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We now turn to the second part of the svnth@sia, the determination
of the intelliribllity in "being somsthing."

First then "heilng somethin/ is limited., It 1s the "something,"
but neither more nor less nor in any way different from it.

Second, to repcat the same point under any other aspect, being
something is specified. The "something" Specifies what the ”being"
in heirg something is limited to.

Third, the being of veing somsthing is smpirizrt contirgent.
Por what is something s whet Includes or involves not being, ' What
involves not being, is not whot excludes not being. But only what
excludes not belng, 1s necesssry. Therefore the beirg of being some-
thing is contingent.

Fourth, the bhelrg of belng gowething 1s emplrilcal.

Thig point follows from ths antlthesis. We said thaet for being
to be dntelligibhle, it did not suffice for 1t merely to happen not
to be; we maintsined that 1t must of its nuture exclude all not
being. This was our initial thesis, hut In the antithesls we noted
that no object of experience s-tilsfied the thesis.,

By "empirical" then we mean %hat has not intrinsic intelligi-
billty, what finds 1ts explanation in something outside itself.

Now the being of being something 1s not Intrinsically Intelll-
pible, for it does not exclude not bheing; it is a helrpm Shet not only
is but 2lso is not. It is then emprirical.

8t11l1l there can be nothing (nothira can positively exist) that
has no intellinibility of sny kind: else thought would be stultified.
There must then be some Intellipgibility to heing something. Thls
ag we heve already shewn 1s its casisatlon by pure bheing, which
supplied an extrinsic intellimibility.

Pifth different limited beinpgs differ by thelr speciflcations.
They cannot differ by their being, for all thet cen be sald of the




being as belng of the one, can alsc be said of any other. They musk
have some difference, else thelr belng different would be unintelw
ligible. It remeins that the difference lles in their speciflcations,

that the "something" this one 1s 1s not the "something" that that one
is.

Sixth, limited belnpg is mutable.

It is contingent, not necessary, therefore not immutable, and
therefore mitable, -

Chunges are of thiree kinds, sction, passion, and solldary chanzs. @
The first is acting, the second beirg zcted upon, the third is the ]
combination of the two when a set of interderendent units are sub-
jdcted to some external influence.

Seventh, agere sequitur esse.

Becouse a bheing is limited, it follows that its capaclities for
action and ponsion will be limited. It cannot do simplleliter, unless
it is simpliclter. It cannot be acted upon without limit, unless
it is not withonut limit.

Further, there is not only this reculrement of Intelligibillity
with regard to action and passion, but nlso that the limitations
of action and pu:ssion be coherent with the limitations of the being.

That the aetivity of limited being is limited, e=nd thuat the
limitation of the aetivity ls coherent with the limitation of the
belng, constitute the wmeining of the nhrese: agere sequitur esse. |

Hence, a nature is limited being as the intellirihle ground 0t i
of the limitatIons of action and passion. hodslwSim & paien, Bttt Wit |

Further, a law of noture is a ¢orrelstion of the limitutions
of action and passlon with the limitations of the nature.

Eighth, to return to point six ahove, differences in the
gpeclfication of being are of two kinds.

They are formal 1f they are differences in nature. Thus a star
ls different from a rose, hecause it hes & different nature.

They ore meterial if they are n-t iIn the nntures. Thus this
star differs from that, this rose from that, not formally for
the noture is the same in both c:ses, but materislly.
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Again, 17 the ddrfferences ars purely material, they cre said to
be num: rlcal Thus 1f thils rose, no matter how c”refully exumined, is
found 1n every respect to be exactly similor o that one, then the
difference is purely mums materisl. There 1a not only no dlfferentce in
nature, bul trere ls not even accldental difference.

Puely meterinl diffevence 1is s:id to be numerical, because the
prosupposltion of counting 1s some simllarity in vhat is counted: a pig
and a hen do not glve two ples or two hens bub two animals. Hence the

pure coae of "umber! is when similarity is found in every aspect of
the obidcts counted.

Ninth, nunerical difference is empirical.

Ne eald contivneent being was empiricsl becsuse it offered no
intrinsic ivtelllﬂibility; contingent being happens to be without
excluding not being. It is ensy to recornise the same festure in
numeriecal difference.

For objlects that differ nuwerically must have sowething In thelr
specification Thit is nobt in the srecification of the other. But the
only assirnable difference is that the metter of this one 1s this
matter while the mutter of that one 1s that matter. But matter dmaEyxank
a8 matter cdoeg not differ from matter; the whole difference falls on
the "this" and "thst." But this and"thet! mean no more then difference.
And similarily sny arcunent returns upon itseld in o viclous clrcke.

The point lsz that they just happen to differ. Thelr difference
is not intrinsicully Intellinlibles It 1ls emplrical.

But the emplrical lws to hove st leest at extriraice intelligibility.'

What then is 16?
Pirat loL us {orm Lhe oripln or .ri1ci 1s of @nniPLC l dlfference
”matter T Se . . il b :

Second, lebt ug dis itw“u qh hetweon natures that are types and
noatures that are indaividusl.
A type-nature iz one which resuires 2 nuwaher of inatinces for
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1ts normal functioning. Thus, though sbsolutely possible, tizizxmok
it would be abnormal for there to be only one electron, one proton,
one wuember of each of the dlstinet blolosical species. And this
abnormelity follows from the nutures of the thirps themselves. For
the nuture of the electron to function, a multitude are needed.
Similarly any blolosleal specles of 1its nubure is 8estined to pro-
crecte, develop, adapt ltself to chanaing environments. In the first
case the need of the multiplicity is simultsneous; in the second it
i8 successlve. But in both it 1s notural, follows from the nuature.
And, of course, beyond the abnomislity of bLhere being but single
instarces of each s:ecles, there wouid be the cosmls abnormality
ariging from the natural Interde-endence of the species.

On the obther hund, an Irdividual nsture 1s one that hes no such
exigence for multipliclity,

To rettirn to our point, what is the extrinsic intelligmibility
of matbter, of nuuserlcal dAifrerence, Plainly it is the exigence of
multlplicity dn the type-n:ture. The type-nzture to be itself fully
must be ibself in a number of Instsnces; were the Instences different
in nature, then there would be ne realisation of the type~nature;
the iInstances must ve the some In nobure, and for them to be the
saome In netare yeb different Instinces, thers must be a princinle
of muterial or nmumerleal difference.

ace idental.

X accldental Iy the chin~ the
from Hr-rethar wopd sy vbe vrivhde i g why immuhvind e
alm\le, but theve\ire difficult or plainly
the ; ) the smme Aghure under t circumatane
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diff'eren wwa. Accordin/A to the bamreXsturey whber
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Tenth, we distingnish hetween substance and certaln accldents,
those of action and pas:ion.

A substance is what of 1ts nature 1s something absolutely. Thus
an object 1z or 1s not a manj it is motarhor %o speank of an object
being move or less a man, & msn un to a certaln wnoint.

An ascclicient of actlon or passlon is what of its nafture ls some-
thing not absolutely but more or less, in some desres. Thus, there
1s no absolute brightness, resistance, walesht, strength, sand the like;
these thisgs are simply in degrees, more or less.

This distinction recalls the distinchion hetween pure belng and
limited being: pure being is slmvliciter; limibted heing 1s something,
where the something specifies some grade or deagree of being. Now
both substznce and accldent sre something, hut LHhe subsitance ls
simply sometiriing, the accldent is something in some dearee of the
something 1t s, 4 mun 1s not more or less a mon but simply a man;
but brightness is brightness not absolutely out In some depree of
brightnesa.

Farenthetleally, we note that we define the distinction between
substunce «nd ace ident where the two are found in the same limited
being. Pure being, on these definitiors, is super~suhsi nce rather
that substance: 1t is not what is something absolately, bubt whet is
absolutely.

Bleventh, we distinguish hetween spiritural and material
accidents of actlon and passion.

The spiritual is what is neither materinl nop in itself conditioned

by matter,

Matter is the principle of merely emplrical difference, of
numerical difference.

Hence, meterial acc idents of ection and rassion are those whose
tmore or less" or degree admits mothemwtlcal expression.

Further, the extent fo which they are msterial will determine
the depsree In which the mathemetical expression is exhcoustlive of
their reality.

The maximum in materislity is found In quentity sand local

motion., For gquantity 1s the puve instance of moterial passivity;
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local mokion is the pure Instunce of material setivity. Let us muke this
clearer, and flrst let us examlne quontity and local motion In thew-
selves apart from the subjects thut have auantlty or move locally.
Quuntity is sometimes azsid to be what hss wnarts outside parts;
as the more acute ohserve, the term "outside" malkes the definition a
visious clrecle. What then 1ls quantity?
Quentity ls the static continuum of purely moterial dffference.
“Static, for 1t is not a process, not a successlion, but all at
once, simulbsneous.
Continuum, for it reclisses an idea not in a number of Miscnmbhe
instunces, mut without limit of instences, and so without number In
the sensze of innumerable; bubt while the continuum reallses an idea
wilthout limit to the number of instuances in whileh 1t reulises 1%,
at the stvme time the reclisution 1ts2lf is something limited. Thus
the continuum realises without limlt within limits.
Of curely materisl difference, for the idea realised without
linit of Instunces 1s not, vroperly spesking, sn idea at all; 1t
i1s not an intrinsic intellieibility; it 1s the puvely empirical, the
extrinaleally Intelligible, numericnl ddflerence.

aye £

Thus, to deflne anew, qumtity ls the simulteneous but limited
realisction of unlimited numericul differences,

Local motion on the other hand is the dynamic eontinuum of
purely muabterinl differences.

Or, on a parallel with ~ur sccond definitlon of quintity, local
motion 1s the successive but limited reulisation of unlimited numerical
differences,

Now plainly, wnlimited nunerlecel difference is the maximum of
moterizlity. Mence gqusntity and local motlon are the most material
of accidents. They are the vure objlects of methematical thousht, In
so far as mathematics dewls not simply with numbers but is applled
to objects. '

Further, they are accldents, and ss accldents plainly mmoniddn
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local motion falls into the cabegory of activity, and so is the moat
material of activities,

Newton'a first low of motlon throws 1lizht on the polnt.

This law may be exrressed metnphysically as follows: what requires
a cause ls not a velocity but only a chanse of velocity.

Now why should a veloclty not re-uire a cause?

Congider what is wemnt by a veloeity in the context. To deny
that a velocity requlres a cause is not to deny thst local motion
daas waf requires a cause; it is to deny that a continuance of local
motion requires a cause.

Next, consider what a cause 1s., It is the intelllsible ultimate
of change.

Third, effect must be promortionate to cause: cmuse is an intelli-
gible; therefore effect must be an intellicible difference.

Fourth, mere chunge of vlace, the yurely mnterlsl difference
of the gquuntitative continuam is the formal effeet of loenl motion;
but this difference we hsve shewn to be merely empirical; therefore
no amount of snch difference ¢an he rroporbtionste to #m a cause which
ig intellinible.

Hence we conclude that, siven a local motion, we hove already
the cause of Indefinite numericsl dlfference. In other words not
velocity but only chonge of wvelociby reculres a cause,

So mach for purely material activity. We have sald that quantity
is purely moterdal passivity.

Now a passivity s correlutive to an setivity. Juentity as
passivity is correlative to local moticon as activity In two ways.

First, it supplies the differences through which local motion
moves, and so makes motlon a motion. Without such differences local
motion would not be chunte at all,

Second, it su-plies In a subject the pascive guabity thet will
meke possible for 1t to act or be acted upon by local motlon: in other
words it makes Iimpact ind cortact possible.

Let us now consider locul motion not In its pure materiellty
but in its intelligibility, that ilsg, ss chinge of velocity.
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locdal motion falls in the cabégory of actlvity, and so iz the

most material of activities.

Parenthetically we may note the metanhysical elemsnt in
Newtonts First Law of Motlon, that an uniform wvelocity of itself
is indefinlte. This follows from our position, The change effected
by the activity of local motion 1s purely materlal, a transfer from
one plate to another, where the difference of the places are simply
the nuerleal differences of the gquantitative continuum. Plainly
such change 1s emplrical, not somothing that calls for the intrine-
gle intellipgibility 6f a cause, but something that 13 of the nature
of the c¢h:unme effected. Now what 1s of the nature of the change
eifect~d? Simply local moblon. Hence what 1s caused 1s not veloclity
but chansze in velocity
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