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178 ~ "LAVAL THEOLOGIQUE ET PHILOSOPHIQUE

{ actual of all notions; for it is the Zo-be wrmﬂ.dlzmw 3.. wmlmogmm all ozyma‘
perfections. Unless these receive the actuality of their to-be, .wm %Mwm_ﬁ
in a state of potency only; and on the other vmb?.ouom Mrm% ﬁmwm s ely,
they can not exist more. In the De Potentia, Saint Thomas w: :

This that I call fo-be is the most perfect of all: a fact that is obvious, since act

is always more perfect than potency. Now any designated moﬂ..ﬂpmﬂw_uﬁmww.qm w_w”

understood to be actual except ﬁraoamﬂ.gm. ﬁwﬁ wwwwuﬂuuw%%mfm_. n b ﬂrm.gﬂmu
i onsidered as existing in the y ter,

1 wm %wﬂuwwbwa mm.. MMMWWM%W% the intellect; but that which has its fo-be is rendered actually

‘existing. Hence, it is clear that this that I call to-be is the actuality of all acts and
M?E.mwom.m« it is the perfection of all perfections.!

N And elsewhere: “To-be, itself, is the .Bo%m perfect oﬁm: MEbmmw 3”. a;
is coE.w.mHmm to all things as that which is mnf for boﬁtﬂm mw ﬂoawwhw

- except in so far as it is. Hence, the very Swv..m is the .m.owc.mm 1 %@o ,.m Y ao.wu h
even of forms themselves.”? "As Cajetan says, speaking o Sw._ M in on-
position with essence: ““...It is the ultimate actuality .Om t w ﬁmmﬂw m or
after the existence of Sortes, nothing more comes to him substantially.

On the other w,m:m“ the fo-be of created ﬁEzmm. is in itself nothing unless
.it be received into something else and be mvmﬁmmm W% Mompm.bﬂwﬁw.wbw”
| i : “To-be i t anything. nd Sai

Boethius states: “To-be 1s not as ye T

_ continues in the passage quoted above from the Summa theologica:

i iver is to the received,

it i t compared to other things as the receiver is t ;

i M%MMMMM mm mewanm?.m%ﬁo ﬁﬂm Hmomr‘oﬂw /WQWNSWNWMMMMM% M%mevhw MWM%MWM m.
f a horse, or of anything else, the s forr

wuﬁm%m MM%aaﬂEm received, and not as that to which fo-be belongs. .

; o . . .

To-be, itself, takes its determination, its whole character, Hm\.oE wwm.m

! . - - . . a.-

which it brings to actuality, which it posits in the world .oﬁ ,wnmm i uﬁ\.m by

as act to which all else is as potency: remote or proximate.

in na es 1 in proximate potency
“remote’” because matter in natural substances is not in pr p

nia issi : atet
1% _Hoe quod dico esse est inter omnia wm.ﬂ‘mmoammwnﬁumm H.mw%mmm %mew.oMow o
ia actus est semper perfectior potentia. .Ozmm:wmd autem o s potost
m%mﬁ:ﬁ. in actu nisi per hoe quod esse WoEdﬁmH cﬁwmpwu%ﬁwwummmuam nel oawawcn
> D A - p 8 s . ) an e
considerari ut in potentia materiae exastens s Trad patet quod
in 1 : od habet esse, efficitur actu e bauod um
Hﬂwmﬁ%mmﬁwm.wwmmmw M.M«wwmgw omnium actuum, et propter hoc est wmnmmcﬁo.
Wmﬂmmomobﬁb.ulda Pot., 9.7, a.2, ad 9.

issi jum: comparatur enim
PR ipsum esse est perfectissimum omnium; comp o
ad - N.:.%W Mw%w pzm/mm% MMEB habet actualitatem, nisi Endmﬁlﬂw%mw H %u%.w . M 3.
ool o e, o et ot e, L,
For the English translation of the ﬁa%:p 0 e D e e pansiation !
ini ‘thers apted it to harm: . an
by the Dominican Fathers, but have ad d i o o g fobe, o1
‘ 1 texts in which we ha; r e arise
wWM:WM:WanMmm; ﬂ@mmwmwmummwmwmwmum: in order to avoid confusions that mig
in the present problem. . B . s, st
3 “Extremum vero illud, quod in secunda compositione e mwmdmwdww :ﬂm o tiale
Itima actualitas illius generis; post existentiam enim-Sortis uH Dl S Soarto)-
M%%ﬂm advenit.”"—CAJETAN, In de Ente et Essentia, cap.d, q.10, .

¢4 _ Jpsum enim esse nondum est.”—De Hebdom., ibid.

.5 siett
. .. magis si
5 “Unde non comparatur ad.alia sicut reciplens mﬁ Hoomuwn%m %wzﬁw e
ceptum ad recipiens.. Cum enim dico esse hominis, ve! mwpﬂwwwp o e com
Mnmugmcs esse consideratur ut formale et receptum, non &
y 1 .
esse.”'—Ia, loc. cit. .

MH.,rm uoﬁom of fo-be is the most formal, the most universal, the most

bmwmw
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for the act of to-be; if, per impossibile,
form would be purely accidental, supera
Saint Thomas says:

The very to-be is not the proper act of matter, but is of the whole substance.’
For fo-be is the act of that of whi

ch we can say that it s. Now, to-be is said
not of matter, but of the whole. Hence, matter can not be called what 15, but the
substance itself is that which is.t

it existed as mere matter, then all
dded to an already existing matter.

Thus, neither is the form that which s in tho

matter and form; nor is the form the fo-be. It is compared to the latter
as whiteness is to “to be white.” Form is, to be sure, the determining
principle of a being; it is that by which (“quo”) a material substance is what
itis. Butitis not that which is (“id quod est”), nor does it confer existence
on it. The to-be is that by which (“quo”) the substance comes actually to
be and is called a being. : .

Hence, in things composed of matter and form, neither matter nor form can be
called either that which is or the very to-be.

Yet, form can be called that by which
something is, according as it is a principle o

f to-be; but the whole substance is that
which is.  And the fo-be, itself, is that by which the substance is denominated being.2 -

There is, therefore, a double composition in existing material substance:
(2) that of matter and form which are the essential components of the
substance; and (b) that of the ensuing composite and its fo-be. In other
words, the substance, thus considered, involves a twofold actualizing quo:
the form which determines the matter, thus giving rise to a specific nature;
and the f0-be, by which the composite exists outside its causes.’

se things composed of

And if
we consider the supposit, we may speak of a threefold quo in those things
composed of matter and form: (a) the form which actualizes the matter;

- (b) the nature that results from th .

e union of form and matter, as for
instance, humanity; (¢) the act of existing.

In created separated substances, however, in which there is no matter
ess we understand every potency to be “matter” in an improper sense?),
there is only one composition required for a substance to exist: the form is
itself that which 4s; that by which it -exists is its fo-be. To continue with
“ the passage in the Contra Gentes: “In intellectual substances, however,
‘Which are not composed of matter and form, as has been shown, but in
which the form itself is the subsisting substance, the form is what 18, but
- the f0-be is the act and that by which 4t 15.”°

—_— .

(unl

. ! “Secundo autem quia ipsum esse non est proprius actus materiae, sed substan-
tiae totius. Eius enim actus est esse de quo possumus dicere quod sit, Esse autem
Don dicitur de materia, sed de toto. Unde materia non potest dici quod est, sed ipsa
Substantia est id quod est.”—Contra Gentes, 11, cap.54.

: %2 “Unde in compositis ex materia et forma, nec materia nec forma potest diei
Ipsum quod est, nee etiam ipsum esse. Forma tamen potest dici quo est, secundum
Quod est, essend principium; ipsa autem tota substantia est ipsum quod est; ot ipsum

€sse est quo substantia denominatur ens.”’—Ibid. :

L 3 CAIETAN points out two ways in which these two compositions agree and ten

Waysin which they differ. Cf. In de Ente et Essentia, loc. cit. Cf. also, Sarxt TroMAS,
2 I Sent., dist.g, q.5, a.2, c.

4 CL. infra, p.189, n.1.

moEw “In substantiis autem intellectualibus,

bom?wm.znoﬂumbmﬁu mmaﬁoww@.uoqmd.
i . w08 est guod est, ipsum autem esse
fU.;ef. alg

0, infra, p.188, n.1.

quae non sunt ex materia et forma
sed in eis ipsa forma est substantia subsis-
est actus et quo est.”—Contra Gentes, loc.
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Tn creatures, therefore, we find that the to-be is J ﬁwumbwmw_ MMMMmMMMw%

i ich (“quo”) and to what s (q ,

both to whatever else is by which (“quo d ) :

whether this be material or spiritual. Hence, it is ultimate act to all fore
going potencies and perfections.

In his exposition of the De H. ebdomadibus, Saint. HWo.Bmm umﬁ@mxﬂﬂwm.
the three differences that Boethius gives between what ¢s and :M. %_ .w en
according to their intentions; he afterwards shows wOaw ﬁ.rmmm 1fferences
apply doadEme in the concrete when he develops the principles concerning
the one. :

The first difference is stated thus: “To-be m.m wow Mm %mw mwwwwwp%mw
ch 1 i ived the form of {o-be, 1s and has co .
But that which is, having received E . : st
i i i rthi t cannot be the subject of to-be, jus
ce {o-be is not by itself anything, 1 ; > sul
Mwbg run cannot be the subject of the race; both, ,ﬁm&u in Emﬂmwwﬂmmmww
i - ill have to be, as some
abstract. Something other than fo-be wil . mething otk
i - caits, as it were, a subject in order
{o run will have to run. To-be awaits, wer . i
MWmeHowmm its own actuality; it, itself, never mﬁmb@w in the relation of mcquMM
to mem ulterior act. This point is brought out in the same Up.mmmmo o
De Potentia to which we referred above:

i is by act, but rather as
-be i determined by another as potency is ; 2
wuwuwommf%o%%w%owg m.ow Maﬁmu in the mmmc.wsg.%m MOMHMW the %mmwm HWMM&%M Mmuw.mma w.w_
. 3 tia, as, for instance, it is said that the soul 1s the act oL
wwﬂ%um Mmmwmw.mﬂwmﬁww@snﬁim. >bw in this manner, one {o-be is distinguished from
another fo-be in that it is of such or such a nature.?

But on the other hand, that which is can be the subject oﬁw Mommm MM%
subsists in itself in virtue of having Hmnm?mm ?M.mow Mm wa%mmi% e
. -s: “Being is not predicate
stance that s, the text says:“Being : nd per v
‘hich i os to subsist. For accidents

t of substance, to which it belongs . =
Muwwmmm:mm beings as “m they themselves were, but only in as much as they
are in some subject.”

e e e ..

The second difference between the two woﬁ.onm is ,ﬁw._m“ ¢ HMMM& SWWSMN W

can participate in something else, g.; to-be H.umwﬂoémﬂmw. Eéﬂwow Wbm el

thing.””* Saint Thomas here Bmwﬁoum various ways FM:WB b O ary:

may participate, or take a part, in another; .ﬂm give t o

(o) as when one thing receives in a particular way ﬁ m.n éwb EWBMP

sidered in itself, is more universal, as man participa “mm e ecies

or Socrates in man. We might say in o@mw ﬂoﬁmm. mmwu .
participates in a genus; or as an individual, in a species or

14, Ipsum enim ..Mm.m.ml.nownmaaymeewwa.NcMPM.“.ﬁHo i quod sty aecepts mmmwum
moH.EmpwmmMmM ﬁWMM ..%M— mwﬂw.mmﬂ&bmﬁﬁ esse .ﬁmw aliud sicut mmﬁ%hﬂ%ﬁ@%%ﬂ%&%@dﬂlﬂw
ot e O S B
%MWMWM Howm.w HWM. W.Mbbn BmmEqb Woo.“%ma ab illo esse distinguitur, in qu o
v ﬁw szﬂwéwwww M.wwwﬁﬂuw wMoMM_m et per se, nisi de substantia, cujus est subsister®

L S . ;s subest ali- v
Accidentia enim non dicuntur entia quasi ipsa sing, sed inquantum eis .

2. ) w
id,..." — Sarm~t THoOM4s, In de Hebdom., cap.: Hquo
nﬁmw “Quod est, participare aliquo potest, sed ipsum esse nullo modo alquo ™
participat.” — BoEraIus, De mmgai: loc. cit.

.-is that by which a thin

- white, such as warm

WHETHER EVERYTHING THAT IS, IS GOOD 181

(). as a subject participates in accident; and matter, in form. The
~ substantial form, universal when considered as to its nature, is
limited by this or that matter; and in a similar way, the accidental
form is determined in this or that subject. .

(c) as an effect participates in its cause. This is especially true when
the effect is of lesser power, as is the light in the air from the sun..

The third mode will be considered later. For the present we shall
follow Saint Thomas’s exposition which returns to the first two only.!
Viewed in the first mode, to-be is, itself, the most abstract, and hence can-
‘not participate in anything else as a particular in a universal, or as a less
universal in a more universal, as when this man is referred to man, or man
to animal. It is true that some things spoken of in the abstract can still
participate in something more universal, as “whiteness” in “color”’; but
there is nothing more universal than ¢o-be, since in each thing it is that by
which whatever is, is. Hence, unlike whiteness, fo-be cannot participate

in anything more universal. Thus it follows that neither can it, according

to the second mode, participate as subject, in any substantial or acei-
dental form. .

'

Now, that which s, is also most universal, yet it must participate in
to-be. The solution is, as Saint Thomas points out, that the one universal
is related to the other, not as one abstract to another, as the less universal
to the more universal, but as the most ‘universal by way of concretion:
that which 7s (“quod”) to the most universal by way of abstraction: that
by which (‘quo”) that which is, is. Now since that which s, is because of
lo-be, that which 4s, while commensurate with fo-be in universality, will be
only in so far as it participates in to-be.

And this leads us immediately to the third difference: “That which 1s
can have something besides what it itself is; but the very to-be has no
admixture of ought besides itself.”’2 Anything that is signified in the
abstract, that is, as something “by which” something is such or such,
cannot, thus considered, have anything extraneous added to what it is;
it is indivisibly confined to itself as that by which a thingissuch. Humanity

g is a man; whiteness, that by which the white is
Whiteness is not that by which something white is also other than
; nor does humanity admit of anything else but that ,
v% which a man is a man; for even what is accidental, such as whiteness,
15, thus considered, indivisible and unmixed.

white,

But when a thing is signified in the concrete, such as man, it may have
8omething which is not of the nature of that by which it is such, as a man
.Em.% have something else than that by which he is a man; for instance,
“Whiteness. Likewise, whereas whiteness cannot be warm, the white can

also be warm—just as the warm can be white. Saint Thomas says of this:

1In de Hebdom., mmw.w. .

4 2'uyg quod est, habere aliguid, praeterquam quod ipsum esse, wodmmﬁ ipsum
€ro esse nihil alind praeter se habet admixtum.”—BozsTHIUS, bid.
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“Thus, érmw is warm can have something mxﬁpbmozm. to heat m“ﬁmoa to it,
as whiteniess, but heat itself can have nothing besides rmwﬁ.. H.Hmu.om.
while the concrete subject, man, remains the same, the formalities by which
he is man, white, tall, learned, warm, are many, as bmmﬁm of one s&wrw.
That they are as parts is seen from the fact that man is not .EHBNESN.
nor is he whiteness, nor learning, and so on. But, as the exposition adds:
: i i him from: havin,
an has humanity or whiteness does not prevent aving
Wmmyemmmwﬁwﬂmwﬂwmﬁww %omm not belong to the E:EHM of rmﬂmmT,w;r M%b MMMMWMWMVMM
ich is. ; an ‘hite can have
that which is opposed to these; and hence, a man and w cen have sometbing other
i d whiteness. This is why whiteness and human ,% gnifie
Wwﬂ%wawww%ﬁw M part and are not predicated of concrete things, just as no part is
predicated of its whole.2

Now, that which is, is signified as concrete, and can therefore “have .

something more than what it itself wm\, namely :moBmeEN Umw.ou.mw its
" essence.” But lo-be is signified as abstract, so that “/o-be-has no admixture
of ought besides its essence.””

This third difference brings us to a new ..combw of view. Because
concrete substance can have something vmmwmwm ;.m own essence, we must
consider two kinds of fo-be. And so Boethius immediately goes on to
state that: “To be something absolutely is not the same as to ,om.moBMvEm.
...Every thing that is participates in fo-be so aﬂwd it may @mw :m order to
be something, it participates in moBmﬁEs.m else.”® And ﬂbm o:. erence in
ways of being, follows from a difference in the formal principle:

Since form is the principle of fo-be, it is necessary that according to mégﬁmwmw. Wmﬂ
is rmm, the thing having it be said to be mw.mon% such Mmﬂ. . How %%ﬁmmﬁmwmw 4 wmmmunm
is not in addition to the essence of the thing having 1t, but cons es 1ts Eﬁ&%.

i hing having it is said to be abso y
then from the fact that it has such a form, the thing g | tc solutely,

i f tional soul. But if it be a form ex
for instance, 2 man from the fact that he has a ra L soul.  Buk i 16 D0 & pong will

0 the essence of the thing having it, according to . )
WMM mmwwmmuﬁw Mmmmﬁogﬁmq, but to be something; as for instance, according to white-
ness & man is said to be white.5 .

i iqui m calidum, ub
1 : od est calidum, potest habere mﬁn.ca extraneum qua; s
&dm&nmmp.,wwwﬂwﬁww calor nihil habet praeter calorem.”—Sa1NT THOMAS, Ia, q.3,2

i lbedinem, non Ppro-

“ uod homo habet humanitatem vel al nem, o

Ewmwﬁ. wadwwmo pwﬂﬁ% wmsm, quod pon pertinet ad rationem EM.AWBW uMMH m%wﬁagmw o

est oppositum his: et ideo wowpo et Mgﬁmw womwwwﬁmmuﬁwﬁm\ Mrwg M.Ewmm Wm&mamﬁgn

i 1 i . Et haec est ratio g bedo, L s
w%wwwﬂmwm mmwwmw mwm non praedicantur de concretis, sicut nec aliqua pars de

toto.”—SaIxT THOMAS, In de Hebdom., cap.2. o ) 4 quod

3 “Quia igitur, sicut dictum est, ipsum esse significatur ut m?ﬁ%memmp.pﬁom oy

est ut oouoawchw consequens est <m2mﬁ mmwumb mwomm%oMmoWMMﬁmwﬂwspB e,

iquid habere, praeterquam quod ips s t praeter su
wwwomwmw%%pswmmm nihil vamn admixtum praeter suam essentiam.’ "—I. bid.

.. ne
iquid i t esse aliquid... Om
4 “Diversum est tamen esse aliquid in eo quod est, et uid ... V5
quod mmuwpwwﬂwawmw eo quod est esse, ut sit; alio vero participat ut wHEEm.m:w
RoETHIUS, ihid. s
5 “Quia enim forma est principium essendi, necesse est quod mmmon%ﬁwmmp bﬂb sit
libet formam habitam, habens aliqualiter esse dicatur. Si ergo form

i i iam.: et talem
praeter essentiam habentis, sed comstituat ejus essentiam; ex eo quod hab S tio-

e con y . P
formam, dicetur habens esse mEGro;@M. mwmﬂ“anWm Mwmwmmwmﬁwﬂ Mﬁwmﬁmwﬂ, o ndum
. Si vero sit talis forma gquae sit ex essentia, et
mwmwp formam non dicetur esse simpliciter, sed esse ..&55&. sicut secundum

homo dicitur esse albus:...”’—SaiNt THoumas, ibid.

.Se,
dinem™®
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In a number of passages, Saint Thomas marks clearly the distinction
between “absolute being” and “being as to something”’—sometimes from
the point of view of form, as in the text just quoted, sometimes from the
point of view of the mode of existence, as in the following text from the
fifth Question of the Summa theologica:

Since being properly signifies that something actually is, and actuality properly
correlates to potentiality, a thing is, in consequence, said absolutely to be, according
as 1t 13 primarily distinguished from that which is only in potentiality, and this is
precisely each thing’s substantial fo-be. Hence; it is by its substantial to-be that
each thing is called being absolutely. But by any further actuality it is said to be
“as to something.” Thus, to be white signifies to be “as to something,” for to be white
does not take a thing out of absolutely potential being, since it is added to a thing

that already is actually existing.1 .

Thus, that which is a being as to something (“secundum quid”) does
not have a to-be of its own apart from the being to which it is added. It is
of its nature not so much to be, as to be in another (“inesse”) as in a subject.?
Saint Thomas writes thus in the Metaphysics:

...Quantity and quality and the like, are not absolutely [stmpliciter] beings... For
being is predicated as “having, to-be,” but this is true only of substance, which subsists.
Accidents are called beings, not because they are, but rather because by them some-

thing is; as white is said to be, because its subject is white. Therefore [Aristotle]
says that thev are not called beings absolutely, but that they are beings of being,

such as quality and motion.3
We must note that this division of being into “that which is absolutely’” -
and “that which is as to something else,” or into substance and accident,
is made according to an absolute consideration of the nature of a thing.
Hence, the accident which is here opposed to substance is the predica-
mental accident.* That this division is not the same as the one between

H:?.mB cum ens dieat aliquid proprie esse in actu, actus autem proprie ordinem .
habeat ad potentiam, secundum hoe simpliciter aliquid dicitur ens, secundum quod
primo &mnmeHE.. ab eo quod est in potentia tantum

tiale rei uniuscuiusque; unde per suum esse substantiale die
simpliciter. Per actus autem superadditos, dieitur aliquid esse secundum quid,
sicut esse album significat esse secundum quid; non enim esse album aufert esse in
Dotentia simpliciter, cum adveniat rei jam praeexistenti in actu.”—Ia, q.5, 2.1, ad 1.
Cf. also: Iaq, q.76, a.4, ¢, where we read: The substantial form differs from the aceci-
dental form in this,

that the accidental form does not make a thing {o be absolutely,

itur unumquodque ens

.Wﬁ to be such, as heat does not make a thing to be absolutely, but only to be hot. ..

ﬁgmmzwmﬁmua&moﬂb m?mmdmwuwmdmo_:nm_%.@nmrmuom d%#wooﬁgmwﬂgmmm
mwaﬁo,cmwgmamﬁma mwm&ﬁ&%.uﬁmo,bnv&? p.mrm.m.o.
2 Cf. supra, p.180, n.3. ’ :
di 3 ““. .. Quantitas et qualitas et hujusmodi non sunt simpliciter entia, ut infra
icetur, Nam ens dicitur quasi esse habens, hoe autem solum est substantia, quae
mﬂ__._oﬂ.mﬂ;. Accidentia autem dicuntur entia, non quia sunt, sed quia magis ipsis
aliquid est; sicut albedo dicitur esse, quia ejus subjectum est album. Ideo dicit,
quod non dicuntur simpliciter entia, sed entis entia, sicut qualitas et motus.”"—In
XII Metaph., lect.1, n.2419. .
a .4 “Dieit ergo, quod ens dicitur quoddam secundum se, et quoddam secundum
Ceidens, Sciendum tamen est quod illa divisio entis non est eadem cum illa divisione
m”s. dividitur ens in substantiam et accidens. Quod ex hoe patet, quia ipse post-
odum, ens secundum se dividit in decem praedicamenta, quorum novem.sunt de
m%mymam accidentis. Ens igitur dividitur in substantiam et accidens, secundum abso-
h I entis considerationem, sicut ipsa albedo in se considerata dicitur accidens, et
0o substantia. Sed ens secundum acecidens prout hie sumitur, oportet accipi
Per comparationem acecidentis ad substantiam... TUnde patet quod divisio entis

a Undum se et secundum accidens, attenditur secundum quod aliquid praedicatur

mMHmMHMpzo per se vel per accidens. Divisio vero entis in substantiam et accidens

1tur secundum hoe quod aliquid in natura sua

; est vel substantia vel accidens.”
%V Metaph., lect.9, n.885.
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a:w per se and ens per accidens is plain from the fact @p%ﬁm:.wmmwm mM MW%MMW
ivi i ics ts, of which nine are in g . .
divided into the ten predicaments, e arc in the gents Aoacen
. ivision i i s thing is predicate er
latter division is made according as some : .
MmMMme:% or accidentally. In other words, pon&mbﬁmr here, has reference .

to the fifth predicable.

. .:

A number of differences between absolute being mum.,dem as ﬁm

something” are pointed out by Cajetan. mwuo.m ﬁm %ozum wmmwg MMMMNMo
d i in its function involves a
-be, he shows how a difference in its i : . :
MM.WMV of substance and of accident. We shall give vdmm.% the five ways in
- . . -H
which they are distinguished: :

(a) That which receives substantial form does uom w.mﬁw a 8-@.& apart
from that caused by the substantial form; it 1s _omE.m in pure
Moﬁmno% Whereas the subject of accidental form is mﬁmm&w
actually existing. : . . . .

(b) Trom the union of substantial form with zmrmcgwoﬁ N.VMM MWMMMMMM

. chi hi lutely is; from the umon o :
a to-be by which a thing abso ; or ciden

ith 1 ] {o-be by which a thing is
'm with its subject, there comes a : :
mﬁv ﬁ% »moBmNEbm.: ..Hrwm difference arises ?oBm the Hmwmw. Wow“.
ject of substantial form lacks to-be,
from the fact that the subjec ks b
; i es from form. But the subjec
it first ¢s by the fo-be which comes . :
H& accidental form already has fo-be, and hence it comes to be in
some way, but not absolutely. . . .
(c) From the union of substantial form with its mcEmQ.: there md.mmw
7 an unum per se. From the composition & accidental onB.Mﬁ
its m.ﬁd“._mnﬁ. there does not arise an unum except per accy asm.
Unum follows ens. . . .
(d) From the union of substantial form with wbmﬁoﬁ a ;.&EAM Mmmmw”w
an essence, results; but not from the union &. moemmw m form
with its msugmnn. This follows from the %M&%Mmmamummmd ml_U once
is th ich is signi s definition. -The define
is that which is signified by de : o
t the union of accidenta
m per se. From the fact g.m . .
ﬁmp #M subject does not result in an unum per se, neither doe
an essence result. : . .
i t of
(e) Although substantial form is not a moBEmﬁm essence, it 1s wwmoém
- a aoBmmmno essence. Accident is neither.  This difference
from the fourth. - e
In his exposition of Boethius’s work,? m&uﬁ. wame EBHMWEWM.:
three differences between absolute ,cmmu.m and being ‘“as ﬁw MM o
They may be stated succinctly, in the light of the passage just D ,
from Cajetan: . . al
(a) u? belongs to substance to be absolutely, since the miumd,wu
form determines the essence of the thing.

1 Cf. In de Ente et Essentia, cap.7, n.135.
2 Cf. In de Hebdom., cap.2.

- that which is can participate in something else.

,a.E..B.ﬁm id quod est possit aliquid aliud participare.
-Smplicius quam esse.

- Que Tecipitur in Sorte, sunt enim tantum unum subjecto.
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It belongs to accident to be “as to something,” since the accidental
form is extraneous to the essence of a thing.

(0) In order to be absolutely, a subject participates in the very fo-be.
In order to be “as to something,”

a thing participates in something -
else. : .

(c) Hmwm.# a thing is absolutely. .
Afterwards, it is “‘as to something.”

" This “first” and “afterwards” do not, as such, involw

e a passage of
time in one and the same concrete thing; a thing has some of its accidental

determinations when it first comes to be. ““First” may also mean in the
order of nature; thus, if there were not substance first of all, accidents
would have no subject for their being. Taken absolutely, however, sub-
stance is prior in both the chronological order and the logical.!

Asa .chBpQ ﬁ,,o the foregoing and a prelude to the following principles
which concern the one, we should like to quote one more relev

ant passage
~from Saint Thomas’s Contra Gentes:

The very to-be cannot participate in anything which is not of its essence: although

For nothing is more formal or more
simple than to-be. And thus, the very fo-be can participate in nothing. But the

divine substance is {o-be itself. Therefore, it has nothing which'is not of its substance.
Therefore, no aceident can be in it.2

Cajetan, too, referring to a passage from the Contra Gentes, which
deals with the real distinction between essence and existence, makes a
profound observation drawn from the third difference noted by Boethius,
between fo-be and that which is: every created essence has something con-
joined with it, besides its to-be; but a fo-be that would not be received into
a subject, would have nothing added. He then comments:

The precise reason why a {0-be may have something besides itself added, is that
lo-be 1s received in another, in which other, somethi g else can be received. This is
mummw from the fact that the substantial fo-be of Sortes and his to-be-white are united

1o other reason except that each is received into Sortes, for they are one only by
their subject. In the case, therefore, that to-be will not be Som?mm«%ma,ﬁ:

: Dot remain any way in which it can have anything added to it.3

. In the following paragraph, he makes clear that although this addi-
“tion follows upon to-be, it is not identified with it; nor can the substantial
to-be stand as potency to an accidental fo-be, because: “No to-be of actual
Illf

1 Cf. Sarxt Troas, In VIT Metaph., lect.l, nn.1257-1259.

2 “Ipsum enim esse non potest participare aliquid quod non sit de essentia sua:

Nihil enim est formalius aut
L Et sic ipsum esse nihil participare potest. Divina autem
mﬁumﬁma&w est ipsum esse. Ergo nihil habet quod non sit de sua substantia. Nullum
€rg0 accidens ei inesse potest.”—Contra Gentes, I, cap.23. -

- m {3

» 10 quo potest recipi alind: quod patet ex hoe quod esse
jusdem nulla alia ratione adunatur, nisi quia utrum-

Cum ergo esse non erit
emanebit aliquis modus quo potest habere aliquid sibi annexum.”—

N.anmgﬁu, non r
op. cii., eap.5, q.12, n.100.

.ﬁmﬂ_.,wzu
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existence can be posited as the subject of something else, since it is the
ultimate actuality.”! Therefore, Cajetan concludes:

It remains that they are united because together they are received into a third;
and so if the latter is taken away from the very to-be of actual existence. .. the pos-
sibility of to-be’s having anything more added is likewise removed. And this is what
Boethius says in the De Hebdomadibus:. that that which is has something besides

itself added to it; but the very fo-be, nothing.2
% k% k

e have found that the notions of to-be and what ¢s differ in nature;
we may now ask whether or not they differ in the actually existing thing.
1t is around this point that most of the controversy- anent the distinction
between essence and existence has been and is still carried on. We need
not, for our present purpose, enter upon the history of that controversy.
We are interested only in giving the answer of the De Hebdomadibus,
together with several other texts that corroborate the same doctrine, so
that we may be the better prepared to grasp the relations between fo be
and to be good. .

John of Saint Thomas examines the case of the actually existing essence
and presents as excellent a statement of the problem as we know. It
merits quoting at length:

The difficulty is, whether two entities concur; one, that of essence which receives
existence; the other, that of existence which renders essence actual; just as a white
body, not only when the whiteness is removed but also while the body is subject to it,
is distinguished from the whiteness by which it is rendered white. But there is this
difference between white and existing: that the existing thing, when existence is re-
moved, ceases altogether, and remains nothing; whereas the body, when the whiteness
is removed, remains existing, and so it is easily seen how it is really distinguished from
whiteness. But with regard to existence, it does not so easily appear that there is
some entity distinguished from it, which is called essence: since this latter is in act
only as long as it is the subject of existence; but when existence is removed, essence
remains nothing, but is objectively only and in a state of possibility. And from this
fact, some maintain that essence and existence cannot be distinguished unless as one
would distinguish nothing and being, or, a thing in a state of possibility and the same
thing outside its causes. But that even while essence exists, it is distinguished from
existence in such a way that one reality would be existence, and the other, essence,
although one would be nothing without the other: this is the whole difficulty.?

1% .. Quia nullum esse actualis existentiae potest. poni subjectum alterius,
cum sit ultima actualitas.”—Op. cit., cap.5, q.12, n.100. .

2 “Remanet igitur quod ea ratione adunentur quia ambo recipiuntur in tertio:
ot ideo sublato hoe ab ipso esse actualis existentiae, quod sit, scilicet receptum, au-
fertur etiam quod possit habere aliquid sibi annexum; et hoe est quod Boetius dicit
in Hebdomadibus quod ipsum quod est aliquid habet sibi praeter se conjunctum:
ipsum vero esse nihil."—Ibid. . . . »

3« Difficultas est, an duplex entitas conecurrat, altera essentiae quae reeipit
exsistentiam, altera exsistentiae quae reddit illam actualem; sicut corpus album not
solum remota albedine, sed etiam dum est sub illa, distinguitur ab albedine per quam
redditur atbum; sed haec est differentia inter album et exsistens, quod res exsistens
remota exsistentia desinit omninb, et manet nihil: corpus autem remota albedine
manet exsistens, et ita ibi facile dignoseitur quomodo ab albedine distinguatur Hw.ér.
ter; respectu vero exsistentiae, non ita facile apparet quod ab illa distinguatur aliqu
entitas quae voeatur essentia: quia solum invenitur actu quamdiu est sub mxmm.%ua.».
illa vero remota, essentia manet nihil, et solum objective et in statu womm%%n@amm
Et ex hoe aliqui intulerunt non posse distingui essentiam et exsistentiam nisl m-nzm
nihil et ens, et sicut res in statu possibilitatis et ipsamet in statu extra causas; quo
autem etiam dum essentia exsistit, distinguatur ab exsistentia, ita quod alia Hmprmwm

sit exsistentia, alia essentia, licet una sine alia nihil sit: haec est tota difficultas.’ -

Joux oF SarxT THOMAS, Cursus theologicus (SoresMES ed), T.I, p. 450.
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The question, then, is whether th |
The _then, he substance that exists is reall
A%mswmsm:mm from its existence, so that there is a real composition of "%mmw
two in the concrete; or whether they are distinguished only by a distinction

c:mmmoumodgiromcvmgu, ..‘. . _
O ity , ce and its existence would be one and the same |

mﬁﬁ.ﬂroapm unmistakably stands for a real distinction in creatu
The M:.EEEP as stated in the text of Boethius, is: “In every com nwmm. :
8-3. is one thing and that which is,is another.”? , The ooEBmMSH @o:m%.
furnishes:a.proof that we have not found elsewhere in just the mm%M Hmo y
drawn ?owﬂ what was previously said concerning the fo-be. 'This is MMH,
.machm,u#- The very fo-be does not participate in anything else; hen :
its nature cannot be constituted by anything other than fo-be « To Mm
moo.m not .wm.a\m anything extraneous added, so there is no ooBvoWEou- w
-accident in it. Hence, there is no composition whatever in it, either mM.

sential or-accidéntal. © Therefore, the con ] ibly be t
; : . nposile cannot po
reality as its uncomposite 8-@@@ possibly be the same

The next principle further develops this i :
:m:.\ma% ﬁrmum simple has its fo-be and Spm which MoMMH.M“M .WSQMMWMB%WQNW?
begins dialectically by speaking of “every ﬁEzm &Bw&: in general WHMN%
there were a number of cases to be considered. As he progresses rm ﬂEH
out from what is “absolutely simple” those things that might mmmB to MM

§ -and yet are not truly so. TFirst, simple bodies such as “fire” and “water”;

Mwmuu separated, subsisting forms of sensible things such as Plato understood
=mb mu.m finally, mwwmwmﬁmm ,_moH.Bm as we usually understand them. Of
all these it may be said: “Nothing prevents a thing from being relatively

simple in so far as it lack i it i
ok i | acks a .omwgﬂ composition, and yet not be entirely

. Briefly, this is the way the De Hebdomadibus disposes of each case.’
ire and water are composed of matter and form as well as of the parts of

- quantity. Platonic subsisting natures are each determined to a species;
2

v . .
ence, no one is the universal to-be, but each participates in it. Hence
. Y

Mwmw%wm%ﬁm ooBvo%Sou.,. The immaterial forms of a higher order than

i Mwmm, as w»bmd.oam &mcmw.ﬁ are distinguished from one another:

b g:m. orm of its W.wm vmasegﬂcm in to-be. And therefore, these

0 ve moB.m.noBv.owﬁo:. Truly simple, however, .will be that which
es not participate in fo-be, but is the very to-be itself.

—_——

H [13 » . ..
Omni composito aliud est esse, aliud ipsum est.”—In de Hebdom cap.2

.. 2Cf Saixt Trouas, In de Hebdom., cap.2: “

i it ] f lom., .2: ¢, . .Sieut esse et i

: EpE.mmwwszwmwmmmbh.ﬂwuﬁﬁﬁ%%d%ﬁwm_ ita H% compositis differunt Hmmmm%.nw MWM%%MMMM

cipa m:pcbpﬁ o] Iss1s: dictum est enim supra, quod ipsum esse neque parti

admixtuen o ut ejus ratio constituatur ex multis; neque habet aliquid ° :E.
, Ut sit in eo compositio acei is: et ideo i aiquid extrane

Res ergo composita non mm% suum mmm%wwwum. et ideo ipsum esse non est compositum.

3« .

: :OEM«m. simplex, esse suum, et id quod est, unum habet.”—Borrurus, ibid

ki -..Nihil prohibet aliquid esse secundum quid sin . ,
pc.w Moﬁwowaonm. quod tamen non est omnino mgmﬁm mmwww.wwwu

5 Ibig : ,

inquantum earet
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is 1 need to dwell further on the case of fire and water, nor
on z.w_%m% MHM oﬂmﬂoao forms. But Aristotle seems +~.o gwm oﬂ_mmmpwmw%%
his immaterial forms, Mrm mﬁwﬁm:mg%_ MMWMWHWMM MMW”MM know s & mwmm n...
What of these spiritual creatures, the ang ) 1 m ate of exist
g ill it be true of them, whose nature is pure oan 19 e,
waowm.wﬁ WMMB% in nature, has its {o-be and what is. m_w oH._mN .M“MWMH.WMBMW M
answer is certainly in the bmmwﬁ?m.. In ﬂpw Fww%ﬁc passag
makes a supposition with regard to simple quiddities: I
Now if we should find some quiddity not nou.,EEm&,.m%ﬁ n%.wmmm “ww #mow.,wpb. S.%w
quiddity is either its own to-be, or it is not. If that quiddity )

_ . .: — MUM - :. _._.. N H. ._._.
t en, itw Uw the essence O o mgmw W 1Ch 18 its own to €, an 1t wil Gw entir w—c
mEHmvwm. sz.w w.m it 15 HHOﬁ ifs own malfmu it HHHEM_”. TW‘(O its NQIWQ WOQEHQQ MHOB PHHOWWWW

i i ity i d as not subsisting
y iddity. And since this quiddity is supposed as ng )
o o m<mmu MBMMWWHMH aoB%o.no it in another, as in composite QEQMSMM__WM aﬂw._w
o HMmMMmW wﬁhm. and so the quiddity itself will be what 18 and its to-be
com - itself; as .
by which ibist L SO e
He then shows that in such a quiddity there Aﬁw %m ?.UMMWMW MMR.&Q..
ince 1 iddity ine its own existence, must have 1 ;
since its quiddity, not being 1 .
and he mmmm?m ﬂz.& such is the case of the angel and of the MoiéU .
] iti ct in angels,
i is w: tand the composition of potency and a
.M%% omb mwwpwmwwwm Hmzw% mmwm and likewise, in the me. MMMM_MM%%%WmM Mwamowmum omwm
i iddity ture or form, insofar as no
VM mﬂﬁmmmw M:SE%“M.QM%QMWMWMM_MW‘ there is found in them a composition of these
O v t=2] b .

0 s .

two, namely, quiddity and to-be. , . . |
Aeain, in his Quaestio disputata de Spiritualibus Creaturis — after
et =1 )

. . 3
speaking of the twofold act and twofold potency in ngw.w& ooBcOm.wMMmmoBo
ot do the question of the separated substances: If there a.oBm s some
iy M a determinate nature, subsisting in itself and not in ma amﬁ 3
moﬂ?amw be MoE@M:mm to its lo-be as potency to won” However, I mﬁbﬁ
T a5, tency separable from act, but rather which is w?.‘w..%m ooboo.u:. an
MMMWWMOWMMMV i MOQ it could hardly be made more: wmm,u%o%vwbm mwwmz%
tence, that we have to do with an-actually mﬁm. in L
MWM@WMM umwuwmwomwadm form not separated from its mﬁmﬁmuo?, and of this,

Saint Thomas says:

y iri 7hi is t nOBﬁOme of matter
n this wa; he natu f the m?ﬁ&ﬁa substance which is “_.u.o po tance
Wb% meHB Hm&wmm ﬁo%ouH..Mv.onﬁ.aF wmmﬁmOn to its fo-be. »P..D.m. &Tﬁ@ in the mwu..;.:‘\c.ww mﬁdm an

4

. : ita ex materia

1 “Si autem inveniamus aliquam p&m%ﬁﬂmﬁ ﬁsmmmﬂwmw mmw %%%mewmw Mmmo A,

p 3 t est esse suum, aut nom. v quidditas sit eset e non

et forma, illa quidditas au se, et erit omnino simplex. - Si vero no
A g uae est suum esse, NNiNC nis quiddi

sic erit essentia ipsius Dei, g S O T Tlio. Sicut est 0 lgitas
P <3 od habeat esse acqui a ) S o o uire

sit ipsum Mmuum. @% WHMMM mem&ﬂwm posita est non subsistere in anmﬂw, Mww mmmw i s;

owwmﬁ.wm.ww EM MWMS mwoc.ﬂpcwm%ﬂp.&,camooB@oﬂgmLBEomoﬂzﬁm S Y 1

EH ,

i it ‘quo est.
t ita ipsa quidditas erit hoe ‘quod est,’ et ipsum esse suum erit ‘qu
mi dist.8, q.5, 2.2, e. Cf. supra, p.179, n.5. N entine b actus, o o
‘ 2 :Hwn. moo mﬁo@o intelligo in angelis oonmme.onMBm %mmmwmw S e est dici
AT - . n did
‘ : t,” et similiter in anima. nde el e B poni
quo est’ et ‘quod est, a simplex, inquantum eorum gquicdita O s et
pﬁm?ﬁwwm..wwmﬂawwmwmwmwmwmw.« ibi Huooﬂu@o&ao horum duorum, scilicet quid
ex diversis; s
esse.’—Ibid. o . e
o istens,
Mmm. wmwﬂwwwwwmwma aliqua forma determinatae w@gmwmoo%wm se wawm%no St ,wm
ria, . i uum esse ut potentia a . L dieo
mnwEpwmﬂﬂm%ﬁﬂﬂ%%ﬂﬂ”cMWHmeﬂM. sed quam semper suus actus comitetur.
ut potent s

Spirit. Creat., g.un., a.1, ¢

. teria et forma, est ut potentia respectu sui esse; et sie

: @ quod id quod est in praedicamento substantiae est in suo esse subsist

-said of

: Teeeiver, it would be only one; so it is impossible that the self-s
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" there is composition of potericy and act, and consequently of form and matter, if
every potency be called matter and every act be called form. But yet, this is not

properly said according to the common use of the terms.1

These texts plainly assert that in all created things there is a real -
composition of fo-be and what 7s, whether the creature be composite in
nature or simple. For further assurance, if need there be, we add another
passage which offers an additional reason for this composition and distine-
tion, and specifically calls it “real”: :

Every thing that is in the genus substance, is composed by a real composition,
from the fact that that which is in the category of substance subsists in its own {o-be,
and so its fo-be must be other than itself, otherwise it could not differ in its fo-be from
those things with which it agrees in the nature of what 1t is [“quidditas™]... And
thus every thing that is directly in the category of substance is composed at least
of to-be and what 15.2 :

There is no creature, then, that-is truly simple, since all can be shown
to have some composition. That which is truly simple must be the to-be
itself, uncomposed in essence, uncomposed in existence, and receptive of .
no addition. Apart from this, every thing is, of necessity, more or less
composite. Now, no matter what nature we consider, as a nature it ecan
be only one and undivided in itself—one nature of animal, one nature of
white, one nature of man, and so on; all the more is it obvious that there
can be only one self-subsisting fo-be. The dialectical consideration of
simple things in general has thus cleared the way to a single Being that is
perfectly simple. Saint Thomas says:

But fo-be, in that it is to-be, cannot be diverse: it can, however, be diversified by
something that is outside the fo-be; as, for instance, the f0-be of a stone is other than
the to-be of a man. Therefore, that which is subsisting #0-be can be only one. Now,

it has been shown (I, chap. 22) that God is His own subsisting to-be. Hence, none other

than He can be its own fo-be. Therefore, it must be that in every substance except
God, the substance is different from its fo-be.3

1 “Et hoe modo: natura spiritualis substantiae, quae non est composita ex ma-

. . in substantia, spirituali est com-
positio potentiae et actus, et per consequens formae et materiae; si tamen omnis

Potentia nominetur materia et omnis actus nominetur forma. Sed tamen hoc non

mmnvwomﬁo&oﬂzﬂmmozumgcogzbosamg nominum.”—TIbid. Cf. also, Conira
Genies, 11, cap.53. :

2 “Omne quod est in genere substantiae, est compositum reali compositione;

Ader " ); 1 ens, et oportet
quod esse suum sit alind quam ipsum; alias non posset differre secundum esse ab jllis °

eum quibus convenit in ratione suae quidditatis. .. et ideo omne quod est directe in
Praedicamento substantiae, compositum est saltem ex esse et quod est.”’— SaixT
THOMAS, De Ver., 4.27, a.1, ad 8.—The same is not true of those things that are in
the category of substance by reduction, as for instance, the principles of substance,
Nor is this true of accidents, since they do not have their own to-be; these have a
composition of genus and difference. )
Ct. also, De Spirit. Creat., loc. cit.: “God is His own to-be.
any other;for just as it is impossible to understand that th

But this can not be
ity of separated whitenesses, since if white were separated fro

ere might be a plural-
m every subject and
ubsisting fo-be should -

be other than one only. ~Therefore, every thing that is, after the first being, since it

‘18 not its

Ang own fo-be, has its to-be received in another by which the to-be is contracted.
us
<-to-be {5 ¢

, in any created thing whatever, the nature of the thing that participates

t ne thing, and the participated fo-be, itself, is another.”—That God is not in

the genys substance, is shown in q, q.3, 2.5, ¢.; In I Sent., 4.8, q.14, a.2.

di 3 “Esse autem, inquantum est esse, non potest esse diversum:- potest autem
Wersificari per aliquid quod est praeter esse; sicut esse lapidis est aliud ab esse homi-

~.=m. Tud ergo quod est esse subsistens, non potest esse nisi unum tantum. Osten.
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In the .U« mmgoﬁn&gm,. too, Saint Thomas wommﬁdmm a moQg...So
that is central in all his teaching: that in every created thing Samw.o is a
real distinetion between essence and existence, and that to God alone
belongs absolute simplicity: I .vm "

i i which does not participate in fo-be; me-

Now that alone will be truly simple w d ot ate in lo-be; not some.
ing i i ting. This, however, can be only ; :

ﬁWEm, vawwmﬁwmn%w RMMWWM.HMMM oHW mocmrd besides that which is {o-be, mw was .m%&_

the a.mQOnmmZo for that which is to-be, itself, to be B&Sw:.mm by .mowzmﬁ :,bmﬂw _,.Er

%Hmnmbmer Moreover, since it has nothing added besides itself, it m Mﬁm tha mwm
amﬂmamom?m no accident. Now this simple being, unique and sublime, is Go Himself.

To return now to the three modes of participation Bmsﬁobmm. M&o.,Mn
it is most important to understand correctly the nature .om the firs mﬁo mm
lest we be logically led to the error of .SEmm. who, confusing noBH,E.ME. v o
predication -with causal community, .Embﬁmmm the esse Sm:HHMEM»mﬁmwss
of the first mode with an existing reality, .m:m understood ,ﬁ.,,pw.wm.: is the
formal fo-be of all things.® Saint Thomas warns us mmpﬁ.m_ﬁ. qu. H%owum
than once, and makes it definitely &.opa d._umn the mm:-mc,cmyw EnH._ mﬂ.a is
not to be confused with the fo-be that is E:%mampz.% oﬁ.:E.sob o all things.
Thus, in the De Poientia, we read the mo:oﬁ.E”m oEoo:obﬁ. B it ot
Being to u, .‘rwcowmuommmgﬂwﬂow%pﬁw%m Mmod%%mwﬁwn%»wam@%ﬂmsamw% .H:ma.mmow%,omm
%wmmmm M,wWBou to all; and thus will be .E.m&nmﬁmm. of each and every thing; and Go
will be mixed with all things. Now this is heretical. . .4
The answer is:

ity, i i ition i de; yet, it is not of

ing, in i unity, is that to which no addition is made; , it is :
Mm%mmmpww %mmmom:ww wdmwwmmwzm for any addition to be, made to :W ﬁnﬂrw ﬁ%ﬂﬂ MQQWM
its being to which no addition is made, and it is of its nature tha .Hwo a s
Hwowm?@ Wo made to it. Hence, the divine to-Be is not to-be, taken in its comm .

We must point out that the common fo-be, oosmEE.mm.ws gwm .Mwﬁw
community, does not, itself, have a being apart from Sz.umm things o ﬂ@:w "
it may Um. Wum&oim? but it is only in the mind. It is thus oppose

_ o subsistens. Nihil igitur
i p.22) autem quod Deus est suum esse su > e
mwgm mmwm%u%mwww%uw vov.ﬁmmd esse suum esse. Oportet igitur in wmﬁlum omqmwg%www mm T
wﬂ“p ?.wmﬁma ipsim, esse aliud ipsam substantiam et esse etus.
P2 4 st i . d articipat esse, nmon quidem
* i lum vere simplex, quod non particip _esse, 1o p
. 1 Hm wwm%wwmmwmwm. Hoe autem non potest esse misl unum; aaﬁﬂwu wmevﬂe poo
%vamwﬂmpm habet admixtum praeter id Wﬁo@mmm@ mwwmmoww %Hmwnnww MmB,EH “mm e oracter
i ipsum iplicari per aliquid diversificans: et q i1 o
d nwpmv% memww%mwmm.owﬂ%mﬂmwmm mmHm pﬁom HEE.sm accidentis sit mﬁmomwﬁﬁbﬁ. H
wwdmwp mmwBBmm E:B.p et sublime est ipse Deus.”—In de Hebdom., cap.2.
2 Cf. supra, p.180. ) . ot also,
wME/.M@HNW.J;m devotes Conira Gentes, 1, eap.26, to ﬂBm problem; ¢
. cap.75 (secunda ratio). . . o
%&..wm.ﬁ.n»%ﬁ%omm non fit additio, est ens Waﬁvﬁm»ooBBhWMm ] Mwma Mywuw%%%w owmwmw,ma e
se, eri i non fit additio. Ergo erit com ; ita ficabytus .
wﬂﬂ%cmmﬂm mwwn MMM mﬂupw%m mixtus rebus omnibus; quod est wmmamsonﬁ. .."—D '
2, obj.6. . ) ) ost ut
. w “ .m..Bm commune est cui non fit additio, de cujus gBmmb H.MM%WW Mmﬁmm ejus
i additio fieri non possit; sed esse divinum est esse cui non fit mo ditio, et °° bid.
ww%oum est ut ei fieri non possit; unde %Hﬁﬁwmmp MWMOHMMW Mﬂuamwww %pEBS cumdmnmwwm N%‘% M
, AN, op. cit.,'cap:6, n.1US: 1 S : aditi
wmwwm.m muo Mwwwmr% NMMMWMm wm&aow. it cannot exist outside the mind without
and determination. )

o -
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- those things as the abstract to.the concrete which participates in it, as
Socrates in man. This community or universality differs from the uni-
versality of causality. For the universal cause is a being apart from those
things of which it is a universal cause.  The being that is the most universal
‘cause, God, would be participated in according to the third mode of parti-

cipation, the one Saint Thomas merely states without taking it up further
—and Wwe can now see the reason why.

* ¥ ¥

After the principles which have to do with being, we turn to others
“which concern the good; then, we shall be prepared to solve the problem
of how substances are good. Since the good is defined in terms of appetite;
that s good which all things desire, we are led to examine two principles in
the domain of appetite. The first: “Every unlikeness is discordant;
* likeness, however, is desirable,”’ is drawn from the fact that each and every
thing desires its own perfection. In desiring this, it will naturally desire
in some way, such things as bear a Emmummm to its own being; that is, which
are proportionate and suitable to it, and contribute to its development and
attainment of its end. For since like is increased and perfected by like,
and every thing desires to be perfected, every thing must desire its like.
It follows, too, that it will repel the unlike, since this is discordant with
its perfection. The primary and fundamental assertion of this principle

is found in each thing’s desire to be, and to shun whatever is counter to its
continuance. .

- Saint Thomas adds in his exposition that it is per accidens that the
reverse is true, viz. that an appetite desires the unlike and shuns the like.?
* It seems that this may happen even while a thing is pursuing its proper

perfection which “consists in a certain commensuration” ; or, it may happen
because a thing has turned aside from its proper perfection—as man may,
through vicious habit. To. illustrate the first possibility, Saint Thomas
- gives the example of the warmth of the body. There is a certain warmth
that is proportionate to it. This, the body desires. When it does not
have the proper temperature, it may per accidens desire that which is

unlike, namely a higher, or a lower temperature, in order to bring the body
. back to its commensurate warmth. Of the second possibility, we may

- take an example from the potter who desires to hold commerce with others
of his trade in as much as one may contribute to another’s skill qua potter,
by sharing his competence in the art. Yet, when one potter harms another

by taking away his clientele, the latter may disdain the former. This,
however, is per accidens. . .

It is the like that is per se desirable;* and this calls our attention to
a second principle: “That which desires another shows itself to be naturally
—_— .
1 “Omnis diversitas discors; similitudo vero appetenda est.”—BoeTarus, loc, cit.
2 Ct. In de Hebdom., loc. cit.

3 On whether, and how,

. likeness is the cause of love, ¢f. Ta IIge, q.27, a.3,
¥ith Caseran’s commentary. -



192 LAVAL THEOLOGIQUE ET PHILOSOPHIQUE

like to that which it desires.”! For, as m&.a .E:prm adds: “If m._mmwmmm
is per se to be desired, consequently that which mwm_.:um another m.rodm e.rm:u
it is naturally like to that which it desires, namely, it has a natural inclina-
tion for that which it desires.”?

In the order of appetite, this is an pwcmouﬁod, ora corollary of two
other more general principles, viz.: Every agent p.ﬁm inits Emobwmm.|.9.. : ~msm&
as a thing is, such is what it produces. ,Hrw second general principle is:
Every agent acts for an end. - Hence, there is a 3.035. mmﬁ.o:prSob in
every created agent: one, on the part of orm, to produce Q.m like; the other,
on the part of appetite, to desire some thing .oﬂrmn .gmb itself as an mw@..
If the act is like to the agent, then so must :.m object be, for the .pow s
specified by the object; it will not, then, be a like act unless .?m object is
also like. Therefore, in acting for an end, every agent acts In some way

for a likeness, since to-appetite; the end is as the object. . .That, it noam.mo:

by “natural inclination” is attributable to its form:

Trom the diversity of forms whence things derive their specific %Mmmnmnomw there
follows also the difference of operations. For, since wrwbwm act in so mﬁn as m,mwcm%w
actual . . and since a thing is actual by its form, a thing’s ovmgﬁo%. Bﬁwm - nee ua.oum v
its form. Accordingly, if there be diverse forms, they must have diverse operations.

And, with regard to the end: “Since each thing attains to its proper
y .
end by its proper action, it follows that there must be div Qmm“mnowﬁ. ends
in things, even while there is one ultimate end common to all.

This diversity of forms, which is the root and source of diverse WH_.O_ENT

tions, may be either in the order of substance or in the order of accident:
’ -

inati i rs I ery f the thing,

is inclination sometimes follows from the very essence 0 . :

MW Mww memwwawmuww downwards according to its essential nature; but sometimes it

follows from the nature of some supervening form, as when a Hw%mo% wﬂwm pmb acquired
habitus, he desires whatever is agreeable to him according to that habitus.

In virtue of this accidental determination, a man’s Qmwwam.m are seb Ewos
ends that are like to the habitus he has oz:.ﬁ‘pdmmq ‘even ﬁ&:m such habe %m
may not be in line with his true perfection. H.o.ﬁ as .P:magww. QMO %m
“According as a man is, such does the end seem to him. And this sho

1 “Et quod appetit aliud, tale ipsum naturaliter esse ostenditur quale esb ,Ecm
:psum quod appetit. —BOETHITUS, ibid. ) N
ip 2 .mww mnww similitudo per se est appetenda, consequenter id ,pso&zm_muﬁwwwzwwmmw
ostenditur tale naturaliter esse quale est woo Nn%.ﬁwm appetit, quia scilice
inelinationem habet ad id quod appetit. .. —/l0wa. ] .
. nw “FEx diversitate autem formarum, secundum gquas 85:% mcmﬁm mmw_mmwmmwp
cantur, sequitur et operationum differentia. Cum enim unumquodque ag SR ratio
quod m,ﬂ,~ actu. .. est autem unumquodque ens actu wmm %@MM_MM&W %m%wwmw %M%m O et

i jatur formam ipsius. Oportet ergo, si sint Aiv ] 2e,
Mww.wnmmwdmp%w@paonmm..,.lmﬁz‘a Troxas, Conira Gentes, III, cap.97.

. . e .ﬂ<
4 “Quia vero per propriam actionem res quaelibet ad proprium finem perting!

- . o« s . - . . E.Uﬁm
. necesse est et proprios fines diversificari in rebus: quamvis sit finis ultimus ommbys

mmunis.”'—Ibid. . . ) ) m
co! 54, .. Quae quidem naturalis inclinatio quandoque sequitur %ww.BmmmmMMNWpﬁ
rei, sicut .m_.mkm appetit esse @MonEb %MM%W@WHWB MNH%MMW‘MMMM %mmmmww mw Is e iqui

a uitur naturam a supe , sieut aliqu!
wwwwm .wﬂ%ﬁ”ﬁﬂ%ﬁ%ﬁy desiderat id quod convenit ei secundum habitum il
—_Sarnt TmouaS, In de Hebdom., cap.2 QSZ o N "

6 *. .. Qualis est unusquisque, talis finis videtur ei: idest dwﬂm w.ﬁnmmnn o n.516.
muwoﬂmmmﬁb quasi bopum et finis.” Cf. SamNt Troxas, In III Ethic., A3,

- 8ibi eo
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why he may, per accidens, stray from objects properly suitable to human
desire, thus seeking the unlike and the unsuitable. Even in this, however,
he desires a likeness to some improper disposition. Speaking of the appe-

titive powers, Saint Thomas gives the general reason for this: “Each power

of the soul is a form or nature, and has a natural inclination to something, .
Hence, each power desires by natural appetite that object which is suitable
to itsell.” ~ And, depending on the way and the order in which a man

habitually satisfies these powers, so will he be: like objects, like acts; like

acts, like habitus; like habitus, like desires.

In the same Question 80 of the Prima Pars as well as in the [ ollowing
one, there is a division of appetite based upon the fundamental principle
that some inclination toward a suitable end follows every form. First,
take those things that lack knowledge: “For in those that lack knowledge,

. the form is found to determine each thing only to its own being—that is,,
to the being which is natural to each. Now this natural form is followed
by a natural inclination, which is called the natural appetite.”> But
those things which have knowledge, may by that fact possess other forms
besides the form which determines their natural being, namely the inten-

tional forms or species of other things—of sensible things in the sense powers,
and of intelligible objects in the intellect. And:

Therefore, just as in those beings that have knowledge, forms exist in a higher

manner and above the manner of natural forms, so there must be in them an inclina-

tion surpassing the natural inclination which is called the natural appetite. And this
superior inclination belongs to the appetitive part of the soul.3

Baint Thomas then makes a distinction between the sense appetite.
and the intellectual appetite, based on the difference in their respective
objects; for the appetible is to the appetite as an active and motive principle
to the passive and movable. Hence, there must be a proportion between-
the appetible and the appetite. It follows that: “‘Since what is apprehended
by the intellect and what is apprehended by sense are generically different,

consequently, the intellectual appetite is a power distinet from the sen-
sitive.’’

In the Prima Secundae Saint Thomas epitomizes this teaching, viz.
@Ed appetite is of something good; that it is an inclination toward what is
like and suitable to the thing inclined; that this inclination follows upon
a form, and is accordingly diversified. . ,
———

1 ¢
et hab

Dicendum quod unaquaeque potentia animae est quaedam forma seu natura,

et naturalem inclinationem in aliquid. Unde unaquaeque appetit objectum
nveniens naturali appetitu.”’—Ia, q.80, a.1, ad 3. - : :

e 2“In his enim quae cognitione carent, invenitur tantummeodo forma ad unh
mmm Eo@ﬂ:ﬁmmnmeEmum:ﬁchnomeuP .

) 1 quod etiam naturale uniuscuiusque est.
ane igitur formam naturalem sequitur naturalis inclinatio, quae appetitus naturalis.
Yoeatur."—Jq, q.80, a.1, c. : .

n mw “Sieut igitur formae altiori modo existunt in habentibus cognitionem supra
sodum formarum naturalium, ita oportet quod in eis sit inelinatio supra modum
perts nis naturalis, quae dicitur appetitus naturalis. Et haee superior inclinatio

ertinet ad vim animae appetitivam. . .”—7Ibid.

1 “Quia igitur est alterius
PEr sensum, conse

generis apprehensum per intellectum et apprehensum
Tbiq., a.2, c.

quens est quod appetitus intellectivus sit alia potentia a sensitivo.”
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Now every appetite is only of something good. The reason for this is—that the
appetite is nothing else than an inclination of a being desirous of a thing, toward
thet thing. Now every inclination is to something like and suitable to the thing
inclined. Since, therefore, everything, inasmuch as it is being and substance, is a-
good, it must needs be that every inclination is to something good. And hence it is
that the Philosopher says that the good is that which all desire. .

But it must be noted that, since every inclination results from a form, the natural
appetite results from a form existing in the nature of things, while the sensitive, as
also the intellectual or rational appetite, called the will, follows from an apprehended
form. Therefore, just as the natural appetite tends to good existing in a thing, so
the animal as well as the voluntary appetite tends to the apprehended good.t

With these principles in mind, as well as the others which concern

being and the one, we shall now take up the question submitted by John,
the deacon: How are created substances, considered in themselves, good?

(To be continued)

- © - SistER M.VERDA Om»wﬁ Cs.C: -

1 “Omnis autem appetitus non est nisi boni. Cuius ratio est quia »vmmagm
nihil aliud est quam quaedam inclinatio appetentis in aliquid. - Nihil autem inecliratur
nisi in aliquid simile et conveniens.- Cum igitur omnis res, inquantum est ens b
substantia, sit quoddam bonum, necesse est ut omnis inclinatio sit in bonum. Et
inde est quod Philosophus dicit in I Ethic. quod bonum est quod omnia appetunt.
Sed considerandum est quod cum omnis inclinatio consequatur aliquam formanl
appetitus naturalis consequitur formam in natura existentem; appetitus autem sensi-
tivus, vel etiam intellectivus seu rationalis, qui dieitur voluntas sequitur formam- 8ppré;
hensam. Sicut igitur id in quod tendit appetitus naturalis, est bonum existens.in ré;
ita id in quod tendit appetitus animalis vel voluntarius, est bonum wvvwmwoﬂwﬁa.

—Ia Ilae, 9.8, a.1, c.

La croissance et la reproduction
des étres vivants®

‘I. LA CROISSANCE

\m“xmBEoum ) .@am‘mmun si la propriété biologique de la croissance ne serait
pas également traitable du point de vue mathématique.

. La croissance regoit, en philosophie aristotélicienne, le nom d’augmentation
et elle figure parmi les trois fonctions fondamentales de la vie <mmmﬁma<mg.ﬂ
w.&mpcm I'augmentation consiste dans un accroissement de la substance.
Sﬁ:n;m. méme, c’est certainement .un aspect de ce que-l’on peut appeler
la création organique; ¢’est done, pour employer I'expression de M. Bergson,

- un «des phénoménes évolutifs qui constituent proprement la viey et dont

il n’entrevoyait méme pas comment ils pourraient étre soumis & un traite-
ment mathématique. Pourtant, ce que nous mb@&oum la croissance appa-
rait, @z point de vue scientifique, comme un changement dans certaines.
propriétés mesurables, dont les valeurs successives sont mises en rapport.
avec des intervalles de temps. Nous avons donc la des données qui se
prétent & un traitement mathématique.

. L’augmentation de la substance vivante est un aceroissement quanti-.
tatif de cette substance, du moins dans I’hypothése ol la substance d’un-

-organisme donné est, dans un certain sens, définie et une. Cet acecroisse-

anﬁ peut étre mesuré, soit en unités de poids, soit en unités de dimension.
D’autre part, nous pouvons considérer accroissement de Porganisme dans
son ensemble ou P'accroissement des diverses parties ou organes que bosww
pouvons y distinguer. Quand un organisme est morphologiquement simple

et ne subit pas de changements notables de forme pendant sa vie, la _ow

 athématique de son accroissement est trés facile & formuler. Chez le.

Protozoaire Orbulina (Rhizopodes Perforés) par exemple, la forme est-

- Sphérique, et ne varie pas. Ici donc la loi quantitative de I"accroissement
ety B R)

T ol V est la vitesse d’accroissement, R est le rayon de la .

Sphére & un instant donné, R, le rayon aprés un certain intervalle de temps

et T 14 valeur de cet intervalle’. Dans un cas de ce genre, la loi mathé

Emmpcm de la forme reste constante.

*® L . . - L .
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