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it is natural for us to think that épace moves when its
containing body does, Since it is so natural for us to
think in this way, Aristotle refutes this notion of srace
in particular with his second argunent, :

2l2. This is Aristotle's first arguwent to show

that place cannot be a spacos

But there is no such extension., One of the bodies
which change and are naturally capable of being in con-
tact with the container falls in - whichever it may
chance to bee If there were an extension which werse
such as to exist independently and be permarent, thers
would be an infinity of places in the same thing, For

'when the water and the asir change rlaces, all the portions:
of the two together will play the same part in the whole
which wis-previously~piayed~bywall the water in the
vessel, -

. Plainly, thie argument needs a great deal of expansion.

Therefore, before we begin to exasine it, we will present

the explanation of St. Thomas,

About the first of these he says that it is not true
that there may be something there within the extremes of
the containing bedy except the contained body which is
borne from place to place, but some body fells within
those extremes of the containing body, whatever that nay
happen to be, of such a kind, neverthelese, that it is
among the number of mobile bodies and again amonz the
nunber of those which are naturally apt to touch the
containing bodye But if there could be some middle
contailning space, in sddition to the dimensions of the
body contained, which would always remsin in the same
place, this inconsistency would follow, that there would
be infinite places together., And thie is so because,
since water and air have their proper dinensions, both
each body and each part of a body, all the parts do the
same thing in the whole that the whole water does in the
vessel., Truly, accordin. to the position of those who
hold the opinion about space, while the whole water is in
the vessel, there are other dinensions of the space there
in addition to the dimensions of water, But every part
is contained by the whole as what i3 in place by the

laristotle, IV Fhysics, Ch. IV, 211b16.
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vessel, nor is there any difference except only in this
respect, that the parts are not divided, but what is

in place is divided. Therefore, if the part were divided
in act, it would follow that there would be thers other
dimensions of the containing whole in addition to the
dimensions of the part,.

But it cannot he said that division would make some
dimensions newly to exist, for division does not cause
dimensions, but divides a preexisting one, Therefore,
before the part was divided, there were other proper
dimensions of the part, also penetrating the part, in
addition to the dimensions of the whole, Thus, there
will be as many dimensions distinct from each other there,
certain of which will penetrate others, as there are
parts to take through division in some whole, so that
one (part) cortains asnother. But there are parts one may
take which contain other parts to infinity in any contie
nuous whole on this account, that the continuum is divided
infinitely. Therefore, it remains that there may be
infinite dimensions penetrating each other. Therefore,
if the dimensions of the containing body penetrating what
is in place are place, it follows thaf there are infinite
rlaces together, which is impossible,

213, Aristotle and St, Thomas bezin by remarking
that the dimensions within the inner surface of a container
are never found without a body being found within the container
also., Thus, when one body goes out of the container another
goes into it. Inasuuch as one odbservss from common experience
that this ig the case (when water 13 poured from a Jar air
goes into it) one can see this statement to be a probable one,
1t corresponds with our common experience. At the same time,
one must appreciate that when Aristotle considers the void
he will give arguments expressly ordered to proving the truth
of these remarks. To that extent these remarks must now be

taken by the student en faith.

lS‘b. Thomas, IV Fhysicorum, Lect. VI, ne 451(7).
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214, By making these remarks here, Aristotle and
St. Thomas do two things. First, they put the student in
the correct frame of mind, For when previously giving the
argument to show that place is space, 5t, Thonmas said,
"Because 1if thereAwere no other thing there (between the
inner extremes of the containing beody) oxcept;that body
(which is contained), it would follow either that rlace would
not be other from the placed, or that ;hat which 18 & middle
batveen the extremes of the container could not be place,”

By affirming the antecedent here, i, e. there are no dimen-

‘sions sepearated from the dimensions of the body contained,

they affirm the consequent, i, e, either place is néﬁféaparablo
from what is in place, or place is not the dimensions between
the inper surface of the container, Since we have already
agreed that a place is separable from what is in it, 1¢
follows that the place of a thing is not the dimensions
referred to. As we have said, the anfecedentaia‘prebable:
from common experience, snd Aristotle will give arguments
indicating its truth later on. How the consequent follows
from the antecedent is not difficult to see. ‘Thﬁu, by méking
these remarks firszt, Aristotle and 3t. Tnomas"iﬁad the student
toward the truth,

215, Second,‘by making this assertion, a difficulty
is avoided which might cauée the student to hesitate to accept
the argument to be given immediately. Por Af one thinks there

are, in fact, separated dimensions penetrating a body, one
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will still be led by his imagination to think of a place

as a space, despite the following argumentss. Such is the
power the imsgination has over us, Therefore, to avoid this
tendency, the opposite is affirmed here. Accordingly the

imagination is reetified and we are made more receptive of

R i

the argument to be ziven,
216, Having indicated these things, Aristotle
{and 3t,. T.iomas) argue that place cannot be a space because
¢ then there would have to be an infipite in act, which we have
% already excluded. For each thing which comes into a place
\ has its own proper dimensions., Thus, if some vessel is
filled with water, the water as a whole is in the jar as a
whole. If the place of the water is a separated dimension

or space, there amust be actusl dimensions of the water as &

whole., But there is no reason to suppose that all this water

in the vesvel is siwply one. Rather, it would seem to be one
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i only in some respect, tut simply many. In other words, it
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has many parts actually divided one from another, these parts
being contiguous with one snother, not eentinuous.l For

water, each of thece parte has a certain size. The game thing

is true of air in the Jar when the water has been poured out
of the jar and the air has entered it., The air has certain
actual parts, each of a certain size. But it would seen

likely that the actual parts of the air are not the same size

1See par, l193«200,
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as the actual parts of the water. This would seem to be
what 8t%. Thomas is referring to' when he says ",,,water and
air have their rroper dimensionS..."

217« Ve may say, then, that in the whole of the
water in the jar there are actual parts. Furthermore, there
are other parts of the water as well, parté whieh sare only
potentially divided from each other., Por the actual parts
of the water, the ones having the proper dimensions of wate:'
are potentially divisible but not actually divideé into'parts.
As we indicated above, the actual parts of a whbla, being
contiguous with each other, and through the éthei/parts with
them) as what is in place is in place.1 Those parts which
are continuous with a whole (in the present case considering :
each actual part to be a whole) are in the whole not ag in a
place, but as a part is in a whole, We distinguish the
potential parte from the actual ones, the ones contained by
their container es by a place, merely by the fact that the
actual parts have been actually divided from esch other, the
potential ones béing only potentially divided from each other,
But if these divisions were actually wuade, if the nocential
parts were actually to be divided from each other, the result

would be that the parts of the parts would also be contained

vby their container as by a rlace, for we have pointed out

1

Far, 193,
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that parts which are contiguous are in place.

218, Since by actuaslizing a division, by naking
actual parts of those which were previously only potential
rarts, we increase the number of contisuous parte and

therefore the number of places necessary for them so that

RCTRET ™
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there will be a place for each part demanding one, it follows

that there will be more places evidently necessary after the

i
i
i

division than were plainly necessary before it. 4s the body
is divided more and more, it becomes plain that there is

a vast multitude of places necessary for the parts. Since,
according to the opinion we are now consldering, place is
dimensions or space, it follows that a vast multitude of
dimersions 1s necessary in order that each actual part may
have its own space or dimensions. Since a body is infinitely
divisible (i. e. there is no limit to the divisions which

can be made), it must be that there is an infinite multitude

of dimensions which contain all these parts.
219. 1In considering the argument as it has proceeded
thus far, one must note that no difficulty has yet been shown

PR T

to exist., For it seems that if a body can be divided infinit-

ely, so can the dimensions or space which contain it. Jsince,

ag was shown when we treated the infinite, a body can be divided
infinitely only in potency, so it seems that the number of
separate: dimensions necessary for the parts resulting frum

the division is never actually infiinite and that therefore

no imrossibility results from what has been said thus far.




148

220, However, by a further anaslysis Aristotle and
St. Thomas (more explicitly) show that there would have to
be an infinity of spaces in act, not just in potency, if
rlace were space., This proof is given (very concisely) in
the second paragraph of St Thomas Quotod above. For body,
bscause it 1s.continuous. is infinitely divieible.l The
division of a body into actual parts (smaller bodies) merely
actualizes the potentiality of being divided, a potency which
is without end. Yet, the fact that 2 body 1is infinitely
divisible does not mean that it is ever entirely divided,

- that its potency is ever fully realized, In fact, no body
is ever actually divided infinitely. But, supposing place
to be a space, it cannot be this way with the infinity of
spaces or separate dimensions, Whenever a body is divided
into-actual parts, there must be separate spaces for each

L part (now a distinct body) actualiy existing., Because thesgse

§§‘separate or distinct spaces cannot have been produced by'the

division of the body, it must be that these places or spaces

actually exist before the division of the body. This implies
that there aust be an actual infinity of spaces existing

Lo o S CE,
g SRR

before the 5ody is divided. For if there were only a finite
number of them, hLowever large this number might be, it would
8till be poesible for a body to be divided into still amalier
actual parts (these parts romaining finite in pusber) which

Yst. Thomas, IIT Physicorus, Lect. I, n. 277(3).
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parts would not each have a distinct place (space). Since
every body must have a place, we must therefore conclude
that, if place is space, there must be an actual infinity
of places. Since we have shown that one must not propose san
actual infinity in nature, we must reject the notion that
rlace is space,

221+ In order for the force of this argument to be
understood, it rmust be seen why the division of & body cannot
produce a division in the space which is proposed to be place,
80 that, as the number of parts of a body is increased by
divigion, the number of new spaces to contain them is
increased also, for each new part there being a new space.
For if this were rossible, it would not be necessary that
there be an actual infinite multitude of spaces in order that
each actual part of a body potentially divisible without end

misht have a places The only infinity of space required
would be a potentisl infinity, which would offer no difficulty.
St. Thouas does not prove in detail that the division of a
body cannot entail the division of space. But it can be
shown that such an hyrothesis is untenable,

222. 7First of all, if one supposes that by dividing
2 body we divide the place (spsce) containing it, there are
several cuestions left unsnswered., On this hypothesis, the
very divisior of a bedy entails the division of its rlace,
Let us suppose we have divided & body into two equal parts,.
Now, if this body is made one again, what happens to the two
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spaces? Are they also united into one space again, or do
they remain two? There seens to be no more reason to take
one alternative than the other.  Let us take each of them
in turn;

223. If it were supposed that two spaces would remain
when the parts of the body divided in two were reunited, one
would have to hold, in geﬁeral, that the numbgr of spaces in
any given volume would be determined by the number of bodies
of different diménsions which had been there previously.

Thus, if another body were placed in the volume we considered

‘above to be divided into two equel spaces, and if this second

body were then divided into three aqual parts, the volune
of space occupied by the body would c¢ontain, ndt three but
either six or four spaces, dependlng upon whether the larger
spaces are proposed to be merely the sum of the smaller spaces
or are proposed to be ﬁotally distinct spaces, interpenetrating‘
with the smaller spaces, In the figure below, when a volume
~D é-f F— has been divided into two and
N e A

then three equal spaces, it may be
said that the original space A

exists, as well as spaces B and

\‘\,—J\_—,_J\._,_/;.v__J
H L T,V » C, which arose when the original

-

‘(

body was diV1ded into two, and D, E and F, which arose when
the second body was divided into three equal parts. In this
case, one supposes that the largef spaces interpenetrate with

the smaller ones.. Or it might be ssid that the result of
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these divisions is that the body divided equally into the
three parts actually occupies the four spaces G, Hy I and J,
the middle body actually occupying the two spaces H and I,
gince the space was previously divided there permanently
into two parts when the rreviously occupying body was so
divided« 1In this case, one suproses that the larger spaces,
instead of interpenetrating with the smaller ones, are
composed of them. There is a difficulty with each of these
alternatives. If it is supposed that there are six spaces
present, one has reslly departed from the original hyrothesis,
for when the body is divided, it is no longer being held
that the space occupied by the whole is being divided, since
it remsins to be counted, together with the aspaces resulting
from the division of the bodye. Rather, one is holding that
by dividing a body, one is rroduging new epatial dimension,
not dividing the old one. But this is truly absurd, One
divides dimensions by division. One does not produce new
ones in addition to the old one by dividing the old one.
224, On the other hand, 4if it is suprosed $that there
are four spaces present in the case we have been describing,
it seems strange that the body with the dimensions E must
occupy two spaces, H and I, whereas the other equal bodies
D and F each occupy one space G and J respectively, Hence,
instead of saying that every body is in a place, we would
have to say that every body is in at least one place, dut
rayy in fact, be in two or even more places, thoush the body
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is not itself actually divided into two parts. Or would

it be more correct to say that because a body is in two
places (being where there were two smaller bodies before),
the body is, in fact, actually divided? 1If this is the case,
a body may be said to be more and more actually divided
according as 1t is where there have been mdrc and nmore or
smaller and 5maller bodies previously. This would scem to
be most unlikely. But 4f this is not the case, if the body
is not actually divided by the fact that it is in two places

(spaces) at once, it also follows that a sincle body, by a

~single local motion, tends toward two distinct places. But

this also seems extremely unlikely.

225, Thus, it is difficult to maintain that the
body in question above is gontained by either six or four
places (spaces), and therefore it is extremely doubtful that
these spaces may remain when the parts of a body are reunited

80 as to remake the one original body.

—— e

226, On the other hand, if the other alternative
be taken, if it be sup;osed that when the parts of the body_'
are reunited the many spaces of the parts are also reunited.
to make onu'space ag&1ny other difficulties arise, How &are
we to distinyuish between a body and its rlace (srace)?
%hen a bpdy‘is divided, its plesce is divided, when its parts

are reunited the parts of its place are reunited, Further,

the dimensions of space interpenetrate with and corresiyond

rerfectly to those of the body itself., Indeed, instead of
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beins immobile, the space (rnlace) would saem to be mobile,
Just as tne mobile body iteelf ias. PFor wherever the body
Foes, there we find the dimensions of a separated space
exactly equal to the body, whereas the rlace (the dimensions
of the space) it leaves behind disappear as the becdy moves
away, unless another body equal to it moves in when the one
moves out, for we have secen that the rresent hyrothesis
demands a body equal in dimensions to a place (space) and
occupying it if the place itself is to exist, Thus, it would
seen more reasonable to suprose that a body brings its space
with it as it moves than to surrose that it rroduces spaces
one after another as it moves from somewhere to0 somewherse
élae, as it were destroyinz the spaces it previously occupied
88 it departs from thems In tnis case, space could not be
place, because space moves with a body, whereas place does
not,

227. Further, just as the division of & body eannot
be said to rroduce different spaces (rlaces) for the resultant
parts if the different spaces are suprosed to remain when the
parts are reunited, so these distinct spaces for the parts
cannot be ascribed to the very divisisn of the body itself
if the other alternative is taken, 4f it is sup-osed thsat
the sraces of the parts cease to be distinct when the parts
contained by thenm are reunited but this is so for a d4ifferent
reason. Suprose two smaller hodies to be moved into a space

previcuely occupied by a sin-le boly., The space which was
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one before 18 now two. But it was not the division of the
body into two which made the one space two, :or‘the two
bodies which now are present never were one. Thus, there
is no act of division of a body which can be said to have
made the one space two., How did it come about, then?

228, Further, one might ask what this hypothesis
of rlace being space actually accoamplishes, We can olbserve
local motion and therefore, it seems, in some fay, however
confused,vwe must be able to observe place, Otherwise, what

would motiun from place to place mean to us? But we cannot

 observe this space. All we can observe is the dimensions

of bodies themselves, not some other dimensions, immobile
and interpenetrating with these. |

229, The difficulties we have raised thus far are
not meant to decide the question in themselves, but rather
they are meant to lead the amind to perceive how arbitrary
and artificisl rather than natural is the position that place
is an immobile space which is gradually divided into smaller
and smaller spaces as the body it contains is divided into
such parts. Considering the contradictions and artificial
choices which seem to arise under this hypothesis, the mind
is inclined to view the hypothesis itself as imaginative but
unnatural, fThus, bécauae the imaginative appeal of the
nypotheeis is greatly weakened, the mind is made receptive

to the more fundamental reason why the space proposed to be

Iplace cannot be held to be divided into parts step by stéﬁ,
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gradually, as the contained body is divided, This root
reason 18 that a place must be independent of the body in it.
If a srace is to interpenetrate with the dimensions of a
body, and yet be something distinct from the dimensiens of
the body itself, the gpace must be independent of the body
in 1t, If iv were not independent, it could no% really be
distinguished from the dimensions of the body itself, and
thus space would not be rlace. Indeed, space is always
imagined to be something independent of the bodies in ¢t
when it is held to be place., But as soon ag s space is held
to be independent of the dimensions of the bouy in it, the
division of these dimensions cennot result in the division
or multiplication of the spaceé the body occupies,

230¢ Therefore, since the diviszion of a body cannot
result in the division or multiplication of spaces, and since

a body can be divided without end, each body resulting from

this division having a separate place, it must be that there

N e
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: is an actual infinity of spaces if Flace is space of the
‘ sort we have been considering., Hence, the argument given
abovol must be held valid. We must conclude that place

cannot be this kind o1 space,

231l. Concerning tiais ariument showing that rlace

cannot be a space or dimensions, seversl rekarks ai ht be

1See par. 212,
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mades In the first Place, it depends upon what was previously
determined about the infinite in book three:s But we gaw when
treating Aristotle's argument there, that the existence of

an actual infinite in nature is to be rejected because of

the principle of simplicity or eQonomy. Since everything

in neture can be explained without roferénco to more than

a potential infinite, we should not Propose the existence of
an actual infinite. For it is vain to Propose more to explain
sonething than is necessary to explain it, %#e have néw shown
that if place is a 8pace, there must be an infinite in act

in nature, 1t it~waru'héééésary that place be & space, we

- would now have to 8ay that there ig an actual infinite in

nature. But since, in fact, place can be something other
than a Space, as we will show below, by the Principle of
econony we must maintain that place is thig other thing, 1In
other words, in thig Tespect this argument againat the view
that place is a gpace is valid if, and only if, there ig
something else which place can bve, ,
232, In the second rlace, the argument depends upon
natural bodies being divisible infinitely., BRut in his commen-
tary on booxk one, 8t. Thomag 8sayss
But it must be said that although body, mathematically
token, is divisitle to infinivy, nevertheless natural
body is not divisible to infinity. For in a mathematical
body only quantity is considered, in wiich nothing is
found repugnant to division to,infinity, but natural form
is considered in g natural bodyz which (form) requires
d

a deternined quantity as other etermined) accidents,
Hence,‘quantity can be found in the Species of flesh only
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within some determined limits.l
And in commenting on book sBix he adcs this explanation,
Theretore, to this it mnust be said that we can speak
about the nature of some thing in two ways, either accorde
ing to a common reason (rationem) or according as it is
aprlied to proper matter, And nothing prohibets something
which is not iampeded from the common reason (ratione) of
the thing from beins impeded from the application to some
deternined matter.es
And similarly it is not agailnet the reason (rationem)
of magnitude that any magnitude be divided into magnitudes,
and therefore in this book he makes use of (the notion)
that one may take something emaller in any given nagnitude,
althouish in arrlying magnitude to a determined nature
there may be some minimum magnitude, because asny nature
requires a determi&ed magnitude and smallness, as was said
in the first book.
Thus we see that Aristotle has ar;ued here from & notion
which 1e true only when one maskes a genersl consideration of
nature., Natural things, as they exist physically, i. e. as
contracted to this or that form, are not divisible infinitely.
Since we are trying to find the place of physical existirg
thinga, one might be led to suppose that the argument we
have been analyeing is useless. But this is not the case,
In order to understand this, three things must be noted,

253, PFirst, it is reasonable for Aristotle to proceed
from things taken commonly here since we are considering
nature in general. By beginning from what i8 more common he
is arguing from what is4more known to us. Now, from this

consideration alone, one might be led to suppose that by this

13%. Thomas, I ihysicorum, Lect. IX, n, 66(9).
23t. Thomas, VI Ehysicorum, Lects III, ns 774(9).
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argument Aristotle has excluded prlace from being space only
in a seneral way, with respect to a common knowledge of
things and on this general level alone, but that this subject
will have to be taken up again when a mores concrete or detailed
exanination of nature is made, .

| 234, However, it is not as simple as this, For the
sacond thing one must note is that even the general arzument
ziven here by Aristotle proves that for place to be a space
as degcribed sbove would be a very stranze thing indeed, even
accordin~ to the way physical things actually exist in the
concrete. For if place is a ipéce,'théré’ﬂﬁif”bb‘éi;gting
in act as many dimensions as there are parts and wholes of
various sizes (the wholes and parts of water aﬁd air would
seen to be of different sizes) possible in any given place.
If it be admitted that we should not propose an sctual infinity
of existing dimensions, we must rropose that there is some .
finite number of these dimensions everywhere, whatever that
number might be. This neans fhat the determinate number of
dimensions or places actually existing must set man upper limit

to the pumber of times a body in it may actuvally be divided

~and perhaps 1imit the kinds of bodies which may be in a

particular place since the dimensions of particular kinds of
bodies and their parts are different. This seems strange
indeed, for how could it be that place itself, something
extrinéic (at least in the sense of asomething separable from

the thing) sets a limit to the number of times a body may be
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divide&? Flainly, such a thing would be incredible. There-
fore, since there cannot be an infinity of separated dinen-
sions existing in act, place cannot be a space.

235, Third, one must note that it is not absolutely
certaln that there is a definite limit to the physical
divisibility of magnitudes in physical things in at leaat
one sense. For though there is a limlt to the divisibility
of magnitude under any given form by virtue of the denands
of that form, this does not prove that the magnitude is not,
in fact, divisitle infinitely. It merely proves that if
that magnitude is divided which is the minimum magnitude
sone given form may poesegs, the composite to whieh the minimnum

marnitude telongs is corrupteds It remains possidble that the

parts into which the minimum (for this form) magnitude were
divided nay, when the division has bsen effected, have
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another form after the division has veen effected, one the

o

minimum for which is less than that of the original form,
The minimun magnitude for thie form may again be divided,
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the result being & still smaller magnitude, one which is poss-
essed by still another form. From the fact that there is a

limit to the minimum megnitude any particular form may have,
it does not follow that there is any linit to the rossible
distinct kinds of form to which the division of mapnitudes
into smaller and smaller marmitudes may give rise. OF course,

this is not lo say that it is possible for there to be an

infinitely small magnitude. It merely indicates that we do
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not see very clearly that there is a definite 3imit to the
rocsible smallness of magnitudes. Orn the other hand, there
is no evidence that this kind of division is really possible
and there is some vVague evidence frowm modern science that it
ie not.

236, Ip conclue.on, then, we may say that while
-Aristotlé has not given here an incontrovertible proof thét
rlace cannot be a 8;ace, he has shown the difliculty of
holding tnis positvion. If there is any other thing which
place may possibly be, we cannct hold that place is a space
or separated dimensions as described above. N -

237+ 1be refﬁuaﬁion oi the argument previbusly

piven to show that place is space will be given below.

233, Having given this first ergument, Aristotle

gives a second argument to show that jplace cannot te 2 space.

1

As we have said above,” this second arguaent refutes the

opinion that place is s;ace taxing "space” in a somewkat

i

different sense of the word. “he first argument is a refutae

tion of place veing sjuce, whnethex "space“bevtaken tc mean

arn ertirely iammcbile space or ons mobile in some way, though

it might be sald to refer to an absolutely imnobile apace for

2

the reason given above.~ This second arsument is a refutation

of the op.nion that j.lace is space, taking "space" to refar

lpar. 207-211.
2rar. 210-211.
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only to a space which is in some way mobile. This is the
way Aristotle presents the argument.

At the same time the place will be undergoing changej
sothat there will be another place which is the place of
the place, and many places will be coincident, There is
not a different place of the part, in which it 18 zoved,
when the whole vessel changes its place: it is always the
sanse, for it is in the (proximate) rlace where they ars
that the air and the water (or the parts of the water)
succeed eacn other, not in that place in which they came
to be, which is Bart of the place which is the place of
the whole world,

And St. Thomas presents the first part of the arsument as

follows

If the dimensions of the space which is between the
extremities of the containing body are place, it follows
that place may be transported (from place to place).
For it is rlain that when some body has been transrorted,
for instance a jar, that space which is between the
extremities of the Jjar is transported, since it may be
nowhere except where the jar is. But everything which
is transported to some rlace is penetrated by the dimen-
sions of the space into which it is transported, according
to their opirion. Therefore, it follows that some other
dimensions penetrate the dimensions of that s-ace of the
Jar. And thus, there will be a place o£ another place,
and there will bs many places together,

This arcument is one against a very particular roaition,
against the position that the rlace of a thing is the srace
between the internal boundaries of the conteining body, thigA

gpace being attached in some way to $his.comtaining body.

RS e

If one suproses place to be a srace, one may easily be led to
the orinion that the space which 4s rlace must de a space

et ached to the econtainine body beeause how else can one srace

liristotle, IV Fhyeics, Ch. IV, 211b23.

Ottty

2st. Thonas, IV ngsicorum, Lect, VI, n., 422(3),
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be distinguished from another? And it must be so distinguisghed
because, after all, we propose/the existende of rlace because
we observe bodies moving from place fo place. This implies
that one ;lace is distinguishable from another. Otherwise,
we would not know that things move froa rlace to rlaee.
Since the only way we can distinguish one gpace or rlace
from another ié with reference to some body, and since the
only body with wnich a space must be in ¢ontact is the sure
rounding body, a srace must be determined with reference to
the containing or eurroundin body.l | ;
23G, But 1f the place (space) is determined by thc

~ container, when the container moves, as in fact often happens,
the place must move with it. But when the container moves,
it goes from place to rlace. When the container has reached

a new place (space), the space contained by it is there with

it. But when this container is in its new place, since the

ek R
R

e e

Place is a space (ascording to the present opinion), it is

wholly penetrated by this ﬁew place (space), Since the space
determined by the oricinal contéinar was broucht along with
the container, it, too, must be penetrated by the new space
(rlace). The original space, then, being penetrated by the

new space (place) is itself in a new place. Thus, rlace is

lObviouslv, it cannot be determined by that of which
1t is the place because then the srace (1lace) coula not be
gseparated from what ig in it,
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in place., Since this is incredible, we rust deny that place
is this kind of spece.

280, A fundamental reason for the difficulty in
holding that place i8 8 space of this kind is that it makes
the place of an actual part changed per se@ when the place of
the whole is changed. In order to see that this is impossible,

we nmust recall the distinction given previously between the

1 There it was

propexr rlace of a thing and its common place,
shown that the primary or rroper place of a thing is the
place equal to it, and that it is in the other places greater
than it is by virtue of sonething else. For instance, I am
in the heavens because I amz in the air and the air is in the
heavens. From this it follows that I am in the heavens or

in general in a common place per accidens. ®%hen the common

rlace of a thing has changed (the body which contains it
havirg been moved), then its proper place (or simply its
place) has changed per accidens. This is not to say that
when 8 body is moved, its actual parts are not, iﬁ fact, in
new proper places. On the contrary, these actual parts are
in new actual rlaces, But the point is that they are in these
new proper rlaces only by virtus of the fact that they are

in a new common place (the place of the containing body which
was moved per se)., They are in the new common rlace only

indirectly and it is becsuse they are in the new comnon rlace

lpar. 192,
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that they are in the new proper places.l
241, In the same way, when a jar is moved, what is

in the Jjar has changed ite place only per accidens, Kow,

if the place of a thing 48 the space in which the thing is,
when a Jar is moved to a new place, what is contained by the
Jar is penetrated by the new space (place) just as much ag

the Jar is, and therefore what 18 in the jar must be in the
new (common) place per se or 1mmediateiy,,just ags the Jjar is.
Being equally Penetrated by the diménsiona of the new spacé,
‘the original apace in the Jar is aleo in the new riace rer se.

The space (rlace) in the Jar; then, has changzed place Der _se. -

A8 we have pointed out, this {isa inecredible, Therefore, place
cannot be a space such as we have described,

242, When Aristotle has shown that'the rlace of a
thins can be neither the form of the thing nor a serarable
Space in which it is, he shows that it cannrot be the matter.
of the thing, First he gives the reason why place ssemsg to
be the matter of fhe thing., This 18 what he 8ays;

The natter, Yoo, mizht seem to be rlace, at least
if we consider it in what is at rest and is thus separate
but in continuity, For Just as in chanze of cuality there
is something which wag formerly bLlack and is now white,
or formerly soft and now hard - this is Just why we say
that the matter exists « no vlace, because it presents
a similar bhenomenon, is thought to exist only in the
one case we say so because what was air is now water,
in the other because where ain formerly was there is

1since Place has not been defined get, one must not
demsnd too great a precision at this stage. What has been
said here should become more clear later on,
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now Water.l

Matter is like place in that both remain or are permanent
in some changes. For instance, it is the same place which
formerly contained air but now contains water., But we have
a sign that they are different froam the fact that we way
that matter is what waas black and is now white, whereas we
asy that the place is where one thing is but ancther was.
243, Second, he proves that plgce cannot be the
matter of what is in place,
But the matter, as we said before, is neither
separable from the thing, nor cgntains ity whereas
place has both charaéteristies.
There does not seem to be any need for an explanation
of this argzumsnt,
244, Next, Aristotle saysi
Well, then, if rlace is none of the three -~ nelther
the form nor the matter nor an extension which is always
there, different from, and over and above, the extension
B of the thing which is displaced - place necessarily is
N the one of the four which is left, namely, the toundary
: of the containing body (at which it is in contact with

the contained body). (By the contained body is meant
what can be moved by way of locomotion.)?

1

It will be recalled that previously” Aristotle listed the

four things place might be. They were the form of what is

liristotle, IV bhysics, Ch. IV, 211b30.
21bid., 211b36.

31bid., 21-a3, The words "st which...contained body"
are not found in Moerbeke's or Bekker's manuscripts but accord-
ing to Ross they sre rreserved in the Arabo-Latin translation
and by Themistius, Fhilironus and Simplicius. We mizht remark
that if they do not belon; to the text, they must be understood,

4?81‘. 201, <
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in place, ite matter, the aéparated space which it occﬁpiea

and the inner surface of the containing bodye. Since the
first three have now been elininated, it follows that the:
genus of place must be the fourth of these, "the boundary
of the containing body."

R

245, Having given the genus of place, Aristotia

detcrmines its difference, But in order to aveid a misundere

ot ey _“u,m. e

standing or error concerning this difference, he precedes
it by the followinz remarks:

Flacc is thought to be somethiny important and hard

to zrasp, both because the matter and the shape present

~ themselves along with 1t, and because the displacement
of the body that is moved takes place in a stationary
container, for it seems possible that there should be
an interval which is other than the bodies which are
moveds The air, too, which is thought to be incorporeal,
contributes something to the belief: it is not only the
boundaries of the vessel which seems to be plice, but
also what is between them, regarded as empty,

It is very difficult to understand what place is., Hatter

and form seem to be as~ociated with it (as is showﬁﬂbyAtne -

fact that place may be thought to be either one-offthem)

e

and they are extremely difficult to understand. It is diffi-
cult for a further reason as well, for we have seen that

plece must be immobile. Otherwise a place wi}i be in é vlacee.

We have shown above that it is extremely unlikely that place

is a space, but on the other hand it seems that only space

can be immobile, for we have seen that both the matter and

laristotle, IV rhysics, Ch. IV, 21Za8.
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the fora sre mobile, and the containing body is mobile also.
One of the things which lends plausability to this belief
is that air seemsincorroreal. Thus, where there is only
air, it seems there is a space asctumrliy separated from all
bodies, But as we have mentioned previously, Aristotle will
take up thie gusestion later, when he c¢onsiders the void.
246, It is easy to see that in answering this
difficulty (i. e. that place must be imnobile) we will, in
fact, answer the argument given previouslyl t0 show that
place muat be a spage for only spsce is immobile, And
Aristotle does snswer it, when he gives the difference of
the definition of place. This is what he sayss
Just, in feet, as the vessel ls traneportable place,
80 plsce is & non=portable vessels So when what is
within a thing which is moved, is moved and changes its
place, as a boat on a river, what contains plays the
part of & vessel rather than that of place. Ilsce on
the other hand ie rather what is motionless: so it is
rather the whole river that is rlace, because as a whole
it is motionless,.2
Ilace is the boundary of the containing body, but it is a
boundary oi a particular sort, It is an immobile boundary.
In order to support this view, Arimtotle must show how there
can be an imzobile surface or bourdary in a containing body
wiiich moves from place to place. In order to make clear
what he means, Aristotle gives two examples. First, he says

that if one thinz is contained by enother and the container

lPu. 205.
2pristotle, IV Physics, Ch. IV, 212al3,
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moves, the container contains it like a vessel, not like
a place, 1, e, when a ship is moving down & river, the
water containing the 8hip is mobile, and contains.it as a
mobile vessel contains what is in it,

247. On the other hand, let us suppose that the
ship is anchored in the river._}While the water flowing by
the ship is not its place,1 yet the ship seems to be in pPlace
in some way. In the first place, one can say that it is in
the river taken as a whole ae in its coamon Place, i, e, the

river as a whole is at rest,? and though it contains the

ship, it contains other things also.
248+ 1In the second place, as st, Thomas adds}

But since the proper place is a rart of the common L
place, one muet take a proper place of the ship in the o
water of the river, insofar as it has an order to the o
wnole river as it is imnobile, Therefore, there is a
place of the suip in the flowing water onas (nay) take,
‘not according to this water which flows, but according
to the order or bosition which thisg flowings water hag
to the whole river, which order or position, indeed,
remains the same in the Succeedin.: watere. And therefore
although the water nateriaslly flows by, nevertheless

according as it has the nature (rationen) of plsce,
namely according as it is considered in such an order
and position to the whole river, it is not changed .3

We have seen that the ghip énchored in the river 1s in the i

I“Et ideo, cum aliguid movetur in aliquo corpore
quod fmovetur, sicut navis in fluasine, utitur isto in qQuo
movetur magis sicut vase, quam sicut loco continentes guia
locus vult esse immobilis.™ sSt, Thomas, 1V Fhysicorum,
Lect. VI, n, 468(14),

2

- ""eeset rropter hoc mazls potest dici quod totus
fluvius sit locus navis, guia totus fluvius est immobilis,
8ic igitur fluviug totue inguantum est immobilis, est locus
COmﬂluniS " Ibid.

5f:-st. Thomasg, IV Fh picorum, Lect VI, n, 468(14),
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river as a whole as in a common place., But we have seen
previously that a thing is in its comnon place only ber
accidens, by virtue of something else, in which it is, and
which in turn is in the common place.l It is in ite conmon
Place only because it is in its proper place. Since,
according to the exsaple we are considering, the ship 15

in the river as a whole as in a comaon place, it follows
that it muat be in a proper place too. Bubt what ¢an one
find that could be this proper place, The water is flowing
by the ship. It seems that since the water touching the
ship is in constant motion, the surface of the water touching
the ship aust de constantly other and other also. The
surface of one part of the water ig another surface from
that of snother part of the water, The two being different
surfaces in number, when one surface is substituted for the
other (as happens when the water flows by the ship), if
Place be supposed to be the surface of tﬁe container, the
Place does not remain one in number., It gseems to follow,
then, that the ship is not at rest, 1. e., in a single place,
because itg place is constantly changing, i. e. now it is
bounded by the surface of one rart of the water, now by the

surface of another, But this is against what we originally

‘8upposed, i. e. that the ahip is at rest (at anchor).

249, The anewer to thid'difficulty is precisely

lrar. 192,
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th@t proposed by 8%, Thomas above, Xor the unity of the
surface of the water containingvtho ;hip can be understood
in two ways. It can be underatood to be one . nunerically |
insofer as it remains alvuy§ the sane surface of the same
part of the water in number, 1In this sense, the surface
of the water in contasot with the ship is constantly changing
and therefore in this sense it cannot be a plages But the
surface can be understood to be one in snother way also. |
For the surface of the water touching the ship remains one
in order or position with reference to the river ss a whole
or the banks of the éivii deip}ﬁo ﬁha-fﬁct‘tﬁﬁt the water is
constantly flowing by end the surface is the surfacs of f
constantly changing parts of the water, This unity, whieh
is one of pesition enly, 1§‘thc only one essential to place.
It nsy hafpen that in some cases the surface which is place
remains one im subjeat, 1., e, that the surface which is |
one in positien remeains the surface of one subject also,
But this is not hecessary for the unity of the place as place,
250, Oennidirxng these things on a morxe genersal
level now, we may say that the proper place of each thins 13
the intermsl surface of the contaiﬁing bédy, this surface
being immobile at least with reterenee to ths universe as
a whole (or wiﬁh reference to the whole spﬁerical body of

the heavens for St. Thomasl) since at least the universe as

i“Et per hoc similiter accipere debenmus quonode extre-
nitates corporum mobilium naturaliua sint locus, per respectum
ad totum corpus sphaericum casli, gquod hadet fixionem et
immobilitatem propter immobilitatem centri et polorum,”

St. Thomas, IV Fhyaicorua, Lect VI, n. 458(14),
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& whole must be immobile, for where could it go. Yet
becsuse we commonly find that those bodies to which the
places of thinga belong (i. e. the bodies whgse surfaces
are places) are often being moved, it wust be that the
rlace of a thing at rest, while remaining one place, nay
belong to one body now, enother later (the surface may
have this water for its subject now, that water for its
subject later)., St. Thomas manifests the relation of place
to its subject by comparing it with the relation of fire
to ite matter. For as the same fire is said to remain one
with respect to its form, though the wood is constantly
being consuzed and new wood sdded, 80 & place remains imno-
bile, though that body which is the subject of the surface
which is the place does not remain one in mmbor.1

251« PFrom these things it is plain that the mobility
of the various containing bodies does not prohibet the

‘Places of things from being both the surfaces of these

containers and immobile at the saue time, Therefore, since
we have shown that we must not propose place to be a space
if there is anything else place cen be, we must Join Aristotle

when he sayss

Hence we conclude that the 1nna£most motionless
boundary of what contains is place. i

This is the definition of place.

1st, Thonas, IV Physicorum, lect. VI, n. 468(14).
2xristotle, IV Physics, Ch. IV, 212a20.
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L 252, Fext, Aristotle confirms this definition by
giving three thingp which have been said about place and |
which are suitadble to it sccording to this dgrinition.
This is the first one he gives.,

This explains why the middle of the heavens and
the surface which faces us of the rotating system are
held to be 'up' and 'down' in the atrict and fullest
sense for all men: for the one is always at rest, while
the inner side of the rotating body remains slwsays
coincident with itself, Hence since the light i{s what
is naturally carried up, and the heavy what is carried
down the boundary which contains in the direetion of
the middle of the urniverse, and the middle itself, are
down, and that which contains in the direction of the
outermost part fr the universe, and the cutermost part
itself, are up,4 . S :

According to the definition of place which has just beenm
‘Biven, those things which ere st the center of the ﬁniverﬁo
and those things which are in the heavens are in place
because they have a definite and particular relationahip

to the universe as a whole (1htoryret1ng the universe as it
appeared to a man at the time of Aristotle). But tﬁésc

‘Places are seen to have an influence, for heavy bodies fall
to the center of the univezse (the earth), and the lizht
bodies rise to the heavens, This, then, is a confirmation
.or ouridetinition, for it was pointed out above that place
is thought to have a certain 1nf1uencc.2 0f course, we do

not view the order of the parts of the universe in the same

way Aristotle did, but this problem will be considered below,

1aristotie, IV physics, On. Iv, 212s21. -
2pare. 130 and 187, | 'y
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253+ The second confirmation Aristotle gives is
this,

Por this reason, too, place is thousht to be a kind

:g :ugi::;.rnd a8 it were s veasel. i, e. & container A

One begins by thinking of the place of a thing as being 2
container like a vassel or the surface of a vessel is,%
Later, because of the diffigulties, one 2ay be led to
abandon this view, However, having defined place as has
been done above, we can see the anatitication for this
originsl view. Our dofinition is conrirnod because it justie
fies our original view of what place is,

254, Pinally, Aristotle gives this confirmation
of the definition he has given.

Purther, place is coincident with the tging, for
boundaries are coincident with the bounded

When we made the distinetion above® between proper and
common place and before we defined place, we referred to

the fact that the proper place of a thing is equal to the
thing, Having defined place as the innerzest imuodile
surface of the containing body, this surface being perfsctly
in contact with what is within 1t because we have suprosed
the void does not exist, sinee 1t turng out that the proper

liristotle, IV Fhysies, ch. IV, 212028,
2Par, 139 and 171.

Siristotle, IV Physics, Ch. IV, 212a30.
%Far, 1924193,
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place of & thing is equal to the thing, ouﬁ definition is
confirmed by our original knowledge of what place is like.
255, There are two difficulties whicé nay be
raised here, The first difficulty is this. In the passage || -
we oited above,’ St, Thomas seid *..,the proper place is {i'
& part of the common places..” Yet, the surface which is, $
’in‘tact. the place of t;a part 48 not a part of thc surface | %
which is the rlace of the whole. How can this remark of ﬁ
St. Thomas, then, be reconciled with place being a surface? %
256. A second diffieulty, one relatsd to the first, i
is presented by Joseph Albo in expounding the ideas ct“hii o
master Bﬁadgi‘croacas. This 18 what Aldbo vrites in oritie-

.izing Aristotle.

Fuartheraore it follows according to him that the
Place of the part is greater than the rlace of the whole,
For 4{f you remove part of the inside of a sphere, it.
will require a greater surface to bound it outside and
inside than when it is solid, Besides, it would follow
according to him that one and the sane body will have
‘many places differing in magnitude, Por if you divide
@ body into parts, each of the latter will require a

- greater place tham before the division and the gane is
true 1if you divide $he parts into other parts, and these
again into parts. But thie is contrary te the statement
of Buclid in his dook Concerning the Heavy and the €,
whers he says that equal bodies oocupy equal places, |

, But ssecording to the Aristotelian hypothesis this is
not true. Xor of two equal dodies the one that is divided
will pequire a greater place than the other. All these
difficulties follow from the opinion that place is sn
external “aunding surface.2 4

257. ¥e will consider Joseph Albo's difficulsy

3 _ | : 1?‘1‘. 248, '
| 2Joserh Albo, Sefer Ha' Ikkarum, p. 106. Cited by

ﬂ‘) Max Jammer, Concepts of Space (Harvard University Fress, 1954),
Pe 764
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first, The first part of the argument can be understood

in two ways. A 18 & sphere in some place, which plasce |

I _
s.cording to Aristotle is the bounding surface. B and C

represent this body with different parts removed according
to the different ways in which Albo can be understood,
(1) the center rezoved from B and 2) s part extending from
the exterior surface to the center removed froa C, Now,
according to the way in which one understends Albo, the
surfaces bounding B (both interior and exterior surfaces
added together) are greater than the surfaces bounding A,
or the surface of O, wéioh is & part of A is greater than
the surface of A, Therefore, the piaco (surface) of the
part (either B or 0) is gresater than the surface of the
whole (A)e In albe'e iiew,“it is impossible for the place
of a part to be greater than the place of the whole,
Thererori, place cannot be a bouﬁding surface, |

258, ¥We will consider the case of B first. About
this we must note that the exterior surface of D (which is

supposed to be contiguous with the inner surface of RB) is

R R e L Xy T T T

Py
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, IWe have represented the bodies as plane figures
for the sake of simplicity,
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not'tho place of B,vor even a part of the place of B,
For place was defined as the immobile inner surface of
the gontaining body. D does not contain B, but rather is

contained by 8.1 Thus, the place of B 18 no larger when

D has been divided from it, From this it would seem that

Albo did not read Aristotle very carefully if B is the kind
of part to which he is referring. Actually, the inner

|

surface of B is now the proper place of D, Further, what

was before the proper place of the whole BD (es in A),

remains the place of D when D has been divided from B, but

the original proper place of the two together becomes the

common place of D while remaining the proper plaoc‘oflﬁg

It 18 not amasing 1if what was the proper place of the wholi

BD becomes the proper place of B, but remains the common

place of D Thus, we can see that 1f}AIbo's argunent is

understood to be rorérring to a part such as B, it 1; not

- @& valid obJjection to the position of Aristotle,

259.« Now let us consider the other 1n€erprotation-
If a part of the body A is divided from A so that the

resulting part is like O, it seems that the surface of the
body (represented in the disgram by the bounding line) is

greater than it was originally, Thérefore, it scems chﬁt_

the place (the surface of the container contiguous with

the surface of the body contained) erAa part is8 creater than

1

3te Thomas, IV Fhysicorum, Lect. VII, n. 476(5),
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that of the wholes According to this understanding of the
argument (as well as sccording to the preceding understanding
of it), the argument procesds from s misunderstanding of
what is meant by the equality or 1npqua11ty of places. One
has no doubt that the place of A is greater than the place
of Cs Why is this? It is precisely because ane knows

that the place of L contains more than the place of ¢,
Aristotle himself says that the place of a thing is equal .
to the thing.l Yot he defines place as a surfsce. Does
this mean that the surface of a thing is equal to the body
which it contains? That makes no sense., Does it mean that
the rlace (containing surface) of a thimg is equdl to the
surface of the contained thing which surface 1z contiguous
with the place? While it is true that the srea of the
surface of the container is egqual %o the surface of what is
contained, this is certainly not what is meant, for them
thie property of place could be known only after the
definition of place has been given, since it could be imagined
to be a property of place only if place were known to be
exactly what Aristotle defined it to be. What iga meant by
the equality of a place to what is in it is merely that

the proper place of a thing contains neither more nor less
than thet thing. The equality of & place to what is in it

AR e T R S e e AT s w0 oD e ST AR

lpar, 192,
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refers to the equality of the capacity of the place to what

is contained by it for Aristotlc. A thing must totally

exhausf the capacity of its proper place. YiQyod in this
way.}it is easy to see that A has a greater place than C,

even though the surfage of C has a greater area, for though
the area of the surfnao containing C is greater, its capacity
is less, If the place of & thing were considered %o be

e g i B
e e Eae

the space which contains it, the capisity of the container
could be measured precisely by measuring the extension
which was the place itself., This is not true for place as
~ defined by Aristotio and in this case what detifainbamiti |
size is something distinct from the extension (or area)

_ of the place iteelf, namely the capacity of the place,
which is deterained both by the extension of the place
itself (the size of the surface) and by the way in whiech
the parts.of this place sre arranged,

260, We have thus fut seen that the first argumens
of Albo is of ne value according to either interpretation
of it.

‘261. The iocona argument given by him above is
that equni bodies do hot'hnve squal plhce:. if the definition
Aristotle has given above is correct. Oonsider I and IV in
the diasgram given sbove. Let us suppose that the body I
is equal to tﬁo whole of body IV. The surface bounding

body A is equal toc the bounding surface EFGJ of IV, But
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now, suppose that body IV is divided into the parts EFH,
7GH, and GJER. The bounding surface of IV, then, consists
of EFGJ, plus EH, FH and GH. Evidently, this is greater
than EFGJ alone. It follows, then, according to the argunent
that the place (bounding surface) of IV is not always the
same size, but sometimes is sualler (when IV is undivided
a8 A ig) and sonetimes ia greater (when 1t is divided into
parts). Therefors, the argument concludes, if the place of
2 thing is a surface bounding 1t, the places of equal bodies
are not equal, Since this is impossible, Aristotle's
definition must be incorrect,

262. The answer to this argument is found in the
answers which have been given to the two ways of interpreting
Albo's previous argument. On the one hand, two equal bodies
have equal places even if ome of these bodies is divided
and the other is nots It is the proper place of the undi.
vided Yody which is the common place of the parts of a body
when the body is divided in act, Obviously, there is nothing
in act in a body divided in rotency corresponding to the

‘Places of the parts of & body divided in act. On the other

hand, the sum of the capacities of the places of the parts
of the divided whole is obviously equal to the ¢apacity of
the place of the same whole when undivided, We may conclude,

then, that neither of the argument of Joseph Albo have any
validity.
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263. We can see now the answer to the first
objection raiged abovo.l Ste. Thomas says that ",..the
proper place is a part of the common plaoo...”2 But we
have seen place to be a containing surface. S;raly the
surface containing the part is not part of the surface
containing the whole. ﬁow.are we to resolve this apparent
contradiction?

264, From what we have already said, it ie plain
how this remark of St. Thomas is %o be interpreted. For
obviously in figure IV of our previous diagram, the places
(containing~aurfacet) ot‘tho‘pafﬁi REFH, PGH and GJEH}iré_
not parts of the place (sufface) of the whole EPGJ. What
Ste. Thomas must mean is §hat the capacity of thé proparxr
place is included in the capacity or‘the common place,
This is true, and confradictl nothing said above.

265+ The arguments of Joseph Albo considered abovo:
were objections against the genus of place given in
Arisfotle?a definition of place., There aro'a136 certain
difficulties concerning the difference of place brasented
in the definition, i, e. imaobile.

266, First, it seems that in the end Aristotle
defined somgthing quite other than what he orizinally wanted |

1?&1’0 255.
2Par, 248,
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to define, His original intention was to defins that to
which and from whioch we commonly observe things to move.
But those things to which and from which we commonly obaserve
things to move are, in fact, mobile bodies, such as the
earth to which a stone falls, Theéntoro. it seans Aristotle
has not defined what he set out to define,

267, Second, whils in Aristotle's uwniverse the
earth was considered immobile, in the universe as we know
it today there is nothing at all, relative to which place
could be immobile, for there are no iamobile bodies,
Therefore, it seems that A:istotlo has defined something
which does not exist,

' 268, These objections, which we have presented here

in outline form, will be considered in detail at the end
of this work. We mention them here only to inform the reader
that they will be considered later,

269. When Aristotle has defined place and given
the confirmations of it presented above, he shows how a
thing may be in plece simply and how in some reapect, First
he shows which things are in place aimply.l This is what
he says:

If then a Yody has another body outside it snd
containing it, it is in prlace, and if not, not,

Prom the definition of plece which has been given, this seens

1st, Thomss, IV Physicorum, Lect. VII, n. 472(1).
2uristotle, IV thysiga, Ch. ¥, 212a32.
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relatively clear in general., However, St. Thomaa points
out a difficulty which arises because of this distinction,
But this seems iampossidle because the ultimate
sphqre is moved in place, Bft nothing is moved in
place which is not in place, ‘
The ultimate sphere of the universe, not having "another
body outside it snd eontaining it" is not in place. But
eccording to the opinion of Aristotle, the outermost sphere
is moved, 1. e, rotated, and only what is in place can be
moved (by local motion), It oeemc;'theratore. that Aristo-
tle's position 1s self-contradictory, v  
270.‘ st}rrhoaas_giiia tho opi&ioﬁ ot‘Aquander,
Avicenna, Avempace, and Averroes concerning this difrlculty,
showing in each cass that the explanation proposed is
nnsatistactory. Due t0 a laock of -paée'tnd because the
problex has becons en historical ore for us, since we no
longer believe the universe %o be bounded by a rotating

sphere, we will not consider these numercus opinions end

. their rcfutitionl. though they are of cqnsigarablo'intoruat.

Howsvé:, we will present the solution of St, Thomas for

- the sake of completeness and principally becanse'it will

shed light upon the dectrine Lauvht by Aristotle,

271, 8t. T™onas beli@vea that the bYest solution
to the objection is the one proposed by Themistius, who
said that the ultimate sphere is in place through its

1

Sts Thomas, IV Physicorum, Lect. VII, n. 474(3),
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partlol For a body need be in place only if 4t moves
fron place to place. Now, when a body is moved by recti~
linear wotion, it is plain that the whole body is moved,
for the whole body leaves one place and soen\to another,
But in circular motion this is not the case, for the whole
may remaln bounded by the same surface while it rotates
upon itmelf, fThe cuter sphere ¢f the hsavens need not be
in place as a whole, then, since rotation is the only
motion it possesses, Hence no contradiction arises from
its not being contained by snything, and therefore not
being in place ;s'n whole.s |

272, But there must be a certain local motion
vhich belongs to the outer sphere for Aristotle bdecause it
rotatss., While there is no motion of the whole sphere as
such, since the whole dces not change place, neverthsless,
there is a local motion of the parts, For ss the ephere
rotates, where ons part was, another part is now present,
Thus the parts ehange place without the whole changing
plaQO¢2 _ _ .

273+ B3t, Thomas himgelf gives an odjection to
this solution.5 For the parts of a continuvum are not in

&

place, 83 we have ahown above, Eather, it is the continuum

AP i I e N A E

DR viimsnaiamims i
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l“Et ideo magis approbo sententiam Themistii, sni
dixit quod ultima sphaera est in loco per suas partes.” St,
Tnomas, IV Physicorum, Lest, VII, n. 478(7),

21v14,
31vid., n. 479(8).
*Iv1d., Lect ¥, n. 452(8). See par 193-200,
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as a whole that is in place and is moveds B8ince the

ultimate sphere is & continuous body,l it seemzs o follow
ﬁ' that its parts neither are {n place nor are.moved.

) 274, St, Thomas answers this obaoction as follows:

31 But 1% nust be said to this that the parts of the !
i whole continuum, although they are not in place in g
] : act, nevertheless are in place in potency, according %
3 - a8 the continuum is divisible, For the part, if it s
divided, will be in the whole as in a place. Hence,
in this way the parts of the continuum are moved 4in
A Place: And this is most manifest inm humid continua,
: which are easily divided, as in water, the parts of
i which are found te be moved within the whole water,
% Thus, therefore, because something is said of the whole
by reason of the parts, insofar as the parts of the
ultimate sphere are in place in potency, thé whole

£ ultimate sphere is in place ngf_ggg%gggg by reason of ‘
£ | the parts, and tg be thus in place is sufficient for ‘
i@ ceircular motion, ¥

rhough the parts of a continuuam are not in rlace in act,
because they are not parts in act, yet those parts are

potentially in place, for if they should be divided frem 18
each other in act, thea they would be in place in sct, In
order to make more clear what is mesnt by a continuua being
potentially divided he gives the exazple of water which is |
easily divided, the parts of which, when sctually divided [
from each other, may have their own proper motions. According |
to St. Thomas, this potential divieibility of the ultimate I
sphere is surficieit to make it pehaiblo for a continuum i

to be in motion per sccid s by virtue of the motion of

1st, Thomas, IV Physicorum, Lects VII, n. 479(8),

bid, | - !
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its parts,
275+ In order to make this more clear, there
are certain points which may be noted. First,; it nay be
rointed out that if the outer asphere did not have aetual w

parts in some sense, it c¢ould not move in act according

to its parts. And in fact, the outer sphere, like every !

other continuum, does have actual perts in a sense, for

Just as what is toward one end of a line is not toward the
other end of it, and what 1s in the middle is not at either
end, 80 in the outer sphere, what is toward one part of

the earth at any one time is not what is toward snother

part of the earth at the sams time, These parts which a
single continuum has in aet are to be distincuished from
the ones it has in potency only dy the fact that those
rossessed in act are confused, i, e,, there is no precise
boundary delimiting one part from ancther, PFor instance,
where 4does the middle of a line end and the part at the
end begin? The exteriority of confused actusl parts would
sesm to be the root of the divisibility of a eontinuuam

into distinct actual parts. St. Thomas then, by eaphasizing

actual distinct parts) in the passage cited above is indicating
these actual confused parts of the outer srphere., It is these
parts which are sctually moving in the outer sphere, and

because they are actual parts, the outer sphere ¢an be

actually aoving in some sense,
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276+ Becona, 1t B8y be pointed out that these
actual parts, though they are moving aecording to local
motion in gome 861080,y are not in place according to the.
definition of Place Aristotle has given, for the parts
are not distinguished from one another by surfaces dividing
one part from another and in this sense cannot be bounded
by the surfaces of sontainers (the surfaces of the other
parts)e And of course there can be rothing outside fha
sphere to bound the parts on the outer side, Yet for
Aristotle, as the 8phere rotates, the relationship or ‘
- position of each part to Sha éarth is conatantiy changing,
one part following another in 8uccession, while the earth
remains immobile, Ir one carefully considers this kind
of motion, he can mee why 4t is not necessary that there
hochtual places (as defined by Aristotle) for this except-
ional caao.'-incc tho'iholn is not moved as a whole and
the parts, 'hilo.adtual in one lcnso.'ari not actu;l_in
aﬁother. rhﬁa. they do not demand fully actual Places to
voich and from whish they move. Hence, the fast that this
motion 18 not a motion according to place as Aristotle has

defined it is not due to a defect in Aristotle’s definition,

but rather is due to the peculiarity or th}s motion, for
there are no distinct mobiles gbing from one place to
‘another, but only indistinct onea;

277, Vhen'Aristotlo hag shown what kind of things
18 in place simply and what kind is not, he shows how the
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outer sphere is in place through its parto.l He says:
That is why, even if there weres to be water which

had not a container, the parts of it
will be moved (for one part is conta

{ on the one hand,

while, on the other hand, the whole will®

in mthﬂl‘) .
be moved in

one sense, but not in another.

Yor as a whole it doos

not simultaneously change its Place, though it will

be moved in a oirclet for this

place is the place of

ite parts. (Soms things are moved, no$ up and down,
but in a eirclej others up and dowm, such shings namely
as adnit of condensstion and rarefaation.)
Little explanation of this passage should he negessary in
the light of our previous discussion, th outer sphere as
a whole does not change place itself except in virtue of
its parts, because it is moved only ¢irculerly, in contrass
to those things which are moved as a whole from Placs to
Place by rectilinear motion and hence are in Place as a
wholes He uses the cx&mplo of water decause water is
easily divisible, thus emphasising the divisidility of the
outer sphere into parts,
278, Next, Aristotle explains how the parts of
the outer sphere are in pllﬂ.o,
As was explained, some things sre rotentially in
Place, ethers sotually: Se, when you have a honogen=
eous substance which is conéinnoa;, the parts are
gotontially in placet when the parts are separated,
ut in contact, like a heap, they are actually in place,
This should be plain from the preceding also, The parts *

of the outer sphere are in place only potentially, becaunase

&

Yst, Thomas, IV Phyetcorus, Lect., VII, n. 281(10),
2aristotle, IV Physics, Ch. V, 212232
3st. Thomas, IV fhysicorum, Lect. VII, n. 483(12),

‘Aristotlé. IV sics, Ch, ¥V, 212b3,
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they are distinctly divided one from another only rotent-
ially.

279« Kext, in the light of what has bqan said,
he shows how the whole outer sphere is in place.1

Xgain, (1) some things are per ss in place, namely
every body which is movable eitE%?'S?’way of locomotion
or by way of increase is per somewhere, dut the
heaven, as has been said, is not anywhere as a wvhole,
not in any place, if at ieaat, a8 we must suppoase, no
body contains it, On the line on which it is noved,

its parts have place: for each is contiguous to the nems,

But (2) other things are in place indirectly,
- through something eonjoined with them, as the soul asnd
the heavens The latter is in a way, {n prlace, for all 2
its parts ares for on the ord one part contains another,

From the fact that the outer sphere does not move as. a whole,
we have seen’ that it need not de in place as a whol;. ind
froa the definition of place we have seen that it cannot

be in place per sg. Bowever, we have alse seen that because
the parts of the outer sphers are in motion they ere potent-
ielly in places Now Aristotle shows how the outer sphere

is in place., He does this by distinguishing between the

ey in which a thing is in place psz se from the way in
which a thing is in place per scoidenss A thing is in Place
RSr se if 1t itself is moved per se, either aocotding to

- local motion or according to growth or di;inution. The

outer sphere is not moved in this way, as 1s clear from the

lst. Thomas, IV Fnysicorum, Lect VII, n. 484(13),
2pristotle, IV Fhysics, Ch. V, 212b7,
5!cginn1ng at par, 269,
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explanation given above. But the outer sphere is moved
in another way, by virtue of itas parts. These parts being
in place the whole sphere is in rlace dy virtye of thenm,

per accidena.

280, One might note hers that thig is Just the
converse of what we said prcvionnly.l namely that the parts
of 2 body which is moved from place to plieo are in place
per gocidens, Thess two are equally true, but in different
cases, of course.

28l. Next, Aristotle draws a conclusion from what
has been aaid.3

_ .. That is why the upper parts is moved in & circle,
while the whole is not anywvhere. Yor what is somewhere
is 1tself something, and there muet be alongside it
some other thing wherein it is and which contains it,
But alongside the All er the Whole there is nothing
outaide the All, and for this reason all things are
in the heaven; }or the heaven, we msy S8y, is the Al},
Yet their place is not the same a8 the heaven, It is
part of 1%, the innermosts part ef it, whioh 1s ia
contact with the movable bodys and for this reason the
¢arth is in water, and this in the air, and the air in

. the aether, and the asther in heaven, but we cggnot go
on and say that the heaven is in anything else,

From the things we have said previously, this $00 shonld
be relatively clear, The outer sphexre is itself nowhere

- 8Xcept per sccidens) because it is not sontained by anything,

“ J'Pll'o 190.

"Et hoc accipit esse per accldens, scilicet per
partes, sicut supra, cum dixit quod partes corporis moventupr
per4g§€id§na in loco,." st. Thonas, IV Physicorum, Lect. vViI,
) « Y 13 ° .

BMO' n. 485(14)

*sristotle, IV Fhysicas, Ch. V, 212bl4.,
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the outer sphere iteelf not being the common place of
things within it, but rather its innermost containing
surface being their container or common plage,

282. “Baving given his definition of place, confirmed
1t, snd geen how various things are in place, Aristotle
80lves the doubts given about place which indieated thas
place does not exist., As St., Thomas points out, Aristotle
considers only four of the six aifficulties precented im |
chapter one of bdook four., He onits the difrioultioi as
to how place ¢an be an olemant and how 1t can bo € cause
sinco, having defined placu s ho dool. the difficulties
lose their force., FPlace, though it cxiata. is nﬁithnr (|
cause nor an élemsent, - » |
‘ 283, But there seems to de a dirficulsy in sqyiig
that place is not a cause, Yor St, Thomas, following
Aristotle, seeus to indicate here in IV Physicorum that

Plage attracts as a final cause. In speaking of the inrludncé

ef a natural place upon a body, S%. Thomas says, "But it 1:
not shown from this that place has an attragtive virtue
except s the end is saiad to attract.fz He seems to make

this even more clear elsewhere in this same book when exblaiﬁ-
ing the various meanings of the word "in", For he says,

"But then 1t is plain that appstite rests in the good desired

1st, Thomas, IV physicorum, Leet. VIIT, n, 437(1).

2Ibid., Lect. I, ne 412(7).
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and loved,; and is made firm in it, as the placed in a

»l  And ip his commentary on the De Anims he has this

to say

But soms inclination follows froa each form, and
operation from inclination, as the inclination to the
place which is up, sccording to which fire is called
light, follows from the matural foram of fire, and
operation follows from this inclination, namely the
motion which is upwards. Therefore, a certain inglin-
ation which is cslled sensitive or intellectual appetite
follows on bo%h & sensible and an intelligidle form,
Just as the inclination following a natural form is
¢alled a natural appetite. But an operation foll
from the appetite, which operation is local motione

Further, in his commentary om Aristotle's Meta sics,
8t. Thomas also has something t¢ say on the subject,

eeoFOor the good, according as it is the end of
something is of two kindss Por there is an end extrinsic
to that which 4is to the end, as when we say that a place
is the end of thut which is moved to the pidces Also
there is an end within, as the form, the eéad of generation
and alteration, and the foram already attained, are a 3
certain intrinsic good of that to which the form belongs.

From these remarks, it seems we must conclude 8%, Thomas'
poeiticn’to be that place is a final cause.

208, Further, in his The General Solsnce of Nature,

Vincent Smith's conclusion is ss follows

It can surely be argued that in local motion, for
example, in upward and downward motion with respect to
the earth, we have to ascribe the outcome of the motion
to chance er say that every body will do what is most
sultable to its nature under the c¢ircumstancesy in
other words, it will behave in obedience to vlace as &

356, Thomas, IV Fhysicorum, Lect. IV, 436(3),
23, Thomas, IT De Anima, Lect. V, n. 286,

583. Thomas, XII Metaphysicorum, lLect, XII, n, 2627,
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the outer sphere itself not being the common place of
things within it, but rather its innermost containing
surface being their container or common plage.

’ 282, Having given his definition of place, confirmed
it, and seen how various things are in place, Aristotle
solves the doubts given about place which indicated thas
ylaoe doee not exist., As 8t, Thomas points cut.1 Aristotle
considers only four of the six difficulties presented im
chapter one of book four., He omits the difficulties as

‘to how place ¢an be an element and how it can be & cause
since, having defined place ss he does, the difficulties
lose their foree. ?1&00. though it exists, is nsiéhar .
causs nor an element, - | ‘

285, But there seens to De a difficulty in aq;iis
that place is not a cause, Por St. Thomas, following
Aristotle, seems to indicate here in Iv’ghzgggggg; that
Place attracts as a final cause., 1In spesking of the influence
6f a natural place upon a body, 8%s Thomas says, "But 1t is .
not shown from this that place has an attrastive virtus |
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thia even nmore clear elsewhere in this same book when oxﬁlaiﬁ-
ing the vearious meanings of the word "in", Yor he says,

"But then 1t is plain that appetite rests in the good dosired

1st. rhomaa. IV Physicorum, Leot., VIII, ns 487(1).

%rvid., Lect. I, n. 412(7),
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naturally rest), implying as it does that either there

are some places naturally void er that some bodies have

no natural pleces. Or one might try to resolve it by
saying that place is not an 1ntr1ngic final cauio. but only
an extrinsic onc.van is indicated by the oitation from the

8 above,
288, However, thess sclutions do not go deep encugh,

Por place as defined here in the Physigs is never a final
cauné. intringic er extrinsic. In order to understand
this, two distinetions must be made, John of St, Thomag

presents one of them as follows:

"Flace®” physicslly and proforly teaken signifies
that which is acquired by local motion, 4nd it is
customary to distinguish two kinds of place, ene intrin-
sic, the other extrinsic, Bxtrinsie place {s that

body er surface by which the placed itaelf is circum-
scribed and contained, Intrinsie place is that Passive
gr;soﬂgalitaalt of the placed thing, which is called
wmere

¥Flace", then, can refer to the c¢ontaining uurtﬁco or to
what belongs under the category wherg. When we considered
the category where we made 1t clear that to be sonewhere is
Precisely to be in some place, Since place is a surface,

it belongs to the category of quantity, whereas being in a
place (where or intrinsic place for John of St. Thomas) {a

a separate category, Things belonging to saparate categories
are surely very different things,

S

lJohn of 8t, Thomas, Cursus Philoso hicus, II, q. 16,

- ¥Y 1’ D» 5550
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289, FNow, in V Physics® when distinguishing the
various species of motion according to the categories in
which their terms are found, Aristotle makes local moticn
the motion in the category where. Thus, if the term of
local motion is & good, it must be that beingz in a place,
not the place itself is that good,

290, However, this distinction ie not sufficient,
for it is aifficult to see how being in a place (defined
as immobile relative to the ontor'Sphoro) can be good for

. & body, even in the Aristotelian universs: But in a given

cage it may be good for cne body to be surrounded by another
particular body (for instanco. a body may be less easily
forrupted when surrounded by another of the same kind),

The inmobility of the eontaining snrtaca relative to the
entire universe would seem to be irrelevant, Thus, an

additional distinction is necessarye A surrounding inmobiio |

surface is "place”™ teken formally, as it is defined here in
the Ehysicy. But a mobile, surrounding surface may be
called "place” also, This is place taken materially, 1, e.,
88 a8 place may be sqid to remain one in number uh@n the
subject of the surface which is place remains 6ne in number,
regardless of the motion of this surface,

2914 RNow we can see what St, Thomas meane when he

lst. Thomas, V¥ Fhysicorum, Lect. IV,
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calls place a good or final cause. He mugt de referring
to being in a place as place is taken materially. On the
other hand, when he says that place 18 not a cause of any
kind he is referring to Place as it is taken formally,
There is no conflict batween these remarks, For the present,
then, we may conclude with 8t. Thomas (and implicitly.
Aristotle) that place is not a cause.
€92, This is the way 5t, Thomas Dresents Aristotle's
refutationl of the sixth difficulty quoted abov02 concerning
the existence of place, which is the firet one Aristotle
considers here.
‘_‘Onc of these was that since a place does not lack
& body nor a bdody a place, it seemed to follow that
when the body has grown, the place is increcased,

But this follows if §t is suppoesed that place is a
certain space coextensive with the dimensions of the
‘body, that that space grows when the body zrows. But
this ia not necessary ascording to the preceding defini-~
tion of place, becasuse it is the texrm of the container,

From the definition of rlace that has deen given, and its
explanation, we ¢an see that if a bedy grows, its place is
not the same, Rather, it asquires a new and larger placs,
for the surface which 1e its place will be related to the
universe as a whole in a new way, and therefore will be a
new rlace. On the other hand, we can see that if place were

imsgined to be a space between the surfaces of a container

Liriatotle, IV ruysics, oh. v, 212023,
2pur. 163,
®st, Thomas, IV FPhysicorus, Lect. VIII, n. 438(2).
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and determined by the container, when the container is
expanded (consequent upon the growth of the contained body)
the place (space) will be expanded also. Thus, this
difficulty proceeds from 1neorrect;y thinking that place
is a space in the sécond'sonse of spico which we considered
above,! 4, e. a space attached to the containing body,

293, The second difficulty Aristotle answers here2
is the second one he gave abov‘,5 namely that if ths place

- of a body is other than the body, the place of a poiht is

other than the point: Because the place of a point ceannot
be other than the point (sinso 1ts place 'onld have to be
a point and two points together are the same point). it seens
to follow that the place of & body cannot be other than the
bodye.

29%, This argusent also is a difficulty only if
one imagines place to be a kind of separated space.“ Then

_ the bodies, surfaces, lines and pointa must have aéparatod

spatial dodies, surfaces, lines and points corresponding
to them, But if one defines place as Aristotle has defined
i%, this is not the case, Indeed, place does exist, but
being the surface of the sﬁrrounding body, it need not have

1Sae the distinetion presented in par, 206-211. See
also par., 238«241,

2pristotle, IV Eiysics, Ch. ¥, 212b24,
5Par. 155. _ ,
4St. Thomas, IV Physicorum, Lect VIII, n, 489(3).,

o
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dimensions coextensive with the body in it,
295, The third difficulty Aristotle reaolvesl is
the first argumené given abovuz to show that place does

iy T ol

not exist, It was argued there that the place of a body
must be & body since the place must have three dimensions. |
The body which ia jlacc must, then, interpenetrate with the i
body of which it 4s the place., G5ince two bodies cannot !
interpenetrate, place cannot exist.

296+ Evidently, this argument alse proceeds from |
the imagination of place as a gpace, which we now know é
Aristotle has denied., Therefors, the argunent offers no |
diffieulty concerning the existence of place as defined by
Arigtotle, '

297+ The fourth difficulty Aristotle sonsiders
horo’ is the argument of ztno.‘ 1. ¢, 8inge @verything
vhich exists is in place, it follows that a place, 1: it
exists, is in a plaec, and this place in andther to infinity.
Since this is impossidle, place does not exist,

298, The answer to this difficulty is twofold,
First, it is not nécessary that everything be in place, but

R Y e

only that whatever is moved from place to place (or grows)

iristotie, IV Enysics, ch. v 212025, | ;
2?.1‘. 1540 .;"'.
3uristotle, IV Physica, Ch. V, 212027, |
*par, 162, i
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be in place, BSecond, a place is indeed "in" something,
’\f but non in place. Rather, it is in the containing boay,
| being a surface of that body.l Flainly, this 18 a more

% complete answer to the obJestion than the one ziven pre-
| viously,? . | |
299¢ Arissotle concludes his treatnent of place .
taken universally by giving a reanon.for the properties of f
place taken from the definition of Place, for he said above’
that the definitien of a thiang ought to show that the proe ﬁ
parties of a thing really belong to it, He considers two
proportiia'or pliaog nanmely that things move to their places )
and that they rest thoro.‘ This 4is what he aaﬁa about the m
first, i

Also it is reasonsble that esch kind of body should
be carried to its own place, For a body 48 next in
the aeries and in contacs (nos by compulsion) is akin, :
and bodies which are united do not affect each other, 5
while those which are im contact interact on each other,
According to the opinion of Aristotle, if things are in
their proper places they are in the following order, Just
under the heavenly apheres there is fires Below it air is
fourd, Below the air there is water, And at the bottom

(or at the cemter of ths universe) there is earth,

| 13ee the distinetion between the various meanings
of the word "in*, par, 177.

*st, Thomas, 1V Phystcorum, Lect VIII, n. 492(6),
2Aristotle, IV Physics, Che V, 212529, '
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300, Two things may be noted about this order itself.
: In the firat place, as St, Thomas points out,1 this is an

: order from the more rperfect to the less perfect, iWhen a

ﬂ' body ie in its natural place, it is in contact with the kind
of body most similar te it in pcrt?otion. For instance,

the earth, which s Just below the water and in contact with
it, is one step below the water in perfection. The surface
of the water, then, is the place of the earth, When the
earth is in its natural rlace, it follews that it is in the
Place which is the surface of what is most similar to it in = |
perfections The order of the various kinds of things in
the universe, then, 1l‘neeord1n5 to ths order of the kinds

e S ON
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: of plaooa (e 2+ watery for earth, airy for water), these

g pléoo- being more or less perfect according as their subjects

) are more or less perfect. For instance, the place of earth,
having water for its subject, is inferior to the place of

- water, which has air for its sudbject, since air is more

perfect than waters . | :

301. In the second place, & sinilerity is found in Q

the qualities of places and the bodles contained by them :

when the bodies are in their natural places, Thus fire,

which is hot and dry, contains air, which is hot and wet, g

Air, which 1s hot and wet, contains water, which is cold |

13t, Thomes, IV Fhysicorum, Lect. VIII, n. 492(6).
2Taking "rlace" materially,
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and wet. Water, which is cold and wet, contains earth,

- whieh i8 c0ld and dry. Thus, we nay say that the place of

a body is similsr to the body contained by it when the
body is in its natural place., This being the ease, it will
be loss likely to be corrupted by 1§i natural place than
by some other place., PFor instance, when water ig contained
by air, 1t is less likely that one will corrupt‘the other
than when the water 18 sontained by fire. Ths natural
places of things, then, are the places in which they are
lesast likely to be corrupted,

302. However, this second consideration must be
considered subordinate to the first (4. e, concerning
perfection), for of the twenty four different ways in which

‘the four elements can be ordered aceording to place t:on

the outer sphere to the center of the universe, eight of
them give the same sort of relationship among the qualities
as the order proposed by Aristotle. For instance, water,
which is ¢old and wet might be above air, which is hot snd
¥et, 4Air, which is hot end wet mizht be sbove firo. which
is hot and dry. Fire, which is hot and dry abeve earth,

. which is cold and dry. In eddition to this last order and

the one proposed by Aristotle, the other orders in which

this sort of relationskip is present ares 1) air._firo.

earth and water, 2) air, water, earth and fire, 3) fire,
earth, watar and air, 4) water, earth, fire and air, 5) earth,

fire, air and water and 6) earth, water, air and firo.

T e e i ©
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Bacause there sre so many other equally satisfectory ways
in which the elements may be ordered according to position
by the similarity of the subject of a place ;o what is
contained by it, this similarity must be secondary to the
perfection of the elements in dstermining the order in
vhich they are naturally found. Besides, this order by
similarity of qualities in no way explains the position of
the fifth element, which position demands explanation also.
It would seem better if this explenstion were given in

the same terms as that of the other four elenents.

303. Therefore, if place is defined as Aristotle
has defined it, the explanation of the motions of bodies
to their natural places may bve said to involve place in
sone Waye For it be granted that bodies naturally tend to

attain an order among themselves according to their perfection, f
it follows that bodies naturally tend to their natural places, |

1., e. they naturally tend to an erder of position such that
the subject of the plsce of each bLody is the element immew
diately superior to it in nobility.l But no explanation
of the natural motions of things can be feund which in any
way involves place if place is space,

304, Flainly, we cannot say that the universe
appears to us to be orzanized in the way Aristotle thought,

15t. Thomas, IV Physicorum, Lect. VIII, n. 492(6).

s T e
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Hence, we find it impossible today to confirm this explan~
ation of the natural motions of bodies, However, we will

aéo more about this below,

-

305« Fext, Aristotle gives the resson why a body
rests in its natural place, in this way concluding his
treatment of place &n the Ebysicge This is whot he says:

Hor is it without reason that each should remain
naturally in its proper place. For this part has the
sane relation to its place, as a separable part ¢o its.
whole, a8 when one moves a part ef water or air: go,
too, air is related %o water, for the one is like matter,
the other form -~ water is the matter of air, air as 1t
were the actuality of water, for water is potentially
air, while air is potentially water, though in smothor

.. .
These distinctions will de drawn more carsfully
later, On the present occasion it was neces te
refer to them: what has now Deen stated obscurely will
then be nade more clear. If the matter and the fulfile
ment are the same thing (for water is both, the one
potentially, the other cozpletely), water will be related
to air in a way as part to whole, That is why these
have tactt it is ergenio union when both become
actu ons,
This concludes my ascount of place, both of its
existence and of its naturs,l

A body 18 in & place as a part is in a whole, But a part
is naturally at rest in its whole, Therefore, since a dody
is naturally at rest in its whele, it 1s naturally at rest
in its place. There aré’éwo ltqps'to the argument Aristotle
gives to ahow that a thing ii 15 its place as a part is in
ite whole. First, he argues that a part is contained by

its whole as a thing is containsd by its place, with thig

1aristotie, IV physics, on. v, 212034,

SRR, 4 bR
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difference, a part is not actually divided from the vhole

to which it belongs whereas what is in place is actually
divided from itas rlace. Since @ part naturally is at reset
in its whole, a thing in place naturally rests in its place.,

3064 But two objections nay be raised against this
arguments Pirst, a part is at rest in its whole precisely
because 1t is not divided from its whole. Hence, from the
fact that a part (which is not actunily divided frou its
whole) is at rest in its whole, 1t eannot be argued that a
thing must be at reat in ite place (from whieh it is divided),
Second, the argument Aristotle has presented "provesg® too
much, for according to the argument not only should a thing
rest in its natural Place as a part in a whole, dbut alsoc a
thing in-a placo by vielence should rest there too, since 4
too is contained by its Place as s part is contained by ite
whole, only separated fronm it,

307« Perhaps one can say that it 1- to avoid these
obaoetion- that Aristotle gives an additienal way in whioh
a8 body 1is in its natural pPlace as & part is in » whole,
According to Aristotle, fire naturslly contains air, which
contains water, which containi.cartb, and of course all four
are naturally contained by the fifth elament. The containing
element i3 more rerfect than the contained element, Thus,
when air 13 generated fronm water there is zeneration simply
and corruption secundum guid, but when water is generated
from air there is generatien facundum quid snd corruptiem
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#imply, for air is more perfect than water, But the perfect
i8 related to the 1mpcrfoct as form {s relatod to matter,
Thus, since form has the nature of whole, it Seems that what
is in its natural place ig in ite place as a part is in its
whole,l But this 1s not $rue of what is in a rlace through
violence, for then what is in place cithér is not informed
(surrounded) by what ia superior to it or its form (surrounding
body) ie not nmext %o it in perfection and hence proportioned
to i1t, as a form must de proportionsd to its matter,

308, 8ince a part tends to de at rest relgtin to

~its whole, in the opinior of Aristotle a thing and its

natural place should not be easily separable, because the

subject of a natural place has the relation to what {s

naturally in it of whele to part, The root reason for this,
again, is that what {8 in its natural place is contained by
something more perfect than it (the contained) is,

| 3094 About this argument, several thingn‘aight be
noted, Pirst, Aristotle hinself admite that it is rather

| obscure now, for those prineiples upon which it is based will

be shown later, Qhus; according to Aristotle it is not

néoessary to attain here a distinct knowledzs of the principles

upon which the argument is banad.
310, Second, Aristotle does neot prOpose this argument
88 & necessary ones By it he merely wishes to show that it

I"Unde aer se habet ut forrma et ut totum, guod hadet
rationen formae..." 8St. Thomas, IV zgzsico s Lect, VIII,
ne 893(7).
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is ruaaonablol

in the light of the definition of place he
has given for things to rest in their natursl places, This
¢annot be said by those who propose place to be a space.
If this opinion is held, there is no reason wﬁ} a thing
should rest in its natural place. Indedd, there could be
Bo such thing as a natural place if place were a space, for
place would have o be homogeneous.
311, Third, to atteaps to Justify it in terns of
the more concrete analysis Aristotle makes later on would
take us too far from our original task, Such an undertaking
would involve a consideration of Aristotle's entire cosmology.
Further, such an analysis is not extremely importent te us
here, beouuai Aristotle'’s views conserning the order found
in the universe have not been confirmed hgnnodo;n observations,
Therefore, we will let the argument stend as prﬁacntod above,
312, Aristotle has now finished his treatment of
placc. But before we go on to consider Newton's space, it
aust be noted that there is s difficulty eonserning Aristotle’'s
trestment of place which was raised before? but which was
not answered. fThis obJection was that Aristotle ended by

. defining something other than what he originally wanted to

define, TYor his original intention was t0 define that %o

which and from which we comnonly observe things to move,

lugt d1c1t quod hoo accidit rationabiliter.,.* that
things naturally rest in their places. 8t. Thomas, IV Fhyg~
icorum, Lect. VIII, n. 2493(7). ’

2Par. 266,




