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Grice and Code on 1ZZing and HAZZing

The distinction

Paul Gricé and Alan Codehave come up with a useful terminology with whictexpress
a key distinction that Aristotle introduces in f@iategories and continues to use in later
works. The distinction is betweessential andaccidental predication.

According to Aristotleanimal is predicated essentially béiman, and bothanimal and
human are predicated essentially of the individual hun@allias. Similarlyyirtue is
predicated essentially bfavery, and bothvirtue andbravery are predicated essentially of
various individual virtues, such as one that inkeneCallias.

On the other hand, we can predidatavery not just of an instance of virtue that inheres in
Callias, but of Callias himself. (We can say ndiydhat one of Callias’s virtues is bravery,
but that Callias—since he is brave—is an instaridwavery.) But predicatingravery of
Callias is what Aristotle would call accidental gieation. So Callias is essentially a human
being and an animal, but accidentally brave.

The Categories terminology

In theCategories, Aristotle uses the technical terswD oF andiN to express this
distinction. He would sayanimal is SAID oF human, and bothanimal andhuman aresAID OF
Callias. In other words, th&ab OF relation holds between a universal and sometiag t
falls beneath it in the same category. Similarytue is SAID oF bravery, and bothvirtue
andbravery aresAiD OF an instance of virtue that inheres in Callias.t@mother hand,
neithervirtue norbravery is sAID oF Callias. Rathethravery isIN Callias, andsirtueisIN
Callias.

In other wordscis SAID OFy is theconverseof y is essentially x (X iSSAID OFy iff yis
essentially x), andx isIN y is theconverseof y isaccidentally x (xisIN y iff yisaccidentally

X).

Notice that when we express the fact thratvery is IN Callias by means of a sentence in
ordinary English (or Greek, for that matter) we \bsay “Callias is brave” rather than

“Callias is bravery.” This is the phenomenon Arikaallsparonymy (Cat. 1a12-15). The
entities involved in this predication are a substafCallias) and a quality (bravery); but
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instead of using the name of the quality (“bravery® use garonym of it (“brave”) in our
linguistic predication. The point is that althoutje two predications “Callias is human” and
“Callias is brave” are superficially similar, thaderlying ontological relations are different.
Human is sAID oF Callias but notNn Callias;bravery is IN Callias but nosAID oF Callias.

Aristotle also notesGat. 2a29-33) that sometimes the point about paronyray be
obscured by the linguistic oddity that theme of the entity that isN a subject and the
adjective that we use to characterize it are the samea3ust characterize someone as
brave if the virtue bravery is him, so we characterize a body as white if thercahite is
IN it. In English (“white”), as in Greek (¢ukon”), the same word is both the name of a
quality and an adjective that characterizes somgtbo qualified. This might create the
illusion thatwhite is SAID oF a body (in the way thdravery is SAID OF a certain virtue or
human is SAID OF a certain animal). Bwihite is notsaiD oF a body, since “the definition of
white is never predicated of bodyC#t. 2a-34). This gives us necessary and sufficient
conditions (in terms of linguistic predication) fitie (ontologicalBAID OF relation:

X is SAID OF Y iff both the name o% and the definition ok are predicated of.

The Grice-Code terminology

Grice made up the verb “toz” for Aristotle’s idea of essential predication.,%a&rice would
express the fact thgtis predicated essentially by saying thak 1zzesy. He uses the verb
“to HAZz” for Aristotle’s idea of accidental predicatiomdawould express the fact thais
predicated accidentally afby saying thak HAzzesy. (Note thatizz’ and ‘HAzZ’ are

regular verbs: “Izz, youizz, sheizzes, ..., [HAzZz, youHAZz, heHAzzes, ...” etc.). Code
doesn’t use the made-up words andHAazz; he prefers the capitalized words “Be” and
“Have” as technical terms with the same meaning.

SOSAID OF andizz are conversesis SAID OFY iff y 1zzesx. Likewise,IN andHAzz are
conversesxisIN y iff y HAZzesx.

Here is the way Aristotle’s claims, above, wouldedx@ressed in the languageizding and
HAZzing:

Aristotle’s claim In 1zz - HAZZ terminology
Human issAD oF Callias. Calliaszzes human.
Animal issAID oF Callias. Calliaszzes animal.
Animal is SAID OF human. Humarzzes animal.
Virtue isSAID OF bravery. Braveryzzes virtue.
Bravery isIN Callias Calliasiazzesbravery.
Virtue isIN Callias. Calliagiazzes virtue.

Notice that nothing everzes what iHAzzes orHAzzes what itzzes. Calliaszzes human,
but he does natazz human; Calliasiazzesbravery, but he does natz bravery. Note too
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thatizzing is not identity: Humarzzes animal, but humafianimal. Identity might be
defined, however, as reciproeating:

x =y iff xi1zzesy & y 1zzesx
Some further ramifications

Notice that the logical properties iazing andHAzzing are differentizzing is transitive—if
X 1zzesy andy 1zzesz, thenx 1zzesz. (If Callias is human and a human is an animainth
Callias is an animal; if something belongs to amg® it belongs to every genus under
which that species falls.) Buiazzing is not transitive: Calliasazzes bravery, but he does
notHAzz all of bravery’'s accidental attributes—e.g., thteilaute of having been
exemplified at the battle of Thermopylae. Likewigejng is reflexive (for every, x1zzes

X) butHAzzing is not—Callias does neiazz Callias, nor does bravenazz bravery®

(If these claims, or any of the following, seem iduis to you, try to think them through and
figure out why they are true.)

The reason why Calliagzes animal is that hgzes human, and humazes animal. So we
may generalize and say that wherzesy, it follows thatx 1izzes something thatzesy. In
other words, i 1zzesy, thenlk (x 1Izzesz & z1zzesy).

Likewise, the reason why Calliaiszzes virtue is that heazzes bravery, and bravezzes
virtue. Again, we may generalize and say that whiemzzesy, it follows thatx HAzzes
something thazzesy. In other words, ik HAzzesy, then[z (x HAzzesz & z1zzesy).

Notice an important upshot of this: every predmatieven accidental predication, implicitly
involves some kind of essential predication (c&assification). In “Calliaszzes human” it

is there explicitly. But in “Calliasiazzes bravery” it is there implicitly: Calliasazzes
something thazzes bravery. That is, Callias is (accidentally) ler@ecause something that
happens to inhere in him is (essentially) an instaof bravery. To put the point another
way: when we predicatauman of Callias, we are classifying him by means okasential
predicate of his. And when we predicatavery of Callias, we are classifying one of his
gualities by means of an essential predicate afgbhality.

% The idea that “bravenyazzes bravery” is often attributed to Plato (and ahtitee “literal self-predication” of
Platonic Forms).
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