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Animals and Immortality in the Monadology 
Andreas Blank

1. Introduction

The view that all animals can begin their life only at the beginning of the world and end their life only through divine intervention belongs to the most puzzling doctrines of the Monadology.
 Leibniz mentions the microscopists’ observations concerning plant and animal seeds in immediate vicinity to his view concerning animal immortality.
 And his interest in microscopism may go some way towards explaining why he believed in the existence of imperceptibly small living beings and in the development of perceptible animals from imperceptibly small, preexisting living beings.
 Still, invoking microscopism alone would leave Leibniz with a huge argumentative gap—the fact that there are some minute animals does not imply that such animals are everywhere in matter, and the fact that perceptible animals develop out of imperceptible living seeds does not imply that such transformation processes span the entire duration of the world. Rather, biological conceptions would imply that living seeds sometime come into existence and that animals die after a while. No wonder, then, that Leibniz says that the insight that visible living beings arise from invisible “spermatic animals”
 can be only “half of the truth.”
 

But, then, why does Leibniz regard the view that there is no natural end to the life of an animal to be the other half of the truth? I suggest that Leibniz’s views on animal immortality are grounded in his view that, in some sense, souls and organic bodies cannot exist without each other. To substantiate this claim, I will explore the relevance of the doctrine of souls and organic bodies as incomplete entities for Leibniz’s doctrine of natural immortality. To be sure, in the Monadology he does not mention this doctrine. However, it is prominent in Leibniz’s later metaphysics—from his response to the detailed review of François Lamy’s De la connoissance de soi-même
 in the Journal des Sçavans of 1698 to the late correspondence with Nicolas Rémond
—and, moreover, it is closely connected with an issue that is mentioned in the Monadology shortly before the remarks about natural immortality, namely, the issue of the representation of the universe through the organic body of a living being.
 The task of this article will be to clarify the nature of the connection between Leibniz’s usage of the notion of incomplete entities and the notion of perspectival representation (section 2), as well as the nature of the connection between his analysis of perspectival representation and the doctrine of natural immortality (section 3). A difficulty with respect to Leibniz’s later adoption of the theory of incomplete entities, of course, is that, in his later thought, he no longer accepts an analysis of the relation between soul and body in terms of form and matter.
 As I will argue, his doctrine of the perspectival representation of the universe in simple substances fills out the relevant sense of incompleteness. This is why Leibniz in the Monadology, immediately before his claims concerning animal immortality, he develops his theory of perspectival representation. Leibniz’s theory of animal immortality should be seen as a direct consequence of his view that representing the universe more distinctly by means of representing the perceptions of the simple substances constituting an organic body.
2. Incomplete Entities and Representation Dependence
In his later metaphysics, Leibniz uses the theory of incomplete entities to explicate a sense in which a plurality of simple substances—namely, the dominant monad that functions as the soul of an animal and the subordinate monads that constitute the body of an animal—can stand in a relation of union (even if, perhaps, not in a relation of unity).
 This is why the theory of incomplete entities becomes relevant for the question of natural immortality. Clearly, however, the sense of unity that Leibniz has in his later metaphysics is not the unity constituted by form and primary matter. On first sight, this makes it seem puzzling why Leibniz invokes the theory of incomplete entities at all. There can be little doubt that the analysis of corporeal substances in hylemorphic terms played a central role for scholastic theories of the relation between soul and body. If the scholastic theory of soul and body as incomplete entities would reduce to an analysis of the relation between form and matter, Leibniz’s adoption of this theory would not be able to do much work within the framework of his theory of pre-established harmony. 
However, examining one of the most prominent versions of the theory of incomplete entities, the one developed by Francisco Suárez (1548–1617), indicates that the relation between matter and form is only one example of the relation between incomplete entities. Using “physical” in the unusual sense that what is “physical” exists in a thing itself independently from the operations of the mind,
 he defines the notion of an incomplete substance in the following way: “In a physical sense, a substance is called incomplete, which is a physical part or a substantial mode, or the goal of a substance, concurring in some way to its complement.”
 Interestingly, form and matter are subsequently treated only as one of several examples of physically incomplete substances:
Thus in particular a substance in the state of becoming, or the substantial becoming itself, can be called an incomplete substance ... Then, form and matter, which are physical parts of a substance, are physically incomplete substances. In the same way, the whole nature, be it composite of matter and form or simple like the angelic nature, compared to the logical subject is an incomplete substance, because it is compared to this part or form, which is complemented and terminated through subsistence. From whence also subsistence itself is an incomplete substance, or something physically incomplete in the kind of a substance.

Thus, the notion of incompleteness Suárez has in mind is more general than the notion of incompleteness of form and matter. This more abstract notion of incompleteness is especially relevant for the way Suárez distinguishes the relation between soul and body from the relation between different portions of water: 
[A] drop of water is not so to speak positively a part, even according to its aptitude, but only negatively, because out of its own nature it does not demand the conjunction with another portion of water; since in itself it has the whole essence, and the proper logical subject of water, and its own intrinsic goal, it just does not resist being joined to another portion of water ... However, things are different with the soul, since even when it is separated it is a part according to its positive aptitude and nature, and not only by means of non-resistance. This is because it is not an integral part but an essential part, and has an incomplete essence that by its nature has the constitution to complete another essence, and thus it is always an incomplete substance.

Here, a substance is seen as an incomplete entity in case its essence is incomplete without the essences of other entities, or it is not a proper subject of predication, or it has not reached its internal goal. In particular, the soul is characterized as an incomplete entity in the first sense. Because soul and body have incomplete essences that complement each other, they form a whole that is more than a sum of mereological parts. Of course, this notion of incompleteness can be combined with the idea of form and matter as incomplete entities. However, it is formulated on a more abstract level, and therefore, in principle, can be integrated into different ontological frameworks. Moreover, although Suárez uses the terminology of complete and incomplete “substances”, he points out that properly speaking only a complete entity can be called a “substance”; calling incomplete entities “substances” is justified only because entities that are entirely non-substantial cannot constitute a genuine substance.
 Contrary to Rozemond,
 Leibniz’s views should therefore not be seen as being incompatible with the Scholastic doctrine simply on the grounds that he does not think that bodies are substances: reservations as to the substantiality of incomplete entities are inherent in the Scholastic approach itself.

There is no evidence that Leibniz was familiar with the details of Suárez’s theory of incomplete substances. However, there is a more indirect connection. Something very close to Suárez’s abstract, not specifically hylemorphic conception is a target of Descartes’s criticism of Scholastic theories of the relation between soul and body. For example, in a letter to Regius, Descartes clearly rejects the theory of soul and body as incomplete entities but also clearly formulates what the theory that he rejects implies: 
It can only be objected, that it is not accidental for the human body that it is combined with the soul, but that it is rather its very nature; for, because the body has all dispositions required to receive the soul—without which it is not properly speaking a human body—it cannot happen without a miracle that the soul is not united to it; and that it also is not accidental to the soul that it is united to the body, but only accidental after death to be separated from the body. All this should not be totally denied, so that the theologians are not offended once more; but I would nevertheless respond that these things can be said to be accidental in the sense that if we consider the body alone we perceive in it flatly nothing because of which it would desire to be united to the soul; and nothing in the soul because of which it would have to be united to the body ... 

Particularly relevant for the present concern is that Lamy’s broadly occasionalist theory of the union of mind and body adopts a very similar line of argument. The review in the Journal des Sçavans puts it thus:
He regards it as chimerical to pretend as they [sc. the scholastic philosophers] do that the mind & the body are incomplete beings that have a natural & essential relation to each other. ... That one suggests that they are incomplete is not more reasonable, if by this one pretends that the mind would not have all that is needed for being a true thinking substance independently of the body, or that the body would not have independently of the mind all that is needed to be a true human body.

Leibniz's response to Lamy may be seen as a reaction to this formulation of the doctrine of incomplete entities. Hence, rehabilitating the Scholastic doctrine, as Leibniz attempts to do. amounts to defending the view that mind (or soul) and body (or matter)
 have a “natural and essential” relation to each other, not the more specific claim that they are related to each other as form and matter, or as potency and actuality. That Leibniz pursues this more abstract strategy is most obvious in the way he treats the issue of the dependence of the representative nature of the soul on its organic body. Leibniz’s emphasis on the role of the passive aspects of souls for the union of soul and body has close parallels in Lamy’s view of the role of confused perception. The Journal des Sçavans renders Lamy’s view of the union of soul and body as follows:
This strategy to establish in the confused perceptions the union of the mind and the body, & to make known to the mind the needs of the body, & the relations the surrounding bodies have to it, appears to be the wisest to our philosopher.
 

To support this claim, Lamy argues that to know clearly and distinctly the infinite relations the surrounding bodies have to mine would require a constant effort of the mind, whereas the “bare sensation of pain or bitterness, of pleasure or discontent, is a proof that is short & secure alike.”
 What is more, Lamy holds that the connections between traces explain the connections between ideas:

The connection the traces have among themselves consists in the easiness with which they can be mutually retraced, that is to say in case they have been formed at the same time in the brain, it is practically impossible to retrace the ones without the others, because finding open channels of communication between them, the spirits that have retraced one of them, can more easily continue their path in the routes which lead them to all the other routes than make new ones for themselves. So that, because there is a connection between the ideas of these traces, in the same way as between traces, the renewing of one single idea of a long scene is capable to recall the ideas of all the circumstances.
 

In his response, Leibniz tries to accommodate as many as possible of Lamy’s views. Most importantly, he accepts Lamy’s basic idea about the role of confused perception for the union of soul and body:

Ordinarily, one conceives of confused thoughts as a kind completely different from distinct thoughts, and our author judges that the mind is more united with the body through confused thoughts than through distinct ones.
 

At this place, Leibniz gives to this idea a turn, which integrates it into the Neo-platonic view of confused perception as the origin of imperfection and particularity:

This is not without foundation, because the confused thoughts mark our imperfection, our passions, and our dependence on the collection of external things or on matter, whereas the perfection, force, power, liberty and action of the soul consist primarily in our distinct thoughts.
 

Moreover, since Leibniz’s late metaphysics, perceptions and the striving towards new perceptions is all that can be found in simple substances.
 Hence, their confused and distinct perceptions, together with the strivings originating from them, is all that can be expressed by their essences (understood as what is real in possibilities
). If so, then perceptual dependence can be understood as a kind of essential dependence: no simple substance would be what it is independently of the content of its perceptions, and its essence could not be what it is independently of the description of the content of its perceptions. Simple substances, thus, can be understood as being incomplete in the sense that rela​tions of representational dependence hold between all simple substances and that, correspondingly, their essences could not be understood independently of the essences of the simple substances that are represented. 
3. Representation Dependence and Natural Immortality
Representation dependence between simple substances, thus, is a kind of essential dependence. This is why representation dependence can explicate the sense in which simple substances functioning as souls and simple substances constituting an organic body can be understood to be incomplete entities. In this way, Leibniz’s theory of representation offers an explication of incompleteness without invoking the ontology of form and matter. For Leibniz, the relation between body and soul is a special case of the relation of representation dependence holding between all simple substances, and this is why he agrees with Lamy that confused perception is crucial for understanding the union between soul and body. Moreover, as Leibniz points out, if expressing the states of its own body is constitutive for the soul, then even from the point of view of Divine action soul and body are naturally non-separable:
It is true that God does not need the body, absolutely speaking, to give the soul the sensations it has, but God needs it to act in the order of nature he has established, having given to the soul and once and for all this force or tendency which causes it to express its body.
 

Thus, Leibniz concedes that God, through his absolute power, could give to the soul the perceptions that it has without anything in the world corresponding to these perceptions. However, how such a scenario is contrary to the divine will to create the best possible world since then the perceptions of the soul would no longer follow the order of nature.

Yet, one may wonder whether such a conception of incompleteness is appropriate for explicating the relation between the soul and its organic body. To be sure, this conception applies to the soul and its organic body because the essence of the soul is not independent of the essence of the body (since the soul is represented in the simple substances that constitute its body and the simple substances constituting its body are represented in the soul). As we have seen, the idea of representation lies at the heart of the notion of essential dependence. But this may exactly be the problem: in Leibniz’s late metaphysics, the soul represents not only its organic body but every simple substance in the world. Relations of essential dependence thus hold between all simple substances in the universe. And if relations of representation are the only relations that hold between simple substances, Leibniz needs to specify a special kind of representation relation that singles out the right kind of composite substances.

In fact, his account of perspectival representation fulfils this task. Among his commentators, there has been some controversy about how to understand the doctrine of perspectivity. One reading would have it that the perspectivity of the representation of the universe in a simple substance results because the simple substance represents only through the relations that its body has to other bodies.
 Such a reading is supported by Leibniz’s remark to the effect that “a soul represents the state of the universe in a certain way and for a particular time according to the relation of other bodies to its own body.”
 Still, one can object that Leibniz characterizes the harmony between soul and body as a particular case of the harmony between all simple substances,
 and that he maintains that the perceptions in the soul correspond to everything that happens in the universe and only in a particular way to what happens in the body.
 Consequently, one may suppose that the perspectival representation applies in the same way to all simple substances, without presupposing the mediation through organic bodies. According to such a reading, perspectival representation between all simple substances would be a necessary condition for the particularly clear and distinct perception of those simple substances that constitute the organic body of a living being.
 Still, such a reading seems to overlook Leibniz’s remarks concerning the constitutive role of the representation of the body for perspectivity. These interpretive difficulties suggest that what may be demanded is a two-tier analysis of Leibniz’s conception of perspectivity. In Leibniz’s view, there seem to be two complementary aspects of perspectivity: (1) the view that the soul represents from its own perspective the whole universe, and therefore particularly clearly its own body, and (2) the view that the soul represents the universe in a particular way due to the mediating role of its body. Both aspects are articulated in Monadology § 62:
Although each created monad represents the whole universe, it represents more distinctly the body, with which it is particularly connected and whose entelechy it constitutes; and because this body expresses the whole universe due to the connection of all matter in the plenum, the soul likewise represents the whole universe by representing the body that belongs to it in a particular way.
 

Thus, the perspectival representation of the universe in the simple substance is, on the one hand, a necessary condition for the representation of a body associated with it. But, on the other hand, the representation of the body in the soul also plays a constitutive role for the perspective of the soul. This is so because the soul does not only perceive the states of the simple substances that constitute its body with greater clarity and distinctness, but also the states of other simple substances that are represented more clearly and distinctly by the states of the simple substances that constitute the body. This is why Leibniz can say that “we apperceive all other bodies only through the relation in which they stand to our body.”
 This thought is spelled out in more detail in Monadology § 61, where Leibniz explicates the idea (mentioned in Monadology § 60) that monads represent the infinite confusedly but are limited and distinguished from each other through the degrees of distinct perceptions:
And the composite beings stand in a symbolic relation with the simple beings in this respect. For, because everything is full, which renders all matter connected, and because in the plenum each motion exerts some effect on distant bodies, proportional to the distance; such that each body is not only affected by those that touch it … but also senses by means of them those that touch the former bodies by which it is immediately touched: from this it follows that this communication extends to any distance whatsoever. And consequently, each body senses everything that happens in the universe, such that he who sees everything could read in each of it what happens everywhere and even what happened and will happen … But a soul can only read in itself what is represented there distinctly, and it cannot develop in an instant all of its folds, because they go to infinity.
This brings us back to the question of the argumentative grounds of Leibniz’s views on natural immortality. Monadology §§ 61-62 are the starting point of a series of deductive arguments that, with only some few additional assumptions, lead to the view that living beings undergo transformation but are not subject to natural destruction. To begin with, the “Ainsi” with which § 62 begins presents Leibniz’s views concerning perspectivity as a consequence of the preceding considerations. Moreover, taken together, §§ 61-62 imply that the soul’s awareness of its own mental states depends on its representing the body. This is so because the more distinct perceptions that are possible candidates for being the objects of awareness are representations of bodily states and of what bodily states indicate about the states of other bodies more clearly than the confused representation of the infinite in the soul does. This connection between distinct perception and indirect representation of the universe is what makes the relation between the soul and its organic body distinctive. Indirect representation thus singles out the group of simple substances constituting an organic body by means of which the soul represents the entire universe confusedly, but with a high enough degree of distinctness to be capable of reaching awareness of its own perceptions.

In a further step, Leibniz presents his conception of the living being as a composite of soul and organic body as a consequence of his conception of perspectival representation of the universe in the monad (as suggested by the connective “car” in Monadology § 63). In turn, the infinite complexity involved in perspectival representation is what grounds Leibniz’s conception of infinitely complex organic bodies (as suggested by the connective “Ainsi” in Monadology § 64). Subsequently, the thesis that in the smallest part of matter there is an infinity of animal-like creatures is presented as a further consequence (as suggested by the connective “Par où l’on voit” in Monadology § 66), which further implies that there is nothing dead in the universe (as suggested by the connective “Ainsi” in Monadology § 69) and also that the body of an animal is full of other animal-like creatures (see the connective “On voit par là” in Monadology § 70). The only further premise that Leibniz adds occurs in Monadology § 71, where he notes that the parts of an organic body are in a perpetual flux, which is why the soul cannot be always connected with the same body parts. Taken together with the foregoing considerations, Leibniz derives the consequence that the soul changes its body only gradually, such that souls never can exist separately (see the connective “Ainsi” in Monadology § 72). And from this Leibniz derives his claim concerning natural immortality (see the connective “C’est ce qui fait aussi” in Monadology § 73). Finally, after his digression concerning the results of microscopism, which, in his view, lead only to “half of the truth” (Monadology §§ 74-76), he explicitly characterizes his own argumentation as being based on “principles deduced a priori” (Monadology § 76). These, then, are the a priori arguments that supplement the half of the truth that can be gleaned through microscopy. 
4. Conclusion
Consequently, the remarks about animal immorality in the Monadology can be understood as a series of consequences derived deductively from the doctrine of indirect representation. What makes the derivation plausible is the role that indirect representation plays for Leibniz’s analysis of the unity of living beings: indirect representation is the kind of essential dependence between simple substances that singles living beings. The role of representation dependence for the union of soul and body within his system of pre-established harmony explains why, in the Monadology, Leibniz presents his considerations concerning the perspectival representation of the universe immediately before the passages concerning animal immortality. Perspectival representation is what, in his views, explicates the relevant sense in which the soul and the simple substance constituting its organic body cannot exist without each other. Indirect representation—representing features of the external world more distinctly through representing the simple substances constituting the organic body more distinctly—is what accounts for the union of soul and body in Leibniz’s late metaphysics. The order of argument here seems to be strictly deductive: From the fact that a soul is united with its organic body because its body is a means of indirect representation, it follows that, as long as indirect representation is essential to the nature of the soul, it cannot be separated from its body. In this way, the claim that animals are naturally immortal follows from the claim that indirect representation is essential for how souls represent the universe consciously.
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