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Lecture 6
	

	

	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	(92b3-39)
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	WHETHER QUOD QUID CAN BE SHOWN BY DEMONSTRATION OR DEFINITION
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	b3. To put it another way:
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	b7. But further, if definition
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	b11. Then too we hold that
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	b18. Moreover it is clear
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	b26. Since, therefore, to define
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	b28. But that were
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	b30. all sets of words
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	b32. no demonstration can prove
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	b35. It appears then
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	Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 184
[image: image1]He says therefore first (92b3) that there does not seem to be any possible way for a person to demonstrate that some quod quid is man: and this because whoever knows a quod quid to be of man or of any other thing is required to know that the thing exists. For since there is no quiddity or essence of a non-being, it is impossible to know the quod quid of something which is not; but one might know the meaning of the name or have a notion composed of several names. Thus a person is capable of knowing the meaning of the word tragelaphus or goat-stag, because it signifies an animal composed of goat and stag, but it is impossible to know the quod quid of a goat-stag, because there is no such thing given in nature.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 184
[image: image2]Then (92b7) from what has been established he goes on to prove what he proposed. In regard to this he does two things. First, he shows that the quod quid cannot be shown by demonstration. Secondly, that it cannot be shown by definition (92b26).
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 184
[image: image3]In regard to the first he presents three reasons, the first of which (92b7) is the following: Just as a definition is brought forward to manifest something which is one in the sense that from the parts of the definition something is formed which is one per se and not one per accidens, so a demonstration which employs a definition as its middle must demonstrate something which is one; for the conclusion must be proportionate to the middle. Consequently, it is clear that one cannot in virtue of one and the same definition demonstrate things that are diverse. But the quod quid of man is one thing and his being or existence is another--for it is only in the First Principle of being, Who is being essentially, that to be and quiddity are one and the same; in all other things, which are beings by participation, the to be has to be other than the quiddity. Therefore, it is not possible to demonstrate both the quid and the quia with the same demonstration.
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[image: image4]Then (92b11) he presents the second reason and it is this: According to a common opinion of wise men, it is necessary that all i.e., the whole demonstrated by a demonstration, be the quia est, unless perchance someone would want to say that the quia est itself is the substance of a thing. However, this is impossible. For the to be is not the substance or essence of anything existing in a genus; otherwise it would be required that being be a genus, because a genus is something predicated in quod quia. But, as it is proved in Metaphysics III, being is not a genus. For this reason God Who is His own essence is not in a genus.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 185
[image: image5]Furthermore, if the quia est were the substance of any thing, then in the same breath that one shows the quia est he would be showing the quid est; consequently, the whole which a demonstrator manifests would not be the quia est. But this is false. Therefore, it is clear that demonstration manifests only the quia est, for it demonstrates some enunciation which signifies that something is or is not.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 185
[image: image6]This is apparent also in the way a science proceeds. For geometry assumes what the name triangle signifies, and demonstrates quod sit, as when it demonstrates that an equilateral triangle has been formed on a given straight line. Therefore, if one demonstrated merely what a triangle is apart from the method of demonstrating which the sciences employ, he would not be demonstrating this whole which is that a triangle exists, but only what I call triangle. For just as, owing to the fact that to be is not the substance of a thing, one who demonstrates to be demonstrates that and nothing more, so if someone demonstrates the quid est, that is all he demonstrates. It would follow, therefore, that someone who knew the quid est in virtue of a definition would not know an est--which is impossible in view of what has been established above.
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[image: image7]Then (92b18) he presents the third reason. Now this reason uses ordinary definitions as examples to manifest the same fact that was concluded in the previous reason, namely, that one who demonstrates the quid est is not demonstrating the quia est. Wherefore he says that it is clear not only in the light of the foregoing but also in view of the modes of terms, i.e., of definitions, which are presently in vogue that those who define do not manifest the quia est. For example, one who defines a circle as something all the lines from whose center to the circumference are equal, is still left with the question why there must be such a thing as he has defined, i.e., why it is necessary to posit that there exists such a thing as was defined; for example, why it is required to posit that there is a circle which is defined in the way mentioned. For it is acceptable to give a like description of a brass mountain by saying, for example, that it is a brass body which is lofty and extensive; but the task would still remain to establish whether there is such a thing in nature. And this because terms, i.e., defining notions, do not state that their counterpart either exists or is capable of existing; rather, whenever such a notion is formulated, it is legitimate to ask why such a thing should exist. Clearly then, it is impossible to demonstrate quid est and quia est simultaneously.
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[image: image8]Then (92b26) by leading to something absurd, he shows that the quod quid cannot be shown by demonstration. First, therefore, he shows what would follow from this. Secondly, he shows that what does follow is unacceptable (92b28).
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 186
[image: image9]He says therefore (92b26) that since a definer might show either the quid est or merely what a name signifies, it follows that a definition does not necessarily manifest the quod quid, which belongs to definition in the proper sense; otherwise, it will follow that a definition signifying quod quid is nothing more than a statement signifying in the same way that a name does: for the only thing that a definition adds to such a notion is that it signifies the essence of some thing. Hence, if there is no thing whose essence the definition signifies, it will be no different from a statement explaining the signification of some name.
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[image: image10]Then (92b28) he shows that it is unacceptable for a definition to be nothing more than a statement explaining the signification of a name: and this for three reasons. The first of these is that it happens that even things which are neither substances nor beings in a universal sense can be signified by a name. Now a name can be explained by some interpretation. Consequently, if a definition were nothing more than a statement interpreting a name, it would follow that a definition could be given of non-substances and of things that do not exist at all. But this is clearly false, for as it is shown in Metaphysics VII, definition bears principally on substance and on other things insofar as they are related to substance.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 186
[image: image11]Then (92b30) he gives the second reason and it is this: To any notion, i.e., to any statement signifying something, it is possible to apply a corresponding name which is explained by that notion. Therefore, if a definition is nothing more than a notion explaining a name, it would follow that all notions were definitions. As a consequence, it would follow that when we dispute or converse with anyone, the disputations or our discussions are definitions; similarly, it would follow that the Iliad, i.e., Homer's poem about the Trojan War, is a definition.
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[image: image12]Then (92b32) he gives the third reason and it is this: No science demonstrates that a given name signifies a given thing. For names are arbitrary signs; hence they must be used according to the will of the one inventing them. But it is obvious that definitions are given in every science. Therefore, it is obvious that definitions do not signify this, i.e., a mere interpretation of a name.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 187
[image: image13]Then (92b35) he sums up what has been so far discussed disputatively. And he says that from the foregoing it is seen to follow that definition and syllogism are neither the same nor concerned with the same; and furthermore that a definition demonstrates nothing, since it is not concerned with the same thing as a demonstration. In like manner, it seems to have been shown that it is not possible to know quod quid either by a definition or a demonstration, because a definition merely shows the what and a demonstration the quia. But to know the quod quid a knowledge of quia est is required, as has been shown.
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Lecture 7
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	(93a1-b21)
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	THE TWO WAYS, LOGICAL AND DEMONSTRATIVE, OF MANIFESTING QUOD QUID
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


 
 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	a1. We must now start
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	a4. Now to know its
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	a16. --so let us begin
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	a21. Moreover we are aware
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	a24. As often as we have
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	a28. Let us then take
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	b15. We have stated then
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[image: image14]After inquiring disputatively how the definition and the quod quid are known, the Philosopher here determines the truth. First, he states what his intention is. Secondly, he carries out what he proposes (93a4). Thirdly, he summarizes (94a13) [end of L. 8].
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[image: image15]He says therefore first (93a1) that after the disputative process we must once more consider, but this time by establishing the truth, how much of the foregoing has been well stated and how much not well stated: and this both in regard to definition, by considering what a definition is, and in regard to quod quid, by considering whether it might somehow or other be manifested through a definition or a demonstration or not at all.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 7 p 187
[image: image16]Then (93a4) he carries out what he has proposed. First, in regard to the quod quid. Secondly, in regard to definition which is a statement signifying it (93b28). Concerning the first he sets down two methods of manifesting the quod quid. First, the method of logical proof. Secondly, the method of demonstrative proof (93a16).
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[image: image17]Regarding the first he reviews first of all (93a4) that which was established above, namely, that it is the same thing to know quid est and to know the cause involved in the question an est, just as it is the same thing to know propter quid and to know the cause involved in the question quia est. The reason for this, i.e., for the fact that it is the same thing to know the quid est and the cause involved in the si est, is that there must be some cause of the fact that a thing exists, for something is referred to as caused by reason of the fact that it has a cause of its existing.
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[image: image18]Now the cause of existing is either the same, i.e., the same as the essence of a thing, or something not the same: the same, indeed, as matter and form, which are parts of the essence; not the same, as agent and end, which two causes are somehow the cause of the form and matter, for the agent acts for an end and unites the form to the matter. And if we consider the cause which is other than the essence of a thing, sometimes it is such a cause that a demonstration can be formed in virtue of it, and sometimes not. For the effect does not follow of necessity from every efficient cause; but from the supposition of the end it follows that what is required for the end also exists, as is proved in Physics II.
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[image: image19]So let us suppose that an effect exists which has as its cause not only the essence of the thing but also another cause such that something can be demonstrated through it; for example, we might say that if a man has attained happiness, it is necessary that virtue pre-exist. Now let us assume that the essence of virtue is a habit which operates according to right reason. Therefore, it can be demonstrated that there is a habit which operates according to right reason, if there is a habit conducive to happiness. Let that other cause, therefore, which is demonstrative, be taken as the middle, and let a syllogism be formed in the first figure (which must be done, because the quod quid must be universally and affirmatively predicated of the thing of which it is the quod quid): the syllogism then will be: "Every habit conducive to happiness is a habit operating according to right reason; but virtue is such a habit: therefore, . . . . ." He concludes, therefore, that this method which is now being examined is one method of showing the quod quid through something else which is a cause. And this method is evidently suitable, because, as was established above, it is necessary that the middle taken for proving quod quid be the quid est; and similarly that the middle taken for proving properties be something proper.
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[image: image20]But there is the further consideration that since the quid est is the cause of the very being of the thing, then according to the diverse causes of one thing, there are various ways of assigning the quod quid of the same thing. For example, the quod quid of house can be formulated in terms of its material cause, so that we might say that it is something composed of wood and stones; and also in terms of the final cause, namely, that it is an artifact constructed for habitation. Thus, therefore, it will occur that since there are several quod quid's of the same thing, one of them will be demonstrated and another not demonstrated but supposed. Hence it does not follow that there is a begging of the question, because one quod quid is supposed and the other proved. Nor is this a method proving the quod quid demonstratively, but of syllogizing it logically, because by this method it is not sufficiently proved that what is concluded is the quod quid of the thing of which it is concluded, but merely that it is in it.
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[image: image21]Then (93a16) he shows how by demonstration the quod quid can be achieved. Regarding this he does two things. First, he shows how the quod quid can be manifested in certain instances through demonstration. Secondly, he shows that it is not so in all cases (93b22) [L. 8]. Concerning the first he does three things. First, he lays down certain things needed for showing what he proposes. Secondly, he manifests what he has proposed (93a28). Thirdly, he summarizes (93b15).
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[image: image22]With respect to the first (93a16) he lays down three things. The first of these is a comparison between the quod quid and the propter quid. He says, therefore, that in order to show how it occurs that the quod quid can be achieved through demonstration, we must start once more from the beginning.
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[image: image23]The first thing to be considered is the fact that a person may be in either of two states as regards knowledge of the propter quid. For sometimes we have the quia in our knowledge and are still seeking the propter quid; and sometimes both are manifest to us at one time. A third case is impossible, namely, that one know the propter quid of something before the quia. And the same holds for the quod quid erat esse: sometimes we know a thing to be without perfectly knowing the quid sit; sometimes we know both at once. Again, a third case is impossible, namely, to know quid est without knowing if it is.
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[image: image24]Then (32a21) he lays down the second preliminary remark, saying that there are two ways in which we might know something to be without perfectly knowing the quid est: in one way, insofar as we might know one of its accidents, as for example, when by the speed of its motion we judge that something is a hare; in another way, by knowing something of its essence. This of course is possible in the case of a composite substance, as when we comprehend something to be a man in virtue of the fact that it is rational, without yet knowing the other items which complete the essence of man. However, in simple substances this does not occur, because one cannot know anything concerning the substance of a simple thing without knowing the entire essence, as is clear from Metaphysics IX.
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[image: image25]At any rate, a person who knows some thing to be must know it through something of that thing, namely, something outside the essence of the thing or something pertaining to its essence. And he clarifies this with the example of knowing thunder to be, because we perceive a sound in the clouds--which of course pertains to the essence of thunder, albeit not the entire essence, because not every sound in the clouds is thunder--or of knowing a defect, i.e., an eclipse, of the sun or moon to be, because there is a failure of light--although not every failure of light is an eclipse. And the same applies if someone perceives a man to be, because there is an animal; or a soul to be, because something is moving itself.
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[image: image26]Then (93a24) he sets forth the third preliminary remark, saying that those things which we know to exist through some accident belonging to them are such that there is no correlation between this knowledge and knowledge of their quid est, because in virtue of such accidents we do not even truly know that they are. We do of course know these accidents to be theirs, but because the accidents are not the things themselves, we do not thereby know that the things themselves exist. Moreover, it is fruitless to seek the quid est if one does not know quia est; but those things which we know to exist through something of their own can be more easily known by us as to what they are. Hence it is plain that as we are in regard to knowing that something is, so we are in regard to knowing what it is.
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