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either what we have just explained about substances 
or the full extent and independence of our soul, 
which makes it contain everything that happens to it, 
and makes it express God and, with him, all possible 
and actual beings, just as an effect expresses its cause. 
Also, it is inconceivable that I think through the 
ideas of others. The soul must actually be affected 
in a certain way when it thinks of something, and it 
must already have in itself not only the passive power 
of being able to be affected in this way (which is 
already wholly determined) but also an active power, 
a power by virtue of which there have always been 
in its nature marks of the future production of this 
thought and dispositions to produce it in its proper 
time. And all this already involves the idea included 
in this thought.

30. How God inclines our soul without necessitating 
it; that we do not have the right to complain and that 
we must not ask why Judas sins but only why Judas 
the sinner is admitted to existence in preference to 
some other possible persons. On original imperfection 
before sin and on the degrees of grace. There are a 
number of considerations with respect to the action 
of God on human will which are so difficult that it 
would be inordinately lengthy to pursue them here. 
Roughly speaking, however, here is what can be said. 
In concurring with our actions, God ordinarily does 
no more than follow the laws he has established, 
that is, he continually conserves and produces 
our being in such a way that thoughts come to us 
spontaneously or freely in the order that the notion 
pertaining to our individual substance contains 
them, a notion in which they could be foreseen 
from all eternity. Moreover, in virtue of his decree 
that the will always tend toward the apparent good, 
expressing or imitating his will in certain particular 
respects (so that this apparent good always has some 
truth in it), God determines our will to choose 
what seems better, without, however, necessitating 
it. For, absolutely speaking, the will is in a state of 
indifference, as opposed to one of necessity, and it 
has the power to do otherwise or even to suspend its 
action completely; these two alternatives are possible 
and remain so.

Therefore, the soul must guard itself against 
deceptive appearances [les surprises des apparences] 
through a firm will to reflect and neither to act nor 
to judge in certain circumstances except after having 
deliberated fully. But it is true, and it is even assured 
from all eternity, that a certain soul will not make use 
of this power in such a situation. But who is to blame? 
Can the soul complain about anything other than 
itself? All these complaints after the fact are unjust, 
if they would have been unjust before the fact. Now, 
could this soul, a little before sinning, complain about 
God in good faith, as if God determined it to sin? 
Since God’s determinations in these matters cannot be 
foreseen, how does the soul know that it is determined 
to sin, unless it is actually sinning already? It is only a 
matter of not willing, and God could not put forth an 
easier and more just condition; thus judges do not seek 
the reasons which have disposed a man to have a bad 
will, but only stop to consider the extent to which this 
particular will is bad. But perhaps it is certain from 
all eternity that I shall sin? Answer this question for 
yourself: perhaps not; and without considering what 
you cannot know and what can give you no light, act 
according to your duty, which you do know.

But someone else will say, why is it that this 
man will assuredly commit this sin? The reply is 
easy: Otherwise, it would not be this man. For God 
sees from all time that there will be a certain Judas 
whose notion or idea (which God has) contains this 
free and future action. Therefore, only this question 
remains, why does such a Judas, the traitor, who is 
merely possible in God’s idea, actually exist? But 
no reply to this question is to be expected on earth, 
except that, in general, one must say that, since God 
found it good that he should exist, despite the sin 
that God foresaw, it must be that this sin is paid back 
with interest in the universe, that God will derive a 
greater good from it, and that it will be found that, in 
sum, the sequence of things in which the existence 
of that sinner is included is the most perfect among 
all the possible sequences. But we cannot always 
explain the admirable economy of this choice while 
we are travelers in this world; it is enough to know it 
without understanding it. And here is the occasion to 
recognize the altitudinem divitarum, the depth and 
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35. The Latin translates: “depth of riches,” a reference to 
Romans 11:33.
36. Calvinists who held that God’s decrees of election and 
reprobation preceded the fall. Cf. Theodicy I, sec. 77–84.
37. The text also contains “by his will” as a possible ending for 
the sentence.

abyss of divine wisdom, without seeking a detail that 
involves infinite considerations.35

Yet one sees clearly that God is not the cause of 
evil. For not only did original sin take possession 
of the soul after the innocence of men had been 
lost, but even before this, there was an original 
imperfection or limitation connatural to all creatures, 
which makes them liable to sin or capable of error. 
Thus, the supralapsarians36 raise no more problems 
than the others do. And it is to this, in my view, 
that we must reduce the opinion of Saint Augustine 
and other authors, the opinion that the root of evil 
is in nothingness, that is to say, in the privation 
or limitation of creatures, which God graciously 
remedies by the degree of perfection it pleases him 
to give. This grace of God, whether ordinary or 
extraordinary, has its degrees and its measures; in 
itself, it is always efficacious in producing a certain 
proportionate effect, and, further, it is always 
sufficient, not only to secure us from sin, but even 
to produce salvation, assuming that man unites 
himself to it by what derives from him.37 But it is not 
always sufficient to overcome man’s inclinations, for 
otherwise he would have nothing more to strive for; 
this is reserved solely for the absolutely efficacious 
grace which is always victorious, whether it is so by 
itself or by way of appropriate circumstances.

31. On the motives of election, on faith foreseen, 
on middle knowledge, on the absolute decree and that 
it all reduces to the reason why God has chosen for 
existence such a possible person whose notion includes 
just such a sequence of graces and free acts; this puts 
an end to all difficulties at once. Finally, God’s graces 
are wholly pure graces, upon which creatures have no 
claim. However, just as it is not sufficient to appeal to 
God’s absolute or conditional foresight into the future 
actions of men in order to account for his choice in 
the dispensation of these graces, we also must not 

imagine absolute decrees that have no reasonable 
motive. As for God’s foreknowledge of faith or 
good works, it is very true that he has elected only 
those whose faith and charity he foresaw, whom he 
foreknew he would endow with faith. But the same 
question returns, why will God give the grace of faith 
or of good works to some rather than to others? And as 
for this knowledge God has, which is the foresight not 
of faith and good works, but of their grounds [matière] 
and predisposition, that is, foresight of what a man 
would contribute to them on his side (for it is true that 
there are differences among men whenever there are 
differences in grace and that, in fact, although a man 
needs to be stimulated to the good and be converted, 
he must also act in that direction afterward), it seems 
to several people that one could say that God, seeing 
what a man would do without grace or extraordinary 
assistance, or at least seeing the sort of person he is, 
leaving grace aside, might resolve to give grace to 
those whose natural dispositions were better or, at 
least, less imperfect or less bad. But even if that were 
the case, one can say that these natural dispositions, 
insofar as they are good, are still the effect of grace, 
although ordinary grace, since God has favored some 
more than others. And since he knows that these 
natural advantages he gives will serve as motives 
for grace or extraordinary assistance, is it not true, 
according to this doctrine, that in the end everything 
is completely reduced to his mercy?

Since we do not know how much and in what 
way God takes account of natural dispositions in 
the dispensation of grace, I believe, then, that the 
most exact and surest thing to say, according to our 
principles, as I have already noted, is that among the 
possible beings there must be the person of Peter 
or John, whose notion or idea contains this entire 
sequence of ordinary and extraordinary graces and 
all the rest of these events with their circumstances, 
and that it pleased God to choose him for actual 
existence from among an infinity of equally possible 
persons. After this it seems that there is nothing more 
to ask and that all difficulties vanish.

For, with respect to this single great question, 
why it pleased God to choose him from among so 
many other possible persons, one would have to 
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be very unreasonable not to be content with the 
general reasons we have given, reasons whose details 
lie beyond us. Thus, instead of having recourse to 
an absolute decree which is unreasonable, since it 
is without reason, or to reasons which do not solve 
the difficulty completely and are in need of further 
reasons, it would be best to say with Saint Paul, that 
God here followed certain great reasons of wisdom 
or appropriateness, unknown to mortals and based 
on the general order, whose aim is the greatest 
perfection of the universe. It is to this that the 
motives of the glory of God and the manifestation of 
his justice are reduced, as well as of his mercy and 
generally of his perfections and finally the immense 
depth of his riches, with which the soul of Saint Paul 
was enraptured.

32. The utility of these principles in matters of piety 
and religion. For the rest, it seems that the thoughts 
we have just explained, particularly the great principle 
of the perfection of the operations of God and the 
principle that the notion of a substance contains 
all its events with all their circumstances, far from 
harming, serve to confirm religion, to dispel enormous 
difficulties, to enflame souls with a divine love, and 
to elevate minds to the knowledge of incorporeal 
substances, much more than hypotheses we have seen 
until now. For one sees clearly that all other substances 
depend on God, in the same way as thoughts emanate 
from our substance, that God is all in all, and that he 
is intimately united with all creatures, in proportion 
to their perfection, that it is he alone who determines 
them from the outside by his influence, and, if to 
act is to determine immediately, it can be said in 
this sense, in the language of metaphysics, that God 
alone operates on me, and God alone can do good 
or evil to me; the other substances contribute only by 
reason of these determinations, because God, having 
regard for all, shares his blessings and requires them to 
accommodate themselves to one another. Hence God 
alone brings about the connection and communication 
among substances, and it is through him that the 
phenomena of any substance meet and agree with 
those of others and consequently, that there is reality 
in our perceptions. But, in practice, one ascribes  

an action to particular reasons38 in the sense that I have 
explained above, because it is not necessary always to 
mention the universal cause in particular cases.

We also see that every substance has a perfect 
spontaneity (which becomes freedom in intelligent 
substances), that everything that happens to it is 
a consequence of its idea or of its being, and that 
nothing determines it, except God alone. And that 
is why a person of very exalted mind, revered for her 
saintliness, was in the habit of saying that the soul 
must often think as if there were nothing but God 
and itself in the world.39

Now, nothing gives us a stronger understanding of 
immortality than the independence and extent of the 
soul in question here, which shelters it absolutely from 
all external things, since the soul alone makes up its 
whole world and is sufficient to itself with God. And it is 
as impossible that it should perish without annihilation, 
as it is that the world (of which it is a perpetual living 
expression) should destroy itself; hence, it is impossible 
that the changes in this extended mass called our body 
should do anything to the soul or that the dissolution of 
this body should destroy what is indivisible.

33. Explanation of the union of soul and body, a 
matter which has been considered as inexplicable or 
miraculous, and on the origin of confused perceptions. 
We also see the unexpected illumination of this great 
mystery of the union of the soul and the body, that is, 
how it happens that the passions and actions of the 
one are accompanied by the actions and passions, 
or by the corresponding phenomena, of the other. 
For there is no way to conceive that the one has 
any influence on the other, and it is unreasonable 
simply to appeal to the extraordinary operation of 
the universal cause in an ordinary and particular 

38. An earlier draft had “occasional causes” rather than 
“particular reasons.”
39. Leibniz probably had Saint Theresa in mind here. In a 
letter from 1696 he wrote: “In [her writings] I once found this 
lovely thought, that the soul should conceive of things as if 
there were only God and itself in the world. This even provides 
a considerable object to reflect upon in philosophy, which I 
usefully employed in one of my hypotheses,” G. Grua, Textes 
inédits d’après les manuscrits de la Bibliothèque provinciale de 
Hanovre (Paris: PUF, 1948), p. 103.
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40. An earlier draft began with this first sentence: “I do not 
attempt to determine if bodies are substances in metaphysical 
rigor or if they are only true phenomena like the rainbow and, 
consequently, if there are true substances, souls, or substantial 
forms which are not intelligent.”

thing. But here is the true reason: We have said that 
everything that happens to the soul and to each 
substance follows from its notion, and therefore the 
very idea or essence of the soul carries with it the 
fact that all its appearances or perceptions must arise 
spontaneously from its own nature and precisely in 
such a way that they correspond by themselves to what 
happens in the whole universe. But they correspond 
more particularly and more perfectly to what happens 
in the body assigned to it, because the soul expresses 
the state of the universe in some way and for some 
time, according to the relation other bodies have to its 
own body. This also allows us to know how our body 
belongs to us, without, however, being attached to our 
essence. And I believe that persons who can meditate 
will judge our principles favorably, because they will 
be able to see easily what the connection between the 
soul and the body consists in, a connection which 
seems inexplicable in any other way.

We also see that the perceptions of our senses, even 
when they are clear, must necessarily contain some 
confused feeling [sentiment], for our body receives 
the impression of all other bodies, since all the bodies 
of the universe are in sympathy, and, even though 
our senses are related to everything, it is impossible 
for our soul to attend to everything in particular; that 
is why our confused sensations are the result of a truly 
infinite variety of perceptions. This is almost like the 
confused murmur coming from the innumerable set 
of breaking waves heard by those who approach the 
seashore. Now, if from several perceptions (which 
do not come together to make one), there is none 
which stands out before the others and if they make 
impressions that are almost equally strong or equally 
capable of gaining the attention of the soul, the soul 
can only perceive them confusedly.

34. On the difference between minds and other 
substances, souls or substantial forms, and that the 
immortality required includes memory. Assuming40 that 

the bodies that make up an unum per se, as does man, 
are substances, that they have substantial forms, and 
that animals have souls, we must admit that these souls 
and these substantial forms cannot entirely perish, no 
more than atoms or the ultimate parts of matter can, 
on the view of other philosophers. For no substance 
perishes, although it can become completely 
different. They also express the whole universe, 
although more imperfectly than minds do. But the 
principal difference is that they do not know what they 
are nor what they do, and consequently, since they 
do not reflect on themselves, they cannot discover 
necessary and universal truths. It is also because they 
lack reflection about themselves that they have no 
moral qualities. As a result, though they may pass 
through a thousand transformations, like those we see 
when a caterpillar changes into a butterfly, yet from 
the moral or practical point of view, the result is as if 
they had perished; indeed, we may even say that they 
have perished physically, in the sense in which we say 
that bodies perish through their corruption. But the 
intelligent soul, knowing what it is—having the ability 
to utter the word “I,” a word so full of meaning—does 
not merely remain and subsist metaphysically, which 
it does to a greater degree than the others, but also 
remains the same morally and constitutes the same 
person. For it is memory or the knowledge of this self 
that renders it capable of punishment or reward. Thus 
the immortality required in morality and religion 
does not consist merely in this perpetual subsistence 
common to all substances, for without the memory of 
what one has been, there would be nothing desirable 
about it. Suppose that some person all of a sudden 
becomes the king of China, but only on the condition 
that he forgets what he has been, as if he were born 
anew; practically, or as far as the effects could be 
perceived, wouldn’t that be the same as if he were 
annihilated and a king of China created at the same 
instant in his place? That is something this individual 
would have no reason to desire.

35. The excellence of minds and that God considers 
them preferable to other creatures. That minds 
express God rather than the world, but that the other 
substances express the world rather than God. But so 
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41. An earlier draft of this sentence began: “  .  .  .  minds are 
either the only substances one finds in the world, in the case in 
which bodies are only true phenomena, or else they are at least 
the most perfect  . . . ”

that we may judge by natural reasons that God will 
always preserve not only our substance, but also our 
person, that is, the memory and knowledge of what 
we are (though distinct knowledge is sometimes 
suspended during sleep and fainting spells), we 
must join morals to metaphysics, that is, we must 
not only consider God as the principle and cause 
of all substances and all beings, but also as the leader 
of all persons or intelligent substances and as the 
absolute monarch of the most perfect city or republic, 
which is what the universe composed of all minds 
together is, God himself being the most perfect of 
all minds and the greatest of all beings. For certainly 
minds are the most perfect beings41 and best express 
divinity. And since the whole nature, end, virtue, 
and function of substance is merely to express God 
and the universe, as has been sufficiently explained, 
there is no reason to doubt that the substances which 
express the universe with the knowledge of what 
they are doing and which are capable of knowing 
great truths about God and the universe, express it 
incomparably better than do those natures, which 
are either brutish and incapable of knowing truths 
or completely destitute of sensation and knowledge. 
And the difference between intelligent substances 
and substances that have no intelligence at all is 
just as great as the difference between a mirror and 
someone who sees.

Since God himself is the greatest and wisest of all 
minds, it is easy to judge that the beings with whom 
he can, so to speak, enter into conversation, and even 
into a society—by communicating to them his views 
and will in a particular manner and in such a way 
that they can know and love their benefactor—must 
be infinitely nearer to him than all other things, 
which can only pass for the instruments of minds. 
So we see that all wise persons value a man infinitely 
more than any other thing, no matter how precious 
it is, and it seems that the greatest satisfaction that a 
soul, content in other ways, can have is to see itself 
loved by others. With respect to God, though, there is 

the difference that his glory and our worship cannot 
add anything to his satisfaction, since knowledge of 
creatures is only a consequence of his supreme and 
perfect happiness—far from contributing to it or 
being its partial cause. However, what is good and 
reasonable in finite minds is found preeminently in 
him, and, just as we would praise a king who would 
prefer to preserve the life of a man rather than the 
most precious and rarest of his animals, we should 
not doubt that the most enlightened and most just of 
all monarchs is of the same opinion.

36. God is the monarch of the most perfect republic, 
composed of all minds, and the happiness of this city 
of God is his principal purpose. Indeed, minds are the 
most perfectible substances, and their perfections 
are peculiar in that they interfere with each other 
the least, or rather they aid one another the most, 
for only the most virtuous can be the most perfect 
friends. Whence it obviously follows that God, who 
always aims for the greatest perfection in general, 
will pay the greatest attention to minds and will give 
them the greatest perfection that universal harmony 
can allow, not only in general, but to each of them 
in particular.

One can even say that God, insofar as he is a mind, 
is the originator of existences; otherwise, if he lacked 
the will to choose the best, there would be no reason 
for a possible thing to exist in preference to others. 
Thus the quality that God has of being a mind himself 
takes precedence over all the other considerations 
he can have toward creatures; only minds are made 
in his image and are, as it were, of his race or like 
children of his household, since they alone can serve 
him freely and act with knowledge in imitation of the 
divine nature; a single mind is worth a whole world, 
since it does not merely express the world but it also 
knows it and it governs itself after the fashion of God. 
In this way we may say that, although all substances 
express the whole universe, nevertheless the other 
substances express the world rather than God, while 
minds express God rather than the world. And this 
nature of minds, so noble that it brings them as near 
to divinity as it is possible for simple creatures, has the 
result that God draws infinitely more glory from them 


