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Isaac Newton On the Origin of Species (1713)

Abstract

Isaac Newton’s “Philosophiae naturalis principia mathematica” of 1687 teaches the ori​gin​at​ion of “mutations” of motion by active “forces of nature”. In the second edition (1713) of the “Prin​​cipia” New​ton’s editor Roger Cotes (in an “editor’s preface”) and Newton him​self (in a “Scho​​​​lium gene​ra​le”) embedded the theory in the much broader context of creat​ion of the new, ultimately re​ferr​ing to the Creator. Newton’s natural “for​​ces” or “cau​ses” relate to this “First cause”, and they are always and only ac​ti​ve immaterial  prin​ciples to ac​tiv​a​te pas​si​ve mat​​ter. These invisible generating principles can be known by their observable material ef​fects according to “ana​​lo​gy”, that is the Euclidean geometric proportion theory which New​ton prefers as a ma​​​the​​​ma​​​​​ti​cal de​vi​ce in the “Prin​cipia”. Newton’s dualist theory of origination of mo​t​ion is at va​ri​​an​ce with the evolutionists belief in the activity and omnipotency of mat​ter as a corner-stone of their hypothetical-deductive theo​ry of the origi​​n of spe​ci​es. In short: If Newton was right, Darwin was wrong.      

Introduction

Isaac Newton (1642-1727), about 150 years before Charles Darwin, published a particular theo​​​ry on the origin of species. This fact should be known not only to Newton scholars, but al​​​​so to theologians and biologists, at least since Christoph Cardinal Schönborn’s 2006 Castel Gan​​​dolfo talk “Fides, Ratio, Scientia: The Debate about Evolution” (1). The Cardinal began by recalling the 1713 publication of Newton’s Scholium generale to the second edition of his fa​​mous Philosophiae naturalis principia mathematica of 1687. Quoting extensively from New​​​​ton, he showed that, according to the opus quoted, “out of the blind play of chance and ne​​​​ces​sity the diversity of natural things cannot arise” and the Cardinal added correctly: “The theo​​ry of evo​​lution that is current today says precisely the opposite” (2). Actually, New​ton’s reasoning results in understanding the really existing God as the “First cause”, the Crea​tor and Go​​vernor of everything, including all changes of states of everything as effects of se​cond​ary causes depending on the God above all, whose exis​ten​ce always and everywhere Newton calls an ines​cap​able fact (3). 

Even though he did not literally anticipate Darwin’s 1859 title “On the Origin of Species” in his 1713 Scholi​um generale, Isaac Newton wrote on the very same subject as Darwin - the ori​​gin of va​riety and vari​at​ion in nature. But while Darwin tried to explain the phenomena by em​pirically identifiable mechanisms, Newton stated that “all that diversity of natural things which we find suited to dif​ferent times and pla​ces could arise from nothing but the ideas and will of a Being neces​sa​ri​ly existing” (4). New​ton argued on the basis of a throughout sci​enti​fic (i.e. mathematical) ge​ner​al theory of “mu​​tatio”, i.e. of the change of phenomena  from a sta​te A to a different sta​te B. The germ of this theory of cour​se concerns the “origin”, that is the how and why of the forth​​coming of so​me​​​thing really “new” at its very beginning, of some​thing (some new phe​no​me​non, some new sta​​te of being of some​thing) that had never existed be​​fore. Cardinal Schön​born in his 2006 talk did not enter in​to this problem, but generally re​ferr​ed to my relevant book “Die Rehabili​tierung des Galileo Ga​lilei oder Wie die Wahrheit zu mes​sen ist” (5). Thought​lessly he insinu​at​​ed that Newton might perhaps have de​duc​ed his the​ist​​ic state​​ments from a hypothetically pre​​supposed “belief in the Creator (that) ma​kes him see things in this light”. This idea, how​ever, contradicts Newton’s scientific me​thod “hypo​theses non fingo” (for this cf. Roger Cotes’s and Newton’s methodological statements in the follow​ing para​graph 3). Newton did not in​tro​​du​​ce “God” as a scientific hypothesis from which to de​du​ce some insight into the or​der of the world. Quite the contrary, his empirical me​thod leads from a first un​der​stand​ing of the “phae​​no​mena” and their true immaterial causes through a chain of such cau​ses ultimately to truth, i.e. to God as the “first cause” (6). In the fol​low​ing I will show so​me of the con​​siderations that were basic for Newton’s theistic view of the “ori​gin” – not only of spe​cies, but of every​​thing: a view that encouraged Newton’s ama​nu​ensis Sa​​muel Clarke al​rea​dy in 1704 to prai​​se the new natural philosophy from the pulpit of St. Paul’s in London as the on​ly phi​​lo​so​phy that harmonises with the truth of Christianity.    
1. Newton’s paradigm of “origin”: The origination of a new state of a body’s motion.

It was a common belief in Newton’s time that the theory of motion provided the “key of na​tu​re” (Colin Maclaurin) (7). In some way, motion, its generation, and its change from one state to another, seem​ed to lie at the bottom of all natural phenomena, so that its understanding, and especially the un​der​standing of the natural generating causes thereof, should yield a most ba​sic and true cau​sal explanation of the phenomena themselves. Accordingly in his preface to the “Principia” of 1687 New​ton argued that it should be the main task of natural philosophy to de​duce the ge​ner​at​​ing “forces” from the phenomena of motion and then to explain other phe​no​mena by the​se forces. The “Principia” reflects this view al​ready through its composition in three books, the first two dedicated to “the mot​ion of bo​dies”, and the third to “the system of the world”, which system Newton explained on the basis of the first two books, i.e. by means of the prin​cip​les that form the backbone of his “theory of mo​tion”, as he developed it in these two books.

1.1. Which are these principles? In short they are: 1) Motion of material bodies is a change of place in space and time that basically proceeds harmonically (i.e. according to the geomet​ric pro​portion​ality of space and time) in a uniform, straightlined manner. 2) By a careful investi​gat​ion into the conditions of its very begin​ning (“ip​so motus initio”) (8), this real spatio-tem​po​ral motion, though not directly observ​ab​le, can be mathematically deter​min​ed, and can be dis​tinguished from rest as well as from only ap​​pa​​rent motion, according to certain rea​son​able prin​ciples, or “laws of motion”. 3) The main contents of these laws consists in under​standing by analogy (i.e. by means of Euclid’s geo​me​t​ric pro​portion theory) the invisbile generating ac​tive “cau​ses” of motion, the so-called forces of natu​re. 4) Cau​​sal generation of motion is al​ways a generation of uniform straightlined motion, not continually, but step by step, i.e. as “chan​ge” of an existing state of motion or rest into another such sta​te in geo​​met​​ric pro​por​ti​on to its ge​ne​r​at​ing cause, that is to the invisible “force” impressed on the body, no mat​ter if this non-material force “is im​press​ed all at once or successively by de​grees” (9). (5) “Ac​​ce​ler​at​ed” or “de​ce​​le​​rat​ed” motion, i.e. a motion the velocity of which increases or de​creases in the cour​se of time, is ac​cord​ingly also not generated continuously, but rather it changes step by step, in proportion to its ge​ner​at​ing active cau​se, i.e. the immaterial or spiritual “force” im​press​​ed on the moving bo​dy.              

1.2. It is evident that these principles are not those of “classical or Newtonian mechanics” of the textbooks all around the world. As a matter of fact, the non-​geometric clas​si​cal mechanics of the schools cannot correctly be ascribed to Newton. It is well ​known, at least to historians of science, that Newton’s theory, like Galileo’s based on the geometric theo​ry of proportions, on the “analogy of na​​ture” (10), and on a dualism (i.e. a spirit-matter interact​ion) of non ma​teri​al, unobservable generating active “forces of nature”, and generated observ​ab​​le (“materi​al”) mo​tion, under​went a radi​cal change during the 18th century. This change is so​me​​times call​ed a “positivistic in​ter​​pre​tation” (Paolo Casini) (11). Actually it removed the philosophical feature of this geo​​​met​ric-synthe​tic theory and made it an arithme​ti​cal and analytical technical tool. This trans​​​for​ma​tion, however, meant a most fundamental change of para​digms: from New​​ton’s syn​​thesis to Leibnizian analysis, from Newton’s geometry to Des​​car​tes’ and Leib​niz’s arith​me​​tic and algebra, from Newton’s analogy of nature to Leib​niz​ian equi​​va​len​ce of cau​​se and ef​fect, from a neo-platonic Christian dualism of “spirit” (for​ce) and “matter” (mot​ion of bo​dies) to ma​terialistic-atheistic monism. This change began in 1637 with Descartes’ work on the reduc​t​ion of geometry to al​geb​ra. Some​what later, the Ger​man philo​so​pher G.W. Leibniz, in order to advance Descartes’ mathematical work, explicitly re​duced geo​metric pro​portions to arith​me​tic-algebraic equations that no lon​ger re​pre​​sent​ed an equi​va​len​​ce of rela​tions between dif​fe​rent things, but rather an equiva​len​ce of things them​selves, even of things like “cause” and “effect” that had been considered diffe​rent en​tities so far. The result of this oper​ation was based not on Newton’s principles, but on his philosophical antipode’s  Leibniz “first axiom of mecha​nics” – the identification of cau​se and effect (“causa aequat effectum”), which made causes in​distinguishable from their al​​le​gedly “equal” effects. Thus began the de​cline of Newton’s re​search program: To detect the trans​​cendent for​ces of natu​re through in​vesti​gation of the phe​nomena of motion, and then, by means of the​se forces, to causally ex​plain other pheno​me​na as effects thereof (12). As a re​sult of the ge​ne​ral acceptance of Leib​niz’s and Kant’s reductionist program, however, Charles Darwin and others mistook material ef​fects for originating “causes”. To​day’s evolutionists cannot but ima​gine “natural cau​ses” as ma​​terial, ob​servab​le pheno​me​na, so that e.g. “mutation” (i.e. the effective appearing of some​thing new), and “se​​lect​​ion” (the effective eli​mination of the “unfit”) are understood as mate​ri​al causes or “me​chanisms” of evo​lu​tion. Any re​search that would not a priori deny the ex​ist​en​ce of imma​te​​rial or trans​cen​dent cau​ses (such as e.g. the will of living beings, not to speak of the will of God) is now spurn​ed as a non-​sci​en​t​ific, irrational venture into “super​na​tur​al” re​​gions. Con​se​quent​​ly, to​day’s natur​al sci​ence ap​pears not only in a materialistic-athe​is​tic garb, but is bas​ed on the phi​losophy of ma​teria​lism (often glossed over as “naturalism”), and even in​trin​sically identical with it. From Newton’s point of view evolutionists, so long as they per​se​vere in the restricted re​alm of ma​terial effects and dogmatically refuse to accept even the pos​sibility of non-ma​te​ri​al entities, will ne​ver successfully identify a true originating cause of anything, because of the absolute immateriality and transcendence of any causes.  

1.3. The above-mentioned principles of Newton’s theory of motion and natural philosophy show what one learns by con​​centrating not on secondary literature, but on the works of Isaac New​ton him​self, main​​​ly on his “Philosophiae naturalis principia mathematica” of 1687, 2nd edi​tion 1713. I learn​​ed those principles when in the 1980ies translating Newton’s opus mag​num from his La​tin in​to Ger​man. My aim was to make avail​​ab​​le for the first time a reliable Ger​man edition of the “Prin​cipia” which among Ger​man scholars (mathematicians, physicists, phi​lo​so​phers) was as well known as the Ho​ly Bible – that is, only by name, not in its contents.

What I consider a most important result is the fact that Newton teaches “generation”, or should we say “creation” of motion, not as a continuous process that, even though initially per​​​​​haps “cre​at​ed” by some cause, from then on should emerge, so to speak, “by itself”, that is, con​​​​​tin​u​ally in ti​me, without any further intervention of a generating principle. Rather he in​sists on a stepwise creation which, for every single step, requires a new activity to create it, i.e. a new generating “force”. This “discrete” paradigm of generation of motion can clearly be un​​​​​​derstood in Newton’s explanation of the “free fall” of bodies: “Corpus ca​den​te, gravitas uniformis, singulis temporis particulis aequalibus aequaliter agendo, impri​mit vi​res aequales in corpus illud, et velocitates aequales generat. Et tempore toto vim totam im​pri​mit, et velo​ci​ta​tem totam generat tempori proportionalem.” English, according to I. Bernard Cohen and An​ne Whitman: “When a body falls, uniform gravity, by act​ing equally in individual equal par​ticles of time, impresses equal forces upon that body and generates equal velocities, and in the total time it impresses a total force and generates a total velocity proportional to the time” (13). Evidently, the process of “free fall” according to New​ton is a discrete or quan​ti​sed pro​cess, the result of which, at any time, must be under​stood as a sum of discretely ge​ner​ated fi​ni​te parts of velocity, every discrete step newly gener​at​ed in every single “equal par​tic​le of ti​me” – which, by the way, shows the quantisation of time (14). 

1.4. Newton’s message then is: There exists no continuously “accelerating force” in nature to pro​​duce “ac​​ce​​le​rat​ed mo​ti​on”. There is no continuous emergence of motion in nature (15). And generally spo​​ken (since “generation of motion” means only an example of the generation of everything, i.e. of “generation itself”, or of “cre​​ation”): Nothing in nature emerges continu​ous​​​ly (“by itself”). Every individual new “sta​te” of some​​thing, which state differs by novelty from a former state of that something, must in​​di​vi​dual​ly be generated, or created, as an effect of an individual cause, or generat​ing “force”. This cau​​se is not an equivalent of its effect, ra​ther causes and effects are basically dif​ferent entities: the effect being an observable pheno​me​​​​​non, the cause being an unobservab​le, transcendent prin​ciple which, however, always ob​eys a rational geometric proportion to its ge​ner​at​ed effect. Conse​quent​​ly this cause represents a mea​​sur​​​able entity of its own, name​ly a truly cre​a​tive force that is able to generate in space and ti​me as its effect something new, some​thing that ne​​ver had existed before. Of cour​se this con​​​​cept of generation of the “new” is one of a creatio continua, and also a concept of creatio ex nihilo. The transition from a state A of “something” to a different state B means that the​re must exist a diffe​r​ence, that is, something real must exist in the state B that did not exist in the pre​​​vious state A. So the process of ge​neration of a new state B (new with respect to the for​mer state A) in time descri​bes in fact the ori​gin of “something” out of  “no​thing” – but on​ly, of course, if the gene​rat​​ing trans​cen​dent and im​material principle “force”, as it is nothing ma​te​​rial, were considered to be “nothing” at all.

2. From Newton’s paradigm of origin of motion to the origin of species.

Isaac Newton introduced with his “Philosophiae naturalis principia mathematica” of 1687 a the​ory which was not restricted to motion only, but according to the title of his book he aimed ve​ry gener​al​ly at a new “philosophy of nature”. This philosophy he meant as a counterpoint to René Des​car​​tes’ “Principia philosophiae” of 1644, which Newton understood as a false doc​tri​​​ne that mis​​​led to materialism and atheism. If one contrasts this doctrine with Newton’s phi​lo​​​sophy, the main error of Descartes concerns his absolute separa​tion of res cogitans and res ex​ten​sa, an idea that denies any interaction of spirit, soul, free will, mind etc. with the ma​te​ri​al world of extended matter only; consequently it ex​clu​des non-material entities from this world, and thus surrenders the world to sheer mate​ri​al​ism. If Newton was right with his sus​pi​ci​ons con​cerning materialism and atheism, we can clearly see today.

The general philosophical aim of Newton’s teaching can be seen not only in book III of the “Prin​cipia”, where he – on the basis of his theory of motions presented in the first two books – ex​plains “the system of the world”. Rather it is deeply rooted already in the very first prin​cip​les of the theory of motion. The first law of motion, for instance, as it states that every materi​al body remains in its state of rest or uniform straightlined motion until its respective state is chang​​ed by the action of an external “force”, teaches very generally that every change in the sta​​te of the material world requires a cause which is not iself matter, or a property of matter it​self, but something “external” to material bodies. Matter itself is absolutely passive (16). It chan​g​es its stat​es only according to the actions of active external causes which cannot them​sel​​ves be material, since matter is throughout passive. So Newton’s very first law of motion al​ready implies the messa​ge that the gener​at​ing active causes of every “change of state” in the ma​terial world must themselves ne​cessari​ly be non-material or immaterial entities in their own right, i.e. active spiritual “for​ces of na​ture”. The “generation” of change in general, then, is described as a spirit-matter in​ter​action, which was in Newton’s time a well-known prin​cip​le in neo-Platonic circles such as the “Cam​brid​ge Platonists” (e.g. Ralph Cudworth, Henry Mo​​re, and Isaac Barrow, Newton’s aca​demic teacher and pre​deces​sor to the Lucasian chair of ma​​thematics at Cambridge Uni​versity). 

It is quite obvious that this principle must imply the origin of “species”. This comes to light e.g. in Newton’s Scholium after Lemma X in the “Principia” Book I Section 1, which Scho​​lium re​fers to the application of geometric proportion theory in order to determine the re​spec​​t​ive quan​t​ities of “diversorum generum“, that is of different species, or of different “kinds”. According to I. Ber​n​ard Cohen and Anne Whitman: “If inde​ter​​minate quantities of different kinds are compared with one another …” (17).

This reference starts the question how exactly the generation of a new species according to a spi​​​​rit-matter interaction should work, or how we could mathematically de​scribe it, if at all. We find New​​ton’s answer in his second law of motion, the central message of which reads as fol​​​lows: “Mu​ta​tionem motus proportionalem esse vi motrici im​pres​sae” (18). That is, general​ly spoken: Eve​ry observable change in natural material things happens in proportion to its ge​​ne​rat​ing im​material cause. Be the “change”, i.e. the “effect” of the said interaction an infi​ni​​tely small “mutation” in the biological sense, or be it an “off​spring” of a whole new “spe​cies”, that effect being symbolised by (p, and be its generating cause, or force, or ener​​gy, sym​​bol​​ised by (E, then we obtain the natural law of creation ac​cord​ing to (E : (p = C, with C symbolizing the required constant of proportionality.      

Evi​dently here begins a dualist natural philosophy of active spirit and passive matter to form to​​​​gether (by interaction) the variety and the variations of the empirical world. Says Newton, in the Scholium generale of 1713: “No variation in things arises from blind metaphysical ne​ces​​si​ty, which must be the same always and everywhere. All the diversity of created things, each in its place and time, could only have arisen from the ideas and the will of a necessarily ex​ist​ing being” (19). 
All that has been said above is not only a matter of historical reminiscense, but a re​sult of re​search work with far-reaching consequences (not only) for the present theory of evolution. Con​​​​t​ra​ry to the general belief of evolutionists in material “mechanisms” such as mu​tation, se​lect​ion etc., Newton shows that generally “the new”, and especially new species always and only come into being as the effects of generating immaterial cau​ses. Cardinal Schönborn has been right when he stated in 2006: New​​ton’s philosophy of nature says about ‘evolution’ pre​ci​se​ly the opposite of what scientists be​​lieve today. And Newton has also been right! The most striking proof of this finding, how​​ever, yields the absolutely startling cor​res​pondence of Newton’s authentic principles of the theo​​ry of motion with reliable ba​sic principles of modern phy​sics, e.g. with Ein​stein’s equat​​​​ion E = mc², and with Heisenberg’s indeterminacy relations, as I have demonstrated and pub​lished else​where (20).

3. Newton, the truth, and the discourse about God

Ten years ago, after having studied Pope John Paul’s II enzyclic “Fides et Ratio” of 1998, I wrote a longer German comment, which was published in the leading German Catholic jour​nal “Mün​​che​ner the​o​logische Zeitschrift” (21). This paper “Newton, die Wahrheit und die Re​de von Gott” I sent in the year 2000 to Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, now Pope Benedict XVI. He ans​wer​ed with great kindness, expressing his interest in my “enlightening reflexions” con​​cern​​ing the re​la​tion of Galileo’s and Newton’s philosophy to the above-mentioned encyclic, stressing his ho​​pe that my “re​markable considerations” would become a sub​ject of “due philo​so​phical dis​cus​​sion” lead​ing to a “reformation of metaphysics” (22). It must be said, however, that theologians and philosophers in Germany have only shown the same in​dif​​​ference for Rat​zin​​ger’s express hope as for most his learn​ed wri​tings, and especially for his criticism of Kant​​​ian reason in the famous “pro​phetic” (Ge​org Gäns​wein) “Regensburg lecture” of Sep​tem​​​ber 2006 (23).   

What I have shown in the above-mentioned article is the little-known aspect of Galileo’s and Newton’s work as an absolutely new beginning not only of science, but of philosophy in its ve​ry sense: a theocentric venture to prove the exist​ence of God by analogy, i.e. by trans​duct​ion from the know​ledge of his reasonable creation – a scientific venture within the frame of re​ference of ab​​so​lute truth. Already as a student, Isaac Newton had adopted the slogan “Ami​cus Plato ami​​cus Aris​to​teles, magis amica veritas” to show that he wanted to study not in or​der to join this or that phi​lo​sophic school, but as a cooperator veritatis, a ser​vant of truth, i.e. of God (24).           

3.1. To the 1713 second edition of the “Principia” Newton added the Scholium generale in or​der to reveal again his general aim for a really true, i.e. realistic description, not only of a new “the​​​ory of motion” as presented in books I and II, or a description of “the sys​tem of the world” (book III), based on books I and II, but also of the necessary and reason​able con​nect​​​ion of that system and its principles to the “first cause”, the creator of all things. To this end, Ro​​​ger Co​tes (1682-1716), at that time Plumian professor of astronomy at Cam​​​​brid​​ge, whom New​​​ton had chosen as editor, contributed a most interesting and elucidating “editor’s pre​face” to the edition. 

Co​​tes be​​gins strongly emphasizing Newton’s anti-scholastic (anti-nominalistic) philosophy, and his empirical method, by means of a methodological criticism of “those who ta​​ke the found​​ation of their speculat​ions from hypotheses”. Cotes continues: “Even if they then pro​ceed most rigorously according to me​cha​nical laws, (they) are merely putting together a ro​man​​ce, elegant perhaps and charming, but nevertheless a romance”. After that, he ex​plains New​​ton’s “twofold method, analytic and synthetic”, i.e. from certain selected pheno​me​​​na to “de​duce by analysis the forces of nature and the simpler laws of those forces”, from which then to “give the constitution of the rest of the phenomena by synthesis”. As an ex​​ample, Co​tes uses the theory of gravity which he explains in full detail, and defends it against the con​flict​​ing “doctrines of Descartes”, adding in favour of Newton that “it is the pro​vin​ce of true phi​​loso​phy to derive the natures of things from causes that truly exist, and to seek those laws by which the supreme artificer willed to establish this most beautiful order of the world, not tho​​​se laws by which he could have, had it so pleased him”. Near the end of his preface, Cotes stri​kes a last blow at the Cartesian theory, arguing that its adherents “fi​nal​ly will say that (the con​stitution of the universe) has not arisen from the will of God but from some necessity of na​ture. And so at last they must sink to the lowest depths of degradat​ion, where they have the fan​tasy that all things are governed by fate and not by providence, that matter has existed al​ways and everywhere of its own necessity and is infinite and eter​nal…. Surely, this world – so beauti​fully diversified in its forms and motions – could not have ari​sen except from the per​fect​ly free will of God, who provides and governs all things. From this source, then, have all the laws that are called laws of nature come, in which many traces of the highest wisdom and coun​sel certainly appear, but no traces of necessity…. All sound and true philosophy is based on phenomena, which may lead us – however unwilling and re​luc​​tant – to principles in which the best counsel and highest dominion of an all-wise and all-po​​werful being are most clearly dis​cerned; these principles will not be rejected because cer​tain men may perhaps not li​ke them. These men … (may be) willing to confess at last that phi​​losophy should be based on athe​ism. Philosophy must not be overthrown for their sake, sin​​ce the order of things re​fu​ses to be changed”. 

After high praise of Newton for having “unlocked the gates”, having “opened our way to the most beautiful mysteries of nature”, and having “revealed a most elegant structure of the sys​tem of the world for our further scrutinity”, Cotes concludes: 

“And hence it is now possible to have a closer view of the majesty of nature, to enjoy the swee​​​test contemplation, and to worship and venerate more zealously the maker and lord of all; and this is by far the greatest fruit of philosophy. He must be blind who does not at on​ce see, from the best and wisest structures of things, the infinite wisdom and goodness of their al​​​mighty creator; and he must be mad who refuses to acknowledge them. Therefore Newton’s ex​​​cellent treatise will stand as a mighty fortress against the attacks of atheists; nowhere else will you find more effective ammunition against that impious crowd” (25).

3.2. Newton’s Scholium generale which he added to the third book of the “Prin​​cipia” in 1713 is certainly the best source of his own ideas.

He begins with a short ab​stract of his theory of heavenly bodies in motion “according to the laws set forth above. They will indeed persevere in their orbits by the law of gravity, but they cer​tainly could not originally have acquired the regular position of the orbits by these laws…..                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  This most elegant system of the sun, planets, and comets could not have arisen without the de-​ sign and dominion of an intelligent and powerful being. And if the fixed stars are the centers of similar systems, they will all be constructed according to a similar design and subject to the do​​minion of One… And so that the systems of the fixed stars will not fall upon one another as a result of their gravity, he has placed them at immense distances from one another. He rules all things, not as the world soul but as the lord of all. And because of his dominion he is called Lord God Pantokrator. For “god” is a relative word and has reference to servants, and god​hood is the lordship of God, not over his own body as is supposed by those for whom God is the world soul, but over servants. The supreme God is an eternal, infinite, and absolutely per​fect being; but a being, however perfect, without dominion is not the Lord God….And from true lordship it follows that the true God is living, intelligent, and powerful; from the other per​fections, that he is supreme, or supremely perfect. He is eternal and infinite, omnipotent and omniscient, that is, he endures from eternity to eternity, and he is present from infinity to in​finity; he rules all things, and he knows all things that happen or can happen. He is not eter​nity and infinity, but eternal and infinite; he is not duration and space, but he endures and is pre​sent. He endures always and is present everywhere, and by existing always and every​where he constitutes duration and space. Since each and every particle of space is always, and each and every indivisible moment of duration is everywhere, certainly the maker and lord of all things will not be never or nowhere. 

     Every sentient soul, at different times and in different organs of senses and motions, is the sa​me indivisible person. There are parts that are successive in duration and coexistent in spa​ce, but neither of these exist in the person of man or in his thinking principle, and much less in the thinking substance of God. Every man, insofar as he is a thing that has senses, is one and the same man throughout his lifetime in each and every organ of his senses. God is one and the same God always and everywhere. He is omnipresent not only virtually but also substant​i​al​ly; for active powers cannot subsist without substance. In him all things are contained and mo​ve, but he does not act on them nor they on him. God experiences nothing from the moti​ons of bodies; the bodies feel no resistance from God’s omnipresence.

     It is agreed that the supreme God necessarily exists, and by the same necessity he is always and everywhere. It follows that all of him is like himself: he is all eye, all ear, all brain, all arm, all force of sensing, of understanding, and of acting, but in a way not at all human, in a way not at all corporeal, in a way utterly unknown to us. As a blind man has no idea of colors, so we have no idea of the ways in which the most wise God senses and understands all things. He totally lacks any body and corporeal shape, and so he cannot be seen or heard or touched, nor ought he to be worshiped in the form of something corporeal. We have no ideas of his at​tri​butes, but we certainly do not know what is the substance of any thing. We see only the sha​pes and colors of bodies, we hear only their sounds, we touch only their external surfaces, we smell only their odors, and we taste their flavors. But there is no direct sense and there are no indirect reflected actions by which we know innermost substances; much less do we have an idea of the substance of God. We know him only by his properties and attributes and by the wi​sest and best construction of things and their final causes, and we admire him because of his perfections; but we venerate and worship him because of his dominion. For we worship him as servants, and a god without dominion, providence, and final causes is nothing other than fate and nature. No variation in things arises from blind metaphysical necessity, which must be the same always and everywhere. All the diversity of created things, each in its place and time, could only have arisen from the ideas and the will of a necessarily existing being. But God is said allegorically to see, hear, speak, laugh, love, hate, desire, give, receive, re​joice, be angry, fight, build, form, construct. For all discourse about God is derived through a cer​tain similitude from things human, which while not perfect is nevertheless a similitude of some kind. This concludes the discussion of God, and to treat of God from phenomena is cer​tain​ly a part of natural philosophy….” (26).

There exists another revealing passage on natural philosophy to be found in Newton’s “Op​ticks”, at the end of “Query 31”, after some methodological considerations. Here Newton shows his  philosophy, if correctly understood as a theocentric research of truth, to provide the ge​ner​ating source of a progress of human ethics, or “moral philosophy”. The passage reads as fol​lows:

“… And if Natural Philosophy in all its parts, by pursuing this method, shall at length be perfected, the bounds of Moral Philosophy will also be enlarged. For so far as we can know by Natural philosophy what is the First cause, what power he has over us, and what benefits we receive from him, so far our duty towards him, as well as that towards one another, will appear to us by the light of Nature” (27). 

_________________________________________________________________________
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(3) “Deum summum necessario existere in confesso est”. I. Bernard Cohen and Anne Whit​man have translated this phrase as follows: “It is agreed that the supreme God necessari​ly ex​ists”. See Isaac Newton, the Principia, Mathematical Principles of Natural Philosophy, A New Translation by I. Bernard Cohen and Anne Whitman, Preceded by A Guide to Newton’s Prin​​​cipia, by I. Bernard Cohen, Berkeley-Los Angeles-London, 1999, p. 942.
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