
The Problem of Substance.

Difficulties connected with the idea of substance
fall into two classes. First there are problems connected
with change, and their root is the fact that a real and
adequate distinction between substance and accident seems
to put the static and the dynamic in water-tight compart-
ments. This objection may take any one of five forms, as
follows:

1.	 On the Aristotelian theory of alteration, change of
the accidents of the substance A results in the limit in

• subs tance A becoming substance B. But the accidents of A
are really and adequately d isti ct from the substance A.
How then can chnnee of the former effect change of the latter.

2. In the evolution of chemical compounds out of
chemical elements, the higher form is said to be educed
out of the potencies of the lower. Now in what precisely
does that potency consist? Ha.s the lower form a tendency
to self-transcendence, or is the potency in question merely
obediential?

3. In some cases (simple fission of the amoeba, cutting
of worms into two pieces) mere quantitative .division results
in the actuation of a substantial form that previously
existed in potency. What is the potency of a worm to become
two worms? What is the precise relation between quantity and
substance so that quantitative division multiplies substance?

4. In the higher material beings either one holds
that there is but one or that there are several substantial
forms actually existing. But if there 'are several, how is
the object but one thing? And if there ås only one substantial
form, what is meant by saying that the lower forms are present
only in potency when to all appearances they are actually
present? And in what precisely does that potency consist?

5. There is an evident ormanization and corelation
and unity of accidental change (faculties of soul, sense and
appetite, biological functions) which cannot be explained
except by the unity of the substance, by the radlcation of
the accidents in the one substance. But how can the substance
effect this unity when the actien of the substance is an
accident? Again how it can it dos so when all accidents
are really and adequately distinct from substance?
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The Problem of Substance (2).

But more profoundly, the concept of substance
appears gratuitous and incoherent, and this gives another
series of difficulties.

6. The substance is known through knowledge of
the accidents. But substance and accident are really and
adequately distinct. Therefore knowledge of the substance
must be illusory, a mere guess at the unknowable.

7. Nor is there any use saying that knowledge of
the accidents gives grounds for inferring substance, e.g.
that the appearances of the cat are so concomitant and
so intimately correlated that the cat must be one thing.
For such correlation is merely a set of relations, a pattern
and a pattern of accidents is not substance; it is simply
another set of accidents.

8. Again, accidentis esse est inesse. But how pre-
cisely does inesse differ from esse? Is not the distinction
purely verbal?

9. One predicates accident of substance, e.g. the
rose is red. But substance and accident are really and
adequately distinct. Therefore the rose (substance) is
not red (accident), and so all accidental ;predication must
be false, or else the real distinction between substance
and accident is false.

	

10.	 Accidens perficit substantiam. But a thing does
not become more perfect because something else has per-
fection. Substance and accident are really distinct.
Therefore accident cannot perfect substance.

	

12.	 Reason demonstrates real distinctions between
potency and act, essence and existence, matter and form,
substance and accident. But there appears no possibility
of piecing together this menagerie of entia quibus into
the real and dynamic unity of a single object. Therefore
reason is discredited.
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I. The real problem is the, problem of the ob jeot,
for of objects we predicate in the categories substance,
quantity, quality, relation, actin, passion, place,
time, posture, and habit. The mere fact of such predication
posits the problem of the object. How reconcile such
multiplidty with real unity?

II. Now this problem can be mitigated by pointing
out that a number of the predicaments are merely extrinsic
denominations. Such are time, place, posture and habit.

Further, action and passion may he reduced to
motion and relation, so that action is motion ut ab hoc
and passion is motion ut in hoc. Finally motion is simply
quantity or sThne:T:TYmvrarames x quality in process.

III. However this leaves us with a residue of
multiplicity: substance, quantity, quality, and relation.
Thus the problem of the object remains: how can the
object be one?

IV. The first thing to be observed are the conditions
of possible solution. To explain the unity of the object
is not a matter of asserting that it is one, and that is
all there is about it. That is not all there is about it.
For we ask for explanation of that unity, and the explana-
tion of the unity is something more. It is a call for
an act of intelli'ence.

Again, such explanation is essentially its own
end: the actuation of the intellect is at •. ,nce the forma
and the finis of the activity. We know the object is one
but we wish to understand that unity.

Third, the rn re fact that there is a problem
of unity in the object and that the solution of this
problem is an act of understanding leads to another
condition: the object has to he explained in terms of
internal principles, entia quibus est obiectiun.

These ;;rinciples must be Internal, else the
internal problem of unity in multiplicity is not met.
These principles must he multiple yet intelligibly unified,
else either the fact of multiplicity is disregarded or
it is not explained into an unity.

The solution, then, of the problem of the object
is necessarily an intelli°able structure of internal
principles, of entia quibus. To reject this is simply to
refuse to bother about the issue.



V.	 Now other types of internal principle (essence
and existence; substnnce and accident; matter and form)
can all be reduced to the most r;eneral type which is
the pair, potency and act.

Potency is that by which an abject has capacity,
ability, tendency, power of a given gi kind.

Act is that by which there is the fulfilment,
the attainment, the realization of potency.

By definition potency limits act : what makes the
fulfilment the realization the attainment of a given kind?
obviously the potency which is fulfilled, rPnlized, brought
to attainment. If one can understand and that capacity
is realized, then the realization is necessarily an under-
standing.

By definition act actuates potency, as is clear
from inspection of the definition of act.

Thus potency and act are mutually related, and
so mutually conditioned that the two principles together
give but one thing.

Further, whenever there is a possibility of
incomplete actuation, it may also be true that the incomplet
act is the potency to a completing act. Thus, in the field
of intellect, one may understand a thing or a theorem
in its basic principle but not in its details; and in
such a case the potency to understand the theorem or
the thing completely is the fact that one has grasped
the basic principle, for without that one cannot under-
stand the thing at all.

Thus, potency and act may be a series with
every act except the ultimate and complete act in potency
to subsequent act, and every potency except the initial
and basic potency the act to previous pd± ency. And in this
case, as in the case of single act and potency, the resul-
tant is the intelligible unity of one object.
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VI. Now the fundamental division of potencies is
into substantial and accidental.

Substantial potency is id cui competit ease
per se, what has a right to be on its own.

Accidental potency is id cui competit esse in
alio, what is not entitled to be on its own.

VII. The ground for this division would seem reducible
to the difference between absolute and relative.

Obviously relation is relative and presupposes
a related. Thus relation is not entitled to be on its own.

But Taanftyt quantity and quality are also
relative in the sense that they are always predicated
secundum plus et minus. What is big or small is only more
or less so. What is bright or heavy or loud or sweet or
hot, is not absolutely so but more or less so. Similarly
there is no absolute seeing, no absolute desiring, but only
seeing this or desiring that. Finally, though there is
absolute understanding, ipsum intolli rrere, it is not
accidental; and any accidental understanding is understandin
this or that or something else.

Now what is predicated secundum plus et minus
never seems entitled to be on its own; there would not
be any point to a "seeing this" or"desiring that" or
a 100° centigrade, being on there own.

On the other hand, substance is predicated
absolutely. An object is a tree or it's not a tree; it
is not more or less a tree. Similarly with all substantial
predicates. Nor is there any use appealing to doubtful
intermediate instances, instances which may be plants
or ;flay be animals. Such difficulties can always be
explained by the inadequacy of classifications. In any
case, there remains the essential difference; what is
unmistakably bright, is only more or less bright; but
what is unmistakably a tree or a cow, is absolutely such
and not more or loss a tree or a cow.
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VIII. Now not only is there a radical ground for
a distinction between substantial and accidental potency;
there is also a radical 'round for the connection between
them.

The difference we have traced to the fact that
the substance is 7rredicated absolutely and the accident
relatively.

The connection may be shewn to lie in the fact
that a group of accidental potencies together constitute
a remote potency to esse per se.

For if it is true that limited understanding
and wiling, perceiving and desiring, functioning vitally
and so forth have singly no right to be on their own,
to be per so, it also is true that an aggregate of such
limited capacities does somehow constitute the possibility
of a title to be on one's own. For, after all, a man is
simply the real unity of intellect and sense and vital
function and physical capacity.

It follows that whet is substantial potency
(id cui competit else per se) may also be the act that
unites into a sin le thing an ag gregate of accidental
potencies (giibus competit ease in alio) . Thus substantial
and accidental potency are not only distinct; they also
are related; and the substantial potency, besides being
potency with respect to independent existence, may also
be act of union with respectect to an aggregate of acci-
dental potencies.

IX. But at this point it is necessary to examine
more closely the nature of the accident.

Commonly a distinction is drawn between two
aspects of the accident: ut inhaerens and ut tale accidens.
Thus John's intellect is both an accident inhering in
John's substance and, as well, an accident that consists
in the ability to understand and judge.

Now this distinction r' veals a bipolarity 
in accidental potency, that is, a capacity to be actuated
in different directions as it were, a capacity to be
actuated by different acts.

For the accident ut tale accidens is cui competit
talis actus secundum plus et minus; and the accident ut
inhaerens is id cui competit else in alio. The actuation
of the former is by some quality or quantity, e.g. a habit
of intell ct or will. But the actuation of the latter is
necessarily by substance: for if capacity to inhere do a
substance could be actuated by an accident, there would
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be actual inherence in a substance without the necessity
of there being an substance in which the accident inhered.

X. Now by taking together the conclusions of VIII
and IX there appears to be a potency-act relation between
substantial potency and accidental potency.

Act actuates potency: substantial potency
or essence actuates tho potency of accident to inhere;
it does so by uniting a gro .ep of accidental potencies
into a single reality.

Potency limits act: but a group of accidental
potencies taken together make a substance of a given
kind. If there are no more than vital functi ns, then
the substance is vegetal; if as well there is the capacity
for local motion, for appetite and perception, then the
substance is animal; if in addition there is a capacity
to understand and to decide, the substance is a man.

XI. Further just as accidental : otency is bipolar,
so also is substantial potency.

For substantial potency is in potency to
existence: it is id cui competit else per se.

But substantial potency is the act unifying
a pattern of accidental potencies; and it unifies not
merely these potencies as potencies but also their
acts; further it is in Potency to existence because it
is the resultant of a number of accidental potencies;
and if these accidental potencies are actuated to their
accidental acts, then the title of the substantial
potency to per se existence is enhanced. A man with
developed faculties is much more per se than an infant.
Thus substantial potency is perfected in porseity by
accidental act, and lb Is perfected to existence by
substantial act. It is bipolar.

XII.	 Now this solves the problem of the unity of
the object as a unity in multiplicity. There are two
potencies, one substantial and the other accidental.
But both these potencies are bipolar, so that substantial
potency and act and accidental potency and act, though
four distinct principles of the object, are connected
throughout by mutual relationship and conditioning.

IX continued.



XII continued.

The basic potency is accidental potency to
accidental perfection. But such a potency, even when
actuated, has no title to be on its own, to be per se.

However a zroupd of such potencies in a suitable
pattern does constitute the matter for a potency to esse
per se. And such a potency is realized by substantial
essence which unites into one reality the patterned group
of accidental potencies. Further substantial essence is
in potency to esse per se even if the accidental potencies
are not actuated; but its capacity to esse per se is
increased and perfected when they are actuated.

Finally, neither the accidental potencies nor
their acts nor their substantial union exist, but they
are in p>tency to existence; and this is realized by the
actus existendi.

Thus the first act is esse existentiae and the
first potency is potentia accidentalis. The link between
existence and accidental potency is the substantial essence
and the perfection of substantial essence is accidental
my umuiv act.

XIII.	 Now this structure of entia quibus will solve
the problems of becoming, for it makes the substance
such and such a substance by the accidental potencies;
a sufficient change in these involves a substantial
change.

Again it solves the problem of knowledge. For
unless accident is somehow potency determining substantial
act and limiting it, there is no possibility of knowing
substance by knowing accident.

Finally the only novelty in the theory is the
potency-act relation between accident and substance, and
this relation is necessary to solve the problems.
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Solution to the Objections. 

1. The major is granted: change of accidents in
the limit involves change of substance. The minor is
granted: accidents are really and adequately distinct
from substance.

The solution to the problem is that in the
limit a change of accidents gives a new pattern of accidents
united into a single object by the substantial essence;
but the es ence is precisely such a pattern, and so a
new pattern is a substantial change.

2. In chemical compounds the new substential form
is said to be educed out of the potencies of the lower
substantial forms.

The solution Is that the lower forms are patterns
of accidental potencies; their combination into a single
pattern gives a now pattern which may be different in kind
from the originals.

3. :want ity is the number of accidental potencies
united into a single object by substantial essence. When
these potencies are to spatio-temporal acts, then quantita-
tiwe division of the substance is possible. And there
result two substantial forms, of the same or of different
kinds, according as the new patterns following the cut
are similar or dissimilar to the initial form.

4. There is only one substantial form or essence.
The higher essence holds the lower in potency because
parts of its pattern would be the pattern of the lower.
The lower appear to be actually present because the
accidental potencies that would constitute the lower
(were it present) are present.

5.	 There is this evident union, correlation,
and organization, because the substantial potency or
essence actuates into one thing the many accidental
potencies along with their acts.

This is possible because the action of the
substance as a formal cause is not an accident but the
substance itself.

The real distinction between accident and potency
is not to the point, because the real distinction is
not only a distinction but also the most intimate of
connections: the limitation-perfection inter-relation
of potency and act.



Solutions to the Objections.	 to

6.	 Though suhstano and accident are really distinct,
it remains that the group of accidental potencies are the
potency that limits the act of substantial esence; hence
in knowing the group, one knows per identitatem the
limit of nature of substantial essence.

It follows that knowledge of substance is not
a guess at the unknowable.

7. In knowing a substance, say, a cat, one does
not merely know a set of phenomena and their pattern of
correlations. One also knows a real unity: in what that
knowledge consists is another question which here need not
be considered.

8. The inesse of the accident differs from the esse
of the substance in two ways: first, the esse of the
accident is not existential but essential; sec)nd this
esse is an inesse, that is, realized by the unification
of accidents through a realization of many inherences.

9. One does not predicate accident of substance;
the substance (rose) is not the accident (red) ; the two
are really and adequately distinct. One predicates both
rose and red of the one object, which is rose in virtue
of its substantial essence, and is red in virtue of its
accident91 essence. Rose as a noun denotes not the substance
but the object as determined by the substance.

10. Accidens perficit substantiam. Distinguo.
Accidens inquantum est id cui com, :etit else in

alio, Nego, nam perficitur et non perficit.
Accidens in quantum est potentia ad aliquem

actuin secundum plus et minus, Nego, nam perficitur a
substantia et non perficit.icit.

Accidens in quantum est actus potentiae accident-
alis, conoedo; et optime intelligitur quod perficit, nam
quiatenus perficit accidens est actus et pm essentia substan-
tislis est , . otentia.
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Solutions to the Objecti ns. ir   

12.	 This objection falls to the ground if it can be
held that all the distincti)ns are but particular cases
of the general distinction between potency and act.

Essence and existence is obviously a potency-
act relation.

Substance and accident we have endeavoured to
show to be constituted and related as potency and act:
substance (ens per se) is potency (essence) and act (ex-
istence); accident is potency and act; and a group of
accidental potencies is the substantial potency.

Now this develops St. Thomas's position presented
in la., q. 54, a. 1-3. St Thomas shows that accident must
be potency and act, that substance must be potency and
act, and that all four are distinct. He does not show that
substantial potency is the act unifyinc, several accidental
potencies by ac teat in the inherence cef each.

However Aristotle's physical theory, which does
not bother about essence and existence in the substance,
pays no great; attention to accidental potency; in fact
it conceives accidental p. tency as the contrary to acci-
dental act, so that the potency to hot is cold, the potency
to cold is the act heat. Aristotle posits matter and
substantial form and accidental form; substantial form
actuates matter; accidental form actuates substP ntial form.

One might attempt to interpret St. Thomas's
metaphysical position in terms of Aristotle's physical
pos iti'n, so that accidental potency, instead of being
potency to substance should be an actuation of substance.
Whatever may be the right interpretation of St. Thomas,
who perhaps did not formally advert to the problem, I
thlinic that such a position is unsatisfactory. It seems to
me to leave unanswered most of the problems raised, notably,
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10 and 11.

On the position we have given, matter is to be
divided into prime and second. Prime matter gives the
potentiality of endless and merely empirical difference, , .
space, time, and multiplicity. Second matter is any group
of accidental potencies. On the other hand, form is the
substantial essence which unites the accidental potencies
into a single object. Thus matter passes from the sub-
stantial to the accidental order, a passage which helps
explain its visibility and tanr;ibility; further substantial
essence instead of being form and matter becomes form
alone.

0
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The Problem of Substance (3).   

I. No these and a host of similar objections against
the idea of substance can be met in either of two ways. -
One can provide answers to each objection taken singly,
so that the truth of the idea of substance remains clear
and evident. Moro profoundly, one can go to the root of
the objections and so ;:resent the idea of substance that
the understanding is satisfied. In the former case one
knows what is true. In the latter case one not only knows
what is true but also one understands the truth that is
known, one penetrates into truth to apprehend its intel-
ligibility.

In the present discussion we are concerned solely
with working out an answer of the second type. Defence of
•the truth of the idea of substance can be found in any
manual. But an understanding that cuts at the root of the
objections is not to be had, at least, to my knowledge.

II. To begin then there are two definitions of
substance and two of accident. Substance is ens per se;
it also is id cui competit esse per se. Accident is
ens in also; it also is id. cui competit esse in alio.

III. The difference between these pairs of definitions
is the same in both cases.

Ens per se conceives substance as an existing
essence. Ens in alio conceives accident as an inhercing
essence. But the essence that exists is id cui competit
esse per se. And the essence that inheres is id cui competit
esse in alio.

IV. The first question then is to find the ultimate
ground of the distinction between competere esse per se
and competere esse p in alio. Why is it that some predicates
such as long, red, produced are conceived as incapable
of existing on thatr own (per se) , while others are
conceived as entitled to such existence?

A partial answer is had by distinguishing between
relative and absolute. A relation is not entitled to be
on its own, per se, because a relation presupposes an
absolute to be related. Still this answer is only partial;
it explains Why relation is accidental, but it does not
explain why quality and ILiantity are accidental nor does
it explain why substance is absolute.
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The Problem of Substance (4) .

IV. continued.

However both quantity and quality have a charac-
teristic that accounts for their exigence for inherence.
For quantity and quality are predicated not simply and .

absolutely but secundum plus et minus. Thus nothing is
absolute in size; it is more or less big or more or less
small. Again no sensible quality is absolute: any heat
is not absolutely hot but only more or less hot; any
brightness is not absolute brightness but only more or less
b-ight; any we•iht is not absolutely heavy but more or less
heavy; any sweetness or bitterness is not absolutely but
more or less so. Similarly sense perceptions and apjetites
are not absolutes and cannot he absolutes; there is no
absolute seeing or desiring, but only seein g; this and
desiring that. Finally a finite  uncler. stand ing does not
understand simplicitor; it cannot be ipsum intelligere;
it Is only understanding this and understanding that; and
the srne holds for finite will or love, which is not ipsum
amore but hoc vel illud amare.

Now this takes in the whole range of acci dental
predicates. For ubi, quando, habitus and situs are extrin-
sic denominations, while actio and passio are a combination
of relation and quality or, in the ease of local motion,
a combination of relation and e'trinsic denomination, and
in creation a combination of r=elation and substance.

Accident then because it is relative or because
it is secundum plus et minus is not id cui competit es.ce
per se; it is id cui competit esse in alio.

On the other hand, substance is predicated
absolutely. What is a tree or a man, is such absolutely
and not secundum plus of minus. Nor is there any use
appealing to transitional cases, to instances in which
it is hard to say whether the substance is a plant or an
animal. For such difficulty can be accounted for by the
inadequacy of t e classiflcat;ion. And even if it could not,
the basic difference would remain. What unmistakably is
a tree or a man is absolutely such; but what unmistakably
is bright or heavy or sweet is only more or less bright,
more or less heavy, more or less sweet.

Now, since the plus et minus is an instance of
the relative (the relation is to an ideal incompletely
realized), it would follow that the ground of per se is
the absoluteness of substantial essence while the ground
of in alio is the relativity of accidental essence.
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The Problem of Substance (5).

V. Having determined the intrinsic nature of the
accident, namely, why the accident is whet should inhere,
we can go a step further to determine the relatim between
the two aspects of the accident.

For in qw ntity, quality and relation (to which
all other accidents are reducible) one distinguishes between.
the accident ut inhae yens and ut tale accidens. The question
arises, Which is prior? Does the accident inhere because
it is tale accidens? Or is it tale accidens because it
inheres?

Obviously t) -_e accident is not tale because it
inheres, for all inhere. Nor is the accident an accident
because it inheres, for then the distinction between the
accident and its inherence would be meaningless.

It remains that the inh rence r sults from the
accidentality, and the accidentality from the tale. Because
a given essence is relative or secundum plus et minus,
it is an accidental essence. And because it is an accidental
essence, It inheres.

VI. Neat one must note the bipolarity of accidental
potency.

First, accident as accident is not actually
inhering but only a potency to inhere. It is id cui
competit osse in alio. Were accident as accident actually
inhering, then accident as accident would include substance,
for actual inherence is not had without substance.

Second, accident as accident is not only potency
to inhere. It also is potency to a given type of accidental
act: thus sight is not merely a potency to inhere; more
radically it is a potency to see things. And similarly,
since all accidents are limited realizations of some
perfection, they are composed of act and of potency,limiting
the act to a given kind of perfecti .n.

Thus in the accident as accident there is
a double potency: ut tale accidens there is potentia cui
competit actus secundum plus et minus sive actus relativus;
ut inhaerens there is potentia cu: competit es:e in alio.

It follows that accidental potency is bipolar;
it points In two different directions; as an accident it
points towards accidental act; as inhering it points to
the substance in which its potential inhering is actuated.
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The Problem of Substance (6).

VII.	 We have now to examine the idea of substance,
and this examination is conducted in terms of the fore-
going analysis of the accident. The reason for this
prodedure is that in any particular case we know sub-
stance through the accidents. It follows that in the gener-
al case the idea of substance has to be developed from
the general analysis of the idea of accident. Otherwise
we shall arrive at a substance that is conceived as
unconnected with its' accidents.

VIII. The first question is, What is the act that
actuates the potential inherence of the accident?

Plainly no accident and no part of an accident
can be such an act. For then actual inherence would be
possible without actual inherence in a substance. This
is contradictory if inherence is understood as inherence
in a substance; and it is prec isely w it;.h regard to that
type of inherence that the question is raised.

But if no accident can actuate am potential
'inherence in a substance, then it must be the substance
that actuates such potential inherence.

IX. The second question is, What is the potency
that makes substantial essence an essence of a given
kind?

The question admits three answers. One may say
that the substantial essence is potency, and the ultimate
in its line of potency. On this assure tion one may further
say that it is this substantial potency that makes
accidental acts of a given kind, limiting them to a
given nature and measure of perfection or act; or else
one may say that there is no limitation of accident by
substantial potency. Thus the first position dub-divides
into two positions. The third rosition is to assert
that substantial essence is of a given kind because it
is an act limited by the accidental potencies that it
actuates.

Now the first position is untenable. As St.
Thomas demonstrates (la q 54 a 3) substantial potency
cannot be the limit of accidental act; there has to be
an accidental potency limiting accidental act.

The second position is also untenable, for it
makes knowledge of substance through the accidents imposs-
ible.



The Problem of Substance (7) .

IX. continued.

There remains the third position. For either
accident limits substance or else substance limits acci-
dent or else there is no potency-act (limitation-perfectio4
rElation between them.

We say then that substantial essence is such
because it is limited by accidental potency. Substantial
essence is act, perfection; but it is limited to such
and such a kind of perfection by the accidental potencies.

This position squares with the conclusion of
paragraph VIII. Substantial essence is act to accidental
potency: it makes that potency actually inhere; and the
inhering potencies make that act of such and such a kind.

Nor is it a sound objection to urge that sub-
stantial essence is potency. The same ens quo can be
potency with respect to subsequent act, and act with
respect to anterior potency. Substantial essence is
potency with respect to existence; but it is act with
respect to accidental potency.

X. Another objection, however, raises a profounder
question. If substantial potency is act to accidental
potency, why is it not accidental act?

The radical answer is the bipolarity of acci-
dental potency. Accidental potency is in potency both
to inherence in a substance and to accidental perfection:
John's intellect qua tale is capable of inhering in
John's substance and it is capable of eliciting acts of
intelligence.

This however is not the complete answer. That
is had by effecting the transition from id cui competit
esse in alio to id cui competit esse per se. Now all
accidental potencies are accidental because they are
limited by relativity, by the plus et minus. But this
is true of them singly, it is not true of them when
grouped into the unity of a single object. Because a
desire or an act of understending is not entitled to
be on its own, per se, it does not follow that a unified
a13gresate of desires, apprehensions, vital functions, etc., '

is not entitled to be on its own, per se. On the contrary,
as we know, some substances are precisely the real unity
of capakities to understand, will, see, desire, functions
vitally, etc.



 

The Problem of Substance (8) .

X. continued.

To return now to the objection, If substantial
essence is the actuation of accidental potency, why is
it that substantial essence is not accidental act?

The answ;+r is that the act of accidental
potencies taken singly and xa in their polarity to
perfection secundum plus et minus, such an act is
accidental. On the othe r hand, accidental potencies in
their polarity to inherence and taken in an toilful
andkad unified and patterned group constitute the
potency to esse per se which is substantial essence.

Thus the objection falls to the ground.
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Solutions to the Objections.

6. Though substance and accident are really and adequatel
distinct, it remains that accident limits substance as potency
does ' act . Hence knowing the limiting set of accidents one also
knows the act they limit. Hence there is no guess and no unknow-

able.
7. A correlation is merely a set of relations. But
in knowing a cat is a cat, one does not merely know that
a number of appearances are correlated. One also knows one
thing that is formal cause of the correlation
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The Problem of Substance (6).

VII.	 Now the idea of substance is connected with
both aspects of accident. It is that in which the accident
inheres. It also is such and such a kind of substance
because it unites into a single being such and such
types of accident.

The second point may not be clear at first
utterance, namely, that a substance is of a kind because
the accidents are of a kind. But the point is evident from
the view-point of our knowledge: we know substance to be
of a kind (man, animal, plant, etc.) only because we
know the accidents to be of a kind; if there is roasona
and will, which are accidents, the material substance is
a man; if these a}e lacking, but there is sense and appetite
and local motion, the substance is an animal; if these are
lacking, yet there are vital functions, the substance is
a plant.

Against this one may object: the argument only
proves the quoad nos; it ur;es because we know the sub-
stance to be such because the accidents are such, therefore
quoad se the substance is such because the acci:ents are
such; this is a non sequitur. For the order of nature, the
q :oad se, is inverse to the order of knowledge, the quoad
nos.

To meet this objection it is necessary to
distinguish two radically diff. erenta concepts of accident.

One mgy conceive the accident as a compound of
potency and act, or one may conceive it simply as act
with the substance as its limiting potency. The latter
view squares with the Aristotelian physical analysis of
substance (matter and form) and accidental form. The
former view is that of St. Thomas in la., q. 54, a. 1-3.

Now if substance is the potency that limits
accidental acts, then the accident is such because the
potency is such. But if accident is the potency to which
substance is act, then because the potency makes the
act such and such an act, it follows that substance is
of a kind because accident is of a kind.

On the latter view then

0
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XII continued.

For substantial potency is actuated to esse 
by substantial act, and it is actuated to greater perseity
by accidental act. Again, accidental act is actuated to
its proper perfection by accidental act, and it is actuated
to inherence and unity by substantial potency
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