The Problem of Evil in the Philosophy
of
Leibniz.

Summary.

The continuous theocemtric mould of the thousht of Leibniz
leads us to suspect that"the problem of evil" has a 3reater
relevance to his philosophy than is commonly reputed.This is
amply confirmed by an unbiased readiny of his writings as a
whole and of the nejlected Theodicee in particufar."A reconstruction
of the syster which Lsibniz should have written” (3.Russell )cannot
take the place of what Leioniz did in fact write and is contrary
to the histomnical developuent of his thourhi.

Leioniz aooroaches the orodoicr as an inheritor of the theolojical
tradition of the Schoolmen.His indepindence revasals itself in the
hazardous atterpt to rationalise the Divine Nature and in his virtual
abandonment of tne traditional answer of Y"the Fall of Nan".The universe
is a world of values,of 300dness as well as of raticnality.The pre-
established harmony,with the subsequent later doctrine of the monad,
helped Leibniz"to justify the ways of God to man".The idea of God as
Creative Love must mean that man is more than incidental to the epic
of creation.The harmony oetween the Realm of Nature and the Realm of
Grace,with its implications in a future life,answers the aje long
probiem of the incidence of joo0od and evil in this present world.This
world is stillvthe b=st of all possible worlds".Where evil is not
mersly parasitic,it is transubstantiated into the jood of the whole
after the manner of the ancient Stoic arjuments.This is true even of
moral evil which is a consequence of man's creaturely freedom,though
as evil,outside the Divine antecedent volition.
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Summary (Continued).

The answer of Leioniz thus falls within the ambit of ethical
theism.3ut the monadological readiny of the universe ajjravates the
difficulties already latent in the Leibnizian Weltanschauung.His
rationalism,not to speak of the crux of the Deity within the
monadologjical schema of the universe,makes his answer danjerousliy
approach the deism of his century.None the less the argument of
Leibniz has blazed a trail which the theodicean argument of ethical
theism has since been content to follow cobsciously or unconsciously.
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Synopsls.

tntroduction.

(The numbers refer to pages.)

i.The essential unity of the thought of Leibniz as philosopher
and theolojian,Statement of the view that Leibniz,as theolojian,
is "the champion of ijnorance and obscurantism".The Couturat-
Russell school.

2.The temptation presented by the complex thought of Leibniz to
hazard of unilateral interpretations.Their surgical quality.

3.Consejuent modern nejlect of the nfssais de Theodicee".In spite
of the obvious difficulties Lelbniz is his own best commentator
on his thoujht. The Theodicee not unioue among the writinys of
Leibniz.

4.The many early writinys of Leibniz less a problem on this view of
the fundamental unity of his thought.

5. Continued. All Leibniz must be considered in the statement of his
answer to "the problem of evilv.Philosophy for Leibniz nothing
unless ancilla theolojiae.



Synopslis.

Chapter i.

God.

7., Leibniz a true son of the theocentric | 7thcentury.Consequent
cruciality for him of "the problem of evitr,

8. The deity for Leibniz no mere usus loquendl but intejral to
his thoujht. '

g. The Perfect Personality of God. His Nature as Simple Substance
and His Attributes.

10.The fulcrum of "une bonte souveraine” and the qualitative reading
of the Divine Attributes. .

11.The interesting contrast between Leibniz and Clarke In the matter

~ of the proof of "the joodness" of God.

12.The debt of Leibniz to the theolojical tradition of the Schoolmen
and the lijht it throws upon his thoujht.

13. The ethical and Christian interpretation of "joodness" for
Leibniz as well as Its metaphysical meaning. Goodness in God as
jo0o0dness in man,

i4.Consequent dsepening awareness of "the problem of evil",
i5.Allejed debt of Leibniz to mystical writings and influences.Yet
remalns a "rational theolojian®.

{5.lLeibniz and the Neo-Platonic influence in rthe theological

tradition? His credo ut intelligam.

17.Lleibniz's idea of God as Creative Love rests ultimately upon the
presuppositions of Christian dojma.




Synopsis.

Chapter ili.
The Universe of Leibniz.

29. Leibniz's views on the universe reveal the theocratic

~ tendency of his thoujht.The Theodicee sets the problem
for the Monadology.

30. The abiding theistic views of Leibniz set the pFeblem stage
for nthe problem of evil".No lack in the Divine foresight or
power.%0d not only existens but existenti ficans.No absentss
deity.

3i. The inherent *joodness" of the universe as well as its
rationality.An arena for the activity of free spirits.and the
manifestation of the Glory of noi.The Pre-established Harmony
-3 Copernician revolution in our.thoughts of the unity and
variety of the world.

32, The pluralistic universe,yet in some way unum in se.

33. This unity known alone to the Divine Wind.The amphibious
existence of Monads.The Independence of the Divine Mind and
its reflection in the inter-relatedness of the universe.

34, The jraded universe and its three monadic levels.No vacuum
formarunm.

35, "Transceration” reconciles evolution and creation,

36. Its implications,orthodox and unorthodox.

37. Man's place in the cosmos.Two teleolojies.

38. The over-ruling of evil.Tendency of Leibniz’'s rationalisr to
theolojical determinism.

39. "Divine Mathematics". and its influence.

40. Lojic explains the modus operandi of creation

41. but not its origin. Difficulties owing to dichotomy of the
pivine will and Understanding.

42.The pfimacy of the Divine will and the unity of the Divine

Nature sub specie creationis. God's self-limitation.
43.No limitation of the Divine Nature ab extra.Potentallitas of
God as transcending the universe,



Synopsis.

Chapter ii.

The Perfection of God.

18, The argumentum ex analoyia hominis and its limitations.

19. The confluence of two influences in the thought of Lelbniz
about God. His interpretation of Descartes.

20. The difficulty of the conception of a rejio idearum in the
mind of Sod. Malebranche. '

21. The 500d not prior to God. Harmony of the Divine Attributes.
The theolojical prudence or timidity of Leibniz.

22. Continued."Mecanismus metaphysicus™ saves the ethical theism
of Leibniz from the pitfall of a spurious "Omnipotence®,

23. "Optime ajere" includes lojical within ethical perfection.

24. The plus of Existence over Possibility.Importance of "Dynamique®
The via media of Leibniz.

25. Contrast with Descartes and Spinoza. The difficulty in the
metaphorical languaje of Leibniz.

22. The deity,as juarantor of possibility,the keystone of the
system of Lelbniz. ‘

27 and 28. God as Creative Love the final! explanation of His
Perfection and of the demand for the reciprocity of man.



Synopsis.

Chapter i1i. (Continued.)

44.The misunderstanding of Descartes by Leibniz.No vivi-section
of the Divine Creative fiat.

45 .No hiatus betwsen the Realm of Nature and the Realm of Grace.
Harmony of God as Architect and as Monarch,

46.The All-inclusiveness of the Divine Reing.The supra-natural
as the interdority of the universe. The Glory of God the
purpose of the world,

47."The City of God" reveals the moral purpose of the universs.
"The Love of God"= "General Good".

48.Theistic realism or pessimism?

49.The reconciliation of providentia specialissima with the
theocentric view of the universe in the "joodness™ of God.

50.The moral order of rational beings not a secondary consideration
in "plan de Disu",

5({. The intultive metaphysics of Christian faith.Omnipotence of
Love.




Synopsis.

Chapter iv.

"Essais de Theodicee".

53. The fruit of prolomjed mental incubation on the part of
L=ibniz and only an instalement of a projected plan.

54. The search for a2 perennis philosophia."Essais de Theodicee"
written "par lambeaux".Their patchwork and rechauffe
character. incorporation of earlier thought.Not merely an
answer to Sayle.

55-5f.Leibniz a fundamental creator of all theodicean argument.
Lacks the power of exclisiveness.Contact with the thought
of his day and philosophic charity.The claim of the Theodicee,
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58.

59.
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63.

Synopsis.
Chapter V.

Pierre 8ay|e.(i€47-i70£.)

Bayle's "Opus Hercueleum"sets the staje for Leibniz.His
former didactic interminyles with present polemical motive.
"C'est la cause de Dieu qu'on plaide".Rayle embodies the
influences of the Reformation and Enlijhtenment.
The unstable balance of power between relizion and philosophy.
Bayle-" a house divided ajainst itself".Undermines the
foundations of the ivory castle of dogmatic theology.The
Method of Bayle. Dichotomy of faith and reason.Certum est,quia
impossibile est.
The anti-rational nature of the dogmas of theology."Reason only
fit to make man know his ijnorances and powerlessness,and the
necessity of another revelation". The Kant of the |7th.century.
A more conséstent rationalist than either Descartes or Leibniz.
His Cosmolojy. Revelation teaches (|) God disposes of the world
as He sees fit, (3) He nseds only a simple act of will to do
what pleases Him. (5). Nothin3 can happen but what He has put in
the plan of His work. Unexpected affinity with the views of
Leibniz,
Man not the sole end of Creation.Yet cannot doubt the essential
"joodness®” of God which led Him to create the world.
Both Bayle and Leibniz have the same view of the "Goodness" of
God and the conseguent cruciality of "the pfoblem of eviln,
Revelation alone can untie this nodus."l'optimus precede
toujours le maximus®,
The Manichaean Answer. Cannot reason ajainst the facts of evil.
Evil no mere deprivation.Juxtaposition of the omnipotent
transcendence of %od and the stark evil of the world excludes any
minimisiny tendency.Manichaeism has (a)clear ideas and (b) is
adequate to experience. Three questions-the nature,oriyin and
significance of evil.



Synopsis.

Chapter V. (Continued).

£4.The answers of Manichaeism reviewzd by Baylie. The rational
strenyth of the argyuments of Manichaeism contrasted with those
of Catholic orthodoxy.

#5.The Answer of Orijyen. Bayle's preference.The transitory
character of human life contrasted with the everlastinyness of
eternity.The opposite danjer to Manichaeism.

frh. Manichaeism has three answers for the three principles of
Orijenism-freadom,repentance and eternity. Our ignorance adout
Purgatory.The "500dness® of God i.e."Goodness" in summo jradu
nmust exclude all defects.

f7.30num ex intejra causa,malum ex quocunque defectu.The danjer of
dualism in the answer of Orijenism.Damnation of the jreater part
of the human race conflicts with the 300dness of God.The Answer
OF RAYLE. The statement of the problem by Lactantius.

fe.The necessity of evil for Lactantius.Criticism by Rayle on
psycholojical and other jrounds.Rankruptcy of the Fathers of the
Church.3e33ary of philosophy in the theory of personal devil ani

the®"Fall" of man,

#9.The Scriptural teachiny of the joodness of God the only solution
of "the problem of evil".Abandonment of reason. The 7oral
joo0dness of God the shest anchor alike for 3ayle and Leibniz.
Differences betwesn them but fundamental ajreement.

70."Ab actu ad potentiam valet consequenfia"."This has happened,
then, this is not contrary to the holiness and joodness of God".
The Revelation of the Scriptures ani "le principe de la

, soumission®, Criticism of popular answers to the problen.

7t.Elevation of faith and abassment of reason. Sankruptcy of the
rationalism of the sects and of orthodoxy.

72.The "Sarthianism" of 3ayle. His 3reat value is "piguer d'honneur"
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76.

77.

78.

79.
80.

Synopsis.

Chapter Vi.

The Fact of Evil.

The difficulty of isolating the data of awvil,without explaining

their existence.The influence of 3ayle. The danger of hasty and

superficial judyments. '

Continued. The "0 felix culpa® arjument.History as the arbiter

of value,

The limited character of our knowledjs. Individual happiness not

the only end of creation.The suprenacy of spiritual joys.The

jreatest happiness consists in the ope of future happiness.The

wilieu for the facts of evil."L'univers ....est tout d'une piece

To see the world is to sese it not sub specie hominis but sub
specie dei which ajain weans sub specie universi. The gulf

between a "cosmodicy® and a theodicy.The orjganic unity of the
world but no anima mundi.

The jroupiny of evils, (Maimonides?). (| )Metaphysical (2)Physical
(3) Moral.The jreat problem of justice is not omitted hy

Leibniz but included as a postulate of the joodness of God.

(1 YMetaphysical evil the matrix of all other evil. (2)Physical
evil and its roots.

Its explanation. (3)Moral evil has a moral cause,
Exajjeration of its extent.The human race only a frayment of
The City of God.%od does not will moral evil.A hypothetical
necessity.
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82.

Synopslis..

Chapter Vvit.
"The Fall of Man and "Original Sinv,

Nejlect of the attitude of Leibniz to the traditional answer
of Christian doyma to "the problem of evilv,.Intrinsic and
extrinsic importance of the"Fallrdoctrine,especially in the
|7th.century,

Leibniz exemplifies the tension between humanism and the
Reformation,His heterodoxy both in rejard to the Council of
Trent and the symbolical books of Protestantism. The virtual
Manichaeism of Lutheranism.

83. The vindication of the honesty of Leibniz., Attempt at a via

84.

85.

&4 .

87.

88.

media.

Five issues of the "Fall® doctrine. (| )Acceptance by Leibniz of
classical texts. (2) Original state of man explained by
*Transcreation®.No catastrophic "Fallr,

The empirical inevitability of the sin of Adam but man not born
a sinner.The doctrine of essence and accidents,

The relevancy of man's imperfection in G03d's plan of the
universe.Free will acts throujh the power of God but evil comes
into being throujh creaturely limitation. (3)The allejed
damnosa hereditas.

Leibniz's virtual abandonment of orthodoxy as conflictiny both
with his metaphysical ideas and his view of a beneficent deity.
So called m"orijinal sin" but another name for human Iinfirmity.
(4).Explanation of alleysd infection with "original sinv,
"Transcreation" as an alternative to Pre-existence,Traducianism,
and Creationism.More ajreeable to Divine Justice than the other
alternatives. No damnation of the innocent.

89. (5).Result of voriyinal sin" of Adam is merely as the taint of

heredity. The Reijn of Nature serves the Reign of Grace.

89.No champion of orthodoxyl




Synopsis,

Chapter ViI1,

The Grounds of Optimism. (1).

90. Explanation of the disrepute of the "optimism® of Leibniz.
Leibniz here,again,his own best interpreter.Difference from
Descartes and Spinoza,

gl. The moral nature of 50d the foundation for the optimism of
Leibniz.The a priori and the a posteriori methods of proving
that the world is the handywork of 50d.The revelation of nature.

92. A new proof of the existence of God,.Assumption of the perfection
of the world.Apart from the idea of f0d there is no sound basis
for any totalitarian verdict on the universe or the extent of
The City of So0d.Early date of the optimism of Leibniz refutes
its alleysd monadic orijin. God's choice of the best,

93. A value judyment at the foundation of the crestive fiat of God.
The pre-~existence of 60d. (1) God as the primary jround of all
existence. (?) Value and values as the secondary jround. (3)
Hierarchies of value and their "beiny” in the mind of God.
Criticism of the views of Prof . H.Wildon Carr.

94 .The optinmism of Leibniz the verdict of a relijious spirit,
Comparison with Orijen. The infinite perfectibility of the
universe. .

95.The inherently dynavic and projressive nature of the universe
as a whole,

9f.Dynamic relation of God-who sees all totum simul-to the world
explains the unimportance of time in the system of Leibniz.The
verdict sub totius universi. Preservation as continuous creation,
The world must mirror the parfection of its creator and

upholder,
97. "Concours de Dieu®.No hazard in the creative enterprise of the
deity of Leibniz. Contrasted with Arnauld,
gg. Leibniz's criticism of the deism of Newton.God is at work in
the universe and yet He is an intellijentia supramundana,.The
metaphysical and moral attributes of God the primary foundation
for optimism.




" Synopsis.

Chapter ‘iX,

The Grounds of Optimism(il).

99.The problem of svil for Leibniz a problem of values.Evils in
the world and an svil world.The nsed for finality in
explanation.The cul-de-sac of naturalism,

100.The universe the result of a NDivine value-ju3dyment.The Will
wnoraliter optimus®hbehind the universe.The ®"bein3y® of thse
possible worlds.The problem of the difference between
vactuality® or "existence® and *bein3”,

10l. The fable of the pyramid.Has anr apex but no base,The
indeliblie mark of all theistic thought "the wWill of God is
a Will for the best possible*.The joodness of the whole not
ipso facto the joodness of the part.

102.The orjanic unity of the unlverse. (i) Metaphysical evil
inseparable from existence. .

703. (11) Physical evil,mainiy a conseaquence of moral evil,The
j3rest problem of its incidence answered by the bellef in a
future life and the possible spiritual jains through suffering.
Extent of physical evil exajjerated.Physical well being is not
merely pleasure.Part of the meaniny of physical sufferings,
which are »dans |'ordrerof the universe,is to prepare us for a
future life,

104. The justice of the univarse a result of the harmony between
the world of Nature and the world of Grace.Other reasons for
physicel evil, '

105.(1i1) Moral evil due to the delejated freedom of man.The place
of moral evil in the unity of the world,The concurrence of
God with roral evil as an hypothetical inevitability,

1{08.The metaphysical imperfection of creaturliness.Nothing
accidental in man's sinniny or in the creative decree of God,
The jreat influence on Leibniz of his ideas on the laws of
movement,
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Chapter 1X. (Continued).

The interpretative value of minds as "partes totales"in

the universe.The failure of mere intellectual analysis.
Mircocosm and macrocosm."Felicity is to persons what
perfection is to things".Neither man nor God can deny
themselves.

The finality of values for God as a Moral Person.Not all
values for God are moral values,though they have a
predorinant place in "the perfection of the universe',

The nature of "possibility"for Leibniz.3road's summary of
the views of Leibniz and comparison with those of NcTagjart.
vGod's understandiny the source of essences ani His will the
origin of existences”.The world the expression of a purpose
in which the bonum and the faciendum ejree.The nature of God
the key to uniock the mystery of the universe.



Synopsis.
Chapter X.
La Liberte.

iiJ.Attacks on his doctrine of liberty anticipated by Leibniz.

The cruciality of liberty to his answer of the problem of
evil,Fatalism not the last word of Leibniz,

{|2.Mhe Via Media betwsen (i) determinism and (ii)libertinism,
Three meaninys of frsedom (Rashdall).Liberum arbitrium
indifferentia=s forcibly rejected by lLeibniz.

112A. Freedom for Leibniz is self-determination.The addition of
Lsibniz to the two alternatives of Bayle-rinclination without
necessity",.Three oarts of freedom:-~ i.intellijence., ii.
spontaneity iii.continjency.

113. FREEDOM in MAN. The Pre-established Harmony the custodian
and juarantee of man's freedom,The achievement of frsedom
limited both by the weak liason between judiment and will
and also by the limitation of man's intellijence.These
linitations an inevitable result of creaturliness.

{14.The cultivation of "une bonne volonte" .*il y a un si jrand
trajet de l'esprit au coeur”.Only"the wise man" is free.
Explanation of moral evil,

115. Human conduct capable of explanation and not arbitrary.Human
frasdom not inconsistent with the fact of predictability in
detail. No oluralistic via media for Leibniz. (Ward-"Realm of
Ends")

{1f.Failure of Cartesianism to reconcile fresdom with Providence.
The distinction 5stween metaphysical and moral determination,
The difficulties in this view to be ttaced to whether we
bejin our interpretation of Leibniz from the Monads (Monadology
or from God(Theodicse).The Leibnizian crux between deity and
the Monads is in part the oid ouestion of the relation
betwsen omniscience and freedom,



Chapter X, (Continued).

if?-Leibn525s rejection of Cartesian,Supralapsarian and
IiInfralapsarian answers.The "non-temporal“nature of the
Divine foresight. Difficulties in this view no argument
for Leibniz's lack of sincerity. (8.Russell).

118. Chevallier's answer in explanation of the weakness of the
moral philosophy of Leibniz the final word.

FREFNDOM IN 6OD. Arnauld's assertion of the impossibility of
creation on the premises of Leibniz.Freedom in God is human
freedor writ lame.

119. Leibniz's opposition to the prevalent Socinian idea of
Nivine frasedom-an absolutum Dominium. Leibniz also opposed to
the Necessitarianism of Spinoza and Hobbes.The answer of ¥
une nacessite moral® the only alternative,

120. Other alternatives ruled out of court."une HERREUSE
Necessitevrexplains the Divine initiative to be found in His
Goodness.

121. Leibniz's anticipations of criticisms.Objection of Sayle to
the reconciliation of the freedom of the Divine choice with
the optimum of the Divine wisdom.lLeibniz answers by saying
that God's freedom extends "ad maxima,ad omnia" so far as no
contradiction is implied.

122.50d's "necessity® is His nature and this includes the habitat
ofvetarnal truths».Leibniz's reply to Arnauld by showiny nis
objection to the possibility of creation on the premises of
Leibniz incompatible with his acceptance of the Leibnizian
principle "praedicatum inest subjecto”,

128. The orjanic unity of the universe. The jeneral and particula
intentions of God.
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Synopsis.

Chapter X1,

The Solution of Leibniz.

The Problem of iInterpretation.

The importance of a "point de consideration” in the
philosophy of Leibniz.The lojico-tatheratical school of
interpretation, Its pluralistic readiny of Lelbniz summed

up by F.C.S.Schiller,

The tvaditional schools of interpretation and thelr minor
Jifferences,.The historic vindication of the continuity of
the theistic views of Leibniz,

Continued.The harmony between metaphysic,science and theism
for Leibniz.

The Transubstantiation sujjestion of Guhrauer unfounded,.The 1
life lony hostility of Leibniz to any atsleoslogicai view of
the universe,

Leibniz the father of ths *5od in naturo®rmovement In the
nsrman Aufklaruny. The tardiness of the monedolojical out-
look of Letbniz and his pre-monadolojical thelsm,

Leibniz not a radical thinker.The 3radual developsment of
the ijdea of monadic substance,The product of converjent
lines df thoujht.

The breaking down of the relation betwean fojical atomism
and the spiritual nature of the monad a further confivmation{
of thig view.The monzd "a philosophical jodsend® to
vindicats the teleolojical purpose of the universe and to
reconcile the claims of the Many and the One.

The optimism of Leibniz rests on his view of Sod.,

Continued.The cruciality of tha Thesdicee amonj the works of
Leibniz.The continuity of Lsibniz®s jensral view of the
universe cum deity.

Thess views must decide in jeneral the answer of Leidbniz to
the problem of evil,




Synopsis.,

Chapter X'it.

“The Classical Tradition™,

133.The complexity of the answer of Lelbniz to the problem of
svil.Influences of Stoic thought.The triangularity of the
probler of reconciling (1 )the Goodness and (2} Omnipotence
of God with (3) the fact of evil.leibniz within this tradition,
134, Rejection of naturalism,dualism,and the libertarianism of"the
Fall*doctrine.Al lejed re-smerjence of dualism within the
Divine Nature,ashdall’s arjumaent on "the lixitation™ of God.
The Leibnizianism of Rashdall®s answsr to the problem of evil
God wills the best that Be has it in Him to producen,
135.The answer of Acuinas and its consistency with that of
Leibniz.Contrast of the answer of Leibniz with the despair of
Lotze. The impcrtance of guestions of value when interpretating
the actuality of evil in *the best of all possible worlds®,
j3R.The reality of evil for Leibniz.The jreat difflculty of its
Iinterpretation.The denial of the charje of his »4ighonesty®,
137. The fundamental primacy of *ia Morale® for Lelbniz. Action
the basic reality. The "reteprysical evil®*of Leibniz and its
virtual ajreement with the arjurent cf Aouinas,
i358.Noral evil rore thun the rere fact of differentiation.The
problem of evil not a problem about nothing,
+39The charye of corruptio optiri pessima, Tke critliclise of
Leibniz by Schopenhauer and the answer of Ward,
139.The answer of teioniz the self-liritation of God by Hls
Understandini.The static and ultra-rationalistic conception
of the Divine Attributes increases the difficultles of
Leibniz ani tenis towards dualisp.Remarks by Archbishop King
and Clarke. Other short cuts in the thelsm of teibniz.



Synopsis,

Chapter X1t, {Continued).

140.The mathematical interpretation of the Divine Omniscience
leaves time out of reckoninjyand reduces Divine eéxperience
to nothingness,The answer of Ward-Creative 'intultion and
Divine Knowledge,

141 .The difficulty of (eibniz In over-stressing the metaphysical
sttributes of the Deity,The world sub specie pluralitatis as
opposed to ethical monism.

i42,3. The monadolojical readinj of the universe only exajjerates
the difficulties inherent in the Lelbnizian Weltanschauung,
The crux of the Deity as *Mones Monadum® (Hefel and not
Leibniz,)
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150,

Synopsis.,

Chapter Xibilt,
The lniarprotative Principle of Orjanic Unity,

The universe sub spescie pluralitatis.The punctate
Monads.Totum ajjrejationis no unity,No"Ame du mondev. ‘

The unity of the world as a system of inter-relatedness

for the Divine Mind,Not a "multiverse*.A rationa! foundation
for the #0 felix culpa arjumentr.,

The*Copernician revolution®of Leibniz(to use his own
expression),as a Stolc emphasis on the unity of the world,
contrasted with a thorough 30ing pluralism in the matter of
evil.Process not everythinjy for Leibniz. Leibniz and
Chrysippus.

The quality and value of the worid’'s unity reflection of
the extrinsic teleology of the Divine cholce of the best.its
noral quality manifssted in the essential harmony of ths.
Kingdom of Nature and the Kingdom of Grece.The charje of
pessimism ajainst Leibniz.Man more than an incident in the
epic of creation,

The ethical theism of "the Clty of God".ledbnlz's desire to
avoid anthropoworphism,The ethical Implications of our ldea
of 50d the only solvent for intractable questions.
Continued."The love of God®*-"our greatest j0o0d and Interest”-
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Introduction. '

In an important inéait Ieibniz says that nothing can be
disguised in his system, because throughout there is a perfect
connexion. Froper and exact distinctions are made because they
are necessary. Then he goes on to add that he has not always been
able to explain himself fully but he has always striven to speak
precisely. "I bégin as a philosopher, but I end as & theologian.

One of my great principles is that nothing takes place without a
reason. 1t is a principle of philosophy. But at bottom it is
nothing else than the acknowledgement of the divine wisdom, although
I did not speak of it at first."(I) This emphasis of Leibniz on

the essential unity of his thought has not always been given the
prominence it deserves. It hes been recognised by older writers

like Ed. Zeller, Xuno Fisher and #mile Boutroux, to name some

famous students of Ieibniz. But in more recent times many
commentators have tended to follow one another in the condemnation, .
express or implied, of those parts of the system of lLeibniz

"which most nearly concern human life".

So we are asked to believe that Leibniz the philosopher
is one person gnd Leibniz the theologian is another. The latter
is a mere purveyor of "edifying phrases" and "the champion of
ignorance and obscurantism" (2? The real Leibniz is Leibnéz the
philosopher and by philosopher we mean & rationalist pur sang.
For this reason we must explein eway any non-rational surd in
ILeibniz's thinking as either a palpable inconsistency or a base,
if diplomatic, accomodation to the avowedly theological
atmosphere of the 17th. century. This interpretation of Leibniz
is one to which, since the days of Hegel, many eminent philosophers
have freely lent their names. Of recent years it has been much
canvassed in this country by Bertrand Russell and in France by
Louis Couturat. In the preface to his book "La logique de Leihniz"
the latter says "The philosophy of Leibniz appears as the most
complete and the most systematic expression of intellectual
rationalism: there is perfect accord between %%2%%&3@&9d things,
between nature and spirit; reality is entirely tTo reason, because
it is penetrated with reason. To characterise this metaphysic in
a word, it is a panlogism" (3) According to the Couturat-Russell
school of thought logical atomism is the gquintessence of Leibniz.
Qutside Leibniz the logician there is no Leibniz. All else must
be discarded."We, who do not depend upon the smiles of princes
may simply draw the consequences which Leibniz shunned.”
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(pZ.above "The Philosophy of Leibniz"™ B Russell) " 4 mopism
is necessarily pantheistic, and a monadism, when it is logical,
is as necessarily atheistic, Leibniz, however, felt any philosophy
to be worthless which 4id not establish the existence of God,
and it cannot be denied that certain gaps in his system were
patched up by a reference to the Divine Power, Goodness and
Wisdom" (Russell, p . 172 above). (4)

It is no matter for great wonder that Leibniz constitutes

a problem in himself,., He is, in a sense, the best illustration

of the metaphor he has made & philosophical common-place

"point de vue ", or "point de considération"- "as the same town, looked
at from various sides, appears quite different and becomes as it
were numerous in aspects". (par. 57. The Monadology. latta's =dit.
p. 248), For this reason he will not fit readily into any schema,
But 1t must be admitted, the dazzling complexity of the genius of
Leibniz constitutes an almost irregistible temptation to make a
simplicity not otherwise patent. In dealing with so eminent a
genius it may well be guestioned whether a canon of textual
criticism“Difficilior lectio potior- "the harder reading is to be
preferred to the easier"- is not more applicable to his case thantl
hasty and ruthless use of Occam's razor. The all too elucidating
emendation of the industrious scribe has often an inverse value

to the ease it introduces to the reading. So in the case of a
genius like Leibniz the more difficult reading of him may have a
greater claim upon our allegiance than the all too logical
simplifying of his complexity.

There are different methods of fitting Leibniz into such a
bed of Procrustes. wost commentators of this school are content
to show that in the end the philosophy of Leibniz and the
philosophy of Spinoza lead in-the—enrd to the sameé consequences.
According to Secretan e.g. (Ia Philosophie de Leibnitz 1840) the
ultimate difference between the two is a difference in style (5)
Others like ILudwig Stein (Leibniz und Spinoza. 1890) have virtually
accused Leibniz of plagiarising Spinoza. Rub out the writing of
Leibniz and we shall discover the original Spinozistic palimpsest
beneath. J.A. Froude in his essay on Spinoz& has greatly popularised
this impression of Leibniz in Zngland. (See "Short Studies™)

But the question may well be asked how far can we advance
by following such a method of interpretation . By what right do
we gag Leibniz when his utterances do not conform to our small
predilections ?What will the History of Philosophy read if, with
the forthright honesty of Secretan we say that the opinion of
Leibniz is one thing and his philosophy another? (6) There is
a surgical quality about such remedies which may well make us fear
for the subject of them. Apart from any question of the philosophical
denigration of Leibniz, no case is made out for treating Leibniz with
less respect than we give e. g. to his illustrious predecessor
Spinoza. However puzzling we may find the Leibnizian jgg-saw, it is
a poor beginning to throw away some of the pieces and especially
those most valued by the originator himself. Non tali auxilio
shall we ever do Justice to the many sided nature of the genius of
Ieibniz. We cannot interpret Leibniz a la carte.
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The unfortunate persistence of this interpretation
of Leibniz has brought about the almost complete neglect of the
only work of Leibniz published in his life time- "issais de
Theodic€e sur la bonte de Dieu, la liberte”de 1'homme, et l'origine
dumal "™ (1710). It is almost certainly the most neglected writing
of Leibniz and yet it is one to which he himself attached more than
ordinary importance. The most commonly read summary of the
philosophy of Leibniz is The lMonadology'(1714). The historical
fact is not always remembered that it was the Thebdicée which was the
indirect cause of the writing of the Monadology at the instance of
Prince Tlugene of Savoy. So little was Leibniz himself conscious
of any discrepancy between the larger work and the smaller work
that he gives references in the nionadology to the corresponding
paragraph of the Thebdicee.

It must not be supposed from our preceding remarks that
we are forgetful of the serious difficulties in the working out
of the philosophy of Leibniz in general and in particular with that
part of his philosophy with which we are more immediately concerned .
But at all costs these difficulties must not deter us from
allowing Leibniz to speak for himself and, as far as may be possible,
to be his own interpreter. The inconsistencies and difficulties in
leibniz may in this way find a less tortuous explanation than the
drastic treatment so often meted out to them. Still less need we
forget that the period marked by the publication of the Theodicée
was one whose religious ethos is well summed up in the title of
Iock's treatise "The Reasonableness of Christianity. It marked,what
r.ark Fattison calls, the seculum rationalisticum (1688-1880). But
reason as yet had not become the substitute for feith. If the religious
atmosphere of the time was &8s pervasive as its philosophical
atmosphere, 1t is only natural to suppose that Leibniz had no
more immunity from this than he had from'l'esprit géomdtrique" of
Deseartes. In the courts of Princes and in the circles of scholars
in which he moved he was perhaps &s much subject to influences as
any other philosopher of his day. It is no real disparagement of
Leibniz to say "Critics have noted that Ieibniz, while thinking as a
philosopher, never lost the pre-occeupation with what might be thought
of his positions by the religious authorities™ (Prologomena to a
New Metaphysic. T. Whittaker. 1931.) p. 89. footnote.) We may find
later that the alleged "pre-occupation" of Leibniz in walking delicately
in respect of religious dogma is more fancied than real e.g.zkeaazmq.r ‘
‘original sin“and “the Fall of Man"“. And of philosophers in general
it is true that they owe much more to their age than they realise.
Leibniz made so many contracts with intellectual life that it would
be passing strange if he did not take some account of those who were
most likely to peruse his works., And Leibniz does avowedly express
some concern about the reception of the Thebodicee among theologians,(7)

The mistake so commonly made with regpec¢t to Leibniz is to
suppose that the Thdodicée is &nigue in:markingf%zﬁe of his putting 2
sickle into the field of theology. For the Thébéicée is as much a
work in theology &s a work in philosophy. £s Couturat reminds us
among the collected MSS of Leibniz it is g¢lassed under the rubric
"Théologie"(8) Be this as it may, The Th odicde was not born like

Athena from the head of Zeus. It was the culmination of a long
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period of rumination on the Jjustifying the ways of God to man. Its &
history can be traced back to his earliest writings. Indeed a

strong case can be made to show that it is precisely in those

parts of the philosophy of ILeibniz "which most nearly concern

humen life" that a presumption is raised as to the fundamental
unity and persistence of his thought. No detailed study of

Leibniz will suffer us to say that in these matters on the border
line of philosophy and theology Leibniz was consciously or
unconsciously hypoeritical. To suppose that this is the case is to
m&lign a great genius.

The evidence of the earlier writings of Leibniz is much

less a problem on this view of the funddmental unity of the

thought of Leibniz. & recent writer in & brilliant book

("Dynamique et Mé%aphysique Ieibniziennes™ . Gueroult. Faris 1934}
has put this case for the fundamental unity of the thought of
Leibniz gagainst the prevalent one-sided interpré%ations with
convineing clearness. "Outre que ces interprétations unilateTales
risquent fort d'alteTer les veFitables perspectives de la
doctrine, elles sont en deSaccord avec ce que nous savons de
ltactivite“de Leibniz depuis sa plus extréme jeunesse. Cette
activite ge révéle, en effet, comme celle d'un génie esseatiellement
encyclopedique. LL suffit de consulter la liste des premieres
oeuvres pour se coavaincre de la diversite originaire des th3mes
(logigue, mathénatique, physique, juridique, moral, religieux,

thedlogique, philosophique, etc.), d'analyser ces oeuvres pour
les retrouver tous en chacune d'elles, mais & des points de wvue
differents™ (Reference to VW. Eabitz, Die Philosophie des jungen
Ieibniz. Heidelberg. 1908.). 1In agreement with this statement
(which we hqge read after forming our own opinion) we shall see later
that the Thedodicée does incorporate & good deal of this Leibniz's
earlier thought. Leibniz as a youth is the defender of the faith.
In 1668 he wrote & work whose title explains itself "Confessio
naturae contra atheistas" where he especially exposed the weakness
of the atomists. Ajear later he attacks the Socinians, "Quorum
paupertina fuit philosophia', under the guise of a defence of the
dogma of the Trinity "Defensio Trinitatis per nova reperta logica
contra epistolam Ariani". All this points to the active interest
he early manifested in religious controversy. What is, however,
even more to the point is that about this time, too, Leibniz
contemplated a maghum opus "Demonstrationum catholocarum". Thanks
to the researches of li. Foucher de Careil we are able to hgve some
idea of the aim and contents of this projected work. The%cbrresponds to
the "Discours prélﬂning;re sur la conformite” de la foi avec la
raison”2of the Theodicée and bears the title "Specimen Demonstrationum
catholicarum, seu apologia fidei ex ratione". The first part of the
work is probably a MSS. with the title "Dialogus de immortalitate
mentis et necessitate rectoris in mundo, et Confessio philosophi,
seu de Jjustitia Dei circa praedestinationem, aliisque ad hoc
argumentum spectantibus". This is almost gertainly the early
Dialogue Leibniz mentions in the Thebdicée (Par, 211. G.6. p. 244)
as having shown during his sojourn in Paris to M. Arnaud, the
head of the theological feculty at the Sorbonne. (9) As Leibniz
himself reminds us at this early period he had already formulated

his main theodicean argument. "The princ%}e which I
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uphold here, to wit that sin was permitted because it was
involved in the best plan of the universe, was already employed
there, and M. Armaud 4id not appear to be afraid of it" (above).
The fragment that remains of this Latin Dialogue shows clearly
enough the preoccupation of the mind of Leibniz with the
problems of the Zater Theédodicée and the extent to which he had
already found his solution to the problem of evil. ZTvil is in-
dissolubly involved in the best plan of the universe and the
existing universe is God's choice of the best possible world. There
are other unpublished MSS. e.g."Rationale fidei catholicae 'which
probably belong to the same contemplated enterprise.

Another interesting point, worthy of mention here, is
that one of the subjects Leibniz tells us he canvassed with
Spinoza, during his visit to the Hague in 1676, was that of the
necessity of the existence of a&an absolutely perfect being. At this
time Leibniz was beginning to feel acute dissatisfaction with the
mechanistic outlook of Cartesian philosophy and this shows
clearly enough the trend of his thought. (10

Again in the "Dialogue emkixe entre Theophile et
Polydore", written before Leibniz was thirty years old i.e.
before 1679, we find an anticipation of the argument of the
Theddicde. God made the world and all the creatures therein to
share in that harmonic perfection of which it is capable.
Happiness (pleasure) is the experience accompanying growth in
perfection. To be reasonable is to share in the happiness
possible in a world of harmony. The sum total of its perfection
and happiness cannot apparently be realised without the
unhappinesgbf some who deserve their fate. (11).

The point, we wish to make here, is that we must take
all Leibniz into consideration. 4And, if we do this, then we
shall find that his views on the relations of God and man are as
vital and as important as any other of his opinions. We must try
and remember that the author of the "Monadology", of the
"Discourse on Metaphysics" and the correspondent of Arnaud is also
at the sam? time the author of the Thedodicée and Thr?e Mystical
Dialogues (see Baruzi- Rev. de M E, &% M. Jjap. 1905.) not to
speak of the voluminous 1néﬁit§}%'1ch" ‘Fg%‘gccassionally a
strong but flickering light on a very complex personality. In
these inquiries we cannot separate historical fact from
philosophic truth. Purgeing the even tenor of our discussion in
this way we may find that Leibniz's own words about himself
have more than & grain of truth, that beginning as @ philosopher
he ended as a theologian. Further we may find that the reason
for this is that philosophy for Leibniz was ever the ancilla
theologiae and that his typical attitude was always fides quaerens
intellectum. For this reason Leibniz wasg much less a rationalist
than he realised. The leit mgﬁif of much of his writing was an
unconsciously realised "pi€t€" to which no doubt the atmosphere of
his centnypy and his immediate enviromment contributed in no small
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degree. This is not to underestimate the virility of his logic

but to do justice to the complex and many sided nature of his
genius. (10} The philosophy of Leibniz iIs like the Leibnizian
universe where "tout est li€¢”, tout conspire: o RvosR TETHR

Only by realising this can we do justice to the completeness of the
answer of ILeibniz to the problem of evil. (12).



Chapter 1.
GO D.

No Jjudg¢gment on Leibniz has any value unless it begins
with an imaginative realisation of the theo-centric tendency of the
17th. century.As H. Wildon Carr says (Theory of Monads. 1928. p.97-8.)
"Po the philosophers of the seventeenth centwry God is the beginning
and end of philosophical speculation. It was one of the striking
features of the rise of modern philosophy that whatever the special
subject-matter the idea of God was the dominant motive. The
form in which the problem of the nature of God was debated gives
to the arguments of that period a certain remoteness from our actual ina-
iterests to-day. At times, too, the acrimony of the disputes
recalls the bitterness and repeats the ineptitudes of the fourth centu ry.
Yet it is not difficult to see that the problem of divine nature
which exercised Spinoza and Leibniz is identical with our problem
today and nothing but the mode of expression is changed.”

We, who live at such a distance from the immediate
influences of the Keformation, find it difficult to realise the
truth Professor Wildon Carr enunciates. So remote are we from those
days that there is some excuse for thinking that what is
speculatively unimportant for us was unimportant for them. We do
notyof coursg, mean that God was a kind of household famulus to
Leibniz but that what Leibniz understands Spinoza to say of himself
is equally true also of ILeibniz and the 17th. century philosophers
as a whole "Vulgar philosophy begins from things, Cartesian from
the mind,_ pe himself starts from God". (1)
e~g. Thus,leibniz asserts that the principal aim of phiJosophy
ought to be a knowledge of God and of the soul which can inspire
the soul to love God and to practise virtue ("Je diray qu' en effect
le but principgl de la Philosophie doit estre une connoissance de
Dieu et de L' Zme qui fuisse excites 1'Zme A aimer Dieu et
practiquer la vertu" "Ielaircissement sur les Natures Plastique
Gvl. p. 548. after 1704. ) It would be difficult to see how
philosophers could otherwise escape this theological enviromment,
especially when we remember the acute and wide spread nature of
the religious controversies in general and of J%E%gg%gm in particular,
In all this m81ée of religious debate and argumen Al ved and
moved and took an active part.

"

Leibniz's doctrine of God is a well known crux interpretum.
For this reason alone it merits careful scrutiny. But itf%pecially
relevant here in the consideration of Leibniz's solution of the
problem of evil. The PROBLdl of evil is one of varying acuteness
in different systems of thought. There are obviously systems of
thought for which it is non-existent. In the same way there are
others where it assumes 8 form of @&lmost crucial urgency. The
philosophy of Leibniz is one of these. He himself shows fully
that he realises the crucial nature of the whole problem in his
philosophy-"Si Dyeus est, unde malum? Si non est, unde bonum?."




8.

There is all the difference in the world between "evil " in a
"cosmodicy" and in & theodicy. (2)

Without God Leibniz's whole system of philosophy must
alter its character. The Leibnizian doctrine of the deity in fact
is much more than @& pied & terre than is commonly realised.

"Cette qualite ’ moral de Dieu" is a court of judgement from which
there can be no appeal. It is e.g. his final argument for personal
imnortality. (3) The beneficent choice and fiat of such a deity is
the ultimate ground on which "the best of all possible worlds" must
keep what is sometimes a rather precarious balance. Of this we shall
gsay more in detail later, Here it ig sufficient for us t@ recognise
the essential ®heocentric character of the approach of Leibniz to
the problem of evil. This is not to say that other considerations
and arguments 4o not wield some sway, But the conception of the
deity is organic to the whole of his thought, and,broadly speaking ,
it is from this angle that he enyvisages the whole problem of evil .
For Leibniz the ultimate #ed o7 ig the hotion of God. Like a
modern writer we can almost overhe&r Leibniz saying "it is very
strange, and yet, I feel sure, quite sure, most true that all this
evil, in each of its several degrees and ways, is most real, is
most baffling; and yet that only by thus recognising all this evil
as genuinely extant, and yet as inexplicable by us even &s regards
such existence, do we reach a depth at which a deliberate and

final theism is fully possible and entirely assured" ("The Reality
of God". Baron F. Von Hugel. 1931. p.67.) The difference between
the two being, of course, that for Leibniz the element of
inexplicability is not always stressed. The intention of botn
writers, however, is virtually the same, to assure a deliberate

and final theism in the teeth of the flagfant evil and evils of a
recalcitrant world.

/e have already tried to show in brief,in the matter of
historic developdment,the theocentric tendencies of the early
thought of Leibniz., Leaving this historic issue,so far as possible,
on one side, we go on to &sk the intrinsic importance of the idea
of God in the Leibnizian Weltamschauung.

It is 2t this point great care is required if we are to
know the real mind of Leibniz and not fether upon him our
pre-conceived readings of his monadism. Because it is possible
to think out a monadistic scheme of things sans Dieu, we must not
therefore conclude that the whole idea of the Deity in Ieibnizianism
is & vulgar,base and uncritical accretion, in short a mere 17th.
century usus loquendi. Still less must the difficulties and
gome times the obscurity of the precise views of ILéibniz lead us to
a minimising view of its basic importance to him and to the
integration of his whole philosophical scheme of things.

Having uttered such & caveat, we may begin with the
stress Leibniz lays upon the Personality of God. In an early
letter of February, 1676 (published by Ivan lagodinsky p. 34.
Ieibnitiana. 1913.) (4) Leibniz has a categorical assertion to the
effect that God is not some imaginary metaphysical something,
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incapable of knowledge, will actlon as some try to make out. He is

not merely another name for nature, fate, fortune, necessity or the
World. "god is something substantial, a Person, & ind"- "Deus est
substantia quaedem, Persona, Mens". In other Words Leibniz fortswears
the "Deus sive Natura" of Splnoza though he would agree with the
latter that there is no distinction between Deus and deitas. In our
chapter on "Freedom" we shall see that Leibniz further underlines this
statement. For if self-determination is the differentia of
personality, then God has this in the hdighest possible degree. God
for Leibniz is Perfect Personality.

God, too, 1s a Simple Substance and endowed with infinite
Attributes. Fbr "Thls primary simple substance must include eminently
the perfections contained in the derivative substances which are its
effects” (Par, 9. Princs. of Nat. & of Grace. Latta. p. 416) "Thus"
Leibniz goes on to say" it will have power, knowledge and will in
perfection, that is to say, it will have supreme (souveralne)
omnipotence, omniscience and goodness". He is the Ansefmic¥ia quo
maius nihil cogitari potest! But his real nature is never once in
guestion. God has a constitutional monarchy limited only by his
own nature. (5)

The Attributes of this Simple Substance, despite its
Simplicity, Leibniz treats with & certain scholastic rigour. One
of the good legacies of the Manichaean controversy of the early
centuries was to demonstrate once and for all the hagardous nature
of separating,even in thought,the Attributes of the Divine Being.
To do this is to walk on & slippery slope which in the end must
land the avowed monotheist in the slough of Manichgeism, Leibniz,
escapes so crude a dualism, But it may well be questioned whether at
times Leibniz does not leave himself open to serious criticism
in his manner of speaking of the Divine Attributes.

Yet for Leibniz there is a fundamental "interpenetration"
of the Attributes. God is suum esse. In an early letter of April 1676
he expresses this truth with great clearness. "The Attributes of
God are infinite, but none of them involves the whole Tssence of God.
For the &ssence of God ponsists in this that it is the subject of all
compatible Attributes. Any property or affection of God involves his
Egsence; as it is certain God has produced anything constant to our
sense, however little it may be, it involves the whole nature of God
because it involves the whole series of things of that kind"

¢ f. lagodinsky. p.96. ) (6)

In other words God is primarily Essence rather than
Substance., For Sdibstance seems inevitably to imply aceidents. So,
like Augustine,leibniz is constrained to say that habere and esse
in God coincide. "ideo simplex dicitur quoniam quod habet hoc est"
to use the phrase of Augustine (De eiv. x1i.10.

Thus in God, conceived as personal, there is no
distinction between essentia and existence. In this respect He differs
from all finite being which is invariably & combination of both
actuality and possibility or essentia. In @od there is no urge to
any self-transcendence and on this interpretation God can have no
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history. This idenity of existence and essentia in God explains, as
we shall see, the view tacitly assumed and inherited by Leibniz
that in God existence and goodness are the one and the same thing.
Like Plato in the Republic ii. 379 Leibniz would say "Then that
which is good is not the cause of all things, but only ?:/v<~f

is as it should be, being guiltless of 8vil." For both the goodness
of God is a vital cagﬁon of principle.

Thus no emphasis on God &s either the First Cause or the
Uns Reglissimum must conflict with the truth that he is a spirit and,
as such, other than the work of his hands, The difficulties begin to
assert themselves here as we shall see later.

"We can even say that it is because he is a spirit that
God is the originator of existences, for if he lacked the power of
will to choose what is best, there would have been no reason why one
possible being should exist rather than any other. Therefore God's
being a spirit himself dominates all the consideration which he may
have toward created things™ (...... 4insi la qualite’ de Dieu, qu'il
a d'estre Tsprit luy mfme, va devant toutes les autres considerstions
qu'il peut avoir & 1'¢’gard des créatures". Discourse on Metaphysics.
kontgomery's Translation. Open Court Pub. Coy. 1931l. p. 61l. Co.xxVi.
See G, iv. P 46]1.) We may here ask more precisely what is the nature
of this "qualite” de Dieu."

In an interesting comment on the orthodox view of the
Divine Attributes Bayle, speaking on the lianichaean side, says "En
domnant % vftre principe la toute-puissance et la gloire de Jjouir
seul de 1'¢ternite, vous lui 8tey celui de ses attributs qui passe
devant tous les autres, car l'optimus precede toﬁbours le maximus
dans le style des plus savantes nations, quand elles parlent de
Dieu" (See Fauliciens. p.£325. Dictionaire Historique et Critique.
1702.) This idea of the qualitative aspect of the Divine Attributes
is particularly germane and crucial for Leibniz. As we have already seen
it is from this standpoint that he approaehes the whole question g
of evil. In the words of Boethius he asks "SI DXUS BONUS ZST, unde mabem !

The more we read Leibniz the more deeply we perceive that
his whole system of thought turns and moves upon the fulerum of
"une bonte  souveraine". This is, in the end, the sole ratio sufficiens
of the world. It is the major promise of all the arguments of Leibniz
and so of practically everything he has written. It is alike the
gource of his confident optimism and the urge of his a@apologetic
enterprise in the handling of the facts of evil. "God wills nothing
without reason" (Deus nihil vult sine ratione). 4 fragment in
Bodemann puts the case with succinctness and meets the anticipated
eriticism. (7) f

What account does Leibniz give of this idea of the
goodness of God? iur Bertrand Russell says "Most philosophers seem
to suppose that, if they can establish God's existence, his
goodness necessarily follows. Accordingly, though Leibniz does in
certain passages, give some argument for what, in a metaphysical
sense, may be called God's perfection, he nowhere takes the trouble

to prove his goodness" (p. 189 "The Philosophy of Leibnigz".)
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Russellgoes on to add that, on this view of perfection, God's
infinite goodness is included and his infinite badness excluded,
only if a prisfitive view is taken of ®vil. This view of evil,

we are already beginning to see, Leibniz fully endorses.

It is interesting and instructive to compare Leibniz on
this matter of the goodness of God with our own Samuel Clarke, the
contemporary of Leibniz. Ultimately they both take the same view of
evil but they arrive at the same conclusion by very different methods
of argument. It is true that in a remark in Par.7l of the Discours de
la Conformite” de 1a Foi avec la Raison Gevi.p.91. Leibniz speaks with
approval of Bayle's recognition that natural reason is for the unity
of Principle against the Lianichaeans and "that the ﬁoodness of God 1is
proven invinecibly by the Reason". ('et que 1a bonte” de Dieu est
prouvee invinciblement par la Raison"). Again in Par.44. above he tells
us that we have no need of revelation to know that there is a unique
Principle of all things, perfectly good and wise. Reason informs us
of this by infallible demonstrations and consequently all the
objections taken from the sequence of things, where we observe
imperfections, are only founded on false appearances. (Or nous n'avons
point besoin de la Foi revélee, pour savoir qu'il y & un tel Principe
unigque de toutes choses, parg]aitement bon et sage. Ia Reison nous
l'apprend par des démonstrations infaillibles; et par consequent
toutes les objections prises du tyain des choses, ou nous remarquons
des imperfections, ne sont fond€es que sur de fausses apparences",)
But no attempt is made by Leibniz %o substantiate in any detail
these assertions.

Clar\k%On the other hand devotes the twelfth section of his
famous book |"A Discourse Concerning the Being and Attributes of God"
(1st edit. 17 05) to prove "The Supreme Cause and Author of all
Things, must of necessity be a Being of infinite Goodness, Justice and
Truth, and all other lioral Perfections; such as Become the Supreme
Governor and Judge of the World". Clarke sets out explicitly to prove
what B. Russell complains Leibniz never attempts to do, the esgsential
goodness of God. He does this in his own characteristic fashion

along the high and dry road of "reason'".

According to Clarke's argument there is a demonstrable and
rational connection between all the attributes of the Divine Being
and it is possible both to prove the existence of the Divine Being
and the Necessity of all His attributes by one and the same
demonstration. "The Supreme Cause, " he says p.l13. (7th. edit. 1727.
"A Discourse &c.") "must in the first place be infinitly Good; that
is, he must have an unalterable Disposition to Do and to Communicate
Good or Happiness; Because, being himself, necessarily Happy in the
Eternal enjoyment of his own infinite Perfections, he cannot possibly
have any other Motives to make any Creatures at all, but only that
He may communicate to Them his Own Perfections; according to their
different Capacities, arising from that Variety of Natures, which
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it was fit for infinite Wisdom to produce; according to their
different improvements, arising from that Liberty which is
essentially Necessary to the Constitution of Intelligent and Active
Beings". If further argument is still required, the infinite
Goodness of God follows from (1) His 411 sufficiency and accordingly
His freedom from all malice and envy. (2) His being infinitely
Just and (3) His being True and Faithful

Clarke's argument has the merit of recognising with
frankness and perspicuity the necessity of argument in a thorough-
going rationalism for "the perfect benevolence" (to use Hume's
phrase) of God. The guestion we must now ask is how did Leibniz
escape from the necessity of promulgating some such apology for
"the goodness of God".

We have already seen that Bertrand Russell has asked
this question. Other commentators have also asked the same question.
e.2. Boutroux and Renouvier. The latter puts the case with admirable
lucidity in his "La Nouvelle Monadologie (Ch. Renouvier et 1, Prat.
p.310) "At bottom, the thought of Leibniz appears to have been that
Sufficient Reason is the principle of the world as well as of the
intelligence. By virtue of this concept we pass from the idea of
possibility in general to the idea of the universal reality whicia
is God. And from that to all the infinites. The moral character of
perfection is sgrange to_this theor (Le caractére moral de la
perfection est €tranger & cette théorie)™. There can be no question
that Renouvier is egually right in tracing "le carscté&re mpral de la
perfection" to "la tradition theblogique"."..... it is nozkess true
that Descartes, before Leibniz, and following the theolog¥cal
tradition, has included in the idea of perfection, on the one hand
the perfection of being, or 8bsolute being, with infinite attributes,

on the other hand, the moral perfections, without showing that

the latter can g8lly themselves with-the first, besides maintaining
in this way &ll the contradictions of the Sehoolmen, without seeing
them or without trying to avoid them" (p.311. above. (8)

It is interesting to recall at this point the argument
of Descartes. "It is impossible that God should ever deceive me;
since in all fraud and deceit one meets with some kind of imperfection
and although it may seem that to be able to deceive is a mark of
cleverness or of power, the wish to deceive always indica&tes, withdut
a doubt, feebleness or malice; and accordingly such & wish cannot
exist in God" (Meditation iv. Veitch's Trans.) The absorbing interest
of Descartes in the theological teaching of the Schoolmen has had
a greater influence than is commonly realised. It is this teaching
which lies at the bagis of the optimism of Leibniz.

The persistence of this "theological tradition "from the
Schoolmen to Leibniz helps us to understand a great deal of what
otherwise is inexplicable. 4s McTaggart says ("Some Dogmas of
Religion"p.253. 1906. ) "if it were proved that there was a person
in the universe who greatlyg excelled all others both in wisdom and
power, yet this would not by itself prove the existence of God.
Tor God has not only to be wise and powerful, but also good". How
is it possible to prove the goodness of God? mcTaggart goes on to
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show that any argument for the goodness of "the director of the
Universe™ can be rebutted by an equivalent argument for his "badness".
" I cannot see, therefore, that any reason has been given for supposing
a director of the universe to be good rather than bad". To suppose

" the director of the universe" to be bad, it is only necessary

to explein away the good™,"in the same way as the existence of

evil was by the more cheerful theory". The existence of good in

the world, reasoning this way, "would no more prove his goodness

than the refreshments administered in the intervals of tortures
proved the humanity of the torturers". " Nor would this possibility
be removed, even if we could prove that good far outweighs evil

in the universe. It would still be possible that the aim of the
director of the universe was to produce & much worse result, and

that the excess of good merely proved that the conditions under

which he worked were unfavourable to his purpose". (p. 256 above.)

If our only ground for inference as to the moral nature of God is

the present state of the universe, then as wcTaggart says, it is
possible to make this cut both ways.

The continuity of "the theological tradition™, to which
Renouvier and others draw attention, is especially seen in the way
in which Leibniz underlines the Christian meaning of the word. It is
possible to speak of "goodness" and to leave the precise meaning
suspended in abstraction. liany metaphysicians use the word in a
metaphysical sense, By his conception of "metaphysical evil™ leibniz
kiwmself has virtually lent himself to this use of the word. But
no such meaning is given to his idea of"la bonté". Here there is a
definite putting on of the Christian idea of Love. Goodness for
Leibniz is what supplies & motive for acting with the happiness of
others in view.(" amare est udere felicitate aliena”.) His
attitude to the Quietist controversies of his day puts this
beyond doubt.

Leibniz finds himself,too,in fundamental agreement with
Bayle that goodness in God is of the same nature as goodness in
man. (See Thé€odicéePar. 179. G, vi.p.221. (9) If there is in Goad
an attribute of "Goodness", then the characteristics of "Goodness"
in general must conform to it. And when we reduce "Goodness"™ to
its most general quality we find that it is "la volonte de faire
du bien". So far then, from saying with Spinoza that goodness for
the deity no more resembles human goodness than the zodiac sign
resembles a barking dog, Leibniz agrees that goodness in man and
goodness in God are of the same stuff, To say otherwise is to invite
metaphysicel chaos and complicate still further the problem of
evil. The late Dean lansel, in his "Limits of Religious Thought"
4th, ®dit. Preface. p.xiii., regarded this ¥ differentiation of
goodness in man and goodness in God the only way to solve the
problem. He says "the infliction of physical suffering, the
permission of moral evil", not to speak of other things, " are facts
which no doubt are reconcilable, we know not how, with the infinite
Goodness of God, But which certainly are not to be explained on
the supposition that its sole and sufficient type is to be found
in the finite goodness of man"™., In other words there can be no
argament for the goodness of God save that of His Omnipotence.
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It is noteworthy that Bayle, however much he may flirt
with Manichaeism, never regards the goodness of God as open to
any question. Like William King, of whom Leibniz writes (G.vi.p.
406, Par. 6. "Remarques sur Le Livre de Zgbrigine du mal, publie”
depuis peu en Angleterre"}-"De origine mali®1702)'After having
spoken of some attributes of God, the author recognises (reconnoist)
that God acts for an end, which is the communication of his
goodness, and that his works are well ordered" (10). Bayle, too
is at one with Leibniz on the essential goodness of God.

Like the Schoolmen ILeibniz asserts an analogia entis

between God and man. The quality we know as goodness exists in

God eminenter. For this reason the Schoolmen sometimes spoke of
the super-bonitas of God and said that to speak of the goodness

of God was to talk not univocally nor equivocally but analogically.

Thisg is the only difference lLeibniz would make between human @nd
divine goodness, a difference in degree and not in kind. He never
wearies of making an attack on Spinoza for his saying that
goodness in man and goodfness in God are toto caelo different
from each other., Leibniz begins.then, his answer to the problem |
of evil by deepening our awareness of it by his qualitative
reading of the Divine Omnipotence as Goodmess. It is this
accentuation of the Divine Goodness which gave the problem of
evil for Leibniz its vital importance and the world of letters
1ts Théodicée.

The well known mot of Luther "The reason knows that
God is, but who or what He is, who is truly called God, it does
not know"™ has its application to Leibniz. As Couturat remarks in
"Ia Logigue de Leibniz", Leibniz's arguments for the existence
of God prove an intelligent rather than a benkfic¥ent cause.
("En tout cas,si ce principe (principe de reaison déterminante)
prouve l'existence de Dieu, comme il le croit, c¢'est plutdt
comme ‘cause intelligente' que comme cause bienveillante et
bienfaisante".

We need not delay here to discuss in detail all the
influences which led Leibniz to formulate this view of the
essential goodness of God. as Erdmann says "iAny one who is fond
of discovering plagiarisms would have an easy task with Leibniz"
(p. 172. Vol. ii.Histy, of Fhilosophy. 1689.)

Some writers like Jean Baruzi (cf."Leibniz et
l'organisation religieuse de la terre 1907") have drawn attention
to certain backstairs influences in the thougat of ILeibniz
through his apparent early foddness for mystical writings. In an
unedited letter to Liorel dated 10th. December, 1696("See note
4 Introduction")he says " 4s to St. Theresa you do well to esteem
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her works., I found there one day this beautiful thought, that

the soul ought to conceive things as if there were only God and it
in the world. This gives also a considerable reflection in

?hiIOSOPhy that I have emploged usefully in one of my hypotheses”
quoted by Baruzi. p.494. 4Above.) As Baruzi points out such an

opinion mannot be discounted merely on the ground that Leibniz was

writing to & person of mystical temperament, for in the most

rational of all his works, "Discourse on iMetaphysics", he has a

passage to the same effect, without forgetting the sourse of the
inspiration.”™ It is for this reason that a person of exalted

mind and revered saintliness may say that the soul ought to

often think as if there were only God and itself in the world.

Kothing can make us hold to immortality more firmly than this
independence and vastness of the soul which protects it completely

against exterior things, since it alone constitutes our universe
and together with God is sufficient for itself" (Par. xxxii.

p.55. Discourse on ketephysice. Open Court. Fub. Coy.)G.iv.p458. )

If, as Leibniz says so often, "Dieu est Le seul object
imm&diat externe des esprits™, the way is open to suggest that
behind the logical foundation of his monadism, there is a deeper
mystical experience. Such a suggestion cannot in the nature of
things alike be e8sily proved or easily rebutted. The language of
Leibniz does at times take on this mystical meaning., "For it
appears clearly that all other substaqes depend upon God Just as
our thoughts emé&nate from our own substances; that God is all in
all and that he is intimately united to all created things, in
proportion however to their perfection; that it is he alone who
determines them from without by his influence, and if to act is to
determine directly, it may be said in metaphysical language that
God alone acts upon me and he alone causes me to do good or ill,
other substances contributing only because of his deberminations;
because God, who takes all things into consideration, distributes
his bounties and compels created beings to accomodate themselves
to one another. Thus God alone constitues the relation or
communication between substances™ ("Discourse on iuetaphysics."
Par.xxxii.p.54-5. Open Court Fub. Coy. G.iv.p.457.} It is difficult
to estimate the influence of this mystical strain in the thought
‘of Leibniz. Otherwise Leibniz is a more rational theologian than
the later Sehoolmen!

It will be sufficient for our purposes here to
remember the undoubted presence of this deeper element in the
tiought of Leibniz and its possible priority in the developg¢ment
of his thoughts. There is a hint of this develop¢gment in the

ndated Dialogue "Marquis de Pianese et Pere mery"p.l. Revue de
M€t et de li.janvier 1905 (11) where Leibniz makes a rather
obvious reference to himself as being one who delighted in
contemplating God in the marvels of nature. These thoughts were
all different pictures of the grandeur and beauty of God, with
whom he has fallen in love. At the same he had also a mathematical
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gift and he wished to try to reach the same certitude in more
exalted matters. That this is not an isolated sentiment is made
abunfantly clear in other similar references. In & letter of 1699,
quoted by Baruzi in Revue de liet. et de M.P.4. footnote,} to
1'Tlectrice SophieyLeibniz expresses the wish that discoveries in
science were made "par un principe de piete, laquelle serait le
fruit @'une science bien entendue, bien loin d'y €tre contraire"
Klsewhere Leibniz makes @& reference to the fact that his purpose
in mathematical studies was the hope of one day making them serve
the cause of piety. ("Je n'ai pas dtudié les sciences
mathematiques pour elles-mémes, mais afin d'en faire un jour un
bon usage en avancant la pidt€™. Quoted Baruzi p.3.above. Klopp.
Die werke von L.erste Reihe.t.4.p.444.) But however mystical at
times Leibniz may appear, he never sets out "to break logiec",

We are perhaps on less disputed ground in tracing the
dominant influences in the thought of Leibniz to his philosophical
inheritance and in particular to the "theolgical tradition"™ of the
Schoolmen in general and Neo~Platonism in particular. It has
already been remarked how "perfection" as applied to God was
regarded as including moral as well as metaphysical perfemtion.

In this way an easy transition was made from the "First Cause" to
the Fater Noster of Catholic orthodoxy. As an inheritor of this
tradition Leibniz found*trail already blazed for him and makes
abundant use of it.

The Neo-Platonic element in this tradition is obvious.
But Leibniz breeks away from the emanational view of the universe
implied by Neo$platonic writers like Plotinus, Froclus and, in his
way, Spinoza. However much Leibniz avails himself of Neo-FPlatonic
help in expressing his ideas, he will not allow it to compromise
his idea of God. For this reason Leibniz falls back upon the
idea of God promulgated by Catholic ortodoxy and not the
monOhypostatic deity of philosophy. For this reason the criticisms
of Bertrand Russell 4o not apply to the God of Leibniz at all.
"God's good actions then are contingent, and true only within the
actual world. They are the source, from which all explanation of
contingents by means of sufficient reason proceeds. They themselves,
however, have their sufficient reason in God's goodness, which
one must suppose metaphysically necessary. Leibniz failed to show
why, since this is so, God's good actions are not also necessary’
(p.28=9 above) Samuel €larke puts the issue in the plainest
terms. "Though nothing, I say, is more certain, than that God
acts, not necessarily, but voluntarily; yet 'tis nevertheless as
truly @nd absolutgly impossible for God not to do (or to do any
thing contrary to) what his Moral Attributes require him to do;
as if he was really, not & Free but a Necessary Agent. snd the
Reason hereof, is plain; Because Infinite Knowledge, TPower and
Goodness in Conjunction, may, notwithstanding the most perfect
Freedom and Choice, act with altogether as much Certainty and
Unalterable Steadiness; as even the Necessity of Fate can be
supposed to do" (p.116 "A Discourse concerning the Being & Attributes
of God &e" 172%.) All such arguments, however, forget that the
mere rationalistic view of the Divine Nature is not the
inheritance of Leibniz. Leibniz never doubts that God is Love




and that the essence of love is the contradiction that it
cannot but do what it need not do. About which the final comment
is Credo ut intelligam (12) (see also p.2/.)

As we shall see later Leibniz's avowal of orthodox
views on the Divine Nature, the pre-creaftive existence of God,
the Three Persons, make His relationship to the Universe primarily
as Creator and not as Substance. It is the inheritance of this
full theological tradition which enables Leibniz to answer such
criticisms as those of B. Russell and so escape "Spinozism".

Leibniz's idea of God rests on the presuppositions

of Christian theology. God for Leibniz is Creative love. He sees m

necessity for proving the Goodness of God because he begins with
it. It is an essential part of Leibniz's argument that God's
creation of the world was a free act, as he says, "of choice™
and that this is the source of that basic harwmony between the
world of Nature and the world of Grace. "The ancient philosophers
knew very little of these important truths. Jesus Christ alone

has expressed them divinely well, and in & way so clear and siuple
that the dullest minds have understood them. His gospel has
entirely changed the face of human affairs".("Discours on
Metaphysics". Far. xxxvii.p.62-3. Open Court. Pub. Coy.)

411 this enables us to see the significance of the
remark of Leibniz that beginning a&s a philosopher he ended as a
theologian. For Leibniz there was no real hiatus between religion
or theology &nd philosophy. In @all this he was a child of his
own age. aAs Clement C.J. \/ebb has said "It was the error of the
'rational theology' of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries
that it tended to agssume as a factor in & non-religious problem
& conception that derived all its significance from an experience
which was nevertheless regarded by it rather as a consequence of
that conception than as its source™ (cf.p.240. Arist. Socy.
Supplementary Vol.iv.1924., Symposium: The idea of a transcendent
Deity.) Or as wark Pattison puts it in Tssays and Reviews (1861.
p.297.) "The defect of the eighteenth century theology was not
in having too much good sense, but in having nothing besides".
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Chapter 11.

The Perfection of God.

In the last chapter we have already seen something
of the meaning Leibniz attaches to the Perfection of God. Ve
have seen how Leibniz inheriting "the theological tradition" from
the Schoolmen has no difficulty in saying that the Divine
Perfection includes as part of its meaning the moral googness of
God. Before we advance further it is important to consider this
idea of the Ferfection of God in more detail.

In one of his letters Leibniz makes the claim that
his conception of God giveé”éntirely different idea of perfection
from that of other philosophers in general and of Descartes
and Spinoza in rarticular and further that this concertion can
serve us alike in the physical as well as in the moral sphere.(l)
This new idea of the kFerfection of God involves a reconsideration
of the Divine &Attributes.

Ve have seen that leibniz, unlike his great
rredecessor, does not despise the argumentumn ex analogia nowinis.
accordingly we can sy that man is the image of God-"une image de
Dieu" and that His goodness, His Jjustice as well as His wisdom
only differ from ours because they are infinitely more perfect"
(Discours Frel Theodicee. *ar.4.G.vi.p.51. (2) It is because of
this perfection of the Divine aAattributes that we make so many
errors when speaking about them. (Response & la Troisitme
Replique de Clarke. Par.l18.& vii.p.374. (3) Accordingly we must
not speak as if we knew the whole compass of the Divine \iisdoa.
There is something infinite in the scope of the Divine care for
the world and what we know of it is almost nothing. How foolisn and
absurd it is to think that we can measure His goodness and His
wisdom by our own. (4). For this reason,then,we must not try to
push the ergumentum ex analogia hominis too far and forget tnat
there is a place for a philosophical agnosticism. For what exists
in man exists in God eminenter. (5).

The human soul is, then, an image of God. Compared
with the rest of the world it has the greater value. "A single
spirit is worth a whole world, because it not only expresses tne
whole world, but it also knows it and governs itself as does
God." ("Discourse on lietaphysics" Par.36, p.6l. Open Court Pub.
Coy.) What this method of govermment is the psychology of the
human soul abundantly reveals. For we are not merely empirical
creatures, dependent upon the merely experimental knowledge of
the relations of things. We understand the necessity of eternal
truths and the reasons of facts and in this way imitate the
architectonic activities of God. So man is capable of entering
into society with God and becoming a member of the City of God.
(6) s Leibniz says elsewhere every rational mind is omniscience
confused. "Mihi videtur omnem mentem esse omnisciam, confuse"
p.61. Bodemann.)
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Roughly speaking ILeibniz inherits that idea of God
which is the confluence of two streams of influence. On the one
hand there is the Aristotelian ideal of the Diety as "thought
thinking itself™ (vonr/s Vouriws ) and on the other the Hebrew ideal
of the Deity as "Almighty™ (7ov7oskpd™f ), It is instructive to
remember the interplay of these two dominant modes of thought. The
more metaphysical writings of ILeibniz emphasise the Contemplative
ideal and the Theéodicce the lionarchial ideal.

Leibniz's idea of Divine Perfection is the result of
an endeavour to combine at least these two ideas of God. We find
him pillorying Descartes and still more Spinoza for holding that
"the perfection of God consists in that amplitude of his working
so that nothing is possible or sonceivable that He does not
actually produce™ ("la perfection de Dieu consiste dans cette
amplitude de son operation en sorte gque rien ne soit possible ou
concevable qu'il ne produise actuellement™ Letter to Philippi.
January. 1680.G.iv.p.28%.) This idea of God he says is "the #pe7ToV

£/§0s and the foundation of atheistical philosophy which
does not permit the saying of good things about God" (above).
(C'est & mon avig le? wTov ;m?&rfet le fondement de la Fhilosophie
dthde. qui ne lawsse pas de dire de Dieu des belles choses en
apparence” above.) This idea of God, he says, is Hobbism in another
form. For it cuts away &t once the distinction between the possible
and the actual, It makes Frovidence a misnomer for what Ex
hypothesi is an impossibility. For if God makes all and makes no
choice smong possible alternatives, then Irovidence on these
premises can only be a chimera, In this matter Spinoza was more
outspoken than Descartes but in the end their views are identical,
"Spinosa incipit ubi Cartesius desinit"™ (p.48 iLn imadversiones ad
Joh. G. Wacteri. Hebraeorum phélosophia.A.F. de Careil. above.)

It is & moot point how far Leibniz correctly interprets
Descartes in this matter. Though statements like -Hoc est ratio
eorum bonitatis ex eo pendet, quod voluerit ipsa sic facere
(Descartes. kesp. ad object. sext.n.8.)- seem to support the
contention of Leibniz. On the other hand there is more ground for
the assertion that for Descartes in God will and intelligence are
one. "We should not conceive any preference or priority between
the intellect and the will of God" (To lieslsnd. A.T. iv.118.
Quoted Arist. Socy. 1929-30 ), 1t is lialebranche who puts the case
for this fund@mental unity of intelligence and will most clearly.
"In like manner, if a spiritual or thinking substance were without
will, it is clear that it would be quite useless, for it would not
Jumxz be attracted towards the objects of its perception and would
not love the good for which it is mede. We cannot, therefore,
conceive an intelligent being so to fashion it." (Recherche. i.il.i.)
If there is some such unity in the Divine mind between the will
and the understanding of God, then it is simply false to say
with Leibniz that Descartes holds the world and the eternal truths
of the world to have reality by the mere fiat of God. In this way
the frequent argument of Leibniz against Descartes is answered.
For Descartes as for Leibniz "the eternal truths of metaphysics

]
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and geometry, and consequently the principles of goodness, of
justice, and of perfection.....follow from his (God's) understanding
which does not depend upon his will any more than does his

essence." (Discourse c. ii.p5 Open Court Fub. Coy.)

We are not concerned,however,with Descartes but with
Leibniz's reading of his philosophy. What this there can be no
doubt. Will is separable from intelligence and the will of God
is prior to His understanding and, what is of more importance,
determinative of it. According to Leibniz to speak in this way
is to deprive the Deity of any real moral attributes at all and
to speak instead of a blind necessity. ("une necessité aveugle") (7)

On this view the goodness, Jjustice, wisdom of God are
terms without meaning., For, as Leibniz nevers +tires with the
schoolmen of reminding us, every act of will must be an act sub
ratione boni. A necessary corollary from the view that God is
Perfect Goodness is that such Goodness can only express itself
through an act of will. Like the Schoolmen Leibniz regards these
two truths so fa# from being contradictory that they are
complementary the one to the other. God's goodness is the ultimate
cause of his creative acts but this goodness can only implement
itself through the interuediary of the will. And as we have Jjust
seen the will can only act sub ratione boni.

If, then, every act of the Divine will muat be an act
sub ratione boni, it is but a short step to the view that in God
there 1s a regio idearum. This leads us to consider briefly the
difficulty there is in the interpretation of Leibniz on this point.

According to Leibniz the regio idearum in the mind of
God is not subject to His will but is independent of it. For any
other view he professes the utmost abhorrence. On the gther hand
he seems condemned to some such view of reality and i%s knowledge?kr
as that of wmalebranche. For Leibniz seems to be driven to the
view that the ultimate reality of which all monads are representations
is nothing less than this regio idearum in the mind of God.
lialebranche (under the influence of St. Augustine ) held the view
thaet the difficulty of representationalism left by Descartes could
only be solved by saying that we see all things "in God". For only
in the mind of God are the true ideas to be found and to see all
things " in God" is to see them as they truly are. Leibniz, in
saying that the ultimate reality of all representations is the
nature of God as Perfect Omniscience seems to hold & similar view
to that of kalebranche. (8)

In the case of Leibniz we escape the consequences of tiais
view by an insistence that "the eternal truths" which are the real
esgences of things have an independence of their own within the
Divine Understanding and axe not mere modes of it. Yet they could
not have being unless in a Divine Understanding which takes
cognisance of them, On this point Leibniz is distinet.(De plus, ces

. - N
verites memes ne sont pas sans 9u' il y ait un entendement
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qui en penne connoissance; car elles ge subsisteroient point,s'il
H8 n'y avoit un entendement Divin, om elles se trouvent realiseces,
powr ainsi dire " Théodicée Par 189. G. vi. p.229. This must be
considered Leibniz's final view. It raises difficulties in his
theory of knowledge and of reality. These we must leave, as Leibnig
left them, unresolved.

In his anxiety to show that the good is not a merely
arbitrary result of the Divine Will ILeibniz tends to go to the
opposite extreme and to assert the anti-religious alternative that
the good is prior to God himself. He avoids this apparently to his
Qun sati aq}%%qwg%ﬂsaying that the regio idearum exists in the
mind of GdaK is dgain requires careful interpretation as we have
just seen or our last state is as bad as the first.

For Leibniz the perfection of God reveals itself in
the perfect harmony of His attributes. "In us pleasure is the mark
of the increase of perfection., In God perfection itself is once for
all possessed"™ (" In nobis Voluptas est 'sensus' augnenti perfectionis,
in Peo est ipsg perfectio, tota semel possessa"™ lagodinsky. p. 1l26.
letter. April, 1676.) Leibniz has no doubts on the perfect Sovereignity
of God and that eternally He is His own Terfection. The Perfection of
the Divine Being has no history.

"In God there is Tower, which is the source of all, also
Knowledge, whose content is the variety of the ideas, and finally
Will, which makes changes or products &ccording to the principle
of the best" (sonadology. Par. 48. Latta's Transletion p. 244.) In
the Theodicée leibniz tells us that "Power" (Fuissance) precedes
Knowledge or Understanding (Entendement) snd Will (Volontd).
{See Théodic€e Par. 149. G. vi. p. 199; "Goodness is in the will,
wisdom is in the understanding. Wnercin is power? Someone will
say it is in body or matter. But boly is not a substance unless it
be taken to be @ unity; and moreover there is power in God who
is without matter, It is tIe, however, that power is in what
corresponds analogically to matter, that is to say, in the common
subject of goodness and wisdom, which is the source of changes or
actions. This subject may be called matter in created things."”
Fragment without title. Bodemann p.70 Translated "GTveryman" p. 248.)

It is interesting to see how a more explicit fathoming of
the orthodox teaching about tne Livine Nature, teaching which Leibniz
invariably assumes, might have suggested a more adequate way of
escape from some of the énevitable difficulties incident to his
resolution of the problem of evil. To begin with the self-sufficing
as well as the self-originated life of the One God might have been
more clearly explicated by a full recognition of the mutual
permeation of the Three Fersons of the Godhead. By the same doctrine
e reconciliation might have suggested itself of the apparently
conflicting views of the divine beatitude and the divine suffering
through His self-determined contact with the world. In the. same
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way Leibniz might have been able to formulate more effectively and
more dogmatical}y his key idea of the PRO-creation of the universe
and the choice of "the best possible world". For the actual process
of Creation in orthodox doctrine belongs to God the Son, while the
act of creation in the sense of initiation belongs to God the
Father. The thought behind the Creative Vord is the real creative
function and is the function of God the Father. The function of
God the Spirit is the gradual develop¢ment and organisation of
what has been created.

In some such way @s this Leibniz might have made a
much fuller use of the orthodoxy he assumed., If he had said that the
Divine Tssence is incomprehensible, there might have been more
reason for his theological prudence. But in this cese he would have dem

forced to abandon his rationalism for an empiricisém. Thus there is
some truth in this criticism that Leibniz did not work out in detail
the precise relation of his solution of the problem of evil to the
current orthodoxy and in particular to the Christian idea of God.
But to say this is to forget that Leibniz''begins as a philosopher
and only ends as a theologian. Further the 17th. century theological
climate is very different from that of the 20th. century. This is @~
obviously truer reason for Leibniz's failure to put the corpus

of Christisn dogma about the nature of the Deity at the foundation
of the Thdbdicég? No one can read Leibniz and think that for him
there was an avert inconsistency or conscious discrepancy between
his philosophical outlook and the orthodox dogma of Catholic
orthodoxy. Leibniz was prided himself on acting in the role of a
defensovfidei, although at times his apologetic help must have _
been an embarrassment e.g. in the doctrine of briginal sin®and tae
Fgll of lan.

In the relation of these Attributes of the Deity great
emphasis has often been laid on the apparef¥ precéﬁgﬂce,that Leibniz
accords to "Connaissance" over "Volont€". In this way it has been
made possible to interpret Leibniz as the guthor of a new
"mecanlsmus metaphysicus" and so destroy at onee any pretensions of
Leibnitzianisa to be an ethical theism.

One good effect however, of Leibniz's view of the
rational Nature of the Divine Being is to destroy, so far as he is
concerned, that spurious idea of Cmnipotence which has often proved
a stumbling block. The Deity of Leibniz is not the "omnium potens"
of the Deity of a Boethius ?9) or a ecTaggart. (p.217."Some Doguas
of Religion"¥ "It is not an unusual position to maintain that God
is absolutely omnipotent, and, at the same time to believe that
there are certain things he cannot do, anrd even to be guite certain
what those things are. As against such a view as this it seems
necessary to emphasise the tolerably obvious fact that, if there
is anything which God could not do if he wished, he is not
omnipotent .") Celus ian his famous polemic against the Christian
faith made the utmost use of this idea of a God so Omnipotent that
He "can do nothing irrational, unnatural or wicked" (Origen.

Contra Celsum. i.xiv. 2%Z.) Leibniz's interpretation of the Divine
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"PuisSagce“;as guided by "Connaissance™ and enforced by His
"Volonté", liberates him from the pit-falls which await those who
take over the crude Hebrew idea of the Divine Almightiness.

On the other hand the language of Leibniz is often
open to serious objection in going to the other extreme and
stressing overmuch this rationality of the Divine Nature.e.g.
"Then God calculates and employs thoght, the world is made™ ("Quum
Deus calculat et cogitationem exercet fit mundus®. De connexione
inter res et verba. (1677, G. vii. 191.).; "... in the very
origination of things a certain Divine mathematics or metaphysical
mechanics is employed". (.."in ipsa originatione rerum mathesis
quaedam divina seu mecanismus metaphysicus exerceatur " De

rerurn originatione radieali. G. vii. p. 304.% - "Ninil est
regularius intellectu Divino, quil fons est omnium’regularum,-e%
reguteriuy-, et producit systema mundi regularissimum seu

perfectissimum et quam maxime harmonicum, adeoque plurimarum
observationum universalium capax." Letter to Wolf., 1715. p. 171.
Wathm. Sehrift. Vol. viii,)

Following this trend of the thought of Leibniz we reach
an idea of perfection which is entirely logical. In a letter to
Wolf (Zrd. October 1714} he says "Perfection, about which you ask,
is the grade of positive reality, or what comes to the same thing,
affirmative intelligibility, so that that is the more perfect in
which more things worthy of note are found." ("Perfectio, de qua
quaeris, est gradus realitatis positivae, vel quod eodem redit,
intelligibilitatis affirmativae, ut illus sit perfectius, in quo
plura reperiuntur notatu digna" (wathui. Sheriften. viii.p. 161.)

This logical conception of perfection has, of course,
an important place in Leibniz's thought but it in no way exhausts
all its meaning. For Leibniz there is no good unless it is a
bonum intellectum. But this is not to say that a scientia visionis
is the same &s a scientia approbationis. This is the point of
Leibniz. For him the world is meaningless unless it clothes an
intentional causality and all that this implies. We ought not to
have the vain subtlety of admitting wisdom without admitting a
wise man, (10)

Leibniz's real idea of perfection is to be summed up in
two words-"optime agere™, On the one hand this allows for the view
that "perfection is nothing but quantity of essence" and "that
out of the infinite possible combinations and seriesd - of possible
things there exists that one through which the greatest amount
of essence or possibility is brought into existence" (Latta p.

240, On the Ultimate Origination of Things. De Aerum originatione
radicali)

It is quite clear that Leibniz was feeling after
that idea of the Divine Being which affirms the intrinsic nature of
God to be Goodness. That the good is not merely good because God
wills it nor is the good prior to God himself. Both of these

suppositions are untenable foe ILeibniz. The only way out of this
dilemma is to s&y, as Leibniz tries so hard to say, that God
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ig intelligent Will and this Will is of intrinsie goodness.

The Glory of God for lLeibniz demands the mutual
co-operation of the "mathesis quaedam divina™ and the "divina
Voluntas™. Quod Deus omnia dirigat ad suam gloriam, idem est ac
dirigere eum ad summam rerum perfectionem, in eo enim vera gloria
consistit, optime agere. (L. to Wolf. 21 Feb. 1705. miathm. Schrifti
Vol. viii.p.18.)

For Leibniz there is more in heaven and earth than
can be computed more geometrico. He never wearies in the saying
that’pehind the geometrical there is the moral. ("II y a de la
géométrie partout et de la morale partout, mais c"est la morale
qui est la raison de la geométrie meme") In other words the
further we retrogress the nearer do we find ourselves back at
"ecette qualiteé morale de Dieu" Couturat gives us a most important
in€dit (dated 2 December 1676) to show that the alleged Spinozism
of Leibniz is more imaginary than real (Op. et Frag. in€dits de L.
p. 529-530 ). Possibility and Txistence are very different terms
and between them there is a great gulf fixed,Mlowever we may
attempt to bridge it by any computation of reality ("Itaque
nulla alia ratio determinandi, gquam ut existant potiota, quae
plurimum involvent realitatis "p. 530 above)j the chasm still
remains. (11)

It is clear from a hint in a letter to Remond &and
elsewhere that Leibniz was aware of some of the defects in his
armour in stressing overmuch the role of the Divine Understanding
in the creation of the world. RKemond had written to Leibniz on thne
subject of.nynamique, qui me semble estre le fondement de
vostre systemez. Leibniz in reply states that Remond is right
in saying that Dynamiqgue is the foundation of his system. But to
express himself fully on the matter would demand a special book
because he had not get said all he had to say on this matter. (12)
Leibniz has some consciousness that his rationalism has lead him
to over-reach hiuself.

That Leibniz should be still cogitating five years
after the publication of the Theodicde goes some way to show the
dissatisfaction he already felt in the statements of his main
position. Perhaps he was beginning to see the evident mis-
interpretation to which some of his statements lent themselves.
But there is no hint that he ever weakened in his main argument.
God's will is the will for the best and in this He is guided by
His understanding. (13)

It is clear that Leibniz was trying to steer a middle
course between the wonsrchial (Creator) idea of God and the
Contemplative idea. According to Leibniz the view of Descartes is
"upne profanite€ dangereuse" because too much is made of the function
of the Divine Will as an arbitrary choice, Tverything is regarded
as its outcome, including the eternal truths of mathematics and
morality. This view in the end, Leibniz points out, results in the
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deprivation of God of "Will" in any real sensge and leaves us

only with an unlimited power from which all em&nates. This

merits rather the name of nature than that of God. ("ne

laissant qu'une certaine puissance deesurde dont tout emane ,

qui merite plustost le nom de la nature que celuy de Dieu" G. iv.

p. 344.) How is it possible, Leibniz asks, that God's Understanding
should depend on His Will and how is it possible for God to have

@ Will which has not the idea of good for an object but for

an effect.("Car comment est il possible que son entendement (dont

l'object sont les verites des idées enfermees dans son essence)

puisse dependre de sa volonte? et comment peut i1l avoir une

volonte¢ qui n'a pas 1'idé€e du bien pour objet, mais pour son

effet"? (above)

It must be remembered that in so far as the
polemical purpose of the philosophy of Leibniz defdned itself,
it was an attack against the atomism of Cordemoi, Gassendi and
others. This will help us to realise the unlikelihood of &
determinism, however new fangled, being the .final truth about
his philogophy. The teaching of Spinoza resulted in "une
necessite” aveugle™ and this, too,was only the logical outcome of
the reasoning of Descartes about the Divine Will. To think in any
of these ways was to render meaningless any idea of God as "une
providence gubernative" (Dialogue Theophile et Folidore ).
According to Leibniz it was as important to know that the
Gubernator mundi was benedictus and not maledictus as to know
whether He existed or not.

It may be questioned whether some of the difficulty
in the interpretation of Leibniz is not helped by his use of
metaphorical language as when e.g. he speaks of essences "striving
to exist" or their"need of existence(l4) Ixistence is the
exigentia of essence. For Leibniz it is clearly more than a
metaphor. Surreptitiously it introduces an element into his thought
which brings him perilously near the abyss of Spinozism with the
conception of God as an ©ns Realissimum, But this idea of
"la tendance",as Boutroux reminds us, is one of the dominant
ideas in the philosophy of Leibnigz. " La monde de_ Leibniz
n'est qu'une tendance, intermediare %ptre la matidre nue, qui
n'‘est qu'une abstraction, et l'acte poprement dit, qui awe, xxx
n'est réalise qu'en Dieu™ (p. 169 "Ld lionadologie" Tmile Boutroux).
Leibniz removes in this way the conflicts agitating contemporary
philosophy only to impart difficulties into his own . How to
account for this supra-geometric element can only be "explained"
by supposing a Divine Understanding where they exist. (see later).

In a letter to Bourguet written in 1712 %Z G. iii. p.
558 (15) he compares the number of possible worlds to the number
of possible novels one might write. General intelligibility is
enough for possibility but verisimilitude to real 1life is the
deciding guality of the good novel. Something of the same, Leibniz
thinks, is true of the way the possible worlds range themselves in
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the understanding of God. They too are judged on thelr merits.

For however, we may define perfection as”the harmony of things", or
"identity in difference", "grade of considerability™, or even
"grade of essence™, there is no escape from the corollary
inevitably involved of the necessity of a Divine ikind capable

of judgément. To use Leibniz's own words, written liay 1715 in &
letter to Wolf, "Hinc pulchre etiam patet, Deum esse perceptione

et quidem maxime praeditum seu mentem summam: aliogqui non curaret
Harmonias" { Mathm. Schrift. Vol. viii. p. 172.)

We are now in & position to sum up this part of our
argument. Leibniz goes some length towards & logical idea of
perfection and towards an explanation in this way of the creation
of "the best of all possible worlds". But any such interpretation
of Leibniz must ultimately break down before the explicit
stetements of his views e.g. in a letter to Bourguet 3 April,
1716 (G. iii.p. 598.)-"les id€es ou essences sont toutes fondees
sur une necessite independente de la sagesse, de la convenance et
du choix; mais les existences en dependent”- and the integral
place the idea of & beneficfent deity has in his systeu.

It is possible to transmo¥grify Leibnitzianism so

that God becomes a superfluous entity in his philosophy. But to
interpret any thinker in this way is to put an end once and for
all to the history of philosophy. &nd what is really the keystone
of Leibniz's whole philosophical system cannot be so easily
discounted. In the last resort we are always driven back to
Leibniz's idea of God. God is the guarantor even of the fact of
possibility- "Itaque dici potest OuNE FOSSIBLY TXISTITUKIRT,
prout scilicet fundatur in 7nte necessario actu existente, sine

quo nulla est via qua possibile perveniret ad actum"” (Resome de
Liétaphysique (6). p. 534. Op. et Frag. Inédits de Leibniz. Couturat.
1908.{ Such a statement Leibniz often makes. The Deity is not only
the touchstone of all reality but also of all possibility. In a
letter to Arnauld he calls the Divine Understanding "pour &insi
dire le pays des realit€s possibles™ (1686. G. ii.p.55.) (16)
Wwhat reality possibilities or essences have, outside their being
made contingently actual, is due to their existence in the Divine
understanding. ".. neither these essences nor what are called
eternal truths regarding these essences are fictitious, but.. they
exist in a certain region (if I may so call it ) of ideas, that

is to say, in God Himself, the source of all essence and of the
existence of other things.(sed existere in quadam ut sic dicaa
regione idearum, nempe in ipso Deo, egsentia® fomnis existentiaeque
casterorum fonte)’That this is not & mere gratuitous assertion

of mine is shown by the existence of the actual series of things.
For since the reason of the series is not to be found in itself, as
has been shown above, but is to be sought in metaphysical
necessities or eternal truths, and since existing things can come
only from existing things, as we have already remarked, eternal
truths must have existence in some absolutely or metaphysically
necessary subject, that is, in God, through whom these things,
which would otherwise be imaginary,are (to use a barbarous but
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expressive word) realised.™ ( De rerun originatione originations
radicali. G. vii. p. 304-5. Latta's Translation. p. 343.)
Cf. monad, Par. 43. To the same effect Leibniz speaks in the
Théodicée PAr. 184, G. vi. p. 226. The Divine Understanding makes
the reality of eternal truths. 4A11 reality is founded upon
something existant. £n atheist might geometrise but without Hod's
existence there would be no object for his geometry. For without
God there would be nothing existant and nothing p0351b1e
("II est vray gqu'un Athéé peut €tre Geometre. liais s'jl p'y avoit
point de Dieu, il n'y auroit point d'objet de la Geometrie. Et sans
Dieu, non seulement il n'y auroit rien d'existant, mais il n'y
auroit rien de possible™, (above).

The Perfection of God is grounded in His essential
Goodness. and this Goodness rules over all. "Si intellectus Pivinus
aeque bona ac mala produceret, illimitatus maneret, perfectus non
maneret. Ferfectius existere ex possibilibus sola meliora, quam
indiscriminatim bona et mala aeque existere. Tst tamen et
intellectus gquoad optimum illimitatus in suo genere, quia infinitas
producit harmonias™. (L. to Wolf. 18 mai 1715. kathm. Sehrift.
vol. viii p. 170.) We see this more clearly if we ask the question
why God created the world.,T?gre can be only one answer to this
for Leibniz, the answer of ng Which Leibniz quotes with a proval
"L'abondance de la bonte€ 4% Dieu en est la cause™ (Theodice’p
p. 407.) And King further speaks for Leibniz when he contlnues
"i1 est de la bonté infinie de choisir le meilleur". This Divine
initiative demands explanation, however much we may stress the
truth that God makes all by numbers, by measure and by weights.
("Dieu fait tqut par nombre, par mesure et par poids™ p. 250. Sur
1'Immortakite de 1'Ame, A. F. de Careil])

With this description of the nature of the goodness of
God, as showing itself in the "free choice" of the best, Leibniz
reveals how closely he follows the doctrine of orthodox Christianity.

In this respect he is different from Plotinus and Froclus to

whom it was anathema to think of the goodness of God being expressed
in the apparent hazard of any''choice"™ whatsoever. Unlike these
and other writers Leibniz never says that "Divine necessity
corresponds with divine volition." For when Leibniz speaks of the
Goodness of God, he speaks of the Goodness of a Person and not of
an abstract principle.

It is in the essential goodness of God that we perceive
the secret of the funddmental unity and harmony of the Leibnizian
universe and a wort of the perfection of God. For this reason
there can be no hiatus between nature and grace or faith and
reason. This idea of God is the foundation of the system of Leibniz,
The major premise of Leibniz is the major premise of Christian
theology. God IS LOVE. This is the fulcrum of Leibnitzianism. It
is to this Divine dynamic that we trace the whole majestic poem of
creation, dts well ordered harmony and its deep toned symphony.
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God is creative love and it is the duty of man to reciprocate
love with love, to return the love of God, by observing His laws
and furthering His purposes of good. In this way we can surely say
"God is an absoluely perfect being™ and that™... God who possesses
supreme and infinite wisdom acts in the most perfect manner not
only metaphysically, but also from the moral standpoint™. (Discours
1. p. 3. Open Court Pub. Coy. G. iv. p. 427.) Because the Goodness
of God makes Him more than m mere principle of metaphysical perfection
we can not only love Him but trust implicitly in His goodness %o
give all we can wigh for our happiness. (see Dialogue "Theophile
et Polidore™ p. 36 above ".....nous devons aimer Dieu sur toutes
choses, puisque nous trouvons tout en luy avec plus de perfection que
dans les choses memes; €% guisque sa bont¢ nous tient lieu de nostre
toute puissance. Car par 18 nous obgtenons tout ce que nous pouvons
vouloir pour nostre bonheur".) With such @ God in our heaven, all
must be right with the world. "It is reasonable and assured that
God will always 4o the best, though wgat is less perfect does not
imply contradiction " ("Discours de MétAphysique" Par. 13. G iv. p.
438,




. Chapter 111.
The Universe of ILeibniz.

Any consideration of the views of Leibniz on the nature
and scope of the universe will serve to elucidate and underline the
egsential theocratic tendency of his thought. It will help, too, to
explain the crucial nature of the problem presented by the facts of
evil in his system. For against the basckground of his esemetheism
evil cannot be regardgd as a mere side issue of little importance.
The fact that the Théodicée is the only work of Leibniz to be
published in his life time and that it is as comprehensive, not to
say diffuse, as it is requires little further comment. On such a
philosophy there must be no residuum of evil unexplained.

At this point it is vital to remind ourselves that
there is, so to say, a pre-monadological Leibniz. So many commentators
persist in regarding Leibnizianism as identical with his wmonadism
that it is salutary to remember that Leibniz h8&d & philosophy before
he arrived at his doctrine of created substance expressed in his
"Discourse on ietaphysics" (1686) and before his letter to de 1°
Hospital (12-22nd. July 1695-see G. l. ii. p. 294.) where he first
uses the term "honad". So far indeed from the "uonadology" being
prior in thought to the Theéodicde, the converse is the case. It is
nardly an exaggeration to say paradoxically that it is the Thebdicde
which sets the problem which the rest of leibniz tries to answer
in detail. The obvious fact that it incorporates what is admittedly
so much of Leibniz's earlier thinking and that it was published
as late as 1710 places this contention beyond all cavil. Thisg raises
the presumption that the fundamental views of Leibniz about God
and the universe remained unchanged and that the monadological padint
of view so fer from being inconsistent with these opinions was, on
the contrary,their most satisfying Jjustification. 4s Leibniz
himself says "Besides, no hypothesis but this (which I venture to
call proved) fittingly exalts the greatness of God; and this
Mmonsieur Bayle recognised when, in his Dictionary (article Roarius),
he raised objection to it, in which indeed he was inclined to think
that I was attributing too much to God, more than it is possible to
attribute. But he was unable to give any reason which could show
the impossiblity of this wniversal harmony, according to which
every substance exactly expresses all others through the relations
it has with them" (Monad. Par. 59. Latta. p. 249-250.) |

It is possible to give some account of these abiding
philosophical convictions of Leibniz about God and the universe. They
have been conveniently summed up under six headings. "We thus see, in
Leibniz's early years before he has any conception of the individual
substance as & self-contained monad, a definite conception of the
universe as a whole as (i) created by God as the most perfect of all
compossibles, (ii) pre-established in all its parts so as to involve
no further decrees on the part of God, and (iii) yet needing the




30,

general concourse of God to maintain it in existence; (iv).
containing among other things, active substances which are creatures
and nevertheless free; (v) a complete harmony so that every part

of it reflects whatever is happening everywhere; (vi} infinitely
varied, so that there is no portion however small which does not
contain variety within it." ("Some Problems on the Philosophy of
leibniz,' L,J. Russell p. 206-7. Arist. Socy. Froceedings 1922-3.)

These abiding views of Leibniz on the scheme of the
universe help us greatly to understand the exact framework the
monadology was to fit. For us they are of more than historic
ingerest in the developgment of the thought of Leibniz. For they are
the background against which Leibniz envisages the problem of evil.
Abundant confirmation of this view can readily be found by a brief
consultation of the earlir correspondence of ILeibniz., (1)

Points (ii) and (iii) are especially important. God is not
a Deus Tegotiosus. There is meaning in the phrase "le plan de Dieu".
This means that all the detail of the universe is forseen and pre-
established. There could only be Divine intervention for one of two
reasons either (i) there was some imperfection in the plan as
originally proposed or (2) there was some imperfection in the Divine
foresight. Both of these possibilitieg,however, are ruled out by the
idea of a Ferfect Being. "I do not say that the corporeal world is a
machine or watch which goes without God's interposition, and I an
insistent enough that created things stand in need of His continual
influence. But I do maintsin that it is a watch which goes without
neefing His correction; otherwise we should have to admit that God
keeps improving upon His own work. God has foreseen everything, He has
provided a remedy for everything in advance. There is in His works
an already pre-established harmony and beauty" (2nd. Paper. to Clarke.
Sveryman Tdit. of Leibniz p, 196.) For Leibniz as for augustine, to
God futura 2am facta sunt. "For all is regulated in things, once for
all, with as much order and mutual connexion as possible, since
supreme wisdom and goodness can only act with perfect harmony. The
present is big with the future, tne future might be read in the past,
the distant is expressed in the near™ (Frincs. of Nature and Grace.
Latta p. 419.) Above all there is always a reason in the providence
of God for the future. (2).

Like Augustine,again,Leibniz holds that conservation
means continuous creation."By the continuous creation that I admit in
conservation, I understand only the continuation of the first
dependence, and in effect creatures always depend equally on God"
("Par la crdation continuee que j'admets dans la conservation, je
n'entends que la continuation de la premiére dependence, et en
effect les creatures dependent tousjours dgalement de Dieu" (Letter
to Bourguet. Oct. 1712, G. iii. p. 558.) The contingency of the
world not only involves "an" ultimate reason of things "which is
"ecalled God" {Princs. of W. & Grace. p. 415. Latte) but "the
reason which has led to the existence of things through Him
makes them also depend upon Him for their continued existence and
working". God is pre-eminently not only Txistens but ®xistentificans
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(" RSsumé de Me,/taphysique p. 534 Couturat™ Op, et Frag. ine/clits

de Leibniz) Thus if God is no Deus Negotiosus neither is He the
Absentee Deity, Fascal fathers on Cartesianism, who gave "une
chigquenaude pour mettre le monde en mouvement aprés cela, il n'a
plus que faire de Dieu". (Fascal. Pensees, 77. Edit. Leon Bruschvieg.
Hachette).

In the same way, too, Leibniz had never any doubt not only
of the essential rationality of the universe but also of its
inherent goodness. The world might conceivably be perfectly rational
without being good. To be good it must provide an arena for the
activity of created spirits and manifest the glory of God. We must
be able to say, if the world is good as well as rational, that what is
contingent and free remains se after the creative fiat as it was
before \"ainsi ce qui est contingent et libre, ne le demeure pas
moins sans les decrets de Dieu, que sous la préﬁision“. The€odicée
Par. 52. p. 131. G, vi.) Anythlng in the nature of a Fatum Mabometanun
working in and through sll the universe might still allow of the
rationality of the world but not of its goodness. Leibniz speaks of
"une spontaneite merveilleuse en nous" which must have recognition
and describes it as a consequence of his system of rre-established
harmony. ("Cette Spontanelte’peu connue jusqu'icy, qui éleve nostre
empire sur nos actions autgpt qu'il est 0331ble est une suite du
Systéme de 1' Harmoni@® predtablie™. (Theodicée lar. 59. G. vi. p.135.)
In other words however much we may rationalise the world in idea,
our system of things must allow for the real activity of free
creatures and for the world in respect of God "pour manifester sa
gloire™ (G. iv. p. 439.)

The essential harmonic character of the world Leibniz
ever refused to jeopardize. Ve gee this e.g. in the early attempts
of Leibniz at & theory of knowledge. Leibniz's interpretation of
this harmony took different forms according to his view of mind and
of matter but the principle of the harmonic inter-relatedness of
the universe was never in any real danger. It is a world of such ‘
infinite variety and at the same time laced through and through with
such an inexpugnable unity that it becomes easy for us to realise
something of the perfection of its Author and Maker. The full
teaching of the pre-established harmony was @ Copernician revolution
in our thoughts of the world and gave another face to the essential
harmony of the universe. (3)

The advent of the monadistic point of view for Leibniz
meant that this whole idea of the essentially harmonic character
of the universe was given & deeper note as at the same time it was
given a fullef justification. It gave a unity by its doctrine of God
and a variety by its doctrine of mong&ds to which "la philosophie
superficielle, comme celle des Atomistes et Vacuistes™ (L. to Clarke
5th. Letter. G. Vii.p. 395.) was quite strange. At the same time,
too,it helped Leibniz to formulate in more detail his answer to the
problem of the existence of evils, an answer already implicit in
these carly foundational opinions of his philosophy. The fact that tie
Theodicee embodies so much of these early opinions puts the truth of




S8

of this beyond any dispute. In the same way there can be no gquestion
that in the d€nouement of the problem of evil it is the monadistic
point of view which leads Leibniz into his greatest embarrassments.
In particular the precise relation of God to the Monads provides the
greatest crux tqﬂhis theodicean argument.

There can be no question about the attractive completeness
of the articulated universe of the philosophy of Leibniz. Through
its conception of the lonad it has an affinity to modern scientific
thought and in this respect it leaves the systems of many other
great philosophers far behind.

When Leibniz said that his atoms were wonads he had
apparently disintegrated the universe into discrete puncta. How to
relate these "spiritual" substances so that what is so obviously
a "multiverse" can become a universe ig the problem. As we have
already seen Leibniz has never any doubt about the fundamental
unity of the universe and of the witness of this unity to the reality
of God's existence. How otherwise can we explain the agreement
between the sequence of representations in the soul ("la suite des
representations que 1'@me se produit ") a@nd the sequence of
representations of changes in the universe itself ("la suite des
représentations des changemens de l'univers méme") unless by some
form of the argument ab effectu? as Leibniz says "There is also
here a new and surprisingly clear proof of the existence of God.
For this perfect agreement of so many substances which have no
communication with one another can only come from their common
cause" (New System. Far., 16. p. 316. Latta. G. iv. 485,) There is
no doubt, then, that the universe is unum quoad Deum, just as our
experience shows that it is unum quoad nos. It must, therefore, in
some way be unum in se.

Its unity is reflected in the individual wonad itself
so that Leibniz can say "each wonad is a living mirror, or a mirror
endowed with inner activity, representative of the universe
according to its point of view, and as subject to rule as is the
universe itself" %Princs. of Nat. & Grace. Latta. p. 409.) Yet
Leibniz refuses to emphagise the unity of the world at the expense
of its pluralism. For this reason he says that he has never been
able to say that "there is one sole substance of all things, and
that this substance is the spirit" (V. fe ne diray point,...qu'il
¥y @ une seule substance de toutes choses, et que cette substance
est l'esprit".) (G.vi. p.625.) For there are as many substances
as there are Monads and neither are all the Monads "Spirits" nor
is the whole which they compose” a Spirit¥. ("Car il y a autant
de substances toutes distingue®es qu'il y a de Monades, et toutes
les lkonades ne sont point des Tsprits, es-¥ ces MNonades ne
composent point un tout vériteblement un, et ce tout si elles en
composient, me sergit point un esprit". (above) )

According to Leibniz "matter", like space and time, has
~a perceptive unity of its own which he describes in the phrase
"phenomena bene fundata". The unity of the universe is revealed to

the subordinate Monad first through its own montent which alone is
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present to it as it really is existentially and essentially. The
contents of the other wmonads are essentially present to it
merely as phenomena bene fundata. Though the unity of the
universe is reflected to some degree in all Monads from the
"bare™ Monad to "the soul”™ and to "the rational soul", it is only
God who has the penetration to see all in the least portion of
matter.("11l n' y,a que Dieu qui ait la pehefratlon d'y tout voir,
mais cela n empeche point que y soit representée, et il faut
savoir que m€me dans la moindre portion de la matlere celuy qui
sait tout, 1it tout l'univers, en vertu de l'harmonie "des choses"
G. vi. p.626. ).

The essential unity of the universe, then, cam only be
fully contemplated by the Divine mind. God has no point of view.
For God phenomena such as the phenomena bene fundata must appear in
an entirely different light. For the Divine mind there can be no
mere tota aggregationis. To the Divine Mind the whole lonadic
universe is present in essence. e might even say that outside
the Divine Mind Lionads have no existential independence, though
Leibniz tries to avoid the implications of such & view. For
eternal truths are not subject to the Divine Will and the essences
of things, though present in andto the wind and Understanding
of God, are not dependent upon God, though outside His liind and
Understanding they can have no existential independence. They have
a kind of amphibious existence.

This difficult position Leibniz held in order to
escape the obvious consequence of saying that the wmonads are
merely modes of the Divine Being. Yet to the Divine wmind the
grades of kionads form an infinite linear series with no lacunae
save the "transcreative" gap between soul and rational spirlt. In
other words the monads lose their distinctness. For by'"the
principle of indiscernibles" existential differences may be
disregarded and essential differences here alone considered
relevant. If we are to be loyal to Leibniz's own interpretation of
his philosophy we must be contant to leave these difficulties, as
Leibniz left them, unresolved.

The Divine l.ind for Leibniz has @ reality other
than the existing wmonads which make the universe and the compossible
monads of other possible universes. "Accordingly we have the
ultimate reason of the reality both of essences and of existences
in one Being wno is necessarily greater higher, and older
(anterius) than the worla itself, since through Him not only the
existing thlngs which the world contains but also posgible things
have reality"™ ("On the Ultimate Origination of Things". ILatta p. 344.)
Thus God is at one and the same time the source and the guarantee
of the harmonic nature of the universe. Its essential inter-
relatedness is the reflection not only of His Understanding but
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even more importantly is the supreme gesture of His active Goodness.
Apart from saying this Leibniz asks from us @ reverent agnosticism
as to the further working out of the intricacies of the Divine

lkind and we may extend it to certain other insoluble difficulties
of his philosophy e.g. how a GRADT of honad can ever become a

PART of the universe.

This last remark leads us to say a word about the
essentially Leibnizian conception of a graded universe. Here again
we are further reminded of the surprising modernity of Leibniz.
The graded universe is to-day a phllOSOphlcal commonplace. But it
is a conception for which modern philosophy is greatly indebted to

eibniz.

For lLeibniz the whole universe is in travail towards
"perfection". It knows not yet what it shall be. It is a universe
which has,as the expression of its own teleological purpose, "le
rlan de Dieu" This must be merely another name for "la perfectlon
de l1'universe".

In this nisus towards perfection, which Leibniz describegs
sometimes as the greatest reality with the greatest variety, there
are three ionadic levels to be distinguished. Tach in their own
status of existence express the universe. The two lower levels of
wonads, "the bare wonads™ or unconscious wonads and the conscious
iwonads, need not trouble us here except to say that they too share
in their own degree the perfection of "the best of all possible
worlds"™., For it is unthinkable that the world should be "the best
of all possible worlds" merely on the whole and not also in its
parts in their respect to this whole.

For Leibniz there can be no vacuum formarwa. It is
Just as reasonable to suppose that there are substances capable of
perception above us, as there are below us. So that our soul, so far
from being the last of the series, really occupies a place mid-way.
("11 est raisonnable aussi, qu'il y ait des substances capables de
perception au dessous de nous comune 11 y en a au desﬁhs, et que
nostre Ame bien loin d'estre 1a dernidre de d&essus toutes, se
trouve dans un milieu, dont on puisse descendre et monter; autrement
ce seroit un d€faut da ordre, gue certalns Philosophes appellent
Vacuum formarum" (G. vi. 54%. Consid€rations sur les Principes de
Vie.) On the upward level above man there are the genléé (genii) and
Leibniz's view of the order of the universe leads him to believe tnat
Qne day we shall be of their number. ("11 est & croire gqu'il y a des
Amesé;alsonnables plus parfaites que nous, qufon peut appeller
Geni et nous pourrions bien estre un jour de leur nombre. L'ordre
de 1'univers le paroist demander" Leibniz to Frincess Sophie.
6 Fevrier, 1706. G. vii, p. 569.) Contrariwise it is &lien to the
thought of Leibniz to suppose that the human soul could sink below
the level of its true status of existence. To suppose otherdwise
would be to deny the perfection of the universe. The iionads on this




lower level of "animal souls”, however, rise upwards to the
higher level of the rational soul but only by a special
"transcreative'act of God.

This Leibnizian idea of "Transcreation’™ is g profound

reconciliation of evolutionism and creationism. It shows the
length Leibniz was brepared to go in order to assert the continuity
of the universe. The microscopic researches of . Leewenhoeck and
others had unquestionably a great influence upon the mind of
Leibniz and,like everything else he read,leibniz turned it to good
use. For the microscope seems to confirm the great truth that

the wisdom of God is shown in the harmony of all his works ang

that the realm of nature is barallel to that of grace ("Aussi ay

Je fait remarquer plus 4'une fois, qu'il est de la sagesse de
Dieu, que tout soit harmonique dans ses ouvrages, et que la
nature soit patellele & la grace." (Theddicée, Par. 91. G. vi, p.152,)

In accordance with this harmony Leibniz believes that the souls
which will one day put on humanity have existed since the
comnencement of things, but only in a latent condition (dans les
semences) and in some kind of organised body. ("Ainsi je croirois,
que les ﬁmes, qui seront un jour Zmes humaines, comme celles des N
autres especes, ont €t< dans les semences, et dans ancetres jusquia
Adam, et ont exist par conséquent depuis le comaencement des
choses, tousjours dans une manidre de corps organise", p. 152. above. )
They exist in this state ang only in animal or sensitive souls
until the time for the generation of man. Then they receive the
gift of reason., In the view of Leibnig there are only two ways in
which we can conceive of this elevation of & sensitive to a
rational soul. The first is the way of natural elevation {(un moyen
naturel d'élever une Aume sensitive au degrd df&me raisonnable).
This Leibniz thinks inconceivable. The secondis to say that God
gives this new endownent to the soul by a particular operation

"par une espdce de transcreation". This is a view which must
comuend itself because Revelation teaches so much about the
immediate operation of Gog upon the soul. But for Ieibniz this
doctrine of Transcredtion has other advantages. For it enables us to
escape the difficulties presented otherwise by the "origin of forms"
and,more importantly,it is more in accord with the Divine Justice
"to give to the soul, already corrupted physically or animally by
the sin of Adam, a new perfection which is the reason, than to put a
soul reasonable by creation or otherwise, in a body, where it must
be corrupted morally,” ("il est bien plus convenable “a la justice
Divine de donner a 1'amh » déja corrompue physiquement ou
animalement par le péch d Adam, une nouvelle perfection gui est la
raison, que g@e nettre une fQme raisonnable par création ou autrement,
dans un corps, ou elle doive etre corrompué*moralement"(Par. 91.
Th€¢odic€e. G. vi. p. 153.)

This venturesome re-statement of the generation of
man and consequently of the doctrine of "original sin" sharply
distinguishes itself from the three views then widely prevalent, viz
(1) The doctrine of Pre-Txistence. (2) Traducianism. (3) The doctrire
of Creation. 4s Leibniz reminds us (1) was the view of Origen ang
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wds held by Henry iiore and other Flatonists. (2) was the doctrine

of St. Augustine and is supported by the greater number of the
theologians of the Confession of Augsbourg.(3) is the most
commonly received opinion. These views, according to Leibniz, have
difficulty in explaining how the soul can be infected with original
sin, which is the root of actual sins, without impugning the
Justice of God. {("ia premidre difficulte est, comment 1%@me a pu
Stre infectde du peche” originel,gui est la racine des pechds actuels,
sans qu'il y ait de 1' injustice en Dieua 1'y exposer." Par. 86,
Th€odicée. G. vi. p. 149. Of these views (3) has the most difficulty
in explaining "original sin", (2) is really inexplicable and (1)
becomes intelligible when instead of Pre-Existence we speak of
Preformation and Generation as only a Transformation or Augmentation.
(Par. 90, Theodic€e. G.VI. p. 152.) (See C. vii)

The great advantage Leibniz sees in the doctrine of
Transcreation is the faet that it puts in a clearer light the
essential solidarity of the universe to which man is organic. after
having shown the regular orderliness of the animal world it is
unreasonable to think that man is outside &ll this and that every-
thing that concerns his soul is miracq;ous.\ﬂ“Apfés avoir &tabli
un si bel ordre, et des rigles si gé€nerales a 1'e¢zard des agjmaux,
il ne paroit pas raisonnable que l'homme en soit exclus entireuent,
et que tout se fasse en luy par miracle par rapport @ son Ame"Far., 91.

Theddicge. G. vi. p. 152.) As early as way 1664, in his degree
dissertetion’De principio individui)' Leibniz had adumbrated this
view asserting that the human soul includes within itself the
vegetative and sensitive soul.

This doctrine of "Transcreation" gives us further
evidence as to the sincerity of Leibniz. For it cuts across the
dominant 17th. century religious ideas as to the status of man aud
of "original sin". In pafticular it avoids that doctrine of
Creation which,as Leibniz says,is so widely accepted in his day but
has special difficulties with regard to “origimal sin". ("La
trosiéme opinion et la plus regue aujourdhuy est celle de la ,
Credtion: elle est enseignée dans la plus grande paytie des Zcoles
Chretiennes, mais elle reg¢oit le plus de difficulté par rapport au
p€ché originel" Par, 86. G. vi. pl149.) The sin of Adam remains
in go far as it has cast & blight upon the universe but its dire
human entail is not transmitted in the way orthodoxy teaches.

Thus Leibniz succeeds in keeping intact his important
principle that nature does not march per saltum, However miraculous
may be the relationship of God to the world of his hands, it is
otherwise with creatures themselves. For the relations of the latter
as well as their specific differences find some explanation in the
laws of motion and continuity.

In the same way this doctrine of "Transcreation"”
illustrates in an admirable way the typical Leibumnizian attitude
towards Christianity. For here he marches in step with Christian
revelation but towards dogma adopts a rather independent attitude.




This "transcreative" progress of the soul of man not
only shows us in what sense man is organic to the universe but also
throws some light on the place of man in the scheme of the universe.
There are times when Leibniz lends himself to an almost Pauline
reading of the epic of creation-Nam expectatio creaturae, revelationem
filforum Dei expectat. (R. 8. 19.). In his criticism of a remark of
Bayle Leibniz goes the length of saying that a world without reasoning
creatures would be practically worthless and that "sin" is not too
great a price to pay for such a gift. (M. Bayle dit aussi selon Cotta,
de Clcé%on gue la raison est cause de tou les maux, il ne falloit
donc point la donner. wais pour dire la verite, la raison est une
si grande et si bellg chose, qu'il semble que le monde n'ait pas valu
la peine d'estre cree sans la raison, et si on Jne la pouvoit accorder
aux greétures sans le peche il f81101t mieux, & mon avis que le
péche arrivét ,'Remarques crlthues de Lelbniz sur le dictionnaire de ‘
Bayle " see p. 182. Lettres et Opuscules inddits de Leibniz. A. Foucher 4
de Careil. Paris 1654.)

But if Ieibniz could at times talk in this way, there is a
complete absgence in his case of anything in the nature of
antropocentric megalomania. The 16th. century recoil from the
geocentric universe of Scholasticism had many philosophical reverberations
in the 17th century. On every hand we notice a new spacioushness of
outlook. This is noticeable in the case of Leibniz. For whatever else
Leibniz nas to say about wman, he never says homo mensura omnium. Like
the player King in Hamlet Leibniz would have us believe:~

"Our thoughts are ours, their ends none of our own".
This is a view that Leibniz does not underline, but it is integral to
his thought. Like the rest of the 17th. century philosophers Leibniz
is still a 1little bewildered with the spaciousness of a heliocentric
universe.

For Leibniz there are two teleologies, the Divine, and tne
humen, The first is the teleologically deteruined universe. The second
is the human teleology inserted, as it were, within this comprehensive
whole, This wider teleology through which human teleology is laced is
simple and comprehensive. It includes a maximun as well as an optiaum.
In the building of the universe there are no round stones where
squared stones are more adequate. ("1l faut dire aussi que Dieu fait
le plus de choges qu'il peut, et ce qui l'oblige a chercher des loix
simples, ¢C 'est @ fin de trouver place pour tout autant de choses gu'il
est possible placer ensemble; et s'il se servoit d'autres loix, ce
seroit comme si on vouloit employer des plerres rondes dans un batiment,
gui nous ostent plus 4' espace qu'elles n'occupent"™ L. a kialebranche.

22 June 1679. G. 1. p.331.

According to ILeibniz this wider teleology is ontologically
determined, and the human teleology is axiologically determined. The
comnon criticism of this distinction as involving a denial of freedom
might equally well be brought against any philosophy of a kealm of “ads.

It is true, as we shall see, that Leibniz's teleological view of the
universe allows of no final thwarting of its end. Zven the prevalence
of evil in the world ministers inevitably to its greater perfection.




Without evil the universe might have the value six, but with evil

it might have the value of eight. In this way God would have no other
choice open to him but to allow for the actuality .of evil for a
greater good. For the perfection of the world lmpﬂes a harmony and
often the best[Bf advance is to take a step back. (4)

That there are serious difficulties in the interpretation
of such a point of view is obvious. If evil to ma&n is not absolutely
evil to God and in relation to the universe, then the validity of all
moral judgements seems to be imperilled. Again such a view seems 1o
identify the judggments of the moral conscioushness with the Divine
Will &s revealed in the causal order of phenomena., Such are some of
the difficulties that must be met when the whole teleology of the
existential process is regarded as ontologically fixed and determined.
The common objection that it involves a virtual denial of freedom is
groundless, for within a teleological universe free action is possible,
The thelsm.of Leibniz, however, forces us to ask the question whether
a still wider teleq y is not demanded by the purposive action of the
deity in creating the present universe and so on ad infinitua.
Leibniz's inheritance of the Christian idea of God as interpreted in
the phrase of Anslewn-nihil quo maius cogitari potest-answers for him
this difficulty.

The crux of Leibniz's interpretation of the teleolozical
view of the universe is to be traced to his view of the nature of God.
The trouble begins for Leibniz when he insists on separating the
attributes of the Divine nature. To separate in particular the .Jill
and the Understanding of God is to do exactly what Leibniz so
frequently accuses Descartes of doing i.e. to suppose that God can
act irretionally. Here the rationalisi of Leibniz overreaches itself.

Ag we have alrecacdy seen i1t aliwost leads Leibniz to a
theological determinisil.~-the arch-heresy of the Schooliien. For by
dealing with the tndelstandlng separately in this way it is possible,
as we have already seen, to glve a qua31-mathemQtlcal interpretation
of the principle of the best in terms of "un me&canisme mé%aphys1oue"
In other words we are dealing with the same .iaximum end minimum
problems for which leibniz nad already invented the infinitesimal
Calculus. "And as possibility is the principle of essehce, so
perfection or degree of essence (thpough which more things are
compossible the greater it is) is the principle of existence™ ("2t ut
possibilitas est principium Tssentiae, ita perfectio seu Issentiae
gradus (per guem plurima sunt compossibilia) principium existentiae.®
De rerum originatione radicali.-*8%% 1697, G. vii.p.304.) (Latta's
Translation.p. 342.) Thus if 4 B C D are four possibles equally
perfect and A B C are equally sompatible among themselves but
incompatible with D, while D is incompatible with A and B and compatible

with C only. 4 B C will be given existence. For the only alternative
to this is C D, But C D as @ combination is less numerous and less
perfect that 4 B C. (G. vii. p.194.)
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In other cases the problem is more complicated. "The whole matter
may be likened to certain games in which all the spaces on a
board are to be filled up according to definite rules, so that,
unless you can make use of some ingenious contrivance, you find
yourself in the end kept out of some refractory spaces and compelled
to leave empty more spaces than you intended and some which you
might otherwise have filled. Yet there is a definite method by
which the most complete filling up of the spaces may most easily
be accomplished". (On Ultimate Origination of Things. Latta p. 341.)
"But best of all is the illustration we get in ordinary mechanics,
where, when several heavy bodies act against one another, the
resultant motion is that which produces the greatest fall on the
whole. For as all possible things by an equal right tend to exist
in proportion to their reality, so all weights by an equal right
tend to exist in proportion fto their gravity; and as in the case
of the latter thereis produced a mdtion which involves the greatest
possible fall of the heavy bodies, so in the case of the former
there 1s produced a world in which the greatest number of possible
things comes into existence™ (On the Ultimate Origination of Things
Latta p. 342,) (G, vii.p. 304.) The fact that there is more than
analogy here is clear from Leibniz's own admission that the laws of
movement themselves suggested this theory and in his view they are
only a particular instance of the metaphysical principle of the best.
The extent to which Leibniz carries this is clear from the quasi-
mechanical equilibriuwa he pictures in the Divine Understanding in
relation to possible essences. The principle of determination is
"ut aaximus praestetur effectus minimo, ut sic dicam, suwmptu.’ The
possible essences exist in the Divine Understanding and there contend
with one another for the right of existence. In a reumarkable fraguent
leibniz illustrates the tension of the continuous "striving" for
existence by the analogy of.a compressed liquid which strives to
escape from its confinuent by every rossible way and in the end
escapes by its"choic:" of the easiest way. (5)
In soue such way as tais do we understand "how in the very origination
of things a certain Divine mathematics or metaphysical mechanics is
eployed@ and the greatest quantity is brought into existence” (Un
the Ultimate Origination of Things. Latta. p.342. "7%x his jau
mirifice intelligitur, quomodo in ipsa originatione rerum rathesis
gugedanm Livina seu wechanismus wetaphysicus exerceatur, et maxiai
determinatio habeat locuwa" G. vii. £.304.).

It is true that Leibniz seems 10 carry this view of
"Divine mathematics" and "metaphysical mechanics™ to somewhat extreme
lengths. In an early memoir on optics, published in 1682, Leibniz
tries to show that the laws of reflection and refraction are capable
of logical deduction from the mere principle that light follows the
easlest path-lumen a puncto radiante ad punctum illustrandum

pervenit via omnium facillima., And Couturat has argued that this
suggests an interpretation of "final cause" for leibniz which is
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primarily logical rather than moral. In his Nouveaux ¥ssais iv. VII,
Par,15. Leibniz speaks of nature as always acting in the shortest
ways or by the most determined ways ("par les plus courtes voies, ou
du moins par les plus determindes". G.iv.447.) Couturat quotes an
illuminative fragment to the same effect that everything in nature
is capable of demonstration both by final and by efficient causes
and that nature does nothing in vain and works along the shortest and
most regular paths. ("Omnia in tota natura demonstrari possunt tum
per causas finales tum per causas efficientes. Fatura nihil facit
frustra, natura agit per vias brevissimas, modo sint regulares".
Bodemann p.89. uoted by Couturat "La Logique de Leibniz" p.230
footnote.g But it is wrong to say,as Couturat does,that because
Leibniz gives such an extreme rationalistic interpretation of the
workings of nature that therefore logic is the last word of Leibniz.
(cf."Cette finalite consiste moins dans la bont€ ou convenance worale
{comme on pourrait le croire dtgpfés les formules thé6logiques du
principe raison) que dans la d€termination logique des lois de la
natyre. C'est ce qui _ressort du Tentamen anagogicum, qui est
précisehient desting 8 montrer 1'utilite” de la recherche des causes
finales en Physique." p.230. "La Logique de Couturat™) For this

is a view lLeibniz was concerned to refute not only in his later
works £<4e the De Rerun but also in an early work like the De
Veritatibus (1687.)

It is true that Leibniz flattered himself tnat for an

infinite understanding contingent truth can be derived a priori
from eternal truths. Just as tne old logic was @ logic of possibility,
so there was also anotner loglec which was tne science of the real-
quouiodo ex veritatibus aseternis sive essentialibus vel metapnysiciis
oriantur veritates temporales, contingentes sive physicae. (G. vii.
30%.) Ey the logic of probabilities man can enter in a slight degree
upon souie knowledge of this "Divine mathematics". But experience is
for us here the rough and ready mentor, for experience takes the place
of proofs in arithmetic. ("Car l'experience est & 1l'dgard de la raison

ce que les preuves (comme celles du noven2ire) sont a l'egard des
operations Arithm€tiques". G.vii. 173.) But to God and even to a
superior being the blurred image of experience of natural truth becoues
more lucid and intelligible. ("Ante omnis pro certo sumo, omnia fieri
per causas quasdam intelligibles, sive quae a nobis possent percipi,
si guis angelus eas nobis vellet revelare" De modo perveniendi ad
veram Corporum Analysin et rerum naturalium causas. G. vii.265.)

But all this hardly warrants the conclusion of Couturat
that the creation of the world for Leibniz emphasises more His wisdom
than Hig goodness (c¢f. p.227. C'est 1A cette "mathéhatique divine" et
ce "me¢canisme mé%aphysique" parédﬁ s'exerce et se manifeste la sagesse
(encore plus gue la bont€¢) du créateur. "La Logique de Leibniz.") This
is a conclusion to which Leibniz himself would strongly demur. But it

is a charge almost always brought against Leibniz. 4s Friedrich slbert
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Lange says (much in the same wanner as Couturat above)the optimism

of Leibniz is"nothing but the application of & principle of mecnanics
to the foundation of the reality of the world" ("nichts als die
Anwendung eines Frinzips der mechanik auf die Bergrunding der
eltwirklichkeit" quoted p.42. Die Theodicee im 18 Jahrhundert. von
Hans Lindau., Leipzig. 1911.)

Aapart from anything else "Divine wathematics" could
never explain the ORIGIN of a world, though they might explain
sommething of the modus operandi of its creation like mechanical
physics. And though finality in nature may be construed gquasi-
logically, it is clear that for Leibniz & final cause is a final
cause for someone and it is chosen for its value. In his Tentaumen
Anagogicum and elsewhere Leibniz draws a distinction between "les
d€terminations Architectoniques" and "les determinations Geometriques".
The latter are such that the contrary implies & contradiction, while
the former gignifies a necessity of choice, the contrary of which
is an imperfection ("Les Geterminations Gébmé%riques importent une
necessite” absolue, dont le contraire implique contradiction, mais les
Architectoniques n'importent qu'une necessite” de choix, dont le
contraire importe imperfection. G. vii.278.) He illustrates the
difference by saying that if nature was given the task to construct.
a triangle and that for this purpose only the sum of the sides was
given and nothing more, it is inevitable that it should construct
an equilateral triangle. The general principle that nature acts by
the most deteranined ways is only architicetonic in effect, while tine
eaprlication of this principle on the data given is geometrically
necessary. If nature was purely geometrical the above would not be
true unless there was some iore determinant than the periphery of the
csides of & triangle. but since she is governed architectonically
"des demy-déterainations geomctrigues" are sufficient for it to
complete its work. ("Si la nature egtoit brute, pour ainsi dire, c'est
B dire purement wateérielle ou Geom€trique, le cas susdit seroit
impossible, et‘E.moins gue d'avoir guelque chose de plus determinant
que la seule p€riph€rie, elle ne produiroit point de triangle; mais
pg;squ'elle est gouvernéé architectoniquement, des demy-d€terminations
g oméfriques luy suffisent pour achever son ouvrage, autrement elle
auroit este arrest€e le plus souvent" G.vii. p.279.)

Leibniz's unfortunate dichotomy of the Will and the
Understanding of God makes it difficult to sce with the clarity he so
greatly desires the ultimate necessity for "raisons architecténiques”.
Especially must this be the case when the relation between the
metaphysical principles and the mathematical principles is one not
of oprosition nor of juxtaposition but of superposition. So fap as
the phenomena of nature are concerned the laws of mechanics suffice
but it is necessary to have recourse to metaphysical considerations
in order to account for these laws themselves. Thus in the ultimate
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consideration Leibniz is forced to retract his extreme rationalism,
The diehotomy of the Will and the Understanding (& dichotomy he
otherwise strongly repudiates in the consideration of freedom both
human and divine) leads Leibniz far into the wilderness and it is
with difficulty he finds his way back.

In all this we mmet accept Leibniz and not try to make
him more lucid then he is. His final word is that behind mechanical
and mathematical laws there are metaphysical principles and there
is no absolute necessity in natural law.("Omnia quidem in natura
fieri mechanice, sed uietaphysiecs esse principia mechanismi, et
constitutas Notuum Waturaeque Leges non absolute quidei necessitate,
sed voluntate causae sapientis, non ex mero arbitrio, sed ex .
convenientia rerun"- Antibarbus Physicus pro Philosophia Reali. G.vii.
p. 34%3.-4) This view is midway between the opinions of Descarteds and
Spinoza. The laws of nature proceed from the Divine choice of the
best, but the three dimensions of space are gecessary with a blind
and geometrical necessity. ("d'une necessitégaveugle et GSom€trique"
(Letter to Coste, 8 July, 1711. Op. et Frag. Couturat. Phil.ii.p.419)

In gpite of this dichotomy of Will and Understanding,
God for Leibniz is one-eternally and immutably. Townere is this truth
of the Divine lature more significant than sub specie creationis. It
is because of this truth that evil for Leibniz is primerily a problem
and not merely a fact. In a "strung-glong universe™ evil would be
primarily a fect and not a problemn,

Ieibniz's implied assertion that the ILivine initiative
in the act of creation is Love or Goodness and his adoption of the
scholastic doctrine that every act of God (as well of man) must be an
act sub ratione boni places a primacy on the Divine Will. "iLe bien®
is always the object of the Divine Nature, however it may be mediated
through the Divine Understanding.

It is this mediation of the Divine Understanding which
reveals most clearly the unsatisfactory state of the thought of
Leibniz on this point. According to Leibniz the Issences benind the
universe exist in the Divine Understanding alone and, though not
subject to His Will, have no other existence. In a word these Fssences
are the object of the Divine Understanding.

Like &squinas, Leibniz would say that God is limited by
His own nature. (See Note 5. C.l.) The interpretation of this idea
of Divine self-limitation requires careful definition. Otherwise we
shall find a teleggy within which the Deity itself must act. In his
view of compossibility Leibniz almost defines a teleological universe
within which the Deity must act. So we prepare the way for an
infinite regress. e must needs pre-suppose a supra-Divine Being
for the creation of the God of the present universe and so on ad
infinitum. The situstion for leibniz is saved by the assétion that
though "eternal truths" do not depend upon the Divine iind, they
exist in it. The possible worlds which are infinite in number have
no other "existence" than their ideal existence within the Divine ikind.
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There 1s no determinism of the Divine wind ab extra.
This universe is one of many. It is "the best possible™, Behind it
there lies an infinite welter of other possible worlds. ‘e cannot
say that this one universe contains eminenter all the other possible
worlds. All we can say is that this present world polarises in the
most supreme and final way possible all the gualities we know of thne
Divine Nature. Just as & good poet does not make all the verses he
might make, be they good or bad, so with God as the architect of the
world. (In a letter to Fontenelle dated 7 April 1703 Leibniz writes
"9t c'est comme si feignant qu'il soit une des perfections de Dieu,
'estre poete, on vouloit que ce poeéte parfait fist tous les vers
p0331bles bons et mauvais, il en est mesme de l'architecte et Dieu
l'est véritablement". p.228. 4. Foucher de Careil. above.) "God can
do everything that is possible, but He will omly do what is best."
(Dieu peut faire tout ce qui est possgible, mais il ne veut faire
faire que le meilleur". 5th Faper to Clarke G. vii.p. 408.)

If the words of Leibniz &re to have any meaning we must
regard the potentalitas of God as transcending this one "best of all
possible worlds". Otherwise the phrase would be void of meaning.

It is this potentality of God as transcending the universe waich
explains the existential independence of the nionads, even tnougn

they are essentially related within the universe they compose. For

it is by +this potentiality that God himself is distinguished frou the
universe, as it seems in the end by the same distinction that "spirits”
are geparated from the "bare monads". For though "spirits" are
transcreated "bare monads" they reflect their Creator, while "bare
monads" reflect the universe. Thus "spirits"™ have the ability to

act outside the immediate determination of God, though not outside

his cognisance or his over-ruling providence. In this way the
rational spirit of man has a footing of its own in the universe. For
the knowledge of man, so that his action can be predicted, cannot
invelidate his freedom.

Thus the ratio sufficiens of the universe lies outside
itself. Only in this way can we explain the apparent fortuitiousness
of the world. Its "Grund"™ must be outside the time extension and
every roint in the world i$ related to it in the same manner as every
other point. Reasoning in this way, reasoning,too,in the same way as
bugustine, Leibniz could say that existence 1s " a continuous
creation"., Thus the relationship of God to the world is put on a new
basis and the o0ld supernaturalism of the schoolmen is superceded.

The danger of pantheism on such a view is obvious. But
there is no inherent reason why this should be the case., For the
relation of the "Grupd" and what is "begrundet" is not necessarily
that of substantial identity. Both pantheisu and supernaturalism
make the same mistake of putting the time series on the same level as
the "eternal®.

If rational souls were, like the rest of the universe
though in a higher degree, merely modes of the Divine Being, without
the possiblity of any axiological determination, two consequences
would immediately follow:- (1) man would be 1ncapab1e of any action
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of ethical value and (&) in the same way could never become a
member of the Kingdom of Grace and live in communion with the Divine
Being. On the other hand the delegated freedom of man can never
imperil the unity of the uvniverse. For the unity of the universe is
primerily a unity of nisus and as such can never be outside the
Divine cognisance and still less the Divine over-ruling Frovidence.
There is even a sense in which God does pot need us and in which
the universe can reach its end without[EB-Operation as individuals.
("11 est vray que Dieu n'a point besoin de nous, et quand nous
negligerions notre devoir, les choses ne laigseront pas de se faire
parfafEment bien; mais alors ce sera sapms gque nows y prenions

assez de part nous-memes, et cette perfection gene€rale se trouvera
en pavtie dans la justice de notre chastiment, qui sans cela se
seroit trouvée dans notre bonheur particulier"™ p. 278 ..emoire pour
les Personnes Telairees et de bonne intention. A.F. de Careil above.)

Ieibniz's misunderstanding of Descartes (and through
Tescartes of the schooliien) amé that there can be no ultimate
distinction between the Will and the Understanding of God is the
source of much of his ill-informed criticism as well as of the
difficulties we h&ve already seen. according to Descartes God is
Lctus Furus ané His nature is fundamentally one. lomsequently
finalisuw for the Leity is not as it is for man something we can
vivi-sect into the striving and thne object striven for. To Descartes
finalism for tne Deity must be the expression of His indivisible
nature., Vill and Understanding in the Tivine Nature can be separated
only in thought and not in reality. Descartes does not say that
God wills eternal truths but thet God wills them to be necesgsary.
By his study of Aquinas Tescartes was able to escape the perils
incident to an over-rationalisation of the Tivine Tature in the way
hazarded by Leibniz. For ILeibniz the Deity is never incomprehensible.,

"immensus" to use the word of athanasius.

Placing the emphasis Leibniz does upon the argument ab
effectu, it is difficult to see how he could altogether escape the
counterpart in the world of the immutability and harmony we know
to exist within the Divine Nature. "w.isercordia et veritas
obviaverunt sibi; Jjustitia de caelo prospexit.™ (Fs. 85. 11, 1Z2.).
The universe, too,for Leibniz must shadow forth sometning of the
"perfection" of the Divine Being. So "the source of the mechanical is
in the metaphysical "(Leibniz to Remond. 1714. G.3.p. 607.) and
efficient causes must point to causes which depend for their motive
power "upon the perception of good and evil, or thet which is
most fitting"™ (Leibniz too Bierling 1711. &G.7.p.501.)

In thus saying that that which is first is spiritual,
then that which is natural Leibniz shows how the essential harmony
of the Divine Nature casts the same spell upon the universe.
"Thus it is that efficient causes are dependent upon final causes,
and spiritual things are in their nature prior to material things, as
also they are prior to us in knowledge, because we perceive more
immediatgly (interius) the mind (as it is nearest to us) than the
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body; and this indeed Plato and Descartes nave observed.”
(above. G.7.p.501.)

It is for this reason, according to Leibniz, that aay
consideration of the universe must inevitably involve a
consideration of the Divine Being who is its source and upholder.
"Thus the final reason of things must be in a necessary
substance, in which the variety of particular changes exists
only eminently, as in its source; and this substance we call God."

(lonadology. FPar. 38. Latta p. 238.)

wfficient and final causes for Leibniz belong to
different levels of existence-the Kingdom of Nature and the
Kingdom of Grace. These two spheres for Ieibniz are not contrary
the one to the other, rather are they supplementary. For while
final causes nave their energised field in the kealm of Grace,
evidence of their functioning is only to be discerned in the
Realm of Wature. \ie thus look througn Nature to God and in the
essential goodness of God see the final cause of the universe.
Thus there is no hiatus between the Realin of Nature and the
keglm of Grace.-Thus God as architect and God as wonarch are
both true aspects of the one Deity.

s a ¥Kingdom of Wature the world has a definite
unity. B3ut besides this unity of fact, it has also an ideal
unity as a Kingdom of Grace. In tnis way there 1is roow for tne
actions of free beings and the kRealm of ature becoues a stage
for the moralisation of free beings in fulfilment of the
purrosive unity of the universe. This purposive unity is a vital
rart of the meaning of "the best of all possible worlds".

This Kingdom of Grace, in which man is a co-worker with God, and
in which he reaches his fullest perfection, is "the most exalted
and most divine among the works of God" (wonadology. Far. 86.
Latta p.267.) It thus expresses the final purpose of the universe
as that purpose exists in the divine mind.

This "harmony between the physical realm of nature
and the moral realm of grace™ is the counterpart of the
distinction we make "between God, considered as architect of tne
mechanism of the universe and God considered as w.0narch of the
divine City of spirits" (i.onadology. Far. 87. lLatta p.26&.)

Thus the Realm of Grace is the explanation of the Kealm of Nature
end its raison d'etre. For the harmony between the two Realms

has its basic source in the harmony of the divine nature. So we
can say "God as Architect satisfies in all respects God as Law-
giver and thus sins must bear their penalty with them, through
the order of nature, and e«en in virtue of the wechanical -
structure of things; and similarly that noble actions will attain
their rewards by ways which, on the bodily side, are mechanical,
although this cannot and ought not always to happen immediately".
(izonadology. Far. 89. Latta. p.269.)

In thus making ths Kingdom of Grace co-extensive
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with, though distinct from, the Wingdom of Tature Leibniz
departs from current orthodoxy. Like body and soul they are
distinet but harmonious. But Jjust as soul is the real substance,
" though the body is a phenomenon bene fundatwn, so the "morsl
realm of grace" is the ultimate explanation and wmeaning of
"the physical realm of nature”. Thus the term "Grace" loses
something of its savour as a technical term of Catholic orthodoxy
and a new reapprochement takes place between "the natural” and
"the supernatural™. The gulf fixed by current orthodoxy between
the natural and the supernatural is bridged. The traditional
conflict between nature and spirit, a conflict so aggravated by
Christian dogma,is finally resolved. For the Lingdom of Grece
is co-extensive with reality. “he diversified detail of concrete
existence, s0 fully ordered by the laws of geometry ané :mecnanics,
and the ilingdom of Srace are aspects of the same world. The
importance of this lies not so much in the mere fact of
co-extensiveness as in the obvious corollary of such
co-extensiveness that nothing can be ultimately outside "le plan
de Dieu". There is no ne plus ultra in the dingdom of Grace. This
is Leibniz's less logical but none the less vital way of speaking
of the .ll-inclusiveness of the Divine Being.

Thus for Leibniz the supernatural is really the
interiority of the universe. It is something always in nature
though hidden and unknown. For Leibniz the supernatural does not
srring from the natursl as a flower from its stalk, it is always
there in apparent, though masterly, inactivity. Thus for Leibaniz
there is no frontier between the natural and the supernatural,
though we must continue to speak of the realm of wmechanismn and
the realm of finality. Leibniz is loath, however, to let the
idea of the supernatural slip out of his scheme of things.(6)

This new view of the complete solidarity of the
universe extricates Leibniz at once from many grave difficulties.
In a universe wanere there is such a fund2mental unity many
difficulties may be resolved but only at the price of adding
others equally formidable. If the problem of evil is somewhat
softened, we may;gind the interpretation of the unity of the
world too simpleyexpedient for so intractable a crux.

When we ask the questionr what is the final purpose
of the universe, Leibniz's answer to this is definite and
unhesitant. The purpose of the world is "the Glory of God". Tais
mnmanifestation of the goodness of God is the result of no
necessity, but has its "sufficient reason" in the moral
nature of God. (7). For Leibniz the idea of creation involves
nbére than the idea of a beginning in time or a beginning of time,
It implies the idea of conservation and "continuous creation"
(in the Leibnizian sense). For "the general system of phenomena
which God con31der¢s good to produce to manifest his glory ("le
systéme géneTral des phenomenes gu'il trouve bon de produire pour
manifester sa gloire™) is one fully considered from all sides
and involves no relation which can escape his omniscience.
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Aecordingly we have no difficulty in saying that God is the
continuous support and ground of the world.

Thus the Glory of God is in a process of constant
irruption throughout the whole universe. Tvery substance shares
in this Glory in proportion to its "perfection™. In the case of
man this Glory is fevealed by his fellowship and co-operation
with God. This moral order in the universe Leibniz calls "the City
of God" "This City of God, this truly universal monarchy, is a
moral world in the natural world, and is the most exalted and
most divine among the works of God; and it is in it that the glory
of God really consists, for He would have no glory were not His
goodness known and sdmnired by spirits. It is also in relation to
this divine City that God specially has goodness, while His
wisdom and His power are manifested everywhere" (wonadology. Frar.
86. latta's Translation p.267-83)

Accordingly it follows that in so far as man is a
fellow-worker with Goéd, he is promoting the Glory of God. In other
words "the general good" is but another name for "the glory of
God" ("la Gloire de Dieu".) ("Je crois gue le renoncement total
a2 soi mfme n'est autre chose que de préfdrer le bien commun, ou,
ce qui est la méue chose, la gloire de Dieu, ™ son intéret
particulier....Ce renoncement ne demande pas un repos, mais
pluttt une activit€™, (Unedited letter to ..orell. September 1693.
Quoted by dean Baruzi. p. 497, "Leibniz et l'organisation
religieuse ds la terre" 1907.)

"Pfhe love of God" is the counterpart of tne via
paternitatis of 304."..in relation to then (esprits) He is not
only what an inventor is to his machine (which is the relation
of God to other created things), but also what a prince is to his
subjects, and, indecd, what a father is to his children™(.onadology
Yar.64. Latta r. 266.) This love of God is man's reciprocity to
the Divine goodness and it puts man in complete harmony with tae
purpose of the universe. It leads him to surrender self-interest
to the comuon good @and in this way promote the glory of God.

"He who loves God, that is he who is wise, will love all men, but
esch in proportion as he hopes to find in his a companion ready
and sble to promote tne common good, or (what comes to the sane
thing) the glory of God, the Giver of good things™ (Te tribus
juris naturae et gentium gradibus. ..0llat. p.lc. Quoted by

latta p. 283 footnote.)

we have geen, that so far as man lives in accordance
with his heritage as a member of "the most perfect State that is _
possible™, there can be no disharmony between nim and His cJreatory
But it is obvious that harmony does not always describe this
relationship, otherwise there would arise no problem of moral evil.
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The place of man in the scheme of things means that there is a
- contingent human teleology to be inserted, as it were, within
the ontological determination of a divine teleology. Human action
depends on the law of sufficient reason and when man acts rightly
there can be no conflict between his actions and the plan of God.
("le plan de Dieu").

It is when we come to ask what is the value of man in
this scheme of things that we notice in Leibniz something of
that bewilderment which visits 17th. century philosophy when it
speeks about the place of man in an nheliocentric universe. e are
reminded of the words of Iescartes. "Though as far as regards
morals it may be a pious thought to believe that God made all
things for us, and though it is even in some sense true, because
there is no created thing of which we cannot make some use, it is
by no means probable that all things were created for us in this
way, that God had no other end in their creation. This supposition
would be plainly ridiculous and inept in rhysical reasoning"”,
(Princupia Fhilosorhiae. pars. 2a. 2., “dinburgh Transl.p. 168.)

This Stoic idea of man's place in the universe has
some influence with Leibniz, though it is never underlined. It is
not only that the world is not made for us personally. Je way
find in the world what disprleases us but we nust remember that
it was not made for us slone. ("Nous en trouvons dans l'univers
gui ne nous plaisent point; mais sachons gu'il n'est pas fait
pour nous seuls"., Theodic€s. Par. 194. G.vi.p.&Z%2.) This is
Leibniz's way of saying with Fope:-

"Has God, thou fool worked solely for thy good,
Thy joy, thy pastime, thy attire, thy food?"
(“ssay on ..an. Tp.iii. 27-8.)

But Leibniz goes further than this. His theo«centric
tendency of thought refuses to believe that the work of creation
draws all its significance from man's life. This is the other
side of Leibniz's theistic realism, In some ways it might be
called Leibniz's pessimism. Thus Leibniz tells us (Theodicee.
par. 119. G.vi.p. 170.) that man's reason was given to hin "non
pas lui"™ but to contribute to "la perfection de l'univers". again
he tells us thut the happiness of man is not the sole nor the
final end of God. ("la f&licit& de toutes les creatures raisonnables

est un des buts ou il vise; maise elle n'est pas tout son but,
ny meme son defider but" (Thé€odic&e Par. 1191 G. vi.p.169-170.)
But this theot#centric tendency of thought Leibniz does not over-
elaborate. Some of its conclusions are, to say the least, in
conflict with the trend of his other coanclusions. Thus in
Th€odicee Par. 118. (G. vi.1l69.) we are told that it is by no
meang certain that "un seul homme" is of more value than "toute
l'esgéce des lions".
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How far we are to accept statements like these au pied de la
lettre is another matter. A hint as to their consistency with
Leibniz's views on the importance of man in the scheme of
creation is supplied by a sentence from his early diaslogue
"Theophile et Polidore". If God is the supreme wisdom, as his
wonderful works seem to show, and if his wisdom seeks perfection
everywhere it is possible, 1t cannot be doubted that the most
perfect beings and the beings most approaching God are the most
considered in nature and that God has a regard for their
happiness in preference to every other thing. For this can exist
without the order of nature opposing itself. (8)

In this way Leibniz believes it possible to reconcile
his theo#centric view of the universe with that otkew view of
the universe we find expressed in Section xxxvii of the "Discourse
of wetaphysics"and elsewhere, "how God has more regard for the
least one among intelligent souls than for the whole machinery
of the world"™ (p. 69. Open Court Fub. Coy.) Of this providentia
speciaslissima for man we can say-"cela se peut sans que l'ordre de
l'universe s'y oppose." In the thought of Leibniz the pendulua
swings from one side to the otner. Thus it is possible to read
into the theocentric argunent of Ieibniz a thinly veiled pessiinisa.
This is the point that Baruzi wnakes (secs 478 f. "Leibniz et
l'orgenisation religieuse de la terre,) "lLa Théodice€e nous
presente un Optnnlsme universel et un pessiuisme hunain-Flus
profogdement: Si le pessimisme surgit d'une mgditation de l'univers,
la Theodicée figure un pessimisme',

"Un pessimisme humain" is a hard description for
the theistic realism of Leibniz. For Leibniz is siwmply saylng thet
our thoughts are not God's thoughts neither are our ways iHis ways,
To condemn Divine transcendence as “"pessimism’in regard to uan
is to do violence to language. santhropo-centricisa is not thne
only form of optimisii in regerd to man. The mistranslation from
the book of Job"Though he slay,me, yet will I trust Him" expresses
a thecentric view of the universe, which is at the same time
optimistic in regerd to the ultimate welfare of the individual
human soul.

The proof texts which might be quoted from the

Théodicée to prove that man is subservient to the cosmic scheue
of things (e.g. "On peut dire que les hommies sont choisis et
rangeés, non pas tant suivant leur sxcellence que suivant la
convenance gqu'ils ont avec le plan de Dieu." Théodicé€e Yar. 105.
G.vi.p.161.) must be interpreted in the light of the essential

oodness of the deity. God for Leibniz is essentially philanthropic
%to use the adjective of Ahhanasius). And if it comes to proof
texts, it is possible to cite Leibniz to our purpose." There are
people who think that we are of too little eonsequence, in tne
sight of an infinite God, for Him to have any care of us: we are
supposed to be in relation to God what the worms which we crush
without thinking about it, are in relation to us. But this is
suppose that God is like a man and cannot think of everything.
Just because God is infinite, He does things without labour by

kind of conseguence of Hif will, as it is a consequence of .y
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will and that of my friend that we are in agreement, no new
action being required to producé our agreementy, beyond the
resolve which each of us has made. Now i1f the human race and
even the smallest thing were not well governed, the universe
itself would not be well governed, for the whole consists in its
parts" (m€ditation sur la notion commnune de la justice. Guoted
Latta. p.348-9.

On any view of the deity we cannot regard the claims of
man alone as the exclusive deteruinant of the divine creative
activity. But they are a determinant and this is what Leibniz so
explicitly asserts. The City of God is not only" the most exalted
and most divine among the works of God" but "it is also in
relation to this divine City that God specially has goodness,
while His wisdom ané His power are manifested everywhere"
(lionadology. ¥Yar. 86. Latta p. 268.).

If God is essentially gooéd, then it cannot be that

the claims of the moral order of rational beings are ever a
secondary consideration in "le plan de Tieu". They are, of course,
part of the wider cosmic purposes of God. But as Leibniz says
there is no reason for supposing that there is any incompatibility
between this concern for the wider purposes of the world ef
rectere and that part of it which concerns tne life of man. On

the contrery there is a perfect harmony between the two and "a
result of this hariony is tnat things lead to grace by the very ways

of nature". (Monasdology. Far. 86. Latta p.26%., If the universe
ig not made for us alone ("pour nous seuls"), it is, however,
made for us, if we are wise; it will accomodeate us, if we w¢ill
accomodate ourselves to it; we shall be happy there, if we wisn
to be so. ("1l est pourtent fait pour nous, si nous somnes sages:
il nous accomnodera, si nous nous en accomnodons; nous y serons
heureux, si nous le voulons €tre" Theddicde. Tar., 194.G.vi.p.258.)
But this, of course, is not to say that we can never break
ourselves against the wheel of life, Kot that tne expression of
our whims and desires in prayer will deviate the tranquil operation
of God's perpetual providence. The importunity of our prayers nas
no influence with God. He knows better than we wnat is necessary
for us and He will not grant save what is agreeable to the wholg
scheme of things. ("L'importunite des prieres ne fait rien auprés
de Tieu; il sait mieux gue nous ce qu'il nous faut, et il
n'accorde gue ce qui convient as tout". Theddic€e Far. 120. G.vi.
p. 174.) But this truth in no way alters the fact that the
happiness of rationsl creatures is the primcipal part of the
purposesg of God, even though it is not His sole purpose.
("J'accqqe que le bonheur des C(réatures intelligentes est la
principale partie des desseins de Dieu, car elles luy ressemblent
le prlus: mais je ne voy point cependant coument on puisse prouver
que c'est son but unique" Théodicée Par. 118, G.vi.p.l68.)
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was something in the nature of demonstrative certainty. This

was required as much in metaphysics as in theology. This

dreaem of a perennis, philosophia was never to be fulfilled.

The Latin appendix to the Theddicée "Causa Del Asserta per
Justitiam Ejus, Cum caeteris ejus Perfectionibus, Cuntisque
sctionibus Conciliatam” shows clearly enough the form such a
venture -eérire la Theblogie liethode lathematica(letter to
Turnett. Feb. 1697. G.iii. ». 190)- would have taken. In a letter
to des Bosses as late as 30th. June. 1715 leibniz still expresses
his longing after the accomnrlishment of this ideal of his

youth, to recast all his philosophy "in discinlinae formam"”
after the model of this aprendix to the Thebdicée.

The crowded complexity of the interests of Leibniz
gave him little leisure to fulfil what he considered to be so
necessary. w=ven the Isscis de Theddicge, the only work of
Leibniz, published in his life time, were vritten snoradically.
Fe tells us th:t the ~reater pert of it wes vritten in
frazments ("pur lambenux®) and crose out of the philosownhical
and theolorical discussions of the courts of merlin oand “anover,
where the Dictionery of Payle and other works ol thatacute nind
vere muech in vomue. “he Tuecn of Prussia often asked Teibniz to
write his answers to Payle. .nd after her denth ITelbniz gathered
these fragments together and £dded to them to form the asais
de Théodicge.

The vrolixity of the Issais reminds one forcibly of
mertullian's remark on Farcion-"lansuens circa malil guzestionenm".
(adv. Iarcionen. i.2.). 1t is quite clear th:t Teibniz had amassed
ruch meterial on the subjects of "The Goodness of Cod, the
Liberty of Lon znd the Orizin of wvil™ and the endeavour to
incorporote all this explains to soue extent the patchwork and
réchauffe character of the Hssuis. In particular they incorporate
much of the earlier thousht of Leibniz.

From whet has been said we can realise something of the
encyclopaedic scope of the mind of Leibniz. Though he regarded
the Iissals de Theodicge as fully expressing his mind on the
problen of‘;vil and though he was very anlous for its repute
(cf.‘J'esEpre que ces Essals de Théodicée ou de la justice de
Dieu ne deplairont pé&s en ;ngleterre.“Leibniz to Burnett, 30th.
October 1710. G. iii. ». 321.), yet they were only the prelude

to a much more complete enterprise.

vie have perhaps said enough to show that the
Theodicée of Leibniz is not merely an answer to Bayle, as is
so widely thought. It is true that Bayle is never far from the
mind of Ieibniz and that he regards him in the light of a
mediaeval advocatus diaboli if only because of his erudition
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and acumen. ("ses 1nstances sont ordinairement pleines d'esprit
et dterudition, et servent % donner un plus grand jour & cette
controverse® Theodlcee Par. 107. G. vi. p. 162.) As Leibniz
says elsewhere of Bayle "ubi bene, nemo melius" (Thebdicee.
Par. 174. G. vi. p. 217).

But it is a mistake to think that Leibniz had no
other people in view besides Bayle. Without Bayle it would be
p0531ble to sketch out in some detail the argument of the Theodicbe.
For it is an argument implicit in all his metaphysical writing.
Leibniz in his own right is one of the funda&mental creators of
all theodicean argument. As far back as 1673, we have already
seen, Leibniz wrote a Latin dialogue which enbodled as he tells
us in the Preface the same arguments as the Theodicee (cf. Preface
G. vi. . 16.) But just as Origen required the critical acumen
of Celsus to bring out his skill as an apologist, so Dayle with
an almost Darallel acuteness supplies Leibniz w1th the problems
of the Théodicee.

It is on reading the The6diceé of Leibniz that one
becomes conscious of the justness of the remark of .Jdolf Farnack
"The power of exclusiveness was lacking to the great thinker
whd saw everything in one™ ("Die I"'raft der Ixklusive fehite dem
grotzen, alles in eins sohauenden Denker" quoted p. 47. Die
Theodicee im 18 Jahrhundert. I‘ans Lindau. Leipziz. 1911.; The
over-loading of the mheodicee with references both to carrent
and ancient literature has always proved a serious obstacle to
its being read. "Leitniz is not strong azainst ancient rubbish.
I'e throws too little away. e loads himself up with useless
weights.”

7o write'an account of the correspondents of Leibniz
or to give an account of the works referred to in the Théodicée
and elsewhere would be to write a considerable part of the
history of this “seculum rationeglisticum™. A4s we proceed we
shall have occasion to note how closely Leibniz kept in tough
with the thought of his age. The correspondence with "the zreat
arnauld” (1612-94), and with 3amuel Clarke (1675-1729.),not
to speak of the Houveaux Issais and the many re erences to
contemporary philosophy and theology in the Th€odicee and the
two appendices on Hobbes and the "De Origine !'ali® (1704) of A~é-

~Jishop "ing are enough vindication of this.

Jritten so late in his philosophical career and the
only work of his to be published in his life time, it is not
surprising that Leibniz continued to regard it as furnishing a
satisfactory answer to the problems with which it deals. TFor its
subseguent fate as the least read of all his works Leibniz has
only himself to bleame. ZBut behind its diffuseness there is
easily discerned an energetic thinker and one who writes with
an almost prophetic fervour. The all embrecing character of his
argument is not only a reflection of that phllosoohlcal charity
he so clearly tried to embody but is a witness to the fervency
of his own belief in the essential soundness of his arsuemsb
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arguments, Though there may be a thousand ways of justifying

the conduct of Fod ("il y a mille moyens de justifier 1la

conduite de Dieu” ) yet it is only by his own system, Leibniz
believes, that it can be shown that there is nothing so

elevated as the wisdom of God, nothing so just as his judggments,
nothing so pure as his holiness, nothing more boundless that his
goodness. ("il n'y a rien de si élevé que la sagesse de Dieu, Vs
rien de si juste que ses jugemens, rien de si pur que sa saintete,
et rien de plus immense que sa bonté" Théodicée. Par. 106.G. vi.

p. 161.).



S57.

e c. V.
Pierre Bayle. (1647-1706.)

Ve have already seen that Leibniz formulated quite
early the main lines of his theodicean argument. Nor is this
strange since he had been meditating upon the subjects of the
Theéodicée since his youth. But thouwh there were many times when
he was tempted to write upon the sub ject ("1l a encor eu des
raisons partlcqileres asses considerables gui l'ont i v1te ‘a
mettre la main a la plume sur ce sujet” (Preface. Th bdicée. “
. vi. p. 39.), it wes not until Bayle issued his "Opus Hercuelen"
(Preface G. vi. p. 16.) that the stage was set for Leibniz to
play his part.

If previously the aim of Leibniz was more didactic and
edifying in accordance w1th the Zeitzelist of his century ("dont
le but principal devoit €tre la connoissance de Dieu, telle qu'il
a faut vpour exciter 1la pléte et pour nourrir la vertu" ), now
his aim is more polemical™ to justify my system against the
new difficulties of I7. Bayle; I purposed at the same time to
communicote to him the thoughts I have had for a long time on
the difficulties which he brings against those who try to make
reason agree with faith in the matter of the existence of evil.
Indeed there are few people who huve worked on this rmore than
ryself" ("justifier nion systeme contre les nouvelles difficultes
de 1on31qgr Jayle, J®avois dessein en méne terps de luy communlquer
les pensees que 7& avois eues depuis long-temps &g les difficultes
qu'il avoit feait a101r gontre ceux qui tachent d'accorder la
Regson avec la Foy 3 ltezard de l'existence du L'sl. kn effet,
il y 2 peut-&tre peu de personnes qui y ayent travaille€ plus
que moy" Preface. Thébdlcé; G. vi. n. 43.) Tor with all his long
sustoined polemical thrusts the old forensic and edifying motive
is still present. &is Leibniz reminds his readers it is God's cause
thet he pleads. ("c'est la cause de Dieu qu'on plaide™ Preface.
Theodicée. G. vi. p. 38.) BRefore we listen to his pleading
in the justification of God, it may be profitable to come to a
closer acquaintance with the charges.

In a sense EBuyle represents the 17th. century better
than almost any other writer of note. He is the forerunner of the
following sgeculum rationalisticum. In his writing he embodies
the confluence of influences from the Reformation and the
Renaissance. The thouzht of Protestantism under the influence of
persecution had found a new toleration and there was consequently
a greater liberty of thinking as well as of provhesying. Among
these new ideas Cartesianism was the most dominant. The inevitable
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consequence of this ferment was an unstable balance of power
between religion and philosophy. As yet there was no prospect

of anything else than a declaration of armed neutrality. But
where lesser men saw an apparent state of peace, others with
profounder insight foresaw the coming of wars and rumours of war.
imong these was Jacques Penigne Bossuet (1627-1704), Bishop of
IFeaux, who said that a great attack was preparing against the
Churcn,under the name pf Cartesian philosophy. ("un grand combat
se preparer contre 1l'liglise sous le nom de la philosophie cartes-
ienne)

In the mind of Bayle this conflict had already begun.
Wever surely did the history of philosophy provide a better
example of %"a house divided against itself". In Bayle scepticism
and faith dwelt together in unity. I'is scepticism took the form
of undermining the authority of reason, especially as that
authority was exercised in philosophy and theology. 30
penetrating were Bayle'séﬁgiticisms that his influencg{ long
survived his death and wex& a force in the subsequent century.
Long after Leibniz had replied to the criticisms of Bayle on the
current solution of the problem of evil, Zayle's influence even
with regard to this particular issue still exercised much sway
on the minds of men.

. To read Iayle to-day is to be conscious noit only
of a rape€r like logic but of arguments which have in no way lost
their cogency or liveliness. llo writer of the 17th. century so
rocked the foundations of the ivory castle of dogmatic theology.
There was rmuch excuse for the view of some contermporary
theologians that Eeyle was a mortal enemy to religion mésquerading
as an angel of light.

The I’'ethod of Bayle.

Bayle's antinomy of faith and reason was, strangely
enough, a consequence of the orthodox teaching of the dichotony
of the flesh and the spirit. Tor Dayle reason was bankrupt so
far as any constitutive purpose in life is concerned. Fe quotes
favourably Iuther's well known saying "In Theologia verum es?t,
Verbum esse carnem factum. In Philosophia simpliciter impossible
et absurdum” (Art. “Luther”. Dictionaire Zistorigue et Critique.
1702. n. 1946.) The unsolved and unsolvable conflict between
faith and reason was & good thing if it reminded man of the
rock whence he was hewn snd the pit whence he was digged. Irogress
was only to be made along the lines of the maxim of Tertullian

certum est, guia impossibile est. For the point Bayle never
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wearies in elsborating is that the tenets of dogmatic theology
e.5. the doctrine of ‘the fall of man'and the general teaching

de auxiliis gratiae, are not merely super-rational but anti-
rational. These dognas of catholic orthodoxy cannot be Jjustified
at the bar of reason.

Reason for Iayle could be propaedeutic to religion,
if it wes not merely content to disrupt the edifice of orthodoxy
but also to humble man's intransigent belief in his own unaided
power of reflection. Faith which was really worthy of the name
was in diametrical and inevitable opposition to reason. Thus
Beyle's "scepticism® wes the handmeid to religion. Revelation
through the light of reason might well be compired with what
Christian theoloszy teaches of the losaic dispensation.” It was a
schoolruster (these are their wordg) to lead us to Christ. Let
Us say the samej,almost the same,of reason; it is only fit to
moke man know his ignoronces an Dowerlessne s, and the necessity
of another revelatlon. ("@lle dtoit un pedaQOﬁae (ce sont leur
terms) pour nous amener a Jesus- Christ. Dlsons ‘a peu pfés le
méne de la raison; elle n'est rropre qu' % faire connoltre &
l'honme ses téhebres et son 1mpulssegae et la nécessite” d'une
autre revelation. "Art. "wanicheens'’(p. 2022.)

In a sense we may call DIoyle the "ant of the 17th.
century. “hat Zeyle advocates as a practical modus vivendi, lrant
affirms by crzument. Like ‘ant Bayle indulzes in a :»ritik of
reason and like ent,as for lzyleytiicre is left over & certain
residuum of dogme which reasoan can neither prove nor diswnrove.
hecognising cleﬂrly the disruptive force of reason layle finds
himseéf lead to destroy, so far as argument is concerned what
cannot survive this strugsle for existence. Ieyle is therefore a
much more consistent "rationalist'" than either Descartes or
Leibniz, though 2 less constructive thinker than either. Fe
knows nothing of the harmonising spirit of Leibniz. ./here Leibniz
is content to blend the colours of his palette, Payle, has no
colours save black and white. His aim throughout is to embarrass
philosophers and to showfﬁeakness of reason. ("Car il passoit aise-
ment du blanc au noir, non pas dans une nauvaise intention, ou
contra sé, conscience, mais parce qu'il n'y avoit encor rien
d'arreste dans son esorit sur la ouestlon dont 1l s'agissoit. 11
staccommodoit de ce qui luy convenoit pour c'ptrecarrer ltadversaire
qu'il avoit en teste, son but ntdtant que d'embarrasser les
Philosophes, et faire voir la foiblegse de nostre raison: et je
crois que jamais Arcesilas ny Carneade n'ont soutenu le pour et
le contre avec plus #@'éloquence et plus d'esprit" Théodicée Par.
353. G. vi. p. 324-5.) But as Leibniz continues to add it is
not necessary to doubt for the sake of doubting, doubts should
serve as a plank to reach the truth. ("ais enfin il faut point
douter pour douter, il faut que les doutes nous servent de planche
pour parvenir a la vérite™, (above.)
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The Cosmology of Bayle.

For Bayle outside "the system of the Scripture”
(le systeme de l'Fcriture) there is nothing but confusion of tongues.
With the help of Revelation alone is it possible to establish
"the solid foundations of providence and the perfections of God™.
("les fondemens solides de la providence et des perfections de
Dieu" . Art. #Epicure”™ Dict. p. 1138.)

From this source Bayle would have us compose our
philosophia perennis. God is the Creator of the world both as
regards its "matter®™ as well as its "form". From this at least
three con€lusions follow:- (1) God disposes of the world as He
sees fit (2) Fe needs only a simple act of will to do what pleases
Him. (3). lNothing can happen but what He has put in the plan
of His work. ("De ce que Dieu le createur de la matidre, il
resulte 1. Qutavec l'authorite la plus légitime qui puisse Etre,
il dispose de l'univers comme bon lui semble. 8. Qu'il n' a
besoin que d'un simple acte de sa volonte pour faire tout ce qu'il
lui plait. 3. Que rien n'arrive que ce qu'il & mis dans le plan
de son ouvrage") (above). &nother consequence of this view is
that the heresy of Patripassianism is avoided. For we can say,
if this is true, that the course of the world is not a matter
which can weary or disappoint God and that there are no events
such as can trouble His blessedness. If things happen which FHe
has forbidden and which Ee punishes, they do not happen,
nevertheless, contrary to his decrees and they serve the adorable
ends which he has purposed from eternity and which mgke the
greatest mysteries of the Gospel. ("il s'ensuit de 13 gue 1la
conduite du monde n'est pas une affaire gquil puisse fatiguer ou
chagriner Dieu, et qu'il n'y a point d'€vehemens quels qu'ils
puissent €tre qui puissent troubler sa véatitude. S8il arrive des
choses qu'il a defendueg, et qu'il punit, elles n'arrivent pas
n€annoins contre seg decrets, et elles gervent aux fins adorables
qu'il s'est propos€es,de toute eternite, et qui font les plus
grans mysteres de 1l'IEvangile) Above.)

This clear statement of the views of Bayle enables us
to discern more affinity with the views of Leibniz than we might
surmise from a cursory r?ading of the Théodicee. For the apparent
arbitrariness implied in/énd (2) above is qualified elsewhere
by Bayle in the Leibnizian manner. For in Objection 3 of the
Fpicurean to the Platonist he says that goodness without
judgdment is not praiseworthy. ("Je renonce méme ™ cette bjection,
c'est que la bonte pour €tre louable doit €tre accompagnee de
jugement ") again in (3) we have almost the quintessence of the
ontological teleology of lLeibniz. e have the same insistence
upon the transcendence of the Divine Eeing above the bravail
and sorrow of man. Thdgh the plan of his work ("le plan de son
ouvrage") is determined from eternity, it is so embracing that
it can include within the ambit of its compass that abuse by
man of his freedom which we call moral evil and which ¢ an be
transmuted to the greater glory of His "fins adorables™
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Bayle and Leibniz alike stand aloof from any facilis
desgensus humenismi. Bayle in his Pensdes Diversés sur la
Comete expresses views which might almost equally well come
from the pen of Leibniz. Religious fanatics saw in the comet
of 1680 & sign of divine displeasure as some years later the
Lisbon earthquake was to cause similar popular alarm. Bayle's
reply is shattering "what service can it render the Church
Iilitant that Jupiter has satellites which move regularly
around it" ("De quoi peut servir a 1l'Eglise militante que
Jupiter ait des satellites, quli se meuvent reguliérement autour
de lui?" Par. L¥i. Continu. des Pensces div.). He deals
trenchantly with the opinion of lialebranche who in his "Traite
de la Nature et de la Grace™ (1684) regarded man as the sole
and chief means for the end that the Creator proposed to himself
in making the world. (" comme le seul et le principal moyen de
la fin que le Crehteur s'est en faisant le monde” zbove.) If
this is so, Bayle asks, why has God placed the fixed stars at
such a distance from the earth and why is it that other stars
have only come to the Ken of man through the invention of the
telescope. Bayle agrees with Seneca that the world of nature
ministers to a greater and a more sublime end than the
conservation of the humen race. It is true thaé man enters into
the cares of God and that He wishes to bless #. 411l this
demands recognition but it is zoing too far and we presume too
much on our importance if we think that we are His columns of
Ferucles, llis chief end, the centre round which all the movements
of nature worl: znd the ubiquitous rezson of all his works.
("mais gqu'il va beaucoup, plus loin,et que nous présunerions
trop de nous si nous pré%endions €tre ses colonnes d'Hercule,
son but principal, le centre @ quoi aboutissent tous les
mouvemens de la nature et la raison ubique de tous ses travaux"
Par. LA. above.

Yet though neither 3Bayle nor Leibniz hold that nan
is the only purpose of all things, both are equally emphatic on
the essential zoodness e&s well as the transcendence of Jod. Roth
agree that God's goodness determined _him to create the universe
("sa bonte seule l'a determine”d créer cet univers®™), thousgh
ILeibniz interprets this phrase of 2ayle's in his own way. If
God's goodness determined him to create this universe, it is
necessary to add that His goodness moved Him antecedently to
create and produce all the zood possible. ..lso that His wisdom
made the choice ("sa sagesse en a fait le triage") and was ,
the cause that He hes chosen the best consequently. (Theodicee.
Par. 116. G. vi. ». 167.)
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Thus Bayle and Leibniz are in fundamental agreement
about the infinite Goodness of God. and both (in spite of
partial denials) interpret this goodness as being expressed
pre-enminently in the relation of God to man. (cf. Theodicée
Par. 118. G.vi. p. 168.) Both Bayle and leibniz experience
the same difficulty in expressing this truth, without at the
same time saying that the welfare of man is the chief aim of
God.

Bayle no more than Leibniz has any argument for this
infinite %oodness of God. It is something universally accepted
and to think of God without the qualification of moral predicates
is to outdistance the sceptics of history. ("Les plus grans
chptiques de l'antiquité(ont dit, que tous les hommes ont une
ide€e de Dieu selon lacuelle 11 est, une nature vivante, heureuse,
incorruptible, perfaite dans la féiicitéﬂ et non susceptible
d'aucun mal " Art. 3pinoza. Pict. »n. 2777.) To think this is to
lapse into the "athéisme exdcrable” of Spinoza. Lven those who
deny the moral predicates of God often unconsciously bring them
in to interpret God's relation to man and speak of "perfections®
of the sovereign being, which He does not fail to adjust to the
ideas which we have of virtue. ("On ne sera plus certain que sa
justice l'engage fa punir le mal, et l'on ne scauroig refuter
ceux qui soutiendroient qu'il est 1l'auteur du pééhe, et qu'il
punit néénmoins fort justement, et qu'en tout cela il ne fait
;ien cui ne s'accorde zavec les perfections infinies du souverain
etre, car ce ne sont pes des perfections qu'il faille & juster aux
id€ées gue nous avons de la vertu", above.)

This reladnce upon the teachins of the Seriptures
helns us to understand the emphasis PFayle places unon the )
infinite 5oodness of 0d and the correspondinz cruciality for
him of the problem of evil. For the creation of the world by God
i@ a Q;uth the importance of which cennot be exazgerated. ("Cette
veérite est d'une importence nonnareille, car on en tire comme
d'une source féconde les dogmas les plus sublimes, et les plus
fondsmentaux, et l'on ne sgauroit poser 1thypoth&se oposéé a
celle-12 sans ruiner plusiéurs grans nrincines du reisonnment™.
Art. Tpicure. Dict. 1140.) Thus it is only by Zevelation that
this nodus of the problem of evil cun ve untied. For it is only
by Revelation that we can understand that the omnipotence of
God is an omninotence of love. (Ycar l'ontimus préﬁéae toujours
le maximus dans le style des nlus savantes nations, guand elles
verlent de Dieu” 4art. Pouliciens Dict. n. 2328.).

The l'anichaean 4nswer.

wvil for Bayle is a fact which cannot be explained
by explaining it away. There is nothing more stupid than to
readn reason against facts ("1l n'y a rien de plus insensé/que
de raisonner contre des faits". Art. l'anichéens Dict. n. 2022.)




In the same place we are told that we must not suppose Rayle to
agree with those who hold that evil to be merely a privation
("le mal ntest qu'une privation).

But if the Scriptures teach us the complete sovereignity
of God and His essential unity, this is a lesson which the rest of
creation teaches us as well. ("Les cieux et tout le reste de
Ltunivers préchent la gloire, la puissance, 1'unite” de Dieu™ above.)
Thus we have no altefnative but to follow the solution to which
we are pointed. From effect to cause is an axior as plain as
the proposition two and two equal four. ("l'axiome ab actu ad
potentiam valet consequentia, est aussi clair que cette proposition
2 et 2 font 4." above.)

Thus if there is no minimisineg of the dogmatic insistence
upon the omnipotent transcendence of the Deity, so likewise there
is no evasion of the plain stark evil of tke world. Rayle's
insistence upon the juxtaposition of these conflicting truths is
refreshingly candid. If we say that evil is impossible in the
world c:eated by o power infinitely zood and holy, we rust reply
that it is a fact and therefore very possible (".u'on nous vienne
de dire avec un grand appareil de raisonnemens, cu'il n'est pas
possible que le @mal mor.l stintroduce dans le pionde, nar l'ouvrage
d'un princine infiniment bon et saint, nous répondrons que cela s'
est pourtant fait, et par consequent cue cela est tres nossible™
art. "lanicheens® above.)

It is this absence of any minimising tendency in the
thinking of ®ryle that lerds him to flirt with IAnichaeisn. For
lanichaeism conforms to the two canons of criticism layle proposes
for any philosophical system. Firgtly it must heave clear ideus,
secondly it nust be adequate to experience and lenve no lacunae.
I"fanichzeisn survives both these tests @s well 2nd better than
most monistic philosophical systems. It certainly has clarity of
ideas and its value for the a posteriori explanation of the
phenomena of dally experience is s great as most rival systems.

There are three separate questions raised by the problem
of evil. (1) "That is its nature? (2) Jhat is its origin.?
(3) .mat does it prove?. Though Fayle does not analyse the problem
in this way, his appraisal of l‘enichaeism directly involves themn.
I'anicheeism had direct answers to all three and answers such &s
might well appeal to & logical mind.
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Je have already seen that Rayle will have nothing to do
with the Spinozistic conception of evil as limitation and illusory.
Bayle takes over the pessimistic teaching of the Church on the
fallen state of man's nature. Physical and moral evil are facts,
even though the 3criptures teach only of a Good Principle. (art.
Pauliciens. Dict. p. 2323.) IInowledge of the world and indeed
of oneself are sufficient warranty of their reality.

+Zain what other system con so explain the origin of
evil as anlchaelsm or finally what other philosophy can give so
totalltatlan *verdict on all the warrlng and veiatathsly discrete
phenomena of humen life?. Thus while anichaeism may at first
inspire horror, yet a little consideration of the failure of
other solutions of the problem of evil may make us more syripathetic
at least to its stern logic. Thus ve note e.g. how ecsily the
Christian Tathers refuted the l'arcionites and Ianichaéﬁs without
themselves giving any satisfactory answer to this problem of the
orizin of evil. .nd when 2 priori considerations give place to a
posteriori considerations we realise more clearly the urgency of
the problem.

The many contrasts we meet in the world of nature e.g.
light and darkness, heat ond cold roint enalesously in the direction
of an ultimste dualisni. 7et these contrasts are not decisivey,, for
they do not imperil the unity of the univerze, It is only when we
consider man that this unity is vitallyr inperilled. Tor man's
unhappy st:te both in thke matter of morcl ¢nd physical evil
reguires some explonation. The orthodox teachins of the ¥Fall of
adeam only complicetes the problem 2nd suppnlies no answer to the
why and wherefore so persistently demanded.

Thus Zayle could sey that he did not espouse iLznichaeism
or any other dualism. Put rationally considered it could <ive as
good an acecount of itself as any other system. The objections of
the lanichaens ef on the orl@ln of evil were difficult to rebut.

(*0n a tant 'de peine 2 repondre as objections des l[.anicheens sur
l'origine du mal."™ Art. Pauliciens. Dict. p. 2323 ). Bayle goes
further to say that the l‘anichaeans with an hypothesis completly
absurd and contradictory explain experienceg¢ a thousand times
better than the orthodox, with the supposition, so just, so
necessary, so uniquely true, of a first principle 1nf1n1tely good
and all powerful. ("les i'anicheens qui avec un hypothese tout-

a- fait absurde et contradictoire, expliquent les experiences cent
fois mieux que ne font les orthodoxes, avec la supposition si

juste, si nécessaire, si uniquement veTitable d'un premier principle
infiniment bon, et tout puissant.”. Art. Pauliciens. Dict. n. 2325.)
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The Answer of Origen.

Leibniz, in one of his replies to Bayle, says that
if he had to choose between being an Origenist or a llanichaean,
he would prefer to be the former and never the latter. ("Cependant
s'il falloit choisir entre deux, suivant la raison, je -serois
plustot pour 1'Origeniste, et jamais pour le ranichden®. Réponse
aux Heflexions 2nd. edit. Dict. C. de li. Bayle. %. iv. p. 567.)
As it is obvious that Leibniz had this discussion of the problem
of evil before his mind and in particular the arguments and
elucidations of Bayle we may profitably spend a little time on
Bayle's handling of the &Greek ¥ather.

Payle reduces the doctrine of the Origenists to three
provositions:- (1). "God has made us free, 1o zive scope to
virtue and to vice, blame and praise, reward and punishments.
(*Dieu nous a fait Jibres, pour donner lieu & la vertu, et au
vice, au bléme et & louange, 2 la récompense et aux peines) (2).
nie damms no one simply for having sinned, but for not beéng
repentant® ("llAne damne personne simplement pour avoir p ch
mais pour ne s'etre pas repenti™) (3) "Physical and moral evils
are of so short a duration in comnarison with eteraity that
they cannot hinder Zod passing as beneficZent and the friend of
virtue. ("Les maux physigues et moraux du gen¥e huiain sont d'une
durde si courtc en comparison de 1'€ternite, qu'ils ne neuvent
pas emp@cher que Dieu ne pnsse pour bienfaissnt et pour al de 1la
vertu® art. Crizene. Dict. »n. 2289.)

Tt is this last sentence, Eayle reminds us, which
contains the essence of Orisenism and accounted for its success
in refutine the I'mnicheseens. Jhere Jusustine and Telazius had
laboured in vain, Orisenism succeeded. Ilence the popularity
Cri~enism enjoyed in facing the question as formnideble in those
dayes as it is still in our own-.Jhence comes evil and whot is its
orizin? (”D’dﬁ vient le mal, et gquelle en est ltorigine?"; juite
obviously it lent itself more to orthodoxy then the disruptive
duelism of lenichoeism, dAividins the wvorld as with = hatchet into
two fields of influence, both equally independent &nd both
ecually powerful.

Tt is o far cry from the troubled dualism of lLonicheelism
to the quietism of Crigen. Fut though Origenism lead to other
peculiarities of doctrine, its monism at least left the Godhead
of the deity not only intact but supreme. The danger of Crigenism
came from the opposite direction. It went too fa along this
monistic path and inclined at times to lapse into the abyss of
Spinozism by identifyins the spirits of men with the Divinity
itself. ¢Dict. p. 2264.)

Tor the Origenist “time like a dome of many coloured
glass stains the dim radiance of eternity”. Life on this earth
wos so transitory in respect to the everlastingness of eternal
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life that its sorrows und wickedness can form no ifiictement of a
supremely beneficzent God. l'oreover even the pains of nurzatory do
not last for ever and,even after Jod has punished those who have
abused their freedom, ¥here is all the ensuing bliss of eternity
for them to lick their wounds. If a watchmeker makes a pendulun
which journeys regularly on its beat for a whole year, it is no
tarnish on his craftsmenship to point out that at the beginning of
its long career it made one or two unequal strokes. In the same way
if the Deity can reduce the disorders of earthly life in a moment
of eternity, we need not trouble ourselves that He does not
intervene now amid the sins and hardships of men.

Tut there are many criticisms that a ianichean (according)
to Bayle) could bring agzinst so easy a ddhovenent of the Gordian
knot. igainst these three propositions of the answer of Origen there
mizght be brought three particular criticisms:-

(1). "he zift of freedom, with its consequence of purgatorial
proniation for its misuse, contradicts the logical &and perfect ideal
of supreme goodness. us the Origenist believes in an eternity of
andimmed and unfedine bliss, he is not in a position to deny that
the same bliss is alv;ys“possibility and consequently no sood
reason why verfected liberty with its twin consequences of virtue
and hapniness should not coexist on this earth (ziven an Jrmipotent
ond .11 Iovin~ Deity;. “oreover if we are to read (ricenisn with
any strictness there can be no sort of proportion between the bhrief
probation of wnen this eazrth and the eternity of bliss vhich awaits
the ®izhteous. 30 great is this dispromortion thut ‘e mast resard
this bliss as a zift to soie and not to all.

(2). .bsence of repentance really means « uisuse of freedom and
so is an argument in a circle.

(3). The weak voint here is the ignorance of the Oricenist as to
the alleged nrovportion of the torments of purzatory to the bliss
of eternity. l'oreover a Terfect Zeing is very different from &
watchnaker nhovever excellent he may be. TJoodness in surnio gradu
excludes all opnosites and defects. [oreover the relativity of
purzetorial psins and torments to the slory thet shall be revealed
is an objective consideration which would weigh lightly with the
person most concerned.

But there are other zrounds for impugning more directly
the teachings of the Origenists. Is it not true to say that both
experience and metaphysics show that to do evil to a person in
any way even for a nreater good, and though the evil be of but
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brief duration, is something incompatible with nerfect goodness
save in the case@ where it is impossible to lead them arizht® The
pains of the damned ray well be short and sweet in comparison
with theer ultimate eternal bliss, yet as pains they are
incompatible with the infinite and Sovereign Goodness of God. This
truth the maxim (so frequently quoted by Leibniz) illustrates-
Bonunm ex integra causa, maium ex quocunque defectu.

The difficulty of accepting Origenis® as the solution
of the problem of evil is sinply that we find ourselves back again
in the pit whence we thought to have escaped. To mzke the bliss of
heaven dependent on the pains and tricls of purzatory and on life
as it is upon the earth and to say that God cannot order it
otherwise is to lapse again into lanichaeism and to save the
soodness of CGod at the expense of his omnipotence. It is the virla ol
reintroduction of the doctrine of ™matter™ over whoge recalcitrancy
the Deity has no complete control. lioreover there &¥e still
unanswvered the very difficult arsumentsof the llanichdeans that in
any cuse the greater proportion of the human race are eternally
damned 2nd the arsument advanced by the 3ocinians that «n ever-
lastinz hell and the infinite Goodness of Cod are incompatible.

Jith sueh arzurents and counter arsunents rayle
once wore reitcrates the nractical morzl of faith. Yhut to Judne
rizhtly of the conduct of 7Tod ve rmust hive recourse not to the
jdeas of metanhysics but to the oracles of JSeripture, ("Ctest que
les notions mé%aphysiques ne doivent nas €tre notre r&-le mour
jurer de la cquuite de Dieu, noeis qu'il faut se conforrer aux
oracles ce L'icriture.” (.rt. Origene. Dict. . 2232.) here
is no answer to any of the problems of life, uuch less to the
nroblem of evil unless the ipse dixit of the deus revelatus.

The answer of Dayle.

mayle gives the pregnant staterent of the problen of
evil made by Lpicurus ¢as quoted by Lactantius in De Ira Dei)
as e ruthless laying bare of the issues to be faced. In the Latin
the pregnent brevity of the arsument is inescapable. "Deus, inquit
Fpicurus, aut vuit tollere mala. et non potest; aut potest et
non vult; aut necue vult, neque potest; eut et vult et potest. Si
vult, et non potest, imbecillis est, gquod in Deum non cadit. 51
potest, et non vult, invidus; quod aeque alicnem o Deo. 31 negue
vult neque potest; et invidus et imbecellis est; ideoque necue
Deus. Si vult et potest, quod solum Deo convenit; unde e;ﬁo sunt
mele% aut cur illa non tollit%® 4As Ea¥le says the problen
could not be stated in more pointed words, and if we include
moral evil as well as the physical evil, which the words have
specially in view, their relevance to the discussion is even
more deadly.



The solution of Lactantius is briefly that ~ood &and
evil are complenientary. Jithout evil 3Jod could me% have conrunicated
to us nelither wisdom nor virtue. (In Eeyle's langusge "il a faolu
que Dieu produisit le mal, porce qu'autrement il n'2uroit pu nous
cormmunicuer n¢ sa segesse nl la vertu, ni le sentiment du bien®
Art. " Pauliciens. Dict. p. 2324.) Tor Lactantius there must needs
be evil, for unless we first knew evil we could not know good.
(”Ttapue nisig prius malum agnoverimus, nec bonum poteriumus
agnoscere." above.).

Bayle's objections to this resvonse of lactantius is
that it is not only feeble but full of errors and ever heresies.
(Welle est non seulelent foible, meis pleine d'erreurs, et peut-
©tre nflac 4' herefies” above ) It is contrary to the orthodox
teaching on "the fall of man“and mekes meanin~less the idea of he=svenly
bliss . The psycholo~ical =rounds for this view are 1ts weakest
part and with all the audacity of the comin< century armues that
it is untrue that our soul expericnces evil befOfO it can taste
700d. ("que notre 4rie ait senti du rmal, afin de r~oliter le bien™}.
it is rather sinsular thet R2ayle should have seized uvnon this
criticism of Iactantiue. In his criticism of !anichreisn Tarle
s-1d that it reduced 1tszclf to an effort to sive the ~oodness of
“od at the cxnense of his power (Von sauveroit la bon 4 de Tieu
aissenes. .rt. Tricene. Dict. n. 8561.)

rux depends de s pu

wxctantive doec the sre thin~ in o rather different .
ccordin~ to “wrle there ig not el hope of

solution vt the beands of the T.thers of the Christinn ureh.

-, -

rlile the 1 wtonists thev comld not involre the T anich e2fie heln
of "retter™ cad, bellred in this currter, they turned to the delesated
freedom of 1 n. "™t thie ansvrer, instenrd of cutting the knot,
ccecordint to "yle onlv serves to strenvthen its bonds. If they
ccnld not appeal to the lotent " <npichzeisr of Platonism, still less
could they make the eosy paszan dehouerent of the rivelries of the
rantheon. .gain,the goluticn of  nerson2l devil involved norce
difficultics thon it solved. Tor tris involved doin~ :riore decsnite

to the ides of 70d than the duelism of 1k nichﬁ' sni. Tor the devil,
being nct eternal 2nd bheins a creature,., must have been nad.. 30 e
hive aot enother Reiny, w levoleant ond independcnt of 7od but,wh t

ig@ iafinitely vorsezun evil principle created by *od himself and
allowed te divide the ermery of the humzn race with “od- the Sity

of “od and the Uity of Destruction. .nd to say this is a thousand
times worse than to say that he is not the sole necessary “nd
independent beinz. (“Cr c'est faire m1lle fois plus de tort & Dieu.
que de dire gu'il n'est pas le seul Stre nécessaire et 1ndébendendent”~
art. Pauliciens., Dict. p. 233C.) In other words we have to fuce the
Sane dlfflcultles thet are involved in the orthodox doctrine of
‘the ®all of man. In both csses philosophy is beggared. Je may as
well realise this impotency of our own reason nd have recourse to
the lights of revelation (luniéres de la revolwtlon)whcre &lone we
can find a sure and firm anchorage. (l'cncre sure et ferne®).

This leads us back inevitably to the 3criptural doctrine
of the essentiel goodness of “od. For Rayle there is no other
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solvent for the problem of evil than the reiteration of this

basic truth of revelation. There is no way otherwise of meeting

the argument of dualism. This must needs be the case for here
philosophy is at an end. And any contrary argument e.z. against
l.anichaeism is equivalent to a bure enunciation of a conclusion
without premises. There is only one thing to do under these
circumstances and that is to abandon all reasoning and betake
onself to Revelation. Thus we learn that God is Omnipotent Goodness
and that man has come from his hends innocent and good. This
innocence and goodness he has lost through his own fault. This is
the origin of moral and physicel evil. (The best and only thing for
man to do when beset with the intellectual conundrums of the problem
of evil is "se retéred dens son fort, c'est-a-dire gu'il devoit
prouver par la parole de Dleu que l'auteur de toutes choses est
unique et _infini en bonte et en toutes fortes de perfections; que
1'homme etant sorti de ses maeins innocent et bon, a perdu son
innocence et sz bonte” par sa propre faute. Clest lu 1ltorisine du
mal moral et du mal physique" Art. "Pauliciens”. Dict. p. 2325.)

This insistence on the essential Goodness of God in the

cese both of Rayle and Leibniz is noteworthy. In the case of
Zayle the truth is bused on revelation, in the case of Leibniz the
truth is tacitly cssumed by the philosophical inheritance upon
which he entered. For both the Goodness of “od is the raster ey
to tiie mysteries of evil. It is & truth to which all other facts
must conform. .‘nether in tle cuse of 7~yle there is still rencining
2 residuum of mystery ("on ne peut nier que l'introduction du mal
1toral et ses annexes ne soient 1l'un des plus 1rbeﬁé%rables nystdres
cue Dieu nous ait revelez" Art. "Lanicheéens" Dict. D.3146.,; TFor
leibniz men himself ig the source of his faults; such as he is,
be was in idea. 0d, moved by certein indisnensable reasons of
WiSdOm, hus pergeived that he comes to existence such as he is.

Eayle, Leibniz remariks, nizkt hove understood this orizia of evil
thbt—he~h&s—es%&birshe& if he had united the wisdom of Zod to his
powver, toc his 3oodness .nd to his holiness. .mnd God's holiness
is nothlnﬁ else than the suprene desree of zoodness, ("L'homme est
luy riéme la source Ge ses naux: tel gu'il est, il €toit dans les
idees. Dieu, mu par des raisons 1nd10penswbles de la s*”esse a
qiggggg/qu i1 passat\é l'existence tel qu'il est, I.. Bayle se seroit
peutefre apperqu de cette orlglne du nel que W'Gt&blls,/s il avoit
joint icy la sasesse de Dieu & sa nuissance, & sa, bonte” et a sa
aintete.ﬁ'adjouteray en passant, que sa sxlntete/n.est autre chose
gue le supréme dezré de la bonte, comme le crime qui luy est
oppose, est ce gqu'il y a de plus mauvails dans le mal ¥ "héodicée.
Par. 151. 3. vi. p. 200-). The reason for the permission of evil
comes from those eterncl possibilities, in accordance with which
this manner of universe which admits evil and which has come into
actual existence, finds itself the most perfect on the whole anong
the others possible. (7il semble que la raison de la permission
du mal vient des boss1b111tes cternelles, suivant lesquelles cette
nmaniére 4'Univers qui admet et qui a este”admise % l'existence
actuelle, se trouve } plus parfaite en somme parmy toutes les
fggons possibles™ Rexponse aux reflexions contenues dens la...article
Rorarius %. iv. p. 567.)
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According to Bayle we cannot argue malgre facts and the
supreme fact is a providence infinitely good and holy. ("une
providence infiniment bonne et sainte”) Everything in the world
must be subsumed under this major premise of all reaoning. There
are thus two considerations of crucial importance (1) ab actu ad
potentiam valet consequentia. (2)*this small enthymene, as RBayle
calls 1t,"™ This has happened, then this is not contpary to the
hgliness and the goodness of God." (“cela est arrive, donc cela ne
répugne pointta la saintetd et B la bonté de Dieu®.) How very
Leibnizian these arguments are suggests that there is more in
common between Leibniz and Zayle than is either generally thought or
would appear at first sight. Poth travel along different routes but
in the end reach the same destination.

For PBayle there is no hope of reconciling faith with
reason., Only the revelation of the 3criptures and "the principle of
submission™ ("le principe de la soumission®) to their authority will
lighten the darkness of these mysteries of life. [fon enim cogitationes
meae cogitationes vestrae; neque viae vestrae, viae meae, dicit
Dominus (ls. LV. 8.} is a verse that Bayle quotes with evident
epnreciation (referred to Dict. ». 2325.) and it gives the keynote
of all his apnroach to this problem of evil.

Tt is for this reason that so many solutions of the
problen of evil land us in similar or greater difficulties. 7o
explain evil e.n. by the zift of freedom, invokes the rerly tiat
it is not usuzl even for a beneficeat »rince or an esrthly norent
to zive to their dependents that of which they nisht naize & hurtful
use. ..nd as for the arsuzent that “od's perriission of sin enables
him tc reveal his attributes of justice and rercy-what we mizht
call the "0 felix culpa argvment®- this really, on the contrary,
points in the opnosite direction as the Kouan Catholoce gogtrine of
the Irmaculate Conception of the Rlessed Virgin Liary p5%ﬁ§5—0a$ SO
clearly. Further, according to'gayle,this "C felix gulpa argument ™
is not so0 good os the'limited "argument of lianicheeisw. For this
at least we can tssert of the ..anichaean deity, though limited in
pover ile wills the happiness wnd virtue of mankind and were it not
for the untirely thuarting of the .vil One would succed in this
object. Lut to refute this "8Fé- "0 felix culpa argument” we do not
require metaphysics at all. For a country yokel knowvs clearly
that it is a greater ©ood to hinder 2 men from falling into & ditch
than o let him fall in there and to draw him out at the end of an
hourz,("un villegeols conoit clairement cque c'test une plus szrande
bonte d'emp€cher qu'un homme ne tombe dans une fosse, que de 1l'y
laisser tomber, et de¢ 1l'en tirer au bout d'une heure.” Art.
fPauliciens® Dict. p. 2326.) This epormous costliness of the
allesed delegation to man of indivildual freedom must not be
forgotten. The damnation of the grepter part of the humen race is
not a small price to pay. For Bayle| it is definitelyw impossible
to reconcile with the undisputed gobdness of God. ("Jamals nous ne
comprendrons qu'on it pu lul conserver ce privildge par un effet
de bonté: et nour l'amour de la sail tete, " Art. "Pauliciens™.
Dict. p. 2326.)



71.

This enormous costliness of the alleged delegetion to man of
individual freedom must not be forgotten. The damnation of the
greater pert of the human rece is not a small price to pay. For
Bayle it is definitely impossible to reconcile this with the
undisputed goodness of Cod. ("Jamais nous ne comprendrons qu'on
ait pu lui conserver ce privilege par un effet de bonte, et

pour l'amour de la saintetd. "art. "Pauliciens." Dict. p. 2328.)

<11 this leads us to that elevation of faith and
abasement of reason (éié%ation de la foi et de l'abaissement de
la raison) which alone cen guide man out of the maze of his own
neanderings in the realm of controversy. For if the tesaching of
orthodoxy 1is beggared, how rmuch more is this true of the teaching
of the sects. an old Abbéﬂ Payle relates, saw before him four
ways- the Calvinist, the Jansenist, the Thomist and the llolinist
and found therm each one respectively conflicting to some authority.
"wuem fugdam, guem sequar, non habeo.-La premiere route est
contrgire au Concile de Trente, la seconde U X Constitions des
Papes, la troisif®me X la Daison et la gquatridme X 3t. Faul?” or As
Reyle asserts again neither the method of the Scotists nor of the
Fa jonistes, nor of Jather lialebranche, nor of the Lutherans aor
of the Socinians can resolve the obgections of those who i1mpute
to Zod the introduction of sin or assert that it is incompétible
with his 7goodness, his holines:z or his Jjustice. ("ni la nethode
des scotists, 21 celle des [olinistes, ni celles des lL.emontrans,
ni celle des Tniversulfistes, ni celle des Pajonistes, ni celle
du I'ére 'lebranche, ni celle des Lutherjens, ni celle des
socinlens ne sont capabtles de soudre les obiections de ceux gui
imoutent a Dieu l'introduction du néche, ou ¢l oré%eQdent autelle
n'est point compatible cvec s& bont€, ni avec sa s@lntete/ ni
avec sa justice." Art. Pauliciens Dict. n. 23287.) It nay be
noticed uere that _ayle fails to see that the difficulty of
reconcilinz the ormniscience of “od with the freedom of man is
much greater than the problern of the alleged concursus of the
dc1ty w1th evil. For the argument of Zoraster (in .rt. ©
ﬁanlcheens") that as the creature depends upon Zod, therefore Zod
is responsible for evil,h“s the epnearance of co<ency only
because it confuses as controdictory thinzs which gre guite
different. ..xister mnar soi iteme and azir par soil réme can never
be contradictory. For the fact of existence is toto caelo different
from the experience of activity, thouzh Zayle eguates the two
and passes the argument of Zoraster as valid.

The conclusion of the whole matter for Zayle is that
meither the rationalism of orthodoxy nor the rationalism of the
sects can lead us out of the crux of the problem of evil. There
must be a violent break with the 3cholestic tradition. 4 Theodicee
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must not only be built of other materials but also erected on
other foundations than arguments of the lumen siccum. Zut his
attempted reconstruction is insignificant compared with his
remorseless cross examination. Faith and reason are as different
as day and night. In the last resort there must be an zct of faith
and faith for Zayle is ever a case of seeins oculis clausis. Like
the Germsn theolozian of our own dgy Kerl Barth, Zayle insists
that Scripture is the Jord of Zod and comes t0 us ab extra. The
principle of submission to the Revelation of God is the only way
out of the jungle of confusion into which otherwise reason plunges
us.

The great value of Zayle is in his own words "piquer
d'honneuﬁf fhose who have the genius to form new systems and
invent denoupements as yet unknown. (quoted by Leibniz Discours
Fer. 85. %. vi. p. 99.) There can be no doubt thut for Leibaiz
sayle with "sa grande penetration™ {(lar. 84. above) hus this
propaedeutic value. .is a reasoner, consistent and tireless, ‘ayle
is more than the equal ed4f of Descartes or Leibniz. ut however
severe his dialectic he remcins e true son of the faith that begat
him. Te combines in hisg person the Zeformation cnd the Renaissance.
i.owhere is this made more plain thon in the question of the
conformity of faith with reason in general and in the problem of
evil in particular.
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Co vi.
The Tact of Livil.

It is a point, often overlooked, that to isolate the
bare data of evil ipso facto implies a prior synthetic vision of
the facts we thus isolate and, consequently, a hope that we can
explain their existence. It is in this sense quite true that, in
the words of a modern theologian,’iLL attempts to explain evil
end in explaining it away?" (Brunner). /[nd at times ILeibniz's
solution of the problem of evil takes this form of explaining it
oway as due to “fzusses apparences” (cf. Dicours Par. 44, ) cf.
also Par. 82.)

30 it is that the approach of Leibniz to the phenoriena
of evil contains implicitly to some extent the solution he is
~70in= to offer us. The stark inexnlicability of evil in on other-
wise well orsanised world is a sufficient proof of its relative
unicueness. #vil, as Leibniz says, excites our attention more than
the good. This proves that it is more rare. (¥Le mal excite plustost
nostre attention gue lc bien; 1wis cette méme raison confirme
cue le nal est plus rere." (néodicde. Far. 253. ., vi. . 269.)

“ut if Leibniz wis ever tenpted to ninimise the evil
in the world, the Zictionnaire of laylc ot lils elbow wwz &
restrainin~ influence. "¢ little nerit of IZavle's hanllirz of this
issue is the reco=nition of the ruthless evil in the world. Tor
tayle, as ve hove seen, there is ¢ stron? a nosteriori ~round
for tle dualism of ‘eanichoelisn. Yhis stazing of the issue has had
its effect upon Leibniz and helps to nzke hir one of the fundamental
creators of thweodicean arpgpument. In this world there is cluays
"le relonge du nalv (Leibniz to Bourguet. . 1ii. ». £50.). .e
now no world thi.t can be described T©s "un monde sons nal®.

It is one thinz, however,to admit the factual existence
of evil and enother to naike & quasi-hedonistic calculus on the
debit side or to say with Descartes (quoted with apnroval by leibniz
Théodice rer. 255. F. vi. p. 387) "gue la raison naturelle nous
apprend gue nous avons plus de biens gue de iaux en cette vie”.
That men riakxe up the books of life on the debit side in this natter
of #ood and evil is primarily duve, says I.eibniz, to the fact that
reflection does not keen nace with our experience of life. lessings
uncongciously enjoyed are never reckoned. There are few, for
example. who would not cure to live their life again, with the
same proportion of <cods and ills, always provided that it was
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varied and its general conditions unchanged. Thus Leibniz would
nold his optimism in the teeth of the Die-ewige Jiederkunft of
ietzche.

Tt is a great mistake to enlarse uvon the ills that
man inherits, even though we may hive apparent personal cause
for so doinz. Tor not only are these complaints ill-founded
but in thus conplaining ve ere murnuring azainst the providence
of the goodness of %od. It is impossible with justice to Dbe
discontent &s o membcr of the City of %od. ("1l ne faut _pas Btre
facilement du nombre des mecontens dans la lTiepublique olu lton
est, et 11 ne le faut point €tre du tout dang la cite de Dieu, ou
1ton ne le peut €tre qu'avec injustice.” “hebdicse. Par. 15. G. vi.
p. 110.). To enlarse upon tre litany of mortal ills, apart from
its having no foundction in fect, is psvcholozically wrong. For
the blessings of life sre more siznificant, as they cre nore in
number, than its woes.

tmeh of the olleged evil in life is intermingled with
much good. lLxny so called evils in life are often the ways
toviards sreater roods. o Cencral of an grry rakes sometines a
happy mistcke yhich ciuses the winning of a ~wead battle. ("n
Ny -l [ ) L I 7 ("i q [ i« b NV B o RNy T S Rt 31 Q3
Jeneral d'armée fait guelgques fols uhe fuMic novreuse, (ul CUUSe

le cain dtne ~roande bataille! heclicee Lar. 1o. 2. vi. 2. 108
> - -~ kl

If there is any truth in trese words, tren, Leiunlz
seens te ary, e rust regard hictory s the final arbiter of wvoluac.
It is to sone such rrinciple as this thot any optimlutic nhilosonhy
of 1i7e ic in the end reduced. It is the backbone of ieibniz's
zinsver to tle proklend of evil ¢nd the belief in “the best of wll
possible worlds'.. Leibnis's continuation of the diwlozue of Valla
males this clear. .hen they reach the topmost cpabtrent of the
pyrenic the codess tellsg .extus, ¢8 history knows him, was
inevitobly involved in the best of c¢ll nossible worlds.” If
Jupiter hzd here taken « Jextus who s hoppy at Corinth, or wko
as the king of Thrace, it would no lonzer have been this world.
Vet he could not fail to choose this world, which surptsses all
others in verfection, end which foriis the apex of the pyramid:
othervise Jupiter would heve renounced his wisdom, ond would
heve banished re, his deughter. You see that wy father did not
make Sextus wicked. e had been wickeld from «ll eternity, ¢nd
elmays of his own free will. Jupiter did nothinz but crant him
existence, which his wisdom could not refuse to the vorld which
contains him. e wade him pess from the recion of possible to that
of actual beings. The crime of JSextus serves sreat ends: 1t makes
Rome free, from it is born =z =reat empire, which will furnish
sreat examples. Fut that is nothing compared with the totality of
this world, whose beauty you will cdmire when, after a happy
passing from this mortal condition intc & better stgte, the gods
shall have mede you capable of knowing it” (Théodicée. Par. 416.
&. vi. TPrans. by iorris.)

:f'There is the witness,too,of the great Christian hynn sunjy in the latin Office for Easter Eve:-
0 certe necessarium Adae peccatum,
Quod Christi morte deletum est!
0 felix culpa,quae taler ac tantum
Meruit habere ‘redemptorem.,




The truth, which this ~reat principle of interpretatior
embodies, reminds us not only of the limited charactcr of our
xnowledcze about the world but also that our personal happiness

is not necesgsarily “the one far off divine event to which the
whole creation moves®. also, Leibniz insists, spiritual joys

have & sunremacy of their own not alwvays reckoned in every
calculus. ("Les plaisirs de l'esprit sont les plus nurs et les
plus utiles pour faire durer ld joye"™ Theodicde. Par. 254. G. vi.
pP. 287.) It is no light matter to be content with 5od and the
universe; not to fear what is destined for us, not to comwplain of
thet which comes to us. (above). It is possible to have such
serenity of wmind that even bodily toyments arc despised,Tor this
reason we are often noor judses, ¢s ishop insz says, of the
happiness or unhanniness of our fellow nen. Foverty and vcecalth are
no criterion as %o the presence or absence of hanpiness, ("On se
copnoit peu amssi en bonheur, et souvent la f£clicité est
méconnue sous les baillons d'un pauvre content, nendant gu'on la
cherche en wvain dons les pa%&%s de quelcues “ronds®)..nd lLeibniz
is in further agreement with,:ishop Tin< when he joes on to add
that the ~rreatest havniness on this eurth consists in the hope of
future happiness and that thus one can say thot nothin; happens
to the wiclked vhich does not serve for their amendiwent or
punishncnt end thzat nothinz hapnens to the 700d wvhich does not
serve for their ~reater wellheinz. (1)

Thig dirrefracehle interrelatedness o
the vniverse and the onrivciple that value is fetermined ultimately
es . regult of nrocosr elr us to understand ruch otrervise
inexplicable. Iut they ¢ .not ez loin avay tiie evil fucts of which
we are congciouns. For in spite of threce r0llilyin: considerations
there =re grave evil things in the world. It ic vhen we ask what
is the cosnic si mificance of these facts tuat we ralse tae
guestion which is the real problemn of evil.

£ everytiin- in
&

The nilieu in which we place these evil faclts becones
2ll important. It is for this reason that Leibniz is s0 insigctent
unon the limitation of our resl knowledze as vell cs the futility
ofAn anthropo-centric view of the universe. The evils of the
world are evils in & universe here all is interconnected (“tout
est lié%)QThey rust therefore be brouszht within some kind of
schema. For the universe is like an ccean where everything is all
of a pilece and the least movement in one nlace has en effect in
another place. ("L'univers, quel qu'll puisse gtre, est tout
d'une pi&ce, comme un (Oc€an; le noindre rouvement y etend son
effect & guelque distance que ce solit, gouycue cet effect devienne
rioins sensible & proportion de la distance™). Though no fact in
the universe is its brother's keeper, vet no fact exists in lonely
isolation apart from other facts. Zo that we can say if the least
evil in the world failed %o exist, the world could no longer be
the sume world. ("ainsi, si le moindre cui arrive dans le monde y
manguoit, ce ne seroit plus ce rnonde....” Théodicde Par. 10. . vi.
. 108.)

e



But the developgment of astronomical science has
helred us to form a truer perspective of the universe than the
ancients. 3t. .ugustine's preoccupé&tion about the evil in the
universe would have been helped by the illumination that comes
from the reading of the facts of evil against a wider canvas. Je
cannot say homo mensura omnium. For the universe is wider than
the breadth of men's mind. It is not enoush to see the universe
sub specie hominis,we must see it, so far as we can, sub specie
dei. .nd for Leibniz to see it sub specie dei is not to see 1it,
as Jpinoza tauszht, sub specie arterni but sub snecie universi.
.t times Lelbniz carries this to extreme lengths,as when he says
that our world and its inhabitents 1s of slizsht cousideration
in respect of the great universe and all its evils are almost
nothing in themselves and nothing in respect of the good in the
universe. (2)

The above discussion illustrates the releantless
difficulty of all philosophy that no sooner do we begin to
describe the phenomena of evil jin the universe than we find
ourselves attenptinz o solutionfthe problen of thelr existence.
In the ctse of a "cosmodicy” the problem is not acute unless we
record evil s an inherent disorderliness. ut in the case of a
Théodicée to define evil is ipso foceto to explain its existence.
Yor leibniz it is 1liroscsible to speals about the universe unless
we view 1t in dynanic reference to the deitr. This theoscentric
outloor of Ieibniz :gites 21l tlhe difTerence in his ansver and
approaci to the problen of evil. e rerirds the =oodness of “od
ruch in the sfie woay as o Trecl Mather insisted on the «wovepy &
of %od in combatin~g gnosticisilt. The existence of tod is the
decisive Tactor. For 'thea it haprens that there is more evil than
7o0od in recard to the human r.ce, it is sufficient that in relation
to “od there is incomparably riore zood thon evil in the universe.
(vi.ta's quand mére il seroit ethu nlues de nal ¢ue de bien au cenre
hunain, il suffit var rapport ™ Dieu, qu'il y & incomparcbleient
plus de bien que de mal dens l'univers®. Theodicée. Far. 23%. T.vi.
p. 272.) Llsevhere we are told evil appears as nothing in resnect
to food, wvhen we consider the veritable grandeur of the city of
70d. (7"il faut dire que le mal ne laisseroit pas de paroftre presgue
corme rien en comparison du bien, quané on coasiddrera la vériteble

srandeur de la cite de Dieu”)

It is true that we ceannot follow those who 50 so far as
to speakx of Deus sive latura or to speak of God as the anima nundi.
Put we can say that the world is an ortanic unity exhibiting an
ertifice #nd beauty beyond the imagination, that from thés
artifice and beauty we can draw important conseguences for the
wisdom and the goodness of the author of thincs even in those
regions where our own knowledse does not extend. "ow different
is this line of arrsument from that of those who are € ready to
disnarace the world =fter knowving it three duys and who never see
beyond their nose. (3)




.le have a key here to unlock our problem. For if the
universe cannot be regarded in itself os a substonce or an
animal with their appropiate unities since it is not only infinite
itself but also infinite within itself, yet it has an orcanic and
teleolorical conpleteness of its own.

Teibniz groups the phenomena of evil in the world
under three categories (1) metaphysical (2) physical (3) moral.
It is a classificetion which has often been used since leibniz.
Irobably leibniz owed it to the teachins of 'cimondes for whom he
had a sreat respect, thou~h it is universeally resarded as lLeibniz's
own. Taimonides s ys there are three kinds of evil incidcnt to
rankind and they can be thus classified nnder these hexds (1)
becauses man possesses o body (2) snch as people cause ezch other
and {(3) the results of one's own actiorn (c¢f. The Teccrinzs of
I gironides. » Cohen (1927.) ». 39.) Whatever the source of the
classification, it illustrates the impossibility for Leibniz of
isolating the vhenomena of evil without ot the same time trying
to exrlain thern,

at first sight it seens rather strange that Leibniz
does not «dd & Tourth cztegory to this Cl&uSlllC“tiOH of the lacts
of evil, ncrely the discrepancy of reward and rerit or the ¢uestion
oFf ju;t”c . ~eibniz, however, cannot be accused ol ne’ lrctEW this
consicdcration., .ut his theocentric tread of thou’ ht lead him to
IR RVICR PRI ) tﬂlu nwader the pr'or guestion of the ~oodness of “od. as

Leibui“ cefings Justice~"la justice n'est zutre chose (ue 1o
charitd” r“”léé selon 1lu savesse" (Letter to .bbé unicaise 1898, %.°
n. S8Ll.)- we can e~ sily see the direction of his thov hit. This is
mzfe even more cleur in ¢ nassase in the Treodicse "Pout le ronde
doit ounvcnlr gue Cieu est »narfaitement bon et Jjuste, que sa

J%w\ée t ccﬂt 10@@;21& mowu qﬂ'll est possible X ce qzlpwhﬂ~”*'lb
T P2 sgible,
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sa'vu 85— 3¢, mouf llordre rcenefal des choses)

gue sa Justice 1'eupecLe de doiraer deg innocents et de lazisser

Ge bonnes actions sans recoipenses; eb ¢i' il zarde méme une juste
proportion dans les punitions et dins les rédcompanges® (Thébdicéé
Par., 82, Z.vi. », 148— .} Thus so far from Leibniz relezatins this
crux to & secondary ﬂl*ce in his treatnent of tle rrohlem of evil,

it i1s, on the contrary, the rein theme of the "idodicde. This must
be obvious because without "jiustice™ we could have no Divine moral
cetivity :nd no Pzoodness™ in God.

(1) metaphysicel evil is the mark of =1l creaturliness
("Le mal metaphysique consiste dons la sinple imperfection™). It
is that limit without which creation could not take place. It is
the prior lonical condition of ©ll crection. iinless the deity is
goinz to reduplicate himself what he creates rust have a
perfection less than the divine. 30 there nust needs be metaphysica
evil unless F0d 1s to abstain from every act of creation. letaphysical
evil is inextricably involved in everyv existent less than 3od
himself. It is a prior lozical condition attachinz to the nature
of every existent even when it has being only as a possibility
in the Divine mind.
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It is hardly necessary here to dwell upon the long
history of this idea of netaphysical evil. By no one was it more
clearly asserted than by the 3choolmen. "Cmne ens est bonum, malum
est in bono subjecto” or as Leibniz puts it in a letter to .Jolff
(L. to Jolff., Dec. 1705. G. IL.. viii. p. 5C.) “origo mali est a
limitatione creaturarum®” But it is the influence of Plato himself
that is probably here most dominant. In the Timaeus, to which Leibniz
refers, Plato finds the phenomena of evil in the world explained
by the incaleitrancy of uncreated =nd indenendent vAn (matter). .
And ILeibniz believes that with regord to this and other similar
lines of thought one can give a zood sense. ("Cne y peut donner un
bon sens” Theodicee. Par. 20. Z. vi. »n. 118,)

This metanhysical evil is the matrix of all other
evil, physical and moral. Zoth physical and mor:l evil can be
traced back ultinately to creaturely imperfection. If we care to
use Platonic lanzuaze we may perhaps be allowed to speak of all evil
2s due to "matter®. LBut, of course, this "matter” is very different
from the stuff with whiech we deal in our every day exnerience of
life. ’or Leibniz ”mg&}er” is ”a\medley of confused thoughts®
("un mélange de pensgs C%QQEEESW/”£§~¥9/EQ§m}3 tﬂrgiqggw}t ig, to this
then we can trace all other e%iféﬁ Jor confused tﬂinklngAdefec s that
the evil p ssions of nen battenl Thus the fons et orizo of all
evil is nothin~ legs than cetanhysiccl iwperfectioan. .né this
indispensable condition of all crecturliness nust find « »nloce
even within the Divine nipd. Luh of thig vie shzall say wmore later.

(2) Puysical evil iz o term which exnlains itselfl.
Leibniz does not shut his eves to the nanifest svfferine in the
rvorld but health after wll is nwore comron than disecsc Jjust ag there
wre, &g he stys, nore awellin~g houses than hospitals.

FPhysical evil has its root cuuse larrely ia the
frazility of the ruman body which again is & conseguence of the
nature of thinss ("une suite de ls nuture des choses” rhéodicdee.
Par., 14. %, vi. p. 110.) iZn is orsanic to the created universe and,
like the rest of creation,iust suffer imperfection hy reason of his
creaturliness. .Jhen the frazilitv of man's body is congidered, it
is almost miiraculous that, so fer from complainine that man is
often sick and ill, he is not in this stute always.

Leibniz is not wniindful of the protective value of rwch
physic:l pain. wzain e must not forset the solidarity between the
ingdon of lNiature and the Ilingdom of Trace, with the resultant
narellelism between physical and moral evil. Fhysical evil is often
a punishment for a moral lipse and a warnins for the future.

. ALY
(relle & coutume de servir plustost de chatiment de ce qu'on s'est
encace” effectivement dens le nal, et d'admonition de n'y pas retomber
une autre fois® Theodice®. Par. 342. 3. vi. p. 318.) .Je mizht even
20 the length of sayins thot if there was no noral evil there would
be no physiceal evil ("1l est fort raisonable de juser, gue sans
le mal moral il n'y auroit point de rnal physigue des créatures
raisonnables; le parallélisme des deax, c'est a dire, de celuy des
finsles et de celuy des efficientes, gui revieannent ® celuy de la
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vature et de la Grfice., le paroist porter ainsi.” Leibniz to
Zourguet. 1715. G.iii. »n. 578.)

*0d does not wish antecedently physical evil or
suffering. For this reason there is no absolute predestination to
damnation. Jhen physical evil is not a punishment for a fault, we
must regard it as a means to an end, thet is to prevent =reater
evils or to obtain zreater zoods. (4) In certain cases, too,
p..in serves not only for amendment, exsmple and & sreater
appreciation of the zood but can also coantribute to the wreater
spiritual perfection of the sufferer similar to the way a Zrain
of wheat becomes corrunt before ~erminzatin~ and bearinz fruit. (5)

Tt is along these Zenercl lines of the ~reater ~ood
that we rmust explaili the apnirent cosmic friction belween man
on the one hand and the laws of nature on the other. It is true
that in the Leibnizian uvniverse there is harmony beitween efficient
and final ccuses and behind the finel causes of the universe there
is s Delty wholly beneticZent to man., Zut it is evident (pace
ralebranche; thut there is o certain reculcitruncy hetween mon
and the laws of naturc. Jometires the individuol nust be sucrificed
to the <eneral ~ocod. Leibniz cuotes with annroval the criticiskm
by I aimonides of thoge whs imsciane thot wture has been rade only
for ther and conclude that, when sorethin’ hsnrens contrarv to their
lixinzs,2ll iz wrons with the universe. (V)

(3) ioral 'wil. | etarhysicel evil is a the zoot of
roral c¢vil. It is not enou-h to sav th. t tihe Devil is the author
of sin, the ori~in of sin wmct be sourht in thot vhich nokes an
assailable v the Levil, nuiely the oririnal irperfection of
creaturlinecs and the circumestances of the neture of thiape which
tranclotes thic nossikility into deed. (7

‘‘he possibilitr of moral evil is one thin~ =z2nd the
cctuclity of moral evil another., iorsl evil ¢ sueh hag 2 mornl
cavse. The nature of “lo cauge moral du mal coral®™ we ghall gce
in further detail later. Zut, hovevgr, we explcin rmorcl evil, it
is somethin~ for which we nust hold/resgponsible. Otherwice e
st say that the eine of the non-resencrate nre excusaoble becausc
thoy come fron the ~rinciple of our nisery, which is“oricinal sint (&)

Zorel evil for Leibniz takes on the theoloricel
coleocur of sin. ..2d sin, °s Leibniz s.ys, nakes up the rrect nart
of huran nisery. Toryas Tell (o the intrinsic enormjity of sin
("le reison velwuire, (ue l'offense est infini® Theodicee wor. %87,
Te Vi Do 276),there are a2lso,os ve have geen,its nlein evil
gonseruences. .n evil will is, in its own snhere, whot the evil
nrincirle of the lanichaeans rnidgcht be in the univaerse, “ewson, irich
is the imare of “od, furnisheg the wicled with ~reat means of
cavsin~ evil. .. single Celi~la or a l'ero has made more than the
earsr cureke with evils. an evil man pleases hingelf in reking
suffering 2nd dectruetion and he finds only too rv.ny occ.sions
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for them. (9}
M‘”’e 2

cut even in this rattergevil, "le mal de coypZe™, it
is easy to ey*mmcr te and to lose all sense of provortion. Zuoyle in
particular is 7wilty of this when he stys thet hirran history is
nothinz but a mlgcollany of the crimes znd nisfortunes of the humen
race. ( 'un recueil des crines et des inforituncs du zenre humein®;.
if we Jere to rcausze the incidence of virtue and viee in “ﬂwﬁnltv ve
should find that there w-s & certain mediocrity. (vil ks rO“ue une
certuine rediocrit€™). Zistoricns, it is true, cre often inelined
to over-ermnhasice the viece retlher than the v1rtuo of rankind. “ut
cdchavelli wis e shrewder judre vvhen he said that there zre 7
reople very b d or very ood snd this w' s the c¢.use of thre f¢¢lwre
of many ~reat entermnrises. (“gu'il ¥ a2 »eu d'hormes fors %d%asns et
fort wong, et cue cela £ it menguer bien de ~rondes cntreprises’
Theddice® Pur. 148, 7. vi. n., 192.)

If 1t is s°1d, (s indeed Leibniz suys, that “the world,
especinally 1if ¢ congider the ~overnment of thc himan roce, neens
rether & confused choos thaen ﬂnyt% ns directcd V huma n1sdom”

(Cn the TV1ltin-te 2ri~ination of Tﬂl"“"". Loatt ». 346€.),then we

st remember thet the hurmon reco, so for as it is bnO“n to us, is
nlr 2 frocvent of the ity of "od. .hout this levublie of :pirits
e o too little to he Shle vo notc it norvellsus ordor.

("ulle » o trop d'etendnR ponr nous, ot nous en connoissons tron peu,
noar en mouvolr rer. rouer 1'osrdre :erveillevi.?)

ub even in hids gtoterent whout e Tuct of nor 1 oovil
Leibniz evincos ggtle#" o free hirgelf frovw aay susnicion of
imm»utin e the use oF orel evil ©s such to Cod. 0d can will
metarhreicaly or nry ical evil as 2 neans to ¢ ~recter ood. TE is
cuite ot‘@rwlae with vorsl evil. 1 oral ¢vil cones into WCtJ”lWEJ
tecause it is o sine (ue non, ¢ bynotheticil necesgitr to the
Best. It cen never be ”éllle by the onteccdent 7ill of “od 22d
the cansequcnt will of 7od which has sin as its object is only
permissiﬁe. Fut to dsvelop this issue further here is t0o trans ress

® on the subicet huLth of later ch nters.
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C. vii.

The Fall of Ian and "Orizinel 5in®.

"o nart of the answer of Ieibniz to the problem of
evil is of more importance than his attitude to the traditional
Christian doctrine of the Fall of man end of "original sin®. Apart
from the intrinsic importance of such an attitude in general, it
also provides a crucial test for the much noised subservience of
Leibniz as @ thinker to the dogmas of the Christian Church. .. slizht
acquaintance with the Théodicée or even with such an nnti-Tridentine
WwOrK as bthe Zysteme theologicum will readily show that the allesed
trucxling of Leibniz to the domir s of Cotholic orthodoxy is o nyth,
even in an article of faith so crucicl g thic for the inner
structure of Christian doctrine as interoreted by his aze anld so
uidely cceepted by hic rreneration. Je shall find that Leibniz geets

“hri%ti?n‘tbequgX on, ibs omn opound ang Zs.coqtant with nothins
't [ 2 M-: ) ay L , L. __'. X Y oA . v p ]
less tha snowingk%héféﬁr%stlgn irete: # A

or & 506 of- love. The
criticul daring of IlLeibniz on this noint has not yet had thot
recosnitiocn it deserves.,

The doctrine of the Tall and of ‘'ori~zinal sint' i1s one
of the three classic2l ansvers of relision to the nroblen of cvil,
e other two ars the un.orol roiniss of ke " hoalsads of JAndunisn
and the dualisr csgeeiuted with the awne of suruthushtirs ~nd Lthe
relizions of cazdeis: ond @ wnichaeis. "at it is tle Joctring of
the all of nen 2nd of torisiazl sin' wixich, thourh lust in the ordcr
of tine, liis hAd the ~reutest iafluence uvpon the H'Hu 1t of the
swodern world. dtressin. on the one haiad thie prevalence of nwun
weaxness ¢nd sin and on the other the Divirne holiness of wonotheistie
belief, it found an apnarently couplete solutioa in the priori
doctrine of the Fall of nan.

Lodern philosonhers in dealin? with the problem of evil
often feil to realise the importance of this ~nswer to the problem
of evil both orn the ground of vhotever intrinsic merits or deumerits
it may hove 28 well as of the tremendous influence it has exerted
upon the whole field of modern philosophvy 2nd not least upon such
thinkers as llant and le~el, particularly the former. .t the time
Ieibniz lived it wes an answer to the problerm of evil almost
universally accepted by the immortant theolozisns of the day. In its
2ain essentials it was adopted in all the symbolical books of the
Reforred Churches -nd its elucidation occupied fiwve canons of the
Tridentine "Decretum de peccato originali® (1548 .) .Jor was its
influence confined to theolozical and philosophical oninion. It
coloured the whole attitude of the 17th. century lovmon to his world.
"Phe Reformation, challensing s it d1d the whole fabric of
nediseval Church life and thought, hed the remerikable effect of
dra~ging the doctrines of the Fall and of orizinul sin froru the
cloister and the lecture-roo into the market-nlace, and of meking
them issues of the greatest interest and inmportance for the relizious
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life of thousands of ordinary people” ("The ideas of the Fall and

of Criginel 3din". I.P. Jillisms. n. 419. 1927.) Thus in no way could
Leibniz be expected to be 1mnune from these berva51ve influences

and both in the Thebdicde and in his later correspondence, as well

as elsewhere, we find ebundant evidcnce thet he had lonz pondered
this tr.q1t10nq Christian solution of the problen of evil. It would
be hard indeed to conceive how Leibniz could escape the challenge
presente by such a complete and a priori answer to the main »problemn
of the Théodicee.

In his modificetions of the traditional Christian
doctrine Lelbniz shows clearly enough the tension tetween humonism
and the Reformatlono 48 Zrnst Cassirer puts it ("Die Philosophie der
aufxlarunz® », 185.§ 190?)ojhe crest difference between humanism and
the Teformation is founded on their ettitude to orizinal sin. sven
hueanism has never dared onenly to attack the dozua of the ¥Fall but
it hed to strive accordin"iy to its spirituel direction to loosen
this doma and veaken its power. Zven stronzer we see in the religzious
views of huwmanism the %elatlun spirit, «s ever riore consciouly they
strive to throw off the yoke of 4u<u stinianisn., ot least the
return te antigquity is %o scrve in this battle. fhe Platonic doctrine
of IEros and the stoic doctrineo? the "independence” of the will are
called up = ainst the most important wvsustini-n view of the rodicel
corruption of rwv n nuture and of ite 1“oapg“11¢cy to retuarn Lo the

Divine br its o rovers. (1)

DU tuere is oore in cedibrids tioon Biis tension Taetvesn
the nli-hbeaent and Lle Refcrwutiﬁn. Jhere is o dofinite hwetorodox
vovesent o far cg tr.ditionel Jhristicritr ig con0wv ied. .. richiler
in hisz iuportant bool. (“lie fﬁeOlOglé des Leitniz® Jirnchen 1%09. ol.
i. p. 319 nuts the cose none toc stronlT 7ten e covy that k& in
his concention of the @11 of ian Ieibniz doec not belons to the
“hureh u\CtTlﬂCg and doragz of his tire but courletely to the new
gclionce. Yhe orthodoir doctrine heang ¢ifficultr on difficulsy and
COQLT”@lCthﬂ on centrediction =2né cxplaine nothins but only cusily
enouzl lncveasecs the vonder ™l ond secret trustfulness. 1. €. $0 34}
ccnsiders itself we insolvent. Leibniz finﬂs thet the true wnd
oriminal Christianity, the tecchineg of Christ Timsell” about sia, is
comnletely reconcilisble with scicnce gnd Leavon. ‘ut, na the other
hand he is not comnletely in azrecient with the Trideas tlnc conception
or wlth the concention contoined in the gymbolical books of the
Protestants. Bt At the scne time, lo“ever, his real strivin’g is not
to misun ccrst@aa these doctrines &ad ¢ g far ws »ossible o reconcile
the deoctrine of the church with Shristionitr and with scicnce. (2)

Teitniz, like Iant, was nutured on the ILutherca theclory
and ego was familiar with tnqt view of hwren nature, to be described
in the ~hrase of .uzustine, as ‘m=sg: peccatli?. It wus gcarcely less
thon 2 thinly velled Janicheeign. Tor it was not rerely that mean
wes in himself incapatrle of ony annroach to Tod (fex sese et nronriis
naturalibus suis viribus, in rebus spirituclituc nihil inche.re,
onerari, aut coorerari notest, non rlus cuoan 1 »is Sruncus <ut limus”
as the Lutheran gormulkry of uoncora nuts it} but thet evil itself




was a hyrnostztic sorethin:, »re-erinently a thins. It Tos o
denrcvetio rather © nesrtive denrivatio. This was the obyvss
wlich Inther hirself stumbled. "n s»ite of =211 itse oflficial
anatherns s a"aingt “enlchielsn: Tutheraniso cver Lent uncomfiortanly
near this vies of hyrostatic evil., The evident frilvre of Ieibniz,
ag contrested with "ayvle, to do jostice by the mosteriori gstrensth
of the Jeltenschsuuny of "anichmeisii may pecrbaps be cxnlained os 2
reaction e3sinst the popular Luthersrism of the day.

The Cowell of Trent crystallized the issue for Ieihniz
ond nade any evesion of the probler inmncsaible. .nd it 7is unon the
doctrine of the Jonncil of rent thot Weihnﬁ concentroted the
destruective romers of hie ontirism. Mhe hord Sorrulotion of its
lo~iecnl statement offered = chollene fr@m quoh e 818 pot shrirl.

“inothiz cerneci-l theslovierl issve 1t iz very Jiflierlt
to gubatontiote, the oninion ¢f those vho hold trhut "hein . the
Gin zn*on of ortiodowny Q'&;uut the deericed gtheist, Ieibniz savran!
the consequences of 2is viewg, and toolr reMr e in the nermebaal
~tion of cdifyiar “F[@s@”” (d. Lﬁs;ell. . 229, shove., Jor
anyr rate there is no sh cino frow the loa-iecl econoecnonces

conc;ptian o substance Qnu of 'nd.

Tt i oooite evidant ot on cenercl
coreortion of i wnd izdividoasl atonce gt
this troditio .l Jocvrine of e Zmll of un
Lelbaiz coertainly Lecves mus i 2t te of

oripion. "% oSnly o it 2 n:tc* 2leurdity
cerendent on hio f]f;t narents thon hig om
% galto mortale vuct could obviouvsly have nn
Lke80 the forciknowlel e of ™od rode 1t cortois

nogeible vorlds™ inclunled the evil e Ju @S’J

bee_ vse it covld he turned into o re
Tigg a4 Tell of L4, Tol Leibalw i~ vorT

sina of Lis own free will =nd not bhec uge

pre-deterrination. =t kervize the whole ,

of ren ané of the &lle“ew conseguences in izins L confllc
with the innztc idea of ™od cor.on to ~11 en. Tor on this view ?od
cennot be Cne thﬂn nitieth all *is cnlluwan and only asiie for th
reciprocity of "is love. .fAyrant e must he who neither loves aor
Wishes to bte loved. ..ccordiag to do 1 we rust rezard the world as

the worest possibhle.

Tere,re alvavs,leibaiz tries to pursue a via nedin,

The extreme do&natic p0osition needs a re-interpretation before the
Joctrlne of the Churches can satisfy not only tihe requirements of
resson but “1lso the teachins of orizinal Christicnity. or. 7.P.
7illizms in his book “The 1deas of the Fall and of Orizinal 3in®
(1927.) reninds ug thet since the times of 3t. PTaul five ~reat issues
h-ve dominated the discussion of these doctrines. The issues have
not all <ot the some phllObon vical releveonce but sone 2re vital to
tihe present contert. The guestions we rust «sk wre these:-




24,

"(1) Is the .deam- story historic truth or allerory*s

(). “hot was mwan's unfallen condition, non-mors1l
innocence, or 'Orizinel dlgnteousnossm i3

(3). ./hat exuctly is the undesirable thin=z, state, or
guelity allezed to heve been comrmunicated by the
first o2n to his descendants?

(4). “hat was the mode of this commmnication, physiological
or merely social heredity, nystical or physicul
identity.

(3). hat is the resvlting st .te of huwan nature, with

which Fedemption has to deal ("The idezas of the
Mall and of Criwginal 3in® »., xvi. and 163f.)

It &ay be interesting to record the cns ers of Leibniz
under these respective heeds Lelbnlz does not aluvays speax with
theolowical precisiorn, but he says enouxh not only to enable us 1o

realise his own views on this inportant ansver to the problenr of
evil but also to adwmire the couraze with which he defends his oun

opinions.

(1). w“here is no =zround for doubtin~ the relivnce of
unon the Cld Testoment story of ..dan snd Lve, especl 1lly c¢s
this is internreted in the spiritunl exnerience of the ‘ew mesthment
vriters and in » rvicular >t., Faul., There is no guestion of l.eibniz
ridinm loose to the clagsical texts. It is in motters of exeresis
that he finds the riutrix of error and confused thin-in .. hie scrinturss
are liable to misinternretation and their true neanin~ is abundautly
consistent witl recson and the tre or thkinvs.

Leibniz

G

T,
cG

the nover of

211 of thre

h Teibniz accepts,
211 of the forrer.
of the Livine

the ccerirtures.

For Leitniy mevelation nhas & rlus yond

hug thac context of the Fall of ‘2a is
Aunrzels. Tn accordaince vith the Tiblicul storx,
the 7oll of the latter © the remote cruse of
Tut we cannot hope to eem mnenetrete the ﬁtncﬁfv
wrigdom

and st content ourselves with the story

rengsoil.
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(2). mbis cuestion rui he whole nroble:y of tle
status of men in the Lelbnizian universe. ﬂccordlrg to Lteibniz man
is "trans-created®. &he souls of those Jestined %o becone human
have alwayvs been in the

e soul,

world but only as "sensitive®™ souls. Iy
creatine e

men 5o0d introduces

new perfection into a”

sensitive®
already corrupted& onhysically or
according to Leibniz,is much more

the orthodox view that & rational
must beccme morally corrupt. (4).

animally by the sin of .dawm. This,

in accord with Zivine Justice thon
soul is nluced in a body where 1t
"Pranscreation” in this way both

explains the origin of man's soul and gives the guidw guietus to
the philosophical difficulty of the origin of "Forms'.
Jhat, then, is man's unfallen condition° “ere Lelbniz
at once departs from curreut orthodoxy, Ian's original condition wis
not so angelic and consequently his "Fall® was not so wreat as
relizious do-z> would have us believe. There is no catastronhic Fall,

thouzh there is a Fall. The original wevkness of man is «s




importent as his orizinal perfectioy.

The Fall doctrine received its wide ecceptance becuuse
of the contingency of the event on which it based its dozma. Tor
Leibniz this event hus not the same crucicl sisnificonce, thoush he
is willing to confesz there vas an empirical inevitability about the
sin of .dam and of his successors.

ieibniz will not asgree that man is born a sinner. QOriginal
sin is founded in his nature, yet the "posse non peccare” of .dam is
Tabsolument parlant™ a real possibility. Tor ire cannot impute moral
evil directly to God, not to mention other difficulties. 3ince
there were other possible pluons where our first parents yould not
sin, we cannot s=y that thelir sin was necessary. (Tth&icéé rar. 233
Meovi. m286."Puisqutil y evait des plins pogsibles, oM les premi%rs
narens ne pechersient point, leuw neche n'd€tait done nécessaire®).
Je cannot say that Zod was under a metaphysical necessity to create
sinful man as we Xknow him. There is a real contingcency 2bout the
chequered moral history of man's life. Divine foresizht of ".dam
pexchant librement” “ne rend noint ndcesstire ce qui dtoit contingent
en soi, ny inpossible ce qui €toit wnossible” (Thdodicle. Fur. 231.
3. vi.p. 255.)

.t the stme tire sin or moral evil rotenticlly belonzs to
the nature of man vs ve now him, 7ithont this ¢ zrould be
corpletely other than we zare. ‘n the other band sin is not, uas the
tutkeryns vainly tolield, the very cubstznce of raa. uwman nuture
is not dcvrzved in tceto nor cre the virtues of the ‘heatken® in the
w7ustinicn phrase "splendids peccata®™ (£) 11 that Yeibniz will
veriiit is th 't tlere is in man an inclination to sin 2nd thrt this
inclinetion was Tully recekoned githiun tle cormutition and the
pre-deternination of the universe. This ennirical inevitabllity
(2nd the emphasis is to be plzcel ol the adjective) of ran's
sinfulness was in some way included within God's idea of the universe
before its crecation. Tt wos only as potential sinners thot nen fitted
into the scheme for "the test of 11 =ossible worlds®™ (6

This seews the nost ~dequate var of expressing the views
of Ieibniz, not alwayes very clear in the “hendicze. Tt is the only
way of ansvrering the dilerza of ovle. Jas Ldan sinned freelyt "fF
Tou sy res, then his fall hns not been foreseen. L you say no,
then he is not blanewortihyv. To this Ieibniz renlies as above. In
snite of certain prevailin~ inclinations ..dax sins freely, and for
this reason wmerits punishrient. (7,

»11 this is reinforced by the consideration, emphasfed
by the scholastics, that Tod does not create the soul in such a
state thet it will sin from the first iroment of ite ewistence. (R8)
This Leibniz explains by pointing out that God creates the cssence
of & thinz before its accidents, its nature before its onerations.
In this we can esee hov the crecture can be the cause of its own
sin, even thouzh it can do nothing -rithout the conservation of 0d.(9)
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Had man been created otherwise, there should have been within
hir no mere inclinetion to sin but uin iteelf. For man still has
his freedor. This 1s the revson w? 5till merits punishient, though
0s his originel state is not Sy OE?H“S ortho&o&y mekes out, th
rpunishment must bear some relation to the crime. This makes it more
easy to understand why the decision of#éalvatlon of the world was
nade at the sare time as the creative flat. The incarnction of the
Logos outweighs the sin of Adam, Just as the salvation of theEeges
mankind outweighs the treachery of dudas. Thus it is that God judgzes
the universe by its value "on the whole®, taking into account His
power to trznsform the whole vhich contains evil to a zreater zood
thon o whole without evil. (10+4

The imperfection of man's nature has a relevoncy in

Z0d's plan of the universe. In this respect Leibniz »oes beyond the
popular doctrine that Zod nerely pernits sin 2nd does not lend llis

cp-operation. Fod is Auided by ¥is superior wisdom not only
": periiettre ces raux® but also "wérie 3 vg concourir® (Jee mrevious
note. 1) This is en important point. There are thus two causes
for the sin of man. The secondary and distant czuse 1s his crecturely
imperfection and the primary cnd proximate ciuse is the misuse of
his own free will. (11} -ut the secondary cuuses only act Dby
virtue of the primery causes. Thus Zod is freed from the charae
of bein. the ctuge of gin. Thus nhysiccl and rmorgal ¢vil can
ultinmtely be traced to the creaturcly finitude of ian.

41t tids resote cavse of 211 the illis of raakind
Leibniz is ~lwayvs in sowe difliculty. If She real root of the "iall®
is to be found in the ori~-inal 1mpcrfect10n of man's nature we
should be c.reful ho ve inter»nret tris. .¢ buve  lrealy seer that
it is inpossible for Fod to crecte an wag sueh simful, for this is im-
-consistent with Iis oodness. .uccordin<ly in this riatter we rust
sneall of Tod os the cause of perfections and realities only. ‘The
Tree 4ill of man actg throvzh the pover of “od and 1t is throuzh the
limitations of thes Tree Jill that sin comes to birth., (1)
The tnsver of Leibniz to tlhe cvestion of the ori~inal "unfellen?
condition of ran recolls the words of Cmur Thoeyyaem:-

Ch, Thou who didst with Pitf=21l ond with Fin

SZeset the Roud I was to wander in,

Thou wilt not with Predestination round

nnmesh me, and impute ny Fell to Jin?

(3). then we come to the question of the damnosa hereditas we
réceive frem our first parents, the answer of Leibniz is plain if
we call to mind his conception of individual substance and of Zod.
Eere, again the heterodoxy of ieibniz becomes manifest. The sin of
our first purents was not the decisive act of orhhodoxy theology.
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For to follow the doctrine of orthodoxy in this matter we should
have to Jettison any idea of a benelicfent Deity. loreover the
metaphysical considerations involved in the Leibnizian universe make
it necessery to scout the alleged daumnosa hereditas of the ¥all of
men ss a wmyth.

Leibniz gzives darinz and practical emphasis to this
view by Lis attitude towards unhaptised infants. Some theologians
vere led to take a sonevhat similar stand against augustinianisnm
frommotives which did more credit to their hesrt than head. Leibniz,
however, crrives at his heterodox viers by followvinz the logical
seguence of his own ar~rument. 3o the darnation of unbantised
infants is plainly stated even in such a work as the «uch truited
systeiz theolozidemto be »nlainly uniust. (13)

“hus Leibniz fells foul of sonular orthodoxy wund esrecially
of the “ridentine decrce in noldinz that there can be no recl
hereditary suilt of vhich the Truit is demnation. In en unpublislied
Uyriting "annotata ad Cone. Tridens. (quoted by Yichier in “Die
Mreolozie des leibniz® p. 332.) Leibniw ansvTers the Tridentine cecree
in scrie detail. It is easy, he s 78, to undcrstend hoo zin
necesgsurily brinss forth <uilt =2nd howv minighment inevitobly sunervenes.
Ut oo suel uilt ond punishiczat ean to troawoisted TH 49 DRhYSLco-
coexual relotionshin isg ingoludle. The so ¢rlled “ori~incl sint i
00t reallv sin ot all. Tt connoet Y.ve the ouilt of sin (reatus). It
is only anotlier n.re for huran infirmitv, (14

Jte darnose haereditos ann isherits is tle Lishilitvy
of fallinz into sin vnd this is the notural result of tht inclinatio:
to evil uliich weoo, oricin lly =resent in ..d7u.. Lince then the
pesyeloloriczl nroceuses 2f hubit 2nd indtotion nove ~eecovnted for
“ueh, Tut b caun asver be iudted For She ging of bis Tirst ~orents
ncr ¢ 1% Le clecrly seen hov wn intectior of 2Ll ecn e troassitved
in the 72y ponul-rly thourht.

rerel .

(£) 2nd (5) zave « lready been implicitly «as
“ut for the s-lke of definiteness e Loy try to elucidace further,

(4). Leibniz is f0lly avnre of tlis cucstion.
hinself <uvs the Tirst difficulty is kow the <oul coun
with origincl sin, vhich is the rizot of cctmal cins,
on the port of “od. (1%} There -ro, stvys Leibniz, threc
invented to ovefcone this difficulty:-

(1} Pre-imistence. This doctrine, esrouszed by Lloto
and Cri=en ond, in the tine of Leibniz, by Tenry lore znd others,
held thet souls pre-existed ia .nother world nd were b nished to

this orld of hodily imwcrfection bec: une of sin.
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1) Troducicnis:.. This view, favoured hy Tertullicn and .am~ustine,
nd tev-ht by the ~reoter number of the theolowisns of the ;uzsbur:
onfession, held thet there wes = "seminal identity"” betreen nan

néd his first ancestor.

(iii) Creastionisn. This is the opinion widely tauzht
in the Christian schooles of thousht and as e saw above, aecordinz to
Leibniz, has the greatest difficulty with 'torisin.l sin'.

wmpansereation™ offers a nev alternctive to these three.
Tt zives us any explanation of 'orizinal sin' betier than 2ll three
and one rore conformable to our ides of Divine Justice. (Zee .fote 10)
wt the time of ..damn's sin neither will nor intellizence was
present with his descend.nts. eason ig . nerfection adieli later to
the "sensitive® or “enimol® soul. .uccordinsly ve can say that the
reien sovl in itself is not morzlly corrunt, thoush its lansr
conncaction with the sensitive or animel soul tlrealy nresent &t the
time of the sin of “dan leuds it inevitably to sin cnd ia this sin
to make use of its newly »iven 7ift of recson. Ted Teibniz will
not follor the lead of .u~vstine nor of the Jouncil of Trent in
sryine thet ‘torizindl sin' ¢ o CVer in ~ny such vay lead to the
tgomnationtof the 'innoceat'. Cn this » int ILeibniz 1s perticularly
ovtsnoren and in no wor eoacilictory. Tig vrords are refreshin”
cvidence of nis houesty o8 %11 fout avouer ug Gf

Ade B g Ay At A 3 4= Sy e b 2 o P
seabisent Y. 00lav GG Lol ~igart av deas 1o releon, oy
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gong L'ocyiture, ¢t _w'il cs reuwe dcs nlus chogitlives
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(5).

-

e doraosc hoereditts of torigincl sin! i?@ot then
sufficient for nunichaent or donnation. et there iz lgore coascgueince

of %he sin of ..d¢r. Leitniz likens 1t to the teint of hersdity &8
¢ Lre cuse

in the ¢ se of the iunste tendency to 1lntennpcrirce in
of the childaren of drunl.ords. (1)

I}

There is cowe odditioncel infection of the ncture of

n bevond #&'s aataral state. (17) .8 & conseguence of the sin of
“dews the naturcal inclination of ranr towards evil is increased. The
riete ~hivsical imperfection of creaturlincess lekd ..damr to sinm. The
effect of 'orisinal sin' is to infect otill rorc the gsource of nwn's
thinrine. In this way torizinal sin' Lends to hecome an inborn habitus,
o meke the conflict of the flesh ~z.inst tie spirit sreuter 1in
dezree, thou=h not in kind.

o}

=

[}

The point that concerns us most here and it 1s one thut
Teibniz himself esph2sises is that in all this the -eign of illature
serves the Neizn of Grace -nd that God as architect has made
everythinz as becones 704 &s Tonarch. ("Cor la. contemplation de
le. divine sa~esse noug norte YW croire que le aégne de la nature
sort & celuy de la gr@&e; et gque pPieu comue architecte f tou}p fait
comne il convenoit & Dieu consicdre corme lon.rgue’ Theodicee rar.
112. ©. vi.p.lé4.) wven the miblical sccount of the Tarden of rden



has sorie hidéen neaninz. The punishment of the 'oricinal sin' of
Ldam errived na urally "szns aveune ordonnance d'un 1 @islateurwo
The ultimate ourpose of the world is zo00d, because the Person
behind the universe is zood. (18)

So.keibniz rather tediously end with some obscurity
defines his atsi%fde #0f the traditional Christian solution of
"the »nroblem of evil". ’In the light of the prevalent teaching of
the 17th. century they must have had an important critical
significance. Tor his attitude though intellectually coaciliatory
1s brazenly heterodox. 3o much for Leibniz the chamnion of
orthodoxy.

89.
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C. viii.
The Grounds of Optimism. (1)

3ince the doys of Voltaire the optinisit of Leibniz las often been
regarded more in the lizht of & Divine Jonedy than as & serious
attempt to justify the ways of %ol to nman and uvnravel the problen
of evil. accordinzly it is not surprising that he has in zenera
been civen such a bad hearing. e has often heen caricatured LY
those who dissent from the conclusions of his arsument.

Tsycholo~icnlly this attitude to Leibniz is easily
understood. The problem of evil is so acute on tiy reflection thut
instinctively we turn wray Iron anyone wio nrofegsses to jive us a
solution =s the whole substantia rerun sperdar gherandarwa. Jhe
letent fervour of much of the writinz of Leibniz only incre=zses
our impatience cnd deepens our ineredulity. Voltaire's Candide, gith
2ll its sunerficiulity, is & weraing to the philosonhier 1Ho spearxs
eg " Jir Cracle”.

30 pany critice of Leibnlz are content to resurd his
conclusions =s legs irmortont then his prerigses. Thus o new
#eibnizicnisu? is createl and viat Lelboig ouks Lo have scld is
rerarded 5 of cguul, IiT nO% ~reater, cuthority, than et in fect
e did sc el the er%pige%, ith it prolixity wnd
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irrelevuncies, heco es part of the problen of evil ituelf. Za tde
—2v fre cosver of Leibnlz ta tre Cfact of ¢vil has wuffered 2 rotd
discount and o loss once pore cores into hig own.
Tt ig drportant, therefore, thot T should here, O3

clsernhere, allov Leibnizm to interrvret i

Th & lether to Toicher (Lo78) Leibniw stotes that,
nnlile Descertes, ke nhes no ueeld of thC sunvosgition of & Teln who
~uerantees us ajainss thezﬂossibility of deception. For it is 1n
our nover to undecelive  in maay thines cnd not least the .08

importent. lg.on these uore irmortant thin~s are the prools for the
existence of 2od. Leibhniz affirrs that he can demonstr-te the
evistence of "od not only by different ways from those of Lescartes
but also by sr~uments that lead ruech further. (1)

( a detailed considerction of thease arrurents of Lelbniz is nerdly
relevent to our present npurvost. J[he more jrmortant noints involved
will be encountered as we Procec. .}

Likewise, and even nore importantly, Leibniz zurs, he
differe from Spinoza. Troperly speaklns, sninoza ekes no reco~nition
of she <oodness of God since he tercres that &ll things exist by
the necessity of nature and without "$he choice® of Jod. (2)

e have already seen that the Divine weture is uvltimaitely
the sufficient rewson 7For the actualisation of the world. .nd the
sufficiency of this re~son dencinds not only on the perfection of
the Divine sisdom and power but seven rore cruciclly on the perfection
of his ~oodness. It igs not enouzh to sy $& of 7od that e is causl
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caugatrix non cavssta. Thus Leibniz differs 2like Trom Descortes
ard 3pinoza in m.xine exnlicit the sense in which he speaks of

the perfection of "od. In the case of Descirtes sone such

recoznition of the nature of the Divine perfection was already implicit,
In the cuse of 3pinoza poral ettributes as such cannot, of course,

be redicatel of "Deus sive laturad. Thus the formulation by Leibniz

of "the princinle of aufficient reason”, pointineg as it does to

the ethical nature of God, enables him to lay down the foundation

of his optimism., For it is not enouzh to say that 7Jod knows and

can create "the best of all possible worlds™, we rust know as well

thet he chooses to make this world actual.

Thus g in a senze Leibniz Ossunes in the Thébdicéé what
he, in fact, trvs to prove. It is clear th:t the handywork of ~od,
as interpreted by Leibniz, rwst be perfectly ~00d. If the world is
the hondywork of %od, further arzusent is otiose.

“ow does Leibniz prove that tlhe world IS the handywvork
of %od? Ihere asre two ways open to Leibniz- the @ priori and the
2 posteriori. Zut by the a priori arzument Leibniz virtvally assures
tire poiant Tor which he &rgues. Jor an absolute existant is not
necessarily morzlly ~o0o0d. Je hove nlready seen whove how Leibniz
irports roral »redicites into the retanbhrsical idex of Divine Jerfection.
It is not enou-h to gy UIf Tod is poszible, it follo.s thawt e
exists” and lLeivaiz ~ecl-enthis arwnent still forther by the sutestion

tret this ontolo~icgal srowent nickt be sinnlified by tle Onission
alioether of any refererce to "nerfection” at coll. (3) _ut
aesudn e thet his o rriori croment lan ¢o encT, it rwat follcy
that this world is the bopdsrorh of cueh o ¢eity and ic therefore
perfect, cven Mo n $le nuture of its nerdiesion is bevond our

?
corprchenzion.

e o ~onteriori srotroont sttermts to shior $hat thes
¢

the perfection of ol folloi's from the rérieciion of the world zad
nov vice versi. “ut $hese enriricel »roofs cre valié Leeruse tuew
virtually nresunrose the perlection of the orld. "Low au tlils
substance is o g»frficient recson of ¢ 11 this veriety of ~rrticulars,
wiich are «lso conieccted tovethor tirovhiont; there is only one

w04, wnd this Yod is suflicient. © (Lonudolo~y. ¥or. 39. Latte n. 2.9,

Leibniz lays crect stress on the revelcsion of o4 ue
obtain frori the world of nature. ..s Pichler s2ys "lhe whole of
sclence had therefore o reliious ~nd Shristian choracter for him
because it led :ran by bebtter realisation -f the works of nature to
meanity towards all creatures and to love tovards the Jreator.
hile orthodox theoloey, with their defence of certain
like absolute pedestin-tion .ngd inquicition, throu<lh vhich the
Christian Zod was turne! into a oloch or s s-turn, was therefors
teting in tlhe contrary direction of Larbariswm =nd inbhwauanity.
(Die Theolozie des Leibniz® n., 275.)

A



nphere is also here o new and surprisinly clear proof of the
existence of Jod. For this perfect .oreement of so meny substancesg
vhich have no cormunicztion wit:h one cnother can only coue from taelr
coimon causef (lew 3ystenm. Far. 16. Lavta p. 3158.) Thus Leibniz 1is
content to shut himself within the assertion that the world is wmerfect.
4 posteriori proof of the perfection of the world may be possible,
but Leibniz feils 1o suple it. Ilis er~ument fror tre nre-est.oblished

harriony end his version of the cosiiclosical - rzurent both ascure the
reality of its perfcction.

in this wav ve arec cnzbled to cec to That extent leibniz
depends unon his doctrinc of ™od tg vhe funddnental zrouvnd of hisg
optimisn. O homo, tu quis es, qul rcgnrondess Je0% unguid dicit
firmentum el ¢ui se finxit: quid re fTecistl sict & sec this in hig
constnnt g~sevor tjon th v the doctrine of "fhe pre-established
hermony ' is the ~reat buluark anainst the forces oFf atreisr., sore-
over opirt frowm tﬂlo igdea of 7od, innote in us, there is ano sound
basis for a totaliterian verdict upon the universe. The waiverse is
so fer beyond our coulprehension that it is riistalken to arsue to its
qualit' from the microsconic section of 1t farilicr %o 4s. I0 i
‘frue *c 0% to the ~natorint « niecc oOF .u or flesh rnory wa hiolly

‘here to the leyiaon i ig o ny ecentbinn 1
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interrs 1 nl-occ thie doctrine of ontirisi F>1lds in
tme philosorhy of Leibniz vy he seen by the g »Lli 1 be ©% ik
sphears in his writincs. T cntedntes the ‘heodliece Dy MLy ar
s e-rly as 1873 Ieibniz hal formul-ted his Cret thesis the
“5d h.d erected this “the best of all rosgsitle worlds’ -nd 1% 1
fully recozinised in his corresnondence Wit Lrnzuld. (1885

heve already iven ebundont evidence of this.

Jhen we coe o the exnlicit statenents of the ““egdieee,
e rave tre const nt reiteration of the truth that ~od's et of
creation was o choice owon neny worlde nd the chnice wnde Wos the
choice of the best. The issue is oat very clearly in t”a,”eyly to
the sy110“13u10 ar-urent of the .pnendix to the Ui teodicee. Tn the
presyllozist of Chjection 1 the minor nrerise resds:-
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n3od has mede & world where there is evil; a world, T say, which
could be mcde without any evil, or of whlcn the rroduction could
have been omitted altozether®. .Jith this Leibniz is in complete
sgreerent. "For it must be admitted that there is evil in this
world which 7od hos made, and that it wuas possible to ake a
world without evil, or even to create no world 2% 21ll, since its
creation depended on the free will of 5od" (see . Vi.n.3706-7.
suoted by Hussell n. 298. who omits this last clause.)

mhe creation of the world is not the blind, necessary
act of the Deus of 3pinoza. Voluntas non potest cogi. ”hls is
clearly seen by the fact thet "the better part is not always hot
which tends to avoid evil, since it nay be that the evil is
accorp'nied by < “reater PooJ” (above). In other words a value
judzénent is at the foundation of the creative act of "od.

loreover if this is true, then, we can sarf that value is
prlor to all existence. This is a most lLﬂOTt nt consideration
and essential to the ioral theism of leibniz. For leibniz Tod
exists in and for himself. I raintcin that if there were no
creczted thines, the irmensity and eternity of >od would none the
less subsist,but without ony dependence on tiices ond places. IT
trere rere no ¢ ected thinzs there would be 20 tine or nlnece, and
consecuently no vctual vn@ce “he irwensity of od 1s inahﬂ@”ucn
of snrce, £8 the K*CW;ItW of 7o is indenendent of
letter of Teibriz, to Slorie. (Cverpmion . 250, iec
ond massim in Mhe ﬁmlCuV).

o] Volonte/libre Je Theu® is 10% to be conlfused itk
1 genle volonte Je Dieunt, vhich, 73t shall =ee in 2 later
chenter, Ieibniz conderns. ol 1s @ “orel lerson. Jhus we con nole
rrree qefinite stotcments:- (1) ~od is the priaary sround of 211
existerce. (&) Value and “nlues ~re tlLo secondary ~ro.nd (3, in
soi.e Loy these volues in thelr respective hicrorchles have hein”
or ‘exist® in the nind of 7od prior to 21l other existence.

lon/ these lines we sitll find it ecsier to clarify
the thouzht of Ielomlz hinself as ’Cll as seein” the rclevence of
the more theoloricul nert of his writin~. Tt hws the rerit of
doinz justice to the findancntel continuity of his thouht from
the eur11est to the lutest writincss in his correspondence with
clarize during the last d°ys of hig life. For the 6tﬁlC41
theisn of Ielonlﬂ, wpon whick his optiumism is based, is an
essential and fundavental part of the inner structure of his
thourht.
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The optinism of Leibniz is essentially the verdict of a
relizious mind. Ilis arcurents are curiously in line with those of
the earliest Christian apologzists. “In the cosnolozy of the .polorists
the two fundamental ideas are that 7od is the Tather and Crestor of
the world, but that, as uncreated and eternzl, he is also the comnlete
contrast %o it". Turnack compsres the outlook of Leibniz with that
of the "reek TFather, Crizen. ®.vils"” scys Crizen in his answer to the
zreat attaclk of Celsus ("Contra Celsum. 6.vi. 538. quoted by ~arntck
“ITigtory of Dogma® Vol. ii.p.344.) "in the strict sensc are not
created by 7“od; vet some, thoush but few in comparison with the ~rect,
well ordered whole of the world, heve of necessity adhered to the
objects reelised; chips =~nd siunilar rubblsh, or as architects cennot
be made responsible for the dirty heaps of brolen stones 2ad £ilth
one sees at the sites of bildins®.

Do sov thot the world is “the best of 211 posiible worlds”
does not mern thot it poscesses a static perfection. Linittion is
inseparable from existencc. The crenture ¢l never wecowe 1lile 1t
oreator”. Slthou~: the vaniverse was equally perfect, it “iL&w;c
re sovareisnly verfect; becruse it chhmmer - 1778 nl T insgue
althou~h it loses old Sones’ { uoyguae l'’nivers 9t to

oy
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been crowins in perfeétion frorm all eternity; but followia™ the
hypothesés of the trianzle, there rould hove been o berinning. The
hypothesés of equal perfection would be that of the rectanzle ..

"T do not vet see the way to shou deronstratively which e ouzht to
choose by pure reuson. Towever, zlthouzh on the hynothesis of ~rowth
the state of the world could never be perfect absclutely, toien ‘
at ony =iven instant, yet the actunl sequence T 1ld none the less be
the nost nerfect of all roscible seguences, for the reason that 7od
clways chooses the best possible” (Letter to Tourwet. ..iZust. 1715.
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Lveryman m. 24¢6-7. F.1iii.n, 588-3).Thus whether the world is a ways
equally perfect. (a) or whether it is »rovin~s in nerfection (”;r C.)
in neither of these cases can it ever bhe “absolutely perfect”. Yet

in 211 cnses it is " the best of 2ll nossible sorlds”. To think of

it otherwise would be to ~ive mon occasion for blasphemia c-eationis.
%04 1is not limited in monarchiz and "the best of 2ll nossible worlds?
rust be interpreted in an cbsolute end final sense. " etanhysiceal
imperfection is inseparable fror: concrete existence. Tut this is
altogether different from sayinz that the world ag, created is a
continual renroach to God blﬂbelf 2nd to the sovqun “pnlne s of

the Divine nature. (Théodicée Pur. 201. 2.vi. n. 236.
The above considerstions vy helnp us to avoid reserdins & shate
"deism®” f@gs the lust word of Zeibniz. ‘The %?lbﬂlZlan univerce is not
& mochine. It is inherently dJﬁaLIC, i*—@e% infinitely prw”r6051ve.
owever Leibniz insists that “tout est 11c? he ives no su ~eshion

thtt the activity of lonuus is rovement in a circle. On the contrary
they wre "tig with their future”™. snd of ran it c.n be said e knou
not vet ”Lﬂt ve shall be®™ for it is poszsitle th.t th ’umaﬁ race will-
reach 2 zrester verfoction than that ve can imasine nor. (11l se preut
rnéme que le ~enre humain narvieanne ~vec le Yemps N une plns ora nde
ner«ectloﬂ, gue celle gre nous ncuvons nows ivaciner rresentement™.
Thé€odicde. T r. 541, H.vi.m.517.). Lven if the universe as o ceries
of events is tihs best % is ~r3sible, el nart o She universe o
not Le the vest. (¢ 'outre giton motrroit dire cue Yodte 1 suitc
ch“wco v 1tiafini neut @Lre 1o neilleure cul solt mossgitle, Loy
ce gul existe pul bao t 1'vnivers drosg chague rartie dn >
jeloke le ceillewr. ihodice., Tar. o2, d.vien, QST.) acceorain .y
nossible that the wniverce odvinees “de icux en rleux™, if t;-... in
She noturc of thinzs, aad het it 1o aob necroitted o rer el the beot
all 2t once. Tut thege re nrg glcrﬁ Gi?ficuls to solve. (91l ze
quIOlu done ¢ie ltunivers ollTt tousicurs de Lilevx en vieux, i telle
dboit 1: axture des closes, ga'wl n: £t noint nerpis d'uttalsndre
av fseilleur d'un gseul cour. [uis ce sont des nrobleieu cont il nous
est difficile Je juver (obhove]

Ta his "iDe neruwn {ricinctione T(a10“11"(1097 ) Leibniz
ros no doubt thot nrovress is the very asture of the wvhole universe.
"Turther, to realize in its couwpleteness the winiversal besuty and
nerrection of the works of God, we must recornise a certain pernetual
and very frec provress of the vhole univirse, such thet it is always

woin~ forwvard to oreater iinmrovenent (culitus), So even nowv & Ireat
part of our carth hus received cultivation (cultura) and will receive

it more azand more. .nd olthouzh it is $wz true thot sometimes certain
perts of it ~srow wild asain, or azain sulfer dostruction or
Ceseneration, yet this is to be understood in the way in which
effliction was explained above, th 't is to say, that this very
destruction «nd degeneration leads to some crc-ter end, so thot some-
pov7 Te profit by the loss itself. 4nd to the possible objection



that, if this were so, the world ou~ht lons &0 to hive become a
paradise, there is a ready cnswer. aAlthouzh many substances have
alre2dy attoined a zreat perfection, yet on account of the infinite
divisibility of the continuous, there alw=vs remain in the abyss of
things slumbering perts which neve yet to be awekened, 1O Srow in
size and worth, and, in = word to advance to a more perfect state
(ad meliorer cultum}. and hence no end of pro-ress 1s ever reached™.
(Latta.p. 350-1.)

Tt has often been rewmaried that Leibnilz tekes tiue for
zranted. Tut the reason for this is to be found in the dynawiic
relation between the vorld and -od. IOr Leibniz “od sces 2ll things
fotur sirul. "7he best of all possible vorlds” ig ¢ verdict sub specile
teonoris totiuvs and not nerely o verdict sub unecie temporis cuisiam.
Tt mizht be more correct to dsscribe it, s ve hnve suehyas 2 verdict
sub totuig universi. s Leibniz says in relation to the controversy
between the Tnfrelapsarisns and the sunr: kapsoriazns, the way to
nip this dispute in the bud is to rerenber that all decrees of “od

are sirultaneous, not oaly in reiard o tice bDut clso in 81RO
retionig. ("Peutftre gqutoa porrrcit fuire cesser cette dispute tout
Gtun cour, en discat, qw'\ 1c bien prendie, tous les corete o
Deew doabt il s'c 7it soab si-11nde,, non sevlesent par riptort ow

39
tens, en oy toutc le ronde convilc

icav,, nals encor L 3:T00 rationls,
Svo duing Ltozdre Jo o nogurct. Jhﬁbﬁicéﬁ AT A T T A D A
LCooTCl v Ly - Ten we apont of Thhe raat of 11 »osoitle orlés® e
gt reclice trot e include the pRsl o the fusuye as ell oas Bl

nresent. cnd T Tho ¢né of HroTress 1g CVor TeACGG . el U
ourcclves, wlilon b e ezt never le v by re son ofPthe Jutsi
the "reot fature? ([ hedh Cre rCICrVeL Por revelation), we c2i he

- 5 e p T [ N1 R - Ta d e~ " v A Y - PRy o
-soured by shis soo¢ regson that thlngs re ool in © Ay Thich

s PPN = o — ~ s 0 i TP S e 4 ~ Tamyy - e " N
cveesls oar Cesires” (Frinecc. of TGt oo 0L TLCL. Lo F

e pave alveadr seen that Loibniz sceents ohie Sastinian

2

doctrine Hlot preservatlon lg conbiramis ere hios. .nd of srhe Delbvy
of leibniz, s of Leitw of whe ehoolicn, e LUy BRFi-
tIptre. conebo, nec inclusus
~_bra cuneto, nsze evclugis®,
as onnosed o the Jpinozlstic concention "Leuws rundus irmlicitus,
. o I

Deus .solicivas®. The world is nos ..o1oacrinc or uitelr ThRioD
¢ lrgs correction. 34111 less con it exist witheut the continuw L

s'1 nort of Tod. (7} “his »rescrvetion is o co~bvinuors persistence

of crection and not the endlesc repetlting 5T disecrehe ¢ro Tive GGUS.

~agueen "od and Ske world there is o relation of c¢.ue 1
irrvnence. Tor there ciii ©e 1O ~djectival or embotontative relation

wetween them. Mvsa this relation there -re to thinTs v least

e can suy i+

(1) The effect is different from the c.usc.
(2) The effoct rust res v

sceordinzly there is more thn rero ontolo~icul sepnration bavyeln
“od ond the Torld. In some way bthe sorld “ust irror the norfectiosn
of its Creator and “Jpholder. I the sine way, "¢ hove clready
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seen, tue Tperfection®™ of Fod mmst express itself in the world.

et leibnizm refuses to recard this correlation of
crevtion and »reservation as arythin: ia the noture of g deronstration
of the existence of 0d.astdid tre Curtesians e.3. Teiel ). Tor
Ieibniz it has no Jeuonstrative value aad involves dirficulties
avouts tue coatinuw and the relotion of the terporal to the
euern@l ‘one the lessc 1% is a viluable truth. Vhe creature devends
continuellr unon the operction of ™od. It rould not continue to
Gnlbb, jf Tod did not coatinue to zcet. Tet this act of Yod is
free and not @ necegsary enonotion. wvervthingreel and sctual 1n
tie world denends unen the continual Pconcovig de Dieu. "rhe
corcobr 3¢ of 0d ennsicts in #ivin~ us continvallr what there is

ey

real in us and in our actions, so Tar as it involves nerfoction;
uit vnat there is therein of 1init or 1“W~mfection, is o congelence
of the nreccdent linitetionu :“'o ere cri~inally in the cres ture
("le concours de Nieu consiste @ nous donner continvellenent ce
antil v o de rdel en nous et en nos «ctions, autant cu'il chvelopne
de la perfection; mais cue ce gu'il 7 - 13 dedans de 1i-ite et
dtivporferit, est une stite dey lwwﬁavtlﬂnu e@éwentod rad sontg
oricinairewens dons le crdatore” Thehdloede 4

b4 m\.

C2r. Q7T s vion D4 g

disntic roulity 1a the

7T the HOilJ is o o

i’ it is ¢cle» LLiT 1T e r oneron K « e
Lol 0r 1%L Lrelnbor. e k1T Sots ot Livoyoo
i Gely “fﬂ ieve, 701 dour la Counrndor (00,
Tovtie WLET. ‘41 DT A SN -
GO AR JELLGL M PR T Wf‘uzl? ;
: Nno nonard 3 cre hive orSer

Heve Jlre o dv osooe Tt vric T 1o Lod

Citrie .1t dovolvod in the C“c*rluv B R

no Yodventurer” Zeitvy.

Tt o dle daterenhive o oeoastiyocoeyn iy vioo

it that of Laxnand din his cnrrseﬁﬁﬁi”wo— Tith ihni

to rnind bher no o e and trae vorld is o ot oor

“nd crentce Lhre wfE of o gorld ie» dig tlhion oov

o Tde fasi‘n.he o blhis Ooctrdisc 1s v n‘aorv

“:,.M of oa. TH in o iy wviar ot Bl
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Tod o tre fnLlOE ere dae o oelereny o iasvavilihy cafd
-

not nreaent in the Taibnizicn univerae,

LN

;Wig fortvitiovseness in the nlon of erectinn Jeihnidy
gonstrntly cttncio. To believe with evton, whow Toibnizm revnrde 2o
the hivh prlemu of deirmr, thet readjivstémer®s in the cosnic machine
rust be i 7c from tine o time is to lf“se into neszicis. The
irperfections npnd irrexulzrities of the universe constitute -
rother dovotiml cronnd for tunt alleécd 2etivity of Tod without
thicn the nniverse falla to nieces. Tiatory ras shorn the Truth of



of this criticicim of Ieirniz by the unrisine of the vier of laplice
that the world rossescés such inbercnt and sszlf-cdjustins stohility
thet Ehe bvvotuc sis of . Deityv iz unnecesgsary. TP the cosriic

rachi ig zelf-adiastin,, the cnzineer .y v.Ve 4 boliﬂ&y.

"I uO ﬂot sa7 that trhe cornorecl world is a wmaclhine ox wateh uhich
soes without fGod's interposition, and T o insistent enoush that
crected thin~ss stand in need of 71z coatinual influence. ‘ut I 4o
meintain that it is - wrateh vhich goes without needin” s
correction: otheruise e shouvld have to cdridt that Yod eeps
irproving upon Tis oun work. Zod has forseen everythinz, € hos
nrovided a remedy for everything in advonce. here is in . is works
an already vreestablished harwony and heanty.“nd.raner to Jlarxke.
n. 190=7. Lveryian ‘rans.) To Judze otherwise 1s to aave o very

low idea of the wisdoi: and the nover of "od. .ny riracles perforned
by “od are ot to supnly 1 ' :

the needs of “eturc but those o0 ‘roce.(8)

20d has enonch wisdor not only to uphold t“J fl} ed
stars in their courses but clso to create ¢ nernetuwn robile, if
such be reguired. ut the point vo note is th -t e is as mach at
ork in tre universe as “e& was atv the creation. I'e 1s no Ierec
snectotor of cosiic life. Tor therc is a cormnlete hamiony betreen
the world of “aturc and of Trace. ".oture itself lcads te rice,
and ~race, Ly the use it ralies of uature, briass it %O perfection®.
(Zor. 18, lrincc. of ~aoture and of ‘ruce. 06T 7. 421..) tod is
one trrouskhout w11 the universce nd in viewr of the cgsenbinl
haroony betwesa Tatnre asd “roce Tis activity is everynhelc. Lo
close dis this relatiosnshidy Betresn & the world tlhat & ¢ n
5y thes Ted is e sole SoGhinty 1 ol fect of sniriss
surr it D alebronclie

ud thnt $lere is o osense ia Ulich
thet e see 211 ia todT.

"t oritr Teibnim the intelliceantia sunro.mndana Gl
rover hecore rerelwv tre intelliccnti . rmndana. On the contruryy,
1% ~req the cormlaint of Gluries thit the ewnrezsion “intelll entis
cunrsrund ? vcs Cvery apt to lead to o vroa ) nuthﬁ, cg iT o0d 7 s
not really cnd gubstaatially present everruhere” (. vil.». 377 .
Tut to gay that Tod 1o the 1Mtu17’,uqtm; gsurracandsna is not o
deny thot e is in the world. (2nd lwper to Clarie T.vii. .500.)
t0d's power in the urniverce manifests itsell "par son ond%etion
i vddicte” and is altovether differeat e._. fron the presence of thre
soul in the body. Tor the cooperavion of the soul is not necessury
to the existence of the body. (9)

et the lest word of the ontimism of Icibniz is the

Joverei~n Trunscendepce of the Deity. "Dieu est le seul gont 1t'action

3 ez 1 Qs 7 =
e¢st nurc and s&ns méiange de ce gquton annele ratir” (Thdodicee Iar.
32, "“.vi). On this vnoiant Leibniz will never coupromise. e will
not cut the knot of evil by the eesy doctrine of either a limited

"

Deitvy of Patrinucsianisi. lfe takes a via nedia netiieen deisre on the one

hand and pantheisii on the other. For Leibaiz 7Jod 1s st1ill in his
reuvea and all rust be riskt with the world. “1s final word is an
insistence pon the etaphvsical and woral attributes of trec Leity.
“his is the ultimate security for the =oodnes: 2ad rationality of
the universe
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ThéKGrounds of Optimism. (ii)

It is often alleged that intellectual systems of philosophy
fail because they confine unduly within certain limits the issues
to be considered. In particular it is alleged that those imponderable
questions of value, which must be raised in any attept at a
comprehensive view of reality, are often nezlected or relegated to a
secondary place. Such an accusation cannot be brought against Leibniz.

The fact of evil for Leibniz is a problem in the relation
of values,;it is something which can only be truly envisaged sub specie
universi. as we have already noticed the isolation of evil phenomena
presupnoses a background against which they are inexplicable enoush
to call for special comment. Jere it not for the Tagosand «e
T'ephistophles of the world the problem would never arise. Tut the
ansver of ILeibniz is in part to point out that there is 2all the
difference between evils in the world and an evil world.

Tor this reuvson leibniz approaches the problem of the
evil in the world with mood courage and with no desire 0t evasion.
Tor him it is & problem in the relation of values. For no view of
the universe 1s completely adequate unless and until it takes into
account those impondersble considerations which, as practical life
can show, are of great and crucial importance. he mesh of rationality,
through which we sift the universe, must not be so close &s to
leave out those considerations which alone contain finality of
explanation.

The universe, as Leibniz reads it, involves ruch more than
the mere conception of the causal relation. ilechanism depends upon
teledlogy. Causal or logical necessity zives no finelity of expluanation,
though it is true so far as it goes. auturallsh, even when written by
Spinoze with a capital letter, is really a cul de sac. Tor hovever
e use the laws of causation and mechanics to explain particulur
effects in the world of nature, the general principles of physics and
rmechanics depend on the working of a sovereign anelllﬁence and -
cannot be e&nlslnsd without taking it into cons1derat1qp. ("les
principes ¢ éheraux de la physique et de la et de la mecanique nmene
dependent de la conduite d'une intellisence souveraine, et ne ,
sgauralent estre explique’s sans la faire entrer en considsfation.

Letter of Lelbnlz "sur un nrincipe general™ G. iii.p.55.) Behind

the universe the-working-of-sueh-a-will- there is a Moral Person,
with a Will that is creative. lMechanism cannot explain the working
of such a Will. "The sufficient reason which needs no further reason,
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must be outside this series of contingent things, and must lie in a
substance which is the cause of this series, or which is a being that
bears the reason of its existence within itself; otherwise we

should still not have a sufficient reason with Wthh we could stop.
And this final reason .of things is called God"™ (Princs. . of Nat. &
Grace. Par. 8. dveryman P26 )” It follows from the supreme ,
perfection of God that in producing the universe He chose -the. best
possible plan, contalnlng the greatest variety together with the
greatest order; the best arranged situation, place, and time,

the greatest effect produced by the 51mnlest means; the most power,
the most knowledze, the most happiness and goodness in created things
of which the universe admitted™ {(Above. Par. 9. p.27.) Thus the
universe comes into existence as the result of a value judggment

by God. -

- Efficient causes, then, are the final causes in the.
realm of Orace (Causae efficientes pendent a finalibus" G.vii.p.501.)
and accordingly we must regard the creative activity of the Deity as
the Sufficient Reason for the whole universe. Behind the universe
there must be a Will which is not only *moralitatis capax™ but
"moraliter optimus" (G. vii.138 Guilielmi Pacidii initia et
specimina Scientiae Generalis). These twin truths carry the argument
a long way. God created the universe,and all that is therein, for
its values. Mot only sc but,being perfectly good,He made the choice
among a multitude of other worlds. "For as all posssible things
have a claim to existence in the understanding of Fod in proportion
to their perfections, the result of all these claims must be the
most perfect actual world which i1s possible. Ctherwise it would not
be possible to explain why things happened as they have rather than
otherwise™. (Princs. of Wat. & of Grace. Everymen p.27.)

The possible worlds, amonzg which God mekes a choice,
"exist® in the understanding of God. But as such they are not actual.
Still less are they valueless. The truth that they have some being
within the Divine 1find is proof that they have value of a sort. But
there is all the difference in the world. between "value™ and "actuality"
For "actuality" adds a plus to some value which already has some
being in the ratio existendi of the mind of God. Yet actuality.or
"existence" as Leibniz calls it, is not a "perfectlon" In an
important inédit Leibniz tries to clear up the confusion in his own -
mind on the nature of the predicate of existence but only succeeds ’
in revealing that confusion more clearly. Existence implies’
something "amplius” than possibility, as such it is either some
"grade of reality™ or bears some relation to a "grade of reallty"’
Yet it is itself not "a grade of reality”, for such admits itself of =
"existence" and "possibilityg-. Accordln@ly we can. say that Mexistence™
is not a perPectlon And this remains true though what ex1sts is
obviously more perfect ‘than what does not .exist. (8) :
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In these Words and elsewhere Lelbnlz assures us that -
'"eXletence” is. a synthetlcal predicate and as such indeed, not a

. predicate at all. But such a Xantian 1nterpretat10n of Lelbnlz breaks
down, not only beéause of such failure %o apply this criticism to-

the ontologlcal argument. for the existence of. God but also because

of his explicit statement "When we say that a thlng exists, or has

real ex1stence thls ex1stonce 1tself is the predlcate" N. E 401, G.v.339,

These poss1ble Worlds have, We must suppose, endless’
‘fgradatlons in value worth. Just as there is an’ 1nf1n1ty of possible
-worlds that are good, so there must likewise be ‘an infinity of -
‘worlds less perfect. In the fable at the end of the Thébdlcee Theodorus
finds a vision of all possible worlds in the apartmento of a pyramid.

- They become increasingly beautiful as one approaches its apex and

~at 1ts apex is found the most perfect of all. The nyramld has a point
"but no base. It goes up to 1nf1n1ty because there is an infinity of

- worlds possible but the pyramid has a point because there is one

best of all., (2) ‘

:  The fact that this pyramid has no bhase is interesting.
The privative nature of evil might seem to make the point of the
evanescence of all value the more understandable. lLeibniz contents
himself with saying that it descends "tousjours a l'infini® and
we cannot press the illustration. For the Deity it is clear thot
¢s"the possible worlds" decrease in value, so ipso facto do they
becone less possible vorlds for lim. For Worlds are possible only in
proportion to their totaleta¥ian value and "the best™ is alone truly
possible to God. accordingly we may disregard the other possible
worlds and say with Lelbnlz the pyramid has no base.,

Behind the universe there is the purpose of Zod. For
to say that %od brings the world into existence by the fiat of IIis..
will is to use a word tautologéa with Purvose. There can be no act
unless it is an act undertaken sub ratione boni. If the indelible
mark of all theistic thousht is "that the 4ill of God is a 4ill for
the best possible”, (Rashdall "Theory of Zood and Zvil, ¥Vol. 1i.p.292.),
then there can be no two opinions sbout the guality of the theisu of
Leibniz. This is a very differnt proposition from "“the immoral
proposition that the Jill of God, as revealed not in the moral
consciousness but in the actual course of events, is the ethically
best." (above). ‘ '

Leibniz: does, however,try to keep ths 1ﬁportant dlstlnctlon
clegrly in view. It-1s one thlne to say that "the Dest™ is the :
'1determ1n1n£ principle of all existence for God, it is very different
to argue from this 'a priori to the goodness of any ‘particular thing.

- The harmonious nature of recality emphasises the fact that the goodness

, of the whole does not necessarily mean the goodness -of an 1nd1v1dual
- part. Fope's couplet occurs to one: :

"All dlscord harmony not understood;
- : All partial evil, universal good".
As Leibniz .puts it, if the least evil , which happens in the world,
were taken away, it would no longer be the same world. This world

all counted, all deducted, has been found the bebt by the creator
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who ‘has chosen 1t' (msi le moindre mal; qui errive dans le-mbndé,r

B y‘manquait, ce, ne seralt plus ce monde, qui ftout compte, tout

rebattu,vh &té trouve’ le meilleur par le créateur qui l'a choisi™
Théodicge., Par. 9. G.vi.p. 108), Thus Leibniz reminds us that

the pr1n01nle of "the Best™ requires interpretation and to apoly
it in an arbitzary fashion is v1rtually to abandon it altogether.
It was this point Plato makes in the opening of the 2nd. Book of
the Republic where he says that as well as intrinsic goods in the
world, there are also intrinsic goods whose results are good and
things of which the results alone are good. In dealing with such

a unity as the universe it is clear that -some things which are

not good in themselves; nevertheless are good in a secondary sense
‘as means to good.

For Leibniz the world has an organic and inexpugnable
unity. To suppose some new circumstance or feature is to suppose a
different world. ("“als si vous posés un cas gqui ne dlfféfe du
monde actuel que dans une seule chose definie et dans ses suites,
un certaine monde determind vous répondera® (Théodicée. Par.4l4
G. vi.p.363.) Just as mathematicians speak of the locus of a
point, ®O0 we can enviqZéoe a2 number of worlds which contain an
event and vary its circumstances and consequences. ("une suite
‘ reﬁléé de I'ondes, qui contiendront tous et seuls le cas dont il
s'agit, et en varieront les circonstances et les conséﬁuences.
Theodlcee Par.414. 3.vi.»n. 500.)

It is as such a unity that the world is known and
valued by Cod. Therefore the evil facts of our knowledge do not
necessarily mean that the universe is evil. God, as we have already
seeny,cannot will evil as such. What evil there is in the world 1is
never willed antecedently but consequently. Let us look at this
in some detail:-

(l)Detaphys1Ccl Evil. The Droblem of metaphys1cal evil is

nothing less than the fact of existence. The world by virtue of its

" being other and less than God has metaphysical evil. In this sense
evil,as imperfection,is plainly unavoidable. Without this
‘metaphysical imperfection the world could never attain to the
perfection proper to it. Just as boats going with the stream
have different speeds because of their weisht and cargo and not
because of the speed of the current itself, so 20d is the cause of
- the perfection in nature and in the actions of the creature. The
limitation in the receptivity of the creature is the cause of the
shortcomings of its action ("Le courant est la cemse du mouvement .
du bateau, mais non pas de son retardement; Dieu est la cause de
- 1la perfectlon dans la nature et dans les actlons de la creéature,
mals 1la llmltatlon de la recent1v1té’de la creature est la
cause des d€fauts ou il vy a sans son action™ (Theodlcéé Par. 3Q.
G. vi. p 120.)° :
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~(2) Physical EV11 Physical ev1l is an inevitable consequence of
moral evil. ("Il est fort raisonnable, de juger, que sans. le mal
moral -il n'y aurait. point de mal- phy31que des créatures raisonnables”
Letter to Bourguet. 5 Aug. 1715 ). Often it has an incidence which
we regard as anything but just. To this the Thebdicée gives a two-
fold answer. It points us to .a future life as holding the promlse
~of "some 'ad justément of this balance. In the words of 8t. Paul ’
‘"the  sufferings of t has praef bt gre not worthy to be compared with

~ the glory that shall be revealed". Also, after the manner of the
seed dv1ng in the ground, they can be made to bear splrltual

~.fruit and so increase our happiness. On the other hand,nothing

is more greatly exaggerated than the dpparent unhannlnesa in the

- world. It is false that ordinarily there is more unhepplness than
happiness in ‘life. ("1l est tres faux qutordinairement il y a

plus de malheur que de bonheur dans la vie " Fodemann p.l1l1l23.)
"Reflexions sur les grand hommes qui sont mort en plaisantant')
Leibniz never seems to weary of making this point. igain, Leibniz
points out that physical good is not merely bleasure It consists
in some middle state, such as that of health. ("Je suis d'opinion ,
qu' 11 con81ste encor dans un état moyen, tel que celuy de la sante"”
Thdodicde.. Par. 214. T.vi. n.2686.) With this 1nterpretat10n of

"le bien physicque® meny of the nmisconceptions of Reyle and others
fall to the ground. lioreover it is quite contrary to the natural
state of mn to expect that he should ever enjoy & "perfect™
hanpiness, eltner here or hereafter. ("Car coriie un zoindre de sl
est une esnece de hien, de éme un moindre bien est une espéce de
nal? 7. Far.8.) T ' :

Vet physical evils do abound. Leibniz would have us
interpret their significance in the light of his great major
premise- the essentlal goodness of fGod. We ought to hold that
physical evils heve a meaning and thut part of this meaning at
least is to prepare us for a greater happiness. (" lton doit tenir
pour certain que ces souffrapces nous préparent un plus grand
bonheur" Théodicee. Par. 241. 3.vi.p.261. )} The reason why we
should reconcile ourselves to_&eath is not the unhéppiness of this
life but the greater happiness of another.("La raison, qui nous
peut rendre la mort agr able,~ n'est pas le malheur de cette vie,
mais le »nlus grund bonheur d'une wzutre". Bodemann p. 112.).4de
see that in this way the physical sufferln's of mankind are "Jans
l*ordre™ of the universe. They are part of the unity of the universe
and as such they must be Jjudged. Just as in motheratics me sometimes
find what 1s apperently an irrational surd resddvesits irrationality
on further penetration and become clear and distinct, So with
the pain-and suffering of the world. They are the 1nev1table result
of the working out of the seneral laws of the universe. ind %o
interpret this we must remember that all individual events, without
exception, are the consequences of natural laws, ("dans'mes
- principes tous les evehemens 1nd1v1auels . sans exception; sont
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des suites des volontes generals" Theodicee. Par. 242. G. vi.p.262.)
- In all this Leibniz is impressed by the way in which the regular-
_nhature of an irregular series or line can be expressed in a law

or in an equation. In this way "nous fait jouir; pour ainsi- dire,

de la veue des idees de Dieu" (G. vi.p.262.) The sentence of S.

Bernard expresses his meaning well "Ordinatissimum. est, minus

interdum ordinate fieri aliquid®. '

S We must remehber the complete harmony between the

. world of Nature and the world of Grace. So that we can say that,
while the laws of the universe are inviolable, we must hold for -
certain that there is no crime which will not receive its punishment -
in proportion to its wrongdoing present or future. ("les lois de
l'univers sont inviolebles, et il faut tenir pour ggseure qu'il ‘
nBy a point de crime qui ne recevra son chastiment a proportion
des maux qu'il a faits, ou qu'on doit juger qu'il pourroit faire”
("Discours sufr la Génerositd" a.F.de Careil. p. 172. above.)
For we must not think "that it is enough for the world as a whole.
to be perfect, although it may be that the human race is wretched,
and that there is in the universe no regard for justice amdl no
care for us, as is the opinionh of some whose judgement regarding
the totality of things is not quite just? On the TUltimate
ORigination of Things. Latta p. 348.) This 1is greatly extended
when we are told by Leibniz thot indestructibility is not to be
confounded with immortality. Immortality is survival of personality.
In other words it is that survival of moral identy which makes
punishment and reward possible. (3). .Jhat profit would there be
in becoming of a sudden ¥ing of Chine and at the sam€ time forgetting
what manner of man one had been (4).

From all this it is plain that God does not will
physical evil "d‘fune manieére absolue™. JWhen it is not a punishment
merited by wrongdoinz or as a means of preventing great evils or-
the obtaining greater good:z, it serves for amenddmdnt and example.
0ften,too,it serves for the greater appreciation of good and it
can contribute to a greater perfection of soul. (5) lioreover the
duration of physical evils (and indeed of moral evils) is. so short
in the light of eternity that they cannot hinder God from passing
as beneficlent and a lover of virtue. ,("Les maux physiques et
mo;ﬁux du genre humain sont d‘'une durée si courte en comparaison de
l'eternité} gu'ils ne peuvent pas empecher que 'Dieu ne passe pour
brenfaisant et pour ami de la vertu® p. 173.E.F.de Careil. Origene).

(3)° Moral Evil.

vIf plagues or earthquakes break nof Heav'n's design,
Why. then a Borgia, or a Catiline?®" ' : ‘

The. conclusion of Leibniz is not unlike this argument of Pope,
though the former, of course, recognises that we cannot always
"gccount for moral as for nat'ral things". For Leibniz the crux of
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moral evil is the delegatedjfreedom of mankind. This is so
important a subject that it requires. a chapter on its own. (c,x.)

voral evil has its place in the oroanlc unlty of the.
universe. To eliminate the possibility of evil is to change
entlrely the whole worla The universe, we have seen, is like an
ocean,’'all of a péBce, the least movement extends its éffect far

‘and w1de° At times Lelbnlz carries this view of the essential

harmony of the universe to dangerous lengths and jeopardises his
ethical theism. (cf. "La perfectlon consiste dans l'harmonie, et
souvent il faut reculer pour mei mieux sauter; il faug au531
con31derer que le mal nt est pas mal absolument c'est -a- -dire %
Dieu et & 1tunivers,mais 3 celuy gul le fgit".p go Remarques
critiques de. Lelbnlz sur le dictionnaire de anle A.F.de Careil.
above.) Yet he is far from endorsing the famous"pecca fortlter"
of Luther. : ‘

The argument ab effectu is vital in dealing with
moral evil. Since God created the world such as it is, it must Dbe
better with 811 its sin and ‘unheppiness than the other possible
worlds. e cannot show this in detail and we must rely wmpon the
essential goodness -of God. (6} .

But it is important to see that 30d does not will this
moral evil directly. Iior is it willed merely as a neans to good
or to hinder other evils. It is permitted only in so far as it
is regarded "comme une suite certaine d‘'un devoir indispenszble™(7)
Yet in a sense F0d co-operates with it. 30 we can soy, as we have
seen before in C. vii. "Dleu concourt moralement ay mal moral,
< "est Y dire aw pé@hé sans etre auteur du eeche, et mé€me sans en
Btre complice™ Theodicde Par. 107. G.vi. D

It 1s in this light we mmust regard moral evil. In
an important inédit Leibniz says "The pr1n01ple of evil is not a
substance, it is a possibility of things, it is that possibility
which declares that smong all the possible systerms that one,
which involves evil, is the best." ("La principe du mal n' est pas
une substance, c' est la p0551b111te des choseg, c'est cette possibilite
cul porte que narmy tous les systemes possibles celuy qui enveloppe
le mal est le meilleur" p. 184-5. Remarques critiques de Leibniz
sur le dictionnaire de anle. A.F.de Careil. =above.)

- The values God has in view in making the world,to
be estimated in the light of His essential .goodness, make 1t
morally impossible for Fim not to give a reluctant permission to
evil. For to take away uncondltlonellj the evil of the world is to
take away the good as well. Iloral evil ig a hypothetical :
1nev1tab111ty to "the best of ©ll possible worlds™ and God qpuld
not have acted morally otherwise. than He has done. The sovernign
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=Ooodness of Fod mdde it that Hls anteceaent w1ll repelled all.
‘ev11 and moral evil more tharn any - other. It was only admitted for
superior and. 1nv1n01ble rea sons &na its bﬂd elfect palliated by
'bcorreCulvea,‘(B) : o : ' ' e
o There -is nothing a CCLdentdl iH man's sinning. It was ‘
clearly foreseen by God- when He created man. It is the: pracnloal
-working out of the metaphysical 1mpeffect10n of creaturliness.. (9)
'But God, by Fis supereminent power, draws from this permitted
fslnnlng great benefits. ("Dleu par sa uuremlnente pu1ssance tire.
de la nerm1531on des’ peohés des béens plus grands". Theodjoee Par.
11. G. v1, p. 199.) Yet Bod can never will moral evil as such. Ee
permlts it as an hjpotnetlcal necess1ty for the realisation of the
best. ‘ - :

. Just as there is nothlnv accidental in man's 31nn1nd,a.o
there - is nothing uncertain about the créative decree of God. Ko
‘one would condone-the action of a Queen who, to prevent an
-expected rebellion in the stote, committed or permitted a crime.’
. But with God»nothing is doubtful or adventurous. It-is in this
sense that tod permits evil. 7od must choose the. best or deny
Himself. Fe must choose the best even thoush moral evil is
somehow essentislly involved in 1t° (104 Z0d, then, permits moral
evil only as a sine qua non and even £¢ such it can never be the
object of Fis antecedent will. The consequent will of 7Zod, which
hes sin for its ObJer, is only permissive. ("il ne veut oue
permettre le mal moral & titre du sine qun non ou de nécessite
byhotqd%loue _qui le lie avec le meilleur. C'est pourgquoy la
volonte conseouente de Dieuw qui o le oéche nour obgect ntest gque
permissive" Theodicée. Par. 25. 3.vi. n,ll7 ) It must be so,too0,
“in the nature of things for evil is pmvative and not sxbstaﬂtatlve°
Bonum ex causa integra, malum ex quollbct defectu.

Zreat help is <civen to the elucidation of the nlace
of evil in %the universe of Leibniz by remembsrinz that it 1is
connected with his views on the laws of movement."For the correct
understanding of Leibniz's doctrine of metavrhysical, physical and
moral evil, we must take into consideration that this whole theory
hangs together in connection with his laws of movement. For
general developd¢ment eand in order that the world.in all its
constitutent parts, according to its destiny, should be the best-
&s 1% is the best before God who with one zlance sees all- '
antagonlsm_must be present. antagonism from which alone movement
on physical as on: sn1r1t¢al and moral plane can arise and continue
from the beginning of the world to the last conclusion of the.
realisation of the Divine plan. But from this it follows- that.

ovdy Jjudgpment about evil is never right neither in connectlon
with physical or with morzal evil, as our knowledge of the
developdment as of- physical and of the moral order of things is f

too insufficient and limited.' (*Die Theologie des Lelbnlz“.rlcger ,272.)
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Je have seen that "minds® are given a great place‘in
.the universe., Resenbling most. closely, as they do, their 3Supreme

. Luthor, "they are related to Him, not (like other things() as

machines to their constructor, but as citizens to their prince; they
are to last as long as the universe itself, 2nd in a manner they
express and,COncentrate the whole in themselves, so that it may |

be said that minds are —Thole parts (partes totales)"™ (On:the
Ultimate Origination of Things.np.349. ILatta.) This being the case
they afford us a-key to the 1nterpretat10n of the reason behind

the universe. If human conduct is action undertaken sub ratione boni,
the semeé nust be pre- emlnently true of the Divine initiative in
creatlng ‘the world.

‘ The world is crested by fod beceuse of 1ts value. loreover
this value is not merely the aggregate value of its parts but the
value of the dynamic and organic whole. Here synthesis and intuition
are better guides than mere intellectual anaysis. llere intellectual
analysis is the csuse of the problem of evil looming so .large in

_the eyes of many e.g. Bayle. ¥hen.we separate things bound together,
parts from the whole, the human race from the universe, the attributes
of God the one from the other, His power f{rom [is Wlsdom it is
possible to say that God could meke virtuve exist in the world

without any mixture of vice cné even that Fe could do it easily.

at since Fe has pernmitted vice, it is necessary to believe that

the order of the universe, found nreferable to every other plan,
demanded it. (11) It is along these lines that even morcl evil

finds its complete justification.

The rationel soul is the microcosm of the MACrocoOSsh.
It is not merely a mirror of the universe of crested things but it
is also and imperfect image of the Deity. *The (human) mind has
not only a perception of the works of Zod, but is even capable of
producing something like them-on 2 small scmle" "our soul is
architectonic in its voluntary activities..it initates in its own
sphere, and in the little world in which it is allowed to &ct, what
Aod performs in the greut world™ (cf. L8homme y est donc conme un
petit Dieu dans son propre monde, ou liicrocosme, qu'il gouverne %
se mode™, Théodicée ‘Par, 147,Gavi,pol97°)‘ ‘ . :

r"he nedonistic interpretetion of human conduct gives a
further lucidity to this analogy between the microcosm and the
macrocosm. "Felicity is to persons what perfection is o things"
"Discourse on letaphysics™ "Car la féilclte est aux personnes ce
que la perfection est aux estres" G.iv.p.462. ) Pleasureable experience
on action is a proof of the urge.to perfectlon within ourselves.
"Everything pleasant is sought for its own sake and whatever is
sought for its own sake is pleasant™ (Juris et aequi elementa.
Mollat. p.30. quoted Latta.p. 286. footnote). Even disinterelted
love (amor non mercenarius) can be interpreted in this way. For to -
love is to take pleasure in the happiness of another and this person's
happiness becomes identified with our own. If this."tendency to
“perfection” is the key to all human action, it also throws a



108,

strong light on the frequent statement of Leibniz that because God
has chosen this world, it must be preferable to all other worlds.
For if man cannot aeny hlmself this argument applies a fortiori

. -tO God.

If values then,are flnal in the human - sphere they are

' still more so in the Divine. In the last resort they are relevant

to Him in a way they can never be to man. For of 4od we can say,

what we cannot say.of man, that it is impossible for Him to have

acted -better than He has done. ("il faut juger qu'il n'est pas |

“peggls de faire autrement puisqu’il n'est poss1ble de falre nieux."”
Théodicee Par. - 124,G .178.) :

To say that Zod has a "sufficient reason™ for everything.
he does, is not to say that He has any want or imperfection in
Himself. %0d is . absolutely perfect and self-sufficient. God ‘acts
from no other motive than to communicate His goodness. But, unlike
Eing, Leibniz refuses to interpret this as a liberty of Lndlfference.'
The qualities of the objiects, comprised in their ideas, make’ the
reason of His choice. (12).

Further we must not assume that all values are moral
-values, though these must have a predominant place in "the plan of
God" .The human soul has no windows through which to. perceive the
world; it is a living mirror of the universe but it cen only mirror
the universe from a particular point of view. Cnly “od "imself can
have a complete knowledge of all the values of the universe.

The reasons for God's choice of this actuel universe
cannot be traced to a single rvle that we are able to concelve .8,
"Jans le bon ou dans le mauvails naturel des hommes® (fheodlcee Par.
103,.G.vi.p.100.} ®lien are chosen and ranged not so much according
to thelr excellence ss according to their fitness they have with
the plan of God™ (..les hommes sont choisis et range’s non pas
suivant leur excellence, que suivant 1la convenance qu'ils ont avec
le plan de Dieu” Théodicée Par. 105. G.vi.r.161.) Je have already
seen that for Leibniz "la perfection de ltunivers” is the dominatht
consideration with God and that man has an importance within this
ideal. The difficulties in this view need no repetition here. Virtue
is the most noble quality of created things-but it is not the only
good quality of creatures. There are an infinity of other gualities
which draw the choice of God. If virtue alone was consideedd or
reasonable creatures alone were considered there would be less
good. There is a satletj in the multlpllcatlon of the same thing

endlessly (13)

But the infinite "perfection” of God is a safeguard
that the. interests of man -can never ultimately be worsted in the
universe. "The wme universe will not be sufficiently perfect unless
the interests of individuals are attended to, while the universal
harmony is preserved" ("On the "Tltimate Origination of Things™ p.
348, latta.) ' ’ o -




God, then, for Leibniz is the connecting link between "the best

.of all possible worlds" in-idea and the existing universe. The
Deity is the guarantor of the dominance in the universe of the
‘heighest values, When we come to consider the relation of the values
of this and all other worlds of value to God we raise questions to-

- which. Lelbnlz attempts to prov1de an adequate answer s

, ' \ We have already seen that, accordlng to Leibniz, values -
“are absolute to God. Unlike Descartes he will not hold that "to say
that these truths are independent of God is to speak-of God as a
uuplter or a Saturn and to subgect Jim to Styx and the Fates" (Letter
to Pdre llersenne-Cousin. Vol vi. 109 )

A good 1llustratlon of the mplnlon of Leibniz on this
p01nt comes to hand in some remarks he makes in his Juris et aequi
elemnenta,(see Nollat. p. 24. Luoted by latta.p. 283. footnote).
"Justice consists in a certain congruity and proportion, the just
may have meaning, although there mey neither be any one who practises
Justice nor any one towards whom it 1s practised, just as the ratios
of numbers are twmue, although there may be neither any one who ‘
numbers nor anything which is numbered, and it may be predicted of
& house that it will be beautiful, of a machine that it will be
effective, of a commonwealth thzat it will be happy, if it .comes into
existence, although it may never come into existence®. The same rust
hold true also of the whole infinite gamut of possible worlds
envisaced by od.

For Leibniz there is no such thing as & "bare"possibility.
Since possibilities as such have ¢ definite relation to & ilecessary
Existent it is clear that this can never be the case. 4as C.D. Broad
(in his "Ixamination of lic Taggart's Philosophy. Vol.l.p.55) states
the theory of Leibniz:- (1) There is one Existent whose existence
is a necessary consequence of its nature. (ii) The beinz of =11
possibilities, whether actuelised or not, depends on the nature
and existence of the Hecessarily Zxistent. (iii). INot all possibilities
are realised. (iv). The actualisation of those possibilities which
are actualised depends on the volition of the Mecessarily IExistent™

- According to McTaggart possibility as such must have
elther an epistemic or an ontological meaning. If this is so then
"it is not the case, as is sometimes supposed, that what is actually
existent is surrounded by a sort of framework of possibilities of
existence, which limit what does exist, ond do not deperdd on it",
(Par. 40, "Nature of Existence"), As Broad points out,on this point
there is a fundemental agreement between Leibniz and "¢ Taggart and
"there is plainly nothing in lcTaggart's conclusion which might not
have been cheerfully admitted by Leibniz" (p.55. above.) For
according to Leibniz pos51b111ty has a definite relation to the
ex1stent both in- 1tself and in the mlnd of God.
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. \ Doss.1b111ty for Lelbnlz is- not merely a negatjve‘, ,
something. "Possibles are possible before.all actual decrees of God,

but not without sometlmes supposing the same decrees taken: as pos31ble. oo

For- the pOSolbllltleS of individuals or of - contlngent truths. contain
in their notlon ‘the possibility of their causes, to wit, the fres -
decrees  of God; in Whlch they are different from the DOSulbllltleS\
of bpeCLeS or- eternal truths, ‘which dspend: upon only the understandlnﬁ,j
~of God, without involving his will" G.ii. p:51.° Quoted B. Russell
P.27. above To-think of anytnlng, save eternal truths; sub. ratlone
possibilitatis, is to think of a definite relatlon to thlnms already
existing and to tlme (see G 11.39. (14) e : L

: God's underbtandlng‘”ls the source. of essences and His
Wlll is the origin of existences™ (Théodicde Par. 7. G.vi. P.107.)
] Beycnd this statement Leibniz never goés. Yet-this-does not imply
that God is the author of éssences in so far as they are only
possibilities, though it is true that upon God mist fall the
- responsibility for the existing world. (Lhébdlcee “Par. 335. G.vi.
p.314.). In other words this world is "the best of all possible
,Worlds” because with the. Divine initiative behind the.universe the
- bonum is co-extensive with the faciendum. For .the causal relation
- between the world and its Creator is synthetlc and not necessary
{though causality itself is necessary in all possible worlds).
kioreover it can only be explained in terms of "finality" i.e. by
" regarding the cause as in some way mobtivated sub ratione boni.

In other words behind the world there is a Person. This is
another way of saying that the world is the expression of @ Purpose.
Eut the compossibility implied hy such a purpose inevitably spells
the possibility of evil. "There were an infinity of possible weys
~of creating the world according to the different plans which Zod
might have formed and each possible world depends unon certain
principal plans or designs of God thet are his own; that i1s to say
upon certain primary free Jecrees conceived sub ratlone possibilitatis,
or upon certain. laws of the general order of this nossible universe
with which they =zgree and whose concept they determine. it the same
time they determ;ne the concepts of all individual substances
which ought to enter into this same universe”. (Letter to .rnauld
1686. Open Court Translat.p.l24.) It is in accordance with this that
we find- the creaturly 1mperfectlon of man meking the inevitability
of moral evil in the universe. It is along these llnes that it is
nossible fully to exculpate uod (15) :

' Thus we flnd ourselves back‘at the me jor premise of all
Leibnizian argument, the nature of -God. Without His Understanding

" values and p0551bllltlcs could not exist, yet they do not depend
.on His will. Without Him not only could nothln@ exist but nothing
would be possible. &about everything, else we can. say "c'lest parce\
gue Dieu a falt agir toute sa bonte, que l'exercice de sa toute’
puissance a éte oonforme aux loix &e la sagesse, pour\obpenlr‘le
plus de bien qu'il Stoit UOSblble d'attelndre" (Theodicee. Par. 359.
G.vi.p.328.) : R ,




C.X.

La{liberte(

w NOo part of the philosophy of Ieibniz has been o seowe
streqpusly attacked than his teaching on. the liberty of man and of
“od. Both are specifically considered in detail in the Theodicet,
for a true idea of both is essential to any‘déﬁpuement of the problem -
of evil (as indeed the subtitle of the Thebdicee itself reminds us. )
Lioreover the two ideas of the freedom of ~od and the freedom of man
stand or fall together. Uhet is true of man is true eminenter of %od.
s man is a divinity on a small scale ("little fods, subject to the
Great Sod") (4. ii1.125.), the same principles and arguments which
apply to him apply a fortiori to %od. S

The evident care Leibniz bestowed in rebutting anticipated
criticism helps us to realise not only the intrinsic importance
which he himself attached to his beliefs but &lso their crucial
relevance to his own answer ¥of the problem of evil. These criticisms
began to take voice during thd loter years of his life. In almost
the latest of his wip writings we find him defending himself against
these objactions. (5th.Paper to Clarke (1), This criticism of
Leibniz results larsely from a pre-occunation with his theory of
xnowledse. The lows of contradictiond, sufficient rezson 2nd Tinal
causes are held to distin~uish three »inds of nowledve. "he latter
in particulsar is held to tronswyite the aprarent contineency of the
world into the allered necessity for the working out of the purpose
of *od.

anld ,indeed,if freedow is illusory then the problem of
evil cannot arise, since it must bhe a vox nihili. For there could
be no other conuls for propositions dealing with conduct than "ig®
and "is not", For is there cony help in spezking of = 'metaphysical
freedom®™and reducing both man and Zod to "complete nudities."
(Unedited Letter without address or date. Podemann. Trzng. IZveryman
P. 252.) It is only when ve gave a rational interpretation of human
and Divine freedom glike that we really come¢ to grips with the

i1ssues of the problem of evil,

The question of freedom, then, is of more than speculative
interest,it is crucial to the solution of the problem of evil.
I'oreover, as Leibniz realised perhaps more than most by reason of
the many political and theological -interests of his life, it has a
practical relevancy to the tasks of daily life and the moral
advancement of the human race. 4s we shall see, it was a question
much "in the air" of the 17th.c. S

‘ It 1s exceedingly difficult to regard "fatalism” as

- the last word of Leibniz on the question of freedom. is 4. Foucher
de Parell points out in his book ("iouvelles Lettres et Qpuscles
in€dits de Leibniz® 1857, Introduction p.L.) Leibniz had®am early
stage in his philosophical' career espoused something like "fatalism%




os hig letters to Hobbes reveal. Fe himself tells us "Mirifice
mihi placuerat liber Lutheri De servo arbitrio" (p.xiix.).But after
resding the fragment De Libertate (aboven.l78.) and bearing in mind
the explicit statements elsewherc(lncludln his disavowal of ‘his,
‘1etters to Hobbes )7 it ‘is me$ difficult not to endorse the Judgvhent
of J.A.F. de ﬁarell "Je- ne puls lire ces paroles, si fortes et si
70F601S€S sens nLetonner de la facilite qu'on a dans les expositions
»ge son systeme a lui 1mputer le fatalisme. En verlté s%l retourne
_a son ancienne érreur, aprés une denegation si formel]e,‘il faut
supposer ou bien que Lelbnlz redeviendra fataliste sans le savoir, ce
qui est equ1valent & un non-sens, gquand il stagit d'un tel homme, ou
bien, qu'apres avoir echappe % cette premiere crlse, qui fut si
terrlble il ire de nouveau se jeter dans ces abylmes dont.'il est
heureusement sortl" (p.L. above).

In his teaching on freedom Leibniz is once azain the
apostle of a via media between determinism on the one hand and -
libertinism on the other, and,in comparison with the tenets of both
these schools,there can be no doubt about the life and vitality of
his ideas. "The dead hand”™ of the predestinarian doctrines of the
Reformers paralysed intellectually, where the reactionary Libertinism
.paralysed morally. It is no disvaragement to the powers of Leibniz
as o thinker that the milieu in which he envisagzed the problem and
indeed the sanswer he zave it was in some sense dictited by the
controversial arguments of the times. .3uch is only what we might expect.

In his "Theory of Jood and Lvil® (Vol.i1.p.308-9.; Rashdall
reminds us of three senses in which the word “freedom"™ has »nhilosophic-
al usaze.:- (i) The Zentian sense of "free™ as "rationally devermined”
(2)."300d and bad acts alike may be rezarded as free by all who
recognise -a difference between mechanical causality and the causslity
of a permanent spiritual self. Tn this sense Freedom implies the .
power of self-determination, but does not necessarily involve the
existence of undetermined beginnings in the stream of volitions which
make up a man's inner life" (3) "Freedom may be used to imly a power
of absolutely undeteriiined choice in the self, a power of originating
acts which have absolutgly no connexion with or relation to the
self as it was before the act'" According to Rashdall "Leibniz has
also 2dded much to the confusion by trying to persuade other people,
and perhaps himself, that he was an indeterminist when most of his
arguments only &o to esteblish freedom in the second of the two ‘
senses dlstlngu1shed in the ftext."

It may bé helpful to bear these three meanings of -
freedom in mind and espe01ally (2) and (3).-Freedom in the sense of
(3) as the liberum arbitrium indifferentiae comes in for the special
OuStlgathﬂ of Leibniz. Ife regards it as the fertile matrix of
much loose thinking and the bane of philosophical argument. Whls
false idea of freedom only pleases according to Leibniz, those.
Scholastics who take "the pett of terminology for the grain of realltV”
("la paille des termes pour le grain des choses"). It is like the . :
gift with which the Cartesians and the mystlos endow God, the gift of
. doing 1mp0b51b111tles . (2)
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For Leibniz freedom is self-determination. There is
always a reason which "inclines "the will”. To show that the will
ought t0 be excepted it would be necessary to have a means of -

- determing the limitation of.thés principle a priori. This we can
- mever find; and any foundation which might be adduced for sucha
distinction will always go further than we wish. It, therefore, seems
_to me that we do not need to seek even this exception, and that
free choice is not incompatible with the general principle I have
just established" (Unedited letter without address or date. Bodemann.
Trans.. Everyman. p.-251.) : g . N : : :

: “Bayle, according to Leibniz, had stated the issue on this
question of freedom imperfectly when he said that there were two.
and only two alternatives. Hither the distinct causes of the soul
which concur with it, leave it the power to act or not to act; or
they determine it to act in such a way that it cannot help itself.

Tn his "De Libertate™ (3See K. Foucher de Careil p. Lii.) Leibniz
speaks of being delivered from this last fatalistic view as from a. .
precipice "ab hoc praecipitio me retraxit". The study of Plato

had some influence in this digrection, though Leibniz himself
speaks of the influence of the nathematical idea of infinity as
affording an unexpected light "Tandem nova quaedan atque inexspectata
lux oborta est unde mimime sperabam: ex consideration bus scilicet
mathematicis de natura infinita®.("De libertate” p.179-180 el

de Careil above.) To these two alternetives, Leibniz says, there

is an®&lternative. This is that the determination of the soul does
not come from the concourse of all the distinct causes of thie soul
but other considerations such as the state of the soul igsell, its
inclinations; the impressions of the senses have their effect as well.
The soul is never necessitated, since it involves no contradiction
to think of it acting otherwise. In other words it 1s inclined and
not necessitated. (3) : :

Freedom, then, for Leibniz is neither absence of
restraint nor the liberty of indifference ("la }iberte/est exemt non
seulement de la contrainte, mais encor de la necessitd, guoyqu'elle
ne soit- jamsis gans }a certitude infallib&é, ou sans la désermination
inclinante® Théodicee Par. 280. 3.vi.p.288.) This is true both of
God end of man, the only difference being that men's choice of the
best is often superficial, if indeed,in the case of man,we can always
speak of a choice at all. (4). : .

This freedom is further clarified by psychological
analysis. There are three vartners in the soul's freedom- 1st.

- intelligence which involves a distinct knowledge of the object of
deliberation, 2nd, spontaneity, with which we determine ourselves ,
and 3rd. contingency or tlhe exclusion of logical or metaphysical
necessity. Put the intelligence is the soul of liberty, all the rest
is the body or base. ("L'intelligence est comme l'ame de la liberte,
et le reste est comme le corps et 1la base” Thdodicde. Par. 288.G.vi.
p. 288.) In all freedom we find these three elements. TFor practical
purnoses we may say that “Freedom is Spontaneity & intelligence™
(see Latta. pglés),provided we remember always that we are Jealing
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with "la Contingence™.

© Freedom in Man. .

The lionadic character of the human soul makes 1t :
independent of everything in the universe save God alone. There is
no interaction of any kingd. "bodies act as if (to suppose the
impossible) there were no soul, and souls act as if there were no ~
bodies, ‘and both act as if each influenced the other” (konad. Par. 8l.)
"Rach mi?d,being like a small divinity in its. own sphere.”™ (Monad.
Par. 83.; : Co ' ' :

This Monadic and metaphysical isolation of the human soul |
makes sure its inalienable birth right of freedom. For this reason
Leibniz asserts that his system of Pre-established Harmony is the
grea@ Cu8todian of the independence and liberty of man (cf. "Jamais
systeme n'a mis nostre éléﬁationkdans une plus zrande evidence'
System Houveau. G.iv.p.485.) Though all Ilonads "have no windows,
through which anything could come in or Zo out" (lwonad. Par. 7.)

‘and consequently "the natural changes of the lionads come from an internal-
principle, since an external cause can have no influence upon their

‘inner bveing" (Lionad. Par.ii.), and though to this extent all Lionads

have freedom of a kind, yet it is only in man and a fortiori in God

that we see this freedom raised to its hizghest power. The lowest

freedom is eppetition (lonad. TPar.l5.) and the highest the self-
determination of %od. In the c&se of man &s an intelligent and free ,
gubstance "appetition' becomes "un Impire sur ses actions®™ (Theodicée
Par.290.&.vi.n 289.)

The human will, as we have seen, has as its "soul®
intelligence. In this respect Descartes was mistaken in giving the
primacy to the "will" in evil. But "la Laison™ between judgément
and will is not so necessary as is sometimes thouzht. In the second
place the judg#ment of the humen intelligence has its limitations. (5) -
30 evil rears her hydraheaded body in the world. Je find ourselves
e.g. often willing a temporary good instead of willing what would
really please us if the gyes,of our understeanding were open. (cf.

"lJous ne voulons § la vérite que ce qui nous plait:mais par malheur

ce qui nous plait a présent, est souvent un vray mal, qui nous /
déblairoit, sl nous avions les yeux de lfentendement ouverts. Theodicee
Par. 289. G.vi.p. 289.) Though freedom is thus limited in these two
ways, 1t is not megated. It is primarily an achievement and not a
possession. ‘ _

The freedom of the human will is thus often "un cordon de
soye" for man to hang himself. (Par.l2l.G.vi.p.l74.) It is only
right that we should ask what justification there can be for such a
gift. Ve have already seen something of the general reply of Leibniz
to this question. Briefly the answer is-thiat such freedom is an
inevitable part of creaturliness (Par. 120.). To take away freedom is
to destroy rational creatures. loreover God cannot preoccupy Himself
with the concerns of man alone. o V ‘
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. ‘The true use of the human understanding is the natural
means for the good use of man's freedom. Unfortunately man has not -
always got the good will for such a use of his understanding and is
‘often unwilling to strive after those indirect ways in which such
a good will can be cultivated. When we ask &ed why God has not
created man with such "une bonne volonté" Leibniz makes his usual
~reply that it is not necessary and it is not "faisable" that
reasonable creatues should have a perfection which brings’ them near
© Divinity. (6) - ' : . |

‘  If the effort to act in accordance with judsement makes
the essence of will, as Leibniz says, ("L’effort/d'ag;r ap;és le.

jugement fait % mon avis l'essence de la volonte. Theodicee. Par.31ll.
G. vi.p. 301.), it also,in the case of man,mekes for its morally
unsatisfactory quality. Unlike the clear and distinct perception of
a truth which contains within itself an affirmation of that truth,

in the case of the will there is a long Jjourney. from the spirit to
the heart. ("il y a un si grand trajet de l'esprit au coeur). During
this process many delays, changes of direction and thwartings may
occur. The understanding, for the greater part, can only proceed by
deaf thoughts, little capable of influence. ("Sur tout lorsque
ltentendement ne~procéae en bonge partie que par des pensees sourdes,
peu capable de toucher” Théodicée. Par. 311. F.vi.p.301.) :

accordinzly, apart from the limitations of man's
understanding, we must also recognise that the perception of a gzood v
does not always lead to its enactment in morally good conduct. If e.sg.
geometry opnposed itself to our own nresent interests and nassions as
morality does, then we should dispute and transgress against it in
spite of all the demonstrations of kuclid and archimedes. These we
should regard-dreams and full of paralogisms. (7) It is only in so
far as man can overcome his passions that he begins to have freedom.
In this sense as the Stoics taught only the wise man is free. For
- he alone can act with deliberation. (8) ‘

In this way Leibniz zives his explanation of the evil
resulting from man's freedom. Not only the limitation of the under-
standing of man but also the lack of "resolutions efficaees™ explain
his failure to 4#€ better than he is. Lecordingly we must strive to
make it a rule always to follow the dictates of reason as the only
sure and certain guide. (9) Only in this way is it possible to gain
the mastery over one's passions and make virtue second nature. e
- must continually ask the question "dic cur hic, respice finem" (N.E.
Bk. ii.c.21.).The free will of man goes naturally to the good and
it does evil beca#sc evil is often hidden under and masked by the
apparent good. ("ce mal est cache sous le bien, et comme masque’ )

We see the result of this distortion by the passions in the well
known words of Ovid:- : ) '
Video meliors probogue, Y y
Deteriora seguor. - . . . (Bee Theodicee Par. 154. ‘
o F.vi.p.201. N, E.Bk.ii.c.21.
‘G, v.p. 171.) -
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, Thus Leibniz tries to explaln how evil results from the
nature of man's freedom. It is all capable of explanation. For
though tke man is never in a sfate of nerfect equilibrium,there 'is
no arbltrarlness about his actions. If he is not determined
"necessa1re¢ent", he is determined "certainement™. (Par. 371.
Thebdicee). It is quite another matter, hovever, whether man himself
~can give an account of the reasons for his- conducto,ﬂs we have seen
it is not merely a question of the reasons of his understdndlng but
how those reasons appeal to him at the time, the mood or whim of

~his soul. and this mood or whim of the soul is the .result of past acts

of choice and the selective. nature of his attentlon to the world
around him. It is an 1mperfeetlon in our liberty thet we can choose
evil instead of good, a zreater evil instead of a less. It is guite
otherwise with od who has perfect knowledge of the good and 1is
1mmed1ately determined by 1t (10)

Lhe queution must now bhe faced how for there is scope
for freedom in the Leibnizian vniverse. In particular can human
freedom co-exist with predictability? The answer of Ieibniz is that
the doectrine of the pre-established harmony rckes no difference to

the fact of freedom. The rational soul in its 1de 1 nature has all the

rezasons for its determinations within itself. "y this it is determined
from all eternity to act freely vhen it reaches existence. (11) In
other words there can be no coaflict between foreknowledze -and
freedom. The fact of knowledze in advance cannot alter the nature of

e fufture event and the same is true of "le wot tout-puissant de
Fiat®., ("ainsi ce, gui est contingent et libre, ae dle demeure pas

poins sous les dderets e Dieu, '¢ue sous la ﬁfeVlslon“ ;heodlcee

Par. 5a°w,v1,nolglu,

It is to be aoted that the position of Lelbnlz is that
there is predictebility in detail. Te is not content to say that the
total possibilities in szeneral are fixed. If there was fixity of the
total pOSSlbllltlLs of the world in zeneral, then .as Jard points out
contingencies WiThi these —ossibilities mizht be open. “ut this
"Pluralist'’s Via [ edia®™ cannot be -~“pplied to Leibniz.

This "Pluralist's Via ledia™ mediates between a couplete
and exhaustive pre-deternination in det~il, like the creation of a
symphony, on the one hand and on the otncr the adventurous contingency
of the actions of creatures to which no prescience on the part of
God can extend. "Is 5od then not the composer it will reasonably
be asked: are we not assuming thot the world is his creation? Or has
he only devised an aAeolion harp and left tre winds of chance to call

the tune, being himself then only an auditon?" (®Realm of Inds" p. 315,
. The answer of Jard is that neither of these extremes is adequate.. "All

is not decre&d: the world is not cre ated like a symphony. again,
all possibilities are not left open: the ilany have not severally
unlimited freedom, that "freedom of indifference' which is

indistinguishable from chance. %od's creatures are creators, the

"plurallst maintains: their nature is partly his doing, partly their

own: he assigns the talents, they use or misuse them. ot everythln*
that is possible is possible to any, yet some initiative is open

)




to every one: ‘none are left with no talent at all° lhe total

possibilities, then, however .far back we go, are flxed ~but within
these, oontlngen01es, however f r forvard we “o, are’ open“ (p. 315
above,)- o , : LT

: ' With Lelbnlz however it is hard to ‘see hoW any -
pos31b111tles are oren in this Jardlan sense. The pre- -e¢stablished
‘harmony leaves pothing to chance as indeed its very name implies.
So. far from doing any. prejudice to 11berty, notiing accordlnm to.
Leibniz is more favourable to it. : ; , o

For .according to Leibniz 1t is not enouzh to rely on the

Cartesian contention of the intuition of freedom as a proof of its

reality. For one thinz eif self-consciousness 1s not co-extensive
with life. oreover we cannot say, as they did, that we know by

reason that there is a Providence znd we know by experience that we

have freedom while no attempt is msde to reconcile thcse two truths

(12) 7ot so can we cut the riordlan knot. (Thdodicée Far. P9u.; :

The souvul, then, according to Leibniz is "une espece'
dtavtomate snlrltuel” Tut it is important to bear in mind his
distinction between "metaphysical"” and "moral" determin:tion. The
future is certain but not metarhysically necessary. "either the.
future, all certzin ws it is, nor the infallible foresiht of Tod,
nor thb preugterrlngulan of cunses no¥ the decrees of “5d mu“trﬂ7
this contingency and liberty. (13)

Tvervthine in this much Jdesnrised arsurment of leitniz

depends uwpon one's starting moint. If we stress the thelsn of Yeitniz,

such an arcument cs the cbove seems %o be perfectly in line with the
retanhysical attributes of the Deity-Criniscience and Ornirotence.

Tt 'is the old crux of the ¥any =nd the Cne. There 1s war in tbe
leibnizion hesven between ﬂbd gnd the 'onads. To stari from th
Wonads in the "l'onadolosy™ e€.%. can ve made 1oz 1ekllvﬁiead to a
different conclusion fromn the arrumens of the ”heoulcéé Tnere ve
start from Tod. This difference of emnbasis is exéctly what our /
exemination reveals. Ovinz to the continued nezlect of the heodicee
gs a serious writine of leibniz, many nhllosonkerb heve been dontent
conveniently to recosnise LelbﬂlV the plufallst and forzet ILeibniz
the theist. . ‘ ‘ ‘ :

‘ I'oreover it is a mistake to rew“rd this problem as
reculiarly Leibnizian. The relation of t“e Deity to the i'onads is
the old crux of the relation between Cmniscience and Treedon Urit
"monadologicelly® (so to say). It is 1 theolog 1cal dlfflCdlty
Jebated in/pbilosohhical terms..

: There are some denouements of this pro¥lem which
Lelbnlz micht have adovpted but refused. Je have seen bow he refused
to accent the Cartesian sttitude towards the problem. Cther avenues
of escape were closed to hir by virtue of his suppositlions. In
particular the 3uprelapsarian and the fnfralaﬂ arian teachings are
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ruled out of court. The flrst is rightly Culled tﬂe rore lo~1cal
form of predestinetion (ward. pe31C. ) This was Calvin's "decretum
quidem horrible; fateor” (instit.iii.28. 7.) Mon is predestired to
salvatlon or- Qamnatlon in eternity end before any Fall. 4s & result
of God's infratemporal decree man 1s conderned or otherwise "supra"
any leapse. The infreolapsarian view, however, was the more
predominznt in the time of" Lelbnlz° TBy—it—Lod—haviang -for reasons
of—hidden ”::chce,‘ww3 sthers. LEy. 1t'was held the view ‘that zod,
having resolved for reasons of hiddocn justice to permit the sin of

~.udam, chooses in ¥is pity to save some hy'an act of grace and to

ﬁunloh others by the demnation they deserve.  (14) These znd other
similar theoriés are easily disposed of, accordins to.leibniz,
by remembering -that they are concerned w1t the temporal order of

"things. Jhereas the decrees of 7od are simultaneous ) not only in

respect of time which everyone agrees butb also 1n signo rétionis
or in the order of nature. -

The non- tennoral character of the Divine foresight (if
one may so spealk) safes uards the Sovereisgnity of the Divine ¥eing

" more than it elucldetes the complex problem of human freedom., It

makes theevolution of the universe- apvear somethine in the nature

of the rehearsal of an already comnosed symphony. This is apparently
the definite conclusion of Ieibniz and one which, in his vieu, does
no despite to the cause of freedom but rather zives it an assured
retional foundation. '

The grave difficulties, if not inconsistencies, in the
tre-tment’%%'Leibni7 of the question of freedown =2re farrly obvious.
Iut they lend themselves po very diverse intern sretations. .iccordTto
' Fertrand Russell the :%ics of Leibniz 55”2 wmass of inconsistencies,
due partly to indifference, nartly to a deference for Christian
moralists™. [p.191. The Fhilosophy of Leibniz). Disputatious as this
statement is, it is surely hirdly foir to continue to speak of his
"discreditable subterfuzes® (».197. above.) It is impossible to
come to any conclusion of the insincerity of Leibniz. Tor ever he
conceived himself to be = defender of the Christian feith. .Lnd his
idea pf 7od, the ultimate major premise of his argument, is as much
a vital nart of his philosonhy as any other tenet. *is preoccupation
with the problem of freedom is a »proof of this. a4t times the
leibnizian machinery may creak and groan under "the burden of the

‘mystery", but this is no unigque stute of things. Cn the contrary,

it is what we should expect to be the case. The pre- established
harmony e.g.may fail to convince us of its usefulness as a
philosophical theory. But there is hardly any ground for sUpp031nv
that to Leibniz it was anythlné but a new- dnd Splenuld hypothesis
to justify the Ways of God with man.

A more balanced verdlct on thls part,of the phllosoony
of Leibniz and one that does less violence to %8 ipsissima verba,
on which alone we can rely,is that of a recent commentator. -

" "Dans la penséé de Leibniz, l'explication rationnelle de la loi du

devoir ne se separe pas de la foi chretlenne %;1aouelle il €tait
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/.
fermement attache ne du sentlment de la- Loumlsolon due a l'autorlte/
" divine, I&ideal qu il propose a la volonté de-1l'homme, comme sg fin
supr@me n'a-t-il pas sa pleine re@lisation en Dleu en qui reéldent
souverainement tout bilen et toute perfection?......... .intelligence
~nette, v1goureuse et largement compreheanve, Leibniz, il faut -
le reconnaltre fut un eérlvaln manifestement m01ns des1reux ae .

plaire et de séaulre, que de convaincre. Absorbe” par des’ travaux ‘
'qui lui lalssalent peu de loisirs, il 'ne dlsnosalt .pas toujours du
temps necessalre pour les parfaire dans une redqctlon pleinement
adequate a sa’ pensée, Aussl est-il parfois difficile & suivre, A .
travers. les. developpeménts un peu touffus d'une oeuvre Drodlgleueement
vaste et diverse” (?reface n.vi. "La I'orale de Lelbnlz" L.Le
Chevalller° Pgris. 1933.

Freedom in Sod.

The correspondenoe between Leibniz (nd arnauld 1s, as
7, Wildon Carr seys ("A Theory of IFonads”. 1922. p. 108.}" cn
illustration of the way the conception of od not only forrmed
the main problem of-tke but limited the horizon of the nhilosophers
of the seventeenth century". irnauld, the theolozical head of the
Sorbonne, singles out the peculiar Leibnizian doctrine of individuality®
a'D shows that i1t makes creation ws taught in the theolozy of Christianity
inconciivable and the whole scheme of redemntion unmeanlng”(poloéa°
above.

Jlowhere 1is this remark more debated than the guestion
of the general freedom of the Divine initiative. We have already
seen that the arguments that apply to the case of man apply a
fortiori to the case of the Deity. l"'an is the mirror of the Divine
creativeness. 4s a rational spirit he is 2 member of the Kingdom of
Grace and subject to its laws. Thus the relation of ~od to man '
is the relation of a Prince to his subjects or a father to his
children. "Minds or rational souis are like little gods, made in
the image of God and having within them some ray of the Divine
enlishtenment® For this reason 70d governs minds as a prince governs
his subjects, end indeedsas a father looks after his children; while
on the other hand, Fe deals with other ¥ebstances as an engineer
works with his machines. Thus minds have sep special laws which put
ther above the revolutions of me&tter through the very order which God
hzs put in then; and it may be said that everything else is made only
- for them. The revolutions of matter being arranged for the felicity
of the gbod and the punishment of the wicked. (New System Par.5.
Latta. p. 304.) Because minds are not only living images of the
universe of <ad created things bu€dalso imsges of the Deity or
Luthor of nature Himself, capable of knowing the system of the
universe, and to some extent of imitating it through architectonic
ensamples échantlllons) each mind being like as small lelnltJ.ln
its own’sphere" (Lionad . Par. 83.latta p. 266. ), because of this-
unique fellowship and similarity the freedom of %od must be s1mply

the freedom of man writ. large
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In his discussion of the freedom of God Lelbnlz seems to
»have most in. view the Socinian’ idea of the Deltv. This teaching
popularised in the 17th. century the 12th. century doctrine of Duns
Scot¥s on the Drimacy of - the Jill among the Divine Attributes. The
ill, acoordlng to the Socinian idea of God, was an arbitrium 1mper1um
and thls coupled with Omnipotence meant than God did not require to
exercise any foresight and still less any detailed nrovidence of. the
fu;ure ("la prescience des contingens futurs, et 1a providence gui
,reole et :gouverne les .choses en detail™). 5th. Paper to Clarke. G.vii.
-39C.) The sole difference on the Socinian view between the freedom
of God and the freedom .of man 1s that the Deity has an absolutum
Dominium, while man has not. The Racovian catechism gives a clear
statement of this teaching:- "God's dominion comprises a right and
supreme authority to determine wh=atsos ever e may choose {ahd Fe
cannot choose what 1s in its own nature evil and unjust) in respect
to us and to all otHer things and also in respect to those matters
which noother authority cun reach" (Por.3. Zng. 2dit. 1652.)

, This idea of freedom in “od had & great influence upon
the 17th. century and it is &ifficult to see the proints Leibniz makes
unless we remember that it is always in the backg round of his thinking.
It was a tenet that troubled the whole mind of tne century. God was
not only cbove butj,also beyond,all doctrinal statements of “is
relations with man and the universe. Dextersa Domini fecit virtutem.

Tf Teibniz was onnosed to this doctrine of Bociniuinisnm,
he wes egnally opposed to the lecessitarienism of 3pinoza and IZobbes
not to mention others. 3od for Leibniz, as we have so often seen
already, can never be a synonym for an irpersonal and ruthless
Mecessity. "Continzency” in the world is a fact. For this reason there
are only ‘consécutions”™ and not "connexions necessaires” in the
world of nature. (Letter to Bourguet. 1716, G.iii.»n.419.) Lven the
lews of motion alone are a sufficient refutation of this teaching
Tor they theriselves are a proof of a wise and free Zeinz against the
system of absolute znd brute nécessity of 3traton or of 3pinoza.
("ces belles loix sont une prueve I1.e rvglllu se d'un ©tre intelligent
et libre, contre le systemo de 1= necessité absolue et brute de
Straton ou de 3pinoza® Theoalcee Par. 345. T.vi.p.519.) They have
no zeometrical necessity®, 'since they originate from the will of God,

- rezulated by wisdom®. , '

o ‘So far we have considered two alternatives in re egard to
the Divine V/ill:- (1) The Socinien idea of the Divine 7ill &s "quelque
chose d'arbitraire absolument™ .(2) The Eobbist and 3pinozistic idea
of "une nécessite’ brute et -geometrigue’ (Th&odicéde Par. 371.G.vi.pn.
336, ) whether in the case of Hobbes this is reduced to matter and
‘the laws of mathematics or. in the case of Spinoza "une nuilssance
aveugle. de- laquelle tout &mane nécessairement™ (above). The third
alterna@;ve( 3) 1s "ine né%esulté’moral" dependent upon fipgal causes.
("une ne€cessite morale, gqui vient du choix libre de la sagesse par
‘ranbort aux causes finales™ Theodicee. Par. 349. Goviop.521o)

on mature con81deratlon we rust reallse says lLeibniz,
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that (3) is the only solutlon. A liberty of indifference is
impossible. . It cannot be found anywhere, not even in God. For God. is
“détermirned by himself to do always the best° And creatures are always
determined by internal or external reasons (Libertas indifferentiae
est impossiblis. Adeo ut ne in Deum quidem ‘cadat, nam determinatus
ille ad optimum efflclendum et creatura semper eX rationis -
externlsque ‘determinatur Inltla et ope01mena Scientia novae ueneralls
Y. G.,vii.p.109. Short Paver on Liberty See Russell p. 193-4.

Further the second alternative is equally ruled out by a 31m11ar
‘argument . For. God, being the freest and most perfect substance, is
also the most completely determined by himself alone. (%Deus cum

sit perfectissimus adeogue liberrimus, determinatur ex se solo" above.
- G.vil.p.109.) Accordingly we are left only with our third alternative
as a means of doing justice to the nature of the Divine freedom.

‘ The confusion of these differing conceptions of the working
of the Divine Will is in .the opinion of Leibniz the most common
way of darkening counsel. It is a mistake to regard (1) and (2) as
covering the whole ground. "Une heurevuse necessite™ is alone worthy
of -the Divine Perfectnono %od is inclined and not necessitated in
the crude sense. ‘

The "freedom™ of the Socinian idga of the Deity in
particular as-"demonte chaque jour par les &vehemens, vivant au jour
la journde” (G.vi.n.331l.)—is unworthy not only of the Divine Being
but also of the abllltj and spirit of the writers of this group.

(* Kals ltidee qu ils ont de Dieu, est indigne de l'auteur: des choses,
et répond peu ™ 1l'habilete et ™\ 1'espr1t que les Zerivains de ce
parti font souvent ndr01tre en quelgues discussions oartlculleres"
Théodicde. Par. 3647 H.vi.p.330-1.) To suppose that the effect

cannot be seen in ‘the Causes—ce qui est une grande absurdite (above).

For Leibniz the Wor]d is the special field of the Divine
freedomn and the world may be defined as the sum¢ total of existing
things (foute la sulte et toute la collection de toutes les choses
existantes" Theoddicée Par.8. F.Vi.n.107). Jith this definition in
mind, it is clear,as Leibniz says, that all times and places could
be £illed in an infinite number of ways and that an infinite number
of worlds are possible. But 50d has chosen tThe best among all these
possibilities. loreover if there were not a best among all these-
pos31ble worlds God would not have produced any. ("on peut Adire de
vmeme e matlere de parfaite sagesse, quil n'est pas moins re plée que

les lathehatiques, gue s'il n'y ev01t pas le meilleur (optimum) parmy
‘tous les mondes possibles, Dieu n'en auroit prodult aucun® (%bove)

Vet a mere mathematlcal max1mum,or minimum in itself Wlll
produce nothing. It is only when we realise that this supreme
,v1sdom,g301ned to a goodness which is not less infinite than 1tself,
could not fail to-chose the best ("cette supreme sagesse, jointe X
une bonte qui n'est pas moins infinie qu'elle, n'a pu manguer de
choisir le meilleur") that we reach the soul, as it were, of the
Divine initiative. This is to be found in His goodness. As Lelbnigz
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says everyone ought to agree thé phrase is noteworthy- that God is
perfectly good and just, that His.goodness made him contribute the
least that is possible to render men blameworthy and the most that

is possible to that which can save them.("Tout le monde doit convenir.
que Dieu est parfaitement bon et juste, -que sa bont& le. fait » :
contribuer le moins gqu'il est possible a ce . qul peut .rendre- les -
hommes™ coupebles, et le plus qu'il est possible ¥ ce qui sert. & les-
‘sauver .Théodic€e. Par.85. G.vi.p.148.). ~ ‘ SR

, Tt is clear that for Leibniz liberty can be #efined as
a nodern writer. has defined it-"liberty 1is control of the parts by
the whole which they constitue"(liens Creatrix. WeTemple. p.218.) It
is along these lines that we can explain the imperfect personality
.of man ond the perfect personality of Fod. - o :

In expounding this view of the Divine freedom Leibniz
meets several criticisms which readily sugrest themselves. These
answers we have already seen in part.. = . C

‘ The most cormmon objection to this argument of Ieibniz to-day
is that formulsted by Ravle. Zayle's criticism is that to supnose .
the Divine choice to be resulated by the optirum of the Divine wisdom
is the virtumal ahandomient of there beinz any choice at all. It is
to recard the soodness and the power of nod as shut up within
narrow confines. fque 1l bvonte et que lo puissance de Dieu sont
renferndes dons aes bornds esses ¢troites” Theddicde. Par. 237.0.vi.
p. 253.) The reply of Teibniz is thst the power of Zod extends ad
maximum, 2d omnia®™ so fur as it implies no contradiction and no
limit can be ziven to goodness since it ~oes £d optimum. (7"l'on ne
donne point de bornes 2 la puissance de Dieu, puisgu'’on reconnoit
qu'elle s'etend ad raximm,. ad omniz, ¥ tdut ce _qgui n‘imp;ique
aucune contradtction: et l'on n'en donne noint 2 so bonte,, puisqu'elle
va cu meilleur, =4 optixunm” Thdodicde., Par. 227. *.vi.n. 283.)

Tt is Cod's zoodness vhich leads =e& to create in order
to communicate something of Fimself and this saue goodness united
with wisdom leads Him to create the best. This is 1o necessity since
wvhot is not chosen is not impossible. To say that one cannot do a
thinz, solely because one does not uish it is to abuse terme. The
wise man wishes the zood slone but he is not therefore a sluve.
Servitude comes from without, it impels us to thit which displeases
and above ‘all to that which displeases with reason. The force of
another and our p-ssions render us slaves. "od ig never moved by

Canything outside Mimself, he 1s not subject to. passions &nd never

swayed. to that which displeases him. (15)

S0 'far from this overflow of the Divine nature being

 destructive of freelom, it i3 rezlly its self-expression. .Jithout

it 7%od would be other than he 1s und would contradict himself.
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(“ce pr/entsndu fatum,,qul Obllﬁe meme la Divinite, n'est autre
chose que la propre. nature de Dien \son propre. ontenmcment, qui
lournlt %@s revle°*H ‘S sagesse et & sa bonte, ctest une he ey.se .
‘necessite, sans lacuvelle i1l ne seroit nv bon ny sage® heodlcee Par°
191. 4. vi. n. 2un,y Formerly T‘rsxylgev agreed with Malebranche on '
this- question of Zod and "la reOle du mellleur", uut Lrhnauld?t
criticism of I'alebranche on thls point, together with Fayle! s
penchant for doubting, which aze seem{dto hcve 1ncre sed led him to
”1ter his opinion on this matter, {("son nench\nt d douter, qui stest
auomeng ?n luy avec- 1t8ge, a contrlbu@, "Tbeodlcee. Par. 203, G.

0.2 8 . . . r .

- 3o far ”aln from.”eternal Lruths" 11m1t1nﬂ the freedon
of }od, while they do not depend upon the mind of %od for their truth
- they do fepend upon it for their existence. They make up Tod's :
understandln“ »nd he cannot but act in accordance with his nature.
(see Theodlcéé Par. 189.%.vi.n.229. ) These "eternal truths"'would
not subsistg, if there was not a2 Divine T'nderstanding, where they
found: themselves realised, s0 o spea'".

~ ‘ In answer t0 the criticism oE Arnauld on the Lelbn1z1an
doctrine of individuality as makinz inconceivable the.whole ,
Christicn .teaching on creation, Leibniz replies that such a view is
inevitable. .iny other omninion Woulu be tantarount to destroyin; the
whole idea of 7ed altogether. .is Leibniz says if .rnauld hos the
leisure to ponder well whit he azreed cbout the concepnt of 2n
individusal substance, he will £ind th 't the rest of his internretation
~of "od and the Un1vcrse hu»t follow fvor this nremise. ("s1i vous
nouvids avoir le 10lSley revolr un jour.ce gue nous =vions enfin
establi touchant 1o “otion d'une substance individuelle, vous
trouvgyles peutestre oqulen me donnant ces coruencemens, on est
obliege dens 12 swite de m'accorder toub le reste’ Leibniz to Arnauld.
Sept. 1687. G.1ii.n.127.) In an earlier letter arnculd hed said that
he had been much struck with the Leibnizian princinle that in
every provnosition the concept of the attributes is comprised in some
wey in that of the subject. ("J' ay sur tout estd frqhﬁé/de cette
raison, ogue Jins toute.pronosition affirmetive verita ble necgessaire
ou continzente, universelle ou singulie e, la notion de l’attribut
est compr rise en. quelque fagon dans celle Ju sujet: prdaedicatum inest
subjecto”™. Sept. 1686.3. i%. n.64.) Accordinc to Leibniz the
difficulty of arnauld is that he fails to appreciate thut the
application of the principle "praedicetum inest subjecto™ involves
no other connection. between subject and predicate than what is
involved in.the most contingent of propositions. .And that these
reasons of contingnet truths bring about results without necessitation.
Sub ratiopne generalitatis it may. not- be certain that I will make
a journey but a complete concebt of myself would reveal that I

should do so° (16)




Accordlngly we must not seek for zad a freedom of
undecidedness. There is a continuity in all Fis acts of Will as well
as a universal scope. "Therefore to. reason rightly we must think of

- God as having a certain more'benoral and moré coriprehepnsive ‘intention -

which has regard to the whole order of the universe because the
universe is a whole which God sees throush and through with a -
~single ‘glance. This more general intention embraces virtually the
other intentions touching what transpires in this universe. and
~among these is also that of creating a particular Adam who is
related to the line of his posterity which God has already chosen
as such and we may even say that these particular intentions differ
from the general intention only in a single respect, thot is to .say,
as the situation of a city regarded froma particular point of view
has .its particular geometrical plan”. (Letter to Count . Von
Yessen-Rheinfels. April 12. 1688. Open Court Trans. ». 79.)
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The Solution of Leibniz. . e
The Problem of Interpretation.

‘As ‘we have 2lready noticed in the Introduction the value
we place on the answer of Leibniz to the problem of evil must o
depend on the precise interpretation of his philosophy we adopt. In
particular it must depend on how far we regerd his ethical theism as
an integral part of his thouszht as well as its consistencéy or
otherwise with his monadological outlook. We have already seen some-
thing of the difficulty of envisaging the philosophy of Leibniz as a
whole as well as the ever present temptation to simplify the complex
by way of a bold and ruthless unilateral interpretation#)In
assessing the answer of Leibniz to the problem of evil we ourselves
nave encountered the same inevitable difficulty thyoueh from a
different "point de consideTation®. ~ ‘

_ Je may conveniently group the main,schools of Leibniziun
“interpretation under two heeds. First there is the logico-mathematical
interpretetion, associated specially in our time with the nsmes of
secretan, Couturat, RPertrand Fussell 2and Cassirer (in his "Leibniz's
SJystem in seinen wissenschaftlichen CGrundalgen. Farbur~, 1902.) to
mention only a few names. Dr. F.C.3. 3chiller perhaps describes best
the ultimate attitude of thisz school of interpretation when he says
"lLeibniz, who hud every gualification for philosonhic greatness excent
courage, had narked hrnkerings after pluralism. At his magic touch
atomism blossomed into monadism, and monadism has ever since remained
the only philosophically respectable form of pluralisrn. Fut Leibniz
himself had not the couraze to enter the promised land, znd to dispel
the bogies whichwere supposed to haunt it. By profession a courtier
2nd by temperament a concilistor, who if he had happened to be born a
Parsee would doubtless have devoted his life to the reconciliation
of Oriuzd and Ahriam, he only erected a monument which faced both
ways. "is monadology is still the great landmark on the road to
plurelisii, but the true pluralist must resolutely pass beyond it and
disrecard the palimpsest inscriptions graven upon it, which would only
conduct him back to the monism fror: which he seeks to escape. The
infinity of 7~od and the world, the absolute determination of every
event, the infinite number of monzads and their dependence on a central.
unity in whose magic mirror they discern the worlkings of the world, sre
incompatible with a pluralist reading of the monadology, &nd more than
enough to demolish the very conception of the monad®™ ("ilind"™ 19Q9.
T.3,V0l 9.p.109-11C. ‘Review of "la 1fouvelle Monedolgie™ Ch. Renouvier)
‘It is elear that for this school of interpretationgthe preoccupation
of Leibniz with "the problem of evil™ is a virtual irrelevancy in



125.

~his thousght and has no claim to be considerel as an 1nteﬂral part

of "leibnizianisme essentiel®™. For evil can be dismissed by saying _
with Spinoza "By realltv, and perfeotlon T understand the ‘same “thing"
(wussell D.201. ) , : .

e ‘ ‘The second school of 1nterpretatlon is the tradltlonal
-one., It is chiefly associated with theé nomes of Zeller (Geschichte
der deutschen Philosophie seit Lelbnlz,,“unchen 1875, ;5Funo ’
Fischer (Geshichte der neuren PhllOoODhle Heidelberg 1908), and
‘Zmile FBoutroux (in his well knorn.lntroduction to the “Longdologie®
Paris 1881. and "louveauz Essais"™ Paris 1886.) iccording to the .
teaching of this school of interpretation there can be no unilateral
_interpretation of Leibniz but we must regard the metaphysical and
theologicesal 'aspects of the thougkt of Leibniz as comnlementary

: Some writers of this. school followyt Boutroux in
reﬁardlng the metaphysic of Leibniz as the inevitable Worklng out

- of the views of Lelbnlz on dynamic e.2. M. Gueroult. in his

"Dynamique et hetanhys1oue Lelbnlzlennes", Paris 1924. "La
dyn=mique serait la source des conceptions nouvelles de la substance
et de l'harmonie preetablie™ p.3.C0f. also S.uilhaud "Leibniz et
les Lois du mouvernient® wouv. Ztudes. 1911 2 and 4. Rivaud a review in
"Revue de L€t. et de Lorale. 1914.Y Others like Jean Baruzi in his
two well known rorks (Vieibniz et l'orzanisation relizieuse de la
terre”, Paris 1907 and "Leibniz®, Paris 1909) find the lovical
doctrine of Leibnizian substance to ensitrine a truthVessentiellenent
mystigue®” ., Laruzi sums up his view of the system of Leibniz as
»"Recherche rationnelle d‘une realite mystigue® (r.131. "Leibniz®;.
put without mekinsg the extravazant claims of Raruzl, we can follow
two important comrentators Te have consulted in supprorting our own
contention for the essential unity of the thou~ht of lLeibniz both
theological and philosophical viz:- Dr A. Pichler in his exheystive
two volume work "Die Theologsie des Leibniz®, lLunchen, 188% and
the important hlstorlcal nonograph of Dr uosebr IW”nlcil "Leibniz et
les démonstrations mathehe tigues ¢e l'existence de Dieu®, Strasboursg.
1933. The latter work proves conclusively and with rmch hlstorical
detail the essential theistic leanings of the thouzht of Leibniz and.
at the sume time does Jjustice by that rationalistic temper he
imbibed, according to Tischer and‘Kabitz, from his teacher TJeigel. &4

Iwanicki's argument gives important -historical
vindication for that interpretation of ILeibniz we have advocated
-in these pages, In partlcular he reveals the vital nature of the

theological preoccupations of Leibniz. All this indeed is already
- .eppzrent from the evidence of the early writings of Leibniz we

:haVe already in part adduced. The project of the Societas
Theophilorum (mooted from 1668 onwards) and the frlendshlh : ,
correspondence and collaboration with TheOﬁnlle Spizel (guthor'of the
Serutinium Atheismi 1683), to mention only one name out of many, :
confirm whet any historica 1 cengquiry into the writings of Leibniz must
reveal. As Iweanicki remarks the idea that metaphysics was anything
else than natural theologzy never left Leibniz. "metaphvsicam esse ac
vocari scientiam- ﬂuayﬂk%V”' "Notae ad Dan. Stahlium.1868. quoted
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- by Iwanicki p 102 Lelbnlz s constant 1dea of phllooopny is well
expressed in the Baconian maxim he placed at the head of his Confessio
naturae (1668) "philosophia obiter llbata a Deo ade01t et penitus
»hausta redu01t at eundum" : ‘ '

‘ Further hlstorlcal v1ndlcat10n foz the essentlgl _
continuity of the thOUﬂht of lLeibniz is to be found in the book

L "Der junge Le1bn12“(l909) by Willy Kabitz,. According to this writer
the essence of Leibniz can be dlstllled into five propositions .
which Leibniz constantly affirmed. (L) So far as these propositions
. imply a theistic Weltanschauung they support our contentions. As

we have ourselves already seen, in adequate detail ‘for our present
purpose, ethical theism and 1ts inevitable accompanlment "the.
problem of evil" were constantly present’ to the thought of Leibniz.

The 1nterpretatlon of Leibniz is such a llVlng issue of
contemporary philosonhy that we st be excused for dwelling upon
. it further, apart from the special reasons of our own. In the case
of Leibniz hlstorlcal enquiry must accompany logical elucidation.
It will not do to follow the tall so ably blazed by Secretan in
"his book already cited and say thet the opinions of Leibniz are
one thing and his philosophy another

Certainly gelbnl nimself was under no 1mpress10n that
his 10flcal and metanhysical principles evacusted of ieanins the
essential tenets of his ethiczl theism. Ca the contrary the opposite
is the cise. For Leibniz is Jjust as anxious to safequard ethics as
theisn. (cf. bans doute, et c'est le fondeuient de la providence et de
toutes nos esuorqnces, ooavoir gutil y a quelque chose de ton et de
juste en elle mélie, et cue Dieu estant la sazesse méue ne manque pas
de choisir le m,eilleur"° Letter to Phillipi. Jen. 1880. F.vi.284.)
Cnly in teleology can we find any finality of explanation "Causae
efficientes pendent a finalious" (L. to Bierling, 1711. *.iii.p.50l.)
and as Leibniz says C2est Sanctifer la philosonhie, que de faire couler
ses rulsseaux de 1la fontalne des attributs de Dleu” G.iii. p.54.
For this reason Leibniz is tireless in pointing out that the
recognition of this truth is of the utmost value in the elucidation
of our 1dea of 3od. Je see this e.g. in the fact that the laws of .
rotion point for explanation to final causes. "And this is one of the
most effective and remarkable proofs of the existence of %od for
those who can z0 deeply into these thinss." (Prince. of Wature and
Grace., Par.ii.p.418. Latta) It is true that particular effects of
nature may be explained by efficient causes but the general principles
- of physics and mechanics require the explanation of a sovereign
intelligence. 30 far from mechanical explanation leading us away
from God, as sone thlnk, rightly considered it leads us, to God.
"mais les principes generaux de la physique et de la mecanique meme
dependent de la conduite d'une intelligence souveraine, et ne
scauraient estre expliques sans la faire entrer en con31derat10n Clest
ainsi qu*til faut recon0111er la pleté/avec la raison®™ Letter of Leibniz
- to Bayle "sur un principe general" G.1ii.p.55.) God is then not only
~the last resson of things but the knowledge of God is also the principle
- of science since His essence and will are. the prinoiples,of exlsting
things. ("C'est Dieu qui est la derniere raison des choses, et la
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connoissance de Dieu n'est pis moins le pr:nc1pe des sciences, que
son essence et sa volonte sont les principes des estres. Above,
G.1ii.54.)
' of R

“He need not g0 the extreme length «G.E. Guhrauer
"G, W.Freiherr von Leibnitz. Pre§ u. 1846,.) or of D. Selver "Der
"Entwicklungsgang der Leibniz' schen lionadenjehre bis 1695, "Leipzig
1885) in suzgesting that the preoccupation of Leibniz’ with the
problems. of speculative theology and in particular with the doctrine
of Transubstantiation lead to the ultimate formulation of his
conception of the monad. It is true that in his letter to Arnauld of
1671 (see G.11i1.p.68.) he mentions the relevance of this movement
of his thought to this very debated issue and especially its
superiority to Cartesiangsm in this respect. (%) There is no doubt
that Leibniz found this implication of the beginning of his new line
of thousht a useful side issue. Put the extreme claim that here we
can trace the oricin of the Leibnizian doctrine of substance can
hardly be substantiated in the light of the other evidence of its
-immemental developement in his thought. Fowever this and other
similar ultra-theological interpretations, 1uy serve a useful purpose
in helping to remind us that Leibniz is a thinker of whomg such &
sugrestions as these could be made. Lotze once made the remzark that
philcosophiczl theory is “n effort to justify "a fundamental view of
things which hivs been cdopted in ezrly life™ and in the case of
Leibniz there is abundent evidence for its truth . In this respect he
is a§bomplete & contrast to Spinozs 2s it is possible to concelve. (4)

It is vital,then, tc remember the continuity of the

theistic views of Leibniz. Ieibniz evinces a life lon~ hostility

to any ateleolozical view of the universe. (#). It was in teleoglocy
where the crucial difficulty for Leibniz lay in the matter of a
religious interpretation of the universe. Por in teleolo:sy Leibniz
svw a spendidz repprochement between science and religidén where most
-of his contemporaries saw an internecine conflict. .here others saw
& crime or a least 2n inpiety, Leibniz saw a vindicetion of Fod.
("Cor de vouloir tout exnliquer Liechaniquement en Physique, ce n'est
pas un cirime ny 1nnlet€ Dieuv ayant tout fait selon les loix de
wathemetique, ¢ ‘est & dlre selon les verites eterpelle qui sont
l'objet de sazesse™ Létter to Philipni. Jany.1l680. *.vi.e.280.)

Iut Leibniz goes much futher than this. For he finds the infinite
harmony of the universe a perpetual source of religious ecstasy. In
this respect we may compare Leibniz with the Coambridge Flatonists
but he differs from them in a most important rerard. Tor while More,
cudworth and Parker looked a2t nature throagh the traditional
spectacles of "substantial forms", Leibniz was in complete ravport
with the modern scientific outlook on nuture. Tr to the timeé of
Leibniz this view of nature was regarded as subversive of religion.
dith Leibniz it was a conviction of’ youtm and one that gretw more
intense vlth the passingz of the years that nething elev&te&uthe soul
more to Pnowle@ge and love of od as the World,of nature. This is
a recurrent'tbeme of Leibniz to be found in-his early and his later
writings. "Deo pulchrior hymnus cani non potest, quam si quod naturae
niraculum patefiat® (lLlcop.iii. 315. Juoted "Die Leibniz'seche ’
Teligionsphilosophie in ihrer zeschichtlichen Stellune. @ 3. Toffmenn




1z28.

. 1903.p.44.) See also Letter to Conrlng. 1678. G.i:p. 185 ) As we have
already seen Leibniz regarded the study of natural science as )
propaedeutic to religion. For these reasons we may weal regard -
Leibniz as the father of the "God in Nature™ movement of the German
Enlightenment "Er wurde dadurch zum Vater einer die ganze deutsche
Aufklarung beherrschenden Ueberzeugung 'Gott in der Natur' das
wurde der religidse Lieblingsgedanke der Wolff und Reimarus, der
Brockes und Gellert, und das tonte fort in ungezdhlten Abhandlungen,
~ Gedichten,. Pred1gten Briefen und- Taoebuchern des 18. Jahrhunderts".
“(p.46. . above., ) . :

‘ This reading of the 1nfluence of Le1bn1z goes %o support
that theistic interpretation of Leibniz we have tried to vindicate.
It is the only interpretation which unites the youthful and the
older Leibniz and which as a consequence does less violence to his
writings. We need not seek the source of these theistic views of Leibniz,.
It is enough to recognlse them and to see how they polarise his :
thought.

We- see this especially in the case of his formulation of
the doctrine of created substance (1686.). So far from this involving
the jettisoning of his previous main convictions, on the contrary the
idea of monadic substance seemed above everything else for Leibniz
the new organon by which all his previous conv1ctlon§[about the
universe and God should have that expression whichjcommend them to the
world at large and philosophers in particular. We see something of
this transition in the main philosophical conception of Leibniz-the
pre-established harmony. (5)

In trying to see the philosophy of Leibniz with some sense
of perspective we must stress the comparative tardiness of this
monadological reading of the universe. e.g. The idea of the pre-
established harmony of the universe(though not the phrase) can be
traced accordlng to M. Gueroult as far back as 1672. ("L'harmonie
preé%ablle tait dega plus qu'en germe en effet des 1672, u tel point
qu'Hannequin & pu voir dans la liaison €tablie entre la- phys1que :
nouvel e et la sagesse de Dieu la survivance illogigue déyn rapport
'pér1me etabli par 1l'Hypothesis nova"p.l77 Dynamique et Métaphysique
ILeibniziennes. 1934.) We have already seen in more detail how
formidable is this pre-monadological Leibniz. Once we recover the
historical perspective of the developgment of his thought we are able
to discount a great deal of that unilateral interpretation of Leibniz
so-ably but so unconvincingly elaborated by the adherents of the
loglco-matnematlcal school ,

' : By acceptlng thls h1stor10al 1nterpretat1on of Leibniz we
,free him from the accusation of speculatlve legerdemaln in the
reconciliation of his philosophy with revealed religion.-his "~ ,
Logodicée to use the word of Cassirer. This difficulty is well expressed
- by Professor A.E. Taylor in the article "Theism" of the Encyclopaedia

of ‘Religion and Ethics. "Unless one is prepared, as the present

writer after long study is not, to agcuse lLeibniz of insincerity, o
it seems impossible not to recognise here a funddmental inconsistency
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between his personal religlous conv1ct10ns, and the logical
requirements of his metaphysical system. If all true propositions are
1dent1t1es{_phlloeophy must be atheistic" (p. 273. Art. "Pheism™).

, The answer to this difficulty is twofold. On the one
hand we must realise that Leibniz is not a radical thinker like
. ‘Spinoza. He is thinker more after the ‘manner of Origen in that he is
greatly -concerned to vindicate certain foundational and abiding
‘convictions about the universe and its Creator. The source of these
ethical ideas and intuitions need not concern us here. It is enough
.to recognise their potercy in the constant develop¢ment of his
thought. On the other hand we must avoid an over- 31mp11flcat10n 1n
regarding the subject-predicate identity view as the sole origin of
the Leibnizian doctrine of "created substance™. Questions of
dynamic and other considerations enter into it%. I

This interpretation of Leibniz we advocate here has the
"singular merit not only of dohng justice by his published works,
including the only work published during his life time, Theodlcéé,
“but also answers those other problems in Leibniz quite unresolvable
on any other p hypothesis. Unfortunately it reveals something of
the complication of the#f answer of Leibniz to the question of evil.

Overmuch emphasis has been laid upon the logical
foundation of the monadism of Leibniz. The doctrine of "created
substance" is more the culmination of convergent lines of thought than
the product of an insistence upon the purely logical doctrine of the-
sub ject-predicate identity. It is hardly relevant here %o attempt
to unwind the several strands that went to make up the rope of this
Leibnizian doctrine of "created substance". Especially as this has
been done in an important paper of the Aristotelian Society already
referred to, ("Some Problems on the Philosophy of Leibniz" by L.J.
Russell 1922-3.) where the writer sums up his opinion:- " in my
view it is inconceivable that the pure logical doctrine of itself
suggested the monadology. It is much more likely that with all the
separate problems in his thoughts, his own statement is literally
accurate, 'I was conducted insensibly to a view which surprised me'".
(Quotat. from Systeme Nouveau. G.iv.p.477.) In his earlier logical
essays, as 1is pointed out, Leibniz had not attained to the full
fledged axiomatic truth for all propositions-"vera propositionis
semper praedicatum inest subjecto"- but had confined its truth to
categorical affirmative universal propositions. So we can hardly
regard this principle as having that basic metaphysical priority
. so often alleged. It does however supply a logical basis for -
"created substance” once that doctrine is concelved '

: ~ Again, even if we grqnt the logical origin of the .
Leibnizian "created substance®, this interpretation breaks ‘down
internally through lack of connectlon between this rationalism and the
_spiritual nature of the monad. As has been well said "When his
rationalism comes short active spirit is made to fill thé gaps.....
"His rationalism affords the basal argument for his monadism, but
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the monad being further 1nterpreted as splrlt his rationalism is
in the resulting system greatly modified to sult this deeper and

- more adequate conception of the nature of the individual" (p.168,169.
"Studies in Carteésianism" N.Smith) Thus logical explanation gives
-way to explanatlon sub -ratione boni. ie. desire plus perception. -
If there are a priori reasons then,as Smith says,they are such as
incline without necessitating. "But just as Leibniz fails to explain -
‘how the obscurity and confusion in the perception of monads should
transform the discrete harmony of the universe into the continuous
form of space, so he fails to connect in any . real way the laws¢ of -
motion (which must in the end be regarded as the phenomenal
manifestation of the inner striving of the monads) with the choice
of the good.' (p.l71. above.) This internal breaking down between

the logical atomism and the spiritual monad might suggest a

further argument aga1nst the suggestion of the one by the other.

, In any case,for Leibniz the new idea of "created
substance" was a philosophical godsend. By means of it he hoped to
clear up some unexpected difficulties in his views and especially the
twin difficulties of explaining the dependence of mind-substances
for their existence on God and at the same time of vindicating the
'self-dtermining nature of their evolution. Not only did it do this
but it also gave a more precise and satisfactory explanation of the
early conviction of Leibniz about the pre-established harmoniec
character of the universe. The claims of the Many and the One were
fully met. Though the world was so interpenetrated by the mutual
relation of substance with substance in accordance with the Divine
power and goodness, yet these same substances, so far from
having a mere modal existence as parts of the Divine Being, were
" created substances evolving in their own right.

Thus the doctrine of the monad helped to give prectgsion
and intellectual support to the pre-conceived ideas of Leibniz about
the nature of the universe and its Creator. In partlcular it helped
to vindicate that teleological view of the universe and the ethical
theism which was its basis. For only on this foundation could be
built the optimism which asserted that this is "the best of all
possible worlds".

There can be no question that the optimism of Leibniz
rests on his doctrine of God. It is true that a thinker like
McTaggart states that optimism as a philosophic creed does not
stand or fall by the affirmation or denial of theism. "My position
is merely that the belief in God will not justify optimism, unless it
is supported by other metaphysical conclusions (which, as far as our
"investigation goes, may or may not be true), and that there are
metaphysical ‘¢onclusions (which, as far as present 1nvest1gat10n
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goes, may or may not be- tawe) which would justify optimism Wlthout
a belief in God" (p.269-270. "Some Dogmas of ‘Religion") The
difficulty of accepting a thesis like this is not in accepting the
‘sense in which it is obviously true but to combat the suggestio
falsi' it contains. When we use the terms theism and God our "™universe
of disecourse" is almost 1nvar1ab1y the orthodoxy of historical
‘Chrlstlanlty. In this case the omnlpotence of love is necessarily
involved in any reference to belief in God. So it is, as we have .
abundantly seen, in the case of Leibniz. It is quite possible to
‘conceive a monadological universe sans Dieu which might be as
. "optimistic" as say the systéms of Fichte, Bradley or Hegel(to use
McTaggart's 1llustrations) But such a monadological universe would
emphatlcally not be "the best of all posslble Worlds"

. God for Lelbnlz is the ens per se and as such the ground
of all possibility,"radix possibilitatis™, and actuality. Like
Aquinas Leibniz Would say "Deus est actualitas totuis possibilitatis®.
It is for this reason that we can relate the universe directly to
God and say "dans un treés bon. sens que tout est un miracle perpetuel"”
(Letter to Harsoeter.l171l. G.iii.p.518.) Upon this foundation of God
Leibniz built in his pre-monadological days and it is his credo to
the last, not the "natura naturans" of Splnoza but the "ultima ratio
extramundana rerum" (G.vii.303).

The,Theodicé% is a writing with which every commentator
of Leibniz must reckon. It is a writing of maturity (1710), even
though it does embody some of -his earlier and pre-monadological views.
If lLeibniz wished to modify any of his theistic views as a result
of his doectrine of created substance, twenty four years was long
enough to think of such modifications. A logical victory might be
facilitated by explaining away this long and rather exhaustive
treatise but for the conscientious interpreter of Leibniz this would
be a triumph at too great a cost. For there are special considerations
which make it impossible to mete this treatment to the only work of a
great philosopher published in his life time. Moreover the tables
can easily be turned by an effective "Tu quoque". A strong case
might be rigged for regarding the monadological views of Leibniz as
an intellectual jeu d'esprit away from the safe shelter of his '
pre-monadological convictions and as such of merely quasi-transitory -
and quasi-tentatiwve s1gn1flcance. For the important fact is surely
that the interpretative views of Leibniz about the universe have
never varied. As a tour de force the significance of the philosophy
of Leibniz might be written in such ag way that the monadological
universe might fall more or less into the .background. We are far.
from saying that this would be an adequate view of the philosophy
of Leibniz. But it would be at least nearly as adequate as the
interpretation of Leibniz which regards his theism as a virtual
irrelevancy. Such arguments, however, merely expose the Worthlessness

-of the hlgn handed ‘and arbitrary method of 1nterpretat10n ~

‘ It is no grave accusatlon agalnst a phllosopher that he

has more than one idea in his mind and certainly a philosopher of the
awe inspiring emience of a Leibniz. If our deliberéte view is that -
the new wine of his speculatlon burst the old w1ne Sklns, we must




still ask what -was the view of Leibniz hlmself When one realises
the focal and determinant nature of theism in the thought of Lelbnlz
it is not easy to give a reply which violates so -much of his. '
ipissima verba as well one which contradicts the concilatory nature
of his spirit. The machlnery of the pre-established monads may not‘
- provide as smogth working or as. satiffabe satlsfactory a
vindication ofitenets of his ethical theism as Leibniz thought. But
leibniz is not the only one in the history of philosophy who has
similarly entangled himself. wWhether Leibniz might ever have modified
him monadological views it is idle to conjecture. One thing, however
we do know (and here a grain of fact is worth a bushel of arbitrary
special pleading and forced 1nterpretatlon) and that is the tenacity
with which Leibniz held ‘to his early views of God and his relation
to the universe. These were never substantially altered and when
the influence of Leibniz on subsequent thinkers is computed it is
these views which have been not the least influential. And, of course,
it is these views which most of all decide the answer of Leibnlz to
the problem of evil. :
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The Classical Tradition.

It will be apparent from the last chapyer that our
interpretation of Leibniz does not permit us to give a quick and
facile elucidation of his answer to the problem of evil. In the case
of a Leibniz this might perhaps be considered prima facie_evidence
of its probable truthfulness than otherwise. It would have been
much simplér to follow the well trodden path of a unilateral
interpretation and to dismiss all else as irrelevant. But our .
contention all along has beéenthat we must read Leibniz as he 1is and
not what we think he ought to be. The difficulty of our task has,
therefore, increasing rather than dlmlnlshed

‘ For these reasons it is not easy to "place™ the answer of
Leibniz to the problem of evil. There are sof many stands of thought
interwoven with the warp and woof of his argument. In the previous
chapters we have given some account of these in so far as they are
pertinent to our present discussion. Where these resemblances and
reminiscenes have not been specially mentioned, it is because they
were so obvious. E.G.the special debt of Leibniz to Stoic philosophy
either directly or through Scholastic philosephy must be -evident.
Such indeed must almost necessarily be the case. For the Stoic creed
explored all there was to explore in giving a basis for the
contention "all partial evil is universal good". And Leibniz was the
last person to hesitate to put on the panoply of Stoic philosophy
where it was likely to prove helpful. But, then, all theodicean
argument as well as the Th€odic€e of Leibniz is under a similar debt
to Stoicism not only for its answer to the problem of evil but for
the very formulation of the problem itself. It is not therefore
supprising to find in Leibniz something of the Stoic vision of a
universe sub specie aeternitatis. (See next Chapter).

"The essential triangularity of the: ‘problem of evil is
the classical formulation of the problem in the histTy of philosophy,
at least from the time of Plato onwards. It asks with Boethius Si-
Deus bonus est, unde malum and Boethius-like it regards it as one of
the consolations of philosophy to supply an answer. The points of the
triangle are (1) the Supreme Beneficence of God, (2) His Divine
Omnipotence and (3) the a posteriori existence of evil. The
formulation of the problem and =% the answer of Leibniz fall within

~this tradition.

: Lelban, as we have p01nted out many times already, had
. no hesitation in the categorical affirmation of the Supreme Goodness
-of God. Nor Will he allow this "Goodness™ to be- 1nterpreted solely
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in a metaphysical manner. He will have no truck with the naturallsm
of Spinoza or with the supreme expression of naturalism in ancient "
phllosophy, Epicureanism. Still less is there any supra-moral
~sphere in the Le1bniz1an heaven or any llberum arbitrium 1nd1fferent1ae
,in the Deity. '

Agaln Lelbnlz av01ds the obv1ous solution of the cruder
forms of dualism. With Leibniz the problem of evil is envisaged as a
whole. There is no breaking of the problem of evil ¥ into parts.
There is no question of a "struggling deity". For pace NMc Taggart
we must regard the fact of evil as the particular crux of a theisny.
But with "a finite deity"™ we can never reach any finality in the
-formulation of the problem much less of its solution. For behind
"the struggling deity" we must seek for some other veiled "Pres1dent
of the immortals" whom we can indict for all the evil of the
universe including "the finite deity" with his unequal struggle, bab
God for Leibniz is clothed not only with the moral but also with
the metaphysical attrib tes of theological orthodoxy. His consistency
in this direction leads,&s’' we have seen yto make havoc of the
orthodox doctrine of the "Fall of Man".

fzﬁt as we have seen in our early chapters, Leibniz's
dichotomy o iil and Understanding of the Deity does suggest
something which savours of a dualism. Some statements of it are
embarrassing e.g. "The ultimate origin of evil must not be sought

in the Divine Will, but in the original imperfection of creatures,
which is contained ideally in the eternal truths cersisting
consiituting the internal object of the divine intellect, so that
evil could not be excluded from the best possible system of things"
(G.iii.p.33. B. Russell.p.296.).

A modern theologian has contended indeed that some
such limitation .of God, as is implied in the above argument, must
necessarily be the c