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INTRODUCTION.

THE investigation of the science of Mind, especially
as to its element, Thought, is of so interesting a charac-
ter as in great measure to reconcile the inquirer to the
abstruseness of formal reasoning. The beauty of the
flower, whilst concealing the ruggeduess, is apt to with-
draw our attention from the utility, of the soil on
which it grows ; and thus in like manner the charms of
Idealism, ending but too frequently in visionary specu-
lation, have obstructed the clear appreciation of the
design and use of Logic. Not that we deny the con-
nexion which must ever subsist between Logic, as the
science of the laws of reasoning, and psychology; in-
deed the latter is constantly introduced in several topics
of the Organon; but if we would derive real practical
benefit from logical study, we must regard it as enun-
ciative of the universal principle of inference, affording
a direct test for the detection of fallacy, and the estab-
lishment of true conclusion.
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Wherefore, while primarily connected with the laws
of Thought, Logic is secondarily and practically allied
to language as enunciative of Thought. To enter into
the mental processes incident thereto, though so tempt-
ing a theme as already to have seduced many from the
direct subject of the science, would far exceed the
limits of this Introduction. We shall therefore content
ourselves with.a few observations upon the utility of
the study connected with the Organon itself.

It is a quaint remark of Erasmus, that the human un-
derstanding, like a drunken clown lifted on horseback,
falls over on the farther side the instant he is supported
on the nearer; and this is the characteristic of human
praise and censure. From an ignorant and exaggerated
notion of its purport, Logic, instead of being limited to
its proper sphere, was supposed commensurate with the
whole investigation of abstract truth in relation to
matter, cause, and entity,—in fact, the substance of a
folio volume, describing every phase of human life,
compressed into a few pages of Boethius and Aldrich.
Thus, not having effected what nothing short of a mi-
raculous expansion of the understanding could effect, it
sunk into insignificance, until recently vindicated, and
placed upon its proper footing, by Whately, Mansel,
and others.

Tt is true that, whether viewed as an art or a science,
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Logic does not solve the origin of mental conception;
but it furnishes the rules on which all reasoning 1s
constructed ; and it would be strange indeed if we re-
fused the practical assistance of surgery because it does
not exhibit in theory the operation of will upon matter.
We may learn Logic and yet not be able to think; but
the science cannot be blamed for the imperfection of
the element worked upon, any more than the artificer
for the inferiority of the only material within his reach.
It is sufficient that Logic, without entering into all the
phenomena of mind, provides certain forms which an
argument, to be legitimate, must exhibit, certain tests
by which fallacy may be detected, and certain barriers
against ambiguity in the use of language.

Hence, the utility of a science which enables men
to take cognizance of the travellers on the mind’s
highway, and excludes those disorderly interlopers
verbal fallacies, needs but small attestation. Its search-
ing penetration by definition alone, before which even
mathematical precision fails,! would especially com-
mend it to those whom the abstruseness of the study
does not terrify, and who recognise the valuable results
which must attend discipline of mind. Like a medi-
cine, though not a panacea for every ill, it has the :
health of the mind for its aim, but requires the de- ¢
termination of a powerful will to imbibe its nauseating

% Prior Analyt, ii. 16.
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vet wholesome influence: it is no wonder therefore that
puny intellects, like weak stomachs, abhor and reject
it. What florid declaimer can endure that the lux-
uriant boughs of verdant sophistry, the rich blossoms
of oratorical fervour, should be lopped and pared by
the stern axe of a syllogism, and the poor stripped
trunk of worthless fallacy exposed uuprotected to the
nipping atmosphere of truth?

Like the science of which it treats, not only has the
term “ Logic ” been variously applied,! but even the Or-
ganon, as a whole, presents no great claim to unity.
The term is neither found, as belonging to an art
or science, in Aristotle, nor does it occur in the writings
of Plato, and the appellation * Organon,” given to the
treatises before us, has been attributed to the Peripatetics,
who maintained against the Stoics that Logic was “an
instrument > of Philosophy. The beok, according to
M. St. Hilaire, was not called “ Organon” before the
15th century,’ and the treatises were collected into one
volume, as is supposed, about the time of Andronicus of
Rhodes ; it was translated into Latin by Boethius about
the 6th century. That Aristotle did not compose the
Organon as a whole, is evident from several portions
having been severally regarded as logical, gram-
matical, and metaphysical, and even the Aristotelian
names themselves, Analytic and Dialectic, are applica-

! Scotus super Univ. Qu. 3. * Cf. Waitz, vol. ii. p. 294.
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ble only to certain portions of the Organon. Still the
system is so far coherent in the immediate view taken
of Logic, as conversant with language in the process of
reasoning, that any addition to the structure of the
Stagirite can never augment the compactness with
which the syllogism, as a foundation, is built. The
treatises themselves are mentioned under distinct titles
by their author, and subsequent commentators have
discussed the work, not as a whole, but according to its
several divisions. It is remarkable also, that no quot-
ations from the Categories, de Interpretatione, or So-
phistical Elenchi, are found in the extant writings of
Aristotle, since those given by Ritter! of the first and
last must be considered doubtful.

In the present Translation my utmost endeavour has
been to represent the mind and meaning of the author
as closely as the genius of the two languages admms.
The benefit of the student has been my especial obvect;
hence in the Analysis, the definitions are given in the
very words of Aristotle, and the syllogistic examples,
introduced by Taylor, have been carefully examined
and corrected. In order also to interpret the more con-
fused passages, I have departed somewhat from the
usual plan, and in addition to foot-notes have affixec
explanations in the margin, that the eye may catch, ix
the same line, the word and its import. Whereve:

* Vol. iii. p. 28
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further elucidation was necessarir, I have referred to
standard authorities, amongst whom I would gratefully
commemorate the works of Mr. Mansel and Dr.
Whately, not forgetting my solitary predecessor in this
laborious undertaking, Thomas Taylor, whose strict
integrity in endeavouring to give the meaning of the
text deserves the highest commendation. For books
placed at my disposal I have especially to express my
sincere acknowledgments to the Rev. Dr. Hessey,
Head Master of Merchant Tailors’ School, and John
Cuninghame, Esq. of Lainshaw,

By an alteration in the original plan, it has been
found requisite, in order to equalize the size of the
volumes, to place Porphyry’s Introduction at the glose,
instead of at the commencement, of the Organon.

0. F. 0.

burstow, June 23, 1853.



ERRATA.

Page 219, line 2, in head of chapter xvii., for an account read on account
—~ 273, in marginal note 4, for Instance of a syllogistic arg=ment read
Instance of asyllogistic argumert, i. e. not syllogistic
~— 594, at head of chapter xxv., for from what is simply read from
what is not simply






ARISTOTLES ORGANON.

THE CATEGORIES.
Cuar. L.—Of Homonyms,* Synonyms, Paronyms.

TaiNGs are termed homonymous, of which the }; What are
name alone is common, but the definition (of sub- "*"*"™*
stance according to the name) is different; thus ¢ man”

! Categories, or Predicaments, so called because they concern things
which may always be predicated, are the several classes under which all
abstract ideas, and their signs, common words, may be arranged. Theix
classification under ten heads was introduced by Archytas and adopted by
Aristotle. The reason why, in this treatise about them, Aristotle does not
begin from these, but from Homonyms, &c., is that he might previously
explain what was necessary to the doctrine of the Categories to prevent
subsequent digression. Vide Porphyr. in Predicam. After comparing
various opinions of Alexander Aphrodisiensis, Syrianus, Simplicius, and
others, it appears agreed by all, that Aristotle’s intention in this treatise
was, to discuss simhple primary and general words, so far as they are sig-
nificant of things ; at the same time to instruct us in things and conceptions,
80 far as they are signified by words. A recollection of this digested ex-
planation; will much assist the student in the enunciation of the plan.

2 ¢ Homonyms,” equivocal words,---* Synonyms,”’ univocal,—* Paro-
hyms,” derivative. We may remark here, that analogous nouns consti-
tute only one species of equivocal : that the synonyms of Aristotle must
be distinguished from the modern synonyms, which latter are defined by
Bocthius, “those which have many names, but one definition;”’ and
lastly, that paronyms have been limited by the schoolmen to certain con-
crete adjectives, a limitation which is not warranted by Aristotle, and is
expressly rejected by his Greek commentators.—Mansel’s Rudiments of
Logic. See also Simplicius Scholia, p. 43, b. 5. “ The reason,” -says
Syrianus, “ why things polyonomous, and heteronomous, are omitted by
Aristotle, is because they ratner pertain to ornament of diction, than to
the consideration of things; they are therefore more properly discussed
in the Rhetoric and Poetics.”
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and “the picture of a man” are each termed animal,”
since of these, the name alone is common, but the definition
(of the substance according to the name) is different:! as if
any one were to assign what was in either, to constitute it
“ animal,” he would allege the peculiar definition of each.
But those are called synonyms, of which both the
rnoayme, mame is common, and the definition (of the sub-
stance according to the name) is the same,? as
both “a man” and “an ox” are “ animal,” for each of these
is predicated of as ‘animal” by a common name, and the
“definition of the substance is the same, since if a man gave
the reason of each as to what was in either, to constitute
it “animal,” he would assign the same reason.
Again, things are called paronyms which, though
differing in case, have their appellation (according to name)
from some thing, as.* a grammarian ” is called so from ‘ gram-
war,” and “a courageous man” from “ courage.”

3. Paronyms.

Cuar, 11.—Of the logical diviswon of Things and their Attributes?

1. Subjects of Or things discoursed upon, some are enunciated

discourse com- after a complex, others after an incomplex, man-
Vsmplex.  Der; the complex as “a man runs,” “a man con-

quers,” but the incomplex as “man,” *ox,”

! Taylor translates Aéyoc sometimes * reason,” at others ¢ definition.”
It is better to preserve the latter as far as may be, though the student will
do well to remember that it is capable of both significations. The brack-
ets are retained from the Leipsic and other copies.

3 Odoia, * a thing sufficient of itself to its own subsistence.”” Taylor.
He translates it * essence,”” rather than * substance,”” because this latter
word conveys no idea of self-subsistence. See his Introduction of Por-
phyry. It must be observed, however, that whilst by continued abstrac-
tion from the subject and different predicates of Propositions, the predi-
cates arrive at the nine other categories, the subject will ultimately end in
“ substance.” Cf. Phys. Ausc. lib. iii.

3 This chapter, containing the several divisions of terms, into abso-
Iute and connotative, abstract and concrete, respectively, has presented
endless difficulties to commentators; and the question of relation seems
as far from being settled as ever. The whole subject may perhaps be
properly condensed in the following manner. All évra are divided by
Aristotle into four classes, Universal and Singular Substances, and Uni-
versal and Singular Attributes; the former existing per se, the latter in
the former. Universals are predicable of singulars, but attributes, in
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“runs,” “conquers.” Likewise also some things 3. Varieties of
are predicated of a certain subject, yet are in no Prodication.
subject, as ‘“the man” is predicated of a subject, i. e. of

their original state, are not predicable of substances; but by the mental
act, we may 80 connect an attribute with a subject, as to render the
former predicable of the latter, as a difference, property, or accident.
When a predicate is thus formed from an attribute, it is called connota-
tive, or, as Whately justly remarks, “attributive,” and signifies primarily,
the attribute, and secondarily, the subject of inhesion. Original uni-
versals or attributes, as “man,’”’ ‘‘ whiteness,” are called *absolute ;*’
but terms may be made to cross, so that by an act of mind, that which
signifies substance may be conceived as an attribute, and as no longer
predicable of the individuals; in this sense they are called * abstract,” as
 humanitas”’ from “ homo ;*’ but when they are primarily or secondarily
predicable of individuals, they become “ concrete,” e. g. “ man”’ is con-
crete and absolute; * white,”” concrete and connotative;  whiteness,”
abstract and absolute ; it must be remembered only, that no abstract term
is connotative. Vid. Occam, Log. p. i. ch. 5, 10. Simplicius enumerates
eleven modes of predication, arising from the relations of genus and spe-
cies. Aristotle, in the Physics, divides substance in eight modes, omit-
ting “time "’ —considering subject as both composite and individual.
The division into universals and particulars was probably taken from the
categorical scheme of Pythagoras.

We annex a scheme of the relation of subject to predicate, in respect
of consistency and inhesion.

Contrary to or inconsistent with

&
@

Subalterns
Predicated of, yet not in the subject
Not predicated of, yet in the subject
Subalterns

e

Universal

Sub-contrary u iréconsiotent with
B
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‘“some certain man,” yet is in no subject. Others, again,
are in a subject, yet are not predicated of any subject, (I
mean by a thing being in a subject, that which is in any
thing not as a part, but which cannot subsist without that
in which it is,) as “a certain grammatical art” is in a sub-
ject, ‘“the soul,” but is not predicated of any; and ¢this
white thing” is in a subject, *“ the body,” {for all colour” is
in “body,”) but is predicated of no subject. But some
things are both predicated of and are in a subject, as *sci-
ence” is in a subject—the soul,” but is predicated of a
subject, namely, “grammar.” Lastly, some are neither in,
nor are predicated of, any subject, as “a certain man” and
“a certain horse,” for nothing of this sort is either in, or
3. Incividuats, Predicated of, a certain subject. In short, indi-
not predicated  viduals, and whatever is one in number, are pre-
ofasubiect.  gicated of no subject, but nothing prevents some
of them from being in a subject, for ¢“a certain grammatical
art” is amongst those things which are in a subject, but is
not predicated of any subject.

Cuar. II1.— Of the connexion between Predicate and Subject.

1. Statementof W HEN one thing is predicated of another, as of
argumentin g subject, whatever things are said of the predi-

cate, may be also said of the subject,! as ¢ the
man” is predicated of *some certain man,” but “the animal”
is predicated of ‘the man,” wherefore ‘the animal” will be
predicated of “some certain man,” since *the certain man” is
2. Difference o POth “man” and “animal.” The differences of
distinet genera  different genera, and of things not arranged under

! Genera, species, and differences, differ according to their predica-
ments, hence in each predicament, there are genera, species, and differ-
ences. Those genera also, have a mutual arrangement, one of which is
under the other, as “ flying ** under * animal,” but those are not mutually
arranged, one of which, is not ranked under the other, as ““animal”’ and
“‘science.”” Upon the application of this general rule, see Whately and
Hill’s Logic, especially the latter, in respect to summa and subaltern
genera, and their cognates, pages 56, 57. Properly speaking, there can
be only one highest genus, namely, Being; though relatively a subaltern
term, may at any time be assumed as the summum genus, as “sub-
stance,” “ animal, ’ etc.
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each other, are diverse also in species,! as of ‘“ani- induces differ.
”» €€ ant ” A ¢ ..s €nce in species
mal” and “science.” For the differences of “ani- under them.
mal” are “quadruped,” “biped,” ¢ winged,” “aquatic,” but
none of these, forms the difference of *science,” since “sci-
” . : . ” s ;
ence, q,oes not differ from “science,” in being s yo 4o a5 10
“biped.” But as to subaltern genera, there is subaltern ge-
nothing to prevent the differences being the same, "™
as the superior are predicated of the genera under them ; so
that as many differences as there are of the predicate, so many
will there also be of the subject.

Cuap. IV.—Enumeration of the Categories.

Or things incomplex enunciated, each signifies ; of incom-
either Substance, or Quantity, or Quality, or Re- plex uni-
lation, or Where, or When, or Position, or Pos- '*™**
session, or Action, or Passion.? But Substance is, (to speak
generally,) as ‘“man,” “horse;” Quantity, as “two” or
“three cubits ;” Quality, as “white,” a “grammatical thing ;”
Relation, as “a double,” “a half,” “greater ;” Where, as “in
the Forum,” “in the Lyceum ;” When, as  yesterday,” “last
year ;” Position, as “he reclines,” “he sits;” Possession, as
“he is shod,” “he is armed;” Action, as “he cuts,” “he
burns ;” Passion, as “he is cut,” “he is burnt.” 3 categories
Now each of the above, considered by itself, is by themselves,
predicated neither affirmatively nor negatively, ative nor nega-
but from the connexion of these with each other, tve
affirmation or negation arises. For every affirmation or nega-
tion appears to be either true or false, but of things enun-

! Difference joined to genus constitutes species—it is called specific
difference, when it constitutes the lowest species, as of individuals. Cf.
Crakanthorpe Logica, lib, ii. The common definitions of the heads of
the predicables, are those of Porphyry, adopted by subsequent logicians.
Vide Porph. Isagoge.

2 The principle of distinction above is shown to be grammatical, by
Trendelenburg, Elementa, section 3rd. The six last may be reduced to
Relation, see Hamilton on Reid, p. 688. The categories are enu-
mwd and exemplified in the following verses, for the student’s recol.

on.
Summa decem : Substantia, Quantum, Quale, Relatio,
-Actio, Passio. Ubi, Quando, Situs, Habitus.
Presbyter exilis, specie pater, orat et ardet,
In campo, semper rectus, et in tunicé.
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ciated without any connexion, none is either true or false, as
“man,” “white,” “runs,” “conquers.”

Crar. V.—Of Substance.!

1. Primarysub- OUBSTANCE, in its strictest, first, and chief sense,

stance fsnl;ii;' is that which is neither predicated of any subject,

predicated of, DOT i8 in any; as “a certain man,” or “a certain
sy horse.” But secondary substances are they, in
substancescon- which as species, those primarily-named sub-
tain the fiet.  gtances are inherent, that is to say, both these
and the genera of these species;? as “a certain man” exists
in “man,” as in a species, but the genus of this species is
“animal;” these, therefore, are termed secondary substances,

! On the various modes in which Aristotle employs the term oioia,
cf. Metaphy. lib. iv., and Phys. lib, iii. Without entering into the
dispute relative to the real existence of genera and species, as substances
independent of us, between the old Realists and the modern Conceptual-
ists, it will be sufficient to state that Aristotle here employs the term as
the summum genus, under which, by continued abstraction of differences,
all things may be comprehended as a common universal. Thus also
Plato in Repub. lib. vii. Whether called Entity, Being, Substance, or
Subsistence, it may be defined, ‘“ That which subsists independently of
any other created thing,” and in this view may be affirmatively predi-
cated of every cognate term, though no cognate term can be so predi-
cated of it: thus all bodies, all animals, all lions, etc., are substances
or things, according as we adopt either of these last as summum genus.
Archytas places essence first ; Plotinus and Nicostratus doubt its generic
aflinity altogether; but all regard the principle laid down, of some one,
independent, existence, or conception. .

2 But in getting to this ultimate abstraction, the first common nature
of which the mind forms conception from individual comparison, is called
the lowest primary or most specific species, and of this, every cognate term
may be universally predicated, though itself cannot be predicated of any
cognate term. Between these extremes, all intermeuiate notions (and their
verbal signs) are called subaltern, each of which, like the step of a lad-
der, is at once superior to some and inferior to others, and becomes a
genus in relation to some lower species, and a species to some higher
genera. The annexed * Arbor Porphyriana is given by Aquinas, Opusc.
48. Tract. 2, cap. 3. In all the earlier specimens, ‘“ animal rationale’’
is placed between “ Animal” and ‘ Homo,” as the proximum genus,
divided into “ mortale” and “ immortale,” in accordance with Porphyry’s
definition of man. We shall here observe also, that a summum genus can
have no constitutive differences, which are represented at the side, though
& summum genus may have properties.
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a8 both “man” and “animal.”! But it is evident 4 ; A, di
from what has been said, that of those things tion the name
which are predicated of & subject, both the name 3 ths oo
w..d the definition must be predicated of the sub- must be predi-
ject, as “man” is predicated of “some certain cated.
man,” as of a subject, and the name, at least, is predicated, for
you will predicate “man” of “some certain man,” and the

Substantia
D,
iv,',h,‘

Corpus Incorporea

Dz‘vx,iv'
V
Animatum Ce i Inanimatum
Div',i'a\
Animal Insensibile

L Di'i'iy.

Sensibile

Rationale Homo Irrationale

Plato
! For the method of predication, vide Huyshe, Aldrich, or Whately.
Also compare the Topics iv. 2, Isagoge 2, Aquinas Opusc. 48, cap. 2.
Genus and species are said * preedicari in quid,” i. e. are expressed by
a substantive; Property and Accident ““in quale,” or by an_adjective.
“This whole chapter, brings forcibly to the mind, Butler’s satirical bur-
lesaue of Hudibrastic acumen, in discovering
’ ““ Where entity and quiddity,
The ghosts of defunct bodies fly!”
, Hudibras, Part i. Can. 1.
Though very necessary, the initiative processes of Logic, indeed present
« A kind of Babylonish dialect,
Which learned pedants much affect.”

Socrates
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definition of man will be predicated of “some certain man,”
for “a certain man” is both “man” and ‘animal ;” where-
4. The contrary fore both the name and the definition will be pre-
happens in the dicated of & subject. But of things which are in
fase of many g gubject, for the most part, neither the name nor
' the definition is predicated of the subject, yet with
some, there is nothing to prevent the name from being some-
times predicated of the subject, though the definition cannot
be so; as “whiteness” being in a body, as in a subject, is
predicated of the subject, (for the body is termed “white,”)
but the definition of “ whiteness” can never be predicated of
body. All other things, however, are either predicated of
primary substances, as of subjects, or are inherent in them
as in subjects;! this, indeed, is evident, from several obvi-
ous instances, thus “animal” is predicated -of * man,” and
therefore is also predicated of some ¢certain man,” for if it
5. Theuni.  Were predicated of no “man” particularly, nei-
:l:s;l | involves ther could it be of “man” universally. Again,
* “colour” is in “body,” therefore also is it in
‘““some certain body,” for if it were not in ‘“some one” of
bodies singularly, it could not be in *body” universally;
so that all other things are either predicated of primary sub-
stances as of subjects, or are inherent in them as in subjects ;
if therefore the primal substances do not exist, it is impossible
that any one of the rest should exist.
6. Speciesmore  BUt Of secondary substances, species is more
fhs;:‘bzt;‘n:: substance than genus;? for it is nearer to the
" primary substance, and if any one explain what
the primary substance is, he will explain it more clearly and
appropriately by giving the species, rather than the genus;
as a person defining “a certain man” would do so more
clearly, by giving “man” than “animal,” for the former is
more the peculiarity of “a certain man,” but the latter is
more common. In like manner, whoever explains what “a
certain tree” is, will define it in & more known and appropri-
7. Primarysub- &te manner, by introducing “tree” than ¢ plant.”
stances become  Bogjdes the primary substances, because of their

bjects to all . . . .
:)l:ei‘ieiga:eao; subjection to all other things, and these last being

! Plato, in the Philebus, observes, that a philosopher ought not to de-
scend, below wholes, and common natures.
? Vide supra, note; also Metaph. lib. iv. and vi.
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either predicated of them, or being in them, are for hence thai
this reason, especially, termed substances. Yet the "*™

same relation as the primary substances bear to all other things,
does species bear to genus, for species is subjected to genus
since genera are predicated of species, but species s, Genusapre
are not reciprocally predicated of genera, whence icase of spe-
the species is rather substance than the genus.  vice versd.

Of species themselves, however, as many as are g 1pfims
not genera, are not more substance, one than an- tpecies are
other, for he will not give a more appropriate not being sub-
definition of “a certain man,” who introduces Stnce
“man,” than he who introduces “horse,” into the definition of
“a certain horse:” in like manner of primary substances,
one is not more substance than another, for “a certain man”
is not more substance than a “certain ox.” With reason
therefore, after the first substances, of the rest, .
species and genera alone are termed secondary ;2;,5,‘?2'.?;.:“"
substances, since they alone declare the primary ¢ secondary
substances of the predicates ; thus, if any one were
to define what “a certain man” is, he would, by giving the
species or the genus, define it appropriately, and will do so -
more clearly by introducing “man” than “animal;” but
whatever else he may introduce, he will be introducing, in
a manner, foreign to the purpose, as if he were to introduce
“white,” or “runs,” or any thing else of the kind, so that
with propriety of the others, these alone are termed sub-
stances. Moreover, the primary substances, be- )
cause they are subject to all the rest, and all the ! Eaualityof
others are predicated of| or exist in, these, are most tween cognate
properly termed substances, but the same relation £
which the primary substances bear to all other-
things, do the species and genera of the first substances bear to
all the rest, since of these, are all the rest predicated, for you
will say that “a certain-man ” is “‘a grammarian,” and therefore
you will call both “man” and “animal” “a grammarian,” and
in like manner of the rest.!

! Archytas adopts a different division of substance, into matter, form,
and a composite of the two, and this division Aristotle shows in his
Physics, and Metaphysics, and Physical Auscultation he knew, but does
not employ it in this treatise, as not adapted for its svbject matter,
ngmelg, logical discussion. Cf. Physica Ausc. lib. iii., and Metaph. lib.
Vi and xi.



-

10 ARISTOTLE'S ORGANON. [cHAP. V.

12. No sub- It is common however to every substance, not to
stance masub- beina subject,! for neither is the primal substancein
Ject. asubject, nor is it predicated of any ; but of the se-
condary substances, that none of them is in a subject, is evident
from this; “man” is predicated of “some certain” subject
“man,” but is not in & subject, for “man ” is not in “a cer-
tain man.” So also “animal ” is predicated of ¢ some certain ”
1s. Ofinhe-  SUbject “man,” but ¢ animal ” is not in “a certain
sives ‘t:e DamS man.” Moreover of those which are, in the sub-
catad of the  ject, nothing prevents the name from being some-
subject.butnot times predicated of the subject, but that the defi-
e definition. a0 . sy s s .

nition should be predicated of it, is impossible.
Of secondary substances however the definition and the name
are both predicated of the subject, for you will predicate the
14 The latt definition of ¢ a man” concerning “ a certain man,”
may be preai. and likewise the definition of *animal,” so that
catedofsecond-  gyhgtance, may not be amongst the number, of those
ary substances. . A . .

things which are in a subject.
15, Difference ~ Lhis however is not the peculiarity of sub-
;“’“ not exist gtance, but difference also is of the number of
n subject. : ; o e > %

those things not in a subject ;2 for ¢ pedestrian
and “biped” are indeed predicated of ‘“a man” as of a
subject, but are not in a subject, for neither “biped” nor
“pedestrian” is in “man.” The definition also of differ-
ence is predicated of that, concerning which, difference is pre-
dicated, so that if ¢ pedestrian” be predicated of “man,” the
definition also of *pedestrian ” will be predicated of man, for

“man” is ¢ pedestrian.” Nor let the parts of sub-
16. Parts of o . .
substances are Stances, being in wholes as in subjects, perplex us,
also sub- so that we should at any time be compelled to say,
stances. . .

that they are not substances; for in this manner,

! Simplicius observes that Aristotle discusses the things which sub-
stance has in common with the other predicaments ; Iamblichus, what is
common to it, and also its property and difference. Some may doubt
how essence, will not be in a subject, as ideas according to Plato are in
intellect, yet these are neither as in a subject, but are as essence in au-
other essence: Aristotle discusses this in the 12th book of the Metaphysics.

? Generic difference, it must be remembered, constitutes subaltern spe-
cies—specific difference, forms the lowest species—the former difference
is predicated of things different in species, the latter of things differing in
number. In the scholastic theory, the properties of the summum genus
were regarded as flowing from the simple substance, those of all subor-
dinate classes, from the differentia. See Hill’s Logic on the Predicables
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things would not be said to be in a subject, which are in
any as parts. It happens indeed both to substances
and to differences alike, that all things should be 17, Dif: rence
predicated of them univocally, for all the cate- substance pre-
gories from them are predicated either in respect e """
of individuals or of species, since from the primary
_substance there is no category, for it is predicated in respect
of no subject. But of secondary substances, species indeed
is predicated in respect of the individual, but genus in respect
to species and to individuals, so also differences are predicated
as to species and as to individuals. Again, the |
primary substances take the definition of species
and of genera, and the species the definition of the genus, for
as many things as are said of the predicate, so many also will
be said of the subject, likewise both the species and the indi-
viduals accept the definition of the differences: those things
at least were univocal, of which the name is common and the
definition the same, so that all which arise from substances
and differences are predicated univocally.

Nevertheless every substance appears to signify 1o A sun-
this particular thing:! as regards then the pri- stance signifies
mary substances, it is unquestionably true that *°™¢°"¢'M:
they signify a particular thing, for what is signified is indi-
vidual, and one in number, but as regards the secondary sub-
stances, it appears in like manner that they signify this par-
ticular thing, by the figure of appellation, when any one says
“man” or “animal,” yet it is not truly so, but 4 secondary
rather they signify a certain quality, for the sub- substances sig-

8.

' It was the opinion of Kant, as well as of Reid and Stewart, that in
mind, as in body, substance and unity are not presented but represented,
but what the thing itself is, which is the subject and owner of the several
qualities, yet not identical with any one of them, can only be conceived,
in as far as we can attain to any single conception of the ro d¥v—through
its many modifications, which attainment is itself questionable. Vide
some admirable remarks in Mansel’s Prolego. Log. 277. Generally it
suffices to retain the quaint form of the schools noticed above upon pre-
dication of genus and species. Vide Aldrich’s Logic. Genus is a whole
logically, but species metaphysically, or, as they may be better expressed,
the first is Totum Universale, the second Totum Essentiale. Cf. Cra-
kanthorpe Logica, lib. ii. cap. 5. Since writing the above, the striking
illustration occurs to me, used by Lord Shaftesbury, of * the person left
within, who has power to dispute the appearances, and redress, the ima-
gination.” Shaftesbury’s Charac. vol. i. p. 325. The passage has more
sense than, yet as much sound as, any of his Lordship’s writing.
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nify a certain  ject is notone, as the primary substance, but “man™
“ quale.” and “animal ” are predicated in respect of many.
Neither do they signify simply a certain quality, as “ white,”
for ¢ white ” signifies nothing else but a thing of a certain
quality, but the species and the genus determine the quality,
about the substance, for they signify what quality a certain
substance possesses: still a wider limit is made by genus
than by species, for whoever speaks of ¢ animal,” comprehends
more than he who speaks of “man.”
21, Primary It belongs also to substances that there is no
substance ad-  CODtrary to them,! since what can be contrary to the
mitsnocon-  primary substance, as to a certain “man,” or to a
ry. . - . .
certain “animal,” for there is nothing contrary
either at least to “man” or to “animal ?” Now this is not the
peculiarity of substance, but of many other things, as for in-
: stance of quantity ; for there is no contrary to ¢“two”
23 Otherin-  cubits nor to “three” cubits, nor to “ten,” nor toany
thing of the kind, unless some one should say that
“much?” is contrary to “little,” or ¢ the great” to * the small ;”
but of definite quantities, none is contrary to the other. Sub-
stance, also, appears not to receive greater or less ;*
2 et e 1 mean, not that one substance is not, more or less,
substance, than another, for it has been already
said that it is, but that every substance is not said to be
more or less, that very thing, that it is; as if the same sub-
stance be “man ” he will not be more or less “ man ;” neither
himself than himself, nor another “man ” than another, for
one “man” is not more “ man” than another, as one ¢ white
thing” is more and less “white” than another, and one
“beautiful” thing more and less “ beautiful” than another, and
¢ the same thing” more or less than “itself;” so a body being
¢ white,” is said to be more “ white ” now, than it was before,
and if ““ warm ” is said to be more or less ¢ warm.” Substance
at least is not termed more or less substance, since “man”
is not said to be more “man” now, than before, nor any

! This, says Simplicius, is doubted by some, and indeed in his Physics,
lib. i., Aristotle apparently contradicts his own statement above by in-
stancing Form as the contrary to Privation, both being substantial ; but
Form is but partly, substance, and partly, habit, and only in so much as it
is the latter, is it contrary to Privation, not ‘ quoad substantiam.”

2 This is true, discrete quantities being unchangeable, and definite in
quantity.
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one of such other things as are substances: hence substance
is not capable of receiving the greater and the less.

1t appears however, to be especially the pecu- 24. Individu-
liarity of substance, that being one and the same &n%, M con re-
in number, it can receive contraries, which no one Hes, in which
can affirm of the rest which are not substances, thosewhich are
as that being one in number, they are capable of netsubstances.
contraries.! Thus ¢ colour,” which is one and the same in
number, is not “ white ” and “ black,” neither the same action,
also one in number, both bad and good ; in like manner of other
_ things as many as are not substances. But substance being
one, and the same in number, can receive contraries, as “a
certain man ” being one and the same, is at one time, white,
and at another, black, and warm and cold, and bad and good.
In respect of none of the rest does such a thing appear, ex-
cept some one should object, by saying, that a sentence and
opinion are capable of receiving contraries, for the same sen-
tence appears to be true and false; thus if the statement be
true that* some one sits,” when he stands up, this 25. Reoly
very same statement will be false. And in a si- objection by a
milar manner in the matter of opinion, for if Ieferencetothe
any one should truly opine that a certain person ’
sits, when he rises up he will opine falsely, if he still holds
the same opinion about him. Still, if any one, should even
admit this, yet there is a difference in the mode. ,, |
For some things in substances, being themselves in substances
changed, are capable of contraries, since cold, be- :{,‘f;n::',f’“capa_
ing made so, from hot, has changed, for it ig ble of contra-
changed in quality, and black from white, and "%
good from bad: in like manner as to other things, each one
of them receiving change is capable of contraries. The sen-
tence indeed and the opinion remain themselves altogether
immovable, but the thing being moved, a contrary is pro-
duced about them ; the sentence indeed remains the same,
that ¢ some one sits,” but the thing being moved, it becomes
at one time, true, and at another, false. Likewise as to opinion,

! He does not mean that contraries exist in substance at one and the
same time, as may be perceived from the examples he adduces. Archy-
tas, according to Simplicius, admits the capuability of contraries to be the
peculiarity of substance ; ‘ thus vigilance is contrary to sleep, slowness
to swiftness, disease to health, of all which, one and the same man, is capa-
ble.” Simp. in Arist. Cat. Compare also Wal',z, Organ. p. 291, Comment.
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so that in this way, it will be the peculiarity of substance, to
receive contraries according to the change in itself, but if any
one admitted this, that a sentence and opinion can receive

contraries, this would not be true. For the sen-

2 pamioction  tence and _the opinion are not said to be capable

the example as of contraries in that they have received any thing,

o pemwenceand byt in that about something else, a passive qua-

lity has been produced, for in that a thing is, or
is not, in this, is the sentence said to be true, or false, not in
that itself, is capable of contraries.! In short, neither is a sen-
tence nor an opinion moved by any thing, whence they can-
not be capable of contraries, no passive quality being in them ;
substance at least, from the fact of itself receiving contraries,
is said in this to be capable of contraries, for it receives dis-
ease and health, whiteness and blackness, and so long as it
receives each of these, it is said to be capable of receiving
contraries. Wherefore it will be the peculiarity of substance,
that being the same, and one in number, according to change
in itself, it is capable of receiving contraries ; and concerning
substance this may suffice.?

Crap. VL—Of Quantity?

1. Quanti OF Quantity, one kind is (discrete, and another
two-fold, dis-  continuous ;* the one consists of parts, holding

! Simplicius alleges that certain Peripatetics asserted that matter itself
was susceptible of wdfoc. It must be remembered however that Aris-
totle’s definition of wdfn (Rhet. lib. i.) is, that they are certain things
added to substance, beyond its own nature. Vide Scholia ad Categorias,
ed. Waitz, p. 32. Leip. 1844. v
. * The union between odsia and YAy is laid down in the treatise de

Animé, lib. ii. 1, sec. 2: the latter term was used by the schoolmen to
signify the subject matter upon which any art was employed, in which
sense, it was tantamount to primal substance.

¥ Some say that quantity, is considered in juxta-position with substance,
because it subsists together with it, for after substance is admitted, it is
necessary to inquire whether it is one or many; others, because among
other motions, that which is according to quantity, viz. increase and
diminution, is nearer to the notion of substance, viz. generation and cor-
ruption, than “alliation’’ is, which is a motion according to quality.
Taylor. Vide ch. 8, and Sulpicius, concerning the nature of this last. See
also, Arist. Phys. lib. iii. et v., also cf. Cat. ch. 14.

¢ Conf. Metaphy. lib. iv. cap. 13, Ioooy Aéysrar 76 Siarperov el
dvumdpxovra, k. 7.\, The reader will do well to compare the above
chapter, throughout, with that quoted from the Metaphysics, where
these terms are all used equivocally.
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position with respect to each other, but the other crete and conti-
of parts, which have not that position. Dis- foeiveiea
crete quantity is, as number and sentence, but tive position,
continuous, as line, superficies, body, besides trary.
place and time. For, of the parts of number, % Examples
there is no common term, by which its parts con- 1. Number.

join, as if five be a part of ten, five and five, conjcin at no '

common boundary, but are separated. Three, and seven, also
conjoin at no common boundary, nor can you at all take a
common limit of parts, in number, but they are always separ-
ated, whence number is of those things which
are discrete. In like manner a sentence, for
that a sentence is quantity is evident, since it is measured
by a short and long syllable ;! but I mean a sentence produced
by the voice, as its parts concur at no common limit, for there
is no common limit, at which the syllables concur, but each is
distinct by itself. A line, on the contrary, is 5 pyamples
continuous, for you may take a common term, at continuous.
which its parts meet, namely, a point, and of a ' A"
superficies, a line, for the parts of a superficies coalesce in a
certain common term. So also you can take a common term
in respect of body, namely, a line, or a superficies, , , ..
by which the parts of body are joined. Of the =~
same sort are time and place, for the present time is joined
both to the past and to the future. Again, place s, Timeand
is of the number of continuous things, for the Place:
parts of a body occupy a certain place, which parts join at a
certain common boundary, wherefore also the parts of place,
which each part of the body occupies, join at the same bound-
ary as the parts of the body, so that place will also be con-
tinuous, since its parts join at one common boundary.

Moreover, some things consist of parts, having ,
position with respect to each other, but others of sition of some
parts not having such position ;2 thus the parts of Partsastothe
a line have relative position, for each of them lies

! Aristotle means by Adyog, a sentence subsisting in voice, not in intel-
lect. Sulpic. He adds also, that Archytas, Athenodorus, and Ptolemy
condemn the division of quantity into two kinds, and prefer that of num-

ber, magnitude, and momentum, but the reply is, that the last is a quality,
the same as density.

_ ? Plotinus, in his first book on the Genera of Being, says, if the con-
tinued, is quantity, discrete, cannot be ; but he questions it as existing in

2. Oratio.

.
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sume where, and you can distinguish, and set out, where each
lies, in a superficies, and to which part of the rest, it is joined.
So also the paris of a superficies, have a certain position, for
it may be in like manner pointed out where each lies, and
what have relation to each other, and the parts of a solid, and
of a place, in like manner. On the contrary, in

5. Parts have P .
no relation in  Tespect of number, it is impossible for any one to
jespectofuum- ghow that its parts have any relative position, or
" that they are situated any where, or which of the
parts are joined to each other. Nor as regards parts of time,
for not one of the parts of time endures, but that which
does not endure, how can it have any position? you would
rather say, that they have a certain order, inasmuch as one
part of time is former, but another latter. In the same man-
ner is it with number, because one, is reckoned before two,
and two, before three, and so it may have a certain order, but
you can, by no means, assume, that it has position.
A speech likewise, for none of its parts en-
dures, but it has been spoken, and it is no longer possible to
bring back what is spoken, so that there can be no position
of its parts, since not one endures: some things therefore
consist of parts having position, but others of those which
have not position. What we have enumerated
T The above- are alone properly termed quantities; all the rest
only proper  being so denominated by accident, for looking
othersreduci-  to these, we call other things quantities, as white-
Dletothese.— ness is said to be much, because the superficies is

ples. . . .

great, and an action long, because of its time be-
ing long, and motion also, is termed, much. Yet each of
these is not called a quantity by itself, for if a man should
explain the quantity of an action, he will define it by time,
describing it as yearly, or something of the sort; and if he
were to explain the quantity of whiteness, he will define it by
the superficies, for as the quantity of the superficies, so he
would say is the quantity of the whiteness ; whence the par-
ticulars we have mentioned are alone properly of themselves
termed quantities, none of the rest being so of itself, but ac-

6. Oratio.

the intellect, and confounds the distinction between order, in discrete,
and position, in continued quantities. The point is touched upon also in
lib. vi. of the Physics. Compare also ch. 12, on Prierity, in the Cate-
gories, as to the relation in respect of number and time.
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cording to accident. Again, nothing is contrary ; guantiy,
to quantity,! for in the definite it is clear there is per se, hasno
nothing contrary, as to ““two cubits” or to “ three,” "™V

or to “superficies,” or to any thing of this kind, for there
is no contrary to them ; except indeed a man should allege
that “much” was contrary to “little,” or the ¢ great ” to the
“small.” Of these however, none is a quantity, but rather be-
longs to relatives, since nothing, itself by itself, is described as
great or small, but from its being referred to

something else. A mountain, for instance, is called [ RePY oot

. ”» . 9 Jection,founded
“little,” but a millet seed ‘large,” from the fact upon the con-

of the one being greater, but the other less, in re- toaeo 5
spect of things of the same nature, whence the

relation is to something else, since if each were called small”
or “great” of itself, the mountain would never have been
called “small,” nor the seed *‘large.” We say also that there
are “many ” men in a village, but ¢ few ” at Athens, although
these last are more numerous, and “many” in a house, but
“few” in a theatre, although there is a much larger number
in the latter. Besides, “ two cubits,” “ three,” and every thing
of the kind signify quantity, but “great ” or ¢ small ” does not
signify quantity, but rather relation, for the “great” and
“ small ” are viewed in reference to something else, so as evi-
dently to appear relatives. Whether however any one does,
or does not, admit such things to be quantities, still there is
no contrary to them, for to that which cannot of | ,
itself be assumed, but is referred to another, how ,
can there be a contrary? Yet more, if “great” and * small ”
be contraries, it will happen, that the same thing,

at the same time, receives contraries, and that the

same things are contrary to themselves, for it happens that the
same thing at the same time is both *“great” and ¢ small.”
Something in respect of this thing is “ small,” but the same, in
reference to another, is “large,” so that the same thing happens
at the same time to be both “great” and *small,” by which at
the same moment it receives contraries. Nothing 13 ginuiane.
however appears to receive contraries simultane- ous contrariety
ously, as in the case of substance, for this indeed ™P°**ble-

'V Yow» Tob mogod dmidwray Tveg 7O pndiv Iyew evavriov, mpdc dva-
Tpomiy 8 Tobrov od xwpel, did 7O mposexdg Oiddkar, b1t oDdE T odoig
dorwv lvavriov,.—Magent. Schol. ed. Waitz. Cf. Metaph. lib. ix. c. 4, 5,
6, and 7.

)
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seems capable of contraries, yet no one is at the same time “sick *
and ¢ healthy,” nor a thing ¢ white” and “black” together,
neither does any thing else receive contraries at one and the
same time. It happens also, that the same things
: are contrary to themselves, since if the ¢ great”
be opposed to the ‘“small,” but the same thing at the same
time be great and small, the same thing would be contrary to
itself, but it is amongst the number of impossibilities, that the
same thing should be contrary to itself, wherefore the great is
not contrary to the small, nor the many to the few, so thateven
if some one should say that these do not belong to relatives,
but to quantity, still they will have no contrary.
4. Thecontra-  The contrariety however of quantity seems
Tety of auan-  especially to subsist about place, since men admit
subsistentn upward ” to be contrary to “ downward,” calling
space. the place toward the middle “ downward,” because
there is the greatest distance from the middle, to the extremities
of the world ;! they appear also to deduce the definition of the
other contraries from these, for they define contraries to be
those things which, being of the same genus, are most distant
.from each other.
15. Quantityts _ Nevertheless quantity does not appear capable
incapableofde- of the greater and the less, as for instance “two
gres. cubits,” for one thing is not more *two cubits”
than another ; neither in the case of number, since “three” or
“five” are not said to be more than ¢ three” or ¢ five,” nei-
ther “five” more “five” than three” ¢ three;” one time
also is not said to be more ¢ time ” than another; in short, of
none that I have mentioned is there said to be a greater or a
less, wherefore quantity is not capable of the greater and less:
16. But of Still it is the especial peculiarity of quantity
equalityand  to be called “ equal ” and *unequal,”? for each of
inequally  the above-mentioned quantities is said to be

t.The “ upward ” and “ downward ” do not signify place, but the pre-
dicament where, just as “ yesterday >’ and ¢ to-day "’ do not signify time,
but the predicament when. Simplicius. Andronicus also assents to this.
Compare the 4th book of Arist. Physics, where he defines place to be
the boun of that which it contains ; the Pythagoreans, who in wordsy
agree with Aristotle, in effect differ most widely from him. P