


CHAPTER §
THE CONTINUITY IN THEZ ORDIR OF THY UNIVERSE

The argument azainst Origzen brouzht us to a certain
need for diversity for the perfection of the universe, The
greater the diversity the more perfectly the divine perfec-
tion and zoodness can be communicated to and represented in
created things., But the perfection of the universe is some-
thinz more than a matter of sheer diversity. 1In order to re.
present the divine goodness the universe also has to be one
somehow., Diversity, however, can prevent unity. There can
be diversity with such wide disparities that it makes unity
a2ll but impossible, Two things that are too unlike one an.
other or too remote from one another do not tend to unitey
they remain alien to one another, Thus, if the universe were
made up of such disparate things only, 1ts unity would be
qulte strained and it would be quite imperfect as universe.
There 1s, as a matter of fact, a very zreat disparity be.
tween the extremes in the universs, but in between there are
&lso meny intermediates to connect the extremes throuch a
seriez that gzoes zradually from one extreme to the other.

This mediation of order 1s an essential aspect of the per.

fection of the universe, "Ad hoc quod universum sit perfectun,
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nullus zradus perfeotionis in rebus intermittitur, sed paula.
tim natura de imperfectis ad perfecta procedit® (In_II De
Animwa leot, 5, n. 283), | |

The gradual passége from the lower to the higher in
nature had long been goknowledged throuzh observation, In his
History of Animals, Aristotle presented s lengthy classifica.

-.compon place in antiquity and in the middle ages, The.prin. - .. |

tion of animals on the basgis of similarities and differenoces
in their parts, organs, and functlons, and at the end he for-

mulated & principle of continuity that became more or less a

' Ed'aniﬁﬁl'lifiiuarfcr'i;foloss thiﬁgsnih'thé_ﬂgiard soale

olple was first stated in connection With higher animals whers
it appeared most strikingly., Certain psychic traits ﬁhich
were seen clearly in higher animals nero,algo found in lower
animals, but in a more inchoative and sfill oonfused way,
gomewhat as they are found in the child, whioch in many respects
is st1ll like lower animals. In the child these traits are
dostined‘to develop and become more distinct as the child
approaches maturity.l ‘

But in the eyes of Aristotle the principle had a
broader application, In fact it applied to the whole of na-
ture: nature proceeds 1ittle by little from things lifeless

comes the plant, relatively lifeless in comparison to the

1cr, tne H;sto§¥ of Animals VIII, 1: 588a18-b3.
Frangols Nuyens, L'évolution de 1a psychologie d*Aristote,
Pp. 155-158, analyses the slignlificance of Eﬁis Text on oon

tinuity in the thought of Aristotle,
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animal, but still living in comparison with the simply life-
less; in plants & continuous scale of ascent toward the ani.
mal was found and in animals a zimilar gosle was also found,
for some showed obvious signs of sensibility, whereas others
indicated sensibility but 1ndist1nctly.1

In the treatise On the 3oul, the idea was taken up

again and the ascending scale of animal souls was compared
to a series of flgures that grew out of one &nother, each
guocessive one containing its predecessor potentially, the
sensory containing the self.nutritive as the square contains
the triangle, The order of the serles in souleg was such that
the more complex could not be found without the more simple,
but the more simple could de found without the more complex.
Thus the power of perception is never found without the power
of self-nutrition, but the power of sgelf.nutrition is found
without that of perception, as in plants; and agaln, no
sense is found apart from that of touch, while touch is found
by itself; many animals have neither sight, hearing, nor
smell,

In this contlinuity of nature, what impreased St,
Thomas most was the fact that the things which followed one

another were also more similar than those that were more

litstory of Animals VIII, 15 538b4.18., Cf. also
Nuyens, op. cit., p. 157, note 35, and St, Thomas himself,

In De Memoria et Heminiscentia lect, 1, n, 298,

2cf. On the Soul II, 3: 414b28.41kal2; St. Thomas,
In II De Anima Teott, 5 and 6,
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distant., "Gradus entium continuantur sibdbi invicem secundum
quamdam similitudinem, unde ea queae sunt totaliter dissimilia
conseqﬁuhtur 8@ invicem in Qrdine rerum péer aliquod medium
quod habet similitudinen cum utroque extremorum" (In Des
Causis leet. 31, n. 456), Similitude was thus & norm for or.
der and there were many instances in nature to 1llustrate the
pdint.

ita enim prccedit ordo rerum ut similia se invicem sub

sequantury ea vero quas sunt penitus dissimilis non  se

invicen subsequantur in gradibus rerum, niei per all.
-quod medium, Siocut videmus quod animal perfectum et

~—planta-sunt dissimilia penitus quantum a4 duos nam anil.

mAl perfectum est senaltivum et mobile motu processivos

planta autem neutrum horum habet, HNatura €Trg0 non pro-

cedit immediate ab animalibus perfectis ad plantas, sed

producit in medio animalia imperfecta quae sunt sensia

bilia ocum animalibus et immobilia cum plantis, :
(In _De Causis leot, 30, n, 445)

As Aristotle had gone from animal natures to the whole of na. .
ture in formulating the principle of continulty, so also 3t.
Thomas went from nature to the whole of the universe, includ-

ing those beings that were above nature, souls, which tran-

- geend nature, in part.at'least, and separate 1ntelliéenoas.

Hulusmodi autem ordines, cum &b Uno primo proce-
dant, oontinuitatem quamdam habent ad invicem ita quod
ordo Corporum attingit ordinem Animarum st ordo Aninf..
rum attinglt ordinem Intellsotuum qul attingit Ordinem
Divinum, (In De Causis lect, 19, n, 352)

The fact that the differsnt orders of reaiity ®touch®

one another is what brings about the similarities betwsen
neighboring kinds of being. Through this contact, as it were,

- something passes from the higher to the lower order, and the
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lower has some part of what is found fully only in the higher,
Ubloumque autem diversi ordines sub invicem cone

iunguntur, oportet quod id quod est supremum inferioris
ordinis proppinquitatem ad superiorem ordinem aliquid
participet de superioris ordinis perfectione, (Ibid.)

St. Thomas sees an indication of this in the fact that soms

animals, inferior to man, have something akin to reason, and

some plants have something akin to a differentiation of sexes,

Zverything appears as if something rubbed off on the inferior

from the superior through this "contact®,

We shall have to examine the naturs of this sort of
"contact", but bafore we do, We must conalder a more fundamen-
tal question, What does continulty have to 4o with the order
of the universe? Is it something eassential, or is it only
Incidentsal? If we oonsider only the faot of continuity in
the order of the universe, perhaps the question could not be
settled completely, though the consistency of the fact at all
levels of nature and reality would certainly tend to make us
think that such continuity is essential or natural, But if
the faot be connected dlréotly with the divine wisdom, then
1t begins to appear as essential, for, its origin, its ratio,
is exactly the same as that of the order itself, For St.
Thomas the continuity in the order of the universe flowed
from the divine wisdom precisely in the same way as order
itselr,

The 1dea was found in Dionysius who had written

i
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that, God 1s not only the csuse of order in the universe, but
He also brings together always what is last in one order and
what 1is firsi in the next: "gemper fines primorum (coniungit)
princlplla’seoundorum.”l”“Thu 1dea wasz axiomatic with St.
Thomas a&and wes directly connected vith that of c:eation. For
St. Thomas, as for Dionysius, the divine wisdom 1s efficlent
cause of things by producing them in being, but it does not
give being in any whioh way, “Ipsa divina Saplentia est

omnium causa effectiva, inquantum res'producit in esse et non

_solum rebus dat esse, sed etlam esse cum ordine in rebus” fIn

De Div., Nom., o. 7, lect, 4, n, 733)., Thus what is produced

conoretely by oreation is esse ocum ordine in rebus, as 3t,

Thomas 1s careful to specify, just as it is by the order of

2
the whole universe that we oome to know God. Onece this 1is
understood, however, we have to understand also that this or-

der has its mode, and this i1s what the Dionysian axionm expresses,

lText as ziven in the Marietti edition of 3t, Thomas's
commentary on the De Divinis Nominidus, 6. 7, n. 324, and as-
cited most frequently by . omas himself,

2":’Sed cognoscimus Ipsum ex ordine totius universi.
Ipsa enim universitas oreaturarum 6st nobls a Deo propos ut
per eam Deum Cognoscamus, ilnquantum universum ordinatum habat
'‘quasdam imagines et assimilationes? Imper?eoEEs divinorum quae
comparantur ad ipsas sicut prinecipalia exemplaria ad imacines™

(In De Div, Nom. o, 7, lect, 4, n. 729), We underline to bring

out the importance of order and 'university® in the relation
between creatures and God, the simply universal Cause of all
things. . The text of Dionysius has "ex omnium totorum ordinf.
tione, siout ex Ipso proposita et imagines quasdam et assimila.
tiones divinorum Ipsius exemplarium habente, ad 1llud gquod est
super omnie et ordine secundum virtutem asecendimus,..” (e. 7,
n. 321), Ses also C.G, II, 6. 2 and IV, o, 1,
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Modum autem huius ordinis subiungit, quia !'semper fines
primorum,' idest infima supremorum, ooniungit *prin.
ciplis secundorum,! idest supremis inferiorum, ad modum
quo supremun corporalis creaturae scilicet corpus
humanum, infimo intellectualis naturae, socllicet animae
rationall unit; et simile est videre in aliis., (Ibid.)
It 1s St, Thomas who explicitly 1ntroduces the idea of mode,
the proportion and measure in order, slong with the 1llustra-
tion drawn from the place of man in the universe, Given the
context, the fact that there is question here of something
flowing directly from the act of creation, it hardly seeams
possible to spesk of this mode as something inocidental to the
order in thingsa, Continulty zoes with the very being of
things, since thelr beinz 1s a being.with-order and continuity
belongs to order as its modey it is an effect of divine wis.
doms: "effectus divinae saplentias est" (De Pot. q. 5, a. 9,

ObJ 11).1

lecordlng to St. Thomas, in the final state of the
world, its state of perfection, there will be no mixts and no
brute animals., This, it would seem, would mark the end of
continulty in nature, "Hoc autem non erit sl animalia ot
plantae desinant ssse, quia elementa in nullo attingunt ad per-
fectionem humenam, ad quam attingunt quodammodo animalia; ad
animalia vero appropinquant plantaes ad plantas vero corpora
mineralia, quae immedlate post elementa sequuntur.” If only
the elements and human bodies will remain of the thinzs found
on earth, what will become of the principle of continulty?
The question is not without some importance; since the relation
between the continuity of order and final perfection is at
stake, In his reply he takes nothing away from the prineciple.
"In 1pso homine continuatlio quaedam naturarum apparebit, in
quantum in eo ocongregzatur et natura corporis mixti et nature
vegetabilium et animalium" (De Pot. q. 5, &. 9, obj., & ad 11),
Apart from its escatologioal oconmtext, this text gives a olear
indiocation of the centrsl place man is given in the universe
in the thought of 3t, Thomas, We shall see that, in the order
of the universe sub motu existentis, man's place 18 no less
central,
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A good part of the Pythagorean error came from {5
noring this continulty in the order of the universe, The
Pythagoreans postulated a difrerent principle for every difw
ferent level of order, "dicentes cuiuslibet naturae esss alisa
et alis prineipia.,* By being satisfied with that, without
taking into acoount the order between the different levels,
and 1ts continuity, they were leaving the universe disjointed:
"sic dicentes, faciunt substantiam 'universi esse inconexan®,

1dest sine ordine, ita quod wna pars nihil conferat ad aliam

L A

multa principia inconnexa® (In XII Metaph. leot. 12, n. 2661).

Such disjointedness 1s a sondition that g0es against thé ten.
dencies of the beinzgs that constitute the universs; it is an
evil., "Non potest esse, quia entia non volunt maie disponi.
Dispositio entium naturalium est qualis optima esse potest,

st hoc videmus in singulis, quod unumguodque est optimae dise

‘positionis in sua naturs. Unde multo magis oportet hoc exis.

timare in toto universo® (Ibid., n. 2662), If it is not good
for an individual to be out of joint with himself, it is even

‘Worse for the universe as a whole, for the ordsr within an in-

dividual is something that comes under the order of the uni-

verse; tho eséé éﬁh ordine in rebus., The order of the universe

‘does not prbvent each level of reality fronm having its proper

ordsr, with its proper principles, but one level ocannot be in-

dependent of the other. "St tamen licet non sint eodem modo
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ordlnata, non ita se habent, quod unum eorum non pertineat ad
alterumy sed est aliqua affinitas et ordo unius ad alterum"

(In XII vetaph., lect., 12, n, 2632), It cannot be otherwige,

since they a1l proceed from the same first Prinoiple: “oum ab
Uno primo procedant, continuitatem quamdsm habent ad invicem®

(In De Causis leoct. 19, n. 352),

Here let us pmuse for a moment to dispel a pozsible
migunderstanding concerning the nature of this oontinuity in
the universe, We have spoken of a certaln ocontact between the
different levels of being, but contact is not continuity. Con
tinulty says something more than mere contaot., "Sed non se-
quitur, sl tangit, quod git continuum; siout non sequitur quod
8l aliqua sunt simul, quod sint unum. Sed in quibus non est
contactus *non est nascentia', idest naturalls conliunctilo,

quae est proprie continuorum® (In XI Hetaph., lect, 13, n. 2415),

There ocan be no continuity without contaoct, but continuity it
self implies a naturallis coniunctio over and above contact,
It is not & mere juxtaposition, but it implies a oloser unity.
"Continuum est cum utriusque eorum, quae sze tangunt, et quae
simul sunt, sit unus et idem terminus, siocut partes lineae
continuantur ad punotum” (Ibid., n. 2412),

There are different kinds of oxrder in the universe,
the order of dignity, the order of prineiples, but the first
meaning of order for us ig conneoted with local motion, "Or-

do autem prioris et pnsterioris invenitur in diversissy sed
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(i) geoundum 1d gquod primo est nobis notum, est ordo inventus in
motu loocall, eo quod ille motus est sensui manifestior” (In

- ¥ ¥etaph, lect. 1, n. 751). Our first understanding of con-
tinulity is likewise connected with sensibdle exﬁerienoe.
There{ar@ three kinds of order tied together in local motion,
the order of magznitude, the order of motion, and the order of
tims, and all three entail oontinulty.l From looal motion, we
extend our notion of continuity to other kinds of motion and

g change, and to bodles themselves., As applied to bodies, the

- 4~ 1dea of continulty becomss closely allisd With that of sube

stanoce, But if we are not to make the same mistake as R, G,

Collingwood, if we are not to confuse the unity of order in
the universe with a un;ty of substanoe,z in applying our no-:
tion of continuity to the universe as a whole, wWe must be
careful to refine it somewhat more,

Two texts from St. Thomas will help us to do just

this. There are two ways one thinz may be constituted out of

| lin v _Metaph. lest. 13 presents a sucoinot analysis
of the meanings of order, Order of place, time, and space -
are seen as In rebus continuis, as opposed to order in rebus
disoretis, in things that are not continuous in the strio
sénse of the term. In the strict sense, ocontinulty applies
first to magnitude and, consequently, to motion and to time,
“Sunt autem trium rerum ordines esse consequentessy scilicet
‘magnitudinis, motus, et temporis® (In V Metaph. lect. 1, n.
7513 of, also leot, 13, n. 937). nNotion has its continulty
from magnitude, and time from motion. 3Reyond this, continulty
has & broader meaning, as does order, %:x ordine autem, qui
consideratur in motu loecali, fit nobis etlam notus ordo in
&liis mtibusoaa“ (100. Olt., n, 75‘*).

2
Cf. Sugl'ﬂ, ch. 3’ p' lll.
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many, one ln which a totality in the strict senze is constia
tuted, and the other in which the many keep their individual
ldentity,

Quaecumque sunt constituta ex pluribus quod ex
els flat wnum commune, sive in plure sint soniuncta,
slout membra corporis conlunguntur ad constitutionem
totius, give sint divisa sicut ex multis militibus
constltultur unus exeroitus... (In I Polit. lest. 3, n. 61)

In elther case there has to be an order, &s can be seen even
in sensible things, for 1n sensible things order ocan bde found

in two ways:

uno modo seocundum quod partes aliculus totius habent
ordinem ad invicem, sicut in animall pars prime est
cor, et in domo fundamentum. Alio modo secundunm quod
aliqua sunt consequenter se habentia, ex quibus non
it unum vel continultats vel contactu. Sicut in ex-
ercitu dicitur prima acies, et secunda acies,

(In XII Metaph, lect. 1, n., 2417)

Averroes did not think it possible to truly concelve the uni.
verse as a whole constituted of parts.l But St. Thomas saw
the possibllity olearly, as long as 'whole' or *oontinuum® or
unum comnune were not understood in their first or purely
sensible meaning, but in an extended or analozical meaning,
This extended meaning will be seen If we consider the two
analogies which we find in both the preceding texts, and
which recur constantly under the pen of St. Thomas, togsther,
Both are integral parts of his thinking. Esch expresses a

lee, Ibid., n. 2418, Averroes seems to labor under
too restricted a notion of the analogy of being, 3ince being
1s not a genus, he cannot mee how differsant beings can have a
certain comnunity and a sertain continuity between them, some-
thing more than a mere being.next-to one another,




214

different aspect of the unum commune which the different be.

.ings of the universe constitute,
The analogy with the animal, or any sensible whole,
such a8 a2 house even or any other artefact brings out, the

unity in being of all ocreatures, their esse cum ordine, by

which, in the most intimate part of themselves, they are in.
serted in the order of being as parts in a whole, Thls in.
sertion, hQWaver, does not destroy thelr partiocular identity,
On the contrary, it presupposes it and, as it were, solidifiles

wsiir-»Thelurem&in;d1misa;and;dkscret&f;bu%;not>tn?iﬁofatton7**;W

Some are higher and some are lower; some are first in some. .
respects, others are last, and still others'are in between;~
‘From these differences come the activity and the passivity and
the various kinds of interastion that tend toward the unity

of the final perfestion of the universe, The unity of the unia.
verse is not a unity of being, but a unity 1ﬁnbeing. But 1t

1s & unity of action between & diversity and multipliclty of
beings, 8 cooperation, & working toszether of all things toward
thelr final end: “esse cum ordine in rebus, inquantum res ine
vVicem se soadunant in ordinem ad ultimum finem* (In De Div.
Nom. ©. 7, lect. 4, n, 733). This is why the analogzy with the
| ai'niy h-.is- to ooﬁé to .aorc.p”le‘ta t;h.eﬂij'i;r.st ;nalogy, for, whatevsr
continuity exists between the parts of the universe, it is
there for their conspiration under the ILord or the Buler of

universe, "%t sic operatur pulchritudinem universi per 'unam
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ommium conaplirationem,t idest osoncordiam et ‘harmoniam, ' id.
est deblitur ordinem et proportionem* (Ibid.).

To 1llustrate the Dionysian axiom of continuity St.
Thomas used the body of man seen as the summit of corporal
nature and his retional soul seen as the lowest dezres of in.
tellectual nature, both united in one kind of substance., In
C.G. 1I, o. 68, where the question mrises of showing how it is
possible for an intellectual nature to bs the form of & body,
®"qualiter subatantia intelleoctunllis possit esse forma ocor-
poriz,” he falls back on the principle of continuity, bringing
out how well such & union goes with the order of things in the
unlverse, and in s0 doing he gives & brief sketoh of the ocon-
tinuity. I¢ would be good for us to oonsider thia sketeh at
this point,

After showing how matter and form wnite to form one
substance, and how san intellectual substance 1s not prevented
from being the substantial form in a composits by the faoct
that it is subsistent, St, Thomas raises the 4difficulty that
an intslleoctual substance i3 of & different genus and & dif.
ferent mode of being from a material body and so oannot communi-
cate its being to matter in the unity of one being., "Potest
autem obiiel qued substantia intellectuallis esse suum materiae
corporall communicars non possit, ut sit unum esse substantise
intelleoctualis et materise corporalis: diversorum enim generum

o8t diversus modus essendij et nobilioris sudbstantiae nobilius
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(A> ~ esse® (n. 1451), The difficulty would, indeed, be insurmount-

able, if the being of matter were on a par with that of an in.

telleotual substance. But such is not the ocase,
Non»ost autem ita, Est enim materiae sorporalis ut re. .
eipientis et sublecti ad ellquid altius elevati: sub.
stantiae autem intellsctualis ut principii, et seoundum
proprias naturae congruentiam. Nihi]l igitur prohibet
substantiam intellectualem esge formam corporis humani,
quae est anima humana, (n, 1452)

It 18 the proper of matter to be reciplent of perfection and

subject to being elevatsd to something higher by form,

It is after recalling this peculiar naturs of matter,

- and of the relation batween matter and form, that St. Thomas

brings the principle of continuity into consideration., Given
- the faot that, in the order of the universe, the lowest of a
i.‘ higher genus reashes to the highest of a lower genus, &3 we

868 in the order of animals and plants, it is to be expectad

that somethiﬁg in the genus of bodies will reach to what is
lowest in the genus of intellectual substances, 'Eat_iéiﬁur
acelperoAaliquid supremum in genere corporum; scllléet gorpus
humanum aequaliter complexionatum, quod attingzit ad 1nf1mumy
superioris generis, soilicet ad animan humanam, quae tenet |
ultimum gradum in genere intellectuallﬁm substantiarum, ut ex
modo intelligendi pereipl potests’ (n..14533)--m81noo-man is

The last phrase of this text 1s an allusion %o the
discursive mode of human understanding, as opposed to the more
simple mode of superior intelligzences, S3t, Thomas analyses

he difference betwsen these two modes of understand elsge.
Jiere and he frequently presents it in the lizht orjfgi CON=

tinuity prinoiple, Cf. De Ver. q. 8, &, 15, q. 15, a, 1j Qe
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conatituted of an intellectusl substance, on the one hand,
and of a material body, on the other, two very different kinds
of reality, we might be inoclined to think that he is less one
than certain more simple bodles, espscislly since the human
body 12 itself quite complicated and rather fragile as oom.
pared to others, BEut that would be to stop short In our under.
standing of unity at only a sensible perception, at & oonsldera.
tion only of matter a= such, Despite its conmplexity, the human
body 18 superior to more simple bodlies, and hence more one, by
reagson of its form, which 1s prineiple of unity. It is also
more one wWith its form, with the human soul, because in the
ecomposite, man, form overcomes the diapersion of matiar better
than in any other somposite, Quanto forme magis vincit ma.
teriam, ex ea et materis sffioltur maxis unum {n. 14530),

We shall underatand this better if we follow St,

Thomas as he elaborates the order in whioch form progressively
takes hold of matter, Form, it must be remembered, i3 both
prinoiple of being and principle of sotivity; the order will
therefore have to be meen both in terms of degrees of deing
and in terms of aoctivity. St, Thomss begins by noting that,
though the being of form and matter in a somposite is ons, it
doe= noet necessarily follow that matter is always equal to the

16’ R, 1; De Div, Nom. 8, 7' lgct. 2. nn. 711-7130 These
taxts show %Eo oonEiKEIE& that links man with the beings

superior to himself, The text we are now studying analyses
the continuity that links what 13 bslow man in nature to men

himself, the being in whom matter and spirit meet.
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formy in faot, the higher a form 18, the more its deing ex.
ceeds matter, The proof of this appears in the sctivity of
things,
Quod patet inspleienti operationes formarum, ex quarum
consideratione earum naturas cognoscimus; wmumquodque
enim operatur secundum quod est, Unde formas culus Op=
eratlo superexosdit conditionenm materise, et ipsa secun.
dum dignitatem sul esse supercedit materiam, (n. 1454)
The viotory over matter must therefors be mndersatood both at
the level of activity and at the level of being, the former
being the slgn of the latter, and the latter being the prine

_ciple of the former, .. . . .. ...

At the lofest level of forms, that is to say, in..
the elements, and even in the merely mineral order of mixts,
thers 135 no aotivity that goes bayénd the dispositions of
matter. Hence these forms are entirely material and totally
immersed in matter: “omnino mAteriales, st totaliter immersae
meteriae.” Here the matter is equal to the form, But above
thisslovcl there are forms whosge activity extendé to;sogo
resultas that exscsed the virtue or the power of the qualities
proper to matter as such, even thoughvtheir,aotivity.noeds
the organic collaboxetion of the latter. These are the souls
of plants whioch are principles of some movement in llvlns'
ﬁhingé;_thinéé'thét'cﬁﬁ move ﬁhom@éié@é anﬁ_tha§>§f§ n;t
moved only by others, Above this level still there are other

forms that are not only principles of movement in things that
move themselves, but also prineciple of nowing aliqualiter: -
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the =ouls of brute animals, In their operation of mowing

. these forms do not need the organic sollaboration of the bagie

qualities of matter; they are relatively immaterial, adove
matter in this respect, though their operations are not per.
facted without the mediation of a corporal organ, "Sentire
enim et imaginarl non sompletur calefaciendo et Infrigidando
(something that eould be said of generation and nutrition,
which are already present at the purely vegetative level)s
licet haec sint necessaria ad debitan organi dlsposltionem.“l
Pinally, above all these there is the forn that re.
sembles superior substances, whioch are separate fronm matter,
aven aoccording to the genus of knowledge, the human soul,
Super omnes autem has formas invenitur forma simi.
1is superioribus substantiis etiam quantum ad genus coz.
nitionis, quod est intelligere: et sic est potens in
operationem quae completur absque organo corporall
omnino, .., nan intelligzere non frit per aliquod organum
corporale, Unde oportet quod illud prineipium quo homo
intelligit, quod est aninma intellectiva, et excedit
conditionem materias corporalls, non sit totaliter com.
prehenga a materia aut el immersa, sicut allae formae
materiales, Quod eius operatio intellectualis oatendit,
in qua non communicat materia sorporalis, (n. 1459)
St. Thomas goes on to explain that, since the understanding of
the humen soul needs powers such as the lmagination and the
senses, which are tied to certain corporal organs, it follows
that the soul 1s united to the body aocording to its nature,

to complete the species of man, "naturaliter unitur corporl ad

lconcerning the immateriality of a1 knowing, even
sensible inowing, of, S,T, I, q. 14, a, 1, 63 In II De Anims
lect. 5, n., 284; leet., 2%, nn. 551.554,
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complendanm speclem humanam,” But this does not prevent the

human soul from overcoming metter, vinclit materiam, in a way

that transcends all other forms in composition with matter,
It only specifies the manner of this victory, for the human
soul does not rise above matter to be entirely free of it, as
¥e can suppose separate substances are, but to dominate and
take hold of 1t in order to zive it 2 more human aspeoct,

| All other forms, at lower levels, oconspire, undef

man, in this, by reason of their place in the order of the

universe anﬁgggnording;to;the;measure;otgtheir;capacityir'

Such is the exigency that flows from the principle of con-
tinuity, We éhall not zo into the details of this conspira.
tion as 3t, Thomas saw them, Many of}tham belong to a rudi.
mentary rorm of chemiatry and biology and they are no longer
of much interest, We shall, however, consider the order of
thls conspiration at three different levels, the order of
place, the order of generation, and the order of reason and
intelligence, for it is under these aspsots that the eosmology
of St, Thomas remains of great interest todany, EZach one of

these levels permits a certain grasp of the world as a total-

~ity, but, as we shall see, the first brings us to the seocond,

and the second to the third, and 1t is only with the third,
presuppesing and assuming the first two, that we have & oom.

plete grasp of the world as a totality,




CHAPTER 7
THE ORDZR OF SITUS IN THE UNIVSRSE

In the Aristotelian view of nature the order of
Situs had a very prominent role to play, & role somewhat
analogous to the order, or disorder, as the case may be, of
atomioc particles in contemporary physical theory. The order
of place was, in fast, what made possible the first concep.
tion of the universe as a whole on the basis of something
that was common to all bodles.v Natursl science began with
the eight books of the Physics, but these dealt only with
generalities such as motion &and mobile being acocording te
their absolute form, "secundum formam absolutam,” and not
"secundum applicationer formae ad materiamj® they dealt with
the communia neturae, with our common notions of mobile be-.
ing as moblle, but not precisely with motion as found in
the things of nature nor with the things themselves.l The

1 .

} Cf. In De Caelo Prooem,, nn, 2(2)f. Priedrioh
Solmsen, in Aristotie's System of the Physical World, con-
trasts the 8163 wWith Eﬁe rest of Z?IsEEEIo': Works in
the philosaso of nature in much the same way as St, Thomas
does: "It may be arzued that the FPhysios itself remains on
& rather high level of generality and seldom descends to
speciflo statements about the phenomena of the Cosmos...
Yet even the Physlcs stays within the area of perishable
phenomena; it oiarI?les concspts applicadle only to these,

and it deals with oconditions and characteriatics of physical
objeots without contrasting them with the propertiss of

221
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application to matter, to the proper subjects of motion and
change, to msznitude and to bodies, began properly only

¥ith the next part of natural science, the De Caelo, sand it
began with & considerstion of the universe as a whole,

What made such & consideration possible was an order of piace
arrived at through ean analysis of locael motion as found in
what were considsred to be theiﬁundamantal constituents of
the universe, the four elements here below and the heavenly

bodies above. “Constituitur autem universum corporeum ex

suis pertibus secundum ordinem situs* (In De Caelo Prooen,,

n. 5).

The idea of an order of place in the universe is
scmewhat strange to us today, We are more accustomed to
think 1n terms of a Newtonlan space, conceived as infinite

and empty, or at leagt as anterior to bodles, and hence as

~outside the question of order or disorder, *In dimensioni-

bus spatil separatis nullus ordo naturse considerari potest®
(In_IV Phys. leot. 8, n. 492(6)). Arigtotle did not think
of spase in this way, His way of seeing was oloser to the

modsrn idea of a curved‘spaoe which requires the presence of

things eternal... W¥e have made an attempt to distinguish

between *physical’ and *cosmological? toples. Physics
erystallized through the disoussion and questioning of
some vital soncepts that had been implied or taken for
granted in the beginnings of cosmology. A oclear understsnd.
ing of these concepts and of their legitimats and 1llegitie
mate use had become a prior condition for new ventures®

(p. 70).
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matter to manifest 1tself.1 For him, spmce was the spaocs
occupied by a body and it did not come before the body it
self, although we could imagine it that way, Situs, on the
other hand, was something more, for it implied order of soms
kind within the place,

Flacs could be conceived absolutely to a certain ex.
tent, that is, independently of order. ¥e oan apeak of
where a thing is, of its plece, for example, without consid-
ering how it is situated ¥ith respect to anything else. But
place in the complete sense of the term inoludes situation,
&n order of parts: “(situs) addit supra 'ubi! ordinea partium
in loeo" (In III Phys. leot. 5, n. 322(15)). According to
Aristotle there was an aorder of place in the universs deter.
mined by nature itszelf and it was the objeot of the De Caslo
to study this order. The model that he preasents us is, of
sourse, superceded. Hodarn solence has broken down what he
oconsidered the simpls bodies into far sinpler particles

1The sonnection may seem only verbel, but it is in.
teresting to note Aristotle's use of simitas curved.nosed.
ness, &s an example of something that can found only in
matter., A ourve can be defined without reference to ssnsible
matter, as in mathematios, But curves are not found exoept
in matter and a surved nose cannot be defined without inoluda
ing matter: "et talia sunt omnia naturalis, ut homo, lapis,.."
(cr. Ef I g%gs. lact. 1, n, 2(2)), Newtonian space has been
recognize be no more than an abstraction, something
imagined and projected as an objective reality. This does
net mean that the question of a finite or infinite space has
bsen settled, but it does imply that the Newtonian approach
to it which proceeds independently of bodies will no longer
do. The question must be dealt with in conneotion with the
constituents of physical reality and the order between thenm,

@
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and 1t has probed far beyond his seven spheres., . It has dis.

covered forces and dlstances which he did not even suspect

- existed, Yet in the De Caelo Aristotle did something whiech

resembles many a modern cosmolegy, in outlook if not in re.
sults, for he worked out a theory of the whole that ranged
from the heavens to the elements much in the way that modemn
cosmology ranges from astrophysiecs to nuclear physics.l
Among the anoclent commentators of Afistotle. St.
Thomas found a variety of intsrprestations as to the precise

‘corporal universe is constituted by its parts accordins to

with the heavenly bodies principsally. Others said it dealt
rather with the simple bodies as suoh, But for St. Thomas,
ag for Alexander, the subjeet of the book fat the universe
itself and what pertainsd to it as such: "ipsum universum,
quod dicitur 'caelum' vel 'mundus's et ... de simplicidus
corporibus dsterminatur in hee lidro, secundum quod .sunt
partes universi® (In 'Do Caslo Prooem., n. 5(5)).  Since the

an order of place, as We saw bsfore, it follows that the
book deals dirsctly only with thoae parts of the universe

o lcf"Jasiiﬁ'Singh. Great Ideae and Theories of Modern-
Cosmology, who begins by discuss agsrtropnyeloal theorles as
an approach to cosmological theories, while making the dis. -
oussion depend all the way through snd ultimately on nuclear
theory (eof. espesolially oh. 13, "Huclear Physics and New Cos-
mology®). D. W, Solama, The Unity of the Unlverse, while
following & different plan, renges no iess from galaxies and
nsbulae to elementary particles, ,
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which have a place primo et per se in the universe: "at ideo

de 1l1lis solum partibus universi determinatur in hoc 1libro,
quae primo et per ge habent situm in universoe, seilieet de
corporibus simplieibus® (Ibid.). Such things as rooks, plantsz
and animals, which are parts of the universe, but whioch are
not simple bodies, do not have their situs in the universe

of themselves, but rather from the simple bodlesz that sompose
them, and hence they do not enter into the subject of this
book. Nor does every aspeot of the simple bodies, such as
hot or ocold or anything of that nature, enter, but only what
has to do with place, the situs of the elements which is dea.
termined according to gravity and,lsfity.l The heavenly
bodies entered in, of course, becauss they were the simple
bodles par excellencs in the view of Aristotle, The first
part of the book 13 dsvoted to proving their existenoe as the
firth simple body, the *quint.essence?,

Two important distinotions have to be undarstood
¢learly in this explanation of what preclsely the De Caelo
is ebout., Pirst, looal motion must be distinguished from
all other kinds of shange, such as gualitative ghange or
substantial change, or as 3t, Thomas puts 1it, in & 4ivision
of the kinds of changs found in naturs, from "slterationes
et transmutationes ia invicem, quae sunt secundum geners.

tionem et corruptionem” (In III De Caelo leet, 1, n. 547(4)).

lce, In I Ds Caslo lest. 6, m. 68(11)s In II De
Caelo lest. Z}’ Ne .
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Local motion is not generation nor corruption nor anything
like them., In the ancient view the latter were found only

in the thilngs of earth, and not in the heavenly bodiss,
Heavenly bodiesg ware though; to be unshangeable in themselves
and incorruptible, and subject only to local change, Hence,

only local motion was thought to be absolutely common to all

the bodies of the universe, That is why it had such an inm.
portant place 1h Aristotle's apesculation on the universe,
The De Caelo prescinds from every other sort of motion in:

Aristotle's supposition concerning the heavenly
bodies has been found to be false, but it still remains true
that at least loea1 mot1on is common to all bodies., In fact,
some Will say that it is the only 'real' change that takes
place in nature, minimizing qualitative and substantial
change, Thls is what givez & certain interest to the De:
Caelo even today, for, though the model 1t presents is obso-

lete, it glves an example of how to’bogln'a theory of the

umiverse with only what is minimal, the lowest common dsnome
inator of all thinga in naturs, and to arrive at a glodal

view without excluding higher points of view,

lAcoording to 1ta first meaning, cosmology iz that
part of the philosophy or the science of nature which deals
¥ith bodles as a whole, with what is common to all bodies,
It 1s not, however, the whole of the science of bodies,
sinoe there are certain mspects of at least osrtain bodie=z

~Whish 1t will not consider, such as 1ife in living bodies,

for example, something whioh 18 not ecommon to all bodies,
and hence which does not enter into cosmology as such,
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The second distinction is connected with the first,
but it hag more to do with the nature of the bodles themselves
ﬁnd it brings out the radiosl meaning of nature for an Aris.
totelian., In distinguishing the kinds of beings found in

the universe, Aristotle and 3t, Thomas are often careful to
, set those that have something more than mers nature off from
!
} those that are merely natural,

Eorum quas sunt secundum naturam, quaedam sunt oore
pora et magnitudines, giout lapides et alia inanimstag
: quaedam habent corpus ot msagnitudinem, silcut plsntas
5 et snimalia, quorum principalior pars est anims (unde
magls sunt 14 quod sunt secundum animam quam seoundunm
corpus ), {(In I Ds Caslo lect, 1, n, 7(2))

In its radical meaning nature refers simply to body, and it

13 the prineiple of motion proper to body az such, which for
Aristotle meant motion ad locum, Mere nature implies only an
order to place, and in the dbodies of earth it implies order
to one place only.1 In the mind of Aristotle this kind of
natural substance includes prinoipally and primarily the

simple bodies, such as the four e¢lements, and secondarily,
in dependsnoe of the elements that oompose them, the inani.
mate compounds such as roeks and metals, It also includes

the fifth simple body, totum caslum et partes eius. All
these together are distingulished from living compounds, [.1-2 28

pora mixta animata, sicut animalia et plantas et partea aorun.2

Yote 1n 1 De Caslo leot. 17, nn. 165(2)-168(5).

2 .
cr, _I_hg III De Cae%o leot, 1, n. 547(4). Aristotle
held that the heavenly @8 were animated, but this did not
lead him to consider them 1n the same manner as the living

O
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This, of course, does not mean that living things do

not belong to nature. In the first place, though they are

not simply body and magnitude, as St. Thomas put i1t, they do
have body and magnitude, and inasmuch ag they 4o they do not
behave differently from other bodies, They are subject to

the same order that governs simple and inanimate bodies,

‘What sets them apart is a principle of higher order, an or.
‘der that pertains net so much to plage but to activity.

"Natura membrorum hominis vel ouluslibet animalis non deter.

minatur secundum ordinem ad aliquem looum, sed magls secundum

ordinem ad aliquem actumy talis autem situs partium anisalis

congrult decentias operationis membrorum® (In I De Caelo

lect. 17, n, 168(5)). The order of place serves the order
of life, but the order of 1ife hag a principle that is above
mere naturs, In a sense, soul, the prinoiple of life, is a
prinoiple of nature, inasmuch as it is & prinoiple of thingzs
that have body and magnitude, of things found in nature,

mixts, Notwithstanding their being animated somehow, for

him they were atill simple bodies and as such they were essen.
tial parts of the physiecal world, This 1s the light in which
they are considered in the De Caelo. Az for 3t. Thomas,
though he sometimes speaks as 17 the heavenly bodies had
souls, he does so withoup_oggqlttins_himaelf_tousuch.u“poai-..
tion., "Quae autem diximus de Animebus caelorum, non asser.
endo dirimus, sed aliorum opiniones resitando® |In De Causis
lect. 5, n. 157). St, Thomas himself inolined t35 he

heavenly bodies 414 not have souls, but he did not take a firm
stand on the matter: of, De Pot. q. 6, . 6, 8, This, howsver,
d14 not keep him from going along wWith both Plato and Aris.
totle in saying that they were directed by intelligsnces, some
of them certainly separate; of, Ibid.g1 In II De Caelo lact, 3
m. 3J14(2)fy leot. 18, n. 458(1)7 3.T. T, 4. 0, a, s 63 C.G.

II’ 0. 23.
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but 1t is not nature simply. "Zt quod hoe prineipium non sit
natura sed anima, manifestum est, Nam natura non movet ad
contraria locas motus autem augmenti et decrementl est secun.
dum contraria looa, Augentur enim vagetabilia ommia, non

solum sursum et deorsum, sed utroque modo* (In II De Anima

lect. 3, n. 257),
With this 1t becomes clear that no theory of the

universe will be adequate unless it includes an aceount of
; the order of life. But it also appears that the theory oan
reach & certain degres of completeness in dealing with only
the order of place or wWith body as sush., In our second chap.

ter, in connsotion with perfsotion and this universe, we saw
how such an 1dea was arrived at., A particular body 1s per-
fect bacause it has all of the three dimensions, but it 1is
8t1ll imperfect inasmuch as there are other bodlies outside
of it which are there as a term, One body appears as limit.

4
I
2 4

ing the other, But the universe is perfsot in avery way bte.

cause 1t has all dimensions and includes in itself all
bodies.’ Though life transecends body as such, this holda
trueysvcn of living things, for they too *have® bodies and
through these they enter into thls first perfection of the
universe, without however being raduced to 1t. With other
bodies, they are parts of the corporal universe,

The method of the De Caslo combines experience with

1cf, In I De Caelo leot. 2, mn, 17(10)f; and supra,
och, 2, p, 70. o

O
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a few besic assumptions, As Wwe read the béok today we uﬁo
tempted to reflect that the reasoning 18 rather a prioristio
and out of touch ¥ith reality, But the ancients actually saw
the world differently from the way we do, and if we are to do
them justice, we must endeavor to apprebiate how they ex.
perlenced the-world. Above, they saw a heaven of fixed stars
and & series of planets moving in 2 sireular motion about the
earth, Aristotle's theory of the heavenly bodies sought to

explain'this. to find its rationes naturales, nhd, to the ex.

the heavens, an explanation of what Zudexus and othcr»aaérono.
mers sald to bs the result of their observations, he tended

to reinforce the impression that everyons had, But it must
not be forgotten that he started from the experisnce, and

not from the theory. In his commentary, St. Thomas brings
that out slearly, for, where the Philosophcr mentions two
principles presupposed in his arzument to show the existence
of'thp heavenly bodies as & fifth kind ef simple body, to wit,
that a viclent motion or ons that is praster naturaa is the
contrary of a natural motion (for axamples, earth movesz down-
ward according to nature, but upward against nature), and
sééoﬁdli-that éhd.ﬁhiﬁg.is opp&#ﬁd £§ only one contrary, Sf.
Thomas adds that we must further presuppose something whioch
appears to the senses, to wit, thaf there 13 a body whose

motion iz o¢ircular. "Oportet autem et tertium supponere,
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quod sensu videtur, scilicet esse aliquod corpus ciroulari.
ter motum” (In I De Caelo leot, b, n. 38(6)). wWithout men-
tioning 1t explicitly, Aristotlets argument slearly started
from what was taken aa '"fact'! of experience, &t least as St,
Thomas understood 1it,

The argument then states that this clreular motion,
¥hich 18 seen as one of the eimple motions, is either natural
for the body we ses moved in this way or violent for it., If
1%t 1s natural, then the point is made that there exists a
gsimple body other than the four elements {(whose natural mo.
tion 1s rectilinear), since simple motions are proper to
simple bodies and circular motion is clearly s szimple motlon
other than the linear motion proper to any of the four ale.
ménts. If it is not natural, however, it is againat nature,
which means that it is elthsr sontrary to sone one of the
natural rectilinear motions in one of the four elomonts.a.
which is impossible, since only onse contrary ia opposed to
an other and any given ons of the natural rectilinear motions
already has its contrary apart from circular motion, or else
it 12 contrary to the natural motlon of some other body be.
sldes the four elements..whiech iz also lmposaible, sinoce
this other body would be like one of the four elements, in
that it would have an opposite whose motion is contrary to
itz own, and this woulad bring us back to the first impossible

supposition, We are left with the oconolusion that there
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has to be a body whose natural motion is circular, the bady
that is seen to move circularly. }

In the course of his commentary 3t., Thomas later re.
iterates this appeal to sensible sxperience concerninz the
heﬁvenly bodies more than once: “eorpus quod a4 sensum cir.
culariter movetur.., istud corpus quod videmus circulariter

ferri*® (In I De Caelo lect. 4, n. 49(17)). "Ad sensum vide.

mus quod caslum circulariter movetur® (lsct. 9, n. 101(8)),

But the appeal to experience 1s not limited to this phenomenon

only,:;inAhis>divisionswotwthe*text;mStifThomak‘bringsiﬁﬁfiw

the two kinds of arguments Aristotle appeals to frequently:
rationes naturales et signa, The argunent for the inocorrupti-

billity qf heavenly bodies thus appeals first of all to Y S
tematic reasons and then points to indications taken from the

‘ . 2
sscular experisnce of man, The discussion of the place, the

Lor, a1s0 1e0t. 10, n, 103(2); 105(4); 1eot. 11, nn.
108(3)r, We mention texts that have to do with heavenly
bodies, HMany more could be found all the way through St,
Thomas®s commentary that constantly remind us of this refer.
ence to sensible experience for prectioally every aspsoct of
the Aristotelian system, Especially worth noting is a oriti.
cism of the Pythagorean method for not following sensible ex.
perience but for seskinz to impose its preconceived ideas on
it: In II De Caelo, lect, 20, n, 482(4), and & discussion ef
two ways of proceeding in natural sclence, the 'logleal! way
that attends more to idess, "oommunibus rationibus," and the
‘natural? way that attends more to the sensible things them.
selves; In I De Gen, leoct. 3, n, 25(8),

2cf, In I De Caelo leot. 6, n. S8(1). The appsal to
secular experiance itsel? begins lect, 7, n. 75(5), and re.
calls the custom of thinking of the heavens as the proper
place of the gods, the faet that no change other than loeal
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immobility and the figure of the earth similarly appeals
first to natural reasons and then to 8igna astrologica.l
And even the idea, the supposition, that gimple bodies have
& natural motion and & natural place of rest, at least as
far as the four elements are ooncerned, and that violencs,
with regard either to motion or to re3t, 1s the opposite of
nature, 1s found to spring from axperisnce: "Videmus eninm
ad sensum corpora simpllcla moveris si o;wo non hadbent proe
prium motum sibl naturalem, necesss esnt quod moveantur per

vliolentlam" (In III De Caelo leot, 5, n. 576(2)). "Videmus

ad sensum aliquod oorpus quiescere in medlo, puta terrsm
aut lapidemz ergo, secundum praemisgsa, aut quiesolt per vio-
lentiam, aut secundum naturem" (n. 577(3)).

The system, however, went beyond the ordinary way of

hag ever been observed in the heavenly bodies from the nenory
of man, and finally that the very nams, heaven, indicates in.
corruptibility. St, Thomas adds the asritical remark that
secular experiencs, such as it s, is not the last word.

"Neo tamen hoo est necessarium, sed probablle., Quanto eninm
allquid est diuturnius, tanto maius tempus requiritur ad hos
quod eius mutatio deprehendatur; sicut transmutatlo hominis
non deprehenditur in duobus vel tribus annis, in quibus de.
prehenditur transmutatio canis, vel aliouius alterius animal-
is breviorem vitam habentis., Posset igltur aliquis dicere
quod, ets] caslum sit naturaliter corruptibile, esst tamen tanm
diuturnum, quod totum tempus culus memoria potest haberl, non
suffiolt ad deprehendendam eius transmutationea® (n. 76(8)).
The remark manifests an awareness of the limitations inherent
in ecbservation., Turned arowund to apply, not to masrocoanmio,
btut to microscosmie intervals of time and space, 1t would De
not unlike what, in modern physics, has led to indeterminacy
prinoiples,

1cr. In IT De caelo lect. 26, n. 521(1).

O
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thinking, especially as concerns the heavenly bodles, St,

Thomas was aware that the Philosopher'p sclentific views

were not those of the common man, For example, men ordinaril.

¢ 1y spoke of the heavenly bodies as being above, but in the

Aristotellan system thils coul@ not be said in the strict
sense of the tern, for, adbove wﬁs the propér place of fire,
one of the four elements, ‘'Above'! 1z 'away from the center?
and the heavenly bodies are 'around!? the'center, not 'above!,

They have & olircular motion and they contain all other -

%‘=;*”*f“*bodf§a%;:They*Bre*satd*to;ho;above;hww&ssaetﬂtton*wtth;ftre;~ Et—

which is the element nearest to the heavenly bedies.l'ﬁlnw

the Summa Theoloziae St, Thomas repeatedly calls upon such

& distinction as this between the common way of seeing things
sand scientific systems when discussing the text of Genesles,
He presents Moses aa using the common views of the time when
he wrote and then tries to interpret the text in terms of one
cosmeloziocal system or other found among the philosophers,

At this point we might aék why suoch prominence was
given to th§ heavenly bodlies in this system of thclphysioil
world. The answer would lie partially in the common oconcep-
tion of these btodies at the time, but 1t would also lie in a
reason that 1s more properly solentifis. The greatsr

1Cf. In II De Caelo leoct. 1, n. 292(5),

20!. 3,T., I, q. 61..1. 1, 63 q. 67, a. %, o3 g. 68,

&, 3, 03 q. 65, a. 1, ad 1 (first series) & ad 3 (second
series): q. 68, a, 2, 84 33 4, 70, =, 1, ad 3,
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8tabllity of the heavenly bodies seemed more likely to guare
antee our knowledge of physical reality than ths changing
things about us, This was the argument proposed agzainst
those who said everything was in flux and consequently that
any and all appearances were true,.

Totaliter inconveniens est sumere iudicium de tota
veritate ex hoe, quod ista senslibilia quae sunt prope,
sollicet vicine nobis, permutantur st nunquas pérman
ent, Oportet autem mazis venari verum ex his; quee
semper se habent eodem modo, et non patiuntur aliquan
pernutationem quantum ad substantiam suam, licet ap.
pareat in eis motus secundum loocum. Talls enim sunt
"quae continent mundum®, sollioet corpora caeleatia,

(In XI Metaph, lset., 6, n, 2233)

The four elements oould not be broken down into simpler bodies
socording to the anolents, but they st1ll could be changed
one into the other, Hence, of themselves, they ocould not
assure the stabllity of order in nature., The heavenly bodies,
on the other hand, were not absolutely ismutadle, but they
were subject to the least change of all,

Minimuz habet de motu. Movetur emim solum motu looall,

qui nihil variat intrinsecum rei, It inter motus low

cales habet motum oircularem, qui etism minimum varia-

tionis habet: quia in motu sphaerico totum non mutat

Buua ubl sublecto, sed solum ratione, ut probatur in

VI Phys,; sed partes mutant ubl diversum etiam subleoto.

(In I De Caelo.leet. 6, n, &4(7))

Thus it was that the hesvenly bodies came to represent the

most stable element of nature, the medium naturae in universo,

not in the sense of medium maznitudinis, for this was a place
occupied by the earth, the most material and least noble of

bodies, but in the gense of "medium rel secundum naturams, per
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quod scllicet natura rei conservatur: sicut videmus in ani.
malibus qﬁod non est idem medium & quo natura animalis cone
servatur, quod est cor, et quod est medium quantuﬁ ad coYe
pofis magnitudinem, quod est magis umbllicus, Et ita est
etlax aestimandum in toto ceelo, idest est 15 toto universo®
(In_II De Caelo lect. 20, n. 485(7)).

~ But this capital funstion of the heavenly bodies

¥es not something immediately given in the Aristotelian sys-
tgm. It wag something arrived at through the sapplication of

ﬁLf*~;hA4—certatn*hypotheses‘téiwhﬁt*é&cﬁid*tb;iifiaﬁiﬁ;iﬁ“Eiiéiiéﬁéé]""

What were these basic hypotheses? The first stemmed direct.
ly from the idea of nature, In Book II of the Physics
nature 1s defined as principle of motion in the things in
which it 1s found. Now, since the first motion of all, the.
motion without which there is no other motion, whether it be
quantitative or qualitati#Q, is loecal motion, as is Shownpin
Book VIII of the Physics, it follows that all the bodles
found in nature, which have their prinociple of motion in
themselves, have & natural local motion. It was not neces-
sarily so with regard to other kindas of change, for not all
things that ohange aceording to place chanse according to
quantity or quality as wsll, but all other éhanges presuppose
- looal ahahge.l | |

1cr. In I De Caelo lect. 3, n. 21(3). The references

tg'the Physics are In II Phys. leoct. 13 In VIII Phys. lect,
1 .

.
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There are many kinds of local motlont some sireular,
somé reotilinear, and some, mixtures of thease two, There

are, however, only two kinda of simple motion, nemely, olir.

cular and rectilinear, Aristotle argues to this from the

R YNNI

fact that there ars only two simple magnitudes, astraizht and

cirocular, for the kinds of local motion are speoified acsord.

-

ing to places just as any other kind of change 1s specified

prE.

according to its term,l Rectlilinear motion 12 further di.
vided into motion sursum and motion deorsum, the two being
oppesed to one another, Thus we have three aimple motions
whioch Aristotle dessribes through their relation to the
riddle of the world, r habitudinem ad medium mundis one is

; away from the center, the other is toward the oenter, and
E the third is around the ocenter. The first is upward motion
1 and belonzs to light bodies; the second is downward motion
and belongs to heavy bodiss; the third is oircular and be.
longs to heavenly bodies., But this last proposition on the

eircular motlon of the heavenly bodiles has to be demonstrated
in order to show that heavenly bodies sonstituts a fifth kind
of simple body, The thing to note right now is that there
are only three kinds of simple motion and that simple motions
are proper to simple bodies.

Different kinds of motion and change are proportion.
&te to the different kinds of bodies which move and chanze,

lCtoIn I De Caelo lect, 3 nn, 23(5)1‘:0
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(«i There are some bodies that are simple, and some that are com-

plsex, But the simple bodies are those of which 1t oan most

properly be said that nature is the prinsiple of motlion in
them, *"Simplex autem corpus est quod habst principium ali.
culus naturalis motus in seipsos siout patet de igme, qui est
simpliciter levis, et de terrs, quaes eat simpliciter gravis"

(In I De Caelo lect. 3, n, 32(11)). Ccﬁsequently. it fola

S— [

lows that no complex body will have in itself, acoordlng to

its proper nature, the principle of some simple motion, ir,

44;;;;;;;Wﬂ;m£hérefore,fcircular~motion~134amaimpis‘nﬁttﬁﬁ“ﬁtﬁéi than the
two oontrary rectilinear simple motlons, it has to belong to
2 gimple body other than the four elenentsz, and differasnt
from.them.l As & simple motion, olireular motion has to bew
long primo et per se to a simple body.

Aristotls argues from these premises and propoases

five arguments, which 3t, Thomas comments at great length,

1How precisely four elements are linked with only
two simple motions will not detain us heres, The existence
of four elements is something whish Aristotle scoepted from
Zmpedoocles and Platoe, The primary concern in Book I De
Ceelo, as we said before, was to establish the heavenly
bodies as simple bodies different from the four elements,
something that was original with Aristotle, as 3t, Thomas
noted in 3,7, I, q. 66, 2, 2, ¢, The differences between
the four €lements were seen largely 1n térms of the funda.
mental qualities, cold and hot, dry and moiet, (of, In II
~ De Caelo leot. &, n, 338(9); In II De Gen, lect, 2..the

atter, it noted, 1s not from the pen of St. Thomas) but
for each, since they were all simple bodiea, thers was a
propser looal motion ad situm, the two intermediaries, water
and air, one near each ex reme, earth and water, constitute
ing a sort of continuity between them (of, In I De Caelo
leot. 4, nn, 34(2)r; lect. 5, n. 55(5)).
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1
to show that such a motion i1z netural to the heavenly bodies,

and from there the Philosopher goes on to show how the heaven.

ly bodieas differ from the bodies here below, with rezard to
both gravity and levity, for they can be neither heavy nor
light, sinoe gravity and levity go with the other two simple
motlons, and how they canmot be subject to any change other
than local motion, since there iz no contrariety in them as
there 1s in the four elements.z The argument 1s brouzht to
completion by showing that, besides theae five simple bodies,
the integrity of the universe requires no other, for there
can bs no motion ocontrary to circular motion which would be

natural to some other body besides the five mentiocned.

These are the broad lines of the way in which Aris-
totle arrived at his conception of the first perfestion of
the physical universe, starting from experience and a few
btaslc assumptions concerning natursl movements, "Et ita ine
tegritas universi ex istis quinque ecorporidus consistit"®
(In_I De Caelo lect. 8, n, 78(1)). What we have brought

out, it 1s hoped, is enouzh to make olear_the-rationale‘be-
hind this basis model of the universe, From its point of
view, complex bodies, such as animals and plants, appear as
derived and seocondary parts of the universe, ®“Animalia et
plantae et alia huiusmodl sunt secundariae partes elus,

IIn I Des Caelo leot, 5.
leate, 6 and 70

lect, 8, <:>

w N

'\’%'.
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quae magls pertinent ad bens esse ipsius quem ad primam eius
integritatem" (leet. 3, n., 19(1)).

The thing to note espeoclally in this model is the
special status attributed to the heavenly bodies, Plato and
éll the other philosmophers before Aristotle had held that all
bodies, ineludin: the heavenly bodies, iere of the zame na.
ture as the four elements.; But Aristotle Ald not zo salong
with this, _ .

Hano autem positionem Aristoteles reprobat, per

motus naturales, Cum enim corpus cmeleste habeat na.
“fturalem4motum‘diversumfa*naturali*motu‘elemenﬁafﬁg;xé;uﬂw—

sequitur quod elus natura sit alia a natura gquattuor
~elementorum., =t slocut motus olirsularis, quil est proe.
prius ocorporis caelestis, caret contrarietate, motus
egutem 2lemantorum sunt invicem oontrarii, ut qui est
gursum el qui est deorsumg ita corpus caeleste est
absque contrarietate, corporas vero elementaria sunt
cum contrarietate, =t gula corruptio et zeneratio
sunt ex contrariis, sequitur quod seoundum susm natue
ram corpus caelesste sit incorruptiblle, elementa vero
corruptibilia, (3.T. I, q. 86, a, 2, o)

Thouzh everybody admitted the incorruptibility of the heavene
1y bodles, Aristotle thus went far beyond his predecaasots
in asserting a difference of nature for them, founding their

2
incorruptibility,

1some sald the heavenly bodies were composites of the
elements, others that they were not composits but simply one

~of the elsments, as Plato, who said they wers fire, Cf, S,T.

I, q. 68, &, 1, o,

zThe others explained their incorruptibility only
through extrinsic ocauses, Zmpedocles, by the absence of
strife, and Plato, by the will of the Maker, Cf. S.T. I,
Q. 66, &, 2, ©3 q. 68, 8, 1, o,
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This difference of nature made them far removed from

us not only in distance, but much more in the nowlsdge we

have of them, "elonsata non tantum distantia, sed multo

magis eo quod pauoa accidentium eorum cadant sub sensum nos.
trum..., accidentia caelestium oorporuQ sunt alterius retionis,
et omnino improporticnata acsidentibus infsriorum corporum,.."
(In_II De Caelo lect. 4, n. 332(3)). The things we are best

fitted to Xnow are the things around usg, but in ths Aristo.
telian view the heavenly bodies somehow transcended the nature
of these things, "Sa vero quae totaliter nostris sensibus
offeruntur sunt inferiora corpors cum quibus superiora cor-

pora in essentlas spesle non conveniunt nes in naturae ocondi.

tionej conveniunt autea in ratione quantitatis, luminis et

1
eorun quas ad haec sequmtur. .., propriam sutem naturam

1Th13 last remark 1z to assurs & certain community
batween earthly and heavenly bodles, in spite of their dif-
ference, and hence the poszibility of & ocertain nowledzs of
the hsavenly bodies starting from observation., In comuente
ing the De Caelo St. Thomas rejects as expressive falsum any
suggestion ENAt we do not aotually ses the Eeavoiiiﬂisafcs,
but only some kind of glow emanating from them, "velut illus.
trationem quandam ipsorum.” Such a position would imply
that heavenly bodiss have no acoidents whatsoever peroeptible
to the sense and would make the science of astrononmy impos.
5ible since all soience beginas in the sense, Cf. In II De
Caelo lect., 14, n. 527(8)., The text we are quoting. zoes on
to say, "Et 1deo pertingere possumus ad cognosoendium 4de su.
perloribus corporibus et claritatem ipsorum sesundun quam
sunt nobis visibilia et gquantitatenm magnitudinis et motus
ipsorum et figuram et etiam genus ipsorum secundum modum quo
conveniunt in genere cum inferioribus ocorporibus,® all things
that are the foundation of agtrononmy.

Ee
=5
&

iy

b
%
s




242

N ipsorum secundum rationem speciel scire non possumus nisi per
negationem, inquantum transcendit inferiorum corporum natu.

ram" (In De Causis lect. 7, n. 180). This is why, St,.

Thomas adds, in the De Caelo Aristotle proves that heavenly

bodies are neither heavy, nor light, nor generable, nor core
ruptible, all predicates that deny something found in bodies
here below, but that tell us nothing positively of the PTOp-

TRREED B ot o M B

er nature of heavenly bodies according to their species.

In spite of our diffioulty in knowing them in them.

7éselves, however, it was. stillﬁconsidered possible—to- under*”

stand something about them, not only inasmuch as they were:
visible and had quantity and motion and belonged, to a certain

extent, at least, to the same genus as earthly bodies, but
8lso by reason of the relation between them and the latter,

It is in this last respect that they were eéspeclally impor.
tant for the theory of the universe, As oircular motion is
more perfect than and contains rectllinear motion, since the
perfect contains the imperfect and stands as a term or an

end in its regard, so also heavenly bodies were thought of asg
more perfeoct than and as containiﬁg the elemants éand all
things composed f'rom them.l Thus, as what is contained is

on the side of matter, "habet rationem materiae,” and what

contains is on the sido of torm, "habet rationem formae,®

1cr. In I De Caelo leot. 4, nn. 41(9)f; In II De
Caelo lect. 1, n. . '
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heavenly bodies were thought of as more formal and more ‘honor.
ablet, and hencs as nmore aotive.l They were seen as the uni.
versal active prinoiple of changes in nature here below, while
the slements were the universal matter of these ohanges,
"Slout caslum est universale activum eorun quae generantur,
ita elements sunt eorumdem universalis materia® (De_Pot. q. 5,
8, 7, 0). Nature hers below could move itself, but oenly under
the influence of the heavenly bodlies, "Natura inferior agens
non agit nisi mota, 6o quod hulusmodi corpora inferiora sunt
alterantia alterata; cselum autem est slterans non alteratuz”
(De_Pot. q. 3, &, 7, ©). Thus hesvenly bodies were principles
of order here bslow while participating mors intimately in the
per _se ordsr of the univorso.2

We have spoken of an order of place in the universe,
We shall see how such an idea 1s bound up with the natursl
movements we have just been studying and whiech have given us
the foundation for the Aristotelian model of the universe
after we have looked at the arzument against corporal infinity.
.Aristotle’s arzument azainst the existence of a corporeal in.
finite 13, in fact, based on the supposition that gush an
1dea is inocompatible with the determination sesn in bodies
and the order that exiets amonx them. 'Infinite body!

lcr, In II De Caelo lect. n. 485(7), n. 483(5); lect.
18. e “68(11’. .

2Cf. De 3pir. Creat. q. un., &, 8, o3 supra, oh, 4,
Ppe 139-140,
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entails a negation of order in the physiocal world, & nega.
tlon of the order of places and of the order of natures,
An infinite body would exoluds all differentiation between
bodies, An infinite number of bodies could not constitute
& universe,

After establishing the existence and the nature of a'
fifth simple body, the "first body," as it 1s frequently re.
ferred to, the De Caelo goes on to take up the matter of in.
finity, first, according to size, secondly, ascording tonﬁm-

understood in these thres senses. Actually, aeeordlns 0

the Aristotelian order eof solence, the problem of 1nrin1ty
has already been dealt with, for, in the Physies, it has been
shown that the infinite does not sxist in aet in the physical
world, but only in potenoy.® But there it was shown with the
supposition that thers were only four simple bodies.  Now
that the sxistence of a fifth simple body has been shown,

the matter has to be taken up &zain ia more complete faghion,
"ut univer?alier sit inquisitio veritatis® (In I De Caelo
lect, 9, n. 95(2)). In a way, th§ argument of the Physios
was situated on the ground of Aristotlo's prodsaessors, none
of uhon had gone heyond the ldea of the four simple dodies,
Oor merely on & more abstrest and dialeotical level, and it

had not dealt with the question oconelusively, The idea of a

lof, In III Phys. lectt. 8 and 9,
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"first body" now mmkes i1t possible to do 8o, for it not only
brings us the final elesment of the world's integrity but it
&1lso adda the term of completion and perfection required by
this Integrity,

The argument at first takes up each of the simple
bodies in turn, Pirst, it iz argued at great length that a
body whose natural movement is ciroular cannot be infinite
in magnltudo.l Then comes the argument that no body whose
natural movement is rectilinear can be infinite, with reasons
taken from the determinate places of the universe and from
the nature of gravity and lightness.z We are given the pic.
ture of a universe bounded by the ocircumference of the heaven.
1y bodies, where there are two extremes, determined by the
rectilinear motion of the absolutely heavy (earth, simpliocl-
tex grave) and absolutely light (fire, gimpliciter leve)
bodies, the downward extreme which is the osnter, and the up.
ward axtreme which iz the region nearest the oirsumference,
with two intermediate simple bodiss situated one relatively
near the center (water, relative grave), and the other rela.
tively near the upper extreme (air, relative leve).

But after arguing from the individual parts of the
universe, *secundum proprias rationes singularium partius uni.

versi,” the Ds Caelo then adopts & more general procedure, a

1in I De Caeslo lectt., 9.11,
2

leot, 12,
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mnore properly universal consideration, "per medium commune®,
St. Thomas explains that this is not merely a return to the
dialectical arguments of the Physics, but a consideration of
sensible bodies that exist sotually., “In tertio enim Physi-
Sorum determinatur universaliter de infinito quomodo sit et
quomodo non &it: ostensum est enim idi quod infinitum est in
potentia, sed non in actu., Nuno autem determinandum est

&lio modo de infinito, ostendendo scilicet universaliter quod

nullum corpus sensibile potest esae intinitum in aoctu” (In I

”LifAﬁ***:*DejcaeIO*lﬁth*¥3i¥n%;126(3?0ié;Thiﬁgbdiﬁﬁicéﬁﬁﬁﬁj*lﬁ%fﬁfizg**4“~4*~;1¥q

conerete consideration turns out to be what Aristotle icalls
hlis first hypotheses, "i1dest suppositiones prius factaa,

scilicet quod sint solae tres species motuum simpliocium®
(n. 130(7)). There ocannot be an infinity of simple bodies,

for thers is only & limited number of simple motions and each

simple mo@;on is the proper\motion'ef only one simple body,
Nor ean thers be one body made up of only orie kind of stuff
that would be infinits, for thii body would have to have one .
of the three natural motions, ciroﬁlar, down, or up, and
hence would have to be like the heavenly bodies, or heavy,
or light, all thres of whioch have been shown to be necessari-
1y finite (n. 135(12)).

 Once it 1s admitted that this world in which we find

ourselves is finite, the Quostion arises whethsr there are a

plurality of sueh worlds, After dealing with infinity
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according to magnitude, the De Caelo sets out to show that
there cannot be & plurality of worlds. The argument for this,
&t least &s far as the strictly physiecal order is concerned,
1s based mainly on the nature of rectilinear movement, All
bodies move and 1ie at rest both acoording to nature and ac.
cording to violenss, if thelr natural motion 18 rectilinear.
This is not true of heavenly bodies in the Ariatotelian sys.
tem, for, with regard to then, there can be nofhing violent
nor cutside of nature sinoe they are incorruptibilia, On the
oether hand, wherever a body lies at rest according to its na.
ture, that 1s the place to which it tends #ecordlng to its
natureg and if it lies at rest somewhere by violence, then it
tends toward some other place by nature, The reason for this
18 that rest in sonme placs iz the end of any rectilinear na.
tural motion and there is a correlation between rest and
motion as there is between end and what is for this end,
Finally, if there 1s some looal motion whioh is violent for
& particulsr body, then its oppoaite is natural for it,
(lest. 16, n, 156(3)).

iIf there are two worlds, then, the earth in the other
world will move to the center of our world by nature and so
bscone a part of our worlds or it would do 30 by violence
only, which would be using the word ‘earth? in an equivooal

sense, since by nature earth moves to the senter of this world.

Inversely, and for the same reason, earth could not have its
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natural place of rest in th#t other world, unless once &gain
‘earth' were used in an equivooal sense, which was not what

the prOpohents of such an idea meant to do (nn. 157(4)-160(7)).
- In fact, we can say in genersl, basing ouréalves onoce again

on the basiec assumptions concerning natural movements, that,
since the different spscies of movements are determined in
~kind and in numbér, in whatever world we may imagine, the
movements wWill have to be the ame and consequently the ele.

ments will also havs to be the same, since the nature of

’f~ehozalementsftsiproparmiaﬁatélfa*tﬁétiiibii6&;'”Tﬁﬁé;;i?*’*"'

there weres two woilds, the earth in one, or the other, would
be tomm by opposite natural motions, for it would tend downe
ward toward the center of its own world and also tend upward
toward the center of the other world. Likewige, fire would
tend upwnr& in 1ts own universe while at the same time tend.
ing downward with respest to the centar of ths other universe.
Distance hers would make no difference as far as the
nature of things are oconcerned (nn. 161(8)-163(10)). Nor
could we'ese#pe the oonolusien by saying that, while the ele.
. ments may have the same nature, they would not be ordered to
the same place numgr;ealiy,_put only to the gsame kind of
piaee specifically, each in its own universe, Such an
avenue 1s blocked by the fact that the nature of heavy and
1izht bodies is determined according to certain places, "ad

certa looa; ita scllicet quod omnis quae habent eandem
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naturam, ad unum numero locum unam numero habent naturalem
inclinationen® (lset. 17, n, 168(5)). This 1s shown by an
analysis of changs, which is always from one detsrminate
thing to an opposite determinate thing.

In connection With the "first body* and its eiroular
motion the argument for the uniolty of the world beocomes
metaphysisal for a moment., Unlike restilinear motion, oir.
cular motion could not be said to be determined ad certum
looum, and furthermore, the Phyaics had argued that the mo-
tion of the heavens was stermal, Henoce, a strictly physiecal
argument starting from oirecular motion was ocut of the que s
tion. The unleity of the world, however, is 1nrorreé by
Aristotle from the uniocity of the First Mover. But this
argument eould not but appear rather weak to St, Thomas,
since, as we saw, for him God could have created other worlds
besides this ons. He ocalls attention to the pessibllity in
sommenting the DQ-Cae;o here from the viewpoint of final
dausality. "Nihil autem prohidet idem & pluribus desiderari;
ot 1ta videtur quod ex unitate primi moventis non possit ex
necessitate conoludl wnitas omeli* (leet, 18, n. 180(6)).
St. Thomas answers that no two worlds sould be totally unre.
lated, There would have to be an order between themn, which
anounts to sending the question back to the realm of the

physlocal order where the discussion bezan in the first place,




.- Sed dlocendum est gquod multa possunt unum desider-
are, non quidem quasi de pari, eo quod uni primo non
immediate adiungitur absoluta multitudos sed secundum

- quendam ordinem possunt multa desiderare unum, qQuae.
dam propinquiues et quasdam remotius, quorum coordinatio
in ordine ad unum ultimum, fasit unitates mundi, (Ibid,)

It will be noted here how much the ides of order depends on
the idea of a first, or last, as the ocase may be, anoﬁher
indication of the reagon why the 'first body" played such an
lmportant role in the Aristotelisn system of the physical

world.l

We might think of the order or of the form of the

universe as of other forms found in matter, which are singu-
lar through their union with this or that matter but Which of

themsslves can be found in more than ome individusl. The

R e

18&. Thomas brings up the diffioulty stemming from
God's power to oreate other worlds in lect, 19, n. 197(14),
and answers ag follows, "Et ad hoe dicendum est quod, si Deus
faceret alios mundos, aut faceret sos similes hulc mundo, aut
digssimiles, 34 omnine similes, essent frustra: quod non con.
petit sapientise ipsius, 31 autem dissimiles, nullus eorum
comprehenderet in se omnem naturas 6orporls aensidilis;: et
ita nullus eorum esgset perfectus, sed ex omnibus conatituere-
tur unus mundus perfeotus.” The idesa of other phyasaical
worlds, different from ours, only displaces the question of
¥hat the perfestion of the universe would consist in, but
would not invalidate the idea itself. This holds true even
in the face of the modern idea of én anti.cosmos made up of
anti-matter, As for the pointlessness of having a plurality
of worlds exactly alike one another, this 1s something that

wWould take us far beyond the-purolz cosmologieal point of
7

view of the De Caelo. 8,T. I, q. » 8. 3 presents a good

summation of St, Thomas's thinking in this matter, where the
key to the question is found in a proper understanding of
orders "ipss ordo in rebus sie & Deo oreatis existens, unita.
tem mundi manifestat,.® Especially worth noting is the answer
ad 23 "Nullum agens intendit pluralitatem materisalem ut finem;
quia materializ multitude non habet certum terminum, sed ds se
tendit in iafinitum; infinitum autem repugnat rationi finis.®
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universe is a sensible reality, "quoddam sensibile," and so

-We are justified in speaking of it as this universe, This,

it would seem, leaves open the possibility of a plurality of
worlds, In the Timseus Plato had proved the unity of the
world from the unity of the exemplar, St. Thomas points out
but here, from the very unity of any separate species, Aris.
totle concludes to & possibility of many worlds.1 Aristotle
himself excludes this possibility in another way, by appeal.
ing to the very peouliar relation which obtains between the
form and the matter of this universe, ¥Illa quae habent
formam in materia possunt esse multa numero unius specie},
non habet veritatem nisi in 1llis quae non constant ex tota
sua materia®” (lest, 19, n, 194(11)). The point iz illustre.
ted with one of Aristotle’s favorits examples in matters such
as these, simitas, a surve in 8 nose. 3uppose all the flesh
there 1s oonstituted one single glant nose, and that this
nose were csurved, there would ® nothing left to be simum,
nor could there be. And suppose that one man took up in
himself all the flesh and bones there are, and in such & way
that there would be no possibility of dissolution, there
would be no posalbiliity of other men existing besides this
one'man. This 1s the way it is in fast for the world,

llect. 19, n, 193(10). St, Thomas explains the dif-
ference by showing how unity can pertain to either exenplar
or exemplatuam in different ways,

% Milor f»nPosi'I‘fo sectmdr gyllog.'sm./, scilieet quog




;,teria,j:Eachégtgxha;threo;wordﬂziséimportantf;;;ii*”

252

Et dicit verum esse caslum esse de numero singue
larium, et eorum quae ex materia constituuntur: non
tamen est ex parte suse materias, sed ex tota sua
materia, 32t 1deo, quamvis sit alia ratio caeli et
huius caeli, non teamen est aut potest esse aliud
caelum, propter hoeo quod tota materia caell compre-
hensa est sub hoo caelo, (n. 196(113))

It 18 very important to note the eoncrete agpect of this ar.
gument., Just as the flesh of & nose is proper matter for
gsimitas, and flesh and bones are proper mattsr for the human

form, 80 also when we speak of this unlvefse, even as & singu.

lar, we have to think of its matter as a whole, tota sua ma.

To prove that the world iz made from the whorﬁ*qr its
matter, Arlstotl; returns to the basic tenets of his systen
and zhows that no body, whether simple or compound, can lie
beyond the circumference of this worlid by nature, whioh me&né
that all sensible bodies lie within the totality of this

world, or are parts of this world, The metter of the universa

1s, in fact, the natural sensible body, corpus naturale sensi.

bile, which we zee move either up, or down, or in a cirele,

'Or 1in any combination of these simple ways, The conoclusion

of the argument brings us bask to the éssential point for us

in &1l this, the perfection of the universe,

Conoludit igitur quod neque sunt in praesenti
plures caeli, neque fuerunt in prasterito, neque un.
quanm poterunt fieri in futuro: sed istud caelum sat
unum et solum et perfectum, utpote constans ex omni.
bus suis pertibus, sive ex tota sua wmateria, (leot,
20, n. 206(9)) '
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It 1s generally known that Aristotle held for the
eternity of the world. In Book VIII of the Physiocs it 1s
arzued that the circular motion of the heavens i3 sternal
and in the rest of Book I De Caelo the discussion tumms
about the matter of generation and corruption as it applies
to the univerae as a whole. 1% is argued that the world as
& whole is not, nor can it be, subject to either of thess,
and hence 1t 13 said to be infinite with respect to duration,
without elither beginning or end in time, It is also gener-
ally known that St, Thomas, &occording to his Christian faith,
believed the world had begun in time, From this it is fre.
quently supposed that, on this socore, hs simply rejected
Aristotle, and that he simply substituted the notion of
creation for the eternity of the world, Thus, for example,
Hunitz writes, "The second major change in the Aristotelian
dootrine concerning the ungeneratsd and indestrustible char.
acter of the universe was universally rejected during the
Middle Ages as contrary to Judaeo.Christian theology, and
the notion of a creation ex nihilo was put in its plaeo.'l
But matters wsre far from being that simple, They sould not
be, for Aristotle's arguments for the etemity of the world
_ Were intimately bound up With his whole theory of the uni.
verss and it is quite evidant that St., Thomas acoepted the
greater part of this theory. Indeed, in reading and

1M11ton K, Munitz, Space, Time and Creation, p. 19,
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interpreting Genesis, he took pains to see what the Mosaic
cosmogony meant in terms of this theory, not just as an ex.
ercise in ingenuity, but oﬁt of & oonoern to reconcile the
two.l | |

In the firat place, the arzuments of Aristotle do
ROt go against the idea of oreation, for they tend to show
that the ¥orld could not have some to be by generetion, and
gereation 1s not a matter of generation. "Non enim dieinus

quod incoeperit esge per generationem, sed per effluxunm a

~—primo-princlplo,“a-quo perfisitur totum esse omnium rerum,

slout etlam philosophl posuerunt® (In I De Caelo leot,’ 6

n., 64(7)). Or if we are going to use generation in a broader
sense, we could say, "neque poninus generationen corporum ex

eo quod est in potentia, sed per oreationenm” (In III De

Caslo lect, 8, n. 598(%4)). Creation 1s a matter of the rela.

tion between the universe and the first, absolutely universal
cause, It is quite compatible with the idea of an eternal
cosmos, It all depends on the will of the firat ocause,

St. Thomas was well aware of how certain followers

of Aristotle, consclous of the fast that the question of the

eternlty of the world ultimately had to be settled according

to the msuner in which it came from the divine will, set out

ler, s.1. g9qq. 66-7b sspeoially, q. 67, &, 4, o}

Qe 68 a, 3 °I 9.
De Pﬁto Q. 5’ ae,

ad 33 q. 70, &, 1, ad alno
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1
to show that God had to will creation from all eternity,
This, acoording to & remark made in oommenting the Liber De
Causls, wag the most potent sargument (efficacior ratio) for

the eternity of the world, and he gzave apecial attention to
refuting 1t.2 But the arguments of the Physies and the De
Caelo left the questlon of orsation entirely open., "Non
enim processit ex conzideratione illa qus intelligitur exi.
tus universi a Deo, sed ex illa eonsidergtione qua ponitur
aliquod &gens inclpere operari per motumj quod est particu.
larls causae, et non universalis” (De Pot. q. 3, a. 17, ot
C).3 Such arguments do not prove that !incorruptible!?
things have no beginning whatsoever, but only that they have
no beginning within the natural process as such. “Non con.
oludit simpllieciter quod incorruptidilis non incoeperunt ease,
sed quod non inocoeperunt esse per modum naturalem, quo gen
erabllia et corruptidbilia inoipiunt esse* (3,T. I, q. 46,
&, 1, ad 2),

Part of Aristotle's argument in the De Caelo
consistz in showing, (against Plato, who held the world to

1pe Pot., q. 3, a, 17, o1 D,
ZIn De Causis leot, 1l.

JNote the significance of ths distinotion between
universal and particular cause hers, See also In VIII
Phys. lect, 2, nn. 987(17)rf, where the same distinctlon
1z used in conjunotion with another fundamental distinotion
in this matter, that between transmutation or motus in the
produstion of something and oreation, which is WlEhout
tranmutation of anything and absque motu. Cf, also De

Subst: SQE. c. 9Q
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be inecorruptible thoush generated,) that what is incorrupt-
ible is also ingenerable, for generatibn and corruption
always go together, It should also be kept in mind that
among the naturalista before Arlstdtlo, and with Aristotle
hlmself, it was generally admitted as an axiom that neture
could produce nothing ex nihilo. No one who rightly under.
stands ths notion of oreation would feel bound to contest
this axiom, 3St, Thomas certainly did not.

Furthermore, it does remain that ?here Was an opposie

|

_.tlon between what VIII Phys. end I De Caelo argued to-and- - - .

- #utem ponimus caelum esse productum & Deo mecundum totam sul

~World was somehow generated, and then proceeds to argue

faith in orsation in time., "A quibus tamen in hoo differimus,

quod 1111 ponunt Deum produxisse oaelum coaeternum siblj nos

substantiam ab aliquo determinato principio temporis® (In I
De Caslo lact. 6, n. 64(7)). But St., Thomas e€xplains that
the arguments in these places, taken from the philosophy of
nature, are only dialectical, and not strictly deamonstrative,
"spparent quasi rstioneé disputantis contra positidnem"v(gg
Pot, a. 3; a, 17, 61 C)., When the guestion of eternal move-
ment comes up, Aristotle sites the positions of Empedoclss,
Anaxagoras, and even Plato, ail of whom maintained that the

azainst them, showing the lmpossibility of thess positions,
and nothlnglﬁora. "Keoc rationez quas ad hoc Aristoteles

inducit, sunt demonstrativae simplioiter, sed seoundum quid,




mundum ineipere sesundum quosdam modos in veritate imposst.
blles® (3.7, I, q. 46, a. 1, o), 3¢, Thomas even oites a
text of Aristotle himself from the Ioplos where, as an ex.
anple of s dlalectical problem, the Philosopher nentions the
question whether the world is aternal or not (Ibid.).

In this Ry St, Thomﬁs manages to S€ver any supposed
necessary sonnestion be twesn Rffirming the eternity of the
world and the rest of Aristotle's systea of the physiocal
worid. In doing 30 he dia Do viclencs to the systen for, as
Solmzsen remarks, "Arletotle does not regard tipge as integral
to his ocosmology® (p. ?18). While he insisted on finiteness
and parfection with regard to magnitude and number, he did
not with regard to time. S5t, Thomas tould thus, even though
for reasons of Falth, and not for reasons of nature, since
in this respec: he considered the question quite open, intro.
duce a determination in the dimension of time without ceasing
to be an Aristotelian, as some Aristotelians of his time
thouzht.

We shall see later on how he thought, also for reasons
of Faith, that the motion of the heavens would one day eome
to & halt, while the bodies themselves would continue to sub.
Sist eternally. But then we shall also ses that he oonsidered
this position not only a matter of faith, but something more
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reasonable in itself then that of Aristotle.® Can we infer

from this a beginning of the warld 48 also being more reason.

able in itselrf? Pérhaps, but the matter is not so simple,

for heavenly bodies in the final state of the universs, in

St. Thomes's view, though no longer moving, will remain in.
corruptidble, as will the world as a whole, and Aristotle's |
argument goes from inocorruptibility, and not from immobility,

to ingenerability. The reasons St. Thomas gives for saying

reasonable night peasibly be adapted to show a greater
reasonableness in faver of a beginning in time for the‘uni-
verse as well, but we mow of no place wWhere St., Thomas did
80, H1s remarks in this direction usually are 1imited to
pointing out & certain usefulness in the fast that the

World began im time, after not havlhg been (postquam prius

non fusrat), that is, it serves to make more manifest ths
total dependence of the wuniverse on the rregdon of the Crea.
tor, "ut manifestetur sxcellentia virtutis cina supra totum
ens; quod soilleef totur ens tantum dependet ad ipse, et

eius virtus non est alligéta vel detsrminata ad productionen
talis entis® (In I De Caelo lect. 29, n. 287)., But such de-
pendence would be no less real, even irAthe world were oreated
from all eterity, though 1t>ueu1d perhapé not be as mnniqut

t@ men.,

lcr. De Pot., q. 5, &. 5, 6, The appearance of man
on the soene ¥ mAake the blg difference,
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The explanation of ingenerability and incorruptibility
in a corporsal thing lay in the idea of its being composed of
all the matter proper to its gpeocles, ex tota sun materia,

which in turm implied a hizher dezgres of perfection for the
form, guae complet totam possibilitatem matoriae.l Matter
1tself cannot be generated, but things are generated from i¢t,
It is the substratum of change, but it has no substratum it
self, Matter makes change poszible when it contains the
pPo8albility of being many different things, A thing is gen.
erated from something that was somehow ita contrary but whose
matter contained posaibilities for forms other than the one
it had, or at least for the form it receives through genera.
tion. The thin; generated 1s corruptible beocauss its matter
remains in potency to other forms, somehow sontrary to the
form it has aoquirad BY generation. This does not mean that,
when it 1s corrupted, it will necegsarily return to what 1t
was before generation, but simply that sorruption is to an-

‘other fora, something different, the destruction of something

and the generation of something else, But if a form is so
perfect that its exh#usta or fulflls all the possibility of
its matter, then the thing so constituted is no longer aor.
ruptible, since 1t oontains no eontrariety within itself; nor
1s 1t gonerable, since nature cannot produce anything sxcept

ICfQ De Subﬂtz S.!o G, 80
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froz oontraries.l Nature produces many individuals of the
same specles in order to preserve the gpecies, but if an in.
dividusal is inocorruptible that purpdse 18 served by the ina
dividual alons, There remmins no potentiality to other forms
in its matter, bscause sueh an individusl realizes in ltselr
81l the perfection of the gpecies, As we know, the heavenly
bodies for a lonz time were thought to be Just sush perfect
individual material beingsy each of them was thought to be
incorruptible, and hence to constitute a species unto-itsolr.z

The reaaonrcr»thix,ginthé~m1nd’of*Arlstotle,‘aé'we‘Sii,‘

was based on the sircularity of what wag thought to bs the
Proper natural motion of these bodies and the perfection of
cirsularity as involving no contrariety,

The argument for the 1noorrupt1b111ty of the world,
however, brought somethlns Eore into play than mexely this
notion of sircularity., To be Sure, the idea that oiroularity
was the moat perfect figure and that the heavenly bodies were
ciroular in nature had a good deal to do in the oonstruetion
of Aristotlets model of the world, But the argumsnt appealsd
more to tho ldea of completeness than anything else, and this

frgument remains valid no matter What the model, Outside or

‘this physical world there is nothing physieal from whioh it

1Implioit in this 1s that such things, if they come
to be, they come to be only by oreation, What we say here
about generatien 8088 back to Aristotle's first analysis of
géneration in Book I of the Fhysies, cCr, Supra, eh, 3, pp.93-95.

2ce, Supra, pp. 139-140,
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could have bean generated and into whion it could be COrTUPt=.

ed., This physical world comprises all the matter there is;

non habet contrarium ex guo gensretur (8,2. I, q. 46, a, 1,

ad 3), 7This may sound like s mere rapetition of what we saw

at the beginning of the De Caslo, Where perfeotion of the

universe was defined independently of sny model, But the
, study of the natural bodies themselves has brought ths idee
9 of order inteo play and this makes an important difference,
for the idea of parfection is thereby determined more expli.
citly as it appliés to the universe,

The Timaeus had maintained that the world was gener.

ated from chaotioc matter, This could be understood looaely

as meaning that this worid evelved from a state of chaos to
1ts present state of order, This ia perhaps all that Plato
had in mind, but Aristotla saw mors to it than that, Acoord.

ing to a strist understanding of asneration, this world d4ia
not exist bvefore it waas genorafed; what existed bafore was
another world, if anything. Thers was matter, supposedly,
but thers was no worlad Jet: "mundus nondum erat.,” How then
characterize matter existing "before the world"? If we eay
it was ordered, them we lmply there was another world., If
¥e say it was disordered, as Plato 414, then ths question
‘arisest was 1t disordered by violence or by nature? Arise
totle argues against both positions, but his argument against
the second 1= what interests us here, Acoording to hin,
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Plato did in faot say that the disorder w#s aceording to
nature, and this wag to arfirm two contraries at the same
tine, *Ponitur enim quod mundus nondum erat: si vero ele.
menta movebentur secundum naturem, necesse est quod tune
mundus érat, 81 quis attente velit sonsiderare” (In III De
EES&Q lect, 6, n, 581(2)),

Like Aristotle, Plato adnmitted the existence of the
four @lements, and that these elements hag their natural

motion. The motion of the elements in the pre.cosmic state,

©however, was supposed t67b5 w1£ﬁ6ﬁf7ordér, "motu inordiante.,.

materia inordinate fluctuabat,,.” This ¥ag & way of séylng
that the world wa3 not yet., But to say that the elements
moved according to natu-- 1z to say tnat they moved then as
" they move now, heavy bodies moving toward the center and find.
ing their rest there and light bodies upvard and finding their
rest above, and hencae that the world was then 28 it 1s now,
"Haec est dispositio mundi existentis: sequitur erzo quod mun.
dus esset antequam fieretr (Ipid.). Our understanding of the
order of the universe began preclsely rromltha natural move-
ments of the simple bodies, |
A look at the relation betwsen nature and. oTder will
bring out the oontrndictiqn more clearly,
Nihil enim aliud est ssge aliquid momxnéte, quam esse
praeter naturam. In rebus énim sensibilibus apparet
quod ordo ast Propria natura eorum: quia scilicet per

Propriam naturesm mumquodque eorum inolinatur ad ali.
quid sertum; haec s&utem inclinatio est ordo qui
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attenditur in sensibilibus redbus; tunc eninm wnungquod-
que dloltur inordinate agere aut moveri, quando hoo
acclidit non sec'mdum inclinationem naturae propriae,
{n. 584(5))

Nature 1s not an absolute rule, but it does inoline éensible
things in certain ways, what happens always or almost always,
"semper vel ut frequentius*®, Order in sensibls things is
seen in function precisely of this inolinetion of nature,
Order for them is their proper nature, Thus, to speak of
things moving according to nature and at the same time in
disorder is to contradict oneself, or at best to squivocate
on the meaning of nature and of order. We might try to
lmagine a different kind of nature, but then we would have
to think of a different kind of order, not of disorder
simply. Disorder is always relative to an order,
Arlstotlets poaltion, as taken againat the Timaeus,
does not entirely preclude all svolution from the universe,
Order as he conoceived it was not statioc, especially not the
order of nature, Since movements are specified by their
term, the cosmic places did determine the natural inolinm.
tlions of the elements, but this 414 not mean that they all
had to be in thelr respective proper places. Lifs in such a
universe would bs impoasible because, if each element wers
in its proper place, there could be no compound bodies,
Such a universe would alse be motionless, at least apart fron

the heavenly bodies, decause the inclination of a natural

Q
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body 18 to rest when it 18 in 1ts proper place.'and not to
move. Aristotle would have been the last to deny the reality
of thess in his universe,

The distinotion to keep in mind here 1z the one made
by St. Thomas in answer to a diffioculty conesrning the dif.
ference between things whose ﬁoﬁion 13 circular and those
whose motion is rectilinesar, The first are sald to be incor.
Tuptible and complete according to thelir species, but the

seocnd are not:

:;4,°°!§Q?&PB§,&utﬁg;glilsWgenarahilibus7etwborruptibtltbus:*m4fﬁf*"

debetur motus extra proprium locum, qui est abaque. com.
Plemento spesiei, Non tamen ita quod corpus quod move.
tur naturaliter motu recto, non habeat primum- complenen.
tum suse speciei, quod est formas hane enim sequitur
talis motuss sed quia non habet ultimua complementum,
quod eést in consecutione finls, qui est locus conveniens
et conservans, (In I De Caelo lect, 4, n. 37(5))

Thus, the things here below have in themselves, by their form,
a prinoiplé of ordesr which 1s an inslination to movement,
This 18 & prineiple of completion and perfection, but only of
first perfeotionj the ultimate compietion would como'with the
attalnment of the end toward which the inelinatien iz tending,
But before that happens other kinds of principle intervene in
the universal movement, principles of life, and prinoiples of
reason, and another kind of finality or ultimate perfection
comes to the fore, '

Hence, though the world as a whole is above generation

and corruption, some parts of it are subject to generation and
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corruption as parts, but not as constituting a totallity,
"generabiles et sorruptibiles secundunm partes, licet non ze.

cundum totum, siocut patet de elementiz® (In II De Caelo lect,

1, n, 289(2))., Other things, however, whioch are not properly
parts, though they coms from the parts of the world, are sub.
Jeot to generation both as parts and as totality, "siout ani.
malia et plantae ot lapides, non proprie sunt vartes mundil
(alioquin mundus nunquam perfectus esset, cum non habeat
omnia huiusmod! simul)s sed huiusmodi sunt quidam effectus
partium mundis et ideo, lioet hulusmodi res subjaceant genera.
tioni et corruptionl non solum secundum partem, sed seocundum
totum, nihilhominue tamen totus mundus ocaret generatione et
corruptions® (Ibid.). There was room for fluctuation and dis.
order in the Aristotelian universe, but it had to be under.
3tood in temrms of order. Both wers glven and Aristotle tried
to cope with both much in the vy that Whitehead suzgested
when he wrote: “now the correlative of 'ordert is '*disordert,
There can dbe no peculiar meaning in the notion of torder' un.
lese this contrast holds, Apart from 1t, ‘order' must be a
synon&n for 'givenness', But 'order' means more than 'given.
neas', though it presupposes 'givennesst'!, *disorder' is also
'zivent, Each actual entity requires a totality of 'given.
nessg', and each totality of *givenness' attaints its measure

of torder',*l The Timmeus had attempted the impossible in

1process and Reality, rart II, . 3, "The Order of
Nature,” p, 127, eallty ;
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trying to think an utterly disordorod.totality.

What made a radical evolution of the world as a ¥hole
impossible in the Aristotslian system, hovwever, was the in.
generabllity and inoorruptlbility of the heavenly substances,

These ¥ere considered to constitute thovgroatest PArt of the

world, "maxima Pars eorporum mundi,® and while they were
seen as actively inflnentihl in the changes that take place
hare below, in themselves they were thought to be invarying

all etemity, we can think or nothing else but s oyolic
fluctuation in the order of the universe, the Various moments
of whioh can be ordered according to a duration stretohing
from an instant.now taken at ény Polnt in the duration, either

back into the Past ad infinitum or forwerd into the futurs
M

also ad infinitum,
M

Fatet auten quod in hoe utimur ipso nuns, ut prineipie
8t primo in tempore; quia Per propinquitatem ve} Ieno.
tioner respeotu eius, diocimus 2liquid esse priug vel

. 'posterius, Non enim potest acoipi hao positione facta,
altquodvprinelpiun in tempore, nisi ab allquovnuna,
quod est medium praeteriti et futuri, ut ex utraque
parte tempus in infinitunm Procedat,

(In v Hetaph, leot, 13, n, 941)
By &isaooiating the infinity of time rrbﬁ the rast or

Aristotelian oosmology, as he did, ang by positing a beginning
in time, as his Paith and his theology led hin to, 5t. Thomas
¥ag introducing a different concept of time into the 8ysten,
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& linear idea of duration, where the instant.now was not the
only available prinoiple of order in time. The novelty of
this 1s something St. Thomas was quite aware of,

Quod ergo dieit, quod quandocumque est tempus, necesse
est ponere aliquod nune esse, indubltanter oconcedendunm
est: omne autem nung est Principium et finem temporis,
conoedi non oportet, nisi ponatur etiam motum gemper
€8se. ,.. Si ergo ponimus motum non semper fulssge, ged
est accipere aliquod primum indivisibile in motu, ante
qued nihil fuit motus, erit etiam accipere aligued

nune in tempore, ante quod non fult aliquod tempus,

R (In VIII Phys. leet., 2, n. 990(20))

With this understanding of time, howevar, where there
i1s & begimming and an end different from the beginning, whers
there 1z a direction in the shanges and the fluotuations that
take place in the universe as a whole, St, Thomas continued
to acoept the insorruptibility, snd consequently the ingenera.
bility, of the heavenly bodies, for he had no definite grounds
to eall this into doubt and it seemed to explain so many
things. Thus he was led to infer that God oreated the order
of the heavens immediately and instantaneously as & part of
the first perfestion of the unlvnrsé. Henoe he toe, slong
with Aristotle, d1d not think the physieal world as a whole
had evolved,

Apart from this conosption of the heavenly bodies,
howevar, there was nothing in the Ari#totcliaa understanding
of order to make an evolution of the world as a whole inpos.
3lble. Against the Timasus, the De Caslo had argued that,
as what is scocording to nature is prior to what is by violence,
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80 also order is prior to disorder.l But this dia nbt neke
it 1hoonoeivab1e for the universs to vegin in & relative
gtate of disordor'ahd develop toward greater order, Thise »
sort of thing was sesn happening in nature constantly in the
generation and growth of animale, truly complex totalities
made up of parts ordered among themselver, And besides,
there was a clear distlnctiﬁn between two kinds of ordsr in
nature to account for it,

Duplex est ordo naturae, Unus sesundum viam son. _
eérationis et temp@;;g;tgqggngighgngg7y1§g7ggmquaa;aunt;~;~w++~:;~Af'

~ " “lmperfecta et in potentia, sunt priora, .., Alius egt

s

ordo perfsctionis, sive. intentionis naturaey siout.

actus simpliciter est prius secundum naturenm quanm po=

tentla, et perfectum prius quam imperfectum,

(3.7. I, q. 85, &, 3, ad 1)

Thus, in living things what is first acoording to natures comes
last {n the order of tine, Could not the same supposition
have been made concerning the universe az a Yhole? That was
not as easy as it might seem, for betwesn the zeneration of
an individusl animal and the supposed genergtion of the world
there 1s a notable difference., The principle of generation
for @n animel is another animal of the same species, one, be
it carefully noted, that hes already reached & osrtain comple.
tlon,Aso thgt in this sase what is perfeoct is prior in time
at least in the order of nature, though not within the same

individusl, In the case of the universe as a ¥hols, however,

lof. In 111 De Caslo leet. 1, n. s581(2).
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this seems to have no parallel, It would imply the order of
nature actually oxisting before the order of nature, the

¥orld existing before 1t came to be, the smort of thinz the

De Caelo haa shown to be contradiectory, It would also imply

generation of the world ag a whole from a contrary non-world,
which is alse contradisctory,

The fact of creation by an intelligent Maker offers
a4 way out of the dirriculty, beoause then, what is perfect
and ordered can still be first in intention at least, thouzh
last in realization. The order implanted in the potentiality
of nature would be thers onily imperfectly at the baginning
and would gradually emerge toward perfection, It 1s with
such an idea in mind that 3t, Thomas could approve of at
least a partial evolution in the manner of oreation, sush asg
he found in St, Basil and other Fathers influenced by Plato.1
In fact, he saw in such an evolution & ¥ay of making more
manifest, in ocreation itself, the wisdonm "oulus orde requirit
quod aliquid ex imperfecto ad perfestun ducatur (De De_Pot.
Qe 3, &, 6, ad 16)., But in the perfection and the order of
the heavens 3St, Thomas 88w another manifestation of the di.
vine wisdom, and possibiy &n even greater one, "Opera manuum
tuarum sunt caelij; et hoo patet quia diversitas in istis in.
ferioribus potest Teducli ad dispositionenm materiae; sed

1c Cf, De_Pot. q. 4, a, 23 3.7, I, q. 66, a. 1, o3 q.
?a a, ' Ce
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ad saplentiam divinan” (Supra A4 Haebrasos o, 1, leot, s,

Re 70b). The wisdonm of God thus appsared differently in the
order of the héavéns and in the order of generation here bhe.
loW, Wnhile the disposit;ons of matter and thelr order mizht
enter into the explanation of diversity aare below, in the
heavens they 414 not, By reason or their 1ngenerability and
incorruptlbillty tha diversity and order anong them was at.
tributable directly only to God, |

u“>«»The~order46f“theheavens,howev&f, 15 not without

Gonnection with the order of géneration in the cozmologioal

- 8ystem of Aristotls and St,'Thomas. ¥e have seen that the

of inferior bodies, Thers was a diversify in the heavenly
bodies to be explained and thig i8 where the relation between
the inferior and the superior bo@ios_pamo in, Given the per.

fection of the heavenly bodies in the system, we should ey.

peot them to be perfectly one and perfestly rezular, But
this was obviously not the faot, &ccording to the sensible
8vidence that waes to bé 80 hizhly respected, We cannot go
into the aétronomioallaapgqts of tho”questionmhero,~nor'1nté

o , | 1
the astronomical theory used to asoount for the a&ppearances,

’ 1 good presentation of these wil1l bve found in J.L.E,
Dreyer, A Histo of Astronomy from Thales to Ke ler, o, 4,
"The Homodenty 6 Sphereg of o 0xus,* pp, 87w $ 0. 9, "The
Ptolemaio System,® pp, 191.206., Between the time of Aristotle
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What we are concerned with is the difficulty that arises from
such theories within the cosmolozical framework we are studya.
ing. How are such irrezularities in the heavens compatible
with their 1ncorrupt1b111ty and their perfestion? Such a dif.
ficulty could not be dealt with rrom the purely natural view.
point we have maintained to this point, that is, the view.

point of movement ad sltum slone,

Juaestio diffieilis videtur, quia nos inguirinus de
corporibus caelestibus ac gi ésgent sola corpora haben.
tla quendam ordinem, abague hoo quod sint aninata; et
sic videtur nobis quod debeat in eis egse ordo motuum
secundum ordinem numarorum, et secundum 8ltum corporum,.
Sed ad hoe quod preedicta dublitatio solvatur, oportet
opinionem habere de eis quod participent non solum vi.
tam quamcumque, sed etiam actionem; quod sst proprium
habentium animanm retionalen, quae azunt propter finem,
tanquam habentia domintum sul aotus, et non agunt ex
80lo naturae impetu, alcut omnia irrationalia,

(In_II De Caelo leat, 18, n, 458(1))

Only a higher degres of order in the universs osould enbrace

and that of St, Thomag astronomy had departed from the homo-
centrie spheres theory of Zudoxus, and the Ptolemaio system
of excentrics and eplaoycles was generally adopted, While
this affected many details of the Arigtotelian system, it did
not call for a revigion of the whole, In the Ptolemaloc sys.
tem the earth was 8ti1ll the center of the universe and the
heavens still moved about 1t. "In his general conceptions,*®
Dreyer'vrites, "Ptolemy did not differ from his predecessors
ln any way" (p, 192), The differences came in the manner of
explaining the irregularities seen in the heavenly motions
and of ordering the planets, 3t. Thomas ¥asg aware of the dif.
ferences to a certain extent, but he did not fail to see the
sameness, "Nihilhominus omnia corpora caslestia moventur
circa centrum mundi secundum motunm diurnum, qul est motus su.
premae spherae revolventis totum caelun" (In I De Caslo leot,
3y n, 28). Por thas differences inasmuch as they affected the
texts of Aristotle, arf, especially In II De Caelo lect, 17
In XIT Metaph, lect, 10, It is in Thewe contexts that ¢,
Omas expressed some of his most interesting ideas eoncerning
the revigabllity of theories devised to 'save appearances?,
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both the order of place and the indetermination left within
that order by reason of the irregularity in the heavenly
bodies, Gulte clearly, 3t, Thomas's reason for speakinz of
reason and action in view of an end in the preceding text is
to call to mind suech & higher order, 1If the end of the in.
telligence that directs the heavenly motions is something
other than mnrely attaining the place proper to each of the
constitutive parts of the universe, then 1t will not be ilth-

out reason or order if the motions do not follow slmply an

h<:;;;order~eﬁuelaceﬁ%~ﬂaoo “autem sunncsito, nihll vldetar praeter

rationem accidere, si multitudo motuum non procedat secundwm
corporum situm: quia magis est acciplenda diversitas motuum
et multitudo eorum seoundum habitudinem ad bonum finale, quod
est orincipium in omnibus agibilibus® (ggig.).

The introduction of an intelligent mover at this
Jmeture is not arbitrary, as St, Thomas i3 careful to show
in C, 5. III, s, 23 De D¢ _Pot. q. S, a, 5, 8, -and in Comg. Theol.
e, 171, This is somethinz required by the very nature of
the heavenly bodies, ag 1t wag understood in the Aristotelian
system, for the movement 6t the heavens was not natural in

the same way that the movement of the elements wasg natural,

| The movament of an element has within the element, the mobile,

1ts principle whioch 1s not only material and receptive, but
also formal and active, The movement of the element flows

from its form, But it is impossible te say as much for tne
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heavenly body, because nature always tends to one determin.
ate thing while the nature of a heavenly body &s such does
not, By their natural movement the elements tend toward
their proper cosmie place, where it is better for them to

be and where they lie at rest, BRut that cammot be zaid for
the natural movement of the heavens, because the heevenly
body has no place of rest. Any place to which it comes ig
for it both principle and end., Nature brings it to this
place and makes it depart from it as well. "Unde non potest
esse suus motus naturalis quasi sequens aliquam inoclination.
é@ naturalis virtutis inhaerentis, siout sursum ferri est
motus naturelis 1gnis" (De Fot, e 5, a, S5, a).

Nor ecan we say that nature simply inclines the
heavenly body to move, for that ig Tepugnant to nature,
"Manifestum est enim quod natura semper intendit ad wnum:
unde 11lud quod ex sui ratione unitaty repugnat, non potest
esse finis ultimus raturae, Motus autenm unitati repugnat,
inquantum 1d quod movetur, alio et alio modo se habat dum
movetur. Naturs igitur non Producit motunm propter se ipsum,
sed ocsusat motum intendens termlnun.motua, sleut natura levis
intendit loocum sursus in asoensu, et sio de aliis® (Comp.
Iheol. 6. 171, n. 338),

Thus we have to say that the aotive principle of the
heavenly motions s outzide the heavens themselves, which

does not prevent us from c¢alling it natural navertheless, for
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the heavenly body remains apt for such a movement. Such a
movement remains according to its nature,

Dicitur autem motus ciroulsris esse naturallis
caelo, in quantum in sus natura habet aptitudinen ad
talem motum; et sis in seipso habet prineipium talis
motus passivumy activum autenm prineiplum motus est
aliqua substantia separata, ut Deus vel intelligentia
vel anima, ut quidam ponunt; quantum enim ad praesen.
tem quaestionem nihil differt. (De Pot. q. 5, a. S, ©)

The introduction of a principle that transcends Nl
ture does not, however, make anything possible or plausible

in nature, This superior principle is an intelligence, a

order appeared in nature itself, in a certsin correspondence
between the irregularities of the heavens and the irrezulari.
ties in the order of zeneration and corruption., There was a
rhythm of generation and corruption here below whioh seemed
to correspond to certain changes in the position of the
hsavenly bodies, There was also a constanoy and a permanence
in thls rhythm which seemed to depend no less on the hesaven.
ly motions, but in this regard, on their regularity,

What bound all these things together in the Aristo.

telain system can be seen in a long argument showing the ne.

cessity for a plurality of motions in the heavens.

81 caslum est quoddam corpus divinum, necegse est
motum elus esse sempiternum st circularen; ai motus est
sempiternus et circularis, necesse est terram egge) si

terra est, necesse est ignenm essag 81 ignis est et terrs,

é3t necesse etiam aliqua corpora intermedia eszey si

autem sunt huiusmodi Sorpora, necesse est generationenm
esse; gi autem generatio est, necesse ezt plures motus
ésse in caelo, (In II De Caslo leot, 4, n., 333(4))
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If there is a circular body, 1t must have a center, the earth,
Opposite the earth, which is simply heavy, there has to be a
body that is simply 1light, fire, If two such extremea exist,
there have to be intermediatea, water and air.l fach one of
these elements is stable in 1tselfy it is not composed of cone
traries asg ars the compounds, Which have within themselves an
active principls of sorruption. But each one is composed of
& matter that ocan have another fornm, and so it has within 1t.
self a passive principle of oorruption.2 Under the active in.
fluence of the heavenly bodies, and through the qualities of
these four elements, there takes place between the latter a
Proceszs of mutual transmutation, generation and corruption.

Now one motion alone in the heavenly bodies could not
account for what this involves, "diversan dispositionem in cor.
poribus inferloribus,” since its effeot could be only unifora,
and not generation at one time ang corruption at another, "“Un.
de necesse est esse alium motun, qui est odbliquum oiroulum, gui
Propris causet gensrationem et corruptionem per elongationen
et appropinquationem planetarum ad noa, siout primus motus
causat permanentiam et sempiternitatem in rebus® (n. 341(12)),
The order of cosmic places thus appears soushow subordinate to
the order of generation in the universe, or at least to the end
sought in the order of generation, It is inocomplets in itselr
and so 1t brings us to oconsider the order of generation itselrf.

ICf. De Pot, Qe 5’ a, 7’ S. ,
2cf. Ibid.; and q. 5, a. 9, ©. C




