanics the composite
motion is the result of all the tendencies which concur in one and
the same movable body, and equally satisfies cach of them so far
as it is possible to do so at once. . .. In this sense it may be said
that antecedent will [volition] is in a way efficacious and even
effective and successful. From this it follows that God wills
antecedently the good, and consequently the best.’ Théodicée, §§ 22 and
23 (E. 510b; G. vi. 115, 116). God anfecedently wills the absolute
good of all beings; but He consequently wills the greatest good of
each that is possible, considering the essential limitations of their
natures and their relations to one another in the system of things.
This greatest possible good is thus compatible with a certain amount
of evil.

Xt This is not to be taken as meaning that it is impossible to
make the world better than it is at this or any particular moment of
time. Leibniz is speaking of the world as a system including all
time, and accordingly he does not excludo progress in time.
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APPENDIX F.

THE DISCUSSION BETWEEN LEIBNIZ AND BAYLE REGARDING
THE MULTIPLICITY IN THE MONAD.

Tue ‘difficulty’ regarding the possibility of a multiplicity in
the Monad, to which Leibniz refers in § 16 of the Monadology,
is variously expressed by Bayle in his Dictionary (article ‘Rora-
rius’). He says: ‘As Leibniz with much reason supposes that
all souls are simple and indivisible, it is impossible to under-
stand how they can be likened to a clock’ [see Third explana-
tion of the New System, and Introduction, Part ii. p. 45], ‘ that is
to say, how by their original constitution they can, diversify
their operations, by means of the spontaneous activity they
receive from their Creator. We conceive clearly that a gimple
being will always act uniformly, if no extraneous cause inter-
feres with it. If it were composed of several pieces, like
a machine, it would act in divers ways, because the special
activity of each piece might change at any moment the course
of the activity of the others; but in an independent simple
substance [substance unique]; where will you find the cause of
any variety in its operation ?' Leibniz's answer to this appears
in the Réponse aux Réflexions de Bayle; see Monadology, note 20;
cf. Lettre a Basnage (1698) (E. 153a; G. iv. 522): ‘I compared
the soul to a clock, only as regards the regulated precision of
its changes. This is but imperfect in the best of clocks, but it
ig perfect in the works of God. And the soul may be said to be
an immaterial automaton of the very best kind, When it is
said that a simple being will always act uniformly, a distinction
must be rwade : if acting uniformly means constantly following
the same law of order or varying succession [continuation], as in
a certain order or series of numbers, I admit that of itself every
simple being, and even every compound being, acts uniformly ;
but if uniformiy means exactly in the same way [semblablement],
I do not admit it, . ., ., The soul, though it is perfectly simple,
has always a feeling [sentiment] composed of several perceptions
at once ; and this is as much to our purpose as if it were com-
posed of pieces, like a machine, Foreach preceding perception
influences those which follow, according to a law which there
1s In perceptions as in motions’ Bayle allows that Leibniz's
view contains the promise of a theory which will solve all diffi-

APPENDIX F 273

culties ; but he still feels dissatiefied as to the power of a simple
substance, like the soul of man, to develop spontaneously all
the variety of thought, &c. It has not ‘the necessary instru-
ments’ for doing this. ¢ Let us freely imagine an animal created
by God and intended to sing incessantly. Itwill alwayssing, that
is indubitable ; but if God assigns to it a certain piece of music
to sing {une certaine tablature], He must necessarily either place
this before its eyes, or imprint it on its memory, or give it an
arrangement of muscles which, in accordance with the laws of
mechanics, shall make one note follow another exactly according
to their order in the musical score [tablature]. Otherwise it is
inconceivable that the animal should ever be able to conform
to the whole succession of motes indicated by God. Let us
apply this to the soul of man. M. Leibniz thinks that it has
received not only the faculty of continually supplying itself
with thoughts, but also the faculty of always following a certain
order in its thoughts, corresponding to the continual changes
of the bodily mechanism. This order of thoughts is like the
musical score assigned to the animal musician of which we have
been speaking. In order that the soul may from moment to
moment change its perceptions or its modifications in accord-
ance with the “score” of thoughts; must not the soul know the
succession of the notes and actually think of it? Now expe-
rience shows us that it does nothing of the kind. And, failing
this knowledge, must there not at least be in the soul a succession
of special instruments which might each be a necessary cause
of this orthat particular thought ? Must not these instruments
be so situated that one acts upon another, in exact accord with
the pre-established correspondence between the changes of the
bodily mechanism and the thoughts of the soul? Now it is
quite certain that no immaterial, simple and indivisible sub-
stance can be composed of this countless multitude of special
instruments placed one before another in the order required by
the “score " in question. Accordingly it is impossible for the
human soul to carry out this law.’ (This illustration of Bayle’s
may be compared with Leibniz's simile of the choirs, see Intro-
duction, Part ii. p. 47. The letter containing Leibniz’s simile
was written in 1687.) In a paper written in 1702 (G. iv.
549 8qq.) Leibniz makes the following reply to Bayle (referring
in the first place to Bayle’s supposition of an animal created by
(God to sing incessantly): ‘It is enough if we suppose a singer
paid to sing at certain hours in church or at the opera, and
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that he finds there a music-book, in which there are the pieces:

of music or th_e ““score " he is to sing on the particular days and
hours. The singer sings with open book [@ livre ourert], his
vyes are directed by the book, and his tongue and throat are
directed by his eyes, but his soul sings, so to speak, by memory
or by something equivalent to memory ; for since the music-
hoo_k. the eyes and the ears cannot act upon the soul, it must
by itself, and indeed without trouble or application and without
seeking it, find what his brain and organs find with the help
of the book. The reason is that the whole “score " of the book
or boo]fs that shall, one after another, be followed in singing is
pot_entm:lly [virtuellement] graven in his soul from the beginning
of its ?xmtence ; ag this “score ™ was in some way graven in its
material causes before the pieces of music were composed and
the‘book made out of them. But the soul cannot be conscious
of 1t [s'en apercevoir], for it is enveloped in the confused per-
ceptions of the soul, which express all the detail of the universe
:»\nd the soul is distinetly conscious of it on ly ab the time when.
its organs are markedly affected by the notes of the *“score.”
s Vol Iha:ve already shown more than once that the soul does
many things without knowing how it does them, when it does
50 b).r means of confused perceptions and unconscious [insensibles)
inclinations or appetitions, of which there is always a very
gr.eat number, and which it is impossible for the soul to be con-
scious of, or to unravel distinetly. . . . The soul has all the
instruments which M. Bayle thinks necessary, arranged [placé]
as they onght to be. But they are not material instruments,
They are the preceding perceptions themselves, from which

the succeeding perceptions arise by the laws of appetitions
[appetits].

APPENDIX G.

PROOF OF THE EXISTENCE OF GOD.

THE view of Leibniz, expressed in the Monadology (§§ 44 and
45), must be carefully distinguished from the Cartesian argu-
m{:-nt (derived from Anselm) that the idea of God involves His
existence, because if He does not exist, a more perfect Being
may be conceived, namely one who does exist. It is also
to be distinguished from the view of Spinoza, which amounts
to saying that the essence of God involves His existence, because
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all essence exists, all that is possible is actual. As against
Descartes's proof Leibniz argues that it is incomplete, for the
idea of a most perfect being might perhaps be self-contra-
dictory, like the idea of the swiftest possible motion or the
greatest possible number. Thus, after stating the Cartesian
argument, Leibniz says: ‘ But it is to be. noted that the only
logical conclusion is: “If God is possible. it follows that He
exists.” For we cannot safely use definitions in order to reach
a conclusion, until we know that these definitions are real or
that they involve no contradiction. The reason of this is that
from notions which involve a contradiction opposite conclusions
may be drawn at the same time, which is absurd. To illustrate
this I usually take the instance of the swiftest possible motion,
which involves an absurdity. For, suppose a wheel te revolve
with the swiftest possible motion, is it not evident, that if any
spoke of the wheel be made longer’ [produced, in the mathe-
matieal sense] ¢its extremity will move more swiftly than
a nail on the cjrcumference of the wheel; wherefore the
motion of the circumference is not the swiftest possible, as was
supposed by the hypothesis. Yet at first sight it may appear
that we have an idea of the swiftest possible motion ; for we
seem to understand what we are saying, and nevertheless we
have no idea of impossible things.’ Meditationes de Cognitione,
Veritate et Ideis (1684), (E. 80a; G. iv. 424.) *Therefore there is
assuredly reason to doubt whether the idea of the greatest of all
beings is not uncertain, and whether it does not involve some
contradiction. For I quite understand, for instance, the nature
of motion and velocity, and what “ the greatest™ is. But I do
not understand whether these are compatible, and whether
it is possible to combine them into the one idea of the greatest
velocity of which motion is capable. Inthe same way, although
I know what “being™ is, and what the * greatest” and the
“most perfect” are, nevertheless I do not therefore know that
there is not a hidden contradiction involved in combining these
together, as there actually is in the instances I have just given
... Yet I admit that God has here a great advantage over
all other things. For, in order to prove that He exists, it is
sufficient to prove thut He is possible, which is not the case
with regard to anything else that I know of. . .. Simple
forms [i.e. living principles] are the source of things. Now
[ maintain that all simple forms are compatible with one
another. . . . If this be granted, it follows that the nature of
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God, which contains all simple forms taken absolutely, is
possible. Now we have proved above that God is, provided
He is possible. Therefore He exists” (G. iv. 294 and 266.)
Thus Leibniz, as he himgelf says (Q. iv. 405), holds a middle
position between those who regard the Cartesiun proof as a
sophism and those who say that it is & complete demonstra-
tion. God’s existence, for Leibniz, follows immediately from
His possibility, for all real possibility includes a tendency to
existence, and there can be nothing to hinder this tendency in
8 being supposed to be perfect. In the Réponses auz Deuxidmes
Objections, Descartes maintains the possibility of the idea of
a most perfect being, But he does not make this g prominent
or essentinl part of his proof, as Leibniz does. Cf. Descartes,
Méditation 5 ; Principia Philosophiae, Part i. §§ 14 sqq.

In the Animadversiones in partem generalem Principiorum
Cartesianorum (1692) (G. iv. 359) Leibniz suggests that the
argument might be simplified by omitting the reference to
‘ perfection,’ and merely saying ‘a necessary Being exists—or
a Being whose essence is existence, or Being in itself [ens a se]
exists—as is evident from the terms. Now God is such a being
(from the definition of God), therefore God exists. This argu-
ment holds if it be granted that a necessary being is possible
and does not involve a contradiction, or, what is the same
thing, that the essence from which existence follows is possible.’
Elsewhere (E. 177 b; G. iv. 406) Leibniz points out that ¢ thoge
who hold that from notions, ideas, definitions or possible
essences alone we can never infer actual existence . . . deny the
possibility of being in itself’ [ens @ se]. But *if being in stself
i3 impossible, all beings through another’ [entia ab alio] *are
also impossible, since indeed they are only through Being in
itself : thus nothing can exist.’

As against Spinoza, Leibniz's argument would be that not
all that is possible is actual, but only the compossible or com-
patible. There are unrealized ‘ possibles,’” essences which do
not involve existence, and consequently the necessary being,
whose essence involves existence, is not the all, but is some-
thing distinet from the world of created things. The essence
of a created being does not involve its existence, because it is
limited, and thus its existence depends upon its *fitting into’
other essences so as to constitute, along with them, the best
possible world. But the essence of a aecessary being involves
its existence because it is unlimited. There is nothing to
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i ndition its existence, and accordingly, if it be pos-
:)ilbnli?litozlflgt exist. The value of Leibniz’s argumen:; dep%z;df
on the worth of the distinction he makes betweenhpo'sm1 (e)r
and ‘compossible,” that is to say b?tW(.Bel'l a met::mp.tysmz;:I %
absolute necessity and a moral or inclining necesal; y.9 b
are these two kinds of necessity related to.o-ne anott er? e
hardly a satisfactory solution of the _opposmon be tv;rleento o
to refer the one to the underst.andmg and the o1 er e
will of God. We have here again _’che fundamente_m ‘be:a;3 ne]1
of Leibniz's philosophy, the uncertainty of the rfslatlon etwee
the principle of contradiction and that of sufﬁculent‘rea,sc:)l:l. e

Kant rejects the whole argument as a para oglsrix}; = to,

ground that ‘existence’can never b'e a px:edlcate,_ af g
say, that we are never justiﬁed‘ logically in pa,ssuég \ ro !
mere idea to the existence of its content: (_See .m L&q{l}i]e-
Pure Reason, Rosenkranz, ii. 462 ; Hartenstein, ii. 456 ; Mei 3
john’s Tr., 364.) It is true that we can never pass froxﬁ'a mea‘n
idea to the existence of its conten.t; but to adduce fi is iil,s i
argument here is to beg the questxol'l. For a xglere l11 ez‘a,deﬁ; o
idea of that which may be non-existent ; while tteb1 ol
u necessary being is the idea of tha'l.t 'wl'nch canno : i
existent. Gaunilo in his Libef pro insipiente, a.nt:lCII})Ja: esL ibe’,.
objection of Kant, and to this Anse'lm. r.ephed in mamo11
apologeticus contra respondentem pro insipiente, saying, itabﬂ%
other things: ‘Let us assume.tt!nazhthe hiumlrz:;rlz{ :i){i ahae

ist merely because it is thought. the c

::(‘;ge:::):. ex’I}ls:;t vShici can be thought without: rez?,lly exlitﬁng

would not, if it did exist, be the summum c.ogztabzle.; sot ti é

by the hypothesis, the summum cogitabile is and nzl ,noRi ke

aummum cogitabile, which is in the last degree a,l;‘s;xll" }(m g:)

St. Anselm of Canterbury, p. 71. See the whole of his chap. v).

Cf. Intrcduction, Part iv. p. 173.



