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APORIA nS" 

"WHETHER THE PRINCIPLES OF THINGS 

ARE UNIVERSAL OR SINGULAR. It 

A wise man is described as one who knows all, even diffi­

cult matters, with certitude and through their causes. A wise 

man seeks this knowledge for its own sake; he is one who can 

direct others and induce them to act.l 

All of these attributes of one who is described as wise 

come together in the man who knows the first and universal ea~~ 

of things.2 That this is true is shown by demonstrating that 

all of these attributes which are proper to a wise man, are also 

proper to that universal science l1hich considers first and uni­

versal causes. This is done by the following: 

First, the one who has universal knowledge has the attri­

bute of knowing in a sense, all things. This is made clear by 

seeing that whoever knows universals knows in some way the 

things which are subordinate to universals, because he knows the 

universals in themselves. But all things are SUbordinate to 

those which are most universal. Therefore the one who knows the 

most universal things, knows in a sense all things.3 

Second, the wise man is capable of knowing things that are 

difficult to know. But the things which are just about the most 

difficult for man to know are the universals.4 This is shown by 

the faot that those things which are farthest removed from the 

senses are most difficult for men to know; for all human know­

ledge originates with the senses, and sensory perception is 

1. 
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common to all men. But those things which are most universal 

are farthest removed from sensible things, because the senses 

have to do with singular things. Thus it is clear that that 

science is most difficult which is most concerned with univer­

sals.5 

Wisdom is certain. This attribute belongs to the science 

of the universals, for the more any sciences are prior by 

nature, the more certain they are. For sciences based on fewer 

principles are more certain than those which have additional 

principles.6 Particular sciences are subsequent in nature to 

universal sciences, because their subjects add something to the 

subjects of universal sciences. Hence that science which treats 

of being and the most universal things is the most certain.7 

A wise man is one 'ofbo can teach others. Toot science 

which speculates about the causes of things is more instructive~ 

This is evident from the fact ths.t those ",ho teach assign causes 

of every single things, because scientific knowledge comes about 

through knowledge of the causes, and to teach is to cause this 

scientific knowledge in another. The science which considers 

the universals considers the first of all causes. Hence it is 

evidently the best fitted to teach.7 

Concerning the attribute of wisdom which states that the 

wise man seeks this knm'l1edge for its own sake, Aristotle says: 

Understanding and scientific Imowledge for their mm 
sake are found in the highest degree in the science 
which has as its object what is most knowable. For 
one who desires scientific knowledge for itself will 
d.esire in the highest degree the science 'lrrhieh is most 
truly sCience, and such a science has for its object 
what is most knowable. Now first principles and causes 
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are most knowable. For it is by reason of these and 
from these tha,t other things are known, anionot these 
from things whioh are subordinate to them •. 

The sixth and last attribute of the wise man is his super­

iority over others, hence his ability to induce them to act. 

This science which considers the universal causes is the high­

est and superior to subordinate sciences. He proves this by 

saying that that science whioh knows the reason why each single 

thing must be done is related to the other sciences as a chief 

or master science is to a subordinate one.ll This science is 

concerned most with the reasons why each thing eXists, that is 

to say, the final causes of all things. This is clear, as St. 

Thomas says: 

•••from the fact that that for the sake of which all 
particular things are done is the good of each thing, 
i.e~, a particular good. But the end in any class 
of things is a good; and that which is the end of all 
things, i.e., of the universe itself, is the greatest
good in the whole of nature. Now this belongs to 
the consideration of thesoience in question, and 
therefore it is the chief or architectonic science 
with reference to all theothers.12 

In view of these six attributes of a wise man, and seeing 

that these attributes come together in the man who knows the 

universal causes and principles, it is evident that this science 

is to be called wisdom, for this science must speculate about 
13the first principles and causes.

It is the aim of this science then to know the universal 

causes and principles of .things, about which it also makes in­

vestigations and establishes the truth. 

Aristotle sets out to discover then, the truth of this 

science. In Book III he states twenty-two problems and the 

http:theothers.12
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reasons for them. These are problems which have not been sat­

isfactorily solv~4 by earlier thinkers. He does this because 
-Po,. 
~those who wish to investigate the truth, it is worth the while 

to ponder these difficulties well. For the subsequent study of 

truth is nothing else than the solution of earlier problems. tl14 

In his questions, Aristotle sets out first of all to deal 

with the method which this particular science must use to in­

vestigate its subject, before he deals with the science itself. 

For since a man can not do two things at once, it is absurd for 

a man to t~y to acquire a science and at the same time to acqu~ 

the method proper to that science.15 Of the twenty-two ques~ 

tions which Aristotle asks in Book III, the first nine are on 

the method of investigation.16 In the remaining questions, 

(J to V), he considers the science itself.17 In regard to this 

science, since this science considers first principles as has 

been stated in Book I,18 he raises questions pertaining to the 

first principles. The Pythagoreans19 and the Platonists20 con­

sidered the objects of mathematics as principles of things. 

Accordingly, he asks questions concerning the objects of math­
21ematics. And since the Platonists considered the Forms as 

first principles of things,22 Aristotle inqures about the Forms. 

Concerning Plato's theory of the first principles, he asks first 

of all what the first principles of things really are;23 and 

s~condly, what sort of things the first principles are,24 and 

in regard to this he asks four questions: 

1. 	 Are the prinCiples limited in number or kind? 


(Aporia p) 


http:itself.17
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2. 	 Are the principles of corruptible and of incor­

ruptible things the same or different? (Aporia Q) 

3. 	 Do unity and being exist as entities in themselves? 

(Aporia R) 

4. 	 Are the principles of things universal or singular? 

(Aporia S).25 

This last question is my immediate concern. I will first 

of all present the question more fully; In giving the histor­

ical background to the question, I wdll concentrate on Plato's 

theory of Forms as first principles. After exploring the Pros 

and cons in the dialectical treatment of the problem, I will 

present Aristotle's answer. 

FUrther explanation ot the Question: 

"Are 	the principles ot 

things universal or singular?" 

!h1s is a question about the way principles exist. St. 

Thomas restates it: 

The question is whether the principles ot things.:', 
are like certain universals or like some singUlar~ 
i.e., whether those things which are Held to be 
principles bave the character of a principle in the 
senSe of a universal intelligible nature, or ac­
COrdi~§ as each is something particular and sing­
ula.r. 

HISTORY 

This question is bard to understand unless we see the hiat ' 

ory ot it and why Aristotle asked it. ~he pre-Socr§tic think­
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ers, such as Tnales and Empedocles claimed that the substance 

and principles of things are particular entitiesesuch as fire, 

and earth,water,and air. 

Most of those who first philosophized thought that 
only the things which belong to the class of matter 
are the principles of all things. For that of which 
all things are composed, from which they first come 
to be, and into which they are finally dissolved, 
while their substance remains although it is changed
in its attributes -- this they c~ll the elements and 
principles of existing things. 27 

Thales says that this principle is water, for presumably 

he saw that the nutriment of all things is moist, that heat it ­

selt is generated from this, and animal life comes from this. 

"But that from which each thing comes to be isa principle ot 

all things. He bases his opinion on this, then, and on the 

tact that the seeds of all things have a mo5..st~i nature, where­

as water is by'nat~re tne principle of moiat things." 28 

Anaximenes and Diogenes hold that air is prior to water, 

and is most fundamental of tne simple bodies. 29 

.Empedocles holds that there are four simple bodies, since 

he adds to water, fire, and air a fourth -- earth. For he says 

that tnese always remain and only become many o.r few in number 

by being oombined into a unity and separated out of unity.30 

These then, held the first principles to be substanoes 

and particular things. Actually they only considered tne mat­

erial principle. 

The question and the reason i40r the question does not be­

come clear however, until we see Plato's theory of Ideas. 

http:unity.30
http:bodies.29
http:things.27
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For Plato, agreeing at the very beginning with the 
opinions of Craty1us and Heraclitus, that all sen­
sible things are always ina state of flux, and that 
.there is no scientific knowledge of theIJl, also accep-.
ted this doc~rine in later years. However, Socrates 
••• sought for the universal in these matters and 
~ixed his thought on definition, Plato accepted him 
because of this kind of investigation, and assumed 
that this consideratioD1

refers to other entities and 
not to sensible ones. ~ 

Hence, P1atto,being Socrates' pupil, followed him,. and 

adopted this method of seeking the universals of sensible sub­

stances for the purpose of investigating natural beings. Plato 

did so believing that in the case of natural beings, the uni­

versal in them could successfully be grasped and a definition 

be assigned to it, with no definition being given for any sen­

sible thing, because since sensible things are always changing, 

no common intelligible structure can be assigned to any of them 

For every definition must conform to each thing defined and 

must always do so,- and thus requ1>res some kind of immutability. 

Plato made these common intelligible struc'tures or universals 

entities in themselves, and separate from sensible things. He 

called them Ideas, or exemplars, inasmuch as sensible things 

have substantial being by participating in them. Hence '11 

sensible things have being because of them and in conformity 

with them. 32 

And since the Forms are the causes of Qther things,
he thought that the element of these things are the 
element of all existing things. Hence according to 
him, the great and t~ slJ:!.a11 are principles as matter, 
and the one as form. 

Considering Plato's theory that the principles exist as 
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universal conoepts, Aristotle asks whether they do exist this 

way, or whether they exist as singular, particular things. 
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D1a~e.ctical Treatment 

In the latter part of Book III of the Metaphysics, Arist­

otle argues both s,ides of the question. Be points out that if 

the first principles of things areuniversal. they will not be 

substances. He says this because a universal signif1es a com­

mon term and thing. and not a particular thing which is a sum­

stance.34 

If someone woul.d assetrt that a universal is a particular 

thing. some rather peculiar logical conclusions would follow. 

As for example, we can apply three common predicates or univ­

ersal concepts to Bocrates: Be is Socrates. a supposite; he is 

also a man; he is also an animal. If someone WQuld hold that 

a universal 1s a substance. he will be forced to say that Soc­

rat~s then. is three particular things, a conclusion which is 

clearly false. 

If then. the first principles of things were universal. 

those two consequences will tollow, i.e., prinCiples will not 

be substances. and i.f the universals are held to be substances, 

Socrates will be three particular things. 35 

On .the other hand. if the prinCiples are not universals, 

but singulars it would seem that we could;':not have scientific 

knowledge of them because the h.uman intellect's knowledge is 

attained only threugh universal intellectual concepts. If we 

wouldj,not have certain knowls.dge of the first principles. we 

could not have a scienee of things because we do not really 

http:things.35
http:stance.34
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know a thing until we know its oauses and prinoiples. 36 

Rejeotion 2! the theory: fbhat Prinoiples exist as Universals 

The term universal 1n~olves two features. First of all, 

it can be taken to signify the substances of things inasmuoh as 

they are predicated quidditat~vely. Second, a universal can 

be taken insofar as it is a consequence of this, and insofar 

as the nature predicated of a thing falls under the aspect ot 

universality. F~r instance the nature predicated ot animal or 

man is considered a one-in-many. And in this sense, the Plato­

nists claimed that animal and man in their universal aspect 

constitute substances.37 

This is what Aristotle sets out to disprove and reject in 

Book VII.38 This rejection of the universal as a substanoe and 

a principle 1s the ~ain concern ot Aporiae J & K, and I will 

not deal with it here. 

http:substances.37


- 11 -


Aristotle'!, idea of how the first principles exist 

Aristotle treats matter, form, privation, and a moving 

cause as the first principles in Book VIII,. ana summarizes and 

completes h1s treatment in Boo~ ,XII.39 In sensible substances, 

matter must be posited as a substance and a principle. 

Now it is evident that matter is substance; for in 
every process of change betl'leen contraries there is 
something thich underlies these changes. For ex­
ample, in change of place, there is someth1ng wh1ch 
is now here and atterwards somewhere else; and in • 
change of size, that which is now of such a size and 
atterwards small or greater; and in change of qual­
ity, that which is now healthy and afterwards dis­
eased. And similarly in change of substance there is 
something which is now in the process of generation
and afterwards in the process of corruption, and 
which is now a subject and this partic~ar thing,
and afterwards a subject of privation. 

So matter is the underlying subject common to all things. 

Aristotle defines it in another place as "That which is not 

any particular thing actually but potentially.1I 41 

Matter explains what is common to all th1ngs. It remains 

to be seen what it is that constitutes the principle ot sen­

sible things in the sense of actuality. Aristotle proves by 

induction that there is this second intrinsic principle, which 

is form. 

Before he launches into his induction, Aristotle pOints out 

Democr.itus as one who thought that matter is the common prin­

ciple of all things,but that this common matter is the specify­

ing principle or the form also. Democritus seems to have held 

that the material principles of different things are ind~vis-

http:potentially.1I
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ible bodies, which, being of the same nature, are similar to 

each other; these, he thought, constitu~e a diversity of tb1ns~ 
42by their difference in position, shape, and arrangement .. 

Aristotle shows that this theory is unsatisfactory, becausE 

there seem to be many other differences. He says: 

However, tnere seem to be many differences inasmuch 
as some things are said to be by reason of the way
in::cwhich their material parts are combined; for ex­
ample,some things are combined by mixture, as honey­
water; others by a binding, as the binding around a 
head; others by birdlime, asa book; others by a nail, 
as a chest; and others ~n several of these ways.O~hers 
differ by position, as a threshold and a lintel, for 
these differ in a sense according to their position;
others differ in point of time, as dinner and break­
fait; others with respect to place, as the air cur­
rents; others by reason of sensible properties, as 
hardness and softnessl denSity and rarity, dryness
and mOistness. And some things differ by some of 
these differences and others by all taken together. 43 

Then he shows how these differences are related to those 

things whose differences they are: 

••• it is evident that being is also used in the 

same number of ways; for a threshold is such be­

cause it is placed in this particular pOSition,

and to be a threshold means to be placed in such 

and such a position; and to be iCl4means to be 

congealed in such and such a way. 


So because these differences are constitutive ~~ the 

the' things" we have mentioned above, it is evident that the 

being 01' realities is diversified according to these differ­

ence.s, tor a difference comple.tes a definition which signifies 

the being of a thing. And by each of the differences mentioned 

the being of things or a certain type is differentiated. 45 

http:together.43
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Aristotle concludes that, since the very being of things 

somehow consists in their differences, and has to be known in 

this way, it will be worth our while to grasp the classes of 

differences by reducing the secondary differences of a class to 

the primary differences, because common and proper differences 

of this kind will be the principles of being of a whole class. 

He says: 

We must consider the classes of differences, for 
these will be the principles of being of things, as 
differences in degree, or in aensity or rarity, and 
others such as these; for all are instances of excess 
and defect. Indeed, if anything differs either in 
fi"gure or in smoothness and roughness, these are 
r.educible to differences in straightness and curvature. 46 

In attempting to see how these differences are related to 

the substances of things, Aristotle shows that we mu.st try to 

discover in these differences the formal cause of the being of 

each thing, if it is true that it is in this way that substance 

in a formal sense, or the whatness of a thing is the cause of 

being.47 He shows that the form is the specifying principle by 

pointing out that: 

Among those who give definitions, those who state 
what a house is by saying that it is stones, bricks 
and timbers, are speaking of a potential house; for 
these are its matter. But those who say that it is 
a shelter for protecting goods and bodies, or by
adding some ether such property, speak of its act­
uality. And those who speak of both of these to­
gether speak of the third kind of substance, which 
is the thing composed of these. For the intellig­
ible structure which is expressed by means of dmf­
rerences seems to be that of the form or actuality
of a thing, but that which is expressed by a thing~.;s 
intrinsic parts is rather that of its matter. From 

http:being.47
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l'lha.t has been said, then, .it is evident what sensible 
substance 1s and how it exists; for in one sense it 
has the character of form (because'1t. i.s actuality). 48 
and in a third sense it is the thing composed of these. 

So we see ffom the foregoing that the principle of things 

are matter and form. Matter is the common element, and form 

is the specifying principle. 

A third intrinsic first principle of things is privation 

or lack. Aristotle explains this best in his first book of the 

Ebysics. He pOints out that the early thinkers agree in making 

the contraries principles. Parmenides, for example, treats 
1 

hot and cold as principles under the names of fire and earth. 

Others used the rare and the dense. 

It is plain the. t they [the early thinkers] all in one 
way or another identi.fy the contX'aries with the prin­
ciples. And with good. reason. For first principles 
must not be derived from one another nor from any­
thing else, while everything has to be derived from 
them. BUt these conditions are fulfilled by the pri­
mary contraries, which are not derived from anything
else because they are primary, nor from each other 
because they are contraries., 

But we must see how this can be arrived at as a 
reasoned result as well as in the way just indicated. 

Our first presupposition must be that in nature 
nothing acts on, or is acted on by, any other thing 
at random, nor may'anything oome from anything else 
unless we mean that. it does so in virtue of a con­
comitant attribute. For how could 'white' come from 
'musical', unless 'musical' happened to be anLattri­
bute of the not-white or of the black? No, white 
comes tromlnot-wh1t~t - and not from any 'not-white', 
but trom black or some intermediate colour• 

••• the same holds of other things also; even things
which are not simple but comple~ tollow .thesame prin­
ciples •••• What is in tune mustoome from what is not 
in tune, and vice versa; ", "'1" -11.. ..'" .... 

http:identi.fy
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It does not matter whether we take attunement order, 
or composition for illustration;" the prinoiple is 
obviously the same in all, and in faot applies equal­
ly to the production of a house, a statue, or any 
other oomplex. A house cmmes trom oentain things
in a certain state o.f separation instead of" con­
junct1on, a statue from shapelessness. If ~hen this 
is true, everything that oomes to be or passes aw~y, 
comes f:romj or pass.es lntp, its contrary or an inter­
mediate state. But the intermediates are derived 
from the contraries - oolors for instance, from 
black and white. Everything, therefore, that comes 
to be by a natural prooess is either a oontrary or 
a product of contraries. 49 

Aristotle thoroughly explains matter and form as first 

principles in the MetaphYSiCS, but he does not give a thor­

ough treatment of privation. He does treat it hhough, and in 

Book XII., he sums up the intrinsic first principles: 

The causes or principles of things, then are three. 
Two of these are the pair of contraries, of whmch 
one is the formal determinant or specifying prin­
ciple ang the other the privation, and the third,
matter.!;)1 

Besides these intrinsic principles, there is an external 
i 

oause or principle, which is motion or the moving sause. Aris1­

otle defines motion itself as the actualization as such of wha~ 

is potential.5l Motion occurs when something is in the very 

act of building, or learning, or walking, or the like, and 

neither before nor after. That motion is this is evident: 

For each thing is capable of being at one time 
actual and at another not, for example, the build­
able as buildable; and the actua11zation of the 
buildable as buildable is the process of building.
For the actuality is either the process of building 
or this particular house. BUt when the house erp
eXists, it will no longer be buildable;; but what is 

http:potential.5l
http:contraries.49
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being built is what is bu~ldable. Thereiore the pro­
oess of building is a-kind' of motion. he same rea­
sORing also applies to other motions.52 . 

That a mover or the cause of motion is necessar,w is evident 

from the definition. For those things which are potentiality 

only, Or which come entirely under privation, or belongs to 

some confused mass, oannot be moved so as to be brought to 

aotuality unless there is some moving oause which 1s existing 

aotually.53 This &s a prinoiple beoause that whioh acts as pro­

ducing movement or rest is a prinoiple and a substanoe.54 This 

mover is the first of the four oauses because it is that one 

whioh makes the f.orm and privation to exist in matter. 55 Arist­

otle proves in ohapter Six of the twelf,~h boo~ of the Meta­

physics that there must be an eternal unmoved mover,56 and 

u;on this all things depend. 57 

These then are the first prinCiples of things: matter, 

form, and privation as intrinsic prinoiples, and an extrinsic 

principle, the mover. These are the same for all proportion­

ally beoause each thing has matter, form, privation, and a 

moving oause. 58 My question is, how do these exist. 

http:oause.58
http:matter.55
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Now the answer to our original question oan be seen in 

the definition of these first prinoip1es.tet us take them in 

order. 

Matter a&pure potenoy can not exist by itself beoause it 

is potential and not aotua1. 59 Indeed, Aristotle defines matte 

as that whioh is not a particular thing actually but potential­

1y.60 It matter oannot exist as pure potency, how does it exist 

Aris,tot1e saysl flA11 sensible substances have matter.,,61 And, , 

again, he says that in every process of change, there is "some­

thing whioh underlies these ohanges; tor example, in ohange of 

p1aoe, there is something which is now here and afterwards 

somewhere else; and in ohange of quality, that whioh is now 

healthy, and afterwards diseased. 1166 The point to be made is 

that' matter exists in some particular thing. Matt:er is some­

thing whioh underlies changes. It does not exist as a universa 

intelligible nature, but as a particular thing. or it does not 

exist at all. 

There is no universal torm ap~~t from composite substances 

either. ~f we say that the formal prinoip1e of things does 

exist apart from things and by itself, we run into the Bame pro 

b1ems raised by Plato's theory of Forms. 

For if animal itself is a particular thing whioh 
exists of itself, and is separate, and the same 
is true of two-footed, as the Platonlsts held, then 
it is reasonable to ask why man is not these ,two 
things connected together, so that particular men are 
such only by partioipating in m~n, and not by par­
tioipating in one thing but two, animal and two­
footed. And acoording to thiS, man will not be one 
thing but two, namely animal and man. 63 

http:aotua1.59
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The formal cause and principle of things begin to be when 

the thillg of wb,ich it is the form begins to be. IIFor it is 

when a man beoomes healthy that health also exists; and the 

shape of the bronze sPhere comes to be at the same time as the 

bronze sphere~64 

Privation, as a third intrinsic prinCiple, is a lack, so 

it doesi:l1ot eXist at all. 

The moving cause, as a prinCiple, must exist as a partic­

ular actual whole, for the mover is an agent, and it must exist 

before it can become an agent to anything. In chapter six of 

the twelfth book of the Metaphysics, Aristotle proves that 

eternal motion requirea an eternal mover. This eternal mover 

moves intermediate movers which are moved movers,~5 so that al­

though there 'is one first mover, eaoh thing has~differentmover 

"for exampl'e, health, sickness, and body, and the moving cause 

is the ~rt of medicine; form, a certain kind of disorder, and 

bricks~ and the moving cause is the art of bUilding. n66 

Bo these principles of things are not universals, for the 

principle of a Singular thing is a single thing. 

For while man taken universally is a principle of 
man, there is no universal~man, but Peleus is the 
cause of Achilles, and your father is the cause of 
you; and 'b~;iand 1'80" taken absolu~elir6,r particularly 
are the cause of the s,,-llable ba! 

ST. Thomas explains this further by saying that the uni­

versals themselves do not exist as the Platonists claimed, 

because the principle,"of each singular thing can only be a 
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singular thing, for the prinoiple of an effeot taken universally 

is a universal, as man of man. But since there is no subsisting 

universal man, there will be no universal prinoiple of universal 

man, but only this partioular man will be the principle of this 
o8partioular man. 

So we see that principles of things exist as Singular, and 

not as universal~ as Plato thought. This seems to present a 

problem however, that: 

•••while every science must be about universals and 
about such and such a universal, a ~ubstanee is not 
a universal but !hs rather a particular and separa<:';';;
ble thing~ Bence, if there is a science of principles~
hOlT are we to understand substance to be a principle?o9 

"The truth of the matter,tI says St. Thomas, uis that 

there is nothing existing in reali~y except Singulars, and 

that everything else exists only in cQnsideration of the intel­

lect, which abstracts commonness from particulars. tt70 The first 

principles of things are Singular as has been pOinted our, but 

we gain scientific knowle.dge of things by considering univer­

sally the natures of things which subsist of themselves. We 

do not however, make these common attributes principles ~n a 

Platonic sense. 

Accordingly, genera and species, whlch are called 
ucond substances, ·are put in the ca.tegoryof sub­
stance; and of these there is scientific knowledge.
And certain things which exist of themselves are 
principles; and these, because they are immaterial 
pertain to intelligib~e knowledge, even tho~~ they 
surpass the comprehension of our intellect.?I 
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So we see how the principles of things are singular, and how 

l18 can know these. This is the answer to tIle question: "Whethel 

the first principles of things exist as universal or as sing­

ula.r." 
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OONCLUSION 

(Summary) 

Plato, Aristotle's teacher, observed that individual sub­

stances, as individuals, can not be defined. They are constant~ 

ly in a state of flux. On the other hand, a philosopher wishes 

to gain certain knowledge of reality through knowledge of the 

first prinCiples. If these first principles of reality exist 

as singulars, which are not knowable as singulars, whom can we 

have knowledge of being as sUbstance? Plato attempted to an­

swer this problem by claiming that the first prinCiples exist 

as universals, as for example, the universal concept "manu or 

"animal tl actually existeo according to him, and is the cause 

and prinCiple of this particular man. This principle and cause 

is then knowable, and by it, we can have certain knowledge of 

reality. 

Aristotle Saltl the problems of such a theory. If the uni­

verse,l exists, instead of solving a problem, this anS\'ler in­

creased the problem by introducing other principles. As though, 

he says, one who wishes to count things thinks that this cannot 

be done when they are few, but believes that he can count them 

after he has increased their number. Also, if the universals 

are principles they \1'i1l not be substances, Ot-' if someone says 

that they are substances, they will be forced to conclude that 

Socrates is three things; for Socrates is supposite; he is also 

a man; and animal is predicated of him. If someone would hold 

that a universal is a substance, he 'lrrill be forced to say that 
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Socrates is these three things. 

On the other ha.nd, if principles are not universals, but 

singulars, how are 't'le to have scientific knowledge of things? 

Aristotle sets out to find the truth in this matter. He 

shows that the universals neither exist nor are they separate 

entities, nor are they principles, but that the principles of 

things are singular. He goes on to show, however, that we can 

know them. We know them immaterially and by universal concepts. 

This is what I have attempted to bring out in this thesis. 
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