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The Prohblem of Subsiance.

Difficulties connected with the idea of substance
fall Into two classes. First there are problems connected
with change, and thelr root 1s the fact that & real and
adequate distinction hetween substance and accldent seems
to put the static and the dynamic 1ln water-tight compart-
ments, Thls ohbjecti-n may take any one of five forms, as
follows:

1. On the Arlistotelian theory of alteratlon, change of
the accldents of the substance A results in the limit in
subebance A becoming substance B. But the accldents of A
are really and adequately dlstl-ct from the suhstance A.
How then can chanve of the former effect chanse of the latter.

2. In the evolutlon of chemlcsl compounds out of
chemical e¢lements, the hicher form is sald to bhe educed

out of the potencies of the lower. Now in what precisely
does that potency conaist? Has the lower form a tendency

to self-transcendence, or 1s the potency in question merely
obedlientianl?

S In some cases (simple fisslion of Lhe amoeba, cutting
of worms into two pieces) mere quantitative division results
in the actuatlm of a substantial form that previously

exleted In potency. What is the potency of a worm to become
two worms? What 1s the precise relation between quantity and
substance so that guantitative division multiplies substance?

4. In the hicher material belings wither one holds

that there 1s but one or that there are several substantial
forms actually existing, But il thers are several, how is

the object but one thing? And if there d» only one substantial
form, what 1s meant by saying that the lower forms are present
only In potency when to all apprearances they are actually
present? And In what preclsely does that potency consgist?

L There 1s an evident organization and cor-elaticn
and unity of accidental channe (faculties of sonl, sense and
apvebite, blolomical functions) which cannot he explalned
excepl by the unity of the suhbstance, by the radlcation of
the accldents In the one subsfance. But how can the substance
gffect this unlty when the actl n of the subatance 1is an
accldent? Agaln how L1t can it dox so when all accldents
are really and adegquately distinet from substanee?
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The Problem of Substance (2). e

But more profoundly, the concept of substance
appears gratuitous and incoherent, and this glvea another
gerles of Jdifficulfies.

6. The substance is known throuch lmowledre of

the accidents. But substance and acclident are really and
adequately distinct. Therefore knowledse of the substance
must be 1llusory, a mre puess at the unknowablae.

7. Nor 1s there any use sayling that knowledpge of
the accldents gives grounds for inferring substance, 6.g.
that the appearances of the cat are go concemitant and
s0 intlimately corrclated that the cat must bs one thing.
For such correlatlon is merely a set of relaetlons, a pattern,jy
and a patlern of acclidents 1s not suhstance; it is simply
another set of accidents,

8. Agein, accldentis esse est lnesse. But how pre-
clisely does Inesse dlffer from esse? Is not the distinction
purely verbal?

9. One predlcates accident of substance, e.g. the
rose 1s red. But substance and accident are really and
adequately distinct., Therefore the rose (substance} 1s

not red (accident), and so all accidental predication must
be false, or else the real distinctilon between substance
and accldent 1s false.

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

12. Reason demonstrates real distinctions between
potency and act, essence and existence, mabter and form,
gubstance and accident. But there appears no possibility
of plecing torssther this menacerle of entia gulbus into
tre real and dynamic unity of & single object. Therefore
reason 1s dilscredited. '
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I. The real problem is the problem of the object,

for of objects we predicate in the caterories subsbance,
quantity, quallty, relation, acti»n, passion, place, %
time, pesture, and habit. The mere fact of such predlicatisn 1
poalits the problem of the objeet. How reconclle such ‘
multiplidty with real unity?

II. Now this ;roblem can be mitipgated by polinting
out that a number of the predicaments are merely extrinsic
denominations. Such are time, place, posture and habit.

Further, actlon and passlion may be reduced t0
motion and relation, so that action 1s motlon ut ab hoc
and passlon 1s motlion ut in hoe. Flnally motion is simply
quantity or adme rinvmrovemsx quality in process,

I1I. However this leaves us with a residue of
muitipllicity: substance, quantity, quality, and relatlon.
Thus the problem of the object remains: how can the
object be one?

Iv. The first thing to be observed are the conditions
of poassible solutlon. To explain the unity of the ob ject '
is not a matter of assertins that it ls one, and that 1s
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 unlty is something more, It 1s a call for

an act of Intelllrence.

Azain, such explanation is essentinlly its own
end: the actuatlion of the intellect is at nce the forma
and the finls of the mctivity. We know the object 1s one
but we wish to understand that unity.

Third, the m-re fact that there ls a problem
of unity in the object and that the soclution of this
problem 1s an act of understanding leads to another
conditlon: the object has to be explained in terms of
internal principles, entia quibus est obilectum.

These  rincirles must be internal, else the
Intemal problem of unity in multipliclity 1s not met.

These principles must he multiple yet intellipibly unified,
else elther the fact of multiplicity is disrecarded or
i1t 1s not explained into an unity.

The solublon, then, of the problem of the object
1s necessarily an intelll~ible structure of internal
prineiples, of entia quibus. To reject this 1is sim;:ly to
refuse to bother about the issue.
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V. Now other types of internal principle (essence
and existence; substance and accident; matter and form)
can all be reduced to the most rmenersl type which 1s
the palr, potency and act.

Potency is that by which an abject has capacity,
abllity, tendency, power of a given x% kind.

Act is that by which there 18 the fulfilment,
the atbainment, the realization of potency. 3 Ceg

By definitlon potency limits act: what makes the §- A
fulfilment the reallzatlon the attainment of a glven kind? § ‘ o
obviously bhe motency whlch is fulfilled, rﬁﬁlized brought §
to attalnment. If one can understand and that capacity " I
ls realized, then the realization is neces0arlly an under-~ S 19)
standing. .

By definitlon get actustes potencv, as ls clear
from inspectlion of the definition of act.

Thus potency and act are mutually related, and
80 mutually conditloned that the two rrinciples tosether
give but one thing,

Further, whenever there 1is a possibility of -
incomplete actuation, it may also be true that the lncomplet¢}
act is the motency to a completing act. Thus, in the field
of Intellect, one may understamnd a thing or a theorem = S
in its basic principle but not in its detnila; and in B o
such a case the potency to understand the theorem or - :

) the thing completely is the fact that one has grasped
i the baslc principle, for without that one cannot under-
stand the thingat all,

Thus, potency and act may be s series with
~every act except the ultimate and complete act in potency
to subseyuent act, and every potency except the initial
and basie potency the act to previous pdtbency. And in this
case, as In the case of sinzle act and potency, the resul-
tant ls the Intelllgidble unity of one object.
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VI. Now the fundamental division of potencies 1ls
into substantial and accidental.

Subatantial potency 1s 1id cul competit esse
per se, what has a risht to be on its own.

Accidental potency 1s id cul competit esse in
alio, what 1s not entitled to be on ifts own.

VII, The ground for this division would seem reducihble
to the difference bhetween abanlubte and relative.
Qbviounsly relatlon 1s relative and presupposes
a related. Thus relation is not entitled to be on its own.
But mmanikyk quantity and gquallty are also
relatlive In the sense that they are always predicated
secundum plus et minus., What 1Is big or small is only more
or less so. What 1is brisht or heavy or loud or sweet or
hot, i1s not absolutely so but more ar less so. Similarly
there is no absolute sesing, no absolute desiring, but anly
seeing thls or deslring that. Finally, though there is
ebselubte uwnderstanding, ipsum intelligere, it is not -
acclidental; and any accldental understanding la understanding
this or that or somethins else. '
Now what is predigcated secundum plus et minus
never gseems entitled to be on 1lts own: there would not
be any nolnt to a "seeinpg this" or"desiring that™ or
a 1009 centigrade, being on there own.
On the other hand, substance is predicated
absolutely. An object 1s a tree or 1t's not a tree; it
13 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 aay be animals. Such difficulitties can always be
explained by the inadequacy of classificatlons. In any
c¢ose, bthere reomains the essential difference: what is
unmlstakably bright, is only more or less bright; but
what is unmistakably a tree or a cow, 1s absolutely such
and not more or less a tree or a cow.
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VIII. Now not only 1s there a radical ground for
a distinctlon between substantial and accidental potency;

there 1s also a radical ~round for the connection between
them.

bty

The difference we have traced to the fact that _
the substance 13 nredicated absolbtely and the accident :
relatively.

The connection may he shewn to 1lle in the fact
that a group of accldental rotencles tormether conatlbute
a remote potency to esse mper se. ,

For 1f 1t 1s true that limited understandlng
and willing, péercelving and desliring, functioning vitally
and so forth have sinsly no risht te be on thelr own,
to be per se, it also is true that an agsregate of such
limited capacities does somehow constibtute the possibility
of a title to be on one's own. For, after all, a man is
slmply Che real unity of 1ntellect and sense and vital
functlon and physical capacity.

It follows that what 1ls substantial potency
{1d cul competit esse per se) may also be the act that
unites into a single thing an agrregate of accldental
potencles (qliibus competif esse in alio}. Thus substantisl
and accldental potency are not only distinct; they also
are related; and the substantlal potency, besides helng
potency with respect to independent existence, may also
be act of union with resrect to an aggrensate of accil-
dental poltencles.

IX. But at thils roint it is necessary to examine
more closely the nature of the accident,

Commonly a dlstinction is drawn between two 3
aspects of the accident: ut inhnerens and ut tale sccidens.
Thus John's infellect is hoth an aceldent inhering in '
John's substance and, as well, an accldent that consists
in the abllity to understand and judre,

Now this dlistinction r~vesls a bipolarity
in accldental potency, that ls, a capacity to be actuated
in different directions as it were, a capacity to be
actuated by different acts.

For the accldent ut tale accldens 1s cul competit |
talls actus secundum plus et minus; and the accident ut |
inhaerens is id cul competlt esse in alio. The actuatlon
of the former 1is by some guallty or quantity, e.sg. a hablt
of intell:zct or wlll. But the actuatlon of the latter is
necessarily by subatance: for if capaclty to inhere dn a
suhbstance could be actuated by an ascident, there would

—




IX continued. 7
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be actual inherence in a substance without the necessity
of there being an substance in which the accldent inhered.:

X. Now by taking to«sther the conclusions of VIII
and IX there appears to be a pntency-act relation between !
substantlal potency and accldental potency. 4

Act actuates potency: substantlal potency ;
or esgence actuates the polency of accident to Inhere;
it does so by uniting a zroup of accidental potencles
into a single reality.

Potency limits act: but a group of accidental ;
potencies taken towether make a substance of a glven i
kind, If there are no more than vital functi ns, then
the substance is verebal; if as well théme is the canacityﬁ
for locel motlon, fow apneflfe and perception, then the ;
substance 1is anlmal‘ if in addition there is a capacity I8
to understand and to decide, the substance is a man. g
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XTI, Further just as accidental :oteney 1ls bipolar,
so also 1s substantial potency.

For substantial potency 1s in potency to
existence: 1t 1g id cul competlt esse per se.

But substantial potency 1s the act unifylng
a pattern of accldental potencles; and 1t unifies not
merely these potencies as potencles but also thelr
actas; further it is in potency to existence because 1t
is the mesultant of a number of acaldental potencies;
and if these accidental potencles are actuated to their
accldental acts, then the tl1tle of the substantial
rotency to per se exlstence 1is enhanced. A man with
developed faculties 1s much move per se Lthan an infant.
Thus substantial potency is perfected In perselbty by
accidental act, and 1t 13 perfected to existence by
substantlal act. It 1g hipolar.
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X1, Now thils solves the problem of the unlty of

the object as a unity in multiplleity. There are two
potencies, one subsatantial and the other accidental.

But both these polencles are bipolar, so that substantial
potency and act and accldental potency and sct, though
four distinct principles of the object, are connected
throughout by mutual relationshlp and corditioning.
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XII continued. | 8

The baslc potency is sccidental potency to
accldental perfection. But sunch a potency, even wvhen
actuated, has no title to he on 1ts own, to be per se.

However a groupd of such potencies in a sultable
pattern does constitute the matter for a potency to esse
per se. And such a potency is reslized by substantlial !
@ssence which unites Into one reality the patterned group '
of accidental potencies. Further substantial essence is
in potency to esse per se even if the accldentel potencles
are not actuated; but its capaclty to esse per se 1s
jncreased and perfected when they are actuated.

Finally, nelther the accldental potencies nor
their acts nor thsir substantial union exlst, but they
are In polency to exlstence; and this 1s realized by the
actus exlstendl.

Thus the first act is esse exlistentlae and the
first pobency 1s potentia accidentalis. The link hetween :
existence and acclidental potency is the subatantlal essence,/®
and the rerfectlon of substantial essence is acclidental
neengpy act,

|
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XIII. Now thls structure ol entia quibus wlll solve
the problems of becoming, for it makes the substence
guch and such a substance by the accidental polenclies;
a sufficient change in these involves a substantlal
change.

Azain it solves the problem of knowledge. For
unless acclildent 1s somehow potency determining substantlal
act and limiting it, there 1ls no possibility of knowing
substante by knowing accident.

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

1. The ma jor 1s granted: chanpe of accldents In
the 1imlt Involves chanse of substance. The minor 1s
granteds accldents are really and adequately distinet
from substance.

The solubtion to the problem is that in the

1limit a change of accidents glves a new pattern of accident*'

united into a single object by the suhstantial essence;
but the es ence 1s precisely such a pattern, and s0 a
new pathern is a substantinsl chanse,

2. In chemical compoundls the new substential form
1s said to be educed out of the potencies of the lower
substantial formas.

The solution is that the lower forms are patternsQ

of accldental potencles; their combl-ation into a single
pattern gives a new pattern which may be different in kingd
from the orizinals,

S Quantlty 1s the number of accidental potencies
united Into a single object by substantial essence. When

these potencies are to spatio-temnoral acts, then qunntita—‘f

tlve diviaion of ths anbstance 1s possible. And there
regult two substantial forms, of the same or of different
kinds, according as the new patterns following the cub
are simllar or dissimdlar to the Initial Tform.

4. There 1ls only one subatantial form or essence.
The hirher escence holds the lower in potency because
parts of 1ts pattern wonld be the pattern of the lower.
The lower appear to be actually present because the
acclidental potencles that would constitute the lower
(were 1t present) are vpresent.

5e There 1s this evident union, correlstion,
and organizatlon, because the substantial potency or
essence actuates into one thing the many accidental
potencies along with tholr acts.

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

The real distinction hetween asccldent nnd potencyf

is not to the point, becanse the r enl distinction is
not only a dlstinetlon but alsec the most intimate of
connections: the limitation-perfection inter-reiation

of potency and act.

A
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Solutions to the Obiections. [o

6, Thoush snhstaﬁb and acelident are really distinet, |
it remains that the group of accidental potencies are the
potency that limits the act of substantinl escence; hence 1
in knowing the group, one knows per identltatem the ;
limit of nature of substantial essence.

It follows that lmowledge of substance 1s not
a suess at the unknowabla,

7 In ¥nowing a substance, say, a cat, one does
not merely know a set of phenomena and their pattern of
correlations. One also knows a real unilty! in what that
knowledge conslists is another questlon which here need not
be conslidered.

8. The Iinesse of the accldent differs from the esse
of the substance In two wayst firat, the esse of the
accident is not existential hut essential; second this
esse 1s an Incesse, that is, realized by the unification

of accldents through a realization of many inherences.

9. One does not predlcate acclident of substance;
the substance (rose) 1s not the accident {red); the two
are really and adeyuately distinct. One predlcate’ both
rose and red of the one oblect, which is rose In virtue
o' 1ts substantlal essence, and 1s red 1n virtue of its |
accldentbal essence. Rose as a noun denotes not the substanceg@
but the object as determined by the substance. .

10. Accidens perficlt substantiam. Distineuno.
Acclidens Inqguantum est id cul competit esse in
allo, Nepgo, nam perficlitur st non perficit.
Accldens in guantum est potentla ad aliquem
actum secundum plus et minus, Nego, nam perficltur a
substantlia el non rerficit. 2
Accldens in guantum est actus potentlae accldent- !
alis, coneedo; et optime Intelligltur gquod perflicit, nam 2
quatenus perficlt accidens est actus et p@ essentla substan-j
tialis est ;otentils, )

L
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Solutions to the Oblectl ns. J]

12. This objectinn falls to the ground 1f it can be
held that all the distinctions are but particular cases
of the zeneral dilstinction hetween potency and act.

Hssence and existence 1s obviously a potency-
act relatlon.

Substance and acclident we have endeavoured to
show to be constituted and releted as potency and act:
subsbance (ens ver ge} 1s potency (essence) and act (ex-
istence); acclident is potency and act; and a group of
acc idental potencles 1s the substantlal potency.

Now this develops St. Thomas's posltion presented
in la., q. 54, a, 1-3. 8t Thomas sliows that accident must
be potency and act, that substance must be potency snd
act, and that all four are distinct. He does nol show that
gubstantial potency 1s the act unifyinco several accldental
potenclies by actuvuatine the inhorence of esach.

However Aristotle's physlical theory, which does
not hother about essence osnd exlstence in the substance,
pays no great attention Lo accidental pobtency; in fact
1t concelves aceldental pobency as the contrary to accl-
dental act, so that the poltency to hot is cold, the potency
to cold is the act heabt. Aristotle posits matter and
substantlal form and accidenbal form; substantial form
acbusates matter; accidental form actustes substentlal form,

One mirhit attempt to interprst St. Thomas's
metaphysienl position In terms of Aristotle's physicsl
positisn, so thet accldentsl potency, instead of being
potency to substance should bBe an actuation of substance.
Whatever may be the richt interpretation of St. Thomas,
who perhaps did not farmelly advert to the problem, 1
think that such a positlion iIs unsatisfactory. It seems to ]
me to leave unanswered most of the problems ralsed, notably, R
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10 and 11, 5

On the poslition we have riven, matter is to bhe
divided Into prime and second. Prime matter pgives the
potentinllty of endless and merely emnirleal difference,ﬂﬂ'
syace, time, and mulbtipllcity. Second matter is any group
of seccidentnl poltencles. On the other hand, form is the
substantial essence which unites the accidental potencies
into a single object. Thus matter.passes from the sub-
gtantlel to the accidental order, a passage which helps
explain its visibility and tanpibillty; further substantiel
essence Instead of being form and matter becomes form
alone.




The Problem of Substance (3}.

I. Now these and a host of simllar objections apalnst
the idea of substance can be met iIn either of two ways.

One can provide answers to each obhjecti-n teken singly,

80 that the truth of the idea of substance remains ¢lear
and evident. More profoundly, one can o to the root of

the objections and so ivresent the idea of substance that

the understunding is satisfied. In the Tormsr case one

knows what 1s ftrue. In the latter case one not only knows
what 1ls trus but also one understands the truth that is
known, one penetrates into truth to apprehend 1its intel-
ligibility.

In the present dlscusaion we ars concerned solely
with workins: out an answer of the second ftype. Delence of
the truth of the idea ol substance can be found In any
manual. Bubt an understanding that cats at the root of the
objectioms 1s not to bhe had, at least, to my knowledge.

II. To bergin then there are btwe definitions of
substance and two of accldent. Substance is ens per se;
it also 1s 1d cul competit esse rer se, Acclident 1s
ens in alio; it also is id cul competit esse in alio,

ITT. The difference hetween these ralrs of definitions
1s the same in both cases.

Ens per se conceives substance as an existing
ossence. Ens 1n allo conceives accldent as an Inherdng
gssence. But the essence that exlats is 1d cul competit ;
esse per ze. And the essence that Inheres is i1d cul competit
esse in alio, r

IV. The first cvestion then 1s to find the ultimate
grownd of the distinction bebtween competere esse per se
and competere esse p in allo. Why is 1t that some predicatea
such as long, red, produced are concelved as Iincapable
of exlisting on théir own (per se), while others are
concelved as entltled to such existence?

A partial answer is had by distingulshing between
relative and sbsolute, A relation is not entitled to Dbe
on its own, per se, because a relatlon presupposes an
absolute to be related. Still this answer is only partial;
it explains why relstlon s accidental, but it does not
explaln why quallty and sjusantity are accidental nor does
it explain why substance is absolute.




The Problem of Substance {(4).
IV. continued.

However both quentity and quality have a charac-
teristic that accounts for their exisesnce for inherence.
For quantity and qyuallty sre predicated not simply and
absolubely but secundum plus et minus., Thus nothlng is
absolute In size; 1t is more or less big or more or less
small. Agaln no senslible quality 1s absolubte: any heat
15 not absolutely hot but only more or less hot; any
brightness 1s not absolute brightness but only more or less
bright; any welcht ls not absolutely heavy but more or less
heavy; any sweetness or bilterness is not ahsolutely but
more or loss so. Similarly sense perfeptlions and appetltes
are not absolutes and cannot be absolntes; there is no
absolube seelng or desirling, but only seeing this and
desiring that. Finally a finilte understend ing does not
understand simpllciter; it cannot he ipsum intellipere;
1t ls only understsnding this and undersbanding thab; and
the ssme holds for finlte will or love, which is not ipsum
anzre but hoc vel illud amare.

Now this takes in the whole rance ol accldental
predicates. For ubi, quando, habitus and situs are extrin-

slc denominatlons, while actio and passio are a combinaticn |

of relation and quality or, In the ease of local motion,
a combinatlon of relatleon and evtringic denomination, end
In ¢reatlon a comblination of relation and substance.

Accldent then because it is relative or becanse
it 1s secundum plus et minus is not id cul competit esue
rer ge; 1t is 14 cul competit esse in alio,

On the other hand, substance ls predicsted
absolvtely. What is a tree or a man, is such absolutely
and not secundum plus ot minus. Nor is there any use
aprealing to transitional cases, to instances in which
1t Is hard to say whethsr the substance 1s a plant or an
animal, For such difflculty can be accounted for by th
Ingdeyuacy of the classificantion. And even if it could not,
the bagle difference wonld remain, What unmistakably is
a trae or a men ls ahselutely such; bub what unmistakably
1s bright or heavy or aweet 1s only more or less bright,
more or leas heavy, more or less sweet,

Now, slnce 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 1s
the absoluteness of substantial essence while the ground
of in allo 1s the relativity of accidental essence.




The Problem of Substance (5).

V. Having determined the Intrinsic nature of the
ac¢ldent, namely, why the accident 1s whst should Inhere,
we caa o a gtep further to determine the relatism between
the two aspects of the accident.

For 1n quentilty, quality and relation {(to which
all other accldents are reducible§ one dlstingulishes between.
the aceldent ut inhaerens and ut tale agcildens. The question
arlses, Which is prior? Does the accident inhere becsuse
1t 1s tale accidenB? Or is it tale accldens hecause it
inheres?

Obviously the accldent 18 not tale bscause it
inkeres, for all lnhere. Nor 1ls the accident an accldent
because 1t - inheres, for fthen the dlstinctlon hetween the
accident and 1its inherence would be mesningless.

It remains that the inh-rence r<sults from the
accldentality, and the accidentallity from the tale. BecCause
a Liven gssence lg relstlive or secundum plus et minus,
it 1s an asccildental essence. And becaugse it is an 900¢aenta]
essence, 1t inheres, '

vi. Next one must note the bipolarity of accidental
potency.
First, accldent as accldent is not actually
Inherdng but only a potency to inhere. It is 1d cul
competit esse In allo. Were accident ams accident actually _
inhering, then accident as acclident would include substance,
for actual Inhercnce 1s not had without substance. :
Second, accident as accldent is not only potency
to inhere. It also 1s potency to a given type of accidental
act: thus sight is not merely a potency to inhere; more
radically it 1s a potency to see thingms., And similarly,
since all accldents are limited roalizations of s=ome
nerflectlon, they are composed of act and of potency, limitlng
the act to a glven kind of perfeeti-n. |
Thus in the accldent as accldent there 1is ;
a double potencys ut tale accldens there 1s potentia cul
compet 1t actua secundum plus et minus sive actus relativus;
ut Inhaerens tlers 1is potentia cul competlt esse in allo.
It follows that accidental potency 1is bipolar;
1t points In two different directions; as an accident it
polnts towards accidental act; as Iinherdng it points to
the subatance in which 1ts poltential inhering ls actuvated.

— )
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The Problem of Substance {6).

VI, We have now to examine the Idea of substance,

and this examination ig conducted in terms of the fore-
going analysls of the aceldent., The reason for this
prodedure 1s that in any particular case we know sub-
stance through the accidents., It follows that In the gener-
al case the ldea of substance has to be developed from

the gmeneral analysis of the 1dea of accident., Otherwlae

we shall arrive at a substance that 1s concelved as
unconnected with 1ts accidents.

VIII. The first guestion 1is, What 1s the act that
actuates the potential inherence of the acclident?

Plainly no accldent and no part of an accident
can be such an act. For then actusl inherence would be
possible without actual inherente in a substance. This
ig contradictory 1f Inherence 1s understood as Inherence
in a substance; and 1t ls preciselyw lth regard to that
type of inherence thabt the question is raifed.

But if no accldent can actuate =z potential

“inherence In a substance, then 1t must be the substance

that actuates such potential inhmrence.

IX. The second <uestion is, What 1s Lhe potency
that wakes substantisl essence an essence of a plven
kind?

The question admits three answers. One may say
that the substantisl essence 1s pobtency, and the ultimate
In 1ts line of potency. On this assum tion one may further
s8ay that 1t 1is thls substantlnal pobency that makes
accldental acts of a pgiven kind, limiting them to a
glven nature and measnre of perfection or act; or else
one may say that there is no limitatlion of accildent by
substantial potency. Thus the first positlon dub-divides
Into two positions, The third rositlon is to assert
that substantlal essence 1s of & given kind because 1t
i1s an ect limited by the accldentsl potencles that it
actuates.

Now the filrst position is untenable. As St.
Thone s demonstrates (la q 54 a 3) substantlal potency
cannot he the limlt of accidental act; there a8 tobe
an accldental potency limiting sccidental act.

The second posltion is also untenabls, for 1t
malces knowledge of substance through the accldents imposs-
ible,
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The Problem of Substance (7).
IX. continued.

There remains the third position. For elther
accldent limits substance or else substance limits acci-
dent or else there is no potency-act {limitation-perfection
rElatlon between them, "

We say then that substantial essence 1s such
because it 1s llmited by accldenbal potency. Substantial
esgence 1s act, perfectlon; but it 1s limlted to such
and such a kind of perfection by the accidental potencies.

This position squares with the conclusion of
paragraph VIII. Subatantial essence 1s act to accldental
potency: 1t wmakes that potency actually inhere; and the
inhering potencles make that act of such and such a kind.

Nor is it a sound objection to urge that sub-
stantlal essence 1s potency. The same ens quo can be
potency wlth respect to subsequent act, and act with
respect to anterlor potency. Substantial essence 1is
potency with respect to existence; but 1t is act with
respect to accidental potency.

X. Another objection, however, raises a profounder
question. If substantial potency 1s act to accldental
potency, why 1s it not accidental act?

The radlical answer is the bipolarity of acci-
@ental potency. Accidental potency is in potency both
to Inherence In a substance and to accidental perfectilon:
Jolnts Intellect qua tale is cam ble of inhering in
John's aubstance and it 1s capable of eliciting acts of
Iintelldzence.

This however ls not the complete answer. That
1s had by effecting the transition from id cuil competilt
esse in allo to Id cul competit esse per ase. Now all
accldental potencles are accldental because they are
limited by relativéty, by the plus et minus. But this
1s true of them sinsly, it is not true of them when
grouped into the unity of a sincle object. Because a
desire or an act of undershanding is net entitled to
be on 1ts own, per se, 1t doss nobt follow that a unifiled
aggrepgate of desires, aprrehensions, vital functions, ete.,:
is not entlitled to be on 1ts own, per se. On the contrary,
as we lmow, some substances are preclsely the real unity
of capadities to understand, will, see, desire, functionx
vitally, etc.




The Problem of Substance (B8).

X. contihued.

To return now to the objectlon, If substantlal
essence las the actuation of accidental potency, why ls
i1t that substantial essence is not accidental act?

The answer 18 that the act of acclidental
potencies taken singly and xx In their polarity to
perfection secundum plus et minus, such an act 1s
accldental. On the other hand, accidental potencies 1In
thelr polarity to inherence and taken in an uma¥ad
grikad unifled and patterned group constitute the
potency to esse per se which 1s substantial essence.

Thus the objection falls to the ground.




Solutions to the Objections.

6. Though substance and accldent are really and adequatel]

distinct, 1t remains that accldent 1limits substance as potency

does act. Hence lmowing the limiting set of accidents one also

knows the act they limit. Hence there 1s no guess and no unknow-
able.

7. A correlation is merely a set of relations. But

In knowing a cat is a cab, one does not merely know that

a number of appearances are correlated. One also knows one

thing that 1s formal cause of the correlation
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The Problem of Substance {6).

VII. Now the 1idea of substance 1s connected with
both aspects of accident. It is that In which the accldent
inheres. It also 13 such and such a kind of substance
because it unites into a single belng such and such

The second point may not be c¢clear at first
utterance, namely, that a substance is of & kind because
the accldents are of a kind. Bubt the point is evident from
the view-point of our knowledpe: we know substance tobe
of a kind (man, animal, plant, ete.) only because we
know the accidents to be of a kind; if there 1s rcosonu
and will, which are accidents, the material substance ls
a man; if these are lacklng, bub there 1s sense and appetltg
and local motion, the substance 1s an animal; 1f these are
lacklng, yet there are vital functions, the substance is
a plant.

Agalnat this one may object: the argument only
proves the quoad nos; 1t uraes because we know the sub-
stance to be such because the accidents are such, therefore
quoad se the substance 1s such hecause the acclients are
such; this 18 a non sequltur. For the order of nature, the
qiioad se, 1s inverse to the order of knowledre, the yuoad

nos.,

To meet this ohjection it is necessary to
distingulsh two radically differentx concepts of accident.

One mgy concelve the accldent as a compound of
potency and act, or one may conceilve it simply as act
with the substance as its limiting potency. The latter
view squarea with the Aristotelian physical analysls of
substance {matter and form) and accidental form. The
formsr view ls that of St. Thomas In la., q. 54, a. 1-3.

Now If subatance 1s the potency that limlts
accldental acts, then the accident 1s such bhecause the
potency 1s such. But if accldent 1s the potency to which
substence 1is act, then hecause the potency makes the
&Ct such and such an act, it follows that substance 1s
of a kind because gccident is of a kind.

On the latter vlew then
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XII continued.

For substantial potency 1s asctuated to esse
by substantial act, and it 1s actuated to greater perseity
by accldental act. Asain, accldental act 1s actuated to
its proper perfectlon by accidental act, and it ls actuated
to inherence and unity by substantial potency
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