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Zusammenfassung

Dieser Artikel diskutiert die Relevanz von Leibniz’ frühen Bemerkungen über Zabarellas Auffassung der diachronen Identität von Lebewesen für die Entwicklung von Leibniz’ Theorie der natürlichen Unsterblichkeit von Lebewesen. Leibniz’ Bemerkungen über Zabarella sind deshalb interessant, weil sie Zabarella in der Averroistischen Tradition verorten. Dies stellt einen Zusammenhang mit einer weiteren frühen Passage her, in der Leibniz hervorhebt, dass seine eigene Metaphysik sowohl mit der Averroistischen Theorie eines einzigen aktiven Intellekts als auch mit Zabarellas und Averroes’ Auffassung vereinbar ist, dass Form das Prinzip der Individuation darstellt. Nebeneinander gelesen können diese Bemerkungen dazu beitragen, Mogens Laerkes These, dass die Averroistische Theorie eines einzigen aktiven Intellekts eine der Inspirationsquellen der monistischen Elemente in Leibniz’ Metaphysik am Ende seiner Pariser Jahre sein könnte, in ein neues Licht zu rücken. Leibniz’ eigenes Verständnis der Averroistischen Tradition scheint von der Kompatibilität der Theorie des einzigen aktiven Intellekts mit einer Theorie einer Vielzahl von individuellen Substanzen auszugehen, die diachrone Identität besitzen – eine kompatibilistische Auffassung, die sich auch in Leibniz’ Metaphysik der Pariser Jahre wiederfindet. 
1. Introduction
In his early Specimen quaestionum philosophicarum (1664) – a work that discusses philosophical questions arising from law – Leibniz mentions the controversy among the Aristotelians concerning the nature of the growth of living beings. There is no evidence that Leibniz was acquainted with the relevant medieval or early modern sources; however, he does refer to Jacopo Zabarella’s De accretione – one of Zabarella’s Libri de rebus naturalibus (1590) – which contains a detailed exposition of the controversy, as well as an extended development of Zabarella’s own views concerning the diachronic identity of living beings. Leibniz mentions, probably on the basis of Zabarella’s exposition, that Duns Scotus (1265/66–1308) maintained that during the lifetime of a living being both its matter and its substantial form change, such that a living being remains the same only with respect to “equivalence”
. Leibniz contrasts this line of thought with a line of thought that he (rightly or wrongly) ascribes to the Averroists, among whom he counts Marcantonio Zimara, Jacopo Zabarella “and other Italians”
. As Leibniz surmises, these thinkers “have more closely seen the mind of Aristotle and also have elegantly declared how a living being remains one”
. 

As far as I can determine, commentators have not explored the relevance of this brief remark. This is regrettable because Averroes and Zabarella figure prominently in a programmatic remark from another early writing by Leibniz, De transsubstantiatione (1668/69). There, Zabarella is aligned with Averroes in holding that substantial form is the principle of individuation – a view that Leibniz in the same passage takes to be compatible with the Neoplatonic theory of a divine origin of substantial forms, the Averroistic theory of a unique active intellect, and the insights of the “moderns”: 

“Our philosophical views by no means diverge from received philosophy. Even for Aristotle, nature is the principle of motion and rest. But for him, substantial form is properly nature. Therefore, also Averroes and Angelo Mercenario and Jacopo Zabarella claim that substantial form is the principle of individuation […]. What more? Plato himself propagates in the Timaeus a world soul; Aristotle in the Metaphysics and the Physics an all-pervading active intellect; the Stoics claim that God is the substance of the world; Averroes propagates ……… Aristotle’s intellect; Fracastoro and Fernel an origin of forms ……… […] ……… All this, I think, is explicated in a way that, I have no doubt, through the careful reading of the recent philosophers is accessible to proof”
.
Mogens Laerke has suggested that this passage could be seen as providing support for the view that Leibniz’s own version of substance monism, as articulated in writings from the period between 1675 and 1676
, could be partly motivated by the Averroistic theory of the unique active intellect
. From this perspective, the few remarks about the Averroistic tradition that can be found in Leibniz’s early writings may have considerable implications for the interpretation of Leibniz’s early metaphysics. A full discussion of Laerke’s suggestion will necessarily have to be complex because it will have to address at least three questions: (1) What interpretations of Averroistic views concerning the synchronic identity of living beings could Leibniz have derived from a work mentioned in his Dissertatio de principio individui (1663) and referred to in the cited passage from De transsubstantiatione – Arcangelo Mercenario’s Dilucidationes in plurima Aristotelis perobscura, et nonnulla Averrois loca (1574)? (2) What interpretations of Averroistic views concerning substance monism and substance pluralism could Leibniz have derived from the tradition of Protestant metaphysics in which he was deeply imbued? (3) What could be learnt from Leibniz’s remark about the Averroistic views concerning the diachronic identity of living beings? I have addressed the first two questions elsewhere
 and will consider the third question in the present article. 

In particular, I will focus on Leibniz’s attitude toward Zabarella and on Zabarella’s interpretation of Averroes
. These matters are relevant both with respect to the issue of synchronic identity and to the issues of diachronic identity. The remark from De transsubstantiatione, where Leibniz mentions Zabarella, along with Averroes, as thinkers who are committed to the view that form is the principle of individuation, is relevant to the issue of synchronic identity. The references in his Dissertatio de principio individui (1663) show that Leibniz was familiar with Zabarella’s De constitutione individui
. In this work, Zabarella develops his conception of form as the principle of individuation
. Strikingly, Zabarella there aligns Averroes’s views on individuation with Aristotle’s views (1) that it is the task of form to separate one thing from another
 and (2) that it is actuality that separates one thing from another
. Zabarella spells out the implications of these views for Averroes’s views on individuation: “This is Averroes’ sentiment, who in the solution to the eighth doubt of the first disputation against Algazel, says that matter is the cause of numerical multitude, but that the cause of the distinction in numerical multitude is form”
. Zabarella thus ascribes to Averroes the view that numerical diversity presupposes distinction and, hence, can be due to a principle that differs from the principle of distinction. In this way, Zabarella can accommodate Averroes’s remarks concerning matter as a principle of individuation, while still giving priority to Averroes’s remarks concerning form as a principle of individuation. 
If form functions as the principle of distinction that is presupposed by numerical diversity, then Zabarella’s reading ascribes to Averroes a commitment to the existence of a plurality of distinct individuals. Clearly, what Leibniz found in Zabarella and Zabarella’s reading of Averroes is a theory of a plurality of forms individuating a plurality of individual substances. Hence, the remark from De transsubstantiatione suggests that Leibniz thought the Averroistic theory of the universal active intellect is compatible with the Averroistic theory of a plurality of forms each of which individuates a substance of its own. But synchronic identity may be not the only issue in which Leibniz may haven taken up some Averroistic influences. Rather, the passage from Specimen quaestionum philosophicarum is interesting because it raises the additional question of the possible influence of the Averroistic tradition on Leibniz’s ideas concerning diachronic identity. This passage points to the conclusion that what Leibniz regarded to be hallmark of the Averroistic view on diachronic identity is commitment to the claim that living beings persist over changes of their material constituents. 

2. Zabarella on Diachronic Identity

As Leibniz notes, Zabarella develops his views on diachronic identity through a detailed discussion of several alternative views. To begin with, Zabarella’s criticism of Duns Scotus plays an important role for the development of Zabarella’s own views, and it is from Scotus that the notion of identity by means of equivalence derives. Therefore, it will be useful to clarify the role that the notion of equivalence plays in Scotus and in Zabarella’s criticism of Scotus. As Zabarella notes, Scotus’s argument against the diachronic identity of living beings is based on his premise that substantial forms are “educed” from the potencies of matter. The notion of eduction is centred on the idea that the potentiality of forms is present in suitably organized matter and can in some way be actualized
. As Zabarella notes, given the fact that the material components and the structures of organic bodies change over their lifetime, the eduction thesis, in Scotus’s view, implies that changes in structure lead to changes in substantial form
. 

Zabarella objects that Scotus’s theory is contrary to the “common opinion of humans”, who take plants and animals to remain the same over their entire course of life
. Moreover, Zabarella argues that what is required for the identity of a living being cannot reduce to mere equivalence because the soul preserves memory traces while the replacement of similar parts does not preserve signs impressed upon the previous parts. Hence, the capacity of a living being to preserve previous impressions presupposes the presence of a soul that remains the same not only with respect to an equivalence of parts
. Zabarella’s own hypothesis is that the soul is “educed” from the potency of the matter of a primary organ – the organ that is formed first – and that it subsequently animates the body parts that are added in the process of growth through “influx”
.
Zabarella offers some considerations concerning the relation between portions of organized matter and the souls that are educed from their potencies. He presents his conception as an interpretation of the Aristotelian view that the soul is connected in a particularly close way with a “primary organ”: 

“Aristoteles taught in De anima II that the soul is the form of body, but not of what body soever but of the organic body, that is, a body in which various instrumental parts are distinguished, and hence a heterogeneous body; […] but the soul, because it is endowed with various faculties, required also various corporeal instruments, which it uses to carry out different operations. Hence, because the soul is the form of a heterogeneous body, it was necessary that it perfects all of its parts according to a certain order and that it resides in one special part, in which it originates and from which it is subsequently communicated to the other parts […]”
.
As Zabarella notes, Aristotle conjectures that for animals with blood the heart fulfils the function of such a primary organ and that other living beings possess an organ that fulfils an analogous function
. As Zabarella emphasizes, this conjecture has consequences for the notion of the unity of a living being:

“Aristotle says that the unity of the animal depends on the heart, for the animal is one due to a single soul and the soul is one due to a single principle, in which it originates at first and in which it primarily resides, and from which it is diffused into the adjacent parts; for as soon as the heart is generated, the soul is produced in it through eduction from the potency of this matter to actuality, and subsequently, once other members grow in the vicinity of the heart, the soul is extended from this origin to other members […]”
.
As Zabarella explains, only in the primary organ the generation of the soul takes place in the sense of the eduction of form from the potencies of matter, while the soul stands only in causal relations of “influx” to the other body parts
. At this juncture, the concept of equivalence comes into view again. Although Zabarella argues against Scotus that it is implausible to suppose that an organic body retains structural similarity over time, he holds that such a supposition is plausible if it is limited to those parts of the principal organ that are formed first, such as the first lineaments of the heart that can be observed to be formed first in an incubated egg
. In Zabarella’s view, what matters for the persistence of the soul is the persistence of the organic structure from whose potencies the soul is educed; and, as he conjectures, this structure can retain the “equivalence” of its structure through the change of components through metabolism
. This account implies that two dependence relations obtain. First, the soul cannot come into being and cannot persist without the existence and persistence of an organic structure constitutive of a principal organ
. Second, the animal would not possess diachronic identity without animation through a soul that does possess diachronic identity
. 

The ensuing view concerning the question of the material or immaterial nature of souls is complex. Zabarella agrees with those thinkers 

“who say that the soul is not material and divided in such a way that it is not also immaterial and undivided; for it is of an intermediary nature between the forms that are entirely separate from matter and forms that are entirely immersed in matter, such as the forms of inanimate beings; for the forms that are separate from matter are entirely undivided and do not have quantity because they do not have matter; but the forms of inanimate beings are necessarily joined with the quantity of matter in which they are extended, and with a determinate quantity and with a determinate matter, without which they cannot exist; for the form which is in this particle is joined to this portion of mater and to this determinate quantity such that it cannot extend itself to inform any other, adjacent portion of matter […]; the soul, however, behaves in an intermediary way; for it is necessarily joined with matter and quantity, because it cannot exist without matter and quantity; nevertheless, it is not joined to some determinate matter and some determinate quantity such that it could not change the material quantum and attract to itself some other quantum in which it inheres; yet not in such a way that it could entirely leave the matter in which it is and wander into some other matter, since if the entire matter is destroyed at once, the soul is lost necessarily; rather [it has to happen] part by part, successively, which the same matter remains according to equivalence […]”
.
Taken together with the denial that equivalence of matter could be sufficient to preserve memory traces, this passage implies that mental states such as memories cannot be reduced to the persistence of material structures; at the same time, it implies that they also could not occur without the persistence of material structures. Thus, the soul possesses qualities that go beyond the qualities of organic bodies, while it is also causally dependent on an organic body that changes its parts but retains some structural equivalence – at the least, the structural equivalence of a primary organ.
This outline provides some background for interpreting Leibniz’s remark that Zabarella got something right about the diachronic identity of living beings, and we still will have to determine in which respects Leibniz’s own views converge with Zabarella’s and in which they diverge. But before going into these issues, it will be useful to clarify what the grounds may be for Leibniz’s suggestion that Zabarella’s views on diachronic identity of living beings should be aligned with the Averroistic tradition. Zabarella develops his views concerning the growth of living beings not only by contrasting them with Scotus’s view but also by contrasting them with views that he found in Avicenna and Averroes. Not all of Zabarella’s observations concern what he took to be the authentic positions of Avicenna and Averroes; there are also some observations that concern Avicenna’s and Averroes’s interpretive claims concerning the views of other commentators of Aristotle. Thus, Zabarella mentions that Avicenna ascribed to the sixth-century Greek commentator Johannes Philoponus the view that the soul is always conjoined with some determinate material particles
 and that Averroes ascribed the same view to another influential commentator on Aristotle, Alexander of Aphrodisias (fl. ca. 200 AC)
. As far as Alexander’s authentic view goes, Zabarella is quick to point out that Averroes’s interpretation seems to be without conclusive textual evidence
. Still, Zabarella takes the view ascribed to Philoponus and Alexander seriously as a theoretical option and tries to show why the arguments attributed to them by Avicenna and Averroes are invalid. As Zabarella notes, Philoponus uses the idea of a portion of matter conjoined with the rest during a whole life span by no means as an argument for the immortality of living beings, but rather as an argument for their mortality: As Philoponus argues, the presence of non-removable material parts is what explains the process of aging – otherwise, the effects of aging could be eliminated by always replacing worn-out parts by new parts
. Zabarella is unconvinced about this argument and invokes rather the loss of vital heat during a life span as well as the impurities of the food taken in as causes of the process of aging and dying
. The second argument that Averroes ascribes to Alexander is the following: If there were no material particles that permanently remain attached to the soul, then the soul could be separated from matter
. Zabarella rejoins that this argument exemplifies the fallacy of the inference from the singular to the collective: even if it is true that the soul can be separated from any material part regarded singularly, it does not follow that the soul can be separated from all material parts at once
. 

In Zabarella’s view, the idea of the eduction of forms should be separated from the idea of persisting body parts. In his view, the advantage of the theory of eduction is exactly the possibility of explaining the occurrence of a persisting soul from material structures whose components are permanently changing. Still, he does not entirely reject the idea that some body parts may persist over the entire life span of an animal. In this respect, his criticism is directed against some traditional views concerning the nature of such body parts and their causal role rather than against the idea of persistence of body parts itself. The target of his criticism is the medical theory of “radical humidity” (humidum radicale) – a theoretical entity that was supposed to share some qualities with those phenomenal bodies that are humid without, however, being destructible through the agency of heat
. Zabarella finds this hypothesis implausible since all elementary qualities in the Aristotelian tradition are understood to be changeable through the agency of contrary qualities
. This is why he takes it to be implausible to assume that in an organic body there is any form of humidity that is not subject to change through metabolism
. The only assumption that seems plausible to him is the view that there might be body parts that persist because they are not subject to the influence of heat, and the only plausible example he can think of are earthy parts. Here, vital heat can even play a positive role for the persistence of body parts because heat tends to harden earthy parts
. However, Zabarella argues that this is a process that leads to death precisely because such parts are unsuitable as instruments for the activities of the soul
. Consequently, the earthy parts may persist over the lifetime of a living being but, due to their passivity, at no time are they plausible candidates for figuring as the basis for the eduction of the soul
. Hence, these parts may persist without, however, contributing anything to an account of the diachronic identity of a living being.

Zabarella is aware that there are diverging interpretations of Averroes but clearly aligns Averroes with his own views and those of the historical Alexander:

“Finally, with respect to this condition of growth that all parts are augmented, this is true with respect to the parts of the form, not with respect to the parts of matter; and Averroes does not understand here form as anything other than the soul, as does also Alexander, no matter what many others may say who see a different sense in the words of Averroes and who say that Averroes used the term ‘form’ to designate the whole, in such a way as to distinguish it from the parts, and that he thought that the parts of the soul flow together with the parts of matter […]. But there is no reason to lose time with interpreting the words of Averroes, for even if they are by themselves very dark and difficult to understand, whoever will read them with care and ponders them can grasp that what they ascribe to Averroes was not his opinion; but that Averroes maintained that Aristotle designated the vegetative soul as form and that only matter but by no means form flows, exactly as we say, too”
. 

Hence, Leibniz has good reason to align Zabarella with Averroes: Zabarella sees himself in agreement with the true meaning of Averroes’s text.

Of course, one may wish that Zabarella had explicated the relation between bodily states and mental states in more detail than he actually did. Still, for present purposes the sketchy nature of Zabarella’s remarks is not detrimental because his views about the eduction of forms is not what matters for understanding why the early Leibniz was so enthusiastic about Zabarella’s views concerning diachronic identity. Clearly, the early Leibniz never embraced the idea of the eduction of the soul from the potencies of matter. Still, Leibniz’s enthusiasm about Zabarella may be due to two more abstract implications of Zabarella’s position: (1) the implication that organic bodies of animals cannot retain their diachronic identity without having souls, and (2) the implication that souls cannot retain their identity without animating principal organs that retain their structure. In this sense, Zabarella’s conception of the diachronic identity of animal implies that both organic bodies and animal souls could not exist independently of each other. And this is exactly the view that Leibniz finds so attractive about the thought of the Italian Averroists. 

3. Diachronic Identity and Natural Immortality in the Early Leibniz

Nothing in Zabarella’s reading of Averroes implies any form of substance monism. Rather, understanding Averroism along the lines suggested by Zabarella clearly implies a commitment to a plurality of composite substances that possess diachronic identity. And since Leibniz explicitly aligns Zabarella’s views with Averroism, it seems likely that he took the Averroistic doctrine of a unique active intellect to be compatible with the persistence of a plurality of composite substances. What is more, Leibniz’s proposal concerning the diachronic identity of humans in the Specimen quaestionum philosophicarum bears striking resemblances to the views of Zabarella concerning the diachronic unity of animals:

“And it also has to be denied that it ever happens that a human being loses all of its parts, and it is certainly probable that the soul is, as it were, more firmly implanted in some parts, such that in one place there is the source of life and in other parts the little streams of life, and that the former parts always remain. The Rabbines of the Jews have delightfully built a dwelling place of the soul in a certain body part, which cannot be separated by any force, any hammer, and they decreed that the soul reigns in this hall even after the death of the human being”
.
Here, Leibniz’s own view turns out to be in some respect closer to the view that Zabarella rejects, namely, the view that some body parts always remain connected with the human soul. This aspect is closer to the views that Avicenna ascribes to Philoponus and that Averroes ascribes to Alexander of Aphrodisias. But in other respects, Leibniz’s view is close to Zabarella’s view that in some body parts the source of the life functions is located, such that the life functions in other body parts depend on what happens in those parts that are more closely united with the soul. Moreover, like Zabarella Leibniz holds that, due to the union between the soul and a particular body part, humans retain their unity over their entire life span. Finally, Leibniz draws an analogy between his views and the view of the Rabbines according to which even the apparent death of a human being cannot bring about a separation of the union between the soul and the body part to which it is connected in a particularly close way. The Rabbines’ Os Sacrum, of course, bears close similarity to the view that the body parts that do not undergo change are of earthy nature
. But the analogy that Leibniz draws between his views concerning diachronic identity and the view of the Rabbines goes beyond anything that is found in Zabarella and the thinkers discussed by Zabarella because it uses the connection between the soul and a particular body part as an argument for something that could be called “natural immortality” – immortality not due some supernatural, divine agency but rather immortality due to the natural constitution of humans. Moreover, since Leibniz offers these considerations immediately after considering the more general question of the unity of living beings, his views concerning the persistence of human animals may be seen as a development of the view concerning diachronic identity of living beings that he ascribes to the Averroists.

The passage from Specimen quaestionum philosophicarum, of course, does not tell much about the exact nature of the relation between souls and animal spirits. Moreover, the Rabbines’ view that there is some bony substance that always remains connected with the soul evidently is vulnerable to Zabarella’s objection that such parts do not possess the necessary degree of activity and complexity to function as the instruments of the soul. But although Leibniz remained fascinated with the analogies between his own view of diachronic identity and the thought of the Rabbines, he moved on to identify matter of a different kind that is connected with the soul in a particularly close way. For this purpose, he made use of the medical concept of animal spirits – a kind of subtle matter supposed to be freely moving through the nervous system. Early in the 1670s, Leibniz introduces the idea that in organic bodies there is some subtle matter, which he calls “kernel of substance”. About this entity, he writes:

“I am almost of the opinion that each body, of humans and animals, as well as herbs and minerals has a kernel, of its substance […]. This kernel of substance is so subtle that it remains even in the ashes of things burnt, and that it is so to speak able to contract itself into an invisible center […]. As people who lost an arm [in battle], say it seems to them they had the arm still and feel all fingers; which must come from the remaining sprits, or the kernel of substance”
.
Thus, one of the reasons why Leibniz introduces the kernel of substance hypothesis seems to be some facts about perceptions that are felt as if they were located in organs that no longer exist. Leibniz’s explanation of phantom pain seems to be that the vital spirits that caused sensations while the organ existed are still extant after the destruction of the organ, albeit in an invisibly small magnitude and at a different location. Moreover, these spirits continue to cause sensations that feel as if they were located in the place where the spirits were located originally. The connection between natural immortality, the physiological function of “subtle matter” and perception is also confirmed in the following passage:

“It should be known that in each thing there is some seminal center that distributes itself, like containing a tincture and serving the specific motion of the thing. That this is the case is obvious from the regeneration of plants, […] from seeds, from the plastic force of the sperm in the uterus, from the essences of the chymists. Similarly, hence, there is hidden in bones, in our flesh […] a more subtle part concentrated in spirits […]. This is obvious from the experience that those who have lost a hand or a foot often sense them […]: For no other reason than that this subtle spirit in which the substance of the member was contained remains and exerts now the same motions”
.
Towards the end of his Paris years – that is, exactly during the time in which he developed his considerations concerning substance monism – Leibniz returns to the issue of natural immortality. Robert Boyle’s Some Physico-Theological Considerations about the Possibility of the Resurrection (1675) provided the occasion for Leibniz’s thoughts. In his reading notes to this work, Leibniz emphasizes his basic agreement with Boyle’s theory of the physical possibility of the resurrection and identifies it with his own view that a perennial “flower of substance” is what actually constitutes our body. Leibniz describes this “flower of substance” as something diffused throughout the less subtle parts of the organic body and as “containing alone in some way the form”
. Similarly, Boyle’s “flower of substance” is described as something material and as involved in the organization of minimal parts of matter into an organic body. Boyle comments “that […] ’tis not repugnant or unconsonant to the Holy Scripture, to suppose, that a comparatively small quantity of the matter of a Body, being increas’d either by Assimilation or other convenient Apposition of aptly disposed matter, may bear the name of the former Body […]”
. As Boyle surmises, “a Body may either consist of, or abound with, such Corpuscles, as may be variously associated with those of other Bodies, and exceedingly disguised with those Mixtures, and yet retain their own Nature […]”
. The only addition to Boyle’s theory that Leibniz considers necessary consists in the claim that the “flower of substance in some way contains the form” and that the soul “is firmly implanted in the flower of substance”
. That Leibniz at this place says that the flos substantiae is “our body”
 seems to imply that he understands it as something extended and material. Yet, if the flower of substance is something extended, it appears no less puzzling how this theory could offer anything relevant for the question of diachronic identity – after all, being extended seems to imply the possibility of being divided and of changing constituents. 

Leibniz is clearly aware of this problem and offers the following considerations in another piece written in the time of the response to Boyle’s theory of the resurrection: 

“I have believed that there is some fluid or, if you like, an ethereal substance, diffused in the whole body, and continuous; by which the soul senses: which inflates the nerves, which contracts itself, and which expands itself. It is by no means credible that each part of this substance is animated, for since something always flies away, also the souls would be multiplied and divided. […] Therefore I would think that in this liquid itself there is some fountain of motion and expansion, as in a burning candle. In fact, it seems that in the cavities of the brain all circular motion takes place and that the soul preserves its vortex. And that [sensible] species themselves are nothing other than waves impressed upon the liquid, and that each wave is preserved eternally, even if through the composition with others it becomes imperceptible. But that the soul itself agitates a vortex, is a true wonder. Nevertheless, it does do this, since we act not simply mechanically, but out of those reflections, or actions on ourselves”
. 

Thus, for Leibniz subtle matter has a certain causal role in the workings of the nervous system and thereby functions as the instrument by means of which the soul has sensations
. Still, for Leibniz subtle matter is not identical with the soul. Rather, he understands the soul as an immaterial principle that, by means of subtle matter, acts everywhere in the organic body. The material constituents of the subtle matter, as all other parts of an organic body, are subject to metabolism, but the soul is united particularly closely with a portion of subtle matter whose identity is not an identity of mereological parts but rather a persistence of motions within a portion of subtle matter that represent the environment. Moreover, Leibniz ascribes to the soul an active role in the preservation of the motions in this part of subtle matter. In order to be capable of performing such a task, the soul must possess diachronic identity, and this is why Leibniz invokes the soul’s capacity of performing reflections – that is, mental operations that have other mental operations as their objects. 

The issue of reflection is a prominent theme in his Paris years, connected with the issue of diachronic identity of souls and with the analysis of sensation
. Already in the Outline of the Catholic Demonstrations (1668-1669?), Leibniz outlines the plan for several chapters of the second part, which would contain a “proof of the immortality and incorporeal nature of the soul”. The first chapter would prove the immortality “from the immediate sense of thought”, the second chapter “from the infinite repeatability of reflection, such that all sensation is an enduring reaction, cf. Hobbes, but this does not take place in bodies”
. In the Theory of Abstract Motion (winter 1670-1671[?]), Leibniz offers the following account of the distinction between the mind and physical objects based on the diachronic aspects of sensation, memory, and reflection: 

“Each body is a momentary mind, or one that lacks memory, because it does not retain for more than a moment its own striving and an alien one contrary to it (two factors, action and reaction, or the comparison and therefore harmony, are required for sense, and – without which there is no sense – for lust or pain): therefore it lacks memory, it lacks the sense of its own actions and passions, it lacks thought”
.
Likewise, according to On Memory and the Reflection of the Mind on Itself (April[?] 1676), the perception of perceptions is what constitutes the per se existence of a mind and the necessity of its continuation
. Moreover, in a piece that also contains material relevant for the monistic strand in his early metaphysics, Leibniz makes clear that becoming aware of the reflexive structure of sensation is what gives rise to the consciousness of the mind’s diachronic identity:

“In our mind there is a perception or sense of itself, as of a certain particular thing. This is always in us, for as often as we use a word, we recognize that immediately. As often as we wish, we recognize that we perceive our thoughts; that is, we recognize that we thought a short time ago. Therefore intellectual memory consists in this: not what we have perceived, but that we have perceived – that we are those who have sensed. And this is what we commonly call “the same”, this faculty in us which is independent of external things”
.
Taken together, these passages indicate that, for the early Leibniz, the reflection involved in sensation renders sensitive souls genuine unities that possess identity over time – an identity that is already constituted through the structure of sensation and is only made explicit in self-consciousness. Given the role of sensitive souls in preserving the unity of vortices of subtle matter with which they are necessarily conjoined, reflection is also constitutive of the union between sensitive souls and the “kernel of substance” conjoined with them. In this sense, Leibniz towards the end of his Paris years has a clear-cut notion of a plurality of substances – of both sensitive souls and of composite substances. But very much as Leibniz regards the plurality of sensitive souls to be compatible with a version of substance monism, he seems to regards also the plurality of composite substances to be compatible with substance monism. For instance, immediately after having developed the idea of a plurality of reflecting souls, each of which is united with its own vortex, he conjectures that the great vortex of the world is in a similar way animated by a divine soul
. Thus, Leibniz’s considerations concerning the diachronic identity of living beings clearly is not meant to be incompatible with the monistic strand present in the notes from this period but rather indicates a sense in which Leibniz took a conception of the universe as a single animate being to be compatible with a version of substance pluralism. 
4. Conclusion
Leibniz’s early remarks about the diachronic identity of living beings exemplify a strategy that could be expressed by the following maxims: Take some ideas from various traditions (such as the idea of Zabarella and “other Italians” that, in some sense, it is a soul-body-composite that retains its identity over time); omit some debatable aspects of these traditions (such as the idea of the eduction of forms or the theory of radical humidity); and instead use the notions of sensation and reflection to explicate the union between the soul and the organic body that it animates. As to the view that animals possess genuine diachronic identity, the early Leibniz shares with Zabarella the intuition that the right conception of diachronic identity has to explicate the senses in which the soul and the body of a living being are mutually dependent on each other. Zabarella explicates the relevant sense of the dependence of the soul on the body in terms of the scholastic notion of the eduction of forms from matter – certainly, a point that Leibniz never took up. Still, Leibniz takes up the idea that the soul is never entirely separated from an organic body and develops it beyond what can be found in Zabarella by extending the diachronic identity of a living being beyond what is ordinarily regarded as its death. As to the nature of the relevant dependence relations between body and soul, Leibniz gestures at the importance of sensation and reflection for the union of soul and body – an issue that is fully developed only in his later analysis of representation dependence between the soul and the simple substances constituting its organic body. Nevertheless, already in his early metaphysics the idea of mutual dependence relations between soul and body is present: the soul would not have the sensations that it has without the workings of animal spirits; and portions of animal spirits would not exhibit diachronic identity without the persistence and agency of a soul that, due to the reflexive operations involved in sensation, possesses diachronic identity. 

Thus, in spite of the sketchy nature of Leibniz’s early remarks it is clear that already at this stage of his philosophical development he tried to identify a connection between the soul and particular body parts that persist beyond what is usually regarded as the death of a living being. Moreover, as the remark from the Specimen quaestionum philosophicarum show, in this time he aligned this idea to the view concerning the unity of living beings that he ascribes to thinkers whom he (rightly or wrongly) took to be Averroists. Leibniz therefore clearly understood the Averroistic tradition to be committed to substance pluralism with respect to the diachronic unity of living beings. This does not necessarily stand in tension with Laerke’s suggestion that Leibniz’s early substance monism may have been inspired by aspects of the Averroistic tradition. Still, if we take Leibniz’s early remarks about thinkers whom he took to be Averroists into account, a more complex picture may emerge. These remarks indicate that the early Leibniz must have taken the doctrine of a unique active intellect to be consistent with versions of substance pluralism that he saw as being rooted in the Averroistic tradition, as well – substance pluralism grounded on the conception of form as principle of individuation and substance pluralism grounded on the theory of diachronic identity of living beings. The view that a version of substance monism is compatible with versions of substance pluralism thus may not only be implicit in Leibniz’s writings from the end of his Paris years; it may also be implicit in his early understanding of the Averroistic tradition itself.
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