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About Aristotle:

Aristotle (384 BC — 322 BC) was a Greek philosopher, a student of
Plato and teacher of Alexander the Great. His writings cover many sub-
jects, including physics, metaphysics, poetry, theater, music, logic, rhet-
oric, politics, government, ethics, biology, and zoology. Together with
Plato and Socrates (Plato's teacher), Aristotle is one of the most import-
ant founding figures in Western philosophy. Aristotle's writings consti-
tute a first at creating a comprehensive system of Western philosophy,
encompassing morality and aesthetics, logic and science, politics and
metaphysics. Aristotle's views on the physical sciences profoundly
shaped medieval scholarship, and their influence extended well into the
Renaissance, although they were ultimately replaced by Newtonian
physics. In the biological sciences, some of his observations were con-
firmed to be accurate only in the nineteenth century. His works contain
the earliest known formal study of logic, which was incorporated in the
late nineteenth century into modern formal logic. In metaphysics, Aris-
totelianism had a profound influence on philosophical and theological
thinking in the Islamic and Jewish traditions in the Middle Ages, and it
continues to influence Christian theology, especially Eastern Orthodox
theology, and the scholastic tradition of the Catholic Church. His ethics,
though always influential, gained renewed interest with the modern ad-
vent of virtue ethics. All aspects of Aristotle's philosophy continue to be
the object of active academic study today. Though Aristotle wrote many
elegant treatises and dialogues (Cicero described his literary style as "a
river of gold"), it is thought that the majority of his writings are now lost
and only about one-third of the original works have survived. Despite
the far-reaching appeal that Aristotle's works have traditionally enjoyed,
today modern scholarship questions a substantial portion of the Aris-
totelian corpus as authentically Aristotle's own.
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Part 1
Logic (Organon)



Categories
Translated by E. M. Edghill

1

Things are said to be named ‘equivocally” when, though they have a
common name, the definition corresponding with the name differs for
each. Thus, a real man and a figure in a picture can both lay claim to the
name ‘animal’; yet these are equivocally so named, for, though they have
a common name, the definition corresponding with the name differs for
each. For should any one define in what sense each is an animal, his
definition in the one case will be appropriate to that case only.

On the other hand, things are said to be named “univocally” which
have both the name and the definition answering to the name in com-
mon. A man and an ox are both ‘animal’, and these are univocally so
named, inasmuch as not only the name, but also the definition, is the
same in both cases: for if a man should state in what sense each is an an-
imal, the statement in the one case would be identical with that in the
other.

Things are said to be named ‘derivatively’, which derive their name
from some other name, but differ from it in termination. Thus the gram-
marian derives his name from the word ‘grammar’, and the courageous
man from the word ‘courage’.

2

Forms of speech are either simple or composite. Examples of the latter
are such expressions as ‘the man runs’, ‘the man wins’; of the former
‘man’, ‘ox’, ‘runs’, ‘wins’.

Of things themselves some are predicable of a subject, and are never
present in a subject. Thus ‘man’ is predicable of the individual man, and
is never present in a subject.

By being ‘present in a subject’ I do not mean present as parts are
present in a whole, but being incapable of existence apart from the said
subject.

Some things, again, are present in a subject, but are never predicable of
a subject. For instance, a certain point of grammatical knowledge is
present in the mind, but is not predicable of any subject; or again, a cer-
tain whiteness may be present in the body (for colour requires a material
basis), yet it is never predicable of anything.



Other things, again, are both predicable of a subject and present in a
subject. Thus while knowledge is present in the human mind, it is pre-
dicable of grammar.

There is, lastly, a class of things which are neither present in a subject
nor predicable of a subject, such as the individual man or the individual
horse. But, to speak more generally, that which is individual and has the
character of a unit is never predicable of a subject. Yet in some cases
there is nothing to prevent such being present in a subject. Thus a certain
point of grammatical knowledge is present in a subject.

3

When one thing is predicated of another, all that which is predicable of
the predicate will be predicable also of the subject. Thus, ‘man’ is predic-
ated of the individual man; but ‘animal’ is predicated of ‘man’; it will,
therefore, be predicable of the individual man also: for the individual
man is both ‘man” and ‘animal’.

If genera are different and co-ordinate, their differentiae are them-
selves different in kind. Take as an instance the genus ‘animal” and the
genus ‘knowledge’. “With feet’, “two-footed’, ‘winged’, ‘aquatic’, are dif-
ferentiae of ‘animal’; the species of knowledge are not distinguished by
the same differentiae. One species of knowledge does not differ from an-
other in being ‘two-footed’.

But where one genus is subordinate to another, there is nothing to pre-
vent their having the same differentiae: for the greater class is predicated
of the lesser, so that all the differentiae of the predicate will be differenti-
ae also of the subject.

4

Expressions which are in no way composite signify substance, quant-
ity, quality, relation, place, time, position, state, action, or affection. To
sketch my meaning roughly, examples of substance are ‘man’ or ‘the
horse’, of quantity, such terms as ‘two cubits long” or ‘three cubits long’,
of quality, such attributes as ‘white’, ‘grammatical’. ‘Double’, ‘half’,
‘greater’, fall under the category of relation; ‘in a the market place’, ‘in
the Lyceum’, under that of place; ‘yesterday’, ‘last year’, under that of
time. ‘Lying’, ‘sitting’, are terms indicating position, ‘shod’, ‘armed’,
state; ‘to lance’, ‘to cauterize’, action; ‘to be lanced’, ‘to be cauterized’,
affection.



No one of these terms, in and by itself, involves an affirmation; it is by
the combination of such terms that positive or negative statements arise.
For every assertion must, as is admitted, be either true or false, whereas
expressions which are not in any way composite such as ‘man’, ‘white’,
‘runs’, “wins’, cannot be either true or false.

5

Substance, in the truest and primary and most definite sense of the
word, is that which is neither predicable of a subject nor present in a sub-
ject; for instance, the individual man or horse. But in a secondary sense
those things are called substances within which, as species, the primary
substances are included; also those which, as genera, include the species.
For instance, the individual man is included in the species ‘man’, and the
genus to which the species belongs is ‘animal’; these, therefore-that is to
say, the species ‘man’ and the genus ‘animal,-are termed secondary
substances.

It is plain from what has been said that both the name and the defini-
tion of the predicate must be predicable of the subject. For instance,
‘man’ is predicted of the individual man. Now in this case the name of
the species man’ is applied to the individual, for we use the term ‘man’
in describing the individual; and the definition of ‘man” will also be pre-
dicated of the individual man, for the individual man is both man and
animal. Thus, both the name and the definition of the species are predic-
able of the individual.

With regard, on the other hand, to those things which are present in a
subject, it is generally the case that neither their name nor their definition
is predicable of that in which they are present. Though, however, the
definition is never predicable, there is nothing in certain cases to prevent
the name being used. For instance, ‘white” being present in a body is pre-
dicated of that in which it is present, for a body is called white: the defin-
ition, however, of the colour white” is never predicable of the body.

Everything except primary substances is either predicable of a primary
substance or present in a primary substance. This becomes evident by
reference to particular instances which occur. “Animal’ is predicated of
the species ‘man’, therefore of the individual man, for if there were no in-
dividual man of whom it could be predicated, it could not be predicated
of the species ‘man” at all. Again, colour is present in body, therefore in
individual bodies, for if there were no individual body in which it was
present, it could not be present in body at all. Thus everything except
primary substances is either predicated of primary substances, or is



present in them, and if these last did not exist, it would be impossible for
anything else to exist.

Of secondary substances, the species is more truly substance than the
genus, being more nearly related to primary substance. For if any one
should render an account of what a primary substance is, he would
render a more instructive account, and one more proper to the subject,
by stating the species than by stating the genus. Thus, he would give a
more instructive account of an individual man by stating that he was
man than by stating that he was animal, for the former description is pe-
culiar to the individual in a greater degree, while the latter is too general.
Again, the man who gives an account of the nature of an individual tree
will give a more instructive account by mentioning the species ‘tree” than
by mentioning the genus “plant’.

Moreover, primary substances are most properly called substances in
virtue of the fact that they are the entities which underlie every. else, and
that everything else is either predicated of them or present in them. Now
the same relation which subsists between primary substance and
everything else subsists also between the species and the genus: for the
species is to the genus as subject is to predicate, since the genus is predic-
ated of the species, whereas the species cannot be predicated of the
genus. Thus we have a second ground for asserting that the species is
more truly substance than the genus.

Of species themselves, except in the case of such as are genera, no one
is more truly substance than another. We should not give a more appro-
priate account of the individual man by stating the species to which he
belonged, than we should of an individual horse by adopting the same
method of definition. In the same way, of primary substances, no one is
more truly substance than another; an individual man is not more truly
substance than an individual ox.

It is, then, with good reason that of all that remains, when we exclude
primary substances, we concede to species and genera alone the name
‘secondary substance’, for these alone of all the predicates convey a
knowledge of primary substance. For it is by stating the species or the
genus that we appropriately define any individual man; and we shall
make our definition more exact by stating the former than by stating the
latter. All other things that we state, such as that he is white, that he
runs, and so on, are irrelevant to the definition. Thus it is just that these
alone, apart from primary substances, should be called substances.

Further, primary substances are most properly so called, because they
underlie and are the subjects of everything else. Now the same relation
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that subsists between primary substance and everything else subsists
also between the species and the genus to which the primary substance
belongs, on the one hand, and every attribute which is not included
within these, on the other. For these are the subjects of all such. If we call
an individual man ‘skilled in grammar’, the predicate is applicable also
to the species and to the genus to which he belongs. This law holds good
in all cases.

It is a common characteristic of all sub. stance that it is never present in
a subject. For primary substance is neither present in a subject nor pre-
dicated of a subject; while, with regard to secondary substances, it is
clear from the following arguments (apart from others) that they are not
present in a subject. For ‘man’ is predicated of the individual man, but is
not present in any subject: for manhood is not present in the individual
man. In the same way, ‘animal’ is also predicated of the individual man,
but is not present in him. Again, when a thing is present in a subject,
though the name may quite well be applied to that in which it is present,
the definition cannot be applied. Yet of secondary substances, not only
the name, but also the definition, applies to the subject: we should use
both the definition of the species and that of the genus with reference to
the individual man. Thus substance cannot be present in a subject.

Yet this is not peculiar to substance, for it is also the case that differen-
tiae cannot be present in subjects. The characteristics ‘terrestrial’ and
‘two-footed” are predicated of the species ‘man’, but not present in it. For
they are not in man. Moreover, the definition of the differentia may be
predicated of that of which the differentia itself is predicated. For in-
stance, if the characteristic “terrestrial’ is predicated of the species ‘man’,
the definition also of that characteristic may be used to form the predic-
ate of the species ‘man’: for ‘man’ is terrestrial.

The fact that the parts of substances appear to be present in the whole,
as in a subject, should not make us apprehensive lest we should have to
admit that such parts are not substances: for in explaining the phrase
‘being present in a subject’, we stated” that we meant ‘otherwise than as
parts in a whole’.

It is the mark of substances and of differentiae that, in all propositions
of which they form the predicate, they are predicated univocally. For all
such propositions have for their subject either the individual or the spe-
cies. It is true that, inasmuch as primary substance is not predicable of
anything, it can never form the predicate of any proposition. But of sec-
ondary substances, the species is predicated of the individual, the genus
both of the species and of the individual. Similarly the differentiae are
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predicated of the species and of the individuals. Moreover, the definition
of the species and that of the genus are applicable to the primary sub-
stance, and that of the genus to the species. For all that is predicated of
the predicate will be predicated also of the subject. Similarly, the defini-
tion of the differentiae will be applicable to the species and to the indi-
viduals. But it was stated above that the word “univocal” was applied to
those things which had both name and definition in common. It is, there-
fore, established that in every proposition, of which either substance or a
differentia forms the predicate, these are predicated univocally.

All substance appears to signify that which is individual. In the case of
primary substance this is indisputably true, for the thing is a unit. In the
case of secondary substances, when we speak, for instance, of ‘man’ or
‘animal’, our form of speech gives the impression that we are here also
indicating that which is individual, but the impression is not strictly true;
for a secondary substance is not an individual, but a class with a certain
qualification; for it is not one and single as a primary substance is; the
words ‘man’, ‘animal’, are predicable of more than one subject.

Yet species and genus do not merely indicate quality, like the term
‘white’; ‘white” indicates quality and nothing further, but species and
genus determine the quality with reference to a substance: they signify
substance qualitatively differentiated. The determinate qualification cov-
ers a larger field in the case of the genus that in that of the species: he
who uses the word ‘animal’ is herein using a word of wider extension
than he who uses the word ‘man’.

Another mark of substance is that it has no contrary. What could be
the contrary of any primary substance, such as the individual man or an-
imal? It has none. Nor can the species or the genus have a contrary. Yet
this characteristic is not peculiar to substance, but is true of many other
things, such as quantity. There is nothing that forms the contrary of ‘two
cubits long” or of ‘three cubits long’, or of ‘ten’, or of any such term. A
man may contend that ‘much’ is the contrary of ‘little’, or ‘great’ of
‘small’, but of definite quantitative terms no contrary exists.

Substance, again, does not appear to admit of variation of degree. I do
not mean by this that one substance cannot be more or less truly sub-
stance than another, for it has already been stated’ that this is the case;
but that no single substance admits of varying degrees within itself. For
instance, one particular substance, ‘man’, cannot be more or less man
either than himself at some other time or than some other man. One man
cannot be more man than another, as that which is white may be more or
less white than some other white object, or as that which is beautiful may
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be more or less beautiful than some other beautiful object. The same
quality, moreover, is said to subsist in a thing in varying degrees at dif-
ferent times. A body, being white, is said to be whiter at one time than it
was before, or, being warm, is said to be warmer or less warm than at
some other time. But substance is not said to be more or less that which it
is: a man is not more truly a man at one time than he was before, nor is
anything, if it is substance, more or less what it is. Substance, then, does
not admit of variation of degree.

The most distinctive mark of substance appears to be that, while re-
maining numerically one and the same, it is capable of admitting con-
trary qualities. From among things other than substance, we should find
ourselves unable to bring forward any which possessed this mark. Thus,
one and the same colour cannot be white and black. Nor can the same
one action be good and bad: this law holds good with everything that is
not substance. But one and the selfsame substance, while retaining its
identity, is yet capable of admitting contrary qualities. The same indi-
vidual person is at one time white, at another black, at one time warm, at
another cold, at one time good, at another bad. This capacity is found
nowhere else, though it might be maintained that a statement or opinion
was an exception to the rule. The same statement, it is agreed, can be
both true and false. For if the statement ‘he is sitting’ is true, yet, when
the person in question has risen, the same statement will be false. The
same applies to opinions. For if any one thinks truly that a person is sit-
ting, yet, when that person has risen, this same opinion, if still held, will
be false. Yet although this exception may be allowed, there is, neverthe-
less, a difference in the manner in which the thing takes place. It is by
themselves changing that substances admit contrary qualities. It is thus
that that which was hot becomes cold, for it has entered into a different
state. Similarly that which was white becomes black, and that which was
bad good, by a process of change; and in the same way in all other cases
it is by changing that substances are capable of admitting contrary qual-
ities. But statements and opinions themselves remain unaltered in all re-
spects: it is by the alteration in the facts of the case that the contrary qual-
ity comes to be theirs. The statement ‘he is sitting” remains unaltered, but
it is at one time true, at another false, according to circumstances. What
has been said of statements applies also to opinions. Thus, in respect of
the manner in which the thing takes place, it is the peculiar mark of sub-
stance that it should be capable of admitting contrary qualities; for it is
by itself changing that it does so.
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If, then, a man should make this exception and contend that state-
ments and opinions are capable of admitting contrary qualities, his con-
tention is unsound. For statements and opinions are said to have this ca-
pacity, not because they themselves undergo modification, but because
this modification occurs in the case of something else. The truth or falsity
of a statement depends on facts, and not on any power on the part of the
statement itself of admitting contrary qualities. In short, there is nothing
which can alter the nature of statements and opinions. As, then, no
change takes place in themselves, these cannot be said to be capable of
admitting contrary qualities.

But it is by reason of the modification which takes place within the
substance itself that a substance is said to be capable of admitting con-
trary qualities; for a substance admits within itself either disease or
health, whiteness or blackness. It is in this sense that it is said to be cap-
able of admitting contrary qualities.

To sum up, it is a distinctive mark of substance, that, while remaining
numerically one and the same, it is capable of admitting contrary qualit-
ies, the modification taking place through a change in the substance
itself.

Let these remarks suffice on the subject of substance.

Quantity is either discrete or continuous. Moreover, some quantities
are such that each part of the whole has a relative position to the other
parts: others have within them no such relation of part to part.

Instances of discrete quantities are number and speech; of continuous,
lines, surfaces, solids, and, besides these, time and place.

In the case of the parts of a number, there is no common boundary at
which they join. For example: two fives make ten, but the two fives have
no common boundary, but are separate; the parts three and seven also
do not join at any boundary. Nor, to generalize, would it ever be possible
in the case of number that there should be a common boundary among
the parts; they are always separate. Number, therefore, is a discrete
quantity.

The same is true of speech. That speech is a quantity is evident: for it is
measured in long and short syllables. I mean here that speech which is
vocal. Moreover, it is a discrete quantity for its parts have no common
boundary. There is no common boundary at which the syllables join, but
each is separate and distinct from the rest.
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A line, on the other hand, is a continuous quantity, for it is possible to
find a common boundary at which its parts join. In the case of the line,
this common boundary is the point; in the case of the plane, it is the line:
for the parts of the plane have also a common boundary. Similarly you
can find a common boundary in the case of the parts of a solid, namely
either a line or a plane.

Space and time also belong to this class of quantities. Time, past,
present, and future, forms a continuous whole. Space, likewise, is a con-
tinuous quantity; for the parts of a solid occupy a certain space, and
these have a common boundary; it follows that the parts of space also,
which are occupied by the parts of the solid, have the same common
boundary as the parts of the solid. Thus, not only time, but space also, is
a continuous quantity, for its parts have a common boundary.

Quantities consist either of parts which bear a relative position each to
each, or of parts which do not. The parts of a line bear a relative position
to each other, for each lies somewhere, and it would be possible to distin-
guish each, and to state the position of each on the plane and to explain
to what sort of part among the rest each was contiguous. Similarly the
parts of a plane have position, for it could similarly be stated what was
the position of each and what sort of parts were contiguous. The same is
true with regard to the solid and to space. But it would be impossible to
show that the arts of a number had a relative position each to each, or a
particular position, or to state what parts were contiguous. Nor could
this be done in the case of time, for none of the parts of time has an abid-
ing existence, and that which does not abide can hardly have position. It
would be better to say that such parts had a relative order, in virtue of
one being prior to another. Similarly with number: in counting, ‘one” is
prior to ‘two’, and ‘two’ to ‘three’, and thus the parts of number may be
said to possess a relative order, though it would be impossible to discov-
er any distinct position for each. This holds good also in the case of
speech. None of its parts has an abiding existence: when once a syllable
is pronounced, it is not possible to retain it, so that, naturally, as the parts
do not abide, they cannot have position. Thus, some quantities consist of
parts which have position, and some of those which have not.

Strictly speaking, only the things which I have mentioned belong to
the category of quantity: everything else that is called quantitative is a
quantity in a secondary sense. It is because we have in mind some one of
these quantities, properly so called, that we apply quantitative terms to
other things. We speak of what is white as large, because the surface
over which the white extends is large; we speak of an action or a process
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as lengthy, because the time covered is long; these things cannot in their
own right claim the quantitative epithet. For instance, should any one ex-
plain how long an action was, his statement would be made in terms of
the time taken, to the effect that it lasted a year, or something of that sort.
In the same way, he would explain the size of a white object in terms of
surface, for he would state the area which it covered. Thus the things
already mentioned, and these alone, are in their intrinsic nature quantit-
ies; nothing else can claim the name in its own right, but, if at all, only in
a secondary sense.

Quantities have no contraries. In the case of definite quantities this is
obvious; thus, there is nothing that is the contrary of ‘two cubits long” or
of ‘three cubits long’, or of a surface, or of any such quantities. A man
might, indeed, argue that ‘much’ was the contrary of ‘little’, and ‘great’
of ‘small’. But these are not quantitative, but relative; things are not great
or small absolutely, they are so called rather as the result of an act of
comparison. For instance, a mountain is called small, a grain large, in vir-
tue of the fact that the latter is greater than others of its kind, the former
less. Thus there is a reference here to an external standard, for if the
terms ‘great” and ‘small” were used absolutely, a mountain would never
be called small or a grain large. Again, we say that there are many
people in a village, and few in Athens, although those in the city are
many times as numerous as those in the village: or we say that a house
has many in it, and a theatre few, though those in the theatre far out-
number those in the house. The terms ‘two cubits long, “three cubits
long,” and so on indicate quantity, the terms ‘great” and ‘small” indicate
relation, for they have reference to an external standard. It is, therefore,
plain that these are to be classed as relative.

Again, whether we define them as quantitative or not, they have no
contraries: for how can there be a contrary of an attribute which is not to
be apprehended in or by itself, but only by reference to something ex-
ternal? Again, if ‘great” and ‘small” are contraries, it will come about that
the same subject can admit contrary qualities at one and the same time,
and that things will themselves be contrary to themselves. For it happens
at times that the same thing is both small and great. For the same thing
may be small in comparison with one thing, and great in comparison
with another, so that the same thing comes to be both small and great at
one and the same time, and is of such a nature as to admit contrary qual-
ities at one and the same moment. Yet it was agreed, when substance
was being discussed, that nothing admits contrary qualities at one and
the same moment. For though substance is capable of admitting contrary
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qualities, yet no one is at the same time both sick and healthy, nothing is
at the same time both white and black. Nor is there anything which is
qualified in contrary ways at one and the same time.

Moreover, if these were contraries, they would themselves be contrary
to themselves. For if ‘great’ is the contrary of ‘small’, and the same thing
is both great and small at the same time, then ‘small” or “great’ is the con-
trary of itself. But this is impossible. The term ‘great’, therefore, is not the
contrary of the term ‘small’, nor ‘much’ of ‘little’. And even though a
man should call these terms not relative but quantitative, they would not
have contraries.

It is in the case of space that quantity most plausibly appears to admit
of a contrary. For men define the term “above’ as the contrary of ‘below’,
when it is the region at the centre they mean by ‘below’; and this is so,
because nothing is farther from the extremities of the universe than the
region at the centre. Indeed, it seems that in defining contraries of every
kind men have recourse to a spatial metaphor, for they say that those
things are contraries which, within the same class, are separated by the
greatest possible distance.

Quantity does not, it appears, admit of variation of degree. One thing
cannot be two cubits long in a greater degree than another. Similarly
with regard to number: what is ‘three’ is not more truly three than what
is ‘five’ is five; nor is one set of three more truly three than another set.
Again, one period of time is not said to be more truly time than another.
Nor is there any other kind of quantity, of all that have been mentioned,
with regard to which variation of degree can be predicated. The category
of quantity, therefore, does not admit of variation of degree.

The most distinctive mark of quantity is that equality and inequality
are predicated of it. Each of the aforesaid quantities is said to be equal or
unequal. For instance, one solid is said to be equal or unequal to another;
number, too, and time can have these terms applied to them, indeed can
all those kinds of quantity that have been mentioned.

That which is not a quantity can by no means, it would seem, be
termed equal or unequal to anything else. One particular disposition or
one particular quality, such as whiteness, is by no means compared with
another in terms of equality and inequality but rather in terms of similar-
ity. Thus it is the distinctive mark of quantity that it can be called equal
and unequal.
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