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APORIA "s"
"WHETHER THE PRINCIPLES OF THINGS
ARE UNIVERSAL OR SINGULAR."

A wise man is deseribed as one who knows all, even diffi-.
cult matters, with certitude and through thelr causes. A wlse
man seeks this knowledge for 1ts own sake; he 1s one who can
direct others and induce them to act.l

All of these attributes of one who is described as wilse
come together in the man who knows the firet and universal causeg
of ihings.e That this is true 1s shown by demonstrating that
all of these attributes which are proper to a2 wlse man, are also
proper to that universal sclence which considers first and uni-
versal causes, This l1s done by the following:

Filrst, the one who has universal knowledge has the atirl-
bute of knowling In a sense, all things. This is made clear by
seeing that whoever knows unlversals knows in some way the
things which are subordinate to unlversals, because he knows the
universals in themselves. But all things are subordinate to
those which are most unlversal, Therefore the one who knows the
most universal things; knows in‘a sense all things.3

Second, the wise man 1s 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 universéls.4 This is shown by
the fact 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
sclience is most difficult which is most concerned with unlver-
sals.5

Wisdom is certain. This attribute belongs to the sclence
of the universals, for the more any sclences are prior by
nature, the more certalin they are. For sclences based on fewer
principles are more certain than those which have additional
principles.6 Particular sciences are subsequent In nature to
universal sclences, because their subjects add somethling to the
subjects of unlversal sciences., Henece that sclence which treéts
of belng and the most universal things is the most certain.”

A wise man 1s one who can teach others., That science
which speculates about the eauses of things 1s more instructive§
This 1s evident from the fact that those who teach assign causes
of every slingle things, because scientlific knowledge comes about
through knowledge of the causes, and to teach is to cause this
sclentiflic knowledge 1ln another. The sclence which conslders
the unlversals considers the first of all causes. Hence 1t 1s
evidently the best fitted to teach.l

Concerning the attribute of wlisdom which states that the
wise man seeks this knowledge for its own sake, Aristotle says:

Understanding and sclentific knowledge for their own

sake are found in the highest degree in the science

which has as lts object what 1s most knowable., For

one who desires sclentiflc knowledge for itself will

desire in the highest degree the sclence whieh is most

truly science, and such a sclence has for ites object
what 1s most knowable. Now first principles and causes
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are most knowable, For it 1s by reason of these and

from these that other things are known, and not these

from things which are subordinate to them,—

The sixth and last attribute of the wlse man is his super-
jority 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
sayingAthat that sclence which knows the reason why each single
thing must be done is related to the other sclences as a ehief
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 5t.
Thomas says:

«eefrom the fact that that for the sake of which all

particular things are done is the good of each thing,

i.e., & particular good. But the end im any elass

of things is a good; and that which 1s 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 the seclence in question, and

therefore it 1s the chief or architectonlic science

with reference to all the others,l:

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 1s evideht that this sclence
is to be called wlsdom, for this sclence must speculate about
the first principles and causes.13

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

sclence. In Book III he states twenty-two problems and the
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reagsons for them. These are problems which have not been sat-
1sfactorily solved by earlier thinkers., He does this because
;;ﬁose who wish to Investigate the truth,it is worth the while
to ponder these difficulties well. Fof the subsequent study of
truth is nothing else than the solutlion of earlier problems."14
In his gquestions, Aristotle sets out first of all to deal
with the method which this particular science must use to in-
vestigate 1ts subject, before he deals with the sclence itself,
For since a man can not do two things at once, it is absurd for
a man to try to acquire a science and at the same time to acquire
the method proper to that science.l5 0f the twenty-two ques&sic
tions which Aristotle asks 1n Book III, the first nine are on
the method of investigation.ls In the remalning questions,
(T to V), he considers the sclence 1tself 17 1In regard to this
science, since this sclence considers first prineiples as has
been stated 1in Book I,18 he ralses questions pertaining to the
first prineiples. The Pythagoreansl® and the Platonists20 con-
gldered the objects of mathematics as principles of things.
Accordingly, he asks questlons concerning the objects of math-

ematics.21 And slnce the Platonists considered the Forms as

first principles of things,22 Aristotle ingures 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

24

secondly, what sort of things the first principles are, and

in regard to this he asks four questions:
1l. Are the principles limited in number or kind?
(Aporia P)
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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 iIn themselves?
(Aporia R)
4, Are the principles of things universal or singulsr?
(Aporia 8).25
This last question is my immedlate concern., I will first
of all present the question more fully; In glving the histor-
ical backgroupd to the question, I will concentrate on Plato's
theory of Forms as first princeciples, After exploring the Pros
and cons in the dialectical treatment of the problem, I will

present Aristotle's answer,

Further explanation of the Questlon:
| "Are the principles of
things universal or singular?" k
This 1s a4queétion about the way prineiples exist, St.

Thomas restates 1it:

The question 1s whether the prineciples of things -
are like certain universals or like some singular,
1.e.,, whether those things which are Held to be
principles have the character of a principle in the
sense of a universal intelligible nature, or ac-
cordiag as each is something particular and sing-
ular,

HISTORY

v ———

This question is hard to understand unless we see the hist-

ory of 1t and why Aristotle asked it. The pre-Socrgtic think-
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ers, such as Thales and Empedocles clalmed that the substance

and principles of things are particular entlties:such as fire,
and earth,water,énd air.

Most of those who first philosophized thought that

only the things which belong to the c¢lass of matter

are the principles of all things. For that of which

all things are composed, from which they first conme

to be, and into which they are finally dissolved,

while thelr substance remains although i1t 1s changed

in its attributes -- this they call the elements and

principles of existing things,2T

Thales says that thls principle 1s water, for presumably
he saw that the nutriment of all things 1is molst, that heat 1t-
self 1is genérated from this, and animal 1life comes from this,
"But that from which each thing comes to be is a2 prineciple of
éll things, He bases hls opinion on this, then, and on the
fact that the seeds of all things have a melst’ nature, where-
as water is by nature the principle of molst things," 28

Anaximenes and Diogenes hold that air is prior io water,
and 1s most fundamental of the simple bo&ies.gg

Empedocles holds that there are four simple bodles, since
he adde to water, fire, and alr a fourth -- earth., For he says
that these always remain and only become many or few in number
by being combined into a unity and separated out of unity.30

These then, held the first princlples to be substances
and partieular things. Actually they only considered the mat-
erial prineciple.

The questlion and the reason for the question does not be-

come clear however, until we see Plato's theory of Ideas.
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For Plato, agreelng at the very beginning with the

opinions of Cratylus and Heraclitus, that all sen-

s8lble things are always 1n a state of flux, and that

there 18 no seclentific knowlddge of them, also accep-

ted this docfrine 1n later years, However,Socrates

eee Sought for the universal in these matters and

fixed his thought on definlition, Plato accepted him

because of thls kind of investigation, and assumed

that this eonsideratiog refers to other entities and

not to sensible ones, 21

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

adopted this method of seeking the"universals of senslble sub-
stances for the purpose of 1lnvestigating natural beiﬁgs. Plato
did so belleving that in the case of natural beings, the uni-
versal in them eould successfully be grasped and a definitlon
be assigned to 1t, with no definition being given for any sen~
glble thing, because since sensible things are always changing,
no common intelliglible structure can be assigned to any of them
For every definitlon must conform to each thing defined and
must always do so0, and thus requlred some kind of immutablllty.
Plato made these common 1ntelliglble structures 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 All
sensible things have beilng because of them and in conformity
with them.>?

And since the Forms are the causes of other things,

he thought that the element of these things are the

element of all existing things. Hence according to

him, the great and tgg small are prineciples as matter,
and the one as form.

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

way, or whether they exlst as singular, partlcular things.
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Dialectical Ireatment

In the latter part of Book III of the Metaphysics, Arist-
otle argues both sides of the question. He poiﬁts out that if
the first prineciples of things areuniversél, they will not be
substances, He says thls because 2 unlversal signlifies a com-
mon term and thing, and not a particular thing which is a sub-
stance.34

If someone would asseprt that 2 universal is a particular
thing, some rather peculiar loglcal conclusions would follow,
As for example, we can apply three common predicates or unive-
ersal concepts to Bocrates: He 1s Socrates, a supposite; he is
also a man; he 1s also an animal, If someone would hold ﬁhat
& universal 1s a substance, he will be forced to say that Soc-
rates then, is three particular things,'a eonclusion which is
eleérly false. |

If then, the first prineiples of things were universal,
those two consequences wlll follow, 1l.e., principles will not
be substanceé, and 1f the universals are held to be substances,
Soerates will be three particular things.35

_ On the other hand, if the principles are not universals,
but singulafs it woﬁld seem that we could-not have sclentific
knowlddge of them because the human intellect's knowlaedge is
attained only through universal intellectual concepts. If we
would:not have certaln knowleédge of the first prinoiples,‘we

could not have a sclence of things because we do not really
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know a thing until we know 1ts causes and prineiples, 36

Rejection of the theory that Principles exist as Universals

The term universal involves two features, First of all,
it can be taken to signify the substances of things inasmuch as
they are predicated quiddltatively., Second, a universal can
be taken insofar as it 1s a consequence of this, and imsofar
as the nature predlcated of a thing falls under the aséect of
universality. PFor lnstance the nature predicated of animal or
man 1s consldered a one-inrmany.— And in this sense, the Plato-

nists elaimed that animal and man in their ﬁniversal aspect
constitute substances.3T

This 18 what Aristotle sets out to disprove and reject in
Book VII.38 This réjection of the universal as a substance and
e princlple 1s the main concern of Aporlae J & K, and I will
not deai with it here,
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Aristotle's 1dea of how the first principles exist

Aristotle treats matter, form, privatlon, and a moving
cause as the first principles in Book VIII,. and summarizes and
completes his treatment in Book,XII.39 In sensible substances,

matter must be posited as a substance and a prineiple.

Now it 1s evident that matter 1s substance; for in
every process of change between contraries there is
something thich underlles these changes., For ex-
ample, in change of place, there 1s something which
is now here and afterwards somevwhere else; and in e
change of slze, that which is now of such a slze and
afterwards small or greater; and in change of qual-
ity, that which is now healthy and afterwards dls-
eased, And simllarly in change of substance there is
something which is now in the process of generation
and afterwards in the process of corruption, and
which 1s now a subject and this particz%ar thing,
and afterwards a subject of privatlion.

So matter 1s the underlying subject common to 2ll things.
Aristotle defines 1t in another place as "That which 1s not
any particular thing actually but potentially." 41

Matter explalns what 1s common to all things. It remalins
to be seen what it 1s that constitutes the prineciple of sen-
sible things in the sense of actuality. Aristotle proves by
1n&uction that there is thls second intrinsic principle, which
is form.

Before he launches into his induction, Aristotle polnts out
Democritus as one who thought that matter 1s the common prin-

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

ing principle ortthe form also, Demopritus seems to have held

that the material princlples of different things are 1lndivis-
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ivle bodies, which, being of the same nature, are similar to

each other; these, he thought, constitude a diversity of things

by thelr difference in poslition, shape, and arrangement;42

Aristotle shows that this theory is unsétisfactory, becausq
there seem to be many other differences, He says:

However, there seem to be many differences inasmuch
as some things are sald to be by reason of the way
in:which 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 blrdlime, as a book; others by a naill,
a8 a chest; and others in several of these ways.0thérs
differ by position, as a threshold and a lintel, for
these differ in a sense according to thelr position;
6thers differ in point of time, as dinner and break-
fagt; others wlth respect to place, as the alr cur-
rents; others by reason of sensible properties, as
hardness and softnessj} 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:

«.+1t 18 evident that being 1s alse used 1n the

same number of ways; for a threshold i1s such be-

cause 1t 1s placed 1n this particular position,

and to be a threshold means to be placed in such

and such a position; and to be 1c24means to be

congealed in such and such a way.

So because these differences are constltutive 6f the
the things. we have mentloned above, it is evident that the
being of realities is diversified according to these Aiffer-
ences, for a difference completes a definltlon which signifies

the being of a thing. And by each of the differences mentioned
the being of things or a certaln type 1s differentiated.45
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Aristotle concludes that, since the very being of things

somehow eonsists in thelr differences, and has to be known in

this way, 1t will be worth our whilé to grasp the classes of

differences by reducing the secondary differences of a class to

the primary differmnces, 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 density or rarity, and
others such as these; for all are instances of excess
and defect. 1Indeed, if anything differs either in
figure or in smoothness and roughness, these are 5
reduclble to differences in strailghtness and curvature, 6

In attempting to see how these differences are related to

the substances of things, Aristotle shows that we must try to

discover in these differences the formal cause 6f the being of

each thing, if it is true that 1f 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 glve definitions, those who state
what a house 18 by saying that it is stones, bricks
and timbers, are speaking of a potential house; for
these are 1ts matter. But those who say that 1t is
a shelter for protecting goods and bodlies, or by
adding some ¢ther such property, speak of 1ts act-
uality. And those who speak of both of these to-
gother 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 dif-
ferences seems to be that of the form or actuality
of a thing, but that which is expressed by a thing's
intrinsic parts 1s rather that of its matter. From
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vhat has been said, then, 1t is evident what sensible
substance 1is and how 1t exists; for in one sense it

has the character of form (because 1t 1s actuallty), 48
and in a third sense it 1s the thing composed of these,

S0 we see ffom the foregolng that the principle of things
are matter and form, Mattér is the common element, and form
1s the specifying principle.

A third intrinsic first principle of things 1is privation
or lack, Aristotle explains this best in his first book of the
Physics, He polints out that the early thinkers agree 1n making
the contraries principles. Parmenldes, for example, ﬁreats
hot and cold as principles under the names of fire and earth

Others used the rare and the dense.

It is plain that they [the early thinkers]all in ons
way or another ldentify the contParies with the prin-
¢iples, And with good reason. For first principles
must not be derived from one another nor from any-
thing else, whille everything has to be derived from
them, But these conditions are fulfilled by the pri-
mary contrarles, 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 1n the way Just 1ndicated.

Our first presuppositlion must be that in nature
nothing acts on, or 1s acted on by, any other thing
at random, nor may anything come from anything else
unless we mean that it does so in virtue of a con-
comltant attribute. For how could ‘white' come from
‘musical', unless ‘musical' happened to be aniattri-
bute of the not-white or of the blaeck? No, whilte
comes from'not-white' - and not from any 'not-white',
but from black or some interméadiate colour, :

«..the same holds of 6ther things also; even things
whlch are not simple but compleg follow the same prin-
eiples...., What is 1n tune must come from what 18 not
in tune, and vice versa; b Eunednessy=but—
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" It does not matter whether we take attunement order,
or composition for illustration; the principle 1s
obviously the same in all, and in fact applies equal-
ly to the production of a house, a statue, or any
other complex. A house cames from cebtaln things
in a certain state of separation instead of con-
Junctlon, a statue from shapelessness. If then this
is true, everything that comes to be or passes away,
comes froimg or passes inmbo, 1ts contrary or an inter-
mediate state. But the intermedlates are derived
from the contraries - colors for instance, from
black and white. Everything, therefore, that comes
to be by a natural preceﬁs 1s elther a contrary or
a product of contraries,49 ‘

Aristotle thoroughly explalns matter and form as first
prineiples in the Metaphyslcs, but he does not glve a thor-
ough treatment of privation. He does treat 1t Lhough, 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 which

one 18 the formal determlinant or specifying prin-

eiple agg the other the privatlon, and the third,

matter.

Besides these intrinsic princliples, there 1s an external
cause or principle, which is motion or the moving gause, Arist-
otle defines motion itself as the actualization as such of what
is potential.5l Motion occurs when something is in the very
act of bullding, or learning, or walking, or the like, and
neither before nor after. That moidion is thls 1s evident:

For each thing 1s capable of being at one time

actual and at another not, for example, the bulld-

able as bulldable; and the actuallzation of the

bulldable as builldable is the process of bullding.

For the actuality 1s elther the process of bullding

or thils particular house, But when the house exs
exlsts, it wlll no longer be bulldable;; but what is
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being bullt is what is buildable. Theregore the pro-
cess of building 1s a kind of motion._ *he same Pea-
soning also applies to other motions,52:

That a mover or the cause of motion 1s neeessary 1s evident
from the definition. For those things which are potentiality
only, or which come entirely under privation, or belongs to
gome confused mass, cannot be moved so as to belbrought to
actuality uhless there 1s some moving cause which 1s exlsting
actuslly.d> This &s a prineiple beeause that which acts as pro-
dueing movement or rest is a principle and a substance.54 This
mover is the flrst of the four causes because 1t is that one
which makes the form and privation to exist in matter¢55 Arist-
otle proves in chapter 8ix of the twelfth book of the Meta-
physics that there must be an eternal unmoved mo#er,55 and
upon this all things depend.>7

These then are the flrst principles of things: matter,
form, and privation as intrinsic prineiples, and an extrinsiec
prineiple, the mover., These are the same for all proportion-
ally because each thing has matter, form, privation, and a

moving cause.sg My question 1s, how do these exist.
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Now the answer to our original question can be seen in
the definition of these first principles, Let us take them in
order,

Matter as pure potency can not exist by 1ltself because 1t
is potentlal and not actual,o? Indeed, Aristotle defines matter
as that which 1s not a particular thing actuallyAbut potential-
1y.60 If matter cannot exist as pure potency, how does 1t existy
Aristotle says: "All sensible substances have matter."6l Ana
again, he sajs thét in every process of change, there 1z "some-
thing which underlies these changes; for example, in chanéé of‘
pléce, there is something which 1s now here and»afterwards
SOméwﬁere else; and.in change of quality, that which 18 now
healthy, and afterwards diseased."66 The point to be made is
that matter exlists in some particﬁlar ﬁhing. Matter 1s some-
thing which underlies changes. It does not exist as a universal
intelligible nature, but as a particular thing, or it does not
exist at all,

There 1s no universal form apaxt from composite substances
elther., If we saévthat the formal principlevof things dbés
exlat apart from things and by 1tself, we run into the same pro-
blems raised by Plato's theory of Forms, |

For 1f animal itself 1s a partlicular thing which

exists of 1tself, and 1s separate, and the same

1s true of two-footed, as the Platonists held, then

1t 18 reasonable to ask why man 1s not these two

things connected together, so that particular men are
such only by particlpating in mazn, and not by par-
tleipating in one thing but two, animal and two-

footed. And aeccording to this, man willl not be one
thing but two, namely animal and man,.®3
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The formal cause and principle of things begin to be when
the thing of which 1t is the form begins to be. "For it is
when a man beéomes healthy that.health also existé; and the
shape of the bronze sbhere comes to be at the same time as the
bronze sph.ere"64

Privation, as a third intrinsic prineciple, 1s a lack, so
1t doesyfiot exist at all,

The meviﬁg cause, as a prineiple, must exlst as a partic-
ular actual whole, for the mover 1s an agent, and 1t must exist
before it can become an agent to anything. In chapter six of
the twelfth book of the Metaphysies, Aristotle proves that
eternal motion required an eternal mover, This eternal mover
movesvintefmediate éovers which are moved movers,§5,so that al-
though there is one first mover, each thing hasﬁdifferent»mover:
"for example, health, sickness, and body, and the moving cause
is the grt of medicine; form, a certaln kind of disorder, and
bricks, and the moving cause 1s the art of building."66

S0 these prineiples of things are not universals, for the
prineiple 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 Qphilles, and your father i1s the cause of

e’ the cauge of the syilablelpatel” Prtionterly

ST. Thomas explains thls further by saying that the uni-v

versals themselves do not exlst as the Platonlsis elaimed,

because the principle-of eaeh singular thing can only be a
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gingular thing, for the principle of an effect taken umiversally
is a uhiversal, as man of man. But since there 1s no subsisting
universai man, there will be no universal prineciple of universal
iman, but only this particular man will be the prineiple of this

particular man.68

So we see that principles of things exlist as singular, and
not as universal: as Plato thought. This seems to present a

problem however, that:

+eoWhile every sclence must be about universals and

about such and such a universal, a substance 1s not

a universal but &s rather a partlcular and separas:

ble thing, Hence, 1f there 1s a science of prineiples6

how are we to understand substance to be a principle? 9

"The truth of the matter," says St. Thomas, "is that
therevis nothing existing in reality except singuigrs, and
that everything else exlists only in conslideration of the intel-
lect, which abstracts commonness from particulars."’9 The first
principles of things are singular as has been poinﬁed éur, but
we gelin sclentifilc knowledge of things by considering univer-
sally the natures of things which subsist of themselves. Wé
do not however, make these common attributes principles in a
Platonic sense,

Accordingly, genera and specles, which are called

gocond substances, are put in the category of sub-

stance; and of these there 1s selentific knowledgs.

And certain things which exist of themselves are

prineiples; and these, because they are immaterial

pertaln to intelligible knowledge, evenr thon§h they
surpass the comprehension of our intellect.?
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S6 we see how the principles of things are singular, and how
‘|we can know these. This 1s the answer to the question: "Whether
the first principles of things exist as universal or as éing-

ular."




- 2] -

CONCLUSION

(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 filrst principles of reality exist
as singulars, which are not knowable as singulars, whom can we
have knowledge of belng as substance? Plato attempted to an-
swer this problem by claiming that the first principles exist
as universals, as for example, the universal concept "man" or
"animal" actually existed 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 saw the problems of such a theory. If the uni-
versal exists, instead of golving a2 problem, this answer 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 thelr number. Also, 1f the universals
are principles they will not be substances, 6? 1f someone says
that they are substances, they will be forced to conclude that
Socrates 1s three things; for Socrates ig Supposite; he is dlso
& man; and animal 1is predicated of him, If someone would hold

that a universal is a substance, he will be forced to say that




Socrates 1ls these three things.

On the other hand, if principles are not universals, but
singulars, how are we 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
entitles, 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 immsterially and by universal concepts,

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

lAristotle, Metaphysics. Translated by John P. Rowan.
Chicago: Henry Regnery Company, 1961, Bk. I (982a5-982220),
(Hereafter referred to as Meta.i.

28t. Thomas Agulnes, Commentary on the Metaphysics of
Aristotle. Translated by John P. Rowan, Chilcago: Henry Reg-

izry Company, 1961, 44, (Hereafter referred to as In Meta.,
s etc. '

SMeta., Bk. I, (982221)
41bid., (982a24)
SIn Meta., 45.
CMets., Bx. I,(982a25)
TIn Meta., 47.
Syeta., Bk. I, (982229)
9n Meta., 48.
104eta., Bk. I, (982230-982D3)
11Tbid., (982Db5) |
121n Meta., 50.
yeta., Bk, I, (982b11)
141p14., Bk. III, (995825-995a30)
151vid., (995213)
161pi1d., (995b4-995b27)
171p1d., (995b27-996217)
18yeta., (Bk. I, (983a3)
191p1d., (986a13-986b10)
201n Meta., 161.
“lgeta., Bk. IIT, (996215-996a17)

221h35., Bk. I, (987b20)

e e——

231bid,, Bk. III, (995b27-995b37)
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2Tp1d., (996a1-996a10)
25ibid., (996a1-996a5)
261y Meta., 364.

2Tyeta., Bk. I, (983b5-983b10)
281p1a., Bk. I, (983b192983b28)
291p34., (984as5)

O1pid., (98428-984210)
3l1p14., (987a31-987b7)

321n Meta., 153.

3iyeta., Bk. I, (987b20)
3%ets., Bk. III, (100a1-1003al5)
35Ibid., (1003a5-1003al5)
361pid., (1003al4)

5T1n Meta., 1570.

38Mota., Bk. VII, (1038b5)

39Matter, form, privation a mover as first principles

are handled more properly by Aporiae Q and R.
%OMeta., Bk, VIII, (1042a32-1042b5)

4l1pia., (1042a27)

AEIbid., (1042b10-1042115)

43Ib:}.d., (1042p15-10421b25)

M1pid., (1042b25-1042b30)

451y Meta., 1694.

46Meta., Bk. VIII, (1042b30-1042b35)

47Aristot1e had proven in Chapter 17 of Bk, VIII that

essence has the character of a principle and a cause,
(104126-1041233)

ASMeta., Bk,, VIII (1043215-1043228)

Meta.,
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AlagPh gics, Bk, I, Chapter 5.

Oeta., Bk.. XII (1096b32)

5l1pia., Bk, XI  (1065b15)
521p1a., (106621-1066a5)
53;3 Meta., 2503.

5%eta., B. XII (1070b25)

r—————

551pid., (1070b35)
561pid., (1071b22-1072a26)
5TIbid., (1072b14)
581pid., (1070a32)

59In Meta., 2177.

60qeta., (1042227)
611pia., (1042226) |
621pia., (1042a35-1042b3)
310 Meta., 1757.

64yeta., Bk. XII (1070a25)
651p1d., (1072226)
66;9;@., (1070225-1070a30)
671bid., (1071a20-1071a24)
681 Meta., 2482

6%eta., (1060b20)

7012 Meta., 2174,

T1pia., 2189.
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