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which is incapable of being without limits. For it is
in this that they are distinguished from God (Theod.
sec. 20, 27-31, 153, 167, 377 et seq.; sec. 30, 380,
Abridgment, objection 5).

43. It is also true that God is not only the source
of existences, but also that of essences insofar as they
are real, that is, or the source of that which is real in
possibility. This is because God’s understanding is the
realm of eternal truths or that of the ideas on which
they depend; without him there would be nothing
real in possibles, and not only would nothing exist,
but also nothing would be possible (Theod. sec. 20).

44. For if there is reality in essences or possibles,
or indeed, in eternal truths, this reality must be
grounded in something existent and actual, and
consequently, it must be grounded in the existence
of the necessary being, in whom essence involves
existence, that is, in whom possible being is sufficient
for actual being (sec. 184-89, 335).

45. Thus God alone (or the necessary being) has
this privilege, that he must exist if he is possible. And
since nothing can prevent the possibility of what is
without limits, without negation, and consequently
without contradiction, this by itself is sufficient for us
to know the existence of God a priori. We have also
proved this by the reality of the eternal truths. But
we have also just proved it a posteriori since there are
contingent beings, which can only have their final or
sufficient reason in the necessary being, a being that
has the reason of its existence in itself.

46. However, we should not imagine, as some
do, that since the eternal truths depend on God,
they are arbitrary and depend on his will, as
Descartes appears to have held, and after him Mr.
Poiret.” This is true only of contingent truths, whose
principle is fitness [convenance] or the choice of

8. The following appears in the second draft, but is missing
in the final copy: “This original imperfection of creatures is
noticeable in the natural inertia of bodies.”

9. For Leibniz’s critique of Descartes’ concept of God, see the
“Letter to Molanus,” above. Pierre Poiret (1646-1719) was
initially one of Descartes’” followers; he published a book of
reflections on God, soul, and evil, Cogitationum rationalium
de Deo, anima, et malo libri quattuor (1677), which was
attacked by Bayle.

the best. But necessary truths depend solely on his
understanding, and are its internal object (sec. 180,
184, 185, 335, 351, 380).

47. Thus God alone is the primitive unity or the
first [originaire] simple substance; all created or
derivative monads are products, and are generated,
so to speak, by continual fulgurations of the divinity
from moment to moment, limited by the receptivity
of the creature, to which it is essential to be limited
(sec. 382-91, 398, 395).

48. God has power, which is the source of
everything, knowledge, which contains the diversity
of ideas, and finally will, which brings about changes
or products in accordance with the principle of the
best (sec. 7, 149, 150). And these correspond to what,
in created monads, is the subject or the basis, the
perceptive faculty and the appetitive faculty. But in
God these attributes are absolutely infinite or perfect,
while in the created monads or in entelechies (or
perfectihabies, as Hermolaus Barbarus translated that
word)' they are only imitations of it, in proportion to
the perfection that they have (sec. §7).

49. The creature is said to act externally insofar as
it is perfect, and to be acted upon [patir] by another,
insofar as it is imperfect. Thus we attribute action
to a monad insofar as it has distinct perceptions,
and passion, insofar as it has confused perceptions
(Theod. sec. 32, 66, 386).

50. And one creature is more perfect than another
insofar as one finds in it that which provides an «
priori reason for what happens in the other; and this
is why we say that it acts on the other.

51. But in simple substances the influence of
one monad over another can only be ideal, and can
only produce its effect through God’s intervention,
when in the ideas of God a monad reasonably asks
that God take it into account in regulating the others
from the beginning of things. For, since a created
monad cannot have an internal physical influence
upon another, this is the only way in which one can

10. Hermolaus Barbarus (1454-93) was an ltalian scholar
who attempted, through retranslations of Aristotle, to recover
Aristotle’s original doctrine from under the layers of scholastic
interpretations. His works include popular compendia of ethics
and natural philosophy, drawn from the writings of Aristotle.
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depend on another (Theod. sec. 9, 54, 65, 66, 201,
Abridgment, objection 3).

52. Itis in this way that actions and passions among
creatures are mutual. For God, comparing two simple
substances, finds in each reasons that require him
to adjust the other to it; and consequently, what is
active in some respects is passive from another point
of view: active insofar as what is known distinctly in
one serves to explain what happens in another; and
passive insofar as the reason for what happens in one
is found in what is known distinctly in another (sec.
60).

53. Now, since there is an infinity of possible
universes in God’s ideas, and since only one of them
can exist, there must be a sufficient reason for God’s
choice, a reason which determines him towards one
thing rather than another (Theod. sec. §, 10, 44, 173,
196 & seq., 225, 414-16).

54. And this reason can only be found in fitness, or
in the degree of perfection that these worlds contain,
each possible world having the right to claim
existence in proportion to the perfection it contains
(sec. 74, 167, 350, 201, 130, 352, 345 & seq., 354).1

55. And this is the cause of the existence of the
best, which wisdom makes known to God, which his
goodness makes him choose, and which his power
makes him produce (Theod. sec. 8, 78, 80, 84,119,
204, 206, 208; Abridgment, objection 1, objection 8).

56. This interconnection or accommodation of
all created things to each other, and each to all the
others, brings it about that each simple substance has
relations that express all the others, and consequently,
that each simple substance is a perpetual, living
mirror of the universe (sec. 130, 360).

57. Just as the same city viewed from different
directions appears entirely different and, as it were,
multiplied perspectively, in just the same way it
happens that, because of the infinite multitude of
simple substances, there are, as it were, just as many
different universes, which are, nevertheless, only
perspectives on a single one, corresponding to the
different points of view of each monad (sec. 147).

11. The following appears in the second draft: “Thus there is
nothing that is completely arbitrary.”

Leibniz’s Monadology and Associated Texts

58. And this is the way of obtaining as much variety
as possible, but with the greatest order possible, that
is, it is the way of obtaining as much perfection as
possible (sec. 120, 124, 241 & seq., 214, 243, 275).

59. Moreover, this is the only hypothesis (which
I dare say is demonstrated) that properly enhances
God’s greatness. Mr. Bayle recognized this when,
in his Dictionary (article “Rorarius”), he set out
objections to it; indeed, he was tempted to believe
that 1 ascribed too much to God, more than is
possible. But he was unable to present any reason
why this universal harmony, which results in every
substance expressing exactly all the others through
the relations it has to them, is impossible.!?

60. Furthermore, in what I have just discussed, we
can see the a priori reasons why things could not be
otherwise. Because God, in regulating the whole, had
regard for each part, and particularly for each monad,
and since the nature of the monad is representative,
nothing can limit it to represent only a part of things.
However, it is true that this representation is only
confused as to the detail of the whole universe, and
can only be distinct for a small portion of things, that
is, either for those that are closest, or for those that
are greatest with respect to each monad; otherwise
each monad would be a divinity. Monads are
limited, not as to their objects, but with respect to the
modifications of their knowledge of them. Monads
all go confusedly to infinity, to the whole; but they
are limited and differentiated by the degrees of their
distinct perceptions.

61. In this respect, composites are analogous to
simples. For everything is a plenum, which makes all
matter interconnected. In a plenum, every motion
has some effect on distant bodies, in proportion to
their distance. For each body is affected, not only by
those in contact with it, and in some way feels the
effects of everything that happens to them, but also,
through them, it feels the effects of those in contact
with the bodies with which it is itself immediately in
contact. From this it follows that this communication
extends to any distance whatsoever. As a result, every
body is affected by everything that happens in the

12. See note to sec. 16, above.
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universe, to such an extent that he who sees all can
read in each thing what happens everywhere, and
even what has happened or what will happen, by
observing in the present what is remote in time as well
as in space. “All things conspire [sympnoia panta),”
said Hippocrates. But a soul can read in itself only
what is distinctly represented there; it cannot unfold
all its folds at once, because they go to infinity.

62. Thus, although each created monad
represents the whole universe, it more distinctly
represents the body which is particularly affected
by it, and whose entelechy it constitutes. And just as
this body expresses the whole universe through the
interconnection of all matter in the plenum, the soul
also represents the whole universe by representing
this body, which belongs to it in a particular way (sec.
400).

63. The body belonging to a monad (which is
the entelechy or soul of that body) together with an
entelechy constitutes what may be called a living
being, and together with a soul constitutes what is
called an animal. Now, the body of a living being or
an animal is always organized; for, since every monad
is a mirror of the universe in its way, and since the
universe is regulated in a perfect order, there must
also be an order in the representing being, that is,
in the perceptions of the soul, and consequently, in
the body in accordance with which the universe is
represented therein (sec. 403).

64. Thus each organized body of a living being
is a kind of divine machine or natural automaton,
which infinitely surpasses all artificial automata. For
a machine constructed by man’s art is not a machine
in each of its parts. For example, the tooth of a brass
wheel has parts or fragments which, for us, are no
longer artificial things, and no longer have any marks
to indicate the machine for whose use the wheel was
intended. But natural machines, that is, living bodies,
are still machines in their least parts, to infinity. That is
the difference between nature and art, that is, between
divine art and our art (sec. 134, 146, 194, 483).

65. And the author of nature has been able to
practice this divine and infinitely marvelous art,
because each portion of matter is not only divisible
to infinity, as the ancients have recognized, but

is also actually subdivided without end, each part
divided into parts having some motion of their own;
otherwise, it would be impossible for each portion of
matter to express the whole universe (Prelim., sec.
70, Theodicy, sec. 195).

66. From this we see that there is a world of
creatures, of living beings, of animals, of entelechies,
of souls in the least part of matter.

67. Each portion of matter can be conceived as
a garden full of plants, and as a pond full of fish.
But each branch of a plant, each limb of an animal,
cach drop of its humors, is still another such garden
or pond.

68. And although the earth and air lying between
the garden plants, or the water lying between the
fish of the pond, are neither plant nor fish, they
contain yet more of them, though of a subtleness
imperceptible to us, most often.

69. Thus there is nothing fallow, sterile, or dead
in the universe, no chaos and no confusion except in
appearance, almost as it looks in a pond at a distance,
where we might see the confused and, so to speak,
teeming motion of the fish in the pond, without
discerning the fish themselves (Preface 5.b, 6).

70. Thus we see that each living body has a
dominant entelechy, which in the animal is the soul;
but the limbs of this living body are full of other
living beings, plants, animals, each of which also has
its entelechy, or its dominant soul.

71. But we must not imagine, as some who have
misunderstood my thought do, that each soul has a
mass or portion of matter of its own, always proper to or
allotted by it, and that it consequently possesses other
lower living beings, forever destined to serve it. For
all bodies are in a perpetual flux, like rivers, and parts
enter into them and depart from them continually.

72. Thus the soul changes body only little by
little and by degrees, so that it is never stripped at
once of all its organs. There is often metamorphosis
in animals, but there is never metempsychosis nor
transmigration of souls; there are also no completely
separated souls, nor spirits [Génies| without bodies.
God alone is completely detached from bodies (sec.

90, 124).



