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Heraclitus 

No doubt it is a mistake to s1;eak of xenopha. es as a 

monotheist 01' 88 i.c.onotheistical. But if a l)Olytheist, 

he Cffl'.'tai11ly rras free froi.r. the i:c.ytholoeical absurdities 

of hi fl tir:R. This is nlearly in1.ic ted by his l;olAr.i~ 

agai1st the popular relieion . • There is in the con-

ccption of xeno9hanes t11e gern: of the idea tllat 1od 

and thouc;ht are identical . But from the very nature 

of the a.at a, it is ir::lpossi ble to say just ho,., 

~ar tlis is so . On the contrari/, Siri~licius states t 1at 

XAnophanes identified God with the heavAns . ** 

\'i th Heraclitus 7e have a ty-)ical exru .ple of ho , 

inse:par~bly bound up thP-olo,:-y '''3.'1 ·.-:ith cosz:.oloey . The 

interpretation of the one deJ nd upon the interp~etation 

of the other . r·e read about an everlastinc; fire, :oart 

kindlirg, part c;oir[". out.**~ f'tc . 
·as tllis fire R i::. terial 

reali t~r, o,.. 1 as it sirr~ply 
syrr.bolical of the cha•1ging 

~orld about us? Tl1e 3'!'a~r.:ent s be110. ,e clearer, if 

the latter inter1Jretation is a-p. lied . Heracli tno cl.id not 

ro back to the. Ionian s and build uDon heir crude 

conceptions . His position as distinctively miqii.e nd 

ori"'inal. He is not conceTned rit n•11at sort of matt r 

•.rill best account for chanee out rat he,.. it.. the chance 

i tpelf . He c lls attentio11 tu the orderly arra1 ge .. ent i .. 

the uni veroe . Everyt11inc; r:.oves in ob dience to a Di vine 

Lav . It is this idea that in fu da.rr.ental L his iheolo Y. 

~ l Fr . 5,6 a.o 7. 
~~ Diels Dox . ARO, R - 11 . 

*:ff-* - -= . 20 . 



Parmeni des 

b 
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The same t errnino logy is used . God is surr.rr.er and mint e , 

clay and night, kindling and goine out of fire. As fire 

is want and i:rntiety,"" so God is satiety and huncer. ** 
Heraoli tus identifies God ."Ti th the uni Vfl!'f-lal o!'der -

i th a lav: that eoverns the whole world of :phi::mo:rriena . 

The position taken by Burnet iA IT~slAadine. He says 

that 11 Heracli tus disagreed vi th Anaxi1.:ancler e.nd 

11Xeno~hanes in ic.fmtifying God •rith primary substance and 

11not Yi th the rrorld . 11 * ' But the sta tAm.ent that A.n::tximander 

found Diety in something else than in prirJa!"'l.r reality, 

thus differine radict lly 117 i th Thales and Anaxir.::enes, is 

untenable. Then to say that Heraclitus found God in 

material rea lity is to miss the point . That '.'1ould be the 

1.ll.i.lesian eode over acain. On the contrary, Heraclitus 

s11eaks of God as v:isdom, ' -" but never as somethinrr li:aterial 

in the Ionian sense . God, he sa~rs, is infini t el~r 

superior to man as man is to the ape . * ' * Stil further 

in his attack upon a:nthro:po~or:phic :polytheism he Pays that 

God may be called .Zeus ' if WP ri 1, but not Zeus in 

the law popular sense . 

·with Parmen1des ... ,e have a conception that is 8.11 

:i.r'iportant . He conoei ved of pure Bein~ as a ontinous o ~e 

( ;{-,r ~ v --y ~ )\fE,,S" ) that is ir..:r1ovable ancl ri thout an 

end . ' ** He defines it as that hioh is not nor .ill be, 

* Fr . , 24 
** Fr . ,36 

*' Earl:r Greek Philosophy, 170 
' ~Fr . , 65. * ' ~Fr . , 96-99. 

***Fr . , 20. ' **Fr., 59-61 . -
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but is no11: - a r>erfect sr>here t 1at :fills all space. It 
' >/ 

may be almost ir.:po~ sible to re der the Bein,.,. /IJ oY 

of Parme1ddes inteL igible . But one t hinrr is ceTtain . 

As Aristotle points out , *it involves or::e thinG ;_ore 

than a mflre r11atArial co!1ception. It !mt a sto1) to t 1e 

Ionian talk about the ori in of or chan~e in things a? d 

callee. attention to the uncha!1['.'Aflble present. '.lhus the 

trend of thought 'las turned i1 t e o:r;:.:.. ositf, c1-irl,.., ion. 

For the first tine the unchangeable :::; o. :_)os d to the 

changeable is en.phasised . It is this r,>o tuli:>+fl - t his 

idea of reality as irru::ovable t:1 t beco !:. s all-iLportar t 

in the Aristotelian theology . 

Transi t ion But the actual transition of Greek phi lo so~) 1ic 
1'\Tith 

Anaxa~oras thought frorr. a matP~ial to a spiritual con~eption 

* 1 Fr . , 6 . 

began with Anaxagoras . He as the first 110 re , ::..~r 

distinguished betueen mind and matter.** ~hie is ve y 

i mportant for theology. All other thinei:::, hf! rayo, 
, 

partakeW of a portion of ever triin~ but -roos , or i r.d , 

is infinite and is naxed .ith no :r.at ff!' ( XP~ µ.tL ) 
, 

but is alone by itself . * ' :3Ut thou~h,, -Yoo S is 

thu s separated from the)\p~ !-'- a- , it none thf' less 

influences i t. Not creati:ne these xr-4 µ_A T 'f it si...:ply 

arra11gAd. tl err. in order J l (;- K rf tr!-<-'7 o--~ , · It !mt 

t he revolutionP of the heavenly bodies in motior.. . Th "' 

did the Di vine Intell.iger.ce brin,.,. a . orld harnon:r out of 

chaos. That the orderly universe as the res1lt of son£ 

*l1eta::physics Bk . 1, Cha-, . 3, sec . 11. ~ . . l-3-12,13 &.14 
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intellj.rent princi1)le '"'as the valuable contribution of 

Anaxagoras . This is clea:rl~r indicatAd by his use of the 

verb r l €:- Ir ; tr µ'71 ~ which now ap1)ea:rs for tlle first 

time in Greek l)hiloRoy>hjr . There is no reason for tal::.ing 

the position that this Y/o s was a stuff, or substance, 

a rc.aterial reality or corporeal eler::ent. * Arietotle 

clA~_rly ir;.plies that the conception of Anaxagoras is not 

to be regarded in thiA sPnse . Referring to th.:i.s 

philosopher he says that he deserves great crPd.i t r.rhei1 
,...... 

he spoke of the -VoV S as :passionless and uru1:ixe~- - thus 

making it an intelligible principle of lllotio· . Only in 

this 11a~r can the imn:ovable be said to move and the un-

rr.ixed have pover . *• 
r--

The ...Yo us , then, is ~mrely an 

efficient cause ' * and is neceP>Parily an i1r.r:a terial, 

incorporeal essence to accou.r~t for tl1c oi:.-ic-in of rr.otion . 

The theology of Plato rr.a!' be SU1f.1r.ed up in "1is 

theor~r of i eas. I.:. tei:'mR of these ever~rthinz finds its 

ex!)l ~mtiun . The ideas are something n:oi:-e thar: i..ere 

abstraction. . They re created by God hir~.self and serve 

as :vatte:rns after which everything in the '10rlc1.. is 

~oclel Pd. But 'l'rhat does this i1;iply? By the ve~y J.a ure 

of the theory Plato is driven to postulat a. et( :~ .. ~1 

pre-existing idea, in order that God hi-rse f, hen 

framing the ur.i verse, nay have soi.ething to look at. Bu.t 

the conceiJtion becomes unintelligible when Plato spea-.s 

of tllis ori~inal pattern as a perfect living bPing 

* rvindlebancl History of' PhilOFlO:Dl1Y'' !) . 40 . 
** Physics, VIII - 5 - 5. 
1 ""iv • • T-,:s-12· 
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con:.prehending vri thin it self all pA::'fect living beings . ,,,., 

Thus we are at once hurried into a dualistic conception. 

The idea o:f God found another id.ea of God somewhere and 

by r:o:·!:E' :!.':"ocess one "'O acted upon the other that a uni-

verse sy1r.n:etrical in proportions and harrr.onious in Love-)-

CPnt was evolved. 

Pre-Gocratic philosophers offered io rational 

theolo~~'. ThA Ionia1fs derived God from material reali t:r. 

Xeno:phanes identified God rri th the heavens. He:racl::. tus 

s rr Divinit!' in the lavrs of nature . All POE'tul~ted. 

various phenorr.ena or changes in or conditions of t:1ose 

!)henon~ena as ex9lanations of the v.rhole ~.70 . 1 o:f l)llen.ot.ena . 

Reality ith them, says Aristotle, was for the .• ost 

part something lT'.a terial. The object r.:ust be brought 

·oeneat11 the senses to be real . But as PX:r.>lanation 

such an account is worthless . Equally useless was the 

atterr.pt to render the universe i1.1.t .11i~ible in terms of 

the Platonic ideas . Truth, Justice, courage, etc . , vil:lat 

are the~r but the Ho1r.eric goa.s 1ma.Pr nP"' ne.rr.es? God and 

not ideas of God raust be the explanation and the only 

explanation of existAnce. Of the Pre-Aristotlian 

conceptions, that of' Anaxa,oras is the ~ost intelligible . 

On the one hand tlle~e is the ~orld, and on the othe!' 
,,....... 

there is God, the i1:.r.::aterial movinrr principle, -rous. 
:sut this is about all ,.,.A can say. 1:11en 11rn raise the 

* 1 Jowett-Tiit:aeus, III - 450. 
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question : - How did God ret over into the orld ~nd ~ lt 

rc.otion into it, or in what sense did the Di vine Thou""ht 

give rise to the revolutions of' the universe and how 

does it happen that these revolutions, wholl:r a!)art from 

"'""" the influence of' the,..,ov S , are ever becoming lareer 

there is no answer . 
fl 

Such a conce::_)tion of ty is al togeth-

er too vai;ue and indef'i1ite for rorking purposes. 

Aristotelian 
Theology. 

Aristotle ta.kes u:p the problem of God and the 

Method. 

world and apr)roaches it from an entirely dif:fArPnt 

point of vielv . ·e are not concerned about thfl beginning 

of' things but with the att eri:pt to rL.akP, our 1c:o··•leclee 

of' the universe intellieible . God must be studied in 
~ 

the epist ~mological not in the ontolorioal n0nse . ve 

shall not begin to build up a theological ..,~rsten, as 

Plato did, and then try and see ho the orld is to be 

understood in terms of that systerr.. Our kno•"."ledrte of 

reality retst first be analysise.d and then 1e shall be 

prepared to formulate our conce1)tio1 s . 

11 Theolor;ical Aristotle be~ins by .aking a three-fold division 
Knowlod~e" 

of knowledge . Wot onl r Hre there the physical ( <fiu u- i A:- .,;) 
, 

and mathematical ( flA-- a l:J -r., f.--<- a -r t. Kn ) but there is 

also the theolozical ( {} & o A o y t K ~ ) kno ledt'!'e. 

In t hi s adjective tJ ~ " ~ o 'Y / k -.,{, hich no appears 

fo:r- the first tin:e in Greek 9hilosophy, we catch the 

rr:od, as ell as n:at e"l"'_ in Aristotelian spirit at once . ~ 

motion, or "170n:ber, bAcomes an obj P.ct of sciA14tific 



) ) 

9. 

inquiry. Indeed God is the necessa!""J postulate or all 

reality. Previous philosophers, says Aristotle, r:iPem 

to have recognized this to some degree, for all regarded 

God as one of the causes ( rw-Y at ,. c. w-./ , and 
> / 

a first principle ( a.. p ')(-rt -re. s ) . ,.. There r.r.u.st, 

Its subject then, be a distinct theological knov:-ledge . Its 
matter. 

The 
Irnrr.ovable 

Anal;.rsis 
of 

Motion 

*11. I-3-12 

subject matter uill be the se~arable and irm:ovable 

reality ( -rt s 
.> , , ' ,. , 

Ol/trLa: Xwf'LtJ-777 ~Al dK'l-Ynro~) 

or Divinity ( ru (} & t:'o -Y ) - the most excellent thing 

. ' I ~ :...1 . in existence ( -,- o -r L- /A- i. lAJ -r a '77 TtAJ -r o -Yr w ,/.,... 
I' 

as OIJ!'.) Osed to that which is movaole ( k L -r o u {'-A--e--." tJ -,/ 

merely and which comes under the senses. The first 

from its very nature is imperishable but the second 

may be either corruptible, as plants and animals, or 

incorruptible, as the heavenl;.r bodies. ' ·~ 

Ariototle then goes into a complete analysis of 

tllis irnn:ovable reality. He diatineuishes between the 

object rr.oved ( ' TD . ) , that by 
...., ~ r--,. 

means of which the object is moved ( / v U> k 1.. 7 f- c. ) 

' .--., 
and that which causes the object to move ( ro k 1...,. bVY *' 
The object moved must neces sarily be r.oved but it does 

not necessarily cause 1r:otion and that by n:eans of l'Thich 

the object is moved must necessarily cause 1 otion and 

also of necessity be an object movea.. But that hich 

causes ir:otion ac: distincmished f'rom that by means of 

,rhich it causes motion Im.1st be the true cause of motion, 
**M.X-7-7 . '*M.XI-1-3. *' 1 Physics VIII-5-5 . 
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(1) Mover 
& moved 

identical 

(2) Mover as a 
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because it at the same time is the cause of its own 
\ ~ 

motion . To use his illustration, the hand ( ro fr~Y~ll-Y) 

moves the stone ( Ti; kt --Y o....; !-<- ~ ""0 7 ) with the 
'\ ~ 

staff ( TIJ w >r-1. -v ~l: ). Here the stone is not 

moved in the sense that thA staff is. Neither is the 

hand, or cause of' motion, moved in the way that the 

stone is. If' I throw a ball I cannot be said to be 

thrown as a ball . If' I teach the stua.ent eeometry, I 

cannot be said to be taught geometry in the sense that 

the student is taught. In all of these examples, 

Aristotle wishes to emphasise that the theory of' motion 

necessarily implies a cause, object and agent. 

Aeainst these distinctions , which seen: so apparent, 

various objections are raised . It may be ureed that the 

cause and the object of motion are practically identical:­

for may not the one or the other r.:ov·e or be moved? But 

what would this lead to? Not being able to speak of' 

the first mover in the strict sense, we should have the 

hopeless task of trying to arrive at definite knowlecige 

through an ever changine and indefinite terminoloey.* 

An objection quite similar to the first is to 

say that a thing moves or is n:ovea., but only as a whole . 

Thie is unintelligible. If' I am ridin~ in the car, do 

I move in the sense that the car noves and does the 

car move in the sense that the current moves? Can the 

:passenger, car and current :!:)Ossibly be taken at one time 

*l Phy . VIII - 5 - 9 . 
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only as the cause or at another time only as the 

object or still again only as the means of rr.otion? 3Y 

the very nature of reality, we must say that a thing as 

a whole (6 AlJ-r' l is not moveo. by the whole ( ~¢/ d Ao v 
but, as exarr.ination will show, by sr,me one of its :parts 

( i]c. ""7r' 'o ...,.. ~ -/ ::> --::::? / ,, , """ , a 1/ -r o v r i -Y-CJ s )( ,- /.. µ o pi. o-/ 
\ 

- distinct and separable ( X_w p lo- l:Jt;-T ) from all 

the other parts. The same is true of the means and object 

of motion. On this basis e can account for the self-

moved ( 
\ 

( µ11 

- ~ / 
e..., V T o t< L -Y -n ..,- o -,/) or immovable 

/ 

Kl-Yo V µ &- Y()Y ) . Otheri.vise if we assume 

the objection is valid - that the whole moves only in 

tl1e sense of the '!?!hole - we must say that the parts 

rr.ove their.selves, solP-ly by accident ( k a rl'L g-V !-'--pt -, 
fl...,., KOS ). 1Vith this hypothesis we are driven to the 

conclusion that the world is not governPd by intelligence 

but is at the mercy of fate. 

No - repeats Aristotle, we must insist upon 

describine motion under three distinct denominations -

namely, (a), the subject of rr.otion, (b) the agent of 

a's motion, and (c) the object of that motion. Thus 

we may s:peak of the "!:'hole series A.B.C. as self- moved, 

but with reference to what? iith reference to the A,B,C 
o"r 

or anythine else, as our objecti.efi ould urge? By no 

means. A,B,C is self- moved, but solely with refere1ce to 

A. If c is taken away what follows? c cannot bA the 
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cause of its own motion. But A B is none the less self­

moved. Now, if we remove A, BC cannot poGsibly move 

itself . If e take 3C away, A still remains as the 

inm:ovable cause of 1r.otio11. Hence from these considerations 

a thing in toto may be said to be the ir:imovable first 
' , / 

rnover but onl~r as A ( µ 77 f( l -Y o V µt--rtJ-r 'TT pwro-r' 
,..... \ ~ 

!('"L'YO V-Y ) ; is the means of motion ( ro U7 k L :-'" ~t:> ) 
, 

only as B and is the object of motion ( ,- o k L 7 o V µ. F:7D°1 

O~l'­only as C and so is what it is, the unity ( /\ o -Y 

ex1)ressed as ABC.~ These distinctions are just as 

pertinent to clear thinking as those of heat and be 

heated, teach and be taught, etc. 

As necessary 
distinctions 

All this, then, urges Aristotle, is something 

n.ore than mere ver:biage. The terms immovable and 

movable, let it be repeated, subsist not by accident 
' I , 

Ka 1 a. er v JU- f3 G- /3 ~ Ko J ) but of dire necesBi ty 
~ /' 

( ~- f' y ... ~..s a._-ya-. k..,., ~ ) . The distinction comes 

about from the very nature of things. This aF1Jlies to 

all our kno ledge, no matter whether it be physical, 

mathematical or theological. In the last bra.ch, 

especiall!r, \~.'e nru.~t assume a permanent reali t;r upon · hich 
~/ 

we may suspend ( 77 p T n ra L ) heaven and nature, 

or as Aristotle meant in terms of rvhich ve n:ay explain 

the universe . ** It will not do to eo back into infinity 

* 1 Phy. VIII - 5 - 11. 
** M. XI - 7 - 5. 
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f'or a cause for then we should alwa~rs be dealin~ ivi th 

something indefinable because indefinite. * Of the 

processes of generation and corruption must we not say 

that there is some reality back of' it all by which it 

is vmerated or corrupted, in order that th1--. process may 

not continue forever?** An ABCD series vill never 

give us an intelligible explanation of' things . we 

must find some cause that is actual'l;,r and rhich of itself 
" 

will account for all change. 

First Prin- The very nature of motion and time demands 
Oi:ple im-
perative. such a postulate. It is ir:.possible, sa~rs Aristotle, 

to think of' motion s being subject to generation or 

decay f'or it al 1mys existed. So it is with our idea of' 

time. we cannet speak of 1·rhat is bef'ore or af'tez- on 

the ground that time does not exist. 1 "" Time then is a 

reality similar to the reality motion or it is a passive 

fo~m of ~otion. Both are the eternal conditions of 

existence and hence they ircpl~r sometlline eternal as 

their ground ork, and this is the immovable reality.* 1 

Nature of Now rhat is this but a typical piece of Aristotelian 
the analytic 

analytic. It is not strictly argument nor is it proof. 

such, indeed, it does not pretend to be. It is simply 

an examination of all that an intelligible account of 

our postulate of primary reality would 13eem necessarily 

to ireply. Aristotle did not build up a theological 

system. Hence it is idle to speak of' his ontolo["ical 
v.VIII-9-4;10-9. 
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for it has no magnitude ( o~ r;(-"7' f-x_(} ,- f'<-:Yt:-f}d S) 

and so nmst be indivisible ~ JI l. A..-/ p <:-- T o --Y 

and iri thout ~arts ( )* 

But our conception involves sonething more . The 

First !,rover must be immaterial to render intelligible 
~/ \ 

the ete!'nity of motion . For ho'T could matter ( v """"' , 
per se give rise to motion? iill the filterial fo~ build­

ing a house move itself instead of the art of ca'!"!)er:..try? 

How rrill matter be put in n:otion if the cause of t:otion 
> ,, 

does not subsist in ener~y €- ,,-G-? y €- £, {(_ )?** 

The important principle of the fover as il'!ll!l.ateria1 

enermr as overlooked by the Theologians who gener:>.ted 

all things fro·r. nicsht. Just as great a mistake v.ras rr.ade 

by Physicists, wllo, failing to recognize th :r>rinci:ple 

of energy, put forth the impossible theory that every­

thing came about by spontaneous generation . Leuci:prm.s 

and Plato declared that motion 1 as eternal. But such a 

theory does not go far enough . It fails to state the 

11 wh~r"' ( JJ, ~ T L ) 11 what 11 ~ 
( -rc... -Y-Cl ) and. 11 '10 II cj' ( (,,() t ) 

of reality . There is no advantage gained, not even in 

rr.aking rea1i t~r ete::-nal unless there is inherent some 

princi:plP. car>&ble of 1'1orkin a change . '-if Neither .il-

it be of any u e to us to assume one Ir .:ovrbl e fover 

that is incorporeal and indivisible . Our postulate 

implies still ~!" ,3ter extP-nsion . It must also be e ergy 

*:!. XI-7-10; Phy VIII-10-0 . '**'M . XI-u-G . 1 'II'. L XI- -3 
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,> /' 

..... ~ ..----.._ 
( t;. -Y 6 f> Y fl C<. - T <J w fl L -r- t " ) . This i · tl e 

most inportant princl.:)l of thP, , hole syote~ of t11Aolorric­

al kno led e . It i:ri 11 bA necessary for us to exar1:ine 

the Aristotelian theory of developrr.ent, sorr.e hat in de­

tail, and see what the energy implies. 

To ristotle reality is kno n by the general 
~ r 

terL1 O V tr L. c::{ , - a term applied to all p: e1 .. ori1ena. * 
> / 

to understand the 0 I/ tr l. ~ in its broa est significance 

is possible only in so far as e grasp its rnA ni1g, or 
,.. ;:>"") ~ 

the 7 v T t 17-T €- t -Vb/,.. In othAr ords to give 

an intelligible account of pheno.lfll!on, ;e must present 

its essential characteristiGs. This conception becomes 

clearer by considering reali t~r in a 1ot 1A~ a:r. ~'ie 

rv \ 
n:ay s&y that an object is matter ( v /\ 'P\ , appearing md 'r 

a certain form ( ~ o p t/> ,../ ) , t'1at is t hat it ie the 

union of the tvro , I atter-form or form- r:.a t t er . TJ lB e 

deso~ibe the statue as the 
t:' / ).. v ~ brass upo. hi ch 

/ 

has been star.lped the µ tJ p ~"'Tl or :peculia:r forrr of t: e 

statue.** ;e recornize a thing by i to µ o? tj.; or 

4,ernal shape . The ~ 0 p e/J ~ ~as it ere, the ta 

by hich y..re read the:J'A"'"1\as statue, house ~ etc . But 

it is strictly objBctive ot subjP. tive . It give~ no 

account of the statte ,, it Axi~ted in th 'nd of' the 

sculptor, nor of the housR a it ·an pl nne b t 

architect, nor oes it oho ho those cone :ptio s b crune 

"":1 . VII-3-1 . * ".L VI - '1 - 2 . 
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health is crenerated from health . Matter must result from 

that 1'.'hich is not matter, and that is the form n.rhich is 

in the mind of the carpenter, the sculptor, and physician, 

and gives rise respectivAly to house, statue and. health. 

What the ~TJ> o.s implies is a -Y; 77 tr-l S and a lf11l77u-H * 
, 

The Y•-,, tr l .S is that rrhich arises from the first princii'J le 

or form, as the idea of health in the mind of the doctor 
,. 

and the 7T D l n rt S is the a1Jplication of this to the 
c r\ 

lJ l\""r\ or sick person. These principles, sa~r s 

Aristotle, also apply to spontaneous as ell as to 

natural and artifical generation. ihat then in gPneral 
/ ..-::>'>_ r ~ _,. , 

the To -r ~ -r,---, f:- ~-Ta. L is to the o v <T '- l:\ or all 

reality, so in a narr01rer sense the € if o .J is to the 

o'A~. Without the pre-existing ~'i;/Jo s nothi~ could 
C'/ \ 

be :r:>roduced . The tJ f\ 7\ would alrrays remain passive . ** 
Nature of This conception of matter and form is further 
potentiality expressed in terus of potentiality and. energy or actuality . 

To say that a certain particular thing is in r.:at t er is 

to say that it is in capacity ( Pv-r:_f<- f-L) or that it 

is t11e subject of various conditions either 7i th 

' / reference to place ( k&<. T<4. -1 () :-r o-y) , as a t~ ine may 

( /\QT be he.re and then there, or according to increase 

>/ av!ntrl'Y ), as an object is now small and~ain lar2'c. 
) ..> ~ ~ , 

so ".".rith res:)ect to chanee (Kar °'"" ,, o.., lAJ 0-1-Y 

a person may be heal thy today and sich toz-.:10rrow. The 

*M. VI-7-7. **MV"I-"-'7. 
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Sienificance 
of 

the enerey. 

{ ( 

~ , 
same is true of reali t;r ( Ka,) o v tr la -Y- - a thing 

may no ·1 be in a state o:f f"'Al1Aration and ag in in deca;.r, 

etc . * But the question is raised - can ~1e look at 

everything in this :"Ta;r? How may '!'.'Te reco~nize potAntiali ty? 

Is earth, :for example, a potential man? The rule is that 

therA is some P-xtrinsic principle o:f generation (-;;- ~ t.\J () f- -,/ 

The seed is 

not as yet potential, but as qoon as it becomes :fruit, 

then with reference to that fruit, it was a seed that 

existed in a pote11tial state . But it does not become 

amr :fruit, but only its own peculiar kind as deter1 ined 

by its first ·principle. Earth is not a statue in potenti-

ality, for vhen it is chan~ed, it at once becomes brass. 

Pote1 tiali t;r, then, can be predicated only of a t ling 

that admits chanee and only in accordance i th the inhP.!'ent 

nature or efficient p~inci!Jle of tllat thine. Het ce 

Aristotle defines potentiality as the first P.!.'inni:ole 

of chanc:e . '* 

There is a hi~her factor than capaci t~r in rAali ty. 

As ~T'Po J as seen to be the final CP. se 0: the uA l) ~ 

, 
'.;> 

so energy ( f--V ~Py ~L {'( ) is the col!l1.Jlete c r.plen:ent 

of potentP- tiali ty ( J> u 'v tJ /-< i.S '.:'he one is under-

stood only in terms of the other. Tho relation that 

exists bet een the carpenter n the timber, bet een the 

*1.i. VII-1-7 . **l VIII - 7-3. 
' * H IV-12-1. 
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one who is a •rake to the one who is asleep - this expre~scs 

the diffArence bet'tl Pen energy and potentiality .. ;r. Energy 

is the complete realization of the pot<711tial . From 

the theory it follows that eveTt/ potential reality has 

its own peculiar energy. For ,xaJq)le, a thre8hold, 

says Aristotle, is a piece of "'."OOd or stone laid in 

this way, a house is bricks and ti~JbA!' ArP-~ted in a 

certain manner , a lump of ice is Tiater frozen or 

solidified in some form, harmony is a i.~ixtu.,.e of the 

sharp and flat, etc . , etc . **' 1:Vhence arise the "!.)rinci:plos 

of all true definition. ?Arsons rho d:efine house as 

stones and timber make a f rave mistake . They s:!)eak of 

the potentiality of tl e house sim!)ly. A corf.plete defini-

tion of house is eiven when its peculiar energy is also 

p:redicat ed, - nari1Al r, a place i>!here goods and materials 

are stored . ',,;: Fro . all of this .re see that Aristotle 

practical y identifies the ;;-vG. p 'I E- "'q i th the t=rl'os 
He has the same conception as Archytas, vho .,.,.ks - 1 :11at 

is calr.? and replies that it is srr.o ) thne~s in the 
('I" \ 

surface of the sea. The sea is the Vfl...,..._ rtn .. :3moothne s 
{ f fo.r 

i P.UPrgy or form . *' 
" 

Its histori~ 
-al refer-

This flhole analysis of potentiali t;r and enerey 

r,ras directed mainly ar-r.inst the e~arians, ho denied ence . 

and difference r.r.ha.tever bet Aen the -prL oiples of ca-p, ci t~r 

*M . VIII-6-3 . 
' '* 11: . VII-2-7. 

* .. f. VII-2-J . 
*' :.r. vn::-2-<3. 
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and energy . "' Among the things they said was t:1at a 

man could not be a builder unless he did atJtually build 

a house . Aristotle riducles this by sayinlj that just 

as soon as the man stopped buildine he ould have lost 

his art . This is very much like sayin~ that he ';lho 

stands 1•1ill always stand, ana. he ho sits 1 ill alwa~rs 

sit, hence the r.c.an ril not rise 1l.}) if he is si ttinl'I' 

do ·n, for the simple reason tl:at he no loneer has the 

power of rising up . """' If then rye are to escape the 

foolishness of the ter;arianc we must conceive of enerey 

as necessarily bound UIJ '7i th 11:otion. If we are to 

speak as intellicent creatures, 'le must consider n~otion 

as constituting the cnA ~;r or life of' a thi!'lf' . N'o 

matte~ ho ':Te viP':'T euer~y, it al ays im:)lies activity . 

If .e regard it as in a state of' 'l"flst, this p::-e- supposes 

that thA A11d to ·hich it has attained "'as b:"'OU ht about 

by 2 .. otion . For _ nd 

if ··A think of e e'l"gy as proceeding to1··ard an encl., .,...,.iat 

is this but motion itBelf? 

Still great ,r e~phasis is thronn i9on 

})otentiali tywhen Aristotle proceeds to point tt ··hat it cessarily 

im?)lies ith 'Y'Aference to potentialit.r. ,nc::><YY is :prior 
I 

A O'f':} i~) in definition ( ,-~ 
I1 dAfi1ition ~ 

y-yw o- t-Y ) . Thus •rl1 n one speak 0 of' t" e man ho is 

skilled in building, hA rr.eans that t· c pP.nte~ has a 

r:. VIII-~-1. ** . ~ . lIII-3-4. 
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( 2) In time 

( 

20. 

capaci t~r of b'..l.ildinG . The definition and kno ledge 

of P.ner~!', then, must of necessity :pr8-exist the 

dAfini tion ancl kno"'rled~e of potentiRli ty . * 
So in time, ( ro/ 'f Po' 7<1) ) energy is prior to 

potentiali t!r . Thou~h the matt 8!' of r hi ch an animal 

is cor.wosed is prior to the living aniri~al, yet this 

cloes not af:rect th 1 t110ory of priori t~r R t ted . ThArc 

must still be some pre- existing Anermr or :vroductivo 

po er thA.t shall gene:-~te the a1 i:cal from :.atter . Hence 

the law of generation - froL ar. e1.t i t!r i:i O< )a i t~r 

a ises an entity in energy.** The 9rir.ci9le of priori t'j' 

is what makes one a 1r.astA~ o:f a.l~' a_ t. l)A son 17ho 

lAarns to pla~r upon t~ie hf.I.""!>, lir.ri s only by actually 

playing . Here the enere~r i.· I) io!' in tirf.e. It pre-

sup~)ose and conditions tie r.1\:111 of the musician. 
~ 

(3) In Energy is 9rior to capacit!r in r ality ( o v u-t.,a: ) 
rP-ali t!r 

( 4, Ill 
I.fat heir.at i cs 

also . This, of course, follovm f:r-om the co. oe:.ition . 

:rna t io t!w fi!'st capaoi t~,r but the cal)aci tr 
to 

enersi7Je? 

Tllus a man is in possession of the art of bui2.ct: .. ng t·1~t 

he .a~· aotuar~r bu.ild, or of the art of 011e u.lation 

that he ~ay actual y s9eculat . 1 ~ Enerey i £ an ~nd al~ 

tl1at is 1hy JOtf'mtiali ty is arsun:e 

has a triangl e anr:lAs equal to t.ro ri1!ht angles? 

the an leo b ·1.1.t onP. point ar11 "O Pqual. Aristotle, t:1e1 , 

conclud s t :iat .·at11e1 atical di grams subsist i1 potf! .tial-

~' . V i.II-'i-2 . **1 L VIII-8-3 . I ~·L VlII-B-~ . 



( 5) In the 
nature of 
eterr;.al. 

) 

Dl. 

i ty but nre diocover d 01~1;.• .., en th .r a e re1uce.n to 

energy, and th· r a.son of' tll s io th t t11 und. rstandinc 

oonsti tut es t 1 · enPrgy."' 

• l t the priority of e .( r y to r>acit/ .i.n b> t 

... 
' , - -·hf'r.. 0 con"'idAr the natur.- of thP. ete ... n. 1 t H 

v ry e'"'sence. of ·.llich is er ere!'. If ··e x .. in t e 

A find that thA "tn nu '"'tar~ R i the 

""hole llP ve cont Lua ly 
> ....-.. 

ize ' -<: -r ~ p Y E-l- ) • .i.h~re 

ir t · A::'Pfore no 0 n for ::;upposi1 ' a"' co. . 1 
-0 oph-

ers do, th t th er 0 ".i ,s . ' ~Olr.f to a rt and. ti 1.1. . 
-r 

For they ar not tif'-' il the 
" 

0), at ion o:f _evolvi ~ - as 

is the cas -·i .. L.1.1 g, i bjPCt to e~P.Y - <"O <" to 

r.ake the continuity o:f th ir ..otion laoo iou . T fJ 

·ou1· be t:-u di t '1 . . e venl r bo ub int i tter 

and pote1tial'ty a. not in .crgy. "" The~· ! ay b. nai 

t, 1 .. t :. · vin 
' 

b t• e'\r 
. ve ti re k"' of 

di vini t:r. 

ri 0 totle ~roe · Cs at . t 0 

of the p~iority of ,n r ;. • ot 

ct. PotPnti i y 

~st repre ent the corruptible' ar. fal e; 

incorruptibl a .d t_ 1a. t t · 0 .ir ax i r c 

he tell u~ th~t pot tiali 

is the :Y-OO • hen ~ lear~ t at 

ha bee. :. us· ~d to t e extre. 

II-,...- ... 
.•. VI 

t·. ~vil ' an1 

v., 1 bl t:.eo 

* ... ~!!-R-13. 
1 • :. :.nr-.. 
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Ueaning of But this rhole conoA:;.)tion u:f energy, upon 1hich 
t:J.is :):'inci-
'!)le. so .rruoh stress is laid, as a principle yirio!" and 

Fne!"g;r as 
"rr.eans ~· 

su:perior to potentiality sPrves a ve!"!r irr.~)orta. t ptl"''.'i)Ose. 

It is the heart of the '.''hole _ ristotelian t!1eolo:y. ,·e 

have found fror tl1e analysis of rr.otion th t it is 

useless to postulatH L• inpl~~ an irr .. aterial , indivi ible, 

1Jhenomena. Fr01:~ the investi!:ation of potfmtiali tir 

and actuali .', ,.,e have seen that matter !Jer se can b/ 

no mAans PXplain this rmrpoeef'ul universe of ours. 

No, saya Aristotle, there .~at be back of it all 

sorncthinz more tha.1 11 .ere mover ana. a mere r.:oved . 

There ;.1ru.st be son:ething hic:her than !!atter ar.d. form 

si.f.:pl~r. If '78 are to 'have a rational theolomt ''A must 

posit so1.letl1ing n.ore than a God here and a o:."ld tllP.!' t'l . 

Ot 1fJ!"''ise e ~hall have fallen into a dualistic "Ol'lC ,.Jt..i.ol 

as did Anaxagoras and Plato and thus hav, : :i;. _ , no nore 

advance than they. At this 9oint _l\ric;totle con:.es 

up and bridges the gulf 'ith this theo:!"IJ of th e. p..,.("'~r. 

'P 1inst at art out i th the postulates, .. over a .d 

r.ovaiJle. ·::e re oblirrecl to s"tl.ii. r,:! tte_ ~z 1 :fo:-r~.. :3 tt 

there is some here or comeho; t e staff, to use the old 

i l lustration, by hich t e hand move the etonP. The 

ener ~r is t1 n ans by -hich r.~atte ass es its ford. 

So the ,. r:>!'ld is r"d 11 r bP.c oming less !)OtP-11 ial a d 



God the 
er:..ergy. 

23. 

and. taking on rr.ore and zr.ore form, bee use God is there 

as the absolute energy or sourct-. of this 1•rorld- r.1otion. 

Thus God is the First Hover . HA io that principle 

which by its ver":,' pTeser1ce so !Yrevails u:pon or inflm=inees 

the l?'rhole uni verse, that everi;thing r.:oves inevitably to-

17 ard it . God, t:Hm, is st::riotly the Immovable First 

Mover . * As Aristotle l)Uts it - everythint; that is being 

produced asi,vances toward a first r>rinci:vle or end (,;_A o S ) 
/" rf'1 C' /" 

for the final cause ( ro oV EY6- llC<. ) is a first 

1)1'.'incir)le and the generation or :riroduction is o:a 

account of the end, nan:ely, the energy.*"" 

How develo:p- Now, vrhy this should b0, uht Y tJ.iere should be 
ment l)Ossible 

t his conscious ada:vtation of means to an end, hy AVP.r~rthing 

should be strugc;ling to1··ard a higher purpose is bee use 
' ,.> , 

the object is that i.•!hich is dAsirable ( ro Of €-k-ro-Y ) 

or, a term Phich is very nru.ch stronger, it is that which 
~ I' 

is loved ( 6- p w fL e:- -r o -Y ) 1 'Jff. Look . here v e '\'Till 

and do 1•!e not find this principle of energy stam~)ed upon 

the '!!hole face of existence? ThP stone lonrrs to be the 

doorstep of some house; the acorn strue~les to find its 

hi,...hest :!'P-alization in the oak, the eerr ie.hes to becol:le 

a chick ; the soldier has the ambition of bein:; : de 

c apt ain, etc . Al.-. reali t~r, says . ristotle, either 
/ 

exists for some end ( ft- Ct- r '7t ) , or, hat is th0 sar .. e 

*Phy . VIII - G-12 . -il'*:L VIJ.I-8- I • 
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Energy 
pri arily 
l!fP. 

thin,.,., it i ... t1 ,...P,ult of thinrro t.' ~ .o .xi'"'t . i~~-
1 :>I ---' (. I 

7T T W µ, a ra 6 u ra- t rw-V t- -V&t\ IA -roV ) . In f· ct 

it is t' e u't'-:inP"'') of Yl tu e to - lizi:=i t L en,·, ( ,,-~/iv~ 
C!/ ;?/ ' :u - - - o l:-o'T"-1, ¢utrt:wS 6-f> y17, . ""o f r s thi 

dev lop •. ent i attain d, to t·1at 

a ived at tho Ptr~nal and 9~it~ry ~v~n,., n 
)\ / , .> , 

-roll a £:t- flL7Du-rroS /Tf'w rws t;Y(:;f>Yf-t,Q s ) 

realiz the e;act ni~nificance of thH en ~"'Y · It 

tllat ···ri.ic'l bPloni:rs to God as hi ... b~Qt Pld ve-lr'"'tir,., 
., c: ' ;. 

Ir' a IJ a v -r -,,-f {'-- " ~ t -Vo v 

l\D t d : J' /, tJ S 

, 
'> , 

lif . ( 6 -Y f: f' y f: L a. 
:> , 

s- w ~ /} ,,._. 
b " V'\r"v T"?i 

) • 1 0 

oni1er t h tlla t 0 er"''.! io .ost desirablE" . It i 0 th 

· f - rri vin3 )ri1.ci)l . of evf-> t i rr . 

that tr e ris otP.1 1a God can '!)Of'"ibly .t~ - t n 

hi ch the ·: ol ' ... 0 1 f L .,, its liff' i n p fP.~t 

> 
, 

. velop:r.:m t . •t pl t ~YT (- ~ ~ 'X El C<--
. 0 

Take DiVl.! it:· .., a .. 1 t e .., . 0 n 11- n ve Ot=!COrr. t l 

0 k; t• e roldie!" il top t /i. to att ... to t • 

pt inc; . ..... 0 .. h ve one ~ n 0 

E-:rtfo s '"' 
h ve r A •.• ov , t•1 f'-o. the 

() "" . th 
,. ?"\ '5"'> > 

ro T C. ,.,,,, ~ L -YQ..t, f 0 t• e d \JO-l..(( I ot hA "' ... 

take God out oft ~ ~orld .1 .ou tak B!r its J ·rpo e 

i t s iliea1ing, 1 f ct its ery 1_ c. 0 b 0 .• s 

Ml Soul. Il -12-3 . !. VIII-8-10 . 
.,, - -7 . 
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t lA orl -Soul in the hi,,.he~t n l se . 

It ir iffic1lt from all t.ir to hot hor far 

the oa· of ristotlc can be roG rd C ~ ape "onal b~in 

·.ri th TAfcrence to the theory of fWelo"!.) . .t.e .t . God is 

not _enre"e1~e1 n an ethical be·n . No ~ re doe~ ho 

a:vr)ear as a .. {oral J.oVfl r.or of the · orl'i. 11 ... o f'ense 
<'./ '\ 

c ..... r ... he be t:_:1_kt=m a the crr.ator, for the v l'i."-

existed . He is strictl!' the Ir...!'"ovabl First .over 

Ener y in the cenne •lre dy i1dicatHd, a11 he. ·e 

have said t:1at ·•fl ·rn.ve ""U! '""ed 

t h ,QlO"'!,' . 
... . ~i~ ifioant that i1 both t ' Phy ics 

~ 

.:et.ph!rri , f\l -Y oU -f ir lr:ost excl ~ivel,,r i'"'e 

i ht just • U" C.' 

for it 1e e re9.,..es n t s th H n.e for 

i:. v"j_ 
prin11i9le. al r>r ctical lJU.,.. o .... . ....e . . · sa that th Ar· stote. ia1. 

'.> , 

, is a P!'inoiple t qp'X,"7\ rat 1 r t·1 bPi~- -

a princi9le th t is o t e le s living 

a 1 ete nal th n.ture of hich i ir.cid .t 1 

to a .. :i det ,!' Led b:r the Aristot 1 a c .oc _ tion f 

e l.:.ty. 

Obj tion ut it ay be sked 
e r 

of th lif' of "'"'A:-"-: c :i~ider d . 
to " !l rso al o .1. rr ·.er. h 

XI - 7 - 2. 
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as being rnost blPssed bAC8.use self- conscious and contem-

p l ati ve? Again we n:ust kee:p in r.'.lind the import of the 

{) 6- 0 in the broadest sense . It 

·represents a masterly attempt to unify all knoi::1ed~e in 

terms of the so-called imrr..ovable and se:pa:ra·o1e reality , 

and is no t a system setting forth the nature and 

att~ibutes of Godhead as such . ristotle yras an epist~-

ri.:ologist and not an ontologist - r.uch lA"rn a ti1eolo['.'ian . 

This is distinctivcl~,r our thesis . Thert?fore, ·hen he 

s:!)eaks of God as self-consoious, he gives us no ,,rar~a:1t 

for takin~ this in the literal sense . God is not the 

:pe~sonal being, as 1:•A understand the tArr.c., but the in-

telligible :l)ostulate for 1orkin~ I1Urposes . The first 
) \ '\ ~ / 

principle of thin~s is thought - a_ p'A""l\ ya.,-:::> "17 --VO l"I t>-i! * 
' The Immovables moves . ':'1ly? Because it is strictl~r T () 

, 
-ro"""/\ToJ/- Rn intellirrible somet:1ing back there, to'.':ard 

Pan theistic 

, hich everything, for this reason , is justified i.11 

a~nroachin~ . Hence God becomes purely a principle of 

speculative reason - a principle that is the lo~ical 

out come of' the Aristotelian epistil:lolor;y . 

'1oreover this conception of God, in so far as it 

is God , is necessarily pantheistic . It is hard to 

eacape this conclusion. 

must seek its E-f"P o.J . 

(/'\ 

As alrP-ady indicatea. eve!';' CJ/1"7\ 

Every plant and anir.:;,al t:>~' to 

pa~take of t~e eternal and divine as far as possible 

*2f. XI-7-2 . 
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~ " ' a &v k t'ivt> 
,, / 

r o u ti' t: i o '1" Jl.N t- T --y 0 l) 

~ J' t -Y (). -y' T tJ- I> );*for this desire 

is universal and constitutP-s tllA ~nd of all natural 

action . 3ut if r·ith 3eVtn** , Fe sepa:?..•ate God from the 

vrorld as pur 

difficulties. 

trb-Y O A o-Y etc . , 'ould be meanir1gles'=, and Aristotle 

bPcomes as thorough- going a dualiot as Anaxacoras or 

Plato . fail, then, to find aL, foundation for the 

supposed t.18i~P.l of AriatotlP. . 

Vab1e of Fro~ th~se considerations •e are no~ able to ~ive 
11 thPolo ical 
knowlPdge 11 . some esti:.ate of the va lue of the theoloeical knowledge 

( tJ G- () }... o r L Ir~ ) • Aristotle fol lo red in the -rrake of 

the Pre-Socratics . He, to~, observe the ~orning and 

goine, the potentialitr 'lnd aduality of' things . But he 

Chiefly in did not n..ake their r.l.istakA in su:r)posine t mt the uni verse 
its spiritu-
al aspects . i as subject to z;:achinP. la . To :1is ind this . hole 

process ir.c.plies int Pl i....:ence . Everythin~ in the 

universe is moving, ot into '·rater, or ari t 11in1 of 

that sort, but uprrard tov-ari some high rmrpose, a 

Divinity, if you ,,, ill, "7hArn it r.:ay f'ul_y relllize it o n 
::> , 

corr.nlete· and perfect reality ( E -Y 16 /'' £.- X <.. Q ; . 
He sees ..rod o lif' 

Realit~r is reality only when it is :rmrposef'ul, livin . 

ThAL ~,rou c n, b!t ~lo n:cans, study n. thing apart fron: this. 

its i'::rnence as Plato tried to do . You canr.ot :::; "parP4 te 
"f!'T P :-'oul II-4-2; ."al lace p . , 77 . 

**Philo~ophy - JP1n I - 350 . 



il. 

ti 
.--. 

rr.ovP.r I( L -V o V-Y ) f""o . th mov .. d ( /f'L -Yo V f..t t- -YtJ-f 

) , tl1t1 fo,..m ( e T cf o .S "'"' ) fro • tl • ! t t e_ f "'A"">\ ) 
> , 

thP n .... f'l'~r ( 6 V6 f> Yf- [,a f o •. tl1 pot ~ tiali t~r 

( ') V -v 4 fl- t ~ ) , thf• v r!' atur' of 
, 

thin,.,. ( r o 
> ,,. 

f on tllP. reality ( o v lT' t a ) . 

You can~t iuol t t • ·orl· f-o" it livin~ principle. 

its Soul its God, l then ex~ect to iv e so:n:e 

iI telligibl account. of tha ~ ., _ l . ain and ~ in 

do '!Te fin A i totlt~ ._ hasi:::: n t is conceptio1 ir~ 

so .. e fro or other. hue hi t olo r 
" 

i vre-e inentl" 

r.!)iritu l. 1 he!'Hi • J. .... the chief valu of th 

lIPI:C a e €:- () 'A 0 

/ 
y {, K'J ) It nil enc the rr:un:A t~ of 

re1)ly to 
.. :ate:-iali I'! at riali . f'o-r 11 in::e. ne t ie th 

·~etaph, ""ii" f-om t e iotorical point or vie-- th, 0 

does hP. realize t r-tt t·1 ·"' i it a rn ht;r ir.:l)ort . 

''i11 o. to lo- Our po 1 tio. e st n ~on°id r .h t 

.... ical t_eat­
ent futile. th~ thP.olo 1 becom . , if' tr te 1 the o tole c 

e .se. · · . ley and ot · .Ars ~r, '. e i totlA for h 

, h hie· ho 1 

t ach hi. ho-· to l_v1. a d di~, 1 not to b had . or 

cour e an ould fi.d no sa~isfactio fo :1 sp_: ta 

s 1. 

de in t h of st . Jo" •Go of Lo· 11 

a c. on' 1 have b l!ev Tl " ~as not ! 

ist !>P . 87 AA . 
t Philip.i . p ""70. 

on-I t'!'o· ct ion to the Pt'!) . i 



) ) 

the Ir!'J.'.'.ovable EW·'rGY mas postulated . It •as as llill.Ch 

the God of plants ?..net animals as of r~:an . In tliat sense 

they had S:!!iri tual needs G.!=l ~"ell as he . Thus we are 

bound to lJlun~e into all sorts o:f absul"di ties, and are 

certain of missing the 1,rhole significance of the 

t} c- o ).... o y i ~ .' It is only the inte!'!):".'etation 

of the Metophysic from the epist~mological point of 

view that can s~v~ us . 
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