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ways., One is the way in which St. Thomas takes 1t.t

According to this inte:pretation, Aristotle arcues as
follows. It belongs to the wise man (metaphysician) to
determine those questions which have many difficulties.
Bﬁt there are many difficulties about place both because
the propertiee of place seen to lead to differant oprinions
about it and because the ancients have not discussed it
wel;f 'Since, as we haove said, the ancients thouszht that
megtaphysics was natural science, and since metaphysics is
the sclence which understands the most difficult things,
according to their view 1t would follow that.place must be
discussed by the patural philosopher.

136, According to the other interprétation,

-

ATistotle wigshes here to warn the student of the difficulty

of the subject.

137, Of these two interpretations that of St. Thomas

is better beczuse the difficulty of the subject is sufficiently

. ghown by what follows.

138, #hen he has given theae arguments to show
that patural acience must consider place, he begins his
actual study 6f rlace. A8 13 bis custom,'he beginas by giving
dialectical arguments about‘pléce, first concerning whether
it ie, second what if ijs. TFirst he gives arsuments to show

that place existg. ©Of these, the first two are taken from ‘

P

st Thomas, IV Ihysicorum, Lect. I, n. 409(4).
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the thing itself, the others from the opinions of bbhera.l
139, 7The first ar~ument is this,

The existence of place is held to be obvious from
the fact of mutual replacement. #nere water now is,
there in turn, when the water hag gone out as from a
vessel, alr is present. When therefore another body
cccuples this game Tlace, the rlace is thought to be
different from all the bodies which come to be in it
and rerlace one another, #Fhaet nhow contalmns air formerly
contained water, so that clearly the place or recerptacle
into which ané out of wlich they passed was sonething
different from both.2

No comment concerning this text seems to be necessary for
the present. From the obvious fact that things change
rlace, place must be something, it must exist,

140, Aristotle's second argunent from the thing

itself is as follows,

Further, the typical locomotions of the elementary
natural bodies namely, f re, earth, and the like -
show not only that rlace is something, but also that
it exerts a certain influence. Each is carried to itse
own place, if it is not hindered, the one up, the other
down. Now these are regions or kinds of place = up and
down and the rest of the 8ix directions. ¥Nor do such
distinctions (up and down and right and left, ete,.)
hold only in relation to uss To us they are not always
the saue but change with the direction in which we are
turned: that is why the same thing may be both right
and left, up and down, before and behind, But in nature
each is dietinck, taken apart by itself, It is no
every chance direction which is 'up?, but where fire
and what is light are carried} similarly, too, 'down'
is not any chance direction but where what has weizht
and what is made of esrth are carried - the implication
being that these Places do not differ serely in relative
rosition, but aleo as posge~s8ing distinct rotencies,
This is made rlain also by the objects studied by
mathematice, Thouch they have no real rlace, they
nevertheless, in respect of their rosition relatively

15t, Thonas, IV Enysicorum, Lect. I, n, 410(5),
®Aristotle, IV Fhysics, Ch. I, 2081,
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%o ua, have a right and left as attributes ascribed
to them only in consequence of their relative position,
ot having by nature these various characteristics,
¥e saw certain aspects of this argument Previously, when
we considered the infinite.2 Fot only is it true, as was
ghown by the previous argument, that from our experience we

can be gure that place exists because we obgserve that

- things change their places, but from our obgervation we

can also see that place has "a éertain,influence." There
dre piacea to which certain things tend to aove, if nothing
prohibets them. For instance, heavy thinzs fall to earth,

" From this 1t is plain that bodies are influenced by places,>

“141l. St., Thomas points out that this arzumrent does
not indicate that a natural place sttracts a body in any way

otier than as an end attracts something.4

lpristotle, IV Physics, Ch. I, 298b8.
2See par. 110-113. |

3‘roday we might be tempted to argue further that _
bodies are influenced by their natural rlaces because they
tend to follow their natural places, as bodies naturally
falling to the earth which goes around the sun. However,
below we will see there is a difficulty about this arcuasent,
Flaces are suprosed to be inmmobile. This will be a crucial
problem for ua,

4"Non auten ex hoc ostenditur quoc locus habeat
virtutem attractivam nisi sicut finis dicitur attrahere.”
St. Thomas, IV Ehysicorum, Lect. I, n. 412(7). Max Jammer

remarks concerniny this passage in Aristotle that for
Aristotle space (place) is like a field of fcrce.,(Concegts
of Space, Harvard University Press, 1954, page 17). :
But of course, they are really very different. .
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l42. A8 we atated above,l this distinction in
rlaces is not to be understood as belny merely relative
to us, but is supposed to be true absolutely. This can be
seen from the fact that this distinction is not alwaya the
same relative to ua, For instance, if I turn around, what
was rizht bsfore is now left. But po matter how I turn,
bodies fall to the same place, which place changes ite
position relative to me as I turn about. This shows that
the distinction in place is not just relative to us,

143, We csn see more clearly that the distinction
in physical places i8 not relative to us if we consider
mathematical things in wﬁich the distinction is clearly
such, This the way 8%t. Thomas expresses it.

But that "position” is sald with reference to us

in some things 13 shown through mathematical things,
which indeed, although they are not in vlace, never-
theless have position attributed to them only with
respect to us. Hence, there is no position in thenm
according to nature, Lut only according %o understanding,
according to which they are understood in some order 2
to us, either above or below, or on the ri~ht or left,
1f someone wishes to construct an equilateral triangle by
means of two circles,5 one of the circles will be partially
to the left ox ri-ht of the other, or above or below it.
It makes no difference to the rroof. Further, having
constructed the triancle, if he whould face in the orrosite

direction, or even stand on his head, the trisn:le would

lSee par. 111,
2St. Thomas, IV Physicorum, Lect. I, n, 412(7).
5The Thirteen Books of Fuclid's Elements, prop. I,

Trans. by Heath.
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renain related to him in the same way, that is, the part

of the triangle which was on the right or above would

resnain on the right or atvove relative to him. Since this

is not the case with the physical places which are up or

down, we can see that physical places are not relative to us,
144, But one mizht ask whether mathematical things

have position az they are in the intellect or asvthey are

in the imagination. One might be led to suprose that if

mathematical things have position at all, it must be that

they have it és they are in the intellect, for mathematical

things exist only in the intellect, not in the imasination.

¥hat is in the imagination is intelligible in potency only.
145, PFurther, from certain fhings'actually taking

rlace in mathematics one»might easily be led to suprose

that mathematical things do in fact have position (i. e. in

the intellect).  For instance, in order to prove his fourth

proposition,l Euclid applies onse tiiangle to another in

such a way that the corresponding parts df one:are applied

to the corresronding parts of the other. This reqdires

that they havs pesition or.some kind, Siﬁco geometry 1ia

supposcd ﬁo be a science, and therefore be in the intellect,

it seems to follow that triangles have rosition, at least

l"If two triasncles have the two sides egual to two
eides respeciively, and have the angles contained by the
equal stralght lineas equal, they will also have the base o
equal to the base, the triangle will be equal to the triancle,
and rhe remsining angles will be equal teo the remaining
angles respectively, namely those which the sgual sides
subtended." Ibid., prop. IV,
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with reference to eacin other in the intellect itself.
Otherwise Kuclid's demonstration would not belong to the
science of geometry. OCince these positions do not chance
relative to us when we turn about or nmove, they must be
relative to us,

146. However, it is impossible for trianzles or
other figures to have position as they are in the intelleet
itsclf. For in what would this position consist? It seens
suitable for triangles to have position, but the concept of
a triasngle is not triangular, and it is the concept of
triangle that is in the intellect. The only way we can talk
of something immaterisl having a spatiasl position is inseofar
as the material thing upon which it operates has a position
with reference to other things. \Therefore, whatever
position mathematical thin=s have, they must have it as they
are in the imagination.

147. But if this is the case, how 4o we answer
the arguments given above to show that mathematical thincs
have position in tne intellect, and how do we Jjustify
Aristotle's remark? fThe science of mathematics is.in the
intellect. But it is evident to anyone who has ever studied
geometry that it makes great use of the inmagination. 1In
fact, mathematical judgment terminatesa in the imagination.l
Insofar as this is the case, what ia in the imagination

‘ 1"In mathenaticis ideo oportet cosnitionem secundum
Judiciunm teramineri ad imaginationem,” 8t. Thomas, De Trinitate,
Gs 6' 8¢ 2o
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cen be called mathematical, This snswers ﬁhe argument
that only what is in the intellect can be called mathematical."
Inazination as used by mathematice can also be called |
nathematical,

148, The second arrument was that because certain
demonstrations in mathenmatlics depend upon mathematical
things having position they must have position. Othérwise
the demonstrations would not be mathematical, They would
not belong to the sciance; which is in the intelléct., ~he

answer to this obJjection is similar to that given above,

“Mathematical things, insofar ms they are in the intellect

and are therefore properly mathematical (belonzifip to the
second type of abstractién of the form), do not have position,
But mathematics makee use of certain orerations performed

in the imagination. By observing these operations beiﬁg '
rerformed in the imagination (as it is under the control

of the intellect), the intellect is enabled to m&ké 8

Judgnent about something properly mathééaticél. Thus, when
two sides and the included ancle of one triancle are equel

to the ccrresponding sides and ancle of another, super-
imrooing one triani;le upon the other in the irmaxination
enables the intellect to make the judement thst the other
corresponding sidéa and angles are eéual. ThHe "demonstration®
of proposition four thus proceeds frem operations performed

in the imazination, but these operations enable the intellect

to make a judgment concernins this rrorerty of trisnvle.

Therefore, the exis%tence of "denonstrations® of this kind
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in mathenatics does not prove that mathematical things
must have position as they are in the intellect. Hence,
we may draw our conclusion that the mathematical things
to which Arigtotle refers here as having position are in
the imagination. Yet, 28 we have shown, they are mathemat-
ical in a way.

149, In general, one must be careful to contrast
Aristotle's second argument here showing place to have &
certain power with the somewhat similsr érgument we discussed

1 as we have sean,

when considering the infinite. Thers,
Aristotle argued from the uniformity of directions in the
universe as a whole (everywhere in the universe down is
toward the earth) to the impoesibility of an infinite
universe. We had to reject that argument as net being
sustained by present observation. But here Aristotle is
not arguing from a upniformity of directions or rlaces in
the uriverse as a whole (at least not explicitly). The
only observation needed for the present srgument is that
bodies do tend to move to varicus places, About this there
would appear to be no doubt. Since bodies move to definite
rlaces, place must have some power or influence over the
bodye« Against this argument, it might be objected that

it need not be place which influence bodies. Rather, it

15ee par. 110-111, Aristotle, III Fhyeics, Ch. V,
205b32; St. Thomas, III Fhysicorum, Lect. y Do 368(11).
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might be another body. We will consider this question

below. For the present, it need only be noted that this

argument is to be taken as a dislectical one here.l The |
matter has not yet been settled. All that Aristotle has
done thus far is to present certain notions which must be
taken into consideration in deteémining whether place exists
and what it is, |

150, Having ziven these arpuments from the thing
itself to show that prlace exists, Aristotle gives two
aroruments from the orinions of 6thers to shéw that it exists.2

Again, the theory that the void exists invélves
the exietence of place: for one would define void as
rlace bereft of body. These considerations then would
lead us to suprose that prlace 18 sonmething di;tinct
from bodies, and that every body 18 in place.

Since the void is a plece deprived of a body, those who

prorose the existence of the void must maintain that place

exists, and that it is something distinct from sénsible
bodies, . S
151. FKext he givea the following argument,

Hesiod too might be held to have glven a correct
accourt of it when he made c¢heos first. At least he
gays: "First of all things came chaos to being, then
broad=breasted earth," ilwplying that thincs need to
have srace (a receptacle) first, bescause he thought,
with most reorle, that everything is somewhere and in
‘Place, If this is its nature the potency of place must

1St. Thomas, IV Fhysicorum, Lect. I, n. 410(5).

“Ibic., n, 413(8).
PAristotle, IV Fhysics, Che I, 208b24.
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be a marvellous thing, and tske prececence of all

other tnings. or thit without which nothinr else

can exlist, while it can exist without the others,

must needs e first; for rplace does not passout if

existence when the thin-s in it sre anrihilated,
This arzument f{rom the opinion oi Hesiod not only coaplenents
the firgst argument Aristotle gave above from the thing
itself, but also the second., For besides izplying that
things are in placs, Hesiod also implied that place 1ust
be a wonderful thing, and a thing of great rotency since,
for Hesiod, plsce must be something prior to other thinss.
It can exist without them, but they esnnot exist without 1it.
Thus place, being prlor to thin:s and having sreat potency,
ourght to influence bodies in some way. And this was the
conclusion of Aristotle's sacond arzument from the thing
itgelf.

152+ Archytas, the Pythasorean, in large part,

nad the view which Aristotle ascribes to Hesiod., In
describing nis opinion Simpliciug says:

Since what 1s moved is moved inte a certain place
and doing and suffering are motions, it is rlair that
rlace in which what is done and suflered exists, is
the first of things. Since everything which is moved
iz moved inio & certain place, it is plain that the
place wrere the thing novicg or being moved shall te,
must exist firste Forhape it is the firsgt of all
thin~s, since everything thst exists is in a place
and canrot exist without a place.

153. Fher Airistotle has siven these arvuments

indicating thav place does exist, he - ives six ar. uments

Lavietotle, IV Foysics, Che I, 208b28.
2

Cited by Max Jamner, Concepts of Space, page 8.
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which indicate that place does not exist. For it is
difficult to understand what plece can be., Since it does
not seem rossible that place can belong to any genus, it

seem8 that place cannot exist.

1

154, His firat argument™ is that since place must

have three dimensions, it must bve a body, for what is
deternined ty three dimensiona must be a body. But'place
canrot be a8 body because if it were, twoc bodies (namely the
rlace and the body in place) would bhave to interpenetrate,
which is impossible, Therefore, place cannot be anytring,
Therefore, place cannot exist. We will have considerable
t0 say concerning certain aspects of the argument.below,
155, This is Aristotle's second argument..
Purther, if body has a plsce and space (receptacle)
clearly so too have surface ané the other limits of
bodys; for the same statement will arply to them: where
the bounding planes of the water were, there in turn
will be those of air., But when we come to a point we
cannot make a distinction betweern it and its place.s -
Hence if the rlace of a point is not different from
the point, no more will that of ary others be different
and Pl‘°§ will not be sometiing different from eagh
of then, " : _
Aristotle ar:ues in this way. If the place of a body is a
recertacle other than the body, the recertacles of the
surfaces, lines and points of the body must be other than
the surfacesy linea and points of the hodye. fHut there are
no such receptacles (of surfaces, lines and roints),

Therefore, rlace is not a receptacle.

1

Aristotle, IV Fhysies, Ch. I, 209a5.
2 .

Ibid., 20%a7.
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1,6, The major aprears to be true from the fact
that as a body moves fr.m place to place its surfaces,
lires and roints move also. Thus, Jjunt as there was once
water where there is now air, so once there was the surface
of the water where there is now the surface of air. Hence
there seems to be the same need tor & receptacle for the
surface, lincs and jpoints of the moved body as there is
for the body itself.

157« The minor ie proved in this way, Since the
points of & body supposedly in a receptacle cannot be other
thaﬁ their receptacle (since nothing but a point couléd be
a receptacle for a point and two p:ints tozether - the point
in the receptacle and the receptacle itself - make a single
point), it follows that the lines and surfaces of a body
and hence the body itself cannot be other then their recept-
acles. Hence, place canrot be a receptacle.

158, But why does it follow from the fact that
points cannot be in a receptacle thét surfaces and lines
and hence bodies cannot be in & receptacle? PFor it seems
that a point cannot be other than 1its recentacle for a
reason proper o joint, nemely because a ;oint does not
have extension. :his question micght be answered in two
ways. One uight say that the argument proceeds from the
oririon that bodies, surtfeces and lines are made up of points,

If these were composed of points, it would follow that they

also could not be distinguished froa their receptacles, for
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Just as Aristotle will argue below1 that the elements of
bodies must be bodies, g0 here one mizht arsue that if =
body 1s distinet from its feceptacle, the elements of that
body must be distinet from the elements of its receptacle,

 Since their elements (points, ir bodies, surfaces and lines

are considered to be composed of points) are not se distinet,
the body.itself cancot be distinet from its receptacle,
Thereiore, the place of a body cannot be a receptacle
distinct treﬁ the body itself, Flace cannot be a receptacle.

159. However, this is not a very satisfactory

- answer, for it supposes the arzument to depend, at least

in part, uron an error having nothing to do with Eiédé.
Being understood in this way, it would be of minor use in
leading the hearer to & knowledge of what ?laée is, In
fact a better explanation of this argument can be given,
If"receptacle” (xéﬁx) were not taken in a general sense,
but rather in the sense of a “space", why would ifhbe true
that a point could not be in some reccpfgcle Sther than the
point? Wwhern one line is adaed to the end of another, the
resﬁlt is something different from the original lines, for
an extension ia added to an extension. However, when one
point (receptacle) is added to snother point (what is in
the receptacle), no extension is added, for pbihte have

no extension, The two roints are ag if coextensive. For

laristotle, IV Paysies, Ca. I, 210al6; St. Thomas,
IV Physicorum, Lect. II, n. 418(4), See par.160 below.
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this reason two points together make only one roint., Put
if the receptacle of a line or a surface is considered to

be the space in which these are, by adding the recertacle

to the lire or surface there is likewise no extension addqd,
for the receptacle and what is in the receptacle are the
sane exteneion in number, Hoence, for the same reason that

a polnt receptacle cannot be distinct from the poiant recei-
ved in it, the spatial receptacle cannot be distinct from
tue line or surface received in it. Since it was shown

previouslyl

that if the place of a body were a receptacle
distinct from the body, the surfaces, lines and roints of
the body would have to baﬁe receptacles distinct from
themselves and since it has now been shown that there are
no such receptacles for them, we must conclude that the
rlace of a body cannot be a receptacle (if the receptscle
is taken to be a Bpace).2

160, The third arument Aristotle5 gives is that
everything which is, either is an element or is from elenents,
and since place cannot be an element or from elements,

rlace cannot exiet.4 Flace csnnot be an element or from

elements because everything of that sort is either corporeal

lThis is the major proposition of the arcuaent
rresanted abvove, paxr. 156,

2This would seem to be the proper interpretation of
the arzument because later on (Ch. V, 212v25) Aristotle
ancswers this arsument ln a way consistant with this interprete
ation,

SAristotle, IV Ehysics, Ch. I, 209al3.

“St. Thomas, IV Ehysicorum, Lect. II, n. 413(4).
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or incorroreal. Flace cannot be incorporeal because it

1 It cannot be corporeal, as was shown in

has megnitude.
the first ar.uwent above, for then there would be two intere
penetrating bodies. Because soneone might survose that
place could be an elenent of bodies without beinz a body,2
Aristotle adds that the elsnents of bodiea are bodiés,
8ince no nagnitude could be produced fron elsaents intelligibie
in act. Hence, place cannot exist.

161, Aristotle's fourth argument5 is that, although

everything is the cause of something in some way, place

cannot be the cause of arytiing in any %3y« It cannot-be

matter because ncthing is cowposed of it, It'cangg;ﬂbe form
becausge then everything in thg same [lace would have the
same form. It cannot be the end because it seems to be for
the sake of the bodies in it, rather than the todies for

its sake, It cannotkbe £he efficient cause because it is

the term, &nd the efficient cause is not the term of motion,

B8ince there are only these iinds of causes, rlace cannot be

a causes Theréfore it canreot exist.4

lDescartes and Henry ioore disputed sbout this roint.
Descartes claimed that extension belongs to materiel things
alone, whereas Moore claiased that both materiul and immaterial
thinzs are extended. (See Alexandre Koyré, From the Closed
#orld to the Infinite Universe, Ch. V.)s Buit such a consider-
ation would take us far beyond Ghe scope of the present work..

2sristotle, IV Physics, Ch. I, 219al5; St. Thomas,

IV ¥brsicorum, Lect. II, n. 418(4).

5Arlsto*'le, Trid., 209818,
4B'i;. Thomas, IV Fhysicorum, Lect. IXI, n. 419(5).
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162, Aristotle's fifth argumentl (one taken from
Zeno) is thet if everything must be in place, if place
exists, it too nust be in rlace and so on to infinity.
S8ince one cannot posit an infinite in act, as we have seen,
it follows that place cannot exist,
163, St. Thomas expresses Aristotle's asixth
argunent in this ways
Every body is in place and in every place there is
8 body, a2 is estimated fron many thinzs to be probable,
From this it is teken that place is neither snaller nor
yreater than what is in rlace. Thererore, when what is
in place grows, it must be that rlace grows. But this
seems to be impossible, eincg Flace 1s a certain. immobile,
Therefore, place ig nothing, :
16%. Aristotle concludes from these gix arguments
that we must not only be in doubt as to what rlace is,
but 2130 as to whether it exista.3
165, %hen Aristotle has riven arguments to show
both thzt place does exist and that it does not exist, he
beging to consider dialectically what place is. First he
takes up arguments for and azainst rlace bVeing a rorm,4
first giving arzuments to show that rlace is a form. The
first of these argumentssmay be summarized in this way,
The form of a thinz is the term of that thing,.
But the rlace of a thing is the terau of that thing,

Therefore, the rlace of a thing 1a the foram of that
thing .6

Aristotle, IV EFhysics, Ch. I, 209a23,
ft. Thomas, Ibid., n. 421(7),
Siristotle, Ibid., 209a29,
¥3t. Thomes, Ibid., Leet. III, n. 422(1).
2Aristotle, Ibid., Ch, II, 279a3l,

®St. Thomss, Ibid., Lect. III, m. 424(3).

1l
2
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The major premise is rlein encugh. It is the form of a
thing which terminates the magnitude of a thine to its
proper 1inits,t *

But Aristotle goes to considerable length to exylaiﬁ the
minor rremice. He compares place to beins. A= some thin~s

are sald to be per se and some per sccidens, so some things

(proper places) ar said to be place per se, 6thers (common

placeé) are said to be place per accidene. As Socratas is

white because the surface which belonss to hiz is white,

so sometningz is in its comaon rlace because it is in its

- proper rlacey whlch proper-rlace; in turn, is-in the common

place. "I mean, for instance, thst you are in the. heavens
because you are in the air and it 48 in the heavens; and

you are in the air dbecause you are}an the earth, and sinilarly
on the earth because you are in this place which contains

e The heavens are your common place.

no more than you."
Each of the other placeas, as they'beeome more :and :more
restricted, come closer and closer to'being your proper rlace.
Wheh we tinﬁlly reacih the piaco "which contains n¢ more

than you" we have reached your prorer rlace. . But if this

proper place coantains no more than you, its 1i:it is your

l"Forma autem est fermlinus uniuscuiusgue: quia per
formam terminatur materia uniuscuiuecue ad propriun esse,
et maznitudo ad deterninatam mensurami quantitates enim rerum
consequuntur formnas earum." St. Thomas, IV Fhysicorum,
Lect. III, ne 424(3). See also the treatise or the infinite
above, St. Thomas, 11T Fhysicorum, Lect. XIII, n. &402(3),
a.nd I [ qo 7;’ Q. 30 v

Aristotle, IV Physics, Ch. II, 209a33,.
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limit. Now we can understand the minor preiise. The

(proper) place of a tiing is the tera of that thing.,
166, 0QOf course, as St, lnomas points out, this

ayllogism is sophisticaly "lor i¢ is a syllowism inu the

1 But one may ask

gecond figure from twu afrlirmastives.”
why Aristotle sibould use a sorhigtical ar:sument. In the

case we Buw previously,2 the sorhistical part of the ar jument
was not itself Aristotle's arguacent at zall, bubt was aerely
taken as the opinion of others. In this.way, we Justified
his use of it thesra, but this does not sean to be the case
hers. "or Aristotle has previously pointed out concerninsg
rlace that "we have inherived nothing frow previcus thinkers,
whether in the way of a statement of diifficulties or a
solution.“5 Further, below Aristotle says, "I nenticn

Flato because, while all n¢ld place te be sonething, he

alone tried to say what it is."4 Since Flato's ar.unent

is the next argument we will conuider, not the present one,
it must be that the present aryument 1is Aristotle's own,5
for it is an ar:ument concerning waiat place is. Therefore,

it srvears he shouvld not have vused il here, for a sbphistical

argument is a lojical error. llence, it should be refuted in

13%. Thomas, IV invsicorum, Lect. IIT, n. 424(3).
2rar, 125=131,

Ssristotle, IV hysics, Ch. I, 206a35.

4Tvid., Ch. TI, 20%alé.,

v

505 course, this does not mean that Arictotle accertis
the arpument as valid., It is aserely ap arwument he uses to
lead one to the truth gradually.
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logic, not in another science,

167. The source of this objection is a false
couception of logics If losic conasidered merely the externsl
form of a syilogism, 1. e., the distribution 6! words on
the page, tue objecuion would hold. Then, from the fact
that & syliogism in the second firure with two’affirmative
rrorositions is written on the page, lozic eould judre the
ay:usent to bé f=zllacious argument. But this is not what
lo:zic considers} Logic deals with the order Among our

concepts. This order, in any given case, cannot be known

without investizating how we conceive the thinzs under

conaidoratiom,lin this case term, form and place@”ﬁfﬁwéther
words, the question here is whether "form® is understood

to be convertible with "term” or not. To know this belong
to natural science,s Thus, we can see that the judgment of
the argument cannot be made by logiec insofar as 1ogic is a
science we learn prior to learning'natural science. In
fact, natural ecience, using logic as an’ instrument, will
determine whether this argument is valid or not. Therefore,
we can see that the objection does not hold. It is suitable
for natural sciencé_to consider this arcsument, Actually,
natural science determines the matter of this argument to

be such thﬁt the argument is sophistical, However, in

spite of the external form of the argument, we have av

tendency to identify the term which is the form of a thing

‘with the term wiaich is its place. Furthermore, a previous
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argument1 indicated that the surface of a body in place
and the receptacle of this surface must be the sane. Hence,
it seems that the two terms (the place and the form of a
body in the place) are the same in number. This argument
is a rather convineing one and because it leads to a
conclusion which is not sc very far from the truth, it is
a useful one in leading someone to the truth.

168, HNext Aristotle gives the argument of Plato.z
This argument, as with some of the others given previously,
becins from the opinion common among the ancients that place
is the space between the terms of the dbody containing what
is in place. Because this space remains the same when one
body leaves the container and another enters it, it seems
that this space is other from the bodies which are moved to
and from it, Since place is something separated from what
moves, and bodies npove to and from it, it seems that place
is this epace.3 Although here also we have an invalid
syllogism, since the syllogism is in the second figure
with both premises affirmative, yet it seems valid both
because it 18 difficult to see what place could be and
tecause we do constantly imagine bodies moving in space as
if space were a place., This notion is still prevalent today

and we will consider it at much greater length below.

1Beginning rar. 155.
2\ristotle, IV Physics, Ch. II, 20906,
3st., Thomas, IV Fhysicorum, Lect. III, n. 425(4),
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169. Starting from this orinion, Flato argued
that place is matter.l St+ Thomas presents this arsument
as follows: |

And this is what he gays, that according as place
seems to some to Le the distance of some spatial
magnitude, separated from every sensible body, it seemed
that place should be matter. For the distance or
dimension of a magnitude is other from the macnitude.
For magnitude signifies something determined by sone
species, as a line is deternined by points, a surface
by a line and & body by a surface, which are species of
magnitude. But the dimension of space is contained and
determined under form, as body is determined by plane,
that is, surface, as a certain term. But that .which
is contained under terme seexms to be not determined in
itself. But what is not determined in itself, dut is
determined through a form and term, is matter, which

.. .-has the nature {(rationem) of the infinite, becsuse if
from some spherical body the sensible rassions and teras
are removed by which the dimensions of the magnitude
are given a figure, nothing remains except matter.,

Hence it remains that the dimensions thenselves undeterm- ..

ined in themselves, which_are determined through an-
other, are matter itself .2 -

The argument tay be brought together in this waYs .
Al dimensions are matter
All place is dimensions. 3
Therefore, all place is matter,
¥e have considered the minor premise just above. It is a
probable opinion. The major is proved in the foliowing WaY e
What is indeterminate is matter, '
All dimensions are indeterminate.
Therefore, all dimensions are matter.
The major premise of this syllogism is shown in the first

book of the PhysiCs4 and we will not consider it herc, The

lst, Thomas, IV physicorum, Lect. ITI, n. 426(5).
2

Ibid.

sz_i__d_;o s Do “’27(6) .
*aristovle, I Fhysics, Cn. VII, 191e8.
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minor is established here, The indeterminacy of dimension
or distance 18 shown by the fact that dinmension does not
terninate itself but 1s rather terminated by scmething else,
whether this term be the surface or figure of the contained
body or that of the containing body. An indication of this
is that in measuring a dimension, the reason we stop meag=
uring is not because of anything intrinsic to dimension,
which is homogeneous, but because of something else, we
come to a surface or.aome other distinction extrinsic to
dimension considered as such. Furthermore, dimension is
indeterminate with respect to or receptive of sensible
gqualities. For these'reasona, it seems that dimensions are
indeterminate ﬁnd receptive in themselves and therefore are
matter, Thus, it may be concluded that place is matter
according to the syllocism given above,

170. This is a rather convincing arzument because
of our desire to imagine what matter is. If one insists
upon imagining matter, what one will be most inclined to
imagine is a dimension or space. Thus, we may think of
dimension as being matter.

171 Next Aristotle gives five reasons to show
that place cannot be either matter or form. Thie is his

first argument,

But it is at any rate not difficult to ses that
rlace cannot be either of them, The form and the matter
are not separate from the thing, whereas the place can
be serarated. As we pointed out, where air was, water
in turn comes to be, the one replacing ths otherj and
gimilarly with other bodies. Hence the place of a
thing is neither a part nor a state of it, but is
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separable from it. For place is supposed to be
. something llke a vessel « the vessel being a transport-
/ sble place. But the vessel is no part of the thing.

In so far then as it is separable from the thing,
it 18 not the f0fm: gua containing, it is different
from the matter,

We need not comnent upon this argument. It stands suffic-
iently clear as it is.
' A172. This is his second arzsument,

Also it is held that what is anywhere is both itself
somgthing and that there is a different thing outside
it. : '

From the very fact that something is said to be in place,
it followg that{plaqa_mustwbe‘sometp;nquu§s;§e»tpatﬁthing.

Since matter and fora are not outside the thing, place

cannot be either of tnem.3
173. 1In his third argument4 A:istotle shows a
contradiction in Flato's opirions. Since an understanding
of this aigument requires a rather detailed knowledge of
- Flato'a philosophy, and because an understanding of it is
not absolutely necessary for an underatgnding of Aristotle's
position, we will not concern ourselves with;it here,
174, Aristotle's fourth arguments is that if the
place of a thing were its matter or form, sigce these go
with the thing when it is moved from place to rlace, the

i thing would have to have another place, one which does not

laristotlem IV Fhysies, Ch. II, 209b22.
2 .

Ibid,., 209bv32,
3St, Thomas, IV Physicorum, ILect. III, n. 429(8),
*sristotle, Ibid., 209033,

ok | 2Ibid., 21082,
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go with it, Hence, place would be in place. Since it is
difficult to understand how this is possible or what purrose
would be served by proposing 8 place which moves with a
thing, rlace cannot be either matter or form.

175. Aristotle's fifth argument is that when
something is corrupted, the parts of the essense (species)

1 Since the matter and form of a

are in some way corrupted,
thing are the parts of its essence (species), falling in

its defirition, they must be corrupted in some way then also.
If the matter or form of a thing were its place, it would
follow that when a thing wsg corrupted its place would be
corrupted. Thus, if water came to be from air, the place

of the water would not be the same place as that occupied

by the air bvefore. This ig a very doubtful opinion.
t*herefore, place cannot be sither matter or form,

176. With these filve arguments, Aristotle concludes

his dislecticsl treatment of rlace.
2

177. Kext he determines the truth about place.
He beginas to do this by considering and snewering certain
difficulties or opinions. In order to exanline them properly,
he first distinguishes eigth meaninus of the word "in",.
This is what he says.,
The next step we nmust taks is8 to see in how many
genses one thing is sald to be 'in' another.

(1) As the finger is ‘'in' the hand and generally
part 'in' the whole.

liristotle, IV Fhysics, Ch. II, 210a9.
ast. Thonas, IV Physicorum, Lect. IV, n. 434(1)
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(2) As the whole is 'in' the parta: for there is
no whole over and above the parts.

(3) As man 48 '4n' animal and generally srecies ‘'in’
genus,

(4) As the gerus is 'in' the species and zererally
the part of the specific form 'in' the definition
of the specific form.

(5) As health is 'in' the hot and the cold and
generally the form 'in' the matter,

(6) As the affairs of Greece centre 'in' the king,
and generally events centre ‘'in' their primsry
motive agent., ‘

(7) As the existence of a thing centres 'in' its
mo0d and generally 'in' its end, i. e., 'in
that for the sake of which' it existse.

(8) In the sttictest sense of all, as aything is 'in'
a vessel, and generally 'in' place, e

In considering these eight meaninge, one might note that

"krisﬁotie does not present them in order frow primary té -

secondary analozue, from the more known to us to the«less

2 In fact, it is

known to us, as S5t. Thomas indicates,
difficult to pércoivs the order in which Aristotle presents
these meanings or the reason for the order as it stands,
However, we can see a sort of order which is present,

Firat Aristotle gives the meanings of the word as thére is
a reference to part and whole. Among these he:considers

first those psrts and wholes which are more known to us

because they are'sensiblc, namely integral wholes and compos-v

ing parts. Then he considers those parts and wholes which
are less known to us, universal wholes and parts., Next he

gi#es the meanings of the word as it refers to‘¢ausea,

liristotle, IV kiysics, Che III, 21Cal3.
'28t. Thomas, IV iPhysicorum, Lect. IV, n. 436(3).
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taking up the causes in the order formsl, efficient and
final, which is the order of our certitude concerning
causality in nature. Lastly, he gives the meaning of "in"
as it refers to rlace. One misht try to unify the order

of the eight meanings by considering the first four as
referrins to the material cause, and by reducing place to

a final cause, since qne night supross place to be the final

cause of local motion. However, this would be an error,

for place is not a final cause.l At any rate, we can say
that Aristotle gives the meaning of "in" referring to Place
last because he is primarily interested in distinguishing
this meaning from the others. Therefore, it is suitably
,gifcn last so that, even as it is given, it will not be con-
fused with the other mesnings of the word.

178+ When he has shown these different meanings
of the word "in", Aristotle raises the following question,
One misht raise the question whether a thing can be
in itself, or whether nothing can be in itself =« 2
everything being either nowhere or in gomething else,
To answer this question, first Aristotle distinzuishes what
it means for a thing to be in itself but not rrimarily from
what it means for it to be in itself primarily. Then he
proves that a thing cannot be in itself primarily, whether

per se or per accidens. Finally he aoclves some other j;roblems.

17%. Therefore, first Aristotle points out that

8¢, Thozas, IV Fhysicorum, Lect. VIII, n. 487(1).
aristotle, IV Ehysics, Che III, 210825,
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P something can be understood to be in itself in two ways,
primarily or not rrimarily but according to a part. He
explainsl that something can truly be maid to be in itself
in the second way, according to a part. The reason for thais
is that "a thing is described in terms of its parts, as

well as in terms of the thing as a whole, e, g.y @ man is
said to be white because the visible surfaée of him is

white, or toc be scientific because his thinking faculty

has been trained.”z Thus, when a thing is composed .of parts,

one of which is in another, the whole can be said to be in ‘
~“itseif3-beingminsiae~by’virtue*of*onn“of:its“parts”anﬂ,; T |

outside by virtue of another of its parts, the second containing !

the first, Thus, if & Jar full of wine were'taken as a

single whole, it would be in itself in this way. The jar

full of wine would be the contained by virtue of the wine,

~the container by virtue of the Jar.3
180. TEut when sonmethins is sald of something
primarily, it is not said of it by virtue of a part of it,
but by virtue of the whble.4 Thudi the Jjar of wine 15 not
lin itéelf as a whole, but one part 48 in anotherj the wine
is in the Jar., This can be seer more clsarly if we consider

the wine, the parts of which are at least less evident., One

would not conslder the wine to be in itself. 1TlHe same thing

bt

Ibid., 210827,

s cpenttans

Itid., 210a28,

N ‘353. Thonas, IV khysicorum, Lect. IV,'n. 433(5).

\Y

— 4F‘or & somewhat parallel coansideration see 3t. Thonas,
&y); _ V Fhysicorum, lLect. I. ' '
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is true of anythlng taken as a whole, it is not in itself,
131, Having shown what it means for a thing to be

in itself primerily and what it means for it to be in itself

according to & rart, and having shown that something can

be in itselfl according to a part, Aristotle proves it cannot

be in itself primarily, either per se or per accidens, He

proves it cannot be in itself primarily and per se by an

induction and by a reason. In the induction he proceeds

from the various meanings of "in" which h#vo been given

above. For rothing can be an integral whole and s part of

this same whole, or a genus and a species of this same

genus, or g form and the subject of this same form, etc.

3ince nothing can be both that in which something is and

that which is in it according to any of the meanings of "in",

it nust be that nothing can be in itself primarily and per se.l
182, HNext, he shows by a reason that a thing cannot

be in itself primarily and per 93.2 His argument consists

in reducing this position to the absurd. For if a thing

were in itself primarily and per se, it would have to be that

within which, and that which is within in the same respect,

Otherwise it would not be in itself primarily and per sa,

but according to a part (and thus pot primarily) or by virtue

of something else (and thus not per se). This becoues

more clear if we consider one of the =eaninss of "in" we

liristotle, IV Ehysice, Ch. IIT, 210b8,

2Tbid., 210bS,
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have mentioned, that of "in" a veesel, using the instance

of a jar full of wine, the wine must be in the Jar precisely
as the wine 18 rot distinct from jar, and the Jar must
contain the wine not as it (Jjar) is a Jar but as-it is wine.
Otherwise, it would not be container and contained in the
same respect. Since this is plainly'impossiblo, not only
for this instence but aleso for every other instance of this
kind and for every other way in which a thipng can be "in®

something, a thing cannot be in itself primarily and per se.

183, When he has proved that nothing can be in

- itself primarily -and- or7sa;mhe~prcvea>it carnot even be

in itself primarily and per accidane.l Somethins isi'said

to be in another per accidégg if it 1s ip that thing by

virtue of somethinz else. Thus a man is in the sea because
he is in a ship which 48 in the sea. S5till, this man is
in the sees primarily because it is not only a part of hinm

which is in it, but the whole of him., But if something is

in itself primarily and per accidens, there must be two

thinge involved, namely itself and that by virtue of which

it is in itself. 1In the example used above, if the Jar

were in itself in this way, both the wine and the Jar must
be in the jar. At first, it does not seem impossible for
both the jar and the wine to be in the jar, just as it is
not impossible for a man and a ship both to be in the ses.

liristotle, IV Physice, Ch. 1II, 210b18,
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But the man ie separated from the sea by the ship, that is
why we say he is in the ses per asccidens, whereas the Jjar
(as contained) cannot be separated from the Jjar (as container)
by the wine. For if it were, the jar, being separated from
itself, would not be one Jjar but two, or it would be in
iteelf only by virtue of & part (the part in the wine being
the contained part, the part outside the wine the containing
part). In the first case, the Jjar would not be in iteelf,
but rather one jar would be in another, in the second, the
thing would not be in itself primarily, but rather by virtue
of a part.1 Therefore, it ie impossible for & jar to be in

itself primerily but per accidens. In a simila; way, it is
impossible for anything to be in itself primarily but per
accidens according to any other meaning of the word "in",
For instance, a genus cannot be in itself by virtue of one
of ite species, for then the genus would have to be Beparated
from itself by another of its species, which would make it
not one thing but two, one having more act than the other.
Therefore, we way conclude generselly that nothing can be in
itself primerily, either per se or per sccidens.

184, When he as proved that nothing can be in itself
rrimarily, Aristotle solves two ¢ifiiculties, First, he

2

answers enc's problem, Zeno aryued that 1f place is some-

thing, it nust be in sorething, i. e., place, and that rlace

1Which we have rreviously admitted to be possible,
2863 rar. 162. It will be ansvwered more conmpletely

toward the end of the treatise on rlace,
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in another to infinity, Aristotle argucs here that place

nay indeed be in somzething else, but according to & different

meaning of the word "in", for instance as a form is in matter.l

?hus Zeno's objectiog offers no problem to ug,; dbut of course,
this answer could not be given to it until the various
meanings of "in" had been distinguished,

185, The second di@;icuity Aristotle 8olves here is
one which was taken up just a few Pages earlior, namely

whether place can be the matter or form of what is in bPlace.

'fhis solution may be summarized in this way. If the Llace

or a thing were the matter or form of that thing; what-is in
Ilace would be in itselr primarily and per 3¢, But a thing
cannot be in itself rrimarily and Rer se. Therefors, place
is not the matter or form of what is in pl_ace.2 %e have
Just proved the minor Premise, The major can be seen if one
notes several things., Pirst, we are considering "in* only
insofar as it refers to place and what is in place. Purthar-
more, insofar as a thing is in itas matter or form, it 1: in
itselr, beeause the matter and the form of & thing are not
distinguished from a thing as being 8eparated from it as a
whole or from a part of it, Now, if the place of a thing
is either its matter or its form, the thing must be in itself
rinar 11y, both because the place of a thing 48 the rlace

of the whole, not the place of a rart, and because the matter

1st, ThOﬁas, IV Ehysicorum, Lect. IV, n, 443(10),

°Ibid., n. #44(11),
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and form of a thing, being parts of its definition (and not

1

cuantitative parts), are present in the whole.” It must

also be in itself per se, for what is in itself per sccidens

is separated from itself by some third thing by the mediation
of which it is in itself (as the sasilor in the sea per
accidens is separated from the sea by a ship in which he is),
as has been shown previoualy.2 8ince the matter and form of
a thing are not so separated from the comprosite, a thing

cannot be in its matter or form primarily but per accidensa,.

Therefore, if a thing 1s roing to be in its matter or form
as in & place, the thing must be in itself primarily and
rer se. Slnce we have shown this to be impoesibla,5 we
must conclude that a thing cannot be in its natter or form
as in a place.

186. Yet, having distinguished the various meanings
of the word "in", we c¢an easily see how someone night make
the mistake of thinking that the matter or form of a thing
is its rlace for such a person has confused these various
neaninzs, For instance, the form of a thing is ip the
matter of a thing according to one meaning of "in" (the
fifth Aristotle gives) and the matter (part) is in the fornm
according to another meaning (the first meaning Aristotle

mives)e Thus, according to different meanings of "in",

lThis would seenm to be what St. Thomas is referring
to when he calls matter and form the intrinsic parts of a
thing. "e..zateria enim et forma sunt aliquid locati sicut
prertes intrinsecae eiue,” s5t. Thomas, IV Fhysicorum, Lect. IV,
D, 444(11)- ¢

ZBeginning at par. 133,
3Be;j;i.zut:‘zi.n,{r; at par. 132,
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<:> ﬁ the whole (sudbject) is in the form and the whole (form) is
§ in the matter, but not according to place, and not priﬁarily,
l but through another, i. e. &8s one part is in another. Thus,
Aristotle‘s solution of the argument non only shows the
opinion proposed to be false, but implicitly also sives
the reaédn why the error was made. ‘

187+ #hen he has considered these doubts, he lists

five suppositions which will be used in defining rlace.

[ : Let us take for granted about it the various
! characteriatics which are surposed correctly to belong

to it essentially. W#e assume then = ;

(1) Flace is what contains that of which it 48 the

" place, :
(2) Flace is no part of the thing., a
(3) The immediate place of a thing is neither less
" nor greater thsn the thing,
(4) Place can be left behind by the thing and is
separable, :

In addition:s

(5) A1l place adnits of the distinction of up and
_ down, and each of the bodies is naturally carried
% to its aprropriate place and rests there, and
g - this mades the place either up or down.l ‘

fveryone, no matter what he thinks place is, admits that it
nust be some sort of container. Further, rlace cannot be a
part of what is in it because when a thing moveé,'itq parts
move also, whereas its place does not, That the immediate

(or proper) place of a thing is neither‘greater nor less

thgn the thing would be accepted by anyoné once the distinction

previously madéelbetween proper and common place has been

laristotle, IV Euysics, Ch, IV, 210b43. St. Thomas
combines the firet and second into one suprosition. See Ste.
Thomas, IV Physicorum, Lect. V, n. 446(2),

“Aristotle, IV Physics, Ch, IT, 209a3l. St. Thomas,
<:>} IV Ehysicorum, Lect. IIT, n, 423(2). See above par. 165,




S
[ W

PP AR, S
St TRE IR

NP,

125

considered. Further, if ;lace were not separable from what
is in it, we would have no reason to aup ose that place
exists. And that places are distinjyuished by up and down
is indicated by the natural motion of things up and down.1
The ylace of a thing, therefore influences it.

188, Next, Aristotle shows the kind of definition

one ought to seek. This is what he says,.

%e ought to try to make our investiration such as
will render an sccount of place, and will not only solve
the difficulties connected with it, but will also show
that the attributes suprosed to belong to it really
belong to it, and further will make clear the cause of
the trouble and of the difficulties about it. Such is
the most satisfactory kind of exposition,.2

A definition, and hence our definition of place, ought to
show what the thing defined is, solve the difficulties sbout
it, manifest the properties of what i3 defined, and show
why there is disagreement about it,

189, FNext, Aristotle considers four thinss which

are necescary for inveatimsting the definition of place,

This is what he says first,

lAs it was true concerning certain of Aristotle's
arguments about the infinite, so it is true concerning this
last suprosition (that place is distinruished by up and
down) that he is proceeding here from the orinion that there
is no fifth element, In this respect St. Thomas BRYS,
"Sed hoc dicit secundum eorum orinionem gui non ponebant
aliqguod corpus praeter naturan quatuor elementorum: nondum
enim probaverat corpus caecleste esse neque gZrave neque
leve, sed postea hoe probablt in primo libro de Caelo.”
IV Fhysicorum, Lect. V, n, 446(2),

Arvistotle, IV Fhysics, Ch. IV, 211a6e
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Pirst then we must understand that place would not
have been thouzht of, if there had not been a special
kind of notion, nanely that with respect to rlace, It
is chiefly for this Teason that we suprose the heavens
also to be in place, because it ig in constant movement,
Of this kind of changze there are two species « locomotion
on the one hand and, on the other, increase and dimi-
nution. V¥or these too involve variation of rlace: whet
was then in thnis placf has now in turn changed to what
is larger or smaller.+ .

¥hat Aristotle has paid here ig sufficiently plain without
further explanation, althouzh we will gee below that there
is a difficulty concerning how the heavens can nove,

190, Second, Aristotle peints out? that sone
thingé are moved per gse (for instance some whole body)‘and
some things are moved per accidens. Thdse‘ﬁhinés which are
moved per accidens are either such that they can béﬂhovad
Per se but it happens they are not (asg a nail, which can bve

moved per se, but which, when it is part of a ship, is only

moved per accidens) or they are such that they can be moved

according to place only per accidens (a8 whiteness or science),
191.} ¥e might add here that as things are moved,

80 we may say they are in rlace, 1. e. what is moved per se
is in place per se, what is moved per accidens is in ;lace
per accidena.5

192, Third Aristotle S&ys{

liristotle, 1v Ehysics, Ch. IV, 21lal2,
°Ibid., 211a18,
5”Hoc autem induxit, quia hoc m0do aliquid per se vel

per accidens, actu vel rotentia natum est esse in loco, sicut
et moveri.," St. Thomas, IV Lhysicorum, Lect. V, n. 450(6) .,
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%e say that a thing is in the world (heavens) in
the sense of in place, because 1t i5 in the air, and
the air is in the world (heavens); and when we say it
is in the air, we do not mean it is in every part of
the air, but that it is in the air becsuse of the outer
surface of the air whicr surrounds ity for if all the
alr were its place, the ~lace of a thin: would not be
equal to the tning - which it 1s supposed to be, and
waich tne primary placg in which a thing is actually
is.

Giver that the prinary (or immediate) place of a tain- is
equal to that thing, as we have seen above,2 when we say
that A is in B although B is big-er than A, we must mean
that A is not in B primarily, but rather it is in B by virtue
of sonme part of B, which part is equal to A. This part must
be the surface of B which surrounds A. QOtherwise, the
primary place of a thing would not be equal to that thing,.
193, Finally, Aristotle gives the fourth thing
which is necessary for investigating the definition of 7lace.
First he presents it., Then he rroves it by two ar -uments.
This is the way Aristotle proposes it.
¥hen what surrounds, then, is not gseparate from the

thing, but is in continuity with it, the thing is said

to be in what surrounds it, not in the sense of in

;-lace, but as a part in a whole. But when the thing is

separate and in contact, it is immediately "in" the

irner surfaces of the surroundin~ :ody, and this surface

is neither a part of what is in it nor yet greater than

its extension, but equal to itj for the extremnities of

thinss which touch are coincident.
What contains may or may not be actually diviced or separated

from what is contained. If the contsiner is actually

1

Aristotle, IV Physics, Che. IV, 21lla24,
2See par. 165 and 187.
Saristotle, IV Physics, Ch. II, 211a29,
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divided from what is contained, the contained is in the
container as in place. If the container is not actually
divided from what is contained, then the contained is in ‘
the contairer as a part is in a whole. As a clarification
of what Aristotle means by this paragraph, we will give
8t. Thomas' commentary on it.

Therefore, he says first that when the container is
not divided from the contained, but is continuous with
1t, it is not ssid to be in that as in a place, but as
a part in a whole, as if we say one part of the air to
be contained by the whole air., And he concludes this
from the preceding, because where there is a continuum,
there 1g no extreme in sct one ean take, which he eaid
above to be required for place. But when the containing

- 1s divided from and is contiguous to the contained, then
the contained, namely, i1s in rlace, being in the extreme
of the container primarily and per se. That container,
I say, which is not a part of it, itz neither greater
nor less according to dimension, but equal through this,
that the extremes of the things touching are tozether.
Hence 1t must be that their extremes are equal.i

From this exylanation, it is piain that St. Thomas understandsa
Aristotle's "not separate” as continuous and hie "separate"”
as at most contiguous. Thus, from these remarks it seems

that if the contained is continuous with the container, it

is in it as a part is in a whole (considering those things

to be continuous which have a common fernz). On the other
hand, if the contained body and the container are contiguous

(4. e. i they have their extremes togetherj),vthe contained

1st. Thomas, IV Physicorum, Lect. V, n. 452(8).
2“00ntinuum est cuius partes ad urum terminum commu-

nem copulantur." St. Thomas, I1I Fhysicorum, Lect. I, n. 277(3).
Also "Cunm enim unus et idem fiat terminus duorum quae se _

tangunt, dicitur esse continuum,™ St. Thomas, V Physicorum,
Lect. V, n, 691(8).

"Tansere autem se dicuntur, quorum sunt ultima si-ml."
Ibid., n.”§§?(22, ‘




129

is in the container a8 the placed is in Flace,

19, One must note that in the Passage Jjust citeg
Ste Thomas remarks that "where there is g continuum, there
is no extreme in act One can take." Unless the continuunm
is actually divided, it does not have actﬁally distinet parts
becauge there are no actual terms of these parte. lurther,
when the parts are actusally distinct parts, the corntinuunm ig
RO longer one continuum, otherwige Ste Thomas could not say
that "where there ig & continuum, there ié no extreme in
act one can take."l Thus, we can 8ay that a thing is
contained by another 88 & pert is contained by a whole when
this part is only a part in potency, and as what is in plsace
is contained by its place when the rart is an actual rart,
i+ €., when it has itgs extremes in act,

195. But it is also possible for gonetzins to be
in another as a Part 1ia in a whole ang Jet to be an actual
rart. For a man is in the universe ags a Part is in a whole
and yet he is an actual part, not.merely & potential part,
for he has extremes in acts Does not this contradict what
we have just said, that if a part is in act it isg contained
by a place, if in potency it is contained ag a part by a

whole?

lIndeed, if the parts of the continuum referred to
in ivs definition were actual parts, each of these parts,
being contiruous, would have rarts, and so =n to infinity,
Thus, we would have an actual infinity, which we have pre-
Viously shown must not be proposed. ihererore, the rarts
referred to in the definition of tha continum muet be '
rotential parts only. But we will gee below that there is
& way in which a ¢ ntinuum has actual parts,
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196, There is no contradiction here. When we say
that a potential part is contained ag a rart is contained
by a whole we mean it i8 contained only in this wWaye. It 4is
Bot contained in & place. when ¥e 8ay that an actual part
is contained ag the placed ig contained by ite Place we do
not therebdby deny that it Ray also be contained as a part ig
contained by a whole. 1In order to understang what Ariatotle
and St. Thomas mean, we must keep their intention in aing,
They wish to lead us to a knowledge of what place is, For
this reason they intend to 8how us here that the parts of
the”continuummare~not ia placeé wherecas thingé which #fo |
contiguous, in eontact, iro in place, The fact thé% eon-
tiguous things may also be contained as parts in a whole igs
aside from their intention, and for this reasen they do not
mention {it,

197, That the parts of the continuum cannot be in
place isg 8stablished from the distinction ziven Just Previously
between proper place and common plaoe.1 For it was established
there that the Proper pnlace of s thing 18 equal to the thing,
But this is impossible if the body in the rlace does not
have its extremes in act, for it has no define size to which
its"place could be equal, Therefore, the rarts of the
continuous cahn;t be in rlace, Things which a:e'configuousAA

can be in Place, howevar, because they have extremes in éct.

1par, 192,
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In fact, in order for a thins to be in rplace it must be
precisely contiguous with a container, it must have its
extremes together with those of its container, but this will
be seen below,

108, When Aristotle has made this distinction he
proves it in two ways. For the sake of greater detail we
will give St. Thomas' commentary on each of them. fThis is
his first argument.,

The first of these is that the contained which is
contiruous with the container is not moved in the con-
tainer, but together with it, as a part together with
a8 whole, but wher the contained is divided from the
container, then it can be moved in it, whether the
container be moved or not; for a man is moved in a ahip,
whether it is resting or is moved, Therefore, when
sonething is noved in p}aoe, it follows that the rlace
is a divided container.

We know that the part of a continuum is in the continuum
only as & part in & whole because the part ias moved when and
only when the whole is moved. On the other hand, we know

& thing is in that to which it is contipucus as in a place
because it can be moved whether or not that to which it is
contiguous is moved.

199, But how do we know this? Consider the definitions
of the continuous and the contiguous we gave sbove, Those
things are continuous which have a common term. Those things
are contiguous which have their terms together. In the lisht

of these definitions we can easily see why things waich are

13%. Thomaeg, IV rhysicorum, Lect. V, n. 453(9);
see aleo V Metarhysicorum, ¢t ¥Y1I, n. 852,
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continuous cannot be moved separately. If one thing is

moved separately from another, the whole of the one must be

‘ moved and the whole of the other‘not moved. But things
which are continuous have a term in common. Therefore,

' let us suppose that one part of a continuum is moved and

% : the next part is not. If the common term is moved, as it

? must be if the moved part is really moved, the part of the

; continuum supposed not to move must move, for Af its term

moves it must move. On the other hand, if the term does

not move, then the part which wes supposed to move cannot

“move, for if its term does not move, it does not move .

Therefore, the whole continuum either move; as one or is at

fest as one, But with the eontiguoué this prodblem does not

exist, for these things do not have a8 common torﬁ, only i
terms together. Hence, it is only the contiguous that can ‘
move separately from what is around it. Thersfore, it alone
ig in its container as in a place for it alcne can move
from ite container.l | |
200. The sccond argument he gives is explained by
! . Sts Thomas as followst
And he says that when the contained is not divided
' from tire container but is continuous with it, then it is
sald to be in it as a part is in a whole, as sizht is as
(quasi) a formal part in the eye, and the hand as an
organic part in the body. But when the divided is
contained by a container, then it is said to be in it

as in a vessel, as water in a Jar and wine in a Cule
The difference between these is that the hand is moved

<™
o ]_'Pa_ur. 189-
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with the body but not in the body, but the water is
moved in the Jar, Therefore, since it wag g8aid above
that to be in a place is as to be in a vessel, but not
88 8 part in a whole, it follows that_place is as a
container divided from the contained,
The parts of a continuum are not said to be contained ag
by a vessel, whereas what 18 contained asg by a place is
considered to be contained as if by a vessel or recerptacle,
Therefore the parts of a continuum are not in rlace but are
only in the continuum ag a part is in a whole.2
201, ¥hen Aristotle has given the things presuprosed
to the definition of rlace, he determines this definition,
First he determines the genus of place, then its difrerenca.3
This 18 what he saye first,
It will now be plain from these considerations what
place is. There are Just four things of which place nust

containing body, or this boundary itself irf it contains
no extension over gnd above the bulk of the body which
comes to be in it,
From the things we have gaid about place so far, we can see
that place must be one of four things, the form or matter
of what is in Place, the extension within the container or

the bounding surface of the container, There is nothing else

lst. Thomas, IV Fhysicorum, Lect, Vy n. 454(10),

2c°ncerning the text of ot, Thomas, one might note
that he gives "formal part® before "orzanic part" in leading
us to & knowledze of material part, {. ey & Dart of a contie
nuun because an organic part is more known, and closer than
a2 formal part to the kind of part he desired to make known
here. Thus he Proceeds from what is farthest removed to
what 13 closest to what he wishes to manifest, and fron what
is more kunown to what is less known,

BSt. Thones, IV Inysicorum, Leect, VI, n. 455(1),
%iristotie, IV pi sics, Ch. IV, n. 21105,
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one can think of which could it the characteristics of

place, for instance that a propet rlace 1is equal to what'

. is in 1t and that the notion of rlace arises from the

observation of motion according to place. Now Aristotle

eliminates three of these. This leaves the fourth as the

genus of place.

202, First Aristotle considers the possibility
that the form of a thing is its place. This is what he says:

The shape (form) is supprosed to be place because
it surrounds, for the extremities of what contains and
of what 18 contained are coincldent. Both the shape
and the rlace, it is true, are bourndaries, But not
of the same thing: the form is the boundary of the
thing, the piace is the boundary of the body which
contains it,

Both place and form or shape contain what is in place. For

' this reason the two might appear to be the same thing. But

they are different. Porm is the limit qf the thing in rlace,
Place is the surface of the containing body.

205« We must be careful‘how we understand this
argument. ©Presented as concisely ss Aristotle gives it, it
iight seem that he is arguing in a circle. He proves that
the genus of plaqe is the "term of the containing body" by
e But here it seens
that he eliminates one of the possibilities b& showins that
it is not identical with what he ultimately deteraincs the

Fenus of placé to be. Thus his arsument would appear to be

-

1Aristot;le, IV Pgysics, Che. IV, 211110,
23t, Thomas, IV Physicorum, Leot. VI, n. 466(12).
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of this kind: C can only be either A or B. C cannot be A
because we will ultimately determine that it is B and we
know that A is not B, Therefore ¢ is not A, Therefore C
is B.

204, Perhape the best way to understand Aristotle's
ariument 48 to understand him as arguing as follows. The
form or shape of a thing is together (simul) with the surface
of the containing body and therefore the two appear to be
the same thing, In fact, however, the two are contiguous
and therefore diatinct, as is shown by the fact that one can
move while the other does nots But place contains as the
surface of the containing body, i. e. as gsomething separable
from the body contained, because the bodies contained by
Places move from place to place. 8ince the form of a thing
is not separable from the thing, place cannot be the form
of the thing in place.

205. Having proved that place cannot be the form
of what is in place, Aristotle considers whether place can
be the space between the boundaries of the container, In
doing this, first he exrlalns why rlace is thoucht to be a
l

space, Second he gives ar umente agalnst its beilng a space.

This is what he says first:

The extension between the extremities is thouzht to
be something, because what is contained and separate
may often be chanved while the container remains the
sare (as water mney be poured from a vessel) - the
acsumption being that the extension is something over

lst. Thomas, IV Fhysicorum, Lect. VI, n. 450(6),
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and above the body diaplaced.l

- In order to help us understand this argument, which Aristotle

f exrresses 30 terridbly concisely, we will also azive the
commentary of St. Thomas on this point,.

; Therefore he says first that because a body contained

§ by a place and divided from it is changed many times

' from place to place, and bodies succeed one another in
the same place 80 that the container remains immobile in
the way in which it harpens when water goes out from a
vessel, on this account it seems that place is soms space
in the middle between the extremes of the containing

0% body and ggg%g;gllszaal_iﬂ something were there in
addition to the body which is moved from one rlace to
another. Because il there were no other thing there
except that body, it would follow either that place would
not be other from the placed, or that that which is a

~middle between the extremes of the container could not be
place. But as rlace ousht to be something in addition to
the body contained, sb it seems that place ought to be
something in addition to the containing body from this
that place remains immobile but the containing body and

= all which is in it can be changed., But nothing else can

=, be understood to be (place) in addition to the body

containing end the body contained except the dimensions

of space existing in no body. Thus, thersfore, from this

that place is immobile it seems that rlace is space.2

IV -
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- It is necessary to note this position and its refutation very
carefully, for they will be extremely important for us later

on.,

206« The argument which Aristotle (and 3t., Thomas
in a more explicit fashion) presents here presuproses that
the place of a thing is divided from the thinge Prom what
has been said previously we cannot doubt that this is true.

But what can we think of whicn could be the rlace of a thing,

Aristotle, IV Fnysics, Ch. IV, 211tl13.
St« Thomas, IV Physicorum, Lect. VI, n, 460(6).

1
2
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being separable from it? The form or share of a thing has
already been excluded, as not being separable froa what ig
in place. It would seem that the matter of a thing must be
excluded for the same reason, for it too is inseparsble

from that of which it is the matter.l There remain, then,
only two rossibilities, that the place of a thing may be the
boundary of the container, this boundery being contiguous

to the exterior surface of what is in rlace and that it may
be the space ccntained by the boundary of the container,
this space being cosxtensive with what is'in rlace and yet
separable from it, But it seems that the firast of these
poesibilities must be excluded also. For a containing body,
and hence its inner (containing)‘surface maYy slso be born
from place to place. If the place of a thing were the surface
of a containing body, it would follow, therefore, that place
would be mobile snd therefore itself would have to have a
place in some respect, one to which and from which it could
move, which would be strange indeed., For if the first place
is in a second Place, what about this second place? 1Is it
in a place also? Therefore, it seems that the only thing
Place can be is the dimengions in which a body exists and
which are separable from that body. These dimensions may
be called a space, Such a space mugt interpenetrste with

the dinensions which are insepsarable from the body in the

lsee par. 1712175, 185-186.
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space and be immobile, 1. e., whether the body in place or
the surrounding body is moved, the space between the bounda=~
ries of the containing body cznnot be moved.A'Otherwise we
would have to exclude this space from being place for the

sare reason we excluded the boundary of the container from

beins place, i, 8., because it is mobile. This space bgtween

fhe boundaries of the containing body must not depend uron
nor be inseparable from the body containing what is in rlace,
Eecause the space remains when the container has beern moved.
207« Ferhape we can acouire a better understanding
of what is meant by this space in-recalling certain things
we seid when we considered Aristotle's treatment of the
category of quantity.l There we said that in order to obtain
an ldea of what the genus quantity consisted in, Aristotle
took up the species of quantity, which he distinguished by
the various conceptions of measurement which give rise to
them, We noticed there that Aristotle distinguished the
rlace or space which a body occupies from the body 1fselt as
two different species because the two arise from different
conceptiohs of measurement, The conception ol measurement

which gives us the apecies, body, is that of the measurement

by which we think we obtain the dimensions of the body measured.

Ye perform this measurement because we want to know the

discusione of the body measured. The act of neasuring which

liee par. 2226,
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gilves us the specles, Llace or space, might appear identical
in its rerformance, but the measurement is considered differ-
ently: For sometimes we take & measurement not in order to
know the dimensions of the body we are measuring but rather
to know the distance between Sertain surfaces or points,

such as when we take the measurenents in a room to discover
whether we have room for some particular furniture, %e do
not consider ourselves to be measuring the air in the roon,
though in measuring, our tape measure may in fact be located
in the air between two walls. A sign of this distinetion

in measurement i8 that when we have finished our measurement
We say we have so many feet of 8pace, not 80 many feet of
aire. Taous we have the concept of logical space or rlace,

But one must note that though we do have thege different ways
of measuringz, this does not neéan, nor does logic tell us

that there are in reality different existing things correge
ponding to thess ways of measuring, From these difierent
concertions we cannot Judge that this spatial dimension exists
in any way independently of the air in the space,

203, Now, at first glance these two Places or spaces,
the one which is s species of the category of quantity and
the one we are now considering in the Fi 8ics, would seem to
be the saae thing arrived at from two points of view, dbut in
fact it is not that 8imples On the one hand, we have pointed
out that place seems to be more the space in which thh mobile

is than the containing surface of the gurrounding body because

. e UM S
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the contalning body is itself moved. From this it seens
that the space referred to here is ima&bila in a sense thaf
the containing body is not. But lozical place or space is
not immobile in this way.‘ If I should measure the space in
a room and tﬁen the house should be moved elscwhere, I still
have the samne space in it. fThis is the cease because lozical
place or svace is determined by the surrounding body, the
sideé of the room, since what we are tryinz to discover
when we perform the measursment is the space between the

sides of the container precisely as it is contained by the

 container. We want to know how much can be put into the roon,

not how much space the roonm 1taelf occupies, We are not
trying to discover some dimensiona separable from the room.
Now, since this logical place or space is mobile, it seaens
that it muet be distinct from the physical space described
above, which space is immobile even thoush the body bounding
it is mobile.l ’ -

209. Or the other hand, Aristotle gives two argsuments
to show that place cannot be dimensions or a spsce, Whereas
the first of these arsuments is a refutation of the view that

place is a space of any xind, the second argument is a

~refutation of the view that rlace ia A& 8pace in some way

mobile. For this reason, it seems that the "space® Aristotle

'is considering here ig a mobile space,

210+ Which kird of space, then, are we to think
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Aristotle and St. Thomas are considering here? There are
three ways in which what they say might be understood,
First, it misht be suprosed that they are only talking about
a srace which 1is totally immobile, Te aust reject thisg
interrretation because then Aristotle's second refutation
would be entirely beside the roint, Second, it nlcht be
suprosed that they are only talking about a space or rlace
which 1s mobile, such as that discussed under the category
of cuantity, This interpretation must be rejected slso, for
the argumernt Aristotle Progosed as indicating that rlace
must be gpace (as made more explicit by 5t. Thomas) rroceeded
by denying that aﬁything ih the containing body could be
Place because the containing body is mobile. Since this

very same arzument would Prove that a mobile space could not

be rlace and since the entire arzument ie proposed to show
that place is 8pace, 1t must be that the space referred to
ir the argument is not aobile,
211, Therefore, what they say here must be interpreted
in a third way, According to this third interprotAtion,
' when Aristotle and S¥e Thonas give the argument to show that
place is space, by "space®™ they mean an immobile space, The

first refutation of the orinion that vlace is a 8pace refers

to space of this kind primarily, but is also appiicable to
the other kind of space (a mobile space). But because physical 1

Srace as something known to us determinately is always
N associated with and determined by some body (e, g, a Jar),




