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crestion that way which most of Tslamik Philo-
sophers followed ., o - as 4l-Kindi - and. if
philo believed that the way ¢to know god must
be throuph pgod bhimself, as being the first cause,
this implies that god 1s a first csuse for some-
thing i;e something <cveated. And also it is de-
servabile to notice here that for Aristotle there
is no theory of ceartion at all but the unive-

rse for him iz erernal 1i.e ungenerateg. So it

is not pgod's handiwork or effect.

P.171. Chrous distinguishes in Aristotle between
a knowledpe of god which is pgrounded upon ndﬂé@
and &8 knowledge which is based 0“;ta€€1V-
Jaeger, p, 160.

Jaeger, p. 161.

See chroust, p. 162 - 163,

Fra. 14 Rose , 14 Walzer, 14 Ross.

Platoc's laws XII 966 D.
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Jaeger maintains that the first thing that we

notic im this passage of cicero is the compele-
tly dependence of it on pleto's cave in Republic

( 514 ff), but with 8 besic differences. First
Aristotle’s nen have not 1lived in a cave, they
are modern, cultivated. Aristotle tesches them to
conteapiate inte a super natural world, but thsat
vhich 1s visible to all dinstead of Plato's ldeas,
he invites us te contemplate the real world the
wonderful shopes and &errangements of the cosmos,
2 contemplation which leads up to the dintuition

ef the divine director of 4t all ™ p. 164,
Aristotle fragments ¢ 10 Rose, 12 a Walzer, 12 e Ross

Cf. philo of Alexandria, legum, Allegoriarum Ljbri
Tree ITX. 32.99. ( Freg.12 Rose, 13 Walzer,13
Ross). ophilo insisted that men who, 1like Aristo-
tle, find the " wvay to god " through hiss hand-
work, setill proceed in an “ inferior way " beca-
use they know pod through his " shadow ", that
is through his hendiverk. The proper way of
knowing pgod, according to philo, is through gpod

himself. ( sce chroust p. 179),  But wve don't mpree

philo in his view becsuse in fact this is the

naturol way for knowving god, i.e through his
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who hed always lived beneath the earth, ingo-
mfortable well~lit dwellings, decorated with stat-
use and pictures and furnished with all luxuries
enjoyed by persons thought to be supremely happy,
and who though <+they had never <come forth above
the ground had learnt by report ... ... when they
saw there thinga, surely they would think that
the gods exisf and that. these mighty marvels are
their hapdivork ". And in another passage which

" on philo-

seens probably to come from Aristotle
sophy " ( see cicero II. 37.) cicero relate,: "In
fact, there is nothing which is perfect" ( -sece
elso j. Bernays " Die dialog des Aristotle’s in

ihrem Verhaltnls zu =einen ubrigen werken, berlin,
1B63.p. 106 ff". Where he reports that " the belif

in god is based on uman's perception of thesubli-
me beauty and orderliness of the heavens and

"

the heavenly bodies see also chrouet p. 164,

~

Sec here plato’s " laws " x 886 & where plato ref-
ers to the earth, sun, the stars i.e all the
universe 8s an evidence of god's existence, so
Aristotle was effected by plete's cosmological

argument.
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Chroust, p. 191.

See, Rose fr. i0, Walzer, Ress 16. Also see philo
of Alexandria : de opraem . et poenis V1Y 40 ff -

( frag. 12 Rose, 13 Valzer, 13 Ross).
Jaeger, p. 158, Ross, pP. 179 and chroust p. 159.
W. Jaeger maintains that Aristotle in his "

Philosophy gave us the root of his notological argument which

is bound with his teleological one " wherever

there is a series of comparable thipgs displey-_

ing gradual differences of velue, there is also
& most prefect thing or woeximum ,.... In nature,
which to Aristotle posses a form and purpose
every lower thing is related to something higher
and ruling. To him this teleologial order 1is a
lav of neture. It follows that in the rtealm of
existing things there is a most prefect thing ,
vhieh naturally amust =alse be & real Form, and
which a8 the highest final cavuse , is principle
of everything ... thet the most perfect being

would be identical with the divine " . p. 158.

Cicero, De Narwura Deorum II 95 - 6 ( fr, 12 Rose,

fr. 13 Walzer, fr. 13 Rose ) " IF there wvere being
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Cod. Paris. Graec. 174, Fol, 46 a ( Fra. 17 Rose, Fra.

17 Walzer, Fra. 17 Ross).

Von Arnim : Die Enrtuirck 1ling der Aristotelischen

1931.

J. Pein (l'interprecation du " De philosophia "
d'Adistode d' apres que lques treveux recents “"Revue
des Etudes Grecqyes, vol. 77 nos, 366 5(1964) - p.
666 - 473) - in agreement with Arnim - has derived
that Aristotle introduced the concept of the Un-

moved Mover into his " en pholosophy and also

based his view on Cicero. (De HNat. II. 44.).
Aristotle : De Cael, Boaok 1,3, 270 a.
Fragment, 24 Rose.

W.C.K. Guthrie : The develapment of Avristotle's

Theology. C.Q 1933,
Ibid, p. 164.

De Nature deorum II. 44,

Guthrie , C.Q 1933, p. 187,
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Jaeger p. 133. J. Bernays ( Die Dialoge des Aristot~
les in inremvernaltnis zuseinen wubrigen w2rken -
Berlin, 1863 . p.99 - 100 ) - in sgreement with Jae-

per — believes that there 1s unmistakable 317,s-

[

ion to a supreme god " in Aristotle's vosssape (N

Nat, Deor. I. 33) whe is the Unmoved Mover of
Aristotle's later work. ( See chroust p. 180 ) W .
theiler { Ein vergessenes Aristotle szeugins, Jour~
nel of hellenic studies, Vol . 77 (1957) p. 127 -
like wifs believes that Aristotle refers hers tq
the Qnmoved Mover end that Aristotle gave us s
doctrine of two distinct pgods which are not of
equel rank, the divine universe conceived as

" ether Y and the divine MNous conceived as the
;overner of the divine wuniverse.

Also the view that the Unmoved Mover had a place
in the early " exoteric " writing of Aristotle

hee more recently been upheld by E. Bignone
L'Aistotle perduto ala formazione fillosofice i

Epicurro, 1i, 398 f). {( see chroust p. 182),.

Jaeger, p. 141 - 142.

Jaeger, p. 140 ff,.

Pleto's " laws " 898 E ff.
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mainatined that the uyniverse is no better than

the work of man's hends .... Chroust, P. 180

Ibid V. 20 ( Fra. 19 Rose, Fre. 199 Walzer, Frag .

199 Ross).

See chroust , p. 179, also Jaeger, p. 141 wvhen he
maintains that the expression " visible god" is
itself platonic and the comporigons of the heav-
ens with a pantheon including all the poerticular

gods, though the words may belong not to Arist-

otle but to philo, 4s Aristotleian in intention®.
Aristotle "™ De Caelo ", 270b 11 ff,

Ibid 270 h‘27.

Itid 270 »11, b 20, 284 a 4.

Aristotle " OQOu the hea;ens " book I.

P. 139,

Aristotle " On the heavens " 278 bll where Aristotle

2 £
gove us three different meanings of the word “OVPOVOS v
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Accordiry to Jueger if pcd should be jdentifi-

ed wirt the wuniverse as well as with ether,:chis
does not constiteute a resal contradiction. He sup-
ported his view saying that : by the term " Cos-
mos " Aristotle means the heavens or the celest-
ial sphere ond nar the vorld of the changeable
matter. Also chroust request whether or not the
term " deus " should be translated as to 961'0‘/
(divin) rather than 3 Qﬁ’oS (god}, see “De Caelo"
985a 27-31 . lle also depending on philo of Alex
andris, Cicero, and Sex tus Egppiricus believes that
the visible god according to Aristotle 1is not
identical with the " Supreme pod"™. on the cont-
ray, it can be inferecd thet for Aristotle

" who 1is the gove-

there cxists a " Supreame pad
rner, .maintainer and commender of the universe {P.

178 - 179),
De Aeternitete Mundi II1 10 - 11 and 1lbid V 20-24.

Philo of Alexandria III 10 - 11 ( Fra. }8 Rose ,
Fra. 18 Walzer, Fra, 18 Ross. " Aristotle yas
surely speaking piously and reverently when he
insisted thet the wuniverse is uncreated and imp-
erishable, divine and when he chorged with ser-

ious wungodliness those pecple ( the Atomists) who
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the plaptes are dels-moving, yet he imisits c¢n
the existence of the best socul of the Supreme
controle soul.
De MNetura Deorum, I. 13.33.
Cicera, De Natura Deorvmn 1 0.18
See chroust, p-176, Jaeger p. 139.
Guthrie CQ. p. 165 where he mentioned that Aristo-

tle in wmwhe { or philosophy } " gave wus hypothe-~

sis ond did not stress on one of them concern-

ing the concept of god

See chroust, p, 179.

Aristotle Metaphysics with an English trapnslation

by bugh tredennick, A, 1072b14-30.

Fra, 16 Rose, Fra. 10C Walzer, Fra. 10C Ross.

Fra. 16 Rose, Fra. 10C Walzer, Fra. 10C Ross.

See chroust p. 178.
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in Aristotle's e¢arly thoupght. see &lso Plawe's

“laws " x ,8au ¢ft, ualse ™ Timaseus " ( 29 - 30 .
31 , 34 ).

Cicero , De MNgtvri Deorum, IT &2, 43.

De MNatura Deorum 1T 44 " Aristorle is also to
be commended for kis view that the notion Gf

all living bYodies is duc to one of three causes,
nature, force , e¢r will, now thc sun and moon
and 8ll tte stars are in motion, and bodies
moved by nature travel either down wvards owing
to their weight or upwards owing to their ligh-
tness, but neither is the case with the heavenly
boedies, because their motion 1is tvevolution 1in @
circle, nor vyet cen 1t be said that some stro-
nger force camples the hcavenly bodies to 3Urevé1
in o menneir contrary to their natwvre, for what
stronger force can there be ? it remains there-
fore that the motion of the heavenly bodies 1is

voluntary ".

n

" ingists on that

Although plato in laws

the ooter - most spehre of the fixed stars and
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Jaeger, 138,
Both of Jaeger and Guthrie are in agreenment.
Philo of Alexandris " De Aeternitate Mundi, 3.10-11
Jaeger, p. 128.

De Natura Deoruyg- 1. 13.33, Fra. 26 Rose , Fra,
26 Walzer, Fre. 26 Roés and the same work II.
15. 42 - 44 ( Fra 23 - 24 Rose Fra. 21 Walzer, Fra .,

21 Rosa)o

Adversus Mathematics ( physicos ) 1 x 20 - 23 ( Fra.

10 Rose, Fra. 12 & Walzer, Fra. 12 s Ross).

Da Aeternitate Mundi IIT 10-11 (Fra. 18 Rose.Fra;
18 Walzer, Fra. 18 Rosse, Ibid. V.2-4 ( Fra. 14 rose,
Fra, 19 Walzer, Fra, 19a Ross, Ibid, VI 98 - VI 34
( Fra, 20 Rose, Fra. 19b Walzer, Fra. 10} Ross, and
Ibid VIII 39 - 43 ( Fra. 21 rose, Fra. 19¢ Walzer |,

Fra. 19c¢ Ross ),

Guthrie, C.Q. 1933, Both of Jeeger ond cthroust mre

in agreement in seeing platonic traces of motion
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L
) Hotes
W Jaeger, Aristorle, f{aundmental of the history of

his development, Llondon, 1967.

Von Arnim. Die Entsrehung der Goltesleher des Aris-
&

totles, Berlan, 1931,

W.K,C. Grthrie = " The development of Aristotie’s
Theolcpy " Classical Quarter. 1933,pp. 162-190. also

|13

the same authear introduction to Aristetle's "Qn

the heavens ", pp. 11 - 35.

Jaegeér, P, 125.

Jeeger, p. 138.

Plato’s " laws " , books 10 - 12. also see Emnomﬁ.

Cicero,M.T, ciceronis, Dcnatura deorum, Academica, with

an English translation by H.Rackem, london {lLoeb) 1933.
I. 13.33,

Jaeper, p 139,

Guthrie " The dcevelopment of Aristotle's Theology

€.Q, 1933, P. 169.

Jaeper, 125.




inner composure is the essence of all religious

(68). Aristotle derives the subjective con-

devotion
viction of pod's existence from two sources from
man's experience of the impsired sight of ihe
soul and from the sight of the stary hesvens .
This derivetion is not to be understood histori-~
cally. It is B8 frequent juxtaposition of the

tvo grest wonders that all the enlightenment of
the enlightened cannot explaine, Whet Aristotle co-
mpresses here d1nto o formules is simply the reli-

(69)

gious attitude of Plato's circle twvards univ-

erse ".
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and most refined logical agruments can never ach-
ieve that irresistible force of irner conviction
which arises out cf ¢the ipspired presentigents
of the soul. Tt was Aristatle who distnpuishes
sharply betwveen feeling and understanding, between
faith and reasor " those who are initisted are
not }equired to grasp any thing with the under-
standing, {Huaz'\'v } , but to ha‘ve a certoin

inner experience (TUtU&TV  , end s0 to be put
inte & particuler freme of mind, presuming that
they are capable of this frame of mind in the
first place"(bs). Fronm Plato, and the ﬁc;demy .
Aristotle tought - Jaeger insists - that true relig-
ion ie possible only in the form of personal
experience end personal awe in the face of the

(66).

subline thet is through personal devotion .

I borrov here Jaeger's words as chroust exp-

(67) No ane 1in the ancient world

ressed them
over spoke more beautifully and more profoundly
about the ©personal and ewmotional side of gall
religious 1life than Aristotle during the yeers
vhen' religion wss the central problem 1in his
mind, Ir the dislogue ™ on philosophy " he spoke

‘of the feeling of awve 1in the presence of that

whiech 18 higher than man, He recognized thet




II.
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The Psycholopical arpument :

In eaddition teo the cosmological, teleogical
ergument Aristotle refere to the personal &nd
psychologicol feeling. For Aristotle, oan's belief
in kod arouses from an 4nnate spiritual stren-
gth and from the events which concern the sool.
In the case of 3leep the 6oul is 1inspired end
is sable to predict the future with prophetic
eye. Also in the cese of death vhen it get
ride of the body and i1its relation and became
pure, 4t is im that case more neorer to the
divine neture, For all these reasons he caoe
to the conclusion that there exists something
divine which is akin to the soul and which is
baove all the most intelligent. Im brief- as
chroust mentioned(6d) " Aristotle held that reli-
gious beliefe specially the belief in god and
hjs C€Iistence, originated either from direct and

personal " gystical revelation or inspiration™

where men's soul 18 directly affected by a pers-

onal owerenese that resuylts in spontaneocus certa-

n L

inty, or from & " derivative " or " inferential

realization or knovledge of the divine ".

M u

In his or phiolosphy ~ as Jaeger maintains,

Aristotle indicates that even the most compelling
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of the -oud i,e¢ the events which concern the
soyl, e "lz gelectint Lhencaena. As for
the first source I shall explain it later on.
As to the second source, men think that behind
the <ch:r - Tos s rea2-leorit, :.'f the stars,
there, exirte ¢ hizh divineg powes thot rmesns

RS

thet wherever men stand face to face with the

mervellous and orderly universe, they reache to

the rotinnal conclusion that all this beauty ond

orderliness must be caused by an ultimate princi-
N

ple i.e order. This means thst wmen come tO

63)
belive in god’s existence through his effects.

So from the existence of the cosmos and from
their sighting of natural phenomena, men inferred

the existence of god.
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in order to echeive the good of the whole, And
everything is existed for the sake of another
And to support this point of view he }eferes here

(59)

to a passage in cicero vhic 1s considered to be
of Aristotle's ( on philosophy )} where Aristotle
referred to some beings who lived beneath the
earth and who oply, by report, have learnt that
there exist divine powers, then suddenly they
vere faced for the first time with the sight
of earth, seas and si}, the sun with ite powers
the moon, the heavenly bedies, the stars with
their regular changeless order, in 8 word when
they saw both the earth, and the heavens vith
lheir marvellas, they would be Bured that all

these phenomena are signs of a divine power and

hence they would conceive the existtence of

god(bo) « for all these works cannot be = handi-

work of hunanbeing . We observe here that Ari-
stotle wused Plato's analopy of the cave with
some differences s8s Jseger points ou:(ﬁl),

Agein according to Sextus Empiricus ( Adver-

sus Mathe .. : x 20-3 ) Aristotle maintained in

the on philosnphy(bz) that wmen's bhelief ip god

‘originated from two sources : personal experiences
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Aristotle's proofm for the existence of the Unmoved Mover:

In his " on philousophy

early proofs for the

" Aristotle gave us his

existence of pod,

I, The (ntolopical ( Telealopicael } proof :

In a fragment
of " on philasophy
can be called the
there 1is a good,

there is a better

referring to his third boak
n(56) 4ristotle gave us what
ontological agrument : " where

there is a better and where

emong existting things one is

better than another, there is also something that

is best which is

It seems as&8 wmost

at the ssme time the divine

of the schoolars

w57

believed (;8)

that Aristotle’'s ontologicol Bgrument 3is connected
g8 g

vith his teleological one.

For if semonp
comparce or prefere

means thet there

the observed things wve can

some being to another that

cexists a perfect being vhich

is 1ncompareble. And which 1s ideantical with

the divipe, This

ontological eargument is connec-

ted with the teleolopgical one. For as Aristotie's

doctrine requires,

certain purpose and

L1

everything has existed for e

to do @& certain Tole and

as he e6ays @ god and naturc do nothing in

‘'vein ". everything

is connected with the other
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In thie passage. Guthrie presents two important
points :
a) the circular motion 1s not yet considered as a

natural one, while the motion wup and down are

natural. :

b) Aristotle odmits here that there 1is no superior
power to the power of the stars. The wmotien of
the =stars comes from the will which resides inp
them. So Guthrie csme to conclusion that Aristo-
tle oabandanned the idea that wmotion of ether is
mot a natural motion. Circuler motion i8 a pnatu-
ral one, ether moves in all directions.

Guthrie, it seeans, Iis not completely ageinst Jae-
ger's idea for he woentioned that " It is  difficult
to be dogmatic in the face of the generel confusion
of cicaro's passage ( De Mer) .I. 33) sec he believes
thet the ergument that insists on the existence of
the Unmoved Hove; rests on probabilities " (54).Chtoustf
on the other hand, for =some reasons, upheld W. Jae-
ger's view that in the on philosophy Aristotle allu-
ded te the transcendental Unmoved Mover. For the Sup-
reme god being nous, and a i:c&'&d({d‘l'as' moves with-

out being moved(ss).




=77~
heavenly bodise are moved by will or voluntarily
ond this cxcludes the exterior mover vhose exi-
stance Jaeger proclaism. For the third view which
takes en " intermediary " position between Jeegé?m
and von Arnim, it scems thsat Guthrie will repr-
esent 1t. He believes that Aristotle 4in  his "on
philoscphy " does not commit himself to a final
n

definitdon of the divine, he ( Aristotle ) gave

us four suppositions and did not stress en one

of them ", reslly he does not postulate openly

an lhmoved Mover 1ia the " on philosophy " although
thir notion can be touched in his dialogue, for
the wultimate necessity of postulating such Un-
moved Mover is compatible with the fyndamentsel
tenecr of the " on philosophy " end Guthrie supp-
orts his view by mentioning that ;he passage
from which the scholars underetood that it cont-
eins the ®Unmoved MHover " 1s put by cicero into
the mouth of an Epicurean eritic whose object is
to show that Aristotle's thoughts were muldedﬁz}
So Guthrie is 4in agreement with Arnim against
Jeeger 1in seeing that the latter vas not -right
in secing the (ynmoved Mover in this passage. On
tte contraty Guthrie gave us enother passage(ss)
by which he disposes Jaegger's assumption of the

presence of the Unmoved Mover.
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" on Metreolopy " that are connected with the first
wvark ), Aristotle presuppeses in a general way
the doctrine of <the Unmoved Mover eand so on,
partly it appears in these texts as Arnim sees
thst din " De Caelo " the ethersphere is a maver
which is by its own nature eternal with no beg-
inning ond ne end, with circular molien. This
theory 1is contrary to 1Lhe supposition that ether
sphere 3is moved by something different Ffrom it,
But if we suppose that it is implicd, how can
we attach it to the theory that the ether-sphere
is gself-moved ? If we suppose an exterior mover in

.

this state - he would bhe of .use, but no

Aristotle says theat éod and neture nerver do any
thing in wvain. Ether is corparesl, if there exi-
sed a non corporesl mover, this would haveto

be superior to Ether. And from"De Caelo we"

know thet ‘Aristotle presents Ether as the supr-
eme substance which ;epresents the divine element
in cosmos (49).

Arpim points out that there 1is another passage
vhich contradicts Jseper's interpretation of the
existence of the Unmoved Mover, this passage is

Cicero's Dc late. Deo. II, 4&(501. where Aristotle:

refers to three «causes for motion 8nd that the
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Everything that is moved, 1is moved either natur-
ally, or hy force, or by will, The stars don't

move as the four elements wpwards and doewnwards,

but in a cirele, and gsin we can not admit
that they are noved conti - to the nature, so
ve hasve toe admit that t:« are moved by their
will, that 1is bhy the et! a cpiritual substa-

nce, ang mere, o materia. .f the soul, The
ether hes perception and 1 .nd.

The theory exposed in™ De caelo"™ of the ether es
le).oQoPch{V is based on the conception

of the self-motion of the cthersphere. If Arist-
oatle had already conceived the theory of god,

as an Unmoved Mover who rules all the motions of

the cosmos he had not to talk of ether as of

’ .
q(meL Hohtdov . In his " on philosophy and

" Oon heavens ", the cosmos 1s endowed with a

soul.

Ether i1is a body, & matter, even it is, and it
remeinsg &8t the same tioe SUVO"'}“’S

Arnin tried to provide ( p.10 ) more evidence
that Jaeger's thesis is without faith {(this

thesis is that in " De Ceelo " and in the " patrs

"

" and " De generation and Corruption .

of oanimal
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¢circular motien of the dnterior spheres which are moved
by the force of themselves. They are self-moved

and they &are meoved by the divinity which resider
in them., So god in the dialogue --"CP}.’ ¢lloroglas o
is not the mover of the first motion, but of the
interior and of the circular wotions of these in.
ternal spheres ({ sup wmoon, ect ). But the mover of
the inner spheres is not the same as the mover of
the exterior sphere, and this appeared in the theory
expounded in A . In the first period the mover 1is
of course the soul that 1ies in the idinterior spheres,
in the 1later pericd it means the exterior mover ,
who moves the spheres,

\ '
u [TEPL ‘i’h\o""‘l"ds " Aristoble still

In the
bears the pletonic influence end considers that the
motldon hes its source in itgelf, that the world is

moved by the soul and the things possessing soul,

And 1n order to prove his peint of vyiew --Arnim

refers to some passages from Aristotle's own writt-

ings :

1. Arnim meintoins that the motions of the sky in
the "Mept 1'"“'”"?{“'5 " are not ascribed to
an Upmoved Mover, but to the stars which are
'made out of etherean spiritual substance which

inpvolves 1ts own motlon within  itself. Aristotle says :
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concept of the Unmoved Mover from Plato's laws.

Those who see in the on philosophy

the lnoo-

‘ved=rMover of Aristotle, in addition to their depend-
5%
ence yon cicero ( De Natura Deorun, I. 33 ) depending

(46)

also on the scholis in Prov. Salomonis which

refers to something common that wunits ( the wmany)

and this- is the first oprinciple “.

The second point of view is represented by Von

Arnimﬁ47). He does not find dn the fragments of

o NepL ihotroglas o ony indication which could

permit us to say thet it refers to the " Unmoved
first Mover "(48) - And in order to support his expls-
nation V. Arnin quotes the passage in cicero ( De
Net. Deo. I. 13, 33 ) - on which also relies Jeaeger-

where Epicure criticizes Aristotle's idea. Arnim does
not egree with Jaecger seeing that his conviction of
the existence of the Inmoved Mover in the ( on phi-
losophy ) 48 felse for Jaeger based his thesis en
the translstion of the sentence " replicotione quadem
wundl amotum regat dque tueature " o sort of pgoing
back movement. Arnim points out that the word "rickl-
aufig " does not epply to the circuler motion of

the cosmos through the action of the Unmoved Mover,

( Jaeger's hypothesis ) but it applies solely to the
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Thee  camrepl ol gl went foped Ly  elcero-os “some
other ruler over ( the divipe )} universe, who moves
the wuniverse by means of revers wothion { elihm quen-
dam ( deum) preficit mondo elgque was partes fribuit
ut replicatione quadam wundl potum regst atque tueat-
vre ), this concept has aroused meny discussions and
conflicting interpretetions. We can sum them oll in
three eottitudes or points of viev. The first is

(bZ). who 1insists that the " on

represen:éd by Jaeger
philosophy " of Aristotle contains the idea of the

" Unmoved Hover. Jaeger based his conviction on 2 pes-
sege of cicero ( De HNet. Deo, I. 33 ) eund reached to

the conclusion thet Aristotle procleims in the " on’

ohilosophy that the supréme " god " to whom the world 1ie
subordinated 1is the transcendentel ypnmoved Mover who
guides the world as jts finel cause, by rTeeson of
the perfection of his pure thought ”. This, Jaeger
assumes, 1is the core of Aristotle's early theology .
" Thie 4mmaterial pure intellect \Unmoved Mover, separ-—
ated from the world, since it 45 pure from, lies
over @ll gods B&nd in this Mover one can find the

(44)

unity of the "world n{43)  algo Jeeger holds that

the hotion of B transcendent \Unwoved Mover is Platonic

in 4ts apirit and 18 the third posesibility mentioned

(45)

in plato's levs and that Aristotle derives  the
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41so when Aristotle ascoribes divinity teo "ether"

this does not econtradict with the notion of postula-

ting " supreme pod ". Ather for Aristotle is a diffe-

rent element from the other four traditionanl elements,.
It is the element of the heavenly bedies, it is

alse called ™ the primary body " with an unchangeable

quality(3§). We read in " De Caelo : " Men give the

highest place & name of its own, namely ether " ,

"oy (37)

it rans

vhich is derived from the fact that
alvays "htz ysiv'tThis ether being immutable within
the corporeal uorld(BSJ. and the element o©of the divi-
ne stars is divime in its nature. Tt is important
here to notice that when Aristotle usad the term divine

or god, sepplying it far bbth of the universe { the

heavens and the fixed stars ) and the ether,he does

not mean to identify between them and the " suprene
god ". By divine he means something which is pure
unchangeable, ungenerated and indestructible, ageless
and inmpesive something which $a not the result - of
man's hand work. The wuniverse, the heavens are divine
in the sense that they are not subject to death

and natural incidenkts of the terrestrial uor]d(ag).
Moreover when Aristotle c¢elled the world divine pe
did not meen the sublunary world ef the changeable

elements but he means-as Jeeger mwaintains - the henvens

i.e. the fixed stars.
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In his metaphysics A Aristotle(27) identified Dbe-
tveen ped 8nd  the ndzs, slso from Aristotle's protr-

epticus (28). we ore informed that Y nmind elone is

divine " and that since mind is " the divine dwell-

ing in ws .. mortal 1life poassesses a certsin element

of the divine "(29).

Han shares in divinity owing to the dwelling of
mind in him. For mind is something divine, but in
fact the supreme god is incomparable with the hupan
mind. For god is the " Mind of Minds "(30),

Also when Aristotle says that the universe is

god, that does not mesn the ideatification of the

universe as visible god vith the supreme invisible

god "(31). This point of view is supported by tyo

(32)

pascages of Phiio of Alexandria which ere consi-~

dered to be " fragments of Aristorle's on philoso~
phy". Philo of -Alexsndris in his work ( De Aeternitate
Mundi TIIT 10-10 ) ascribes to Aristotle that the univ-~
erse is wuncreated and ipperishable in short ia is

eternal and 3t could not be a work of man"s

hands(Ja).

4
Also ph:llo(3 ) credites Arisrotle with having cnl-

L1g

led the universe the immenes visible god who in-

cluded the sun, the moon and the pantheon of rhe

planets and the fixed sters "(33)
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mind is someLhing, divinc, s¢ ondly that the univ=
erse itself is gad thirdly : that there is =& gaod
above eoll the world, who rules and guides the move-

ment of the wuniverse by &« sort of reverse motion

( replicatione quadam ). And fourthly that the ather

is god.
This paragraph in cicero ygag reported Dy
Ve11e1u5(23), one af the Epicureans who were out of

sympathy with Aristolle(zﬁ). and s0 Velleius mentioned
that Aristotle gave us contradicting and confused no-
tions ebout god (25). each of wvhich contrary teo the
other, for he ( Aristotle ) identified -from Velleius
point of view —géﬁ or the supremc ( pure intellect )
with the wuniverse and the other considering both of
them os god. But in Ffact this contradiction, <can be
reduced to Velleius point of view rvather than Arist—-
otle himself.
For when Aristotle ottributes divinity to the

intellect or the opure Mind this does not contradict
with the divinity of the universe or of the ether.

Co? 2

For here, Aristotle referripg to two different kinds
of divinity the lesser divinity or the universe the
.viﬁible god { which 48 deathless, everlasting, over
moving which tronscends the limitations and dmperfect-

ions  of human existence ), &nd the " suprem divinity"

26
the supreme pood, the N6§s. the Lrue Theos (Geosf {
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stars move by their free will, i.e. voluntsry.
Froop these ¢tvo passages, it can be concluded

that the stars are living belngs possess purpose,

and intelligence, and that their own element is the
etﬁer which contains in itsclf the principle of its
motion, the stors wmove by their ovwn free will, 50
we can came to the <onclusion that they have soul which
is the cause of their motion, So in this stage

Aristotle adopted the doctrine of the star-soules(ZI).

The concept of pod in " on philosophy™:

According to a pessege 1in ci;eré22). we nBre in-

n

formed - that Aristotle in the third book of his "on
philosophy " hes s great many confused notions Rot
disagreeing with the doctrines of his master Plato
at one wmoment he assigns divinity exclusively to the
intellect, at gnother he says that the wvorld is it-
self 8 god, then apgein he oputs some other being over
the world, and assigns to this being the role nf’
regulating and sustaining the world-motion by meons

of &a sort of Iinverse rotation, then he says that the
celestial heat 18 god not realizing that the heavens
are & part of that world which elswhere he himgelf
. has entitled pgod.

It 18 clear from c¢lcero's report, that Aristotle

assigns divinity first : to the intellect, ie. the pure
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veriation, .. . the stars move of their oun free will
and because of : their intelligence and divinity"oal
That means that : JTn every element there are
some living beings so it is ebsured not to exist
living beings in the fifth element, the ether, which
is by its own nature pure. We know that ether is
the element aof the stara. So the stars are living
beings, But the regularity snd orderliness of their
motion presupposes that they must be endowved vith
the highest 1intelligence and possess rtesson and purp-
ose, and since this perfect order and reguwlar circu-
lar- motion cennot be the product of mechanical nature,
it ooust be the result of & consclous intent apd
this means that their wmotion imply free will and
inner design. From all these characters whith Aristotle gave
to the atars, it is essy to conclude with him that
the stars heve gelf-cause motion i.e. they are moved
by dimmanent souls.

(20)'

This result is confirmed by & paasage In cicem
where Aristotle laid "down -three possible causes of motion,
neture, force and free wili, The motion of the bad-
ies is either upwards oT downwagds but the petion
of the heevnly bodies is c¢ircular and this motion
cannot’ be explained by external force, for there is

no force preater than the heavenly bodies so the
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on philesaphy 7.

in the "

In this first etage Aristotle odopted Plato's
theology as it has been expounded in " lavas v (18) .

Aristotle started with the noetion tLhat the heave-
nly bodies have souls becsuse they move themselves .
According te a passage in cicero Aristotle haelds that:
" since therefore some living creatures are born in
the earth, others in the water and others in air ,
it is absurd, so0 Aristetle holds, to suppose that
no living animal is born d1n that element which 1s
moat edapted for <the generation of living thinps.
But the stars occupy the repion of ether, and this
hes a very rarified substence and it always in live-
ly motion, 31t follows thot the animal borm in this
repion hes the keenest esenses and the swiftest power
of movement, hence since the stars come into exist-
ence in the ether, it is rees¢nable to suppose that
they poesess sensation and intelligence. Aad from this
it follows thot ¢the stars are t¢ he reckoned as
gods ... It ds therefore 1ikely that the stars poss-
ese surpassing 1intelligence. Again, the ccnsclousness
ansd intelligence of the sters is most clearly evide-
nced by their order ond regularity for regular and

rhythroical motion which is impossible without .desipn,

wvhich contains no trace of causel or Accidemtel
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Book tuy -
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clear' picture of Arist-
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expounded in " De Caclo, " that the ether is the
cause of circular motion of the c¢osmos, and the late
theory that the Unmoved HMover is the cause of this
motion, the same idea is exposed in physies I - IV
when Aristotle meintsins that the " Nature " in thirgs
is the final cause of motion. And in his physics
VII , VIII there is an evolution in his theeory

which is found eloso in metaphysics. (A) and whioh *
has no connection with his esarlier position. Aristo-
tle worte his book later on as decond stage of his
evoluticn, when he abandaned the th=ory ef the soul
fixed-stars, as 8a self_mover, 1.e when he abandoned
his master's theory of the soul-cosmos. He wrote it
efter his cosmological writings had been completed in

o

" De Caelo," ™ De generation snd Corruption,” metreol-

ogical ™ and when he had put the seed and origin
for his theory of the Unmoved Mover in bis physics

specially 1im book H. and @.

LL] n

Aristotle's on philosophy
(10)

represents the first
stage of Aristotle's evolution It is a lost work
which is & signal part of a distinct period _of in-
tellectual transition when Arietotle was preparing him-
self to strike out a new philosophicel attitude. " On
phiiésdphy " consists of three books.

Book one begings with an account to the hisrorica

development of ©philosophy.
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‘the stars sare "

self-povers . As for the second stoge
it is & natural development for the first stage -as=s
Guthrie believed — it starts when Aristotle begines to
study the neture of the element of the heavenly bad-
ies, which is the ether(g). But what is 1its nature
and properties. Here Guthrie transforms to the second
stege, whicﬁ is based on the fact that npature in
things dia the principle of movement. So ether moves
in & eirculer naturelly. But everything that moves
is moved by eometbing else, end this Beries of movera
must be teroinated in an Unmoved Mover. ( Aristotle
studies this subject in book H, A , of his physics).
And here Aristotle reached the last steage where he
postulated the Unmoved Hover as the ceuse of the °%
motion of the universe. VYon Arnim belived that Arist-
otle's thought passed two stages, the early and the
later views. The first stege for him begins wvhen
Arietotle thinks thet the sphere of the ether, phat
vhich goeuy round, has the reason of its motion in
its own self. In Aristotle's " De Caelo," the ether

is presented as a self-mover power. Arnim {ipsists
that we cannot find hints of the idea of the Usn-
moved Mover in both of the " on philesophy " and

" De Ceelo ". 4And he supported his view by saying

thet there {s no connection between the theory
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But, wunlike pletn, Ariastotle 48 primarily concer-
ned with the cosmological or visible side rater Lhen
the transcendental and 4dnvielble aBpsct of this dual
world,

Now s8lthough most of the schoolarsl eccepted Arai-
totle's development yet they differ 4n their ‘point
of view. let us begin with Jaeger who, analysing or
depending on an account of ciccro(7) ; Came to the
canclusion that din his ( on philosophy ) Aristotle
proclaims that the supveme " god to whom the worid
ts subordinated 1s the trenscendental Unmoved Mover 0
wvho guides the world 8s its finsl cause, by reason
of the perfection of his pure thought "(8). This ,
Jaeger assumes, 1s the core of Ariatotle early theo-
logy. And for this reason, 1t 1e Jasgor's own view
that Aristotle's thought passed severel consistent at-

ages and that the idea of the Unmoved Mover, existed

in Aristotle's doctrine from the beginning. Again co-

ncerning the theory of Ariastotle's development, Gutheds,
distinguiphes, in Aristotle, three atages each of
which is o leading step to the other and which in
fact show no contradiction. Every atege for him Jhas
a specific character. 4s for the first stege Aristo-

tle, adopted the theory of soul-stara, 1,e tha cause

of motion 18 reduced to the existonce of a soul.So




